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Introduction

Friendship, love, and the intricate emotions that
bind human beings together have fascinated
philosophers for centuries. These themes find
profound expression in the selections brought
together for this anthology, each offering unique
insights into the nature of human relationships and
the ethical, emotional, and intellectual dimensions
they inhabit. The philosophers here—Plato,
Aristotle, Cicero, Spinoza, and
Montaigne—represent a diverse range of thought,
spanning cultures and centuries, yet their works are
united by the enduring relevance of their inquiries
into what it means to connect with one another.

Plato’'s The Symposium invites us to consider love
as a driving force behind human existence and
creativity. Through a series of dialogues, the
participants in this philosophical banquet articulate
varying perspectives on Eros, the divine and
complex form of love. The text ultimately elevates
love to a metaphysical plane, presenting it as an
aspiration toward beauty, truth, and the divine—a
process of self-betterment and enlightenment. Plato
challenges us to think about love not merely as a
personal or romantic pursuit but as a guiding
principle leading humanity toward higher ideals.



Building on ideas of human connection, Aristotle
provides a practical and grounded exploration of
friendship in The Nicomachean Ethics (Books VIII
and 1X). Aristotle distinguishes between friendships
of utility, pleasure, and virtue, emphasizing that the
highest form of friendship arises from mutual
respect and the shared pursuit of goodness. His
analysis sheds light on the symbiotic relationship
between character and community, as well as the
role friendships play in achieving a fulfilling life.
Exemplifying his belief that "man is a social
animal," Aristotle’s account demonstrates how
friendships not only enhance individual happiness
but also contribute to societal harmony and ethical
living.

Similarly, Cicero’s On Friendship reflects on the
blessings and responsibilities of friendship through
the lens of Roman philosophy. Cicero considers
friendship as one of life’s greatest gifts, rooted in
virtue and moral alignment. Drawing from personal
experience and historical examples, he emphasizes
the loyalty, honesty, and equality essential for true
friendship. This work serves as both a philosophical
meditation and a practical guide, illustrating how
friendship can provide solace during life’s
adversities and instill meaning in its joys.

Benedict de Spinoza’s On the Origin and Nature of
the Emotions, from The Ethics, approaches
relationships through the lens of rationality and



emotions. Spinoza views human connections as
fundamentally intertwined with the workings of the
mind and the forces of nature. By analyzing
emotions such as love, hatred, and envy, Spinoza
offers insights into how these feelings shape our
ability to relate to one another and to ourselves. His
perspective encourages a deeper understanding of
the mechanics of human interaction, with an aim of
achieving serenity and freedom through emotional
mastery.

Finally, Michel de Montaigne’s Of Friendship offers
an intimately personal reflection on the nature of
friendship, informed by his bond with his close
companion Etienne de La Boétie. Montaigne’s
essay extols friendship as an unparalleled
relationship, distinct from other social or familial
bonds due to its spontaneous and profound
connection. He highlights the selfless affection and
equality that characterize true friendship,
presenting it as a unique source of wisdom and
personal growth. Montaigne’s reflections stand out
for their conversational style, blending philosophy
with lived experience to create a timeless
meditation on human relationships.

The works presented in this anthology each
illuminate different aspects of love, friendship, and
emotional connection, yet they share a common
thread in their exploration of how these
relationships shape what it means to live a good



life. Together, they offer readers a multifaceted
dialogue on the joys, duties, and philosophical
complexities of the human condition—an enduring
testament to the richness of relationships and their
capacity to shape both individuals and societies.



1 Symposium, by Plato

Benjamin Jowett, Translator

Introduction

Plato's Symposium is a philosophical dialogue that
explores the nature of love through a series of
speeches given at a banquet in ancient Athens. Set
at the house of the playwright Agathon, the work
unfolds as seven speakers—including Socrates,
Aristophanes, and Alcibiades—offer their
perspectives on love (or Eros), creating a
multi-faceted exploration of the concept. The
dialogue is steeped in themes of love, friendship,
and the human desire for connection and
immortality.

The discussion begins with Phaedrus, who sees
love as the driving force behind virtuous and heroic
deeds. He argues that love inspires honour and
courage, particularly in the ways it motivates both
lovers and beloveds to strive for excellence.
Pausanias then follows, introducing the idea of two
kinds of love—common and heavenly. He
distinguishes between base physical attraction and
a more noble, intellectual love that fosters mutual
growth and enlightenment.



Physician Eryximachus expands on Pausanias’
duality of love by presenting a more scientific and
cosmic view. He contends that love permeates all
aspects of life, from the harmony of the body to the
organization of the universe. His speech connects
love to the principles of balance and order,
emphasizing its role in fostering health, unity, and
equilibrium in nature and society.

The comic playwright Aristophanes provides one of
the most memorable and poetic speeches of the
dialogue, offering a mythological explanation of
love’s origins. According to Aristophanes, humans
were once androgynous beings who were split into
two by the gods. Ever since, people have sought
their other halves, yearning to recover their original
wholeness. This idea emphasizes love’s role as a
search for completeness and a profound longing for
emotional and spiritual union.

Socrates, considered the intellectual centerpiece of
the dialogue, delivers a speech informed by his
dialogues with Diotima, a wise woman. Diotima’s
teachings frame love not as possession but as a
dynamic, aspirational force. Love, she argues, is a
ladder of ascent, beginning with physical attraction
and advancing toward an appreciation of
intellectual beauty, moral goodness, and ultimately,
the pure form of Beauty itself. For Socrates (and
Diotima), love is a means of striving for immortality,
achieved either biologically through procreation or



intellectually through the legacy of ideas and
virtues.

The dialogue culminates with Alcibiades, a
handsome but flawed figure, who provides a
contrast to the idealized notions of love presented
earlier. Alcibiades’ speech is a personal and
confessional account of his love for Socrates. It
highlights the themes of friendship, unrequited love,
and admiration, revealing Socrates as an
unattainable paragon of wisdom and inner beauty.
Through Alcibiades, Plato explores the complexities
of human relationships and the tension between
physical desires and higher aspirations.

Ultimately, Plato's Symposium weaves a rich
tapestry of perspectives, blending philosophical
inquiry with mythological storytelling to examine
themes of love, friendship, and the human
condition. The dialogue suggests that love is not a
singular concept but a multifaceted force that
transcends the physical, encompassing intellectual
and spiritual realms. Its enduring legacy lies in its
ability to stimulate reflection on the nature of
relationships and the profound connections that
define the human experience.

Text

PERSONS OF THE DIALOGUE: Apollodorus, who
repeats to his companion the dialogue which he



had heard from Aristodemus, and had already once
narrated to Glaucon. Phaedrus, Pausanias,
Eryximachus, Aristophanes, Agathon, Socrates,
Alcibiades, A Troop of Revellers.

SCENE: The House of Agathon.

Concerning the things about which you ask to be
informed | believe that | am not ill-prepared with an
answer. For the day before yesterday | was coming
from my own home at Phalerum to the city, and one
of my acquaintance, who had caught a sight of me
from behind, calling out playfully in the distance,
said: Apollodorus, O thou Phalerian (Probably a
play of words on (Greek), 'bald-headed.") man, halt!
So | did as | was bid; and then he said, | was
looking for you, Apollodorus, only just now, that |
might ask you about the speeches in praise of love,
which were delivered by Socrates, Alcibiades, and
others, at Agathon's supper. Phoenix, the son of
Philip, told another person who told me of them; his
narrative was very indistinct, but he said that you
knew, and | wish that you would give me an
account of them. Who, if not you, should be the
reporter of the words of your friend? And first tell
me, he said, were you present at this meeting?

Your informant, Glaucon, | said, must have been
very indistinct indeed, if you imagine that the
occasion was recent; or that | could have been of
the party.



Why, yes, he replied, | thought so.

Impossible: | said. Are you ignorant that for many
years Agathon has not resided at Athens; and not
three have elapsed since | became acquainted with
Socrates, and have made it my daily business to
know all that he says and does. There was a time
when | was running about the world, fancying
myself to be well employed, but | was really a most
wretched being, no better than you are now. |
thought that | ought to do anything rather than be a
philosopher.

Well, he said, jesting apart, tell me when the
meeting occurred.

In our boyhood, | replied, when Agathon won the
prize with his first tragedy, on the day after that on
which he and his chorus offered the sacrifice of
victory.

Then it must have been a long while ago, he said;
and who told you—did Socrates?

No indeed, | replied, but the same person who told
Phoenix;—he was a little fellow, who never wore
any shoes, Aristodemus, of the deme of
Cydathenaeum. He had been at Agathon's feast;
and | think that in those days there was no one who
was a more devoted admirer of Socrates.
Moreover, | have asked Socrates about the truth of
some parts of his narrative, and he confirmed them.



Then, said Glaucon, let us have the tale over again;
is not the road to Athens just made for
conversation? And so we walked, and talked of the
discourses on love; and therefore, as | said at first, |
am not ill-prepared to comply with your request,
and will have another rehearsal of them if you like.
For to speak or to hear others speak of philosophy
always gives me the greatest pleasure, to say
nothing of the profit. But when | hear another strain,
especially that of you rich men and traders, such
conversation displeases me; and | pity you who are
my companions, because you think that you are
doing something when in reality you are doing
nothing. And | dare say that you pity me in return,
whom you regard as an unhappy creature, and very
probably you are right. But | certainly know of you
what you only think of me—there is the difference.

COMPANION: | see, Apollodorus, that you are just
the same—always speaking evil of yourself, and of
others; and | do believe that you pity all mankind,
with the exception of Socrates, yourself first of all,
true in this to your old name, which, however
deserved, | know not how you acquired, of
Apollodorus the madman; for you are always raging
against yourself and everybody but Socrates.

APOLLODORUS: Yes, friend, and the reason why |
am said to be mad, and out of my wits, is just



because | have these notions of myself and you; no
other evidence is required.

COMPANION: No more of that, Apollodorus; but let
me renew my request that you would repeat the
conversation.

APOLLODORUS: Well, the tale of love was on this
wise:—But perhaps | had better begin at the
beginning, and endeavour to give you the exact
words of Aristodemus:

He said that he met Socrates fresh from the bath
and sandalled; and as the sight of the sandals was
unusual, he asked him whither he was going that
he had been converted into such a beau:—

To a banquet at Agathon's, he replied, whose
invitation to his sacrifice of victory | refused
yesterday, fearing a crowd, but promising that |
would come to-day instead; and so | have put on
my finery, because he is such a fine man. What say
you to going with me unasked?

| will do as you bid me, | replied.

Follow then, he said, and let us demolish the
proverb:—

"To the feasts of inferior men the good unbidden
go;’



instead of which our proverb will run:—
"To the feasts of the good the good unbidden go;'

and this alteration may be supported by the
authority of Homer himself, who not only
demolishes but literally outrages the proverb. For,
after picturing Agamemnon as the most valiant of
men, he makes Menelaus, who is but a fainthearted
warrior, come unbidden (lliad) to the banquet of
Agamemnon, who is feasting and offering
sacrifices, not the better to the worse, but the worse
to the better.

| rather fear, Socrates, said Aristodemus, lest this
may still be my case; and that, like Menelaus in
Homer, | shall be the inferior person, who

"To the feasts of the wise unbidden goes."

But | shall say that | was bidden of you, and then
you will have to make an excuse.

"Two going together,’

he replied, in Homeric fashion, one or other of them
may invent an excuse by the way (lliad).

This was the style of their conversation as they
went along. Socrates dropped behind in a fit of
abstraction, and desired Aristodemus, who was
waiting, to go on before him. When he reached the



house of Agathon he found the doors wide open,
and a comical thing happened. A servant coming
out met him, and led him at once into the
banqueting-hall in which the guests were reclining,
for the banquet was about to begin. Welcome,
Aristodemus, said Agathon, as soon as he
appeared—you are just in time to sup with us; if
you come on any other matter put it off, and make
one of us, as | was looking for you yesterday and
meant to have asked you, if | could have found you.
But what have you done with Socrates?

| turned round, but Socrates was nowhere to be
seen; and | had to explain that he had been with
me a moment before, and that | came by his
invitation to the supper.

You were quite right in coming, said Agathon; but
where is he himself?

He was behind me just now, as | entered, he said,
and | cannot think what has become of him.

Go and look for him, boy, said Agathon, and bring
him in; and do you, Aristodemus, meanwhile take
the place by Eryximachus.

The servant then assisted him to wash, and he lay
down, and presently another servant came in and
reported that our friend Socrates had retired into

the portico of the neighbouring house. 'There he is



fixed,' said he, 'and when | call to him he will not
stir'!

How strange, said Agathon; then you must call him
again, and keep calling him.

Let him alone, said my informant; he has a way of
stopping anywhere and losing himself without any
reason. | believe that he will soon appear; do not
therefore disturb him.

Well, if you think so, | will leave him, said Agathon.
And then, turning to the servants, he added, 'Let us
have supper without waiting for him. Serve up
whatever you please, for there is no one to give you
orders; hitherto | have never left you to yourselves.
But on this occasion imagine that you are our
hosts, and that | and the company are your guests;
treat us well, and then we shall commend you."'
After this, supper was served, but still no Socrates;
and during the meal Agathon several times
expressed a wish to send for him, but Aristodemus
objected; and at last when the feast was about half
over—for the fit, as usual, was not of long
duration—Socrates entered. Agathon, who was
reclining alone at the end of the table, begged that
he would take the place next to him; that 'l may
touch you,' he said, 'and have the benefit of that
wise thought which came into your mind in the
portico, and is now in your possession; for | am



certain that you would not have come away until
you had found what you sought.'

How | wish, said Socrates, taking his place as he
was desired, that wisdom could be infused by
touch, out of the fuller into the emptier man, as
water runs through wool out of a fuller cup into an
emptier one; if that were so, how greatly should |
value the privilege of reclining at your side! For you
would have filled me full with a stream of wisdom
plenteous and fair; whereas my own is of a very
mean and questionable sort, no better than a
dream. But yours is bright and full of promise, and
was manifested forth in all the splendour of youth
the day before yesterday, in the presence of more
than thirty thousand Hellenes.

You are mocking, Socrates, said Agathon, and ere
long you and | will have to determine who bears off
the palm of wisdom—of this Dionysus shall be the
judge; but at present you are better occupied with
supper.

Socrates took his place on the couch, and supped
with the rest; and then libations were offered, and
after a hymn had been sung to the god, and there
had been the usual ceremonies, they were about to
commence drinking, when Pausanias said, And
now, my friends, how can we drink with least injury
to ourselves? | can assure you that | feel severely
the effect of yesterday's potations, and must have



time to recover; and | suspect that most of you are
in the same predicament, for you were of the party
yesterday. Consider then: How can the drinking be
made easiest?

| entirely agree, said Aristophanes, that we should,
by all means, avoid hard drinking, for | was myself
one of those who were yesterday drowned in drink.

| think that you are right, said Eryximachus, the son
of Acumenus; but | should still like to hear one
other person speak: Is Agathon able to drink hard?

| am not equal to it, said Agathon.

Then, said Eryximachus, the weak heads like
myself, Aristodemus, Phaedrus, and others who
never can drink, are fortunate in finding that the
stronger ones are not in a drinking mood. (I do not
include Socrates, who is able either to drink or to
abstain, and will not mind, whichever we do.) Well,
as of none of the company seem disposed to drink
much, | may be forgiven for saying, as a physician,
that drinking deep is a bad practice, which | never
follow, if I can help, and certainly do not
recommend to another, least of all to any one who
still feels the effects of yesterday's carouse.

| always do what you advise, and especially what
you prescribe as a physician, rejoined Phaedrus



the Myrrhinusian, and the rest of the company, if
they are wise, will do the same.

It was agreed that drinking was not to be the order
of the day, but that they were all to drink only so
much as they pleased.

Then, said Eryximachus, as you are all agreed that
drinking is to be voluntary, and that there is to be no
compulsion, | move, in the next place, that the
flute-girl, who has just made her appearance, be
told to go away and play to herself, or, if she likes,
to the women who are within (compare Prot.).
To-day let us have conversation instead; and, if you
will allow me, | will tell you what sort of
conversation. This proposal having been accepted,
Eryximachus proceeded as follows:—

| will begin, he said, after the manner of Melanippe
in Euripides,

'Not mine the word'

which | am about to speak, but that of Phaedrus.
For often he says to me in an indignant
tone:—'What a strange thing it is, Eryximachus,
that, whereas other gods have poems and hymns
made in their honour, the great and glorious god,
Love, has no encomiast among all the poets who
are so many. There are the worthy sophists
too—the excellent Prodicus for example, who have
descanted in prose on the virtues of Heracles and



other heroes; and, what is still more extraordinary, |
have met with a philosophical work in which the
utility of salt has been made the theme of an
eloquent discourse; and many other like things
have had a like honour bestowed upon them. And
only to think that there should have been an eager
interest created about them, and yet that to this day
no one has ever dared worthily to hymn Love's
praises! So entirely has this great deity been
neglected.' Now in this Phaedrus seems to me to
be quite right, and therefore | want to offer him a
contribution; also | think that at the present moment
we who are here assembled cannot do better than
honour the god Love. If you agree with me, there
will be no lack of conversation; for | mean to
propose that each of us in turn, going from left to
right, shall make a speech in honour of Love. Let
him give us the best which he can; and Phaedrus,
because he is sitting first on the left hand, and
because he is the father of the thought, shall begin.

No one will vote against you, Eryximachus, said
Socrates. How can | oppose your motion, who
profess to understand nothing but matters of love;
nor, | presume, will Agathon and Pausanias; and
there can be no doubt of Aristophanes, whose
whole concern is with Dionysus and Aphrodite; nor
will any one disagree of those whom | see around
me. The proposal, as | am aware, may seem rather
hard upon us whose place is last; but we shall be
contented if we hear some good speeches first. Let



Phaedrus begin the praise of Love, and good luck
to him. All the company expressed their assent,
and desired him to do as Socrates bade him.

Aristodemus did not recollect all that was said, nor
do | recollect all that he related to me; but | will tell
you what | thought most worthy of remembrance,
and what the chief speakers said.

Phaedrus began by affirming that Love is a mighty
god, and wonderful among gods and men, but
especially wonderful in his birth. For he is the eldest
of the gods, which is an honour to him; and a proof
of his claim to this honour is, that of his parents
there is no memorial; neither poet nor prose-writer
has ever affirmed that he had any. As Hesiod
says:—

'First Chaos came, and then broad-bosomed Earth,
The everlasting seat of all that is, And Love.'

In other words, after Chaos, the Earth and Love,
these two, came into being. Also Parmenides sings
of Generation:

'First in the train of gods, he fashioned Love.'

And Acusilaus agrees with Hesiod. Thus numerous
are the withesses who acknowledge Love to be the
eldest of the gods. And not only is he the eldest, he
is also the source of the greatest benefits to us. For
I know not any greater blessing to a young man



who is beginning life than a virtuous lover, or to the
lover than a beloved youth. For the principle which
ought to be the guide of men who would nobly
live—that principle, | say, neither kindred, nor
honour, nor wealth, nor any other motive is able to
implant so well as love. Of what am | speaking? Of
the sense of honour and dishonour, without which
neither states nor individuals ever do any good or
great work. And | say that a lover who is detected in
doing any dishonourable act, or submitting through
cowardice when any dishonour is done to him by
another, will be more pained at being detected by
his beloved than at being seen by his father, or by
his companions, or by any one else. The beloved
too, when he is found in any disgraceful situation,
has the same feeling about his lover. And if there
were only some way of contriving that a state or an
army should be made up of lovers and their loves
(compare Rep.), they would be the very best
governors of their own city, abstaining from all
dishonour, and emulating one another in honour;
and when fighting at each other's side, although a
mere handful, they would overcome the world. For
what lover would not choose rather to be seen by
all mankind than by his beloved, either when
abandoning his post or throwing away his arms?
He would be ready to die a thousand deaths rather
than endure this. Or who would desert his beloved
or fail him in the hour of danger? The veriest
coward would become an inspired hero, equal to
the bravest, at such a time; Love would inspire him.



That courage which, as Homer says, the god
breathes into the souls of some heroes, Love of his
own nature infuses into the lover.

Love will make men dare to die for their
beloved—Ilove alone; and women as well as men.
Of this, Alcestis, the daughter of Pelias, is a
monument to all Hellas; for she was willing to lay
down her life on behalf of her husband, when no
one else would, although he had a father and
mother; but the tenderness of her love so far
exceeded theirs, that she made them seem to be
strangers in blood to their own son, and in name
only related to him; and so noble did this action of
hers appear to the gods, as well as to men, that
among the many who have done virtuously she is
one of the very few to whom, in admiration of her
noble action, they have granted the privilege of
returning alive to earth; such exceeding honour is
paid by the gods to the devotion and virtue of love.
But Orpheus, the son of Oeagrus, the harper, they
sent empty away, and presented to him an
apparition only of her whom he sought, but herself
they would not give up, because he showed no
spirit; he was only a harp-player, and did not dare
like Alcestis to die for love, but was contriving how
he might enter Hades alive; moreover, they
afterwards caused him to suffer death at the hands
of women, as the punishment of his cowardliness.
Very different was the reward of the true love of
Achilles towards his lover Patroclus—his lover and



not his love (the notion that Patroclus was the
beloved one is a foolish error into which Aeschylus
has fallen, for Achilles was surely the fairer of the
two, fairer also than all the other heroes; and, as
Homer informs us, he was still beardless, and
younger far). And greatly as the gods honour the
virtue of love, still the return of love on the part of
the beloved to the lover is more admired and
valued and rewarded by them, for the lover is more
divine; because he is inspired by God. Now Achilles
was quite aware, for he had been told by his
mother, that he might avoid death and return home,
and live to a good old age, if he abstained from
slaying Hector. Nevertheless he gave his life to
revenge his friend, and dared to die, not only in his
defence, but after he was dead. Wherefore the
gods honoured him even above Alcestis, and sent
him to the Islands of the Blest. These are my
reasons for affirming that Love is the eldest and
noblest and mightiest of the gods; and the chiefest
author and giver of virtue in life, and of happiness
after death.

This, or something like this, was the speech of
Phaedrus; and some other speeches followed
which Aristodemus did not remember; the next
which he repeated was that of Pausanias.
Phaedrus, he said, the argument has not been set
before us, | think, quite in the right form;—we
should not be called upon to praise Love in such an
indiscriminate manner. If there were only one Love,



then what you said would be well enough; but since
there are more Loves than one,—should have
begun by determining which of them was to be the
theme of our praises. | will amend this defect; and
first of all | will tell you which Love is deserving of
praise, and then try to hymn the praiseworthy one
in @ manner worthy of him. For we all know that
Love is inseparable from Aphrodite, and if there
were only one Aphrodite there would be only one
Love; but as there are two goddesses there must
be two Loves. And am | not right in asserting that
there are two goddesses? The elder one, having no
mother, who is called the heavenly Aphrodite—she
is the daughter of Uranus; the younger, who is the
daughter of Zeus and Dione—her we call common;
and the Love who is her fellow-worker is rightly
named common, as the other love is called
heavenly. All the gods ought to have praise given to
them, but not without distinction of their natures;
and therefore | must try to distinguish the
characters of the two Loves. Now actions vary
according to the manner of their performance.
Take, for example, that which we are now doing,
drinking, singing and talking—these actions are not
in themselves either good or evil, but they turn out
in this or that way according to the mode of
performing them; and when well done they are
good, and when wrongly done they are evil; and in
like manner not every love, but only that which has
a noble purpose, is noble and worthy of praise. The
Love who is the offspring of the common Aphrodite



is essentially common, and has no discrimination,
being such as the meaner sort of men feel, and is
apt to be of women as well as of youths, and is of
the body rather than of the soul—the most foolish
beings are the objects of this love which desires
only to gain an end, but never thinks of
accomplishing the end nobly, and therefore does
good and evil quite indiscriminately. The goddess
who is his mother is far younger than the other, and
she was born of the union of the male and female,
and partakes of both. But the offspring of the
heavenly Aphrodite is derived from a mother in
whose birth the female has no part,—she is from
the male only; this is that love which is of youths,
and the goddess being older, there is nothing of
wantonness in her. Those who are inspired by this
love turn to the male, and delight in him who is the
more valiant and intelligent nature; any one may
recognise the pure enthusiasts in the very
character of their attachments. For they love not
boys, but intelligent beings whose reason is
beginning to be developed, much about the time at
which their beards begin to grow. And in choosing
young men to be their companions, they mean to
be faithful to them, and pass their whole life in
company with them, not to take them in their
inexperience, and deceive them, and play the fool
with them, or run away from one to another of
them. But the love of young boys should be
forbidden by law, because their future is uncertain;
they may turn out good or bad, either in body or



soul, and much noble enthusiasm may be thrown
away upon them; in this matter the good are a law
to themselves, and the coarser sort of lovers ought
to be restrained by force; as we restrain or attempt
to restrain them from fixing their affections on
women of free birth. These are the persons who
bring a reproach on love; and some have been led
to deny the lawfulness of such attachments
because they see the impropriety and evil of them;
for surely nothing that is decorously and lawfully
done can justly be censured. Now here and in
Lacedaemon the rules about love are perplexing,
but in most cities they are simple and easily
intelligible; in Elis and Boeotia, and in countries
having no gifts of eloquence, they are very
straightforward; the law is simply in favour of these
connexions, and no one, whether young or old, has
anything to say to their discredit; the reason being,
as | suppose, that they are men of few words in
those parts, and therefore the lovers do not like the
trouble of pleading their suit. In lonia and other
places, and generally in countries which are subject
to the barbarians, the custom is held to be
dishonourable; loves of youths share the evil repute
in which philosophy and gymnastics are held,
because they are inimical to tyranny; for the
interests of rulers require that their subjects should
be poor in spirit (compare Arist. Politics), and that
there should be no strong bond of friendship or
society among them, which love, above all other
motives, is likely to inspire, as our Athenian tyrants



learned by experience; for the love of Aristogeiton
and the constancy of Harmodius had a strength
which undid their power. And, therefore, the
ill-repute into which these attachments have fallen
is to be ascribed to the evil condition of those who
make them to be ill-reputed; that is to say, to the
self-seeking of the governors and the cowardice of
the governed; on the other hand, the indiscriminate
honour which is given to them in some countries is
attributable to the laziness of those who hold this
opinion of them. In our own country a far better
principle prevails, but, as | was saying, the
explanation of it is rather perplexing. For, observe
that open loves are held to be more honourable
than secret ones, and that the love of the noblest
and highest, even if their persons are less beautiful
than others, is especially honourable. Consider,
too, how great is the encouragement which all the
world gives to the lover; neither is he supposed to
be doing anything dishonourable; but if he
succeeds he is praised, and if he fail he is blamed.
And in the pursuit of his love the custom of mankind
allows him to do many strange things, which
philosophy would bitterly censure if they were done
from any motive of interest, or wish for office or
power. He may pray, and entreat, and supplicate,
and swear, and lie on a mat at the door, and endure
a slavery worse than that of any slave—in any
other case friends and enemies would be equally
ready to prevent him, but now there is no friend
who will be ashamed of him and admonish him,



and no enemy will charge him with meanness or
flattery; the actions of a lover have a grace which
ennobles them; and custom has decided that they
are highly commendable and that there no loss of
character in them; and, what is strangest of all, he
only may swear and forswear himself (so men say),
and the gods will forgive his transgression, for there
is no such thing as a lover's oath. Such is the entire
liberty which gods and men have allowed the lover,
according to the custom which prevails in our part
of the world. From this point of view a man fairly
argues that in Athens to love and to be loved is
held to be a very honourable thing. But when
parents forbid their sons to talk with their lovers,
and place them under a tutor's care, who is
appointed to see to these things, and their
companions and equals cast in their teeth anything
of the sort which they may observe, and their elders
refuse to silence the reprovers and do not rebuke
them—any one who reflects on all this will, on the
contrary, think that we hold these practices to be
most disgraceful. But, as | was saying at first, the
truth as | imagine is, that whether such practices
are honourable or whether they are dishonourable
is not a simple question; they are honourable to him
who follows them honourably, dishonourable to him
who follows them dishonourably. There is
dishonour in yielding to the evil, or in an evil
manner; but there is honour in yielding to the good,
or in an honourable manner. Evil is the vulgar lover
who loves the body rather than the soul, inasmuch



as he is not even stable, because he loves a thing
which is in itself unstable, and therefore when the
bloom of youth which he was desiring is over, he
takes wing and flies away, in spite of all his words
and promises; whereas the love of the noble
disposition is life-long, for it becomes one with the
everlasting. The custom of our country would have
both of them proven well and truly, and would have
us yield to the one sort of lover and avoid the other,
and therefore encourages some to pursue, and
others to fly; testing both the lover and beloved in
contests and trials, until they show to which of the
two classes they respectively belong. And this is
the reason why, in the first place, a hasty
attachment is held to be dishonourable, because
time is the true test of this as of most other things;
and secondly there is a dishonour in being
overcome by the love of money, or of wealth, or of
political power, whether a man is frightened into
surrender by the loss of them, or, having
experienced the benefits of money and political
corruption, is unable to rise above the seductions of
them. For none of these things are of a permanent
or lasting nature; not to mention that no generous
friendship ever sprang from them. There remains,
then, only one way of honourable attachment which
custom allows in the beloved, and this is the way of
virtue; for as we admitted that any service which
the lover does to him is not to be accounted flattery
or a dishonour to himself, so the beloved has one



way only of voluntary service which is not
dishonourable, and this is virtuous service.

For we have a custom, and according to our
custom any one who does service to another under
the idea that he will be improved by him either in
wisdom, or in some other particular of virtue—such
a voluntary service, | say, is not to be regarded as a
dishonour, and is not open to the charge of flattery.
And these two customs, one the love of youth, and
the other the practice of philosophy and virtue in
general, ought to meet in one, and then the beloved
may honourably indulge the lover. For when the
lover and beloved come together, having each of
them a law, and the lover thinks that he is right in
doing any service which he can to his gracious
loving one; and the other that he is right in showing
any kindness which he can to him who is making
him wise and good; the one capable of
communicating wisdom and virtue, the other
seeking to acquire them with a view to education
and wisdom, when the two laws of love are fulfilled
and meet in one—then, and then only, may the
beloved yield with honour to the lover. Nor when
love is of this disinterested sort is there any
disgrace in being deceived, but in every other case
there is equal disgrace in being or not being
deceived. For he who is gracious to his lover under
the impression that he is rich, and is disappointed
of his gains because he turns out to be poor, is
disgraced all the same: for he has done his best to



show that he would give himself up to any one's
'uses base' for the sake of money; but this is not
honourable. And on the same principle he who
gives himself to a lover because he is a good man,
and in the hope that he will be improved by his
company, shows himself to be virtuous, even
though the object of his affection turn out to be a
villain, and to have no virtue; and if he is deceived
he has committed a noble error. For he has proved
that for his part he will do anything for anybody with
a view to virtue and improvement, than which there
can be nothing nobler. Thus noble in every case is
the acceptance of another for the sake of virtue.
This is that love which is the love of the heavenly
godess, and is heavenly, and of great price to
individuals and cities, making the lover and the
beloved alike eager in the work of their own
improvement. But all other loves are the offspring of
the other, who is the common goddess. To you,
Phaedrus, | offer this my contribution in praise of
love, which is as good as | could make extempore.

Pausanias came to a pause—this is the balanced
way in which | have been taught by the wise to
speak; and Aristodemus said that the turn of
Aristophanes was next, but either he had eaten too
much, or from some other cause he had the
hiccough, and was obliged to change turns with
Eryximachus the physician, who was reclining on
the couch below him. Eryximachus, he said, you



ought either to stop my hiccough, or to speak in my
turn until | have left off.

I will do both, said Eryximachus: | will speak in your
turn, and do you speak in mine; and while | am
speaking let me recommend you to hold your
breath, and if after you have done so for some time
the hiccough is no better, then gargle with a little
water; and if it still continues, tickle your nose with
something and sneeze; and if you sneeze once or
twice, even the most violent hiccough is sure to go.
| will do as you prescribe, said Aristophanes, and
now get on.

Eryximachus spoke as follows: Seeing that
Pausanias made a fair beginning, and but a lame
ending, | must endeavour to supply his deficiency. |
think that he has rightly distinguished two kinds of
love. But my art further informs me that the double
love is not merely an affection of the soul of man
towards the fair, or towards anything, but is to be
found in the bodies of all animals and in
productions of the earth, and | may say in all that is;
such is the conclusion which | seem to have
gathered from my own art of medicine, whence |
learn how great and wonderful and universal is the
deity of love, whose empire extends over all things,
divine as well as human. And from medicine | will
begin that | may do honour to my art. There are in
the human body these two kinds of love, which are
confessedly different and unlike, and being unlike,



they have loves and desires which are unlike; and
the desire of the healthy is one, and the desire of
the diseased is another; and as Pausanias was just
now saying that to indulge good men is honourable,
and bad men dishonourable:—so too in the body
the good and healthy elements are to be indulged,
and the bad elements and the elements of disease
are not to be indulged, but discouraged. And this is
what the physician has to do, and in this the art of
medicine consists: for medicine may be regarded
generally as the knowledge of the loves and
desires of the body, and how to satisfy them or not;
and the best physician is he who is able to separate
fair love from foul, or to convert one into the other;
and he who knows how to eradicate and how to
implant love, whichever is required, and can
reconcile the most hostile elements in the
constitution and make them loving friends, is a
skilful practitioner. Now the most hostile are the
most opposite, such as hot and cold, bitter and
sweet, moist and dry, and the like. And my
ancestor, Asclepius, knowing how to implant
friendship and accord in these elements, was the
creator of our art, as our friends the poets here tell
us, and | believe them; and not only medicine in
every branch but the arts of gymnastic and
husbandry are under his dominion. Any one who
pays the least attention to the subject will also
perceive that in music there is the same
reconciliation of opposites; and | suppose that this
must have been the meaning of Heracleitus,



although his words are not accurate; for he says
that The One is united by disunion, like the
harmony of the bow and the lyre. Now there is an
absurdity saying that harmony is discord or is
composed of elements which are still in a state of
discord. But what he probably meant was, that
harmony is composed of differing notes of higher or
lower pitch which disagreed once, but are now
reconciled by the art of music; for if the higher and
lower notes still disagreed, there could be no
harmony,—clearly not. For harmony is a symphony,
and symphony is an agreement; but an agreement
of disagreements while they disagree there cannot
be; you cannot harmonize that which disagrees. In
like manner rhythm is compounded of elements
short and long, once differing and now in accord;
which accordance, as in the former instance,
medicine, so in all these other cases, music
implants, making love and unison to grow up
among them; and thus music, too, is concerned
with the principles of love in their application to
harmony and rhythm. Again, in the essential nature
of harmony and rhythm there is no difficulty in
discerning love which has not yet become double.
But when you want to use them in actual life, either
in the composition of songs or in the correct
performance of airs or metres composed already,
which latter is called education, then the difficulty
begins, and the good artist is needed. Then the old
tale has to be repeated of fair and heavenly
love—the love of Urania the fair and heavenly



muse, and of the duty of accepting the temperate,
and those who are as yet intemperate only that
they may become temperate, and of preserving
their love; and again, of the vulgar Polyhymnia, who
must be used with circumspection that the pleasure
be enjoyed, but may not generate licentiousness;
just as in my own art it is a great matter so to
regulate the desires of the epicure that he may
gratify his tastes without the attendant evil of
disease. Whence | infer that in music, in medicine,
in all other things human as well as divine, both
loves ought to be noted as far as may be, for they
are both present.

The course of the seasons is also full of both these
principles; and when, as | was saying, the elements
of hot and cold, moist and dry, attain the
harmonious love of one another and blend in
temperance and harmony, they bring to men,
animals, and plants health and plenty, and do them
no harm; whereas the wanton love, getting the
upper hand and affecting the seasons of the year,
is very destructive and injurious, being the source
of pestilence, and bringing many other kinds of
diseases on animals and plants; for hoar-frost and
hail and blight spring from the excesses and
disorders of these elements of love, which to know
in relation to the revolutions of the heavenly bodies
and the seasons of the year is termed astronomy.
Furthermore all sacrifices and the whole province of
divination, which is the art of communion between



gods and men—these, | say, are concerned only
with the preservation of the good and the cure of
the evil love. For all manner of impiety is likely to
ensue if, instead of accepting and honouring and
reverencing the harmonious love in all his actions,
a man honours the other love, whether in his
feelings towards gods or parents, towards the living
or the dead. Wherefore the business of divination is
to see to these loves and to heal them, and
divination is the peacemaker of gods and men,
working by a knowledge of the religious or
irreligious tendencies which exist in human loves.
Such is the great and mighty, or rather omnipotent
force of love in general. And the love, more
especially, which is concerned with the good, and
which is perfected in company with temperance
and justice, whether among gods or men, has the
greatest power, and is the source of all our
happiness and harmony, and makes us friends with
the gods who are above us, and with one another. |
dare say that | too have omitted several things
which might be said in praise of Love, but this was
not intentional, and you, Aristophanes, may now
supply the omission or take some other line of
commendation; for | perceive that you are rid of the
hiccough.

Yes, said Aristophanes, who followed, the hiccough
is gone; not, however, until | applied the sneezing;
and | wonder whether the harmony of the body has



a love of such noises and ticklings, for | no sooner
applied the sneezing than | was cured.

Eryximachus said: Beware, friend Aristophanes,
although you are going to speak, you are making
fun of me; and | shall have to watch and see
whether | cannot have a laugh at your expense,
when you might speak in peace.

You are right, said Aristophanes, laughing. I will
unsay my words; but do you please not to watch
me, as | fear that in the speech which | am about to
make, instead of others laughing with me, which is
to the manner born of our muse and would be all
the better, | shall only be laughed at by them.

Do you expect to shoot your bolt and escape,
Aristophanes? Well, perhaps if you are very careful
and bear in mind that you will be called to account,
| may be induced to let you off.

Aristophanes professed to open another vein of
discourse; he had a mind to praise Love in another
way, unlike that either of Pausanias or
Eryximachus. Mankind, he said, judging by their
neglect of him, have never, as | think, at all
understood the power of Love. For if they had
understood him they would surely have built noble
temples and altars, and offered solemn sacrifices in
his honour; but this is not done, and most certainly
ought to be done: since of all the gods he is the
best friend of men, the helper and the healer of the



ills which are the great impediment to the
happiness of the race. | will try to describe his
power to you, and you shall teach the rest of the
world what | am teaching you. In the first place, let
me treat of the nature of man and what has
happened to it; for the original human nature was
not like the present, but different. The sexes were
not two as they are now, but originally three in
number; there was man, woman, and the union of
the two, having a name corresponding to this
double nature, which had once a real existence, but
is now lost, and the word 'Androgynous’ is only
preserved as a term of reproach. In the second
place, the primeval man was round, his back and
sides forming a circle; and he had four hands and
four feet, one head with two faces, looking opposite
ways, set on a round neck and precisely alike; also
four ears, two privy members, and the remainder to
correspond. He could walk upright as men now do,
backwards or forwards as he pleased, and he could
also roll over and over at a great pace, turning on
his four hands and four feet, eight in all, like
tumblers going over and over with their legs in the
air; this was when he wanted to run fast. Now the
sexes were three, and such as | have described
them; because the sun, moon, and earth are three;
and the man was originally the child of the sun, the
woman of the earth, and the man-woman of the
moon, which is made up of sun and earth, and they
were all round and moved round and round like
their parents. Terrible was their might and strength,



and the thoughts of their hearts were great, and
they made an attack upon the gods; of them is told
the tale of Otys and Ephialtes who, as Homer says,
dared to scale heaven, and would have laid hands
upon the gods. Doubt reigned in the celestial
councils. Should they kill them and annihilate the
race with thunderbolts, as they had done the giants,
then there would be an end of the sacrifices and
worship which men offered to them; but, on the
other hand, the gods could not suffer their
insolence to be unrestrained. At last, after a good
deal of reflection, Zeus discovered a way. He said:
'Methinks | have a plan which will humble their
pride and improve their manners; men shall
continue to exist, but | will cut them in two and then
they will be diminished in strength and increased in
numbers; this will have the advantage of making
them more profitable to us. They shall walk upright
on two legs, and if they continue insolent and will
not be quiet, | will split them again and they shall
hop about on a single leg.' He spoke and cut men
in two, like a sorb-apple which is halved for pickling,
or as you might divide an egg with a hair; and as he
cut them one after another, he bade Apollo give the
face and the half of the neck a turn in order that the
man might contemplate the section of himself: he
would thus learn a lesson of humility. Apollo was
also bidden to heal their wounds and compose their
forms. So he gave a turn to the face and pulled the
skin from the sides all over that which in our
language is called the belly, like the purses which



draw in, and he made one mouth at the centre,
which he fastened in a knot (the same which is
called the navel); he also moulded the breast and
took out most of the wrinkles, much as a
shoemaker might smooth leather upon a last; he
left a few, however, in the region of the belly and
navel, as a memorial of the primeval state. After the
division the two parts of man, each desiring his
other half, came together, and throwing their arms
about one another, entwined in mutual embraces,
longing to grow into one, they were on the point of
dying from hunger and self-neglect, because they
did not like to do anything apart; and when one of
the halves died and the other survived, the survivor
sought another mate, man or woman as we call
them,—being the sections of entire men or
women,—and clung to that. They were being
destroyed, when Zeus in pity of them invented a
new plan: he turned the parts of generation round
to the front, for this had not been always their
position, and they sowed the seed no longer as
hitherto like grasshoppers in the ground, but in one
another; and after the transposition the male
generated in the female in order that by the mutual
embraces of man and woman they might breed,
and the race might continue; or if man came to man
they might be satisfied, and rest, and go their ways
to the business of life: so ancient is the desire of
one another which is implanted in us, reuniting our
original nature, making one of two, and healing the
state of man. Each of us when separated, having



one side only, like a flat fish, is but the indenture of
a man, and he is always looking for his other half.
Men who are a section of that double nature which
was once called Androgynous are lovers of women;
adulterers are generally of this breed, and also
adulterous women who lust after men: the women
who are a section of the woman do not care for
men, but have female attachments; the female
companions are of this sort. But they who are a
section of the male follow the male, and while they
are young, being slices of the original man, they
hang about men and embrace them, and they are
themselves the best of boys and youths, because
they have the most manly nature. Some indeed
assert that they are shameless, but this is not true;
for they do not act thus from any want of shame,
but because they are valiant and manly, and have a
manly countenance, and they embrace that which
is like them. And these when they grow up become
our statesmen, and these only, which is a great
proof of the truth of what | am saving. When they
reach manhood they are lovers of youth, and are
not naturally inclined to marry or beget children,—if
at all, they do so only in obedience to the law; but
they are satisfied if they may be allowed to live with
one another unwedded; and such a nature is prone
to love and ready to return love, always embracing
that which is akin to him. And when one of them
meets with his other half, the actual half of himself,
whether he be a lover of youth or a lover of another
sort, the pair are lost in an amazement of love and



friendship and intimacy, and one will not be out of
the other's sight, as | may say, even for a moment:
these are the people who pass their whole lives
together; yet they could not explain what they
desire of one another. For the intense yearning
which each of them has towards the other does not
appear to be the desire of lover's intercourse, but of
something else which the soul of either evidently
desires and cannot tell, and of which she has only a
dark and doubtful presentiment. Suppose
Hephaestus, with his instruments, to come to the
pair who are lying side by side and to say to them,
'What do you people want of one another?' they
would be unable to explain. And suppose further,
that when he saw their perplexity he said: 'Do you
desire to be wholly one; always day and night to be
in one another's company? for if this is what you
desire, | am ready to melt you into one and let you
grow together, so that being two you shall become
one, and while you live live a common life as if you
were a single man, and after your death in the
world below still be one departed soul instead of
two—I ask whether this is what you lovingly desire,
and whether you are satisfied to attain this?'—there
is not a man of them who when he heard the
proposal would deny or would not acknowledge
that this meeting and melting into one another, this
becoming one instead of two, was the very
expression of his ancient need (compare Arist.
Pol.). And the reason is that human nature was
originally one and we were a whole, and the desire



and pursuit of the whole is called love. There was a
time, | say, when we were one, but now because of
the wickedness of mankind God has dispersed us,
as the Arcadians were dispersed into villages by
the Lacedaemonians (compare Arist. Pol.). And if
we are not obedient to the gods, there is a danger
that we shall be split up again and go about in
basso-relievo, like the profile figures having only
half a nose which are sculptured on monuments,
and that we shall be like tallies. Wherefore let us
exhort all men to piety, that we may avoid evil, and
obtain the good, of which Love is to us the lord and
minister; and let no one oppose him—he is the
enemy of the gods who opposes him. For if we are
friends of the God and at peace with him we shall
find our own true loves, which rarely happens in
this world at present. | am serious, and therefore |
must beg Eryximachus not to make fun or to find
any allusion in what | am saying to Pausanias and
Agathon, who, as | suspect, are both of the manly
nature, and belong to the class which | have been
describing. But my words have a wider
application—they include men and women
everywhere; and | believe that if our loves were
perfectly accomplished, and each one returning to
his primeval nature had his original true love, then
our race would be happy. And if this would be best
of all, the best in the next degree and under present
circumstances must be the nearest approach to
such an union; and that will be the attainment of a
congenial love. Wherefore, if we would praise him



who has given to us the benefit, we must praise the
god Love, who is our greatest benefactor, both
leading us in this life back to our own nature, and
giving us high hopes for the future, for he promises
that if we are pious, he will restore us to our original
state, and heal us and make us happy and blessed.
This, Eryximachus, is my discourse of love, which,
although different to yours, | must beg you to leave
unassailed by the shafts of your ridicule, in order
that each may have his turn; each, or rather either,
for Agathon and Socrates are the only ones left.

Indeed, | am not going to attack you, said
Eryximachus, for | thought your speech charming,
and did | not know that Agathon and Socrates are
masters in the art of love, | should be really afraid
that they would have nothing to say, after the world
of things which have been said already. But, for all
that, | am not without hopes.

Socrates said: You played your part well,
Eryximachus; but if you were as | am now, or rather
as | shall be when Agathon has spoken, you would,
indeed, be in a great strait.

You want to cast a spell over me, Socrates, said
Agathon, in the hope that | may be disconcerted at
the expectation raised among the audience that |
shall speak well.

| should be strangely forgetful, Agathon replied
Socrates, of the courage and magnanimity which



you showed when your own compositions were
about to be exhibited, and you came upon the
stage with the actors and faced the vast theatre
altogether undismayed, if | thought that your nerves
could be fluttered at a small party of friends.

Do you think, Socrates, said Agathon, that my head
is so full of the theatre as not to know how much
more formidable to a man of sense a few good
judges are than many fools?

Nay, replied Socrates, | should be very wrong in
attributing to you, Agathon, that or any other want
of refinement. And | am quite aware that if you
happened to meet with any whom you thought
wise, you would care for their opinion much more
than for that of the many. But then we, having been
a part of the foolish many in the theatre, cannot be
regarded as the select wise; though | know that if
you chanced to be in the presence, not of one of
ourselves, but of some really wise man, you would
be ashamed of disgracing yourself before
him—would you not?

Yes, said Agathon.

But before the many you would not be ashamed, if
you thought that you were doing something
disgraceful in their presence?

Here Phaedrus interrupted them, saying: not
answer him, my dear Agathon; for if he can only get



a partner with whom he can talk, especially a
good-looking one, he will no longer care about the
completion of our plan. Now | love to hear him talk;
but just at present | must not forget the encomium
on Love which | ought to receive from him and from
every one. When you and he have paid your tribute
to the god, then you may talk.

Very good, Phaedrus, said Agathon; | see no
reason why | should not proceed with my speech,
as | shall have many other opportunities of
conversing with Socrates. Let me say first how |
ought to speak, and then speak:—

The previous speakers, instead of praising the god
Love, or unfolding his nature, appear to have
congratulated mankind on the benefits which he
confers upon them. But | would rather praise the
god first, and then speak of his gifts; this is always
the right way of praising everything. May | say
without impiety or offence, that of all the blessed
gods he is the most blessed because he is the
fairest and best? And he is the fairest: for, in the
first place, he is the youngest, and of his youth he
is himself the witness, fleeing out of the way of age,
who is swift enough, swifter truly than most of us
like:—Love hates him and will not come near him;
but youth and love live and move together—like to
like, as the proverb says. Many things were said by
Phaedrus about Love in which | agree with him; but
| cannot agree that he is older than lapetus and



Kronos:—not so; | maintain him to be the youngest
of the gods, and youthful ever. The ancient doings
among the gods of which Hesiod and Parmenides
spoke, if the tradition of them be true, were done of
Necessity and not of Love; had Love been in those
days, there would have been no chaining or
mutilation of the gods, or other violence, but peace
and sweetness, as there is now in heaven, since
the rule of Love began. Love is young and also
tender; he ought to have a poet like Homer to
describe his tenderness, as Homer says of Ate, that
she is a goddess and tender.—

'Her feet are tender, for she sets her steps, Not on
the ground but on the heads of men:'

herein is an excellent proof of her
tenderness,—that she walks not upon the hard but
upon the soft. Let us adduce a similar proof of the
tenderness of Love; for he walks not upon the
earth, nor yet upon the skulls of men, which are not
so very soft, but in the hearts and souls of both
gods and men, which are of all things the softest: in
them he walks and dwells and makes his home.
Not in every soul without exception, for where there
is hardness he departs, where there is softness
there he dwells; and nestling always with his feet
and in all manner of ways in the softest of soft
places, how can he be other than the softest of all
things? Of a truth he is the tenderest as well as the
youngest, and also he is of flexile form; for if he



were hard and without flexure he could not enfold
all things, or wind his way into and out of every soul
of man undiscovered. And a proof of his flexibility
and symmetry of form is his grace, which is
universally admitted to be in an especial manner
the attribute of Love; ungrace and love are always
at war with one another. The fairness of his
complexion is revealed by his habitation among the
flowers; for he dwells not amid bloomless or fading
beauties, whether of body or soul or aught else, but
in the place of flowers and scents, there he sits and
abides. Concerning the beauty of the god | have
said enough; and yet there remains much more
which | might say. Of his virtue | have now to
speak: his greatest glory is that he can neither do
nor suffer wrong to or from any god or any man; for
he suffers not by force if he suffers; force comes
not near him, neither when he acts does he act by
force. For all men in all things serve him of their
own free will, and where there is voluntary
agreement, there, as the laws which are the lords
of the city say, is justice. And not only is he just but
exceedingly temperate, for Temperance is the
acknowledged ruler of the pleasures and desires,
and no pleasure ever masters Love; he is their
master and they are his servants; and if he
conquers them he must be temperate indeed. As to
courage, even the God of War is no match for him;
he is the captive and Love is the lord, for love, the
love of Aphrodite, masters him, as the tale runs;
and the master is stronger than the servant. And if



he conquers the bravest of all others, he must be
himself the bravest. Of his courage and justice and
temperance | have spoken, but | have yet to speak
of his wisdom; and according to the measure of my
ability | must try to do my best. In the first place he
is a poet (and here, like Eryximachus, | magnify my
art), and he is also the source of poesy in others,
which he could not be if he were not himself a poet.
And at the touch of him every one becomes a poet,
even though he had no music in him before (A
fragment of the Sthenoaoea of Euripides.); this also
is a proof that Love is a good poet and
accomplished in all the fine arts; for no one can
give to another that which he has not himself, or
teach that of which he has no knowledge. Who will
deny that the creation of the animals is his doing?
Are they not all the works of his wisdom, born and
begotten of him? And as to the artists, do we not
know that he only of them whom love inspires has
the light of fame?—he whom Love touches not
walks in darkness. The arts of medicine and
archery and divination were discovered by Apollo,
under the guidance of love and desire; so that he
too is a disciple of Love. Also the melody of the
Muses, the metallurgy of Hephaestus, the weaving
of Athene, the empire of Zeus over gods and men,
are all due to Love, who was the inventor of them.
And so Love set in order the empire of the
gods—the love of beauty, as is evident, for with
deformity Love has no concern. In the days of old,
as | began by saying, dreadful deeds were done



among the gods, for they were ruled by Necessity;
but now since the birth of Love, and from the Love
of the beautiful, has sprung every good in heaven
and earth. Therefore, Phaedrus, | say of Love that
he is the fairest and best in himself, and the cause
of what is fairest and best in all other things. And
there comes into my mind a line of poetry in which
he is said to be the god who

'Gives peace on earth and calms the stormy deep,
Who stills the winds and bids the sufferer sleep.'

This is he who empties men of disaffection and fills
them with affection, who makes them to meet
together at banquets such as these: in sacrifices,
feasts, dances, he is our lord—who sends courtesy
and sends away discourtesy, who gives kindness
ever and never gives unkindness; the friend of the
good, the wonder of the wise, the amazement of
the gods; desired by those who have no part in him,
and precious to those who have the better part in
him; parent of delicacy, luxury, desire, fondness,
softness, grace; regardful of the good, regardless of
the evil: in every word, work, wish, fear—saviour,
pilot, comrade, helper; glory of gods and men,
leader best and brightest: in whose footsteps let
every man follow, sweetly singing in his honour and
joining in that sweet strain with which love charms
the souls of gods and men. Such is the speech,
Phaedrus, half-playful, yet having a certain



measure of seriousness, which, according to my
ability, | dedicate to the god.

When Agathon had done speaking, Aristodemus
said that there was a general cheer; the young man
was thought to have spoken in a manner worthy of
himself, and of the god. And Socrates, looking at
Eryximachus, said: Tell me, son of Acumenus, was
there not reason in my fears? and was | not a true
prophet when | said that Agathon would make a
wonderful oration, and that | should be in a strait?

The part of the prophecy which concerns Agathon,
replied Eryximachus, appears to me to be true; but
not the other part—that you will be in a strait.

Why, my dear friend, said Socrates, must not | or
any one be in a strait who has to speak after he has
heard such a rich and varied discourse? | am
especially struck with the beauty of the concluding
words—who could listen to them without
amazement? When | reflected on the
immeasurable inferiority of my own powers, | was
ready to run away for shame, if there had been a
possibility of escape. For | was reminded of
Gorgias, and at the end of his speech | fancied that
Agathon was shaking at me the Gorginian or
Gorgonian head of the great master of rhetoric,
which was simply to turn me and my speech into
stone, as Homer says (Odyssey), and strike me
dumb. And then | perceived how foolish | had been



in consenting to take my turn with you in praising
love, and saying that | too was a master of the art,
when | really had no conception how anything
ought to be praised. For in my simplicity | imagined
that the topics of praise should be true, and that
this being presupposed, out of the true the speaker
was to choose the best and set them forth in the
best manner. And | felt quite proud, thinking that |
knew the nature of true praise, and should speak
well. Whereas | now see that the intention was to
attribute to Love every species of greatness and
glory, whether really belonging to him or not,
without regard to truth or falsehood—that was no
matter; for the original proposal seems to have
been not that each of you should really praise Love,
but only that you should appear to praise him. And
so you attribute to Love every imaginable form of
praise which can be gathered anywhere; and you
say that 'he is all this," and 'the cause of all that,'
making him appear the fairest and best of all to
those who know him not, for you cannot impose
upon those who know him. And a noble and solemn
hymn of praise have you rehearsed. But as |
misunderstood the nature of the praise when | said
that | would take my turn, | must beg to be absolved
from the promise which | made in ignorance, and
which (as Euripides would say (Eurip. Hyppolytus))
was a promise of the lips and not of the mind.
Farewell then to such a strain: for | do not praise in
that way; no, indeed, | cannot. But if you like to
hear the truth about love, | am ready to speak in my



own manner, though | will not make myself
ridiculous by entering into any rivalry with you. Say
then, Phaedrus, whether you would like to have the
truth about love, spoken in any words and in any
order which may happen to come into my mind at
the time. Will that be agreeable to you?

Aristodemus said that Phaedrus and the company
bid him speak in any manner which he thought
best. Then, he added, let me have your permission
first to ask Agathon a few more questions, in order
that | may take his admissions as the premisses of
my discourse.

| grant the permission, said Phaedrus: put your
questions. Socrates then proceeded as follows:—

In the magnificent oration which you have just
uttered, | think that you were right, my dear
Agathon, in proposing to speak of the nature of
Love first and afterwards of his works—that is a
way of beginning which | very much approve. And
as you have spoken so eloquently of his nature,
may | ask you further, Whether love is the love of
something or of nothing? And here | must explain
myself: | do not want you to say that love is the love
of a father or the love of a mother—that would be
ridiculous; but to answer as you would, if | asked is
a father a father of something? to which you would
find no difficulty in replying, of a son or daughter:
and the answer would be right.



Very true, said Agathon.
And you would say the same of a mother?
He assented.

Yet let me ask you one more question in order to
illustrate my meaning: Is not a brother to be
regarded essentially as a brother of something?

Certainly, he replied.
That is, of a brother or sister?
Yes, he said.

And now, said Socrates, | will ask about Love:—Is
Love of something or of nothing?

Of something, surely, he replied.

Keep in mind what this is, and tell me what | want
to know—whether Love desires that of which love
is.

Yes, surely.

And does he possess, or does he not possess, that
which he loves and desires?

Probably not, | should say.



Nay, replied Socrates, | would have you consider
whether 'necessarily' is not rather the word. The
inference that he who desires something is in want
of something, and that he who desires nothing is in
want of nothing, is in my judgment, Agathon,
absolutely and necessarily true. What do you think?

| agree with you, said Agathon.

Very good. Would he who is great, desire to be
great, or he who is strong, desire to be strong?

That would be inconsistent with our previous
admissions.

True. For he who is anything cannot want to be that
which he is?

Very true.

And yet, added Socrates, if a man being strong
desired to be strong, or being swift desired to be
swift, or being healthy desired to be healthy, in that
case he might be thought to desire something
which he already has or is. | give the example in
order that we may avoid misconception. For the
possessors of these qualities, Agathon, must be
supposed to have their respective advantages at
the time, whether they choose or not; and who can
desire that which he has? Therefore, when a
person says, | am well and wish to be well, or | am
rich and wish to be rich, and | desire simply to have



what | have—to him we shall reply: "You, my friend,
having wealth and health and strength, want to
have the continuance of them; for at this moment,
whether you choose or no, you have them. And
when you say, | desire that which | have and
nothing else, is not your meaning that you want to
have what you now have in the future?' He must
agree with us—must he not?

He must, replied Agathon.

Then, said Socrates, he desires that what he has at
present may be preserved to him in the future,
which is equivalent to saying that he desires
something which is non-existent to him, and which
as yet he has not got:

Very true, he said.

Then he and every one who desires, desires that
which he has not already, and which is future and
not present, and which he has not, and is not, and
of which he is in want;—these are the sort of things
which love and desire seek?

Very true, he said.

Then now, said Socrates, let us recapitulate the
argument. First, is not love of something, and of
something too which is wanting to a man?



Yes, he replied.

Remember further what you said in your speech, or
if you do not remember | will remind you: you said
that the love of the beautiful set in order the empire
of the gods, for that of deformed things there is no
love—did you not say something of that kind?

Yes, said Agathon.

Yes, my friend, and the remark was a just one. And
if this is true, Love is the love of beauty and not of
deformity?

He assented.

And the admission has been already made that
Love is of something which a man wants and has
not?

True, he said.
Then Love wants and has not beauty?
Certainly, he replied.

And would you call that beautiful which wants and
does not possess beauty?

Certainly not.

Then would you still say that love is beautiful?



Agathon replied: | fear that | did not understand
what | was saying.

You made a very good speech, Agathon, replied
Socrates; but there is yet one small question which
I would fain ask:—Is not the good also the
beautiful?

Yes.

Then in wanting the beautiful, love wants also the
good?

| cannot refute you, Socrates, said Agathon:—Let
us assume that what you say is true.

Say rather, beloved Agathon, that you cannot refute
the truth; for Socrates is easily refuted.

And now, taking my leave of you, | would rehearse
a tale of love which | heard from Diotima of
Mantineia (compare 1 Alcibiades), a woman wise in
this and in many other kinds of knowledge, who in
the days of old, when the Athenians offered
sacrifice before the coming of the plague, delayed
the disease ten years. She was my instructress in
the art of love, and | shall repeat to you what she
said to me, beginning with the admissions made by
Agathon, which are nearly if not quite the same
which | made to the wise woman when she
questioned me: | think that this will be the easiest
way, and | shall take both parts myself as well as |



can (compare Gorgias). As you, Agathon,
suggested (supra), | must speak first of the being
and nature of Love, and then of his works. First |
said to her in nearly the same words which he used
to me, that Love was a mighty god, and likewise
fair; and she proved to me as | proved to him that,
by my own showing, Love was neither fair nor
good. 'What do you mean, Diotima,' | said, 'is love
then evil and foul?' 'Hush,' she cried; 'must that be
foul which is not fair?' 'Certainly,’ | said. 'And is that
which is not wise, ignorant? do you not see that
there is a mean between wisdom and ignorance?'
'And what may that be?' | said. 'Right opinion,' she
replied; 'which, as you know, being incapable of
giving a reason, is not knowledge (for how can
knowledge be devoid of reason? nor again,
ignorance, for neither can ignorance attain the
truth), but is clearly something which is a mean
between ignorance and wisdom.' 'Quite true," |
replied. 'Do not then insist,’ she said, 'that what is
not fair is of necessity foul, or what is not good evil;
or infer that because love is not fair and good he is
therefore foul and evil; for he is in a mean between
them." 'Well,' | said, 'Love is surely admitted by all to
be a great god.' 'By those who know or by those
who do not know?' 'By all." 'And how, Socrates,' she
said with a smile, 'can Love be acknowledged to be
a great god by those who say that he is not a god
at all?' 'And who are they?' | said. 'You and | are
two of them,' she replied. 'How can that be?' | said.
"It is quite intelligible,' she replied; 'for you yourself



would acknowledge that the gods are happy and
fair—of course you would—would you dare to say
that any god was not?' 'Certainly not," | replied. 'And
you mean by the happy, those who are the
possessors of things good or fair?' 'Yes.' '"And you
admitted that Love, because he was in want,
desires those good and fair things of which he is in
want?' 'Yes, | did.' 'But how can he be a god who
has no portion in what is either good or fair?'
'Impossible.' "'Then you see that you also deny the
divinity of Love.'

'What then is Love?' | asked; 'ls he mortal?' 'No."
'What then?' 'As in the former instance, he is
neither mortal nor immortal, but in a mean between
the two.' 'What is he, Diotima?' 'He is a great spirit
(daimon), and like all spirits he is intermediate
between the divine and the mortal.' 'And what,' |
said, 'is his power?' 'He interprets,' she replied,
'‘between gods and men, conveying and taking
across to the gods the prayers and sacrifices of
men, and to men the commands and replies of the
gods; he is the mediator who spans the chasm
which divides them, and therefore in him all is
bound together, and through him the arts of the
prophet and the priest, their sacrifices and
mysteries and charms, and all prophecy and
incantation, find their way. For God mingles not with
man; but through Love all the intercourse and
converse of God with man, whether awake or
asleep, is carried on. The wisdom which



understands this is spiritual; all other wisdom, such
as that of arts and handicrafts, is mean and vulgar.
Now these spirits or intermediate powers are many
and diverse, and one of them is Love.' 'And who,' |
said, 'was his father, and who his mother?' 'The
tale,' she said, 'will take time; nevertheless | will tell
you. On the birthday of Aphrodite there was a feast
of the gods, at which the god Poros or Plenty, who
is the son of Metis or Discretion, was one of the
guests. When the feast was over, Penia or Poverty,
as the manner is on such occasions, came about
the doors to beg. Now Plenty who was the worse
for nectar (there was no wine in those days), went
into the garden of Zeus and fell into a heavy sleep,
and Poverty considering her own straitened
circumstances, plotted to have a child by him, and
accordingly she lay down at his side and conceived
Love, who partly because he is naturally a lover of
the beautiful, and because Aphrodite is herself
beautiful, and also because he was born on her
birthday, is her follower and attendant. And as his
parentage is, so also are his fortunes. In the first
place he is always poor, and anything but tender
and fair, as the many imagine him; and he is rough
and squalid, and has no shoes, nor a house to
dwell in; on the bare earth exposed he lies under
the open heaven, in the streets, or at the doors of
houses, taking his rest; and like his mother he is
always in distress. Like his father too, whom he
also partly resembles, he is always plotting against
the fair and good; he is bold, enterprising, strong, a



mighty hunter, always weaving some intrigue or
other, keen in the pursuit of wisdom, fertile in
resources; a philosopher at all times, terrible as an
enchanter, sorcerer, sophist. He is by nature neither
mortal nor immortal, but alive and flourishing at one
moment when he is in plenty, and dead at another
moment, and again alive by reason of his father's
nature. But that which is always flowing in is always
flowing out, and so he is never in want and never in
wealth; and, further, he is in a mean between
ignorance and knowledge. The truth of the matter is
this: No god is a philosopher or seeker after
wisdom, for he is wise already; nor does any man
who is wise seek after wisdom. Neither do the
ignorant seek after wisdom. For herein is the evil of
ignorance, that he who is neither good nor wise is
nevertheless satisfied with himself: he has no
desire for that of which he feels no want.' 'But who
then, Diotima," | said, 'are the lovers of wisdom, if
they are neither the wise nor the foolish?' 'A child
may answer that question,' she replied; 'they are
those who are in a mean between the two; Love is
one of them. For wisdom is a most beautiful thing,
and Love is of the beautiful; and therefore Love is
also a philosopher or lover of wisdom, and being a
lover of wisdom is in a mean between the wise and
the ignorant. And of this too his birth is the cause;
for his father is wealthy and wise, and his mother
poor and foolish. Such, my dear Socrates, is the
nature of the spirit Love. The error in your
conception of him was very natural, and as |



imagine from what you say, has arisen out of a
confusion of love and the beloved, which made you
think that love was all beautiful. For the beloved is
the truly beautiful, and delicate, and perfect, and
blessed; but the principle of love is of another
nature, and is such as | have described.'

| said, 'O thou stranger woman, thou sayest well;
but, assuming Love to be such as you say, what is
the use of him to men?' "That, Socrates,' she
replied, 'l will attempt to unfold: of his nature and
birth | have already spoken; and you acknowledge
that love is of the beautiful. But some one will say:
Of the beautiful in what, Socrates and Diotima?—or
rather let me put the question more clearly, and
ask: When a man loves the beautiful, what does he
desire?' | answered her 'That the beautiful may be
his.' 'Still,’ she said, 'the answer suggests a further
question: What is given by the possession of
beauty?' "To what you have asked,' | replied, 'l have
no answer ready.' 'Then,' she said, 'let me put the
word "good" in the place of the beautiful, and
repeat the question once more: If he who loves
loves the good, what is it then that he loves?' 'The
possession of the good,' | said. 'And what does he
gain who possesses the good?' 'Happiness,' |
replied; 'there is less difficulty in answering that
question.' 'Yes,' she said, 'the happy are made
happy by the acquisition of good things. Nor is
there any need to ask why a man desires
happiness; the answer is already final.' "You are



right.' | said. 'And is this wish and this desire
common to all? and do all men always desire their
own good, or only some men?—what say you?' 'All
men,' | replied; 'the desire is common to all.' "Why,
then,' she rejoined, 'are not all men, Socrates, said
to love, but only some of them? whereas you say
that all men are always loving the same things." 'l
myself wonder,' | said, 'why this is.' "There is
nothing to wonder at,' she replied; 'the reason is
that one part of love is separated off and receives
the name of the whole, but the other parts have
other names.' 'Give an illustration,' | said. She
answered me as follows: "There is poetry, which, as
you know, is complex and manifold. All creation or
passage of non-being into being is poetry or
making, and the processes of all art are creative;
and the masters of arts are all poets or makers.'
‘Very true.' 'Still,' she said, 'you know that they are
not called poets, but have other names; only that
portion of the art which is separated off from the
rest, and is concerned with music and metre, is
termed poetry, and they who possess poetry in this
sense of the word are called poets.' 'Very true,’' |
said. 'And the same holds of love. For you may say
generally that all desire of good and happiness is
only the great and subtle power of love; but they
who are drawn towards him by any other path,
whether the path of money-making or gymnastics
or philosophy, are not called lovers—the name of
the whole is appropriated to those whose affection
takes one form only—they alone are said to love, or



to be lovers."'l dare say,' | replied, 'that you are
right.' 'Yes,' she added, 'and you hear people say
that lovers are seeking for their other half; but | say
that they are seeking neither for the half of
themselves, nor for the whole, unless the half or the
whole be also a good. And they will cut off their
own hands and feet and cast them away, if they are
evil; for they love not what is their own, unless
perchance there be some one who calls what
belongs to him the good, and what belongs to
another the evil. For there is nothing which men
love but the good. Is there anything?' 'Certainly, |
should say, that there is nothing.' 'Then,' she said,
'the simple truth is, that men love the good.' 'Yes,' |
said. "To which must be added that they love the
possession of the good?' 'Yes, that must be added.'
'And not only the possession, but the everlasting
possession of the good?' 'That must be added too.'
"Then love,' she said, 'may be described generally
as the love of the everlasting possession of the
good?' 'That is most true.'

"Then if this be the nature of love, can you tell me
further,' she said, 'what is the manner of the
pursuit? what are they doing who show all this
eagerness and heat which is called love? and what
is the object which they have in view? Answer me.'
'Nay, Diotima," | replied, 'if | had known, | should not
have wondered at your wisdom, neither should |
have come to learn from you about this very
matter.' 'Well," she said, 'l will teach you:—The



object which they have in view is birth in beauty,
whether of body or soul."'l do not understand you,’ |
said; 'the oracle requires an explanation."'l will
make my meaning clearer,' she replied. 'l mean to
say, that all men are bringing to the birth in their
bodies and in their souls. There is a certain age at
which human nature is desirous of
procreation—procreation which must be in beauty
and not in deformity; and this procreation is the
union of man and woman, and is a divine thing; for
conception and generation are an immortal
principle in the mortal creature, and in the
inharmonious they can never be. But the deformed
is always inharmonious with the divine, and the
beautiful harmonious. Beauty, then, is the destiny
or goddess of parturition who presides at birth, and
therefore, when approaching beauty, the conceiving
power is propitious, and diffusive, and benign, and
begets and bears fruit: at the sight of ugliness she
frowns and contracts and has a sense of pain, and
turns away, and shrivels up, and not without a pang
refrains from conception. And this is the reason
why, when the hour of conception arrives, and the
teeming nature is full, there is such a flutter and
ecstasy about beauty whose approach is the
alleviation of the pain of travail. For love, Socrates,
is not, as you imagine, the love of the beautiful
only." 'What then?' 'The love of generation and of
birth in beauty.' 'Yes,' | said. 'Yes, indeed,' she
replied. 'But why of generation?' 'Because to the
mortal creature, generation is a sort of eternity and



immortality,' she replied; 'and if, as has been
already admitted, love is of the everlasting
possession of the good, all men will necessarily
desire immortality together with good: Wherefore
love is of immortality.'

All this she taught me at various times when she
spoke of love. And | remember her once saying to
me, 'What is the cause, Socrates, of love, and the
attendant desire? See you not how all animals,
birds, as well as beasts, in their desire of
procreation, are in agony when they take the
infection of love, which begins with the desire of
union; whereto is added the care of offspring, on
whose behalf the weakest are ready to battle
against the strongest even to the uttermost, and to
die for them, and will let themselves be tormented
with hunger or suffer anything in order to maintain
their young. Man may be supposed to act thus from
reason; but why should animals have these
passionate feelings? Can you tell me why?' Again |
replied that | did not know. She said to me: 'And do
you expect ever to become a master in the art of
love, if you do not know this?' 'But | have told you
already, Diotima, that my ignorance is the reason
why | come to you; for | am conscious that | want a
teacher; tell me then the cause of this and of the
other mysteries of love.' 'Marvel not,' she said, 'if
you believe that love is of the immortal, as we have
several times acknowledged; for here again, and on
the same principle too, the mortal nature is seeking



as far as is possible to be everlasting and immortal:
and this is only to be attained by generation,
because generation always leaves behind a new
existence in the place of the old. Nay even in the
life of the same individual there is succession and
not absolute unity: a man is called the same, and
yet in the short interval which elapses between
youth and age, and in which every animal is said to
have life and identity, he is undergoing a perpetual
process of loss and reparation—hair, flesh, bones,
blood, and the whole body are always changing.
Which is true not only of the body, but also of the
soul, whose habits, tempers, opinions, desires,
pleasures, pains, fears, never remain the same in
any one of us, but are always coming and going;
and equally true of knowledge, and what is still
more surprising to us mortals, not only do the
sciences in general spring up and decay, so that in
respect of them we are never the same; but each of
them individually experiences a like change. For
what is implied in the word "recollection," but the
departure of knowledge, which is ever being
forgotten, and is renewed and preserved by
recollection, and appears to be the same although
in reality new, according to that law of succession
by which all mortal things are preserved, not
absolutely the same, but by substitution, the old
worn-out mortality leaving another new and similar
existence behind—unlike the divine, which is
always the same and not another? And in this way,
Socrates, the mortal body, or mortal anything,



partakes of immortality; but the immortal in another
way. Marvel not then at the love which all men have
of their offspring; for that universal love and interest
is for the sake of immortality.'

| was astonished at her words, and said: 'ls this
really true, O thou wise Diotima?' And she
answered with all the authority of an accomplished
sophist: 'Of that, Socrates, you may be
assured;—think only of the ambition of men, and
you will wonder at the senselessness of their ways,
unless you consider how they are stirred by the
love of an immortality of fame. They are ready to
run all risks greater far than they would have run for
their children, and to spend money and undergo
any sort of toil, and even to die, for the sake of
leaving behind them a name which shall be eternal.
Do you imagine that Alcestis would have died to
save Admetus, or Achilles to avenge Patroclus, or
your own Codrus in order to preserve the kingdom
for his sons, if they had not imagined that the
memory of their virtues, which still survives among
us, would be immortal? Nay,' she said, 'l am
persuaded that all men do all things, and the better
they are the more they do them, in hope of the
glorious fame of immortal virtue; for they desire the
immortal.

"Those who are pregnant in the body only, betake
themselves to women and beget children—this is
the character of their love; their offspring, as they



hope, will preserve their memory and giving them
the blessedness and immortality which they desire
in the future. But souls which are pregnant—for
there certainly are men who are more creative in
their souls than in their bodies—conceive that
which is proper for the soul to conceive or contain.
And what are these conceptions?—wisdom and
virtue in general. And such creators are poets and
all artists who are deserving of the name inventor.
But the greatest and fairest sort of wisdom by far is
that which is concerned with the ordering of states
and families, and which is called temperance and
justice. And he who in youth has the seed of these
implanted in him and is himself inspired, when he
comes to maturity desires to beget and generate.
He wanders about seeking beauty that he may
beget offspring—for in deformity he will beget
nothing—and naturally embraces the beautiful
rather than the deformed body; above all when he
finds a fair and noble and well-nurtured soul, he
embraces the two in one person, and to such an
one he is full of speech about virtue and the nature
and pursuits of a good man; and he tries to educate
him; and at the touch of the beautiful which is ever
present to his memory, even when absent, he
brings forth that which he had conceived long
before, and in company with him tends that which
he brings forth; and they are married by a far
nearer tie and have a closer friendship than those
who beget mortal children, for the children who are
their common offspring are fairer and more



immortal. Who, when he thinks of Homer and
Hesiod and other great poets, would not rather
have their children than ordinary human ones?
Who would not emulate them in the creation of
children such as theirs, which have preserved their
memory and given them everlasting glory? Or who
would not have such children as Lycurgus left
behind him to be the saviours, not only of
Lacedaemon, but of Hellas, as one may say? There
is Solon, too, who is the revered father of Athenian
laws; and many others there are in many other
places, both among Hellenes and barbarians, who
have given to the world many noble works, and
have been the parents of virtue of every kind; and
many temples have been raised in their honour for
the sake of children such as theirs; which were
never raised in honour of any one, for the sake of
his mortal children.

"These are the lesser mysteries of love, into which
even you, Socrates, may enter; to the greater and
more hidden ones which are the crown of these,
and to which, if you pursue them in a right spirit,
they will lead, | know not whether you will be able to
attain. But | will do my utmost to inform you, and do
you follow if you can. For he who would proceed
aright in this matter should begin in youth to visit
beautiful forms; and first, if he be guided by his
instructor aright, to love one such form only—out of
that he should create fair thoughts; and soon he will
of himself perceive that the beauty of one form is



akin to the beauty of another; and then if beauty of
form in general is his pursuit, how foolish would he
be not to recognize that the beauty in every form is
and the same! And when he perceives this he will
abate his violent love of the one, which he will
despise and deem a small thing, and will become a
lover of all beautiful forms; in the next stage he will
consider that the beauty of the mind is more
honourable than the beauty of the outward form. So
that if a virtuous soul have but a little comeliness,
he will be content to love and tend him, and will
search out and bring to the birth thoughts which
may improve the young, until he is compelled to
contemplate and see the beauty of institutions and
laws, and to understand that the beauty of them all
is of one family, and that personal beauty is a trifle;
and after laws and institutions he will go on to the
sciences, that he may see their beauty, being not
like a servant in love with the beauty of one youth
or man or institution, himself a slave mean and
narrow-minded, but drawing towards and
contemplating the vast sea of beauty, he will create
many fair and noble thoughts and notions in
boundless love of wisdom; until on that shore he
grows and waxes strong, and at last the vision is
revealed to him of a single science, which is the
science of beauty everywhere. To this | will
proceed; please to give me your very best
attention:



'He who has been instructed thus far in the things
of love, and who has learned to see the beautiful in
due order and succession, when he comes toward
the end will suddenly perceive a nature of
wondrous beauty (and this, Socrates, is the final
cause of all our former toils)—a nature which in the
first place is everlasting, not growing and decaying,
or waxing and waning; secondly, not fair in one
point of view and foul in another, or at one time or
in one relation or at one place fair, at another time
or in another relation or at another place foul, as if
fair to some and foul to others, or in the likeness of
a face or hands or any other part of the bodily
frame, or in any form of speech or knowledge, or
existing in any other being, as for example, in an
animal, or in heaven, or in earth, or in any other
place; but beauty absolute, separate, simple, and
everlasting, which without diminution and without
increase, or any change, is imparted to the
ever-growing and perishing beauties of all other
things. He who from these ascending under the
influence of true love, begins to perceive that
beauty, is not far from the end. And the true order
of going, or being led by another, to the things of
love, is to begin from the beauties of earth and
mount upwards for the sake of that other beauty,
using these as steps only, and from one going on to
two, and from two to all fair forms, and from fair
forms to fair practices, and from fair practices to fair
notions, until from fair notions he arrives at the
notion of absolute beauty, and at last knows what



the essence of beauty is. This, my dear Socrates,’'
said the stranger of Mantineia, 'is that life above all
others which man should live, in the contemplation
of beauty absolute; a beauty which if you once
beheld, you would see not to be after the measure
of gold, and garments, and fair boys and youths,
whose presence now entrances you; and you and
many a one would be content to live seeing them
only and conversing with them without meat or
drink, if that were possible—you only want to look
at them and to be with them. But what if man had
eyes to see the true beauty—the divine beauty, |
mean, pure and clear and unalloyed, not clogged
with the pollutions of mortality and all the colours
and vanities of human life—thither looking, and
holding converse with the true beauty simple and
divine? Remember how in that communion only,
beholding beauty with the eye of the mind, he will
be enabled to bring forth, not images of beauty, but
realities (for he has hold not of an image but of a
reality), and bringing forth and nourishing true virtue
to become the friend of God and be immortal, if
mortal man may. Would that be an ignoble life?'

Such, Phaedrus—and | speak not only to you, but
to all of you—were the words of Diotima; and | am
persuaded of their truth. And being persuaded of
them, | try to persuade others, that in the
attainment of this end human nature will not easily
find a helper better than love: And therefore, also, |
say that every man ought to honour him as | myself



honour him, and walk in his ways, and exhort
others to do the same, and praise the power and
spirit of love according to the measure of my ability
now and ever.

The words which | have spoken, you, Phaedrus,
may call an encomium of love, or anything else
which you please.

When Socrates had done speaking, the company
applauded, and Aristophanes was beginning to say
something in answer to the allusion which Socrates
had made to his own speech, when suddenly there
was a great knocking at the door of the house, as
of revellers, and the sound of a flute-girl was heard.
Agathon told the attendants to go and see who
were the intruders. 'If they are friends of ours,' he
said, 'invite them in, but if not, say that the drinking
is over." A little while afterwards they heard the
voice of Alcibiades resounding in the court; he was
in a great state of intoxication, and kept roaring and
shouting 'Where is Agathon? Lead me to Agathon,'
and at length, supported by the flute-girl and some
of his attendants, he found his way to them. 'Hail,
friends," he said, appearing at the door crowned
with a massive garland of ivy and violets, his head
flowing with ribands. 'Will you have a very drunken
man as a companion of your revels? Or shall |
crown Agathon, which was my intention in coming,
and go away? For | was unable to come yesterday,
and therefore | am here to-day, carrying on my



head these ribands, that taking them from my own
head, | may crown the head of this fairest and
wisest of men, as | may be allowed to call him. Will
you laugh at me because | am drunk? Yet | know
very well that | am speaking the truth, although you
may laugh. But first tell me; if | come in shall we
have the understanding of which | spoke (supra Will
you have a very drunken man? etc.)? Will you drink
with me or not?'

The company were vociferous in begging that he
would take his place among them, and Agathon
specially invited him. Thereupon he was led in by
the people who were with him; and as he was being
led, intending to crown Agathon, he took the
ribands from his own head and held them in front of
his eyes; he was thus prevented from seeing
Socrates, who made way for him, and Alcibiades
took the vacant place between Agathon and
Socrates, and in taking the place he embraced
Agathon and crowned him. Take off his sandals,
said Agathon, and let him make a third on the same
couch.

By all means; but who makes the third partner in
our revels? said Alcibiades, turning round and
starting up as he caught sight of Socrates. By
Heracles, he said, what is this? here is Socrates
always lying in wait for me, and always, as his way
is, coming out at all sorts of unsuspected places:
and now, what have you to say for yourself, and



why are you lying here, where | perceive that you
have contrived to find a place, not by a joker or
lover of jokes, like Aristophanes, but by the fairest
of the company?

Socrates turned to Agathon and said: | must ask
you to protect me, Agathon; for the passion of this
man has grown quite a serious matter to me. Since
| became his admirer | have never been allowed to
speak to any other fair one, or so much as to look
at them. If | do, he goes wild with envy and
jealousy, and not only abuses me but can hardly
keep his hands off me, and at this moment he may
do me some harm. Please to see to this, and either
reconcile me to him, or, if he attempts violence,
protect me, as | am in bodily fear of his mad and
passionate attempts.

There can never be reconciliation between you and
me, said Alcibiades; but for the present | will defer
your chastisement. And | must beg you, Agathon,
to give me back some of the ribands that | may
crown the marvellous head of this universal
despot—I would not have him complain of me for
crowning you, and neglecting him, who in
conversation is the conqueror of all mankind; and
this not only once, as you were the day before
yesterday, but always. Whereupon, taking some of
the ribands, he crowned Socrates, and again
reclined.



Then he said: You seem, my friends, to be sober,
which is a thing not to be endured; you must
drink—for that was the agreement under which |
was admitted—and | elect myself master of the
feast until you are well drunk. Let us have a large
goblet, Agathon, or rather, he said, addressing the
attendant, bring me that wine-cooler. The
wine-cooler which had caught his eye was a vessel
holding more than two quarts—this he filled and
emptied, and bade the attendant fill it again for
Socrates. Observe, my friends, said Alcibiades, that
this ingenious trick of mine will have no effect on
Socrates, for he can drink any quantity of wine and
not be at all nearer being drunk. Socrates drank the
cup which the attendant filled for him.

Eryximachus said: What is this, Alcibiades? Are we
to have neither conversation nor singing over our
cups; but simply to drink as if we were thirsty?

Alcibiades replied: Hail, worthy son of a most wise
and worthy sire!

The same to you, said Eryximachus; but what shall
we do?

That | leave to you, said Alcibiades.

'The wise physician skilled our wounds to heal
(from Pope's Homer, I1.)'



shall prescribe and we will obey. What do you
want?

Well, said Eryximachus, before you appeared we
had passed a resolution that each one of us in turn
should make a speech in praise of love, and as
good a one as he could: the turn was passed round
from left to right; and as all of us have spoken, and
you have not spoken but have well drunken, you
ought to speak, and then impose upon Socrates
any task which you please, and he on his right
hand neighbour, and so on.

That is good, Eryximachus, said Alcibiades; and yet
the comparison of a drunken man's speech with
those of sober men is hardly fair; and | should like
to know, sweet friend, whether you really believe
what Socrates was just now saying; for | can
assure you that the very reverse is the fact, and
that if | praise any one but himself in his presence,
whether God or man, he will hardly keep his hands
off me.

For shame, said Socrates.

Hold your tongue, said Alcibiades, for by Poseidon,
there is no one else whom | will praise when you
are of the company.

Well then, said Eryximachus, if you like praise
Socrates.



What do you think, Eryximachus? said Alcibiades:
shall | attack him and inflict the punishment before
you all?

What are you about? said Socrates; are you going
to raise a laugh at my expense? Is that the
meaning of your praise?

I am going to speak the truth, if you will permit me.
I not only permit, but exhort you to speak the truth.

Then | will begin at once, said Alcibiades, and if |
say anything which is not true, you may interrupt
me if you will, and say 'that is a lie,' though my
intention is to speak the truth. But you must not
wonder if | speak any how as things come into my
mind; for the fluent and orderly enumeration of all
your singularities is not a task which is easy to a
man in my condition.

And now, my boys, | shall praise Socrates in a
figure which will appear to him to be a caricature,
and yet | speak, not to make fun of him, but only for
the truth's sake. | say, that he is exactly like the
busts of Silenus, which are set up in the statuaries'
shops, holding pipes and flutes in their mouths; and
they are made to open in the middle, and have
images of gods inside them. | say also that he is
like Marsyas the satyr. You yourself will not deny,
Socrates, that your face is like that of a satyr. Aye,
and there is a resemblance in other points too. For



example, you are a bully, as | can prove by
witnesses, if you will not confess. And are you not a
flute-player? That you are, and a performer far
more wonderful than Marsyas. He indeed with
instruments used to charm the souls of men by the
power of his breath, and the players of his music do
so still: for the melodies of Olympus (compare Arist.
Pol.) are derived from Marsyas who taught them,
and these, whether they are played by a great
master or by a miserable flute-girl, have a power
which no others have; they alone possess the soul
and reveal the wants of those who have need of
gods and mysteries, because they are divine. But
you produce the same effect with your words only,
and do not require the flute: that is the difference
between you and him. When we hear any other
speaker, even a very good one, he produces
absolutely no effect upon us, or not much, whereas
the mere fragments of you and your words, even at
second-hand, and however imperfectly repeated,
amaze and possess the souls of every man,
woman, and child who comes within hearing of
them. And if | were not afraid that you would think
me hopelessly drunk, | would have sworn as well
as spoken to the influence which they have always
had and still have over me. For my heart leaps
within me more than that of any Corybantian
reveller, and my eyes rain tears when | hear them.
And | observe that many others are affected in the
same manner. | have heard Pericles and other
great orators, and | thought that they spoke well,



but | never had any similar feeling; my soul was not
stirred by them, nor was | angry at the thought of
my own slavish state. But this Marsyas has often
brought me to such a pass, that | have felt as if |
could hardly endure the life which | am leading
(this, Socrates, you will admit); and | am conscious
that if | did not shut my ears against him, and fly as
from the voice of the siren, my fate would be like
that of others,—he would transfix me, and | should
grow old sitting at his feet. For he makes me
confess that | ought not to live as | do, neglecting
the wants of my own soul, and busying myself with
the concerns of the Athenians; therefore | hold my
ears and tear myself away from him. And he is the
only person who ever made me ashamed, which
you might think not to be in my nature, and there is
no one else who does the same. For | know that |
cannot answer him or say that | ought not to do as
he bids, but when | leave his presence the love of
popularity gets the better of me. And therefore | run
away and fly from him, and when | see him | am
ashamed of what | have confessed to him. Many a
time have | wished that he were dead, and yet |
know that | should be much more sorry than glad, if
he were to die: so that | am at my wit's end.

And this is what | and many others have suffered
from the flute-playing of this satyr. Yet hear me
once more while | show you how exact the image
is, and how marvellous his power. For let me tell
you; none of you know him; but | will reveal him to



you; having begun, | must go on. See you how fond
he is of the fair? He is always with them and is
always being smitten by them, and then again he
knows nothing and is ignorant of all things—such is
the appearance which he puts on. Is he not like a
Silenus in this? To be sure he is: his outer mask is
the carved head of the Silenus; but, O my
companions in drink, when he is opened, what
temperance there is residing within! Know you that
beauty and wealth and honour, at which the many
wonder, are of no account with him, and are utterly
despised by him: he regards not at all the persons
who are gifted with them; mankind are nothing to
him; all his life is spent in mocking and flouting at
them. But when | opened him, and looked within at
his serious purpose, | saw in him divine and golden
images of such fascinating beauty that | was ready
to do in a moment whatever Socrates commanded:
they may have escaped the observation of others,
but | saw them. Now | fancied that he was seriously
enamoured of my beauty, and | thought that |
should therefore have a grand opportunity of
hearing him tell what he knew, for | had a wonderful
opinion of the attractions of my youth. In the
prosecution of this design, when | next went to him,
| sent away the attendant who usually accompanied
me (I will confess the whole truth, and beg you to
listen; and if | speak falsely, do you, Socrates,
expose the falsehood). Well, he and | were alone
together, and | thought that when there was nobody
with us, | should hear him speak the language



which lovers use to their loves when they are by
themselves, and | was delighted. Nothing of the
sort; he conversed as usual, and spent the day with
me and then went away. Afterwards | challenged
him to the palaestra; and he wrestled and closed
with me several times when there was no one
present; | fancied that | might succeed in this
manner. Not a bit; | made no way with him. Lastly,
as | had failed hitherto, | thought that | must take
stronger measures and attack him boldly, and, as |
had begun, not give him up, but see how matters
stood between him and me. So | invited him to sup
with me, just as if he were a fair youth, and | a
designing lover. He was not easily persuaded to
come; he did, however, after a while accept the
invitation, and when he came the first time, he
wanted to go away at once as soon as supper was
over, and | had not the face to detain him. The
second time, still in pursuance of my design, after
we had supped, | went on conversing far into the
night, and when he wanted to go away, | pretended
that the hour was late and that he had much better
remain. So he lay down on the couch next to me,
the same on which he had supped, and there was
no one but ourselves sleeping in the apartment. All
this may be told without shame to any one. But
what follows | could hardly tell you if | were sober.
Yet as the proverb says, 'In vino veritas,' whether
with boys, or without them (In allusion to two
proverbs.); and therefore | must speak. Nor, again,
should | be justified in concealing the lofty actions



of Socrates when | come to praise him. Moreover |
have felt the serpent's sting; and he who has
suffered, as they say, is willing to tell his
fellow-sufferers only, as they alone will be likely to
understand him, and will not be extreme in judging
of the sayings or doings which have been wrung
from his agony. For | have been bitten by a more
than viper's tooth; | have known in my soul, or in my
heart, or in some other part, that worst of pangs,
more violent in ingenuous youth than any serpent's
tooth, the pang of philosophy, which will make a
man say or do anything. And you whom | see
around me, Phaedrus and Agathon and
Eryximachus and Pausanias and Aristodemus and
Aristophanes, all of you, and | need not say
Socrates himself, have had experience of the same
madness and passion in your longing after wisdom.
Therefore listen and excuse my doings then and
my sayings now. But let the attendants and other
profane and unmannered persons close up the
doors of their ears.

When the lamp was put out and the servants had
gone away, | thought that I must be plain with him
and have no more ambiguity. So | gave him a
shake, and | said: 'Socrates, are you asleep?' 'No,'
he said. 'Do you know what | am meditating? 'What
are you meditating?' he said. 'l think,' | replied, 'that
of all the lovers whom | have ever had you are the
only one who is worthy of me, and you appear to be
too modest to speak. Now | feel that | should be a



fool to refuse you this or any other favour, and
therefore | come to lay at your feet all that | have
and all that my friends have, in the hope that you
will assist me in the way of virtue, which | desire
above all things, and in which | believe that you can
help me better than any one else. And | should
certainly have more reason to be ashamed of what
wise men would say if | were to refuse a favour to
such as you, than of what the world, who are
mostly fools, would say of me if | granted it.' To
these words he replied in the ironical manner which
is so characteristic of him:—'Alcibiades, my friend,
you have indeed an elevated aim if what you say is
true, and if there really is in me any power by which
you may become better; truly you must see in me
some rare beauty of a kind infinitely higher than any
which | see in you. And therefore, if you mean to
share with me and to exchange beauty for beauty,
you will have greatly the advantage of me; you will
gain true beauty in return for appearance—like
Diomede, gold in exchange for brass. But look
again, sweet friend, and see whether you are not
deceived in me. The mind begins to grow critical
when the bodily eye fails, and it will be a long time
before you get old.' Hearing this, | said: 'l have told
you my purpose, which is quite serious, and do you
consider what you think best for you and me.' 'That
is good,' he said; 'at some other time then we will
consider and act as seems best about this and
about other matters.' Whereupon, | fancied that he
was smitten, and that the words which | had uttered



like arrows had wounded him, and so without
waiting to hear more | got up, and throwing my coat
about him crept under his threadbare cloak, as the
time of year was winter, and there | lay during the
whole night having this wonderful monster in my
arms. This again, Socrates, will not be denied by
you. And yet, notwithstanding all, he was so
superior to my solicitations, so contemptuous and
derisive and disdainful of my beauty—which really,
as | fancied, had some attractions—hear, O judges;
for judges you shall be of the haughty virtue of
Socrates—nothing more happened, but in the
morning when | awoke (let all the gods and
goddesses be my witnesses) | arose as from the
couch of a father or an elder brother.

What do you suppose must have been my feelings,
after this rejection, at the thought of my own
dishonour? And yet | could not help wondering at
his natural temperance and self-restraint and
manliness. | never imagined that | could have met
with a man such as he is in wisdom and endurance.
And therefore | could not be angry with him or
renounce his company, any more than | could hope
to win him. For | well knew that if Ajax could not be
wounded by steel, much less he by money; and my
only chance of captivating him by my personal
attractions had failed. So | was at my wit's end; no
one was ever more hopelessly enslaved by
another. All this happened before he and | went on
the expedition to Potidaea; there we messed



together, and | had the opportunity of observing his
extraordinary power of sustaining fatigue. His
endurance was simply marvellous when, being cut
off from our supplies, we were compelled to go
without food—on such occasions, which often
happen in time of war, he was superior not only to
me but to everybody; there was no one to be
compared to him. Yet at a festival he was the only
person who had any real powers of enjoyment;
though not willing to drink, he could if compelled
beat us all at that,—wonderful to relate! no human
being had ever seen Socrates drunk; and his
powers, if | am not mistaken, will be tested before
long. His fortitude in enduring cold was also
surprising. There was a severe frost, for the winter
in that region is really tremendous, and everybody
else either remained indoors, or if they went out
had on an amazing quantity of clothes, and were
well shod, and had their feet swathed in felt and
fleeces: in the midst of this, Socrates with his bare
feet on the ice and in his ordinary dress marched
better than the other soldiers who had shoes, and
they looked daggers at him because he seemed to
despise them.

| have told you one tale, and now | must tell you
another, which is worth hearing,

'Of the doings and sufferings of the enduring man'



while he was on the expedition. One morning he
was thinking about something which he could not
resolve; he would not give it up, but continued
thinking from early dawn until noon—there he stood
fixed in thought; and at noon attention was drawn to
him, and the rumour ran through the wondering
crowd that Socrates had been standing and
thinking about something ever since the break of
day. At last, in the evening after supper, some
lonians out of curiosity (I should explain that this
was not in winter but in summer), brought out their
mats and slept in the open air that they might watch
him and see whether he would stand all night.
There he stood until the following morning; and with
the return of light he offered up a prayer to the sun,
and went his way (compare supra). | will also tell, if
you please—and indeed | am bound to tell—of his
courage in battle; for who but he saved my life?
Now this was the engagement in which | received
the prize of valour: for | was wounded and he would
not leave me, but he rescued me and my arms; and
he ought to have received the prize of valour which
the generals wanted to confer on me partly on
account of my rank, and | told them so, (this, again,
Socrates will not impeach or deny), but he was
more eager than the generals that | and not he
should have the prize. There was another occasion
on which his behaviour was very remarkable—in
the flight of the army after the battle of Delium,
where he served among the heavy-armed,—I had a
better opportunity of seeing him than at Potidaea,



for | was myself on horseback, and therefore
comparatively out of danger. He and Laches were
retreating, for the troops were in flight, and | met
them and told them not to be discouraged, and
promised to remain with them; and there you might
see him, Aristophanes, as you describe (Aristoph.
Clouds), just as he is in the streets of Athens,
stalking like a pelican, and rolling his eyes, calmly
contemplating enemies as well as friends, and
making very intelligible to anybody, even from a
distance, that whoever attacked him would be likely
to meet with a stout resistance; and in this way he
and his companion escaped—for this is the sort of
man who is never touched in war; those only are
pursued who are running away headlong. |
particularly observed how superior he was to
Laches in presence of mind. Many are the marvels
which | might narrate in praise of Socrates; most of
his ways might perhaps be paralleled in another
man, but his absolute unlikeness to any human
being that is or ever has been is perfectly
astonishing. You may imagine Brasidas and others
to have been like Achilles; or you may imagine
Nestor and Antenor to have been like Pericles; and
the same may be said of other famous men, but of
this strange being you will never be able to find any
likeness, however remote, either among men who
now are or who ever have been—other than that
which | have already suggested of Silenus and the
satyrs; and they represent in a figure not only
himself, but his words. For, although | forgot to



mention this to you before, his words are like the
images of Silenus which open; they are ridiculous
when you first hear them; he clothes himself in
language that is like the skin of the wanton
satyr—for his talk is of pack-asses and smiths and
cobblers and curriers, and he is always repeating
the same things in the same words (compare
Gorg.), so that any ignorant or inexperienced
person might feel disposed to laugh at him; but he
who opens the bust and sees what is within will find
that they are the only words which have a meaning
in them, and also the most divine, abounding in fair
images of virtue, and of the widest comprehension,
or rather extending to the whole duty of a good and
honourable man.

This, friends, is my praise of Socrates. | have
added my blame of him for his ill-treatment of me;
and he has ill-treated not only me, but Charmides
the son of Glaucon, and Euthydemus the son of
Diocles, and many others in the same
way—beginning as their lover he has ended by
making them pay their addresses to him.
Wherefore | say to you, Agathon, 'Be not deceived
by him; learn from me and take warning, and do not
be a fool and learn by experience, as the proverb
says.'

When Alcibiades had finished, there was a laugh at
his outspokenness; for he seemed to be still in love
with Socrates. You are sober, Alcibiades, said



Socrates, or you would never have gone so far
about to hide the purpose of your satyr's praises,
for all this long story is only an ingenious
circumlocution, of which the point comes in by the
way at the end; you want to get up a quarrel
between me and Agathon, and your notion is that |
ought to love you and nobody else, and that you
and you only ought to love Agathon. But the plot of
this Satyric or Silenic drama has been detected,
and you must not allow him, Agathon, to set us at
variance.

| believe you are right, said Agathon, and | am
disposed to think that his intention in placing
himself between you and me was only to divide us;
but he shall gain nothing by that move; for | will go
and lie on the couch next to you.

Yes, yes, replied Socrates, by all means come here
and lie on the couch below me.

Alas, said Alcibiades, how | am fooled by this man;
he is determined to get the better of me at every
turn. | do beseech you, allow Agathon to lie
between us.

Certainly not, said Socrates, as you praised me,
and | in turn ought to praise my neighbour on the
right, he will be out of order in praising me again
when he ought rather to be praised by me, and |
must entreat you to consent to this, and not be



jealous, for | have a great desire to praise the
youth.

Hurrah! cried Agathon, | will rise instantly, that |
may be praised by Socrates.

The usual way, said Alcibiades; where Socrates is,
no one else has any chance with the fair; and now
how readily has he invented a specious reason for
attracting Agathon to himself.

Agathon arose in order that he might take his place
on the couch by Socrates, when suddenly a band
of revellers entered, and spoiled the order of the
banquet. Some one who was going out having left
the door open, they had found their way in, and
made themselves at home; great confusion
ensued, and every one was compelled to drink
large quantities of wine. Aristodemus said that
Eryximachus, Phaedrus, and others went
away—he himself fell asleep, and as the nights
were long took a good rest: he was awakened
towards daybreak by a crowing of cocks, and when
he awoke, the others were either asleep, or had
gone away; there remained only Socrates,
Aristophanes, and Agathon, who were drinking out
of a large goblet which they passed round, and
Socrates was discoursing to them. Aristodemus
was only half awake, and he did not hear the
beginning of the discourse; the chief thing which he
remembered was Socrates compelling the other



two to acknowledge that the genius of comedy was
the same with that of tragedy, and that the true
artist in tragedy was an artist in comedy also. To
this they were constrained to assent, being drowsy,
and not quite following the argument. And first of all
Aristophanes dropped off, then, when the day was
already dawning, Agathon. Socrates, having laid
them to sleep, rose to depart; Aristodemus, as his
manner was, following him. At the Lyceum he took
a bath, and passed the day as usual. In the evening
he retired to rest at his own home.



2 Nichomachean Ethics
(Book XIlIl), by Aristotle

D. P. Chase, Translator

Introduction

Aristotle’s Nicomachean Ethics explores the
intricate dimensions of human behaviour and the
pursuit of the good life, and Books VIIl and IX are
primarily devoted to the examination of friendship.
Aristotle considers friendship to be one of the most
essential elements of a flourishing and virtuous life.
For Aristotle, friendship is not merely a pleasant
addition to life but a fundamental component of
achieving eudaimonia, or human flourishing.

In Book VIII, Aristotle defines friendship and
categorizes it into three distinct types based on the
motivations behind the relationship. The first type of
friendship is based on utility, where individuals
connect for mutual benefit. These friendships are
often practical and short-lived, persisting only as
long as the exchange of advantages continues. The
second type of friendship is focused on pleasure,
whereby individuals are drawn to each other due to
shared enjoyment or feelings of affection. Like
friendships of utility, these are also fleeting, as they
arise from temporary desires or passions. The



highest and most virtuous form of friendship,
however, is based on goodness or mutual
appreciation of each other's character. These
friendships are enduring and are founded on a
shared commitment to virtue and the betterment of
each other. Aristotle asserts that virtuous
friendships are rare because they require time,
familiarity, and the cultivation of virtue in both
individuals.

Aristotle emphasizes that friendships built on virtue
provide a unique opportunity for moral growth.
Such relationships enable individuals to not only
pursue good for themselves but also encourage
and inspire their companions to lead virtuous lives.
Virtuous friends act as mirrors, reflecting the values
and behaviours of one another, fostering mutual
accountability and self-improvement. Aristotle also
critiques the imbalance that can arise in
friendships, especially if one individual is more
virtuous or capable than the other. While these
relationships can still exist, it is often challenging to
maintain equality and long-term satisfaction unless
both parties share a similar moral foundation.

Continuing in Book IX, Aristotle further elaborates
on the complexities of friendship and discusses the
balance of self-love within these relationships. He
reconciles the apparent tension between
self-interest and altruism by arguing that virtuous
self-love is necessary for meaningful friendships.



According to Aristotle, loving oneself in the right
way—»by prioritizing virtue and moral
excellence—allows individuals to form genuine
connections with others. This form of self-love
should not be confused with selfishness, as it is
rooted in the pursuit of the good rather than
indulgence in personal pleasures or material gain.

Aristotle also addresses the question of whether
one can have many friends, specifically virtuous
ones. He concludes that while it is possible to have
many acquaintances based on utility or pleasure,
deep and virtuous friendships are naturally limited.
This limitation arises from the time, effort, and
mutual understanding required to nurture such
bonds, which cannot realistically be extended to a
large number of people. Aristotle’s view
underscores the importance of quality over quantity
in relationships, elevating the value of shared virtue
as a foundation.

Throughout both Books VIII and IX, Aristotle also
reflects on the role of friendship in the political and
social fabric of human life. He contends that
friendships contribute to the stability and harmony
of a community, as they foster goodwill and
cooperation among its members. Political
friendship, which involves a shared sense of justice
and common purpose, strengthens societal bonds
and creates an environment conducive to
flourishing on a larger scale. Thus, Aristotle



positions friendship not only as a personal virtue
but also as a civic ideal that benefits the broader
collective.

The theme of love is subtly interwoven into
Aristotle’s analysis of friendship, particularly in the
context of virtuous relationships. Love, for Aristotle,
is an expression of care and goodwill towards
another person, valuing them not merely for their
utility or pleasure but for their intrinsic worth. This
form of love necessitates an equality of virtue and
mutual respect, aligning closely with his ideal of
friendship based on goodness. Aristotle’s insights
demonstrate how love and friendship are
intertwined, shaping the moral character of
individuals and enriching their experience of life.

Ultimately, Books VIII and IX of Nicomachean
Ethics highlight how Aristotle regards friendship as
indispensable to a meaningful life. Whether in the
personal quest for virtue or as a unifying force
within communities, friendship plays a pivotal role
in achieving harmony and fulfillment. By
distinguishing between different forms of friendship
and emphasizing the value of those based on
virtue, Aristotle provides a timeless framework for
understanding the profound significance of human
relationships, love, and mutual commitment.



Text
Book Xl

Chapter I

Next would seem properly to follow a dissertation
on Friendship: because, in the first place, it is either
itself a virtue or connected with virtue; and next it is
a thing most necessary for life, since no one would
choose to live without friends though he should
have all the other good things in the world: and, in
fact, men who are rich or possessed of authority
and influence are thought to have special need of
friends: for where is the use of such prosperity if
there be taken away the doing of kindnesses of
which friends are the most usual and most
commendable objects? Or how can it be kept or
preserved without friends? because the greater it is
so much the more slippery and hazardous: in
poverty moreover and all other adversities men
think friends to be their only refuge.

Furthermore, Friendship helps the young to keep
from error: the old, in respect of attention and such
deficiencies in action as their weakness makes
them liable to; and those who are in their prime, in
respect of noble deeds (“They two together going,”
Homer says, you may remember), because they



are thus more able to devise plans and carry them
out.

Again, it seems to be implanted in us by Nature: as,
for instance, in the parent towards the offspring and
the offspring towards the parent (not merely in the
human species, but likewise in birds and most
animals), and in those of the same tribe towards
one another, and specially in men of the same
nation; for which reason we commend those men
who love their fellows: and one may see in the
course of travel how close of kin and how friendly
man is to man.

Furthermore, Friendship seems to be the bond of
Social Communities, and legislators seem to be
more anxious to secure it than Justice even. |
mean, Unanimity is somewhat like to Friendship,
and this they certainly aim at and specially drive out
faction as being inimical.

Again, where people are in Friendship Justice is not
required;™ but, on the other hand, though they are
just they need Friendship in addition, and that
principle which is most truly just is thought to
partake of the nature of Friendship.

Lastly, not only is it a thing necessary but

honourable likewise: since we praise those who are
fond of friends, and the having numerous friends is
thought a matter of credit to a man; some go so far
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as to hold, that “good man” and “friend” are terms
synonymous.

Chapter Il.

Yet the disputed points respecting it are not few:
some men lay down that it is a kind of
resemblance, and that men who are like one
another are friends: whence come the common
sayings, “Like will to like,” “Birds of a feather,” and
so on. Others, on the contrary, say, that all such
come under the maxim, “Two of a trade never
agree.”2

Again, some men push their enquiries on these
points higher and reason physically: as Euripides,
who says,

“The earth by drought consumed doth love the rain,
And the great heaven, overcharged with rain,
Doth love to fall in showers upon the earth.”

Heraclitus, again, maintains, that “contrariety is
expedient, and that the best agreement arises from
things differing, and that all things come into being
in the way of the principle of antagonism.”

Empedocles, among others, in direct opposition to
these, affirms, that “like aims at like.”

These physical questions we will take leave to omit,
inasmuch as they are foreign to the present
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enquiry; and we will examine such as are proper to
man and concern moral characters and feelings:
as, for instance, “Does Friendship arise among all
without distinction, or is it impossible for bad men to
be friends?” and, “Is there but one species of
Friendship, or several?” for they who ground the
opinion that there is but one on the fact that
Friendship admits of degrees hold that upon
insufficient proof; because things which are
different in species admit likewise of degrees (on
this point we have spoken before).

Chapter lll.

Our view will soon be cleared on these points when
we have ascertained what is properly the
object-matter of Friendship: for it is thought that not
everything indiscriminately, but some peculiar
matter alone, is the object of this affection; that is to
say, what is good, or pleasurable, or useful. Now it
would seem that that is useful through which
accrues any good or pleasure, and so the objects
of Friendship, as absolute Ends, are the good and
the pleasurable.

A question here arises; whether it is good
absolutely or that which is good to the individuals,
for which men feel Friendship (these two being
sometimes distinct): and similarly in respect of the
pleasurable. It seems then that each individual
feels it towards that which is good to himself, and



that abstractedly it is the real good which is the
object of Friendship, and to each individual that
which is good to each. It comes then to this; that
each individual feels Friendship not for what is but
for that which conveys to his mind the impression of
being good to himself. But this will make no real
difference, because that which is truly the object of
Friendship will also convey this impression to the
mind.

There are then three causes from which men feel
Friendship: but the term is not applied to the case
of fondness for things inanimate because there is
no requital of the affection nor desire for the good
of those objects: it certainly savours of the
ridiculous to say that a man fond of wine wishes
well to it: the only sense in which it is true being
that he wishes it to be kept safe and sound for his
own use and benefit.2 But to the friend they say
one should wish all good for his sake. And when
men do thus wish good to another (he not
reciprocating the feeling), people call them Kindly;
because Friendship they describe as being
“Kindliness between persons who reciprocate it.”
But must they not add that the feeling must be
mutually known? for many men are kindly disposed
towards those whom they have never seen but
whom they conceive to be amiable or useful: and
this notion amounts to the same thing as a real
feeling between them.
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Well, these are plainly Kindly-disposed towards one
another: but how can one call them friends while
their mutual feelings are unknown to one another?
to complete the idea of Friendship, then, it is
requisite that they have kindly feelings towards one
another, and wish one another good from one of
the aforementioned causes, and that these kindly
feelings should be mutually known.

Chapter IV.

As the motives to Friendship differ in kind so do the
respective feelings and Friendships. The species
then of Friendship are three, in number equal to the
objects of it, since in the line of each there may be
“‘mutual affection mutually known.”

Now they who have Friendship for one another
desire one another’s good according to the motive
of their Friendship; accordingly they whose motive
is utility have no Friendship for one another really,
but only in so far as some good arises to them from
one another.

And they whose motive is pleasure are in like case:
I mean, they have Friendship for men of easy
pleasantry, not because they are of a given
character but because they are pleasant to
themselves. So then they whose motive to
Friendship is utility love their friends for what is
good to themselves; they whose motive is pleasure



do so for what is pleasurable to themselves; that is
to say, not in so far as the friend beloved is but in
so far as he is useful or pleasurable. These
Friendships then are a matter of result: since the
object is not beloved in that he is the man he is but
in that he furnishes advantage or pleasure as the
case may be.

Such Friendships are of course very liable to
dissolution if the parties do not continue alike: |
mean, that the others cease to have any Friendship
for them when they are no longer pleasurable or
useful. Now it is the nature of utility not to be
permanent but constantly varying: so, of course,
when the motive which made them friends is
vanished, the Friendship likewise dissolves; since it
existed only relatively to those circumstances.

Friendship of this kind is thought to exist principally
among the old (because men at that time of life
pursue not what is pleasurable but what is
profitable); and in such, of men in their prime and of
the young, as are given to the pursuit of profit. They
that are such have no intimate intercourse with one
another; for sometimes they are not even
pleasurable to one another; nor, in fact, do they
desire such intercourse unless their friends are
profitable to them, because they are pleasurable
only in so far as they have hopes of advantage.



With these Friendships is commonly ranked that of
hospitality.

But the Friendship of the young is thought to be
based on the motive of pleasure: because they live
at the beck and call of passion and generally
pursue what is pleasurable to themselves and the
object of the present moment: and as their age
changes so likewise do their pleasures.

This is the reason why they form and dissolve
Friendships rapidly: since the Friendship changes
with the pleasurable object and such pleasure
changes quickly.

The young are also much given up to Love; this
passion being, in great measure, a matter of
impulse and based on pleasure: for which cause
they conceive Friendships and quickly drop them,
changing often in the same day: but these wish for
society and intimate intercourse with their friends,
since they thus attain the object of their Friendship.

Chapter V.

That then is perfect Friendship which subsists
between those who are good and whose similarity
consists in their goodness: for these men wish one
another’s good in similar ways; in so far as they are
good (and good they are in themselves); and those
are specially friends who wish good to their friends



for their sakes, because they feel thus towards
them on their own account and not as a mere
matter of result; so the Friendship between these
men continues to subsist so long as they are good;
and goodness, we know, has in it a principle of
permanence.

Moreover, each party is good abstractedly and also
relatively to his friend, for all good men are not only
abstractedly good but also useful to one another.
Such friends are also mutually pleasurable because
all good men are so abstractedly, and also
relatively to one another, inasmuch as to each
individual those actions are pleasurable which
correspond to his nature, and all such as are like
them. Now when men are good these will be
always the same, or at least similar.

Friendship then under these circumstances is
permanent, as we should reasonably expect, since
it combines in itself all the requisite qualifications of
friends. | mean, that Friendship of whatever kind is
based upon good or pleasure (either abstractedly
or relatively to the person entertaining the
sentiment of Friendship), and results from a
similarity of some sort; and to this kind belong all
the aforementioned requisites in the parties
themselves, because in this the parties are similar,
and so on:* moreover, in it there is the abstractedly
good and the abstractedly pleasant, and as these
are specially the object-matter of Friendship so the
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feeling and the state of Friendship is found most
intense and most excellent in men thus qualified.

Rare it is probable Friendships of this kind will be,
because men of this kind are rare. Besides, all
requisite qualifications being presupposed, there is
further required time and intimacy: for, as the
proverb says, men cannot know one another “till
they have eaten the requisite quantity of salt
together;” nor can they in fact admit one another to
intimacy, much less be friends, till each has
appeared to the other and been proved to be a fit
object of Friendship. They who speedily commence
an interchange of friendly actions may be said to
wish to be friends, but they are not so unless they
are also proper objects of Friendship and mutually
known to be such: that is to say, a desire for
Friendship may arise quickly but not Friendship
itself.

Well, this Friendship is perfect both in respect of
the time and in all other points; and exactly the
same and similar results accrue to each party from
the other; which ought to be the case between
friends.

The friendship based upon the pleasurable is, so to
say, a copy of this, since the good are sources of
pleasure to one another: and that based on utility
likewise, the good being also useful to one another.
Between men thus connected Friendships are most



permanent when the same result accrues to both
from one another, pleasure, for instance; and not
merely so but from the same source, as in the case
of two men of easy pleasantry; and not as it is in
that of a lover and the object of his affection, these
not deriving their pleasure from the same causes,
but the former from seeing the latter and the latter
from receiving the attentions of the former: and
when the bloom of youth fades the Friendship
sometimes ceases also, because then the lover
derives no pleasure from seeing and the object of
his affection ceases to receive the attentions which
were paid before: in many cases, however, people
so connected continue friends, if being of similar
tempers they have come from custom to like one
another’s disposition.

Where people do not interchange pleasure but
profit in matters of Love, the Friendship is both less
intense in degree and also less permanent: in fact,
they who are friends because of advantage
commonly part when the advantage ceases; for, in
reality, they never were friends of one another but
of the advantage.

So then it appears that from motives of pleasure or
profit bad men may be friends to one another, or
good men to bad men or men of neutral character
to one of any character whatever: but
disinterestedly, for the sake of one another, plainly
the good alone can be friends; because bad men



have no pleasure even in themselves unless in so
far as some advantage arises.

And further, the Friendship of the good is alone
superior to calumny; it not being easy for men to
believe a third person respecting one whom they
have long tried and proved: there is between good
men mutual confidence, and the feeling that one’s
friend would never have done one wrong, and all
other such things as are expected in Friendship
really worthy the name; but in the other kinds there
is nothing to prevent all such suspicions.

| call them Friendships, because since men
commonly give the name of friends to those who
are connected from motives of profit (which is
justified by political language, for alliances between
states are thought to be contracted with a view to
advantage), and to those who are attached to one
another by the motive of pleasure (as children are),
we may perhaps also be allowed to call such
persons friends, and say there are several species
of Friendship; primarily and specially that of the
good, in that they are good, and the rest only in the
way of resemblance: | mean, people connected
otherwise are friends in that way in which there
arises to them somewhat good and some mutual
resemblance (because, we must remember the
pleasurable is good to those who are fond of it).



These secondary Friendships, however, do not
combine very well; that is to say, the same persons
do not become friends by reason of advantage and
by reason of the pleasurable, for these matters of
result are not often combined. And Friendship
having been divided into these kinds, bad men will
be friends by reason of pleasure or profit, this being
their point of resemblance; while the good are
friends for one another’s sake, that is, in so far as
they are good.

These last may be termed abstractedly and simply
friends, the former as a matter of result and termed
friends from their resemblance to these last.

Chapter VI.

Further; just as in respect of the different virtues
some men are termed good in respect of a certain
inward state, others in respect of acts of working,
so is it in respect of Friendship: | mean, they who
live together take pleasure in, and impart good to,
one another: but they who are asleep or are locally
separated do not perform acts, but only are in such
a state as to act in a friendly way if they acted at all:
distance has in itself no direct effect upon
Friendship, but only prevents the acting it out: yet, if
the absence be protracted, it is thought to cause a
forgetfulness even of the Friendship: and hence it



has been said, “many and many a Friendship doth
want of intercourse destroy.”

Accordingly, neither the old nor the morose appear
to be calculated for Friendship, because the
pleasurableness in them is small, and no one can
spend his days in company with that which is
positively painful or even not pleasurable; since to
avoid the painful and aim at the pleasurable is one
of the most obvious tendencies of human nature.
They who get on with one another very fairly, but
are not in habits of intimacy, are rather like people
having kindly feelings towards one another than
friends; nothing being so characteristic of friends as
the living with one another, because the
necessitous desire assistance, and the happy
companionship, they being the last persons in the
world for solitary existence: but people cannot
spend their time together unless they are mutually
pleasurable and take pleasure in the same objects,
a quality which is thought to appertain to the
Friendship of companionship.

Chapter VII.

The connection then subsisting between the good
is Friendship par excellence, as has already been
frequently said: since that which is abstractedly
good or pleasant is thought to be an object of
Friendship and choice-worthy, and to each



individual whatever is such to him; and the good
man to the good man for both these reasons.

(Now the entertaining the sentiment is like a feeling,
but Friendship itself like a state: because the former
may have for its object even things inanimate, but
requital of Friendship is attended with moral choice
which proceeds from a moral state: and again, men
wish good to the objects of their Friendship for their
sakes, not in the way of a mere feeling but of moral
state.)

And the good, in loving their friend, love their own
good (inasmuch as the good man, when brought
into that relation, becomes a good to him with
whom he is so connected), so that either party
loves his own good, and repays his friend equally
both in wishing well and in the pleasurable: for
equality is said to be a tie of Friendship. Well, these
points belong most to the Friendship between good
men.

But between morose or elderly men Friendship is
less apt to arise, because they are somewhat
awkward-tempered, and take less pleasure in
intercourse and society; these being thought to be
specially friendly and productive of Friendship: and
so young men become friends quickly, old men not
so (because people do not become friends with
any, unless they take pleasure in them); and in like
manner neither do the morose. Yet men of these



classes entertain kindly feelings towards one
another: they wish good to one another and render
mutual assistance in respect of their needs, but
they are not quite friends, because they neither
spend their time together nor take pleasure in one
another, which circumstances are thought specially
to belong to Friendship.

To be a friend to many people, in the way of the
perfect Friendship, is not possible; just as you
cannot be in love with many at once: it is, so to
speak, a state of excess which naturally has but
one object; and besides, it is not an easy thing for
one man to be very much pleased with many
people at the same time, nor perhaps to find many
really good. Again, a man needs experience, and to
be in habits of close intimacy, which is very difficult.

But it is possible to please many on the score of
advantage and pleasure: because there are many
men of the kind, and the services may be rendered
in a very short time.

Of the two imperfect kinds that which most
resembles the perfect is the Friendship based upon
pleasure, in which the same results accrue from
both and they take pleasure in one another or in the
same objects; such as are the Friendships of the
young, because a generous spirit is most found in
these. The Friendship because of advantage is the
connecting link of shopkeepers.



Then again, the very happy have no need of
persons who are profitable, but of pleasant ones
they have because they wish to have people to live
intimately with; and what is painful they bear for a
short time indeed, but continuously no one could
support it, nay, not even the Chief Good itself, if it
were painful to him individually: and so they look
out for pleasant friends: perhaps they ought to
require such to be good also; and good moreover
to themselves individually, because then they will
have all the proper requisites of Friendship.

Men in power are often seen to make use of
several distinct friends: for some are useful to them
and others pleasurable, but the two are not often
united: because they do not, in fact, seek such as
shall combine pleasantness and goodness, nor
such as shall be useful for honourable purposes:
but with a view to attain what is pleasant they look
out for men of easy-pleasantry; and again, for men
who are clever at executing any business put into
their hands: and these qualifications are not
commonly found united in the same man.

It has been already stated that the good man unites
the qualities of pleasantness and usefulness: but
then such a one will not be a friend to a superior
unless he be also his superior in goodness: for if
this be not the case, he cannot, being surpassed in
one point, make things equal by a proportionate
degree of Friendship. And characters who unite
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superiority of station and goodness are not
common.

Chapter VIII.

Now all the kinds of Friendship which have been
already mentioned exist in a state of equality,
inasmuch as either the same results accrue to both
and they wish the same things to one another, or
else they barter one thing against another;
pleasure, for instance, against profit: it has been
said already that Friendships of this latter kind are
less intense in degree and less permanent.

And it is their resemblance or dissimilarity to the
same thing which makes them to be thought to be
and not to be Friendships: they show like
Friendships in right of their likeness to that which is
based on virtue (the one kind having the
pleasurable, the other the profitable, both of which
belong also to the other); and again, they do not
show like Friendships by reason of their unlikeness
to that true kind; which unlikeness consists herein,
that while that is above calumny and so permanent
these quickly change and differ in many other
points.

But there is another form of Friendship, that,
namely, in which the one party is superior to the
other; as between father and son, elder and
younger, husband and wife, ruler and ruled. These



also differ one from another: | mean, the Friendship
between parents and children is not the same as
between ruler and the ruled, nor has the father the
same towards the son as the son towards the
father, nor the husband towards the wife as she
towards him; because the work, and therefore the
excellence, of each of these is different, and
different therefore are the causes of their feeling
Friendship; distinct and different therefore are their
feelings and states of Friendship.

And the same results do not accrue to each from
the other, nor in fact ought they to be looked for:
but, when children render to their parents what they
ought to the authors of their being, and parents to
their sons what they ought to their offspring, the
Friendship between such parties will be permanent
and equitable.

Further; the feeling of Friendship should be in a due
proportion in all Friendships which are between
superior and inferior; | mean, the better man, or the
more profitable, and so forth, should be the object
of a stronger feeling than he himself entertains,
because when the feeling of Friendship comes to
be after a certain rate then equality in a certain
sense is produced, which is thought to be a
requisite in Friendship.

(It must be remembered, however, that the equal is
not in the same case as regards Justice and



Friendship: for in strict Justice the exactly
proportioned equal ranks first, and the actual
numerically equal ranks second, while in Friendship
this is exactly reversed.)

And that equality is thus requisite is plainly shown
by the occurrence of a great difference of goodness
or badness, or prosperity, or something else: for in
this case, people are not any longer friends, nay
they do not even feel that they ought to be. The
clearest illustration is perhaps the case of the gods,
because they are most superior in all good things. It
is obvious too, in the case of kings, for they who
are greatly their inferiors do not feel entitled to be
friends to them; nor do people very insignificant to
be friends to those of very high excellence or
wisdom. Of course, in such cases it is out of the
question to attempt to define up to what point they
may continue friends: for you may remove many
points of agreement and the Friendship last
nevertheless; but when one of the parties is very far
separated (as a god from men), it cannot continue
any longer.

This has given room for a doubt, whether friends do
really wish to their friends the very highest goods,
as that they may be gods: because, in case the
wish were accomplished, they would no longer
have them for friends, nor in fact would they have
the good things they had, because friends are good
things. If then it has been rightly said that a friend



wishes to his friend good things for that friend’s
sake, it must be understood that he is to remain
such as he now is: that is to say, he will wish the
greatest good to him of which as man he is
capable: yet perhaps not all, because each man
desires good for himself most of all.

It is thought that desire for honour makes the mass
of men wish rather to be the objects of the feeling
of Friendship than to entertain it themselves (and
for this reason they are fond of flatterers, a flatterer
being a friend inferior or at least pretending to be
such and rather to entertain towards another the
feeling of Friendship than to be himself the object of
it), since the former is thought to be nearly the
same as being honoured, which the mass of men
desire. And yet men seem to choose honour, not
for its own sake, but incidentally: | mean, the
common run of men delight to be honoured by
those in power because of the hope it raises; that is
they think they shall get from them anything they
may happen to be in want of, so they delight in
honour as an earnest of future benefit. They again
who grasp at honour at the hands of the good and
those who are really acquainted with their merits
desire to confirm their own opinion about
themselves: so they take pleasure in the conviction
that they are good, which is based on the sentence
of those who assert it. But in being the objects of
Friendship men delight for its own sake, and so this
may be judged to be higher than being honoured
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and Friendship to be in itself choice-worthy.
Friendship, moreover, is thought to consist in
feeling, rather than being the object of, the
sentiment of Friendship, which is proved by the
delight mothers have in the feeling: some there are
who give their children to be adopted and brought
up by others, and knowing them bear this feeling
towards them never seeking to have it returned, if
both are not possible; but seeming to be content
with seeing them well off and bearing this feeling
themselves towards them, even though they, by
reason of ignorance, never render to them any filial
regard or love.

Since then Friendship stands rather in the
entertaining, than in being the object of, the
sentiment, and they are praised who are fond of
their friends, it seems that entertaining the
sentiment is the Excellence of friends; and so, in
whomsoever this exists in due proportion these are
stable friends and their Friendship is permanent.
And in this way may they who are unequal best be
friends, because they may thus be made equal.

Equality, then, and similarity are a tie to Friendship,
and specially the similarity of goodness, because
good men, being stable in themselves, are also
stable as regards others, and neither ask degrading
services nor render them, but, so to say, rather
prevent them: for it is the part of the good neither to



do wrong themselves nor to allow their friends in so
doing.

The bad, on the contrary, have no principle of
stability: in fact, they do not even continue like
themselves: only they come to be friends for a short
time from taking delight in one another’s
wickedness. Those connected by motives of profit,
or pleasure, hold together somewhat longer: so
long, that is to say, as they can give pleasure or
profit mutually.

The Friendship based on motives of profit is
thought to be most of all formed out of contrary
elements: the poor man, for instance, is thus a
friend of the rich, and the ignorant of the man of
information; that is to say, a man desiring that of
which he is, as it happens, in want, gives
something else in exchange for it. To this same
class we may refer the lover and beloved, the
beautiful and the ill-favoured. For this reason lovers
sometimes show in a ridiculous light by claiming to
be the objects of as intense a feeling as they
themselves entertain: of course if they are equally
fit objects of Friendship they are perhaps entitled to
claim this, but if they have nothing of the kind it is
ridiculous.

Perhaps, moreover, the contrary does not aim at its
contrary for its own sake but incidentally: the mean
is really what is grasped at; it being good for the



dry, for instance, not to become wet but to attain
the mean, and so of the hot, etc.

However, let us drop these questions, because they
are in fact somewhat foreign to our purpose.

Chapter IX.

It seems too, as was stated at the commencement,
that Friendship and Justice have the same
object-matter, and subsist between the same
persons: | mean that in every Communion there is
thought to be some principle of Justice and also
some Friendship: men address as friends, for
instance, those who are their comrades by sea, or
in war, and in like manner also those who are
brought into Communion with them in other ways:
and the Friendship, because also the Justice, is
co-extensive with the Communion, This justifies the
common proverb, “the goods of friends are
common,” since Friendship rests upon Communion.

Now brothers and intimate companions have all in
common, but other people have their property
separate, and some have more in common and
others less, because the Friendships likewise differ
in degree. So too do the various principles of
Justice involved, not being the same between
parents and children as between brothers, nor
between companions as between fellow-citizens
merely, and so on of all the other conceivable



Friendships. Different also are the principles of
Injustice as regards these different grades, and the
acts become intensified by being done to friends;
for instance, it is worse to rob your companion than
one who is merely a fellow-citizen; to refuse help to
a brother than to a stranger; and to strike your
father than any one else. So then the Justice
naturally increases with the degree of Friendship,
as being between the same parties and of equal
extent.

All cases of Communion are parts, so to say, of the
great Social one, since in them men associate with
a view to some advantage and to procure some of
those things which are needful for life; and the
great Social Communion is thought originally to
have been associated and to continue for the sake
of some advantage: this being the point at which
legislators aim, affirming that to be just which is
generally expedient.

All the other cases of Communion aim at
advantage in particular points; the crew of a vessel
at that which is to result from the voyage which is
undertaken with a view to making money, or some
such object; comrades in war at that which is to
result from the war, grasping either at wealth or
victory, or it may be a political position; and those of
the same tribe, or Demus, in like manner.



Some of them are thought to be formed for
pleasure’s sake, those, for instance, of bacchanals
or club-fellows, which are with a view to Sacrifice or
merely company. But all these seem to be ranged
under the great Social one, inasmuch as the aim of
this is, not merely the expediency of the moment
but, for life and at all times; with a view to which the
members of it institute sacrifices and their attendant
assemblies, to render honour to the gods and
procure for themselves respite from toil combined
with pleasure. For it appears that sacrifices and
religious assemblies in old times were made as a
kind of first-fruits after the ingathering of the crops,
because at such seasons they had most leisure.

So then it appears that all the instances of
Communion are parts of the great Social one: and
corresponding Friendships will follow upon such
Communions.

Chapter X.

Of Political Constitutions there are three kinds; and
equal in number are the deflections from them,
being, so to say, corruptions of them.

The former are Kingship, Aristocracy, and that
which recognises the principle of wealth, which it
seems appropriate to call Timocracy (I give to it the
name of a political constitution because people



commonly do so). Of these the best is Monarchy,
and Timocracy the worst.

From Monarchy the deflection is Despotism; both
being Monarchies but widely differing from each
other; for the Despot looks to his own advantage,
but the King to that of his subjects: for he is in fact
no King who is not thoroughly independent and
superior to the rest in all good things, and he that is
this has no further wants: he will not then have to
look to his own advantage but to that of his
subjects, for he that is not in such a position is a
mere King elected by lot for the nonce.

But Despotism is on a contrary footing to this
Kingship, because the Despot pursues his own
good: and in the case of this its inferiority is most
evident, and what is worse is contrary to what is
best. The Transition to Despotism is made from
Kingship, Despotism being a corrupt form of
Monarchy, that is to say, the bad King comes to be
a Despot.

From Aristocracy to Oligarchy the transition is
made by the fault of the Rulers in distributing the
public property contrary to right proportion; and
giving either all that is good, or the greatest share,
to themselves; and the offices to the same persons
always, making wealth their idol; thus a few bear
rule and they bad men in the place of the best.



From Timocracy the transition is to Democracy,
they being contiguous: for it is the nature of
Timocracy to be in the hands of a multitude, and all
in the same grade of property are equal.
Democracy is the least vicious of all, since herein
the form of the constitution undergoes least
change.

Well, these are generally the changes to which the
various Constitutions are liable, being the least in
degree and the easiest to make.

Likenesses, and, as it were, models of them, one
may find even in Domestic life: for instance, the
Communion between a Father and his Sons
presents the figure of Kingship, because the
children are the Father’s care: and hence Homer
names Jupiter Father because Kingship is intended
to be a paternal rule. Among the Persians,
however, the Father’s rule is Despotic, for they treat
their Sons as slaves. (The relation of Master to
Slaves is of the nature of Despotism because the
point regarded herein is the Master’s interest): this
now strikes me to be as it ought, but the Persian
custom to be mistaken; because for different
persons there should be different rules.

Between Husband and Wife the relation takes the
form of Aristocracy, because he rules by right and
in such points only as the Husband should, and

gives to the Wife all that befits her to have. Where



the Husband lords it in everything he changes the
relation into an Oligarchy; because he does it
contrary to right and not as being the better of the
two. In some instances the Wives take the reins of
government, being heiresses: here the rule is
carried on not in right of goodness but by reason of
wealth and power, as it is in Oligarchies.

Timocracy finds its type in the relation of Brothers:
they being equal except as to such differences as
age introduces: for which reason, if they are very
different in age, the Friendship comes to be no
longer a fraternal one: while Democracy is
represented specially by families which have no
head (all being there equal), or in which the proper
head is weak and so every member does that
which is right in his own eyes.

Chapter XI.

Attendant then on each form of Political
Constitution there plainly is Friendship exactly
co-extensive with the principle of Justice; that
between a King and his Subjects being in the
relation of a superiority of benefit, inasmuch as he
benefits his subjects; it being assumed that he is a
good king and takes care of their welfare as a
shepherd tends his flock; whence Homer (to quote
him again) calls Agamemnon, “shepherd of the
people.” And of this same kind is the Paternal
Friendship, only that it exceeds the former in the



greatness of the benefits done; because the father
is the author of being (which is esteemed the
greatest benefit) and of maintenance and education
(these things are also, by the way, ascribed to
ancestors generally): and by the law of nature the
father has the right of rule over his sons, ancestors
over their descendants, and the king over his
subjects.

These friendships are also between superiors and
inferiors, for which reason parents are not merely
loved but also honoured. The principle of Justice
also between these parties is not exactly the same
but according to proportiton, because so also is the
Friendship.

Now between Husband and Wife there is the same
Friendship as in Aristocracy: for the relation is
determined by relative excellence, and the better
person has the greater good and each has what
befits: so too also is the principle of Justice
between them.

The Fraternal Friendship is like that of
Companions, because brothers are equal and
much of an age, and such persons have generally
like feelings and like dispositions. Like to this also is
the Friendship of a Timocracy, because the citizens
are intended to be equal and equitable: rule,
therefore, passes from hand to hand, and is



distributed on equal terms: so too is the Friendship
accordingly.

In the deflections from the constitutional forms, just
as the principle of Justice is but small so is the
Friendship also: and least of all in the most
perverted form: in Despotism there is little or no
Friendship. For generally wherever the ruler and
the ruled have nothing in common there is no
Friendship because there is no Justice; but the
case is as between an artisan and his tool, or
between soul and body, and master and slave; all
these are benefited by those who use them, but
towards things inanimate there is neither Friendship
nor Justice: nor even towards a horse or an ox, or a
slave qué slave, because there is nothing in
common: a slave as such is an animate tool, a tool
an inanimate slave. Qua slave, then, there is no
Friendship towards him, only qué man: for it is
thought that there is some principle of Justice
between every man, and every other who can
share in law and be a party to an agreement; and
so somewhat of Friendship, in so far as he is man.
So in Despotisms the Friendships and the principle
of Justice are inconsiderable in extent, but in
Democracies they are most considerable because
they who are equal have much in common.

Chapter XII.



Now of course all Friendship is based upon
Communion, as has been already stated: but one
would be inclined to separate off from the rest the
Friendship of Kindred, and that of Companions:
whereas those of men of the same city, or tribe, or
crew, and all such, are more peculiarly, it would
seem, based upon Communion, inasmuch as they
plainly exist in right of some agreement expressed
or implied: among these one may rank also the
Friendship of Hospitality,

The Friendship of Kindred is likewise of many
kinds, and appears in all its varieties to depend on
the Parental: parents, | mean, love their children as
being a part of themselves, children love their
parents as being themselves somewhat derived
from them. But parents know their offspring more
than these know that they are from the parents, and
the source is more closely bound to that which is
produced than that which is produced is to that
which formed it: of course, whatever is derived from
one’s self is proper to that from which it is so
derived (as, for instance, a tooth or a hair, or any
other thing whatever to him that has it): but the
source to it is in no degree proper, or in an inferior
degree at least.

Then again the greater length of time comes in: the
parents love their offspring from the first moment of
their being, but their offspring them only after a
lapse of time when they have attained intelligence



or instinct. These considerations serve also to show
why mothers have greater strength of affection than
fathers.

Now parents love their children as themselves
(since what is derived from themselves becomes a
kind of other Self by the fact of separation), but
children their parents as being sprung from them.
And brothers love one another from being sprung
from the same; that is, their sameness with the
common stock creates a sameness with one
another;*2 whence come the phrases, “same
blood,” “root,” and so on. In fact they are the same,
in a sense, even in the separate distinct individuals.

Then again the being brought up together, and the
nearness of age, are a great help towards
Friendship, for a man likes one of his own age and
persons who are used to one another are
companions, which accounts for the resemblance
between the Friendship of Brothers and that of
Companions.

And cousins and all other relatives derive their
bond of union from these, that is to say, from their
community of origin: and the strength of this bond
varies according to their respective distances from
the common ancestor.

Further: the Friendship felt by children towards
parents, and by men towards the gods, is as
towards something good and above them; because
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these have conferred the greatest possible
benefits, in that they are the causes of their being
and being nourished, and of their having been
educated after they were brought into being.

And Friendship of this kind has also the pleasurable
and the profitable more than that between persons
unconnected by blood, in proportion as their life is
also more shared in common. Then again in the
Fraternal Friendship there is all that there is in that
of Companions, and more in the good, and
generally in those who are alike; in proportion as
they are more closely tied and from their very birth
have a feeling of affection for one another to begin
with, and as they are more like in disposition who
spring from the same stock and have grown up
together and been educated alike: and besides this
they have the greatest opportunities in respect of
time for proving one another, and can therefore
depend most securely upon the trial.

Between Husband and Wife there is thought to be
Friendship by a law of nature: man being by nature
disposed to pair, more than to associate in
Communities: in proportion as the family is prior in
order of time and more absolutely necessary than
the Community. And procreation is more common
to him with other animals; all the other animals
have Communion thus far, but human creatures
cohabit not merely for the sake of procreation but
also with a view to life in general:® because in this
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connection the works are immediately divided, and
some belong to the man, others to the woman: thus
they help one the other, putting what is peculiar to
each into the common stock.

And for these reasons this Friendship is thought to
combine the profitable and the pleasurable: it will
be also based upon virtue if they are good people;
because each has goodness and they may take
delight in this quality in each other. Children too are
thought to be a tie: accordingly the childless sooner
separate, for the children are a good common to
both and anything in common is a bond of union.

The question how a man is to live with his wife, or
(more generally) one friend with another, appears
to be no other than this, how it is just that they
should: because plainly there is not the same
principle of Justice between a friend and friend, as
between strangers, or companions, or mere chance
fellow-travellers.

Chapter XIII.

There are then, as was stated at the
commencement of this book, three kinds of
Friendship, and in each there may be friends on a
footing of equality and friends in the relation of
superior and inferior; we find, | mean, that people
who are alike in goodness, become friends, and
better with worse, and so also pleasant people;



again, because of advantage people are friends,
either balancing exactly their mutual profitableness
or differing from one another herein. Well then,
those who are equal should in right of this equality
be equalised also by the degree of their Friendship
and the other points, and those who are on a
footing of inequality by rendering Friendship in
proportion to the superiority of the other party.

Fault-finding and blame arises, either solely or most
naturally, in Friendship of which utility is the motive:
for they who are friends by reason of goodness, are
eager to do kindnesses to one another because
this is a natural result of goodness and Friendship;
and when men are vying with each other for this
End there can be no fault-finding nor contention:
since no one is annoyed at one who entertains for
him the sentiment of Friendship and does
kindnesses to him, but if of a refined mind he
requites him with kind actions. And suppose that
one of the two exceeds the other, yet as he is
attaining his object he will not find fault with his
friend, for good is the object of each party.

Neither can there well be quarrels between men
who are friends for pleasure’s sake: because
supposing them to delight in living together then
both attain their desire; or if not a man would be put
in a ridiculous light who should find fault with
another for not pleasing him, since it is in his power
to forbear intercourse with him. But the Friendship



because of advantage is very liable to fault-finding;
because, as the parties use one another with a
view to advantage, the requirements are continually
enlarging, and they think they have less than of
right belongs to them, and find fault because
though justly entitled they do not get as much as
they want: while they who do the kindnesses, can
never come up to the requirements of those to
whom they are being done.

It seems also, that as the Just is of two kinds, the
unwritten and the legal, so Friendship because of
advantage is of two kinds, what may be called the
Moral, and the Legal: and the most fruitful source of
complaints is that parties contract obligations and
discharge them not in the same line of Friendship.
The Legal is upon specified conditions, either
purely tradesmanlike from hand to hand or
somewhat more gentlemanly as regards time but
still by agreement a quid pro quo.

In this Legal kind the obligation is clear and admits
of no dispute, the friendly element is the delay in
requiring its discharge: and for this reason in some
countries no actions can be maintained at Law for
the recovery of such debts, it being held that they
who have dealt on the footing of credit must be
content to abide the issue.

That which may be termed the Moral kind is not
upon specified conditions, but a man gives as to his



friend and so on: but still he expects to receive an
equivalent, or even more, as though he had not
given but lent: he also will find fault, because he
does not get the obligation discharged in the same
way as it was contracted.

Now this results from the fact, that all men, or the
generality at least, wish what is honourable, but,
when tested, choose what is profitable; and the
doing kindnesses disinterestedly is honourable
while receiving benefits is profitable. In such cases
one should, if able, make a return proportionate to
the good received, and do so willingly, because one
ought not to make a disinterested friend of a man
against his inclination: one should act, | say, as
having made a mistake originally in receiving
kindness from one from whom one ought not to
have received it, he being not a friend nor doing the
act disinterestedly; one should therefore discharge
one’s self of the obligation as having received a
kindness on specified terms: and if able a man
would engage to repay the kindness, while if he
were unable even the doer of it would not expect it
of him: so that if he is able he ought to repay it. But
one ought at the first to ascertain from whom one is
receiving kindness, and on what understanding,
that on that same understanding one may accept it
or not.

A question admitting of dispute is whether one is to
measure a kindness by the good done to the
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receiver of it, and make this the standard by which
to requite, or by the kind intention of the doer?

For they who have received kindnesses frequently
plead in depreciation that they have received from
their benefactors such things as were small for
them to give, or such as they themselves could
have got from others: while the doers of the
kindnesses affirm that they gave the best they had,
and what could not have been got from others, and
under danger, or in such-like straits.

May we not say, that as utility is the motive of the
Friendship the advantage conferred on the receiver
must be the standard? because he it is who
requests the kindness and the other serves him in
his need on the understanding that he is to get an
equivalent: the assistance rendered is then exactly
proportionate to the advantage which the receiver
has obtained, and he should therefore repay as
much as he gained by it, or even more, this being
more creditable.

In Friendships based on goodness, the question, of
course, is never raised, but herein the motive of the
doer seems to be the proper standard, since virtue
and moral character depend principally on motive.

Chapter XIV.



Quarrels arise also in those Friendships in which
the parties are unequal because each party thinks
himself entitled to the greater share, and of course,
when this happens, the Friendship is broken up.

The man who is better than the other thinks that
having the greater share pertains to him of right, for
that more is always awarded to the good man: and
similarly the man who is more profitable to another
than that other to him: “one who is useless,” they
say, “ought not to share equally, for it comes to a
tax, and not a Friendship, unless the fruits of the
Friendship are reaped in proportion to the works
done:” their notion being, that as in a money
partnership they who contribute more receive more
so should it be in Friendship likewise.

On the other hand, the needy man and the less
virtuous advance the opposite claim: they urge that
“it is the very business of a good friend to help
those who are in need, else what is the use of
having a good or powerful friend if one is not to
reap the advantage at all?”

Now each seems to advance a right claim and to
be entitled to get more out of the connection than
the other, only not more of the same thing: but the
superior man should receive more respect, the
needy man more profit: respect being the reward of



goodness and beneficence, profit being the aid of
need.

This is plainly the principle acted upon in Political
Communities: he receives no honour who gives no
good to the common stock: for the property of the
Public is given to him who does good to the Public,
and honour is the property of the Public; it is not
possible both to make money out of the Public and
receive honour likewise; because no one will put up
with the less in every respect: so to him who suffers
loss as regards money they award honour, but
money to him who can be paid by gifts: since, as
has been stated before, the observing due
proportion equalises and preserves Friendship.

Like rules then should be observed in the
intercourse of friends who are unequal; and to him
who advantages another in respect of money, or
goodness, that other should repay honour, making
requital according to his power; because Friendship
requires what is possible, not what is strictly due,
this being not possible in all cases, as in the
honours paid to the gods and to parents: no man
could ever make the due return in these cases, and
so he is thought to be a good man who pays
respect according to his ability.

For this reason it may be judged never to be
allowable for a son to disown his father, whereas a
father may his son: because he that owes is bound



to pay; now a son can never, by anything he has
done, fully requite the benefits first conferred on
him by his father, and so is always a debtor. But
they to whom anything is owed may cast off their
debtors: therefore the father may his son. But at the
same time it must perhaps be admitted, that it
seems no father ever would sever himself utterly
from a son, except in a case of exceeding
depravity: because, independently of the natural
Friendship, it is like human nature not to put away
from one’s self the assistance which a son might
render. But to the son, if depraved, assisting his
father is a thing to be avoided, or at least one which
he will not be very anxious to do; most men being
willing enough to receive kindness, but averse to
doing it as unprofitable.

Let thus much suffice on these points.

BOOK IX

Chapter I.

Well, in all the Friendships the parties to which are
dissimilar it is the proportionate which equalises
and preserves the Friendship, as has been already
stated: | mean, in the Social Friendship the cobbler,
for instance, gets an equivalent for his shoes after a
certain rate; and the weaver, and all others in like
manner. Now in this case a common measure has
been provided in money, and to this accordingly all



things are referred and by this are measured: but in
the Friendship of Love the complaint is sometimes
from the lover that, though he loves exceedingly,
his love is not requited; he having perhaps all the
time nothing that can be the object of Friendship:
again, oftentimes from the object of love that he
who as a suitor promised any and every thing now
performs nothing. These cases occur because the
Friendship of the lover for the beloved object is
based upon pleasure, that of the other for him upon
utility, and in one of the parties the requisite quality
is not found: for, as these are respectively the
grounds of the Friendship, the Friendship comes to
be broken up because the motives to it cease to
exist: the parties loved not one another but qualities
in one another which are not permanent, and so
neither are the Friendships: whereas the Friendship
based upon the moral character of the parties,
being independent and disinterested, is permanent,
as we have already stated.

Quarrels arise also when the parties realise
different results and not those which they desire; for
the not attaining one’s special object is all one, in
this case, with getting nothing at all: as in the
well-known case where a man made promises to a
musician, rising in proportion to the excellence of
his music; but when, the next morning, the
musician claimed the performance of his promises,
he said that he had given him pleasure for
pleasure: of course, if each party had intended this,



it would have been all right: but if the one desires
amusement and the other gain, and the one gets
his object but the other not, the dealing cannot be
fair: because a man fixes his mind upon what he
happens to want, and will give so and so for that
specific thing.

The question then arises, who is to fix the rate? the
man who first gives, or the man who first takes?
because, primé facie, the man who first gives
seems to leave the rate to be fixed by the other
party. This, they say, was in fact the practice of
Protagoras: when he taught a man anything he
would bid the learner estimate the worth of the
knowledge gained by his own private opinion; and
then he used to take so much from him. In such
cases some people adopt the rule,

“With specified reward a friend should be content.”

They are certainly fairly found fault with who take
the money in advance and then do nothing of what
they said they would do, their promises having
been so far beyond their ability; for such men do
not perform what they agreed, The Sophists,
however, are perhaps obliged to take this course,
because no one would give a sixpence for their
knowledge. These then, | say, are fairly found fault
with, because they do not what they have already
taken money for doing.



In cases where no stipulation as to the respective
services is made they who disinterestedly do the
first service will not raise the question (as we have
said before), because it is the nature of Friendship,
based on mutual goodness to be reference to the
intention of the other, the intention being
characteristic of the true friend and of goodness.

And it would seem the same rule should be laid
down for those who are connected with one
another as teachers and learners of philosophy; for
here the value of the commodity cannot be
measured by money, and, in fact, an exactly
equivalent price cannot be set upon it, but perhaps
it is sufficient to do what one can, as in the case of
the gods or one’s parents.

But where the original giving is not upon these
terms but avowedly for some return, the most
proper course is perhaps for the requital to be such
as both shall allow to be proportionate, and, where
this cannot be, then for the receiver to fix the value
would seem to be not only necessary but also fair:
because when the first giver gets that which is
equivalent to the advantage received by the other,
or to what he would have given to secure the
pleasure he has had, then he has the value from
him: for not only is this seen to be the course
adopted in matters of buying and selling but also in
some places the law does not allow of actions upon
voluntary dealings; on the principle that when one



man has trusted another he must be content to
have the obligation discharged in the same spirit as
he originally contracted it: that is to say, it is thought
fairer for the trusted, than for the trusting, party, to
fix the value. For, in general, those who have and
those who wish to get things do not set the same
value on them: what is their own, and what they
give in each case, appears to them worth a great
deal: but yet the return is made according to the
estimate of those who have received first, it should
perhaps be added that the receiver should estimate
what he has received, not by the value he sets
upon it now that he has it, but by that which he set
upon it before he obtained it.

Chapter Il.

Questions also arise upon such points as the
following: Whether one’s father has an unlimited
claim on one’s services and obedience, or whether
the sick man is to obey his physician? or, in an
election of a general, the warlike qualities of the
candidates should be alone regarded?

In like manner whether one should do a service
rather to one’s friend or to a good man? whether
one should rather requite a benefactor or give to
one’s companion, supposing that both are not
within one’s power?



Is not the true answer that it is no easy task to
determine all such questions accurately, inasmuch
as they involve numerous differences of all kinds, in
respect of amount and what is honourable and
what is necessary? It is obvious, of course, that no
one person can unite in himself all claims. Again,
the requital of benefits is, in general, a higher duty
than doing unsolicited kindnesses to one’s
companion; in other words, the discharging of a
debt is more obligatory upon one than the duty of
giving to a companion. And yet this rule may admit
of exceptions; for instance, which is the higher
duty? for one who has been ransomed out of the
hands of robbers to ransom in return his ransomer,
be he who he may, or to repay him on his demand
though he has not been taken by robbers, or to
ransom his own father? for it would seem that a
man ought to ransom his father even in preference
to himself.

Well then, as has been said already, as a general
rule the debt should be discharged, but if in a
particular case the giving greatly preponderates as
being either honourable or necessary, we must be
swayed by these considerations: | mean, in some
cases the requital of the obligation previously
existing may not be equal; suppose, for instance,
that the original benefactor has conferred a
kindness on a good man, knowing him to be such,



whereas this said good man has to repay it
believing him to be a scoundrel.

And again, in certain cases no obligation lies on a
man to lend to one who has lent to him; suppose,
for instance, that a bad man lent to him, as being a
good man, under the notion that he should get
repaid, whereas the said good man has no hope of
repayment from him being a bad man. Either then
the case is really as we have supposed it and then
the claim is not equal, or it is not so but supposed
to be; and still in so acting people are not to be
thought to act wrongly. In short, as has been
oftentimes stated before, all statements regarding
feelings and actions can be definite only in
proportion as their object-matter is so; it is of
course quite obvious that all people have not the
same claim upon one, nor are the claims of one’s
father unlimited; just as Jupiter does not claim all
kinds of sacrifice without distinction: and since the
claims of parents, brothers, companions, and
benefactors, are all different, we must give to each
what belongs to and befits each.

And this is seen to be the course commonly
pursued: to marriages men commonly invite their
relatives, because these are from a common stock
and therefore all the actions in any way pertaining
thereto are common also: and to funerals men think



that relatives ought to assemble in preference to
other people, for the same reason.

And it would seem that in respect of maintenance it
is our duty to assist our parents in preference to all
others, as being their debtors, and because it is
more honourable to succour in these respects the
authors of our existence than ourselves. Honour
likewise we ought to pay to our parents just as to
the gods, but then, not all kinds of honour: not the
same, for instance, to a father as to a mother: nor
again to a father the honour due to a scientific man
or to a general but that which is a father’s due, and
in like manner to a mother that which is a mother’s.

To all our elders also the honour befitting their age,
by rising up in their presence, turning out of the way
for them, and all similar marks of respect: to our
companions again, or brothers, frankness and free
participation in all we have. And to those of the
same family, or tribe, or city, with ourselves, and all
similarly connected with us, we should constantly
try to render their due, and to discriminate what
belongs to each in respect of nearness of
connection, or goodness, or intimacy: of course in
the case of those of the same class the
discrimination is easier; in that of those who are in
different classes it is a matter of more trouble. This,
however, should not be a reason for giving up the



attempt, but we must observe the distinctions so far
as it is practicable to do so.

Chapter IlI.

A question is also raised as to the propriety of
dissolving or not dissolving those Friendships the
parties to which do not remain what they were
when the connection was formed.

Now surely in respect of those whose motive to
Friendship is utility or pleasure there can be nothing
wrong in breaking up the connection when they no
longer have those qualities; because they were
friends [not of one another, but] of those qualities:
and, these having failed, it is only reasonable to
expect that they should cease to entertain the
sentiment.

But a man has reason to find fault if the other party,
being really attached to him because of advantage
or pleasure, pretended to be so because of his
moral character: in fact, as we said at the
commencement, the most common source of
quarrels between friends is their not being friends
on the same grounds as they suppose themselves
to be.

Now when a man has been deceived in having
supposed himself to excite the sentiment of
Friendship by reason of his moral character, the



other party doing nothing to indicate he has but
himself to blame: but when he has been deceived
by the pretence of the other he has a right to find
fault with the man who has so deceived him, aye
even more than with utterers of false coin, in
proportion to the greater preciousness of that which
is the object-matter of the villany.

But suppose a man takes up another as being a
good man, who turns out, and is found by him, to
be a scoundrel, is he bound still to entertain
Friendship for him? or may we not say at once it is
impossible? since it is not everything which is the
object-matter of Friendship, but only that which is
good; and so there is no obligation to be a bad
man’s friend, nor, in fact, ought one to be such: for
one ought not to be a lover of evil, nor to be
assimilated to what is base; which would be
implied, because we have said before, like is
friendly to like.

Are we then to break with him instantly? not in all
cases; only where our friends are incurably
depraved; when there is a chance of amendment
we are bound to aid in repairing the moral character
of our friends even more than their substance, in
proportion as it is better and more closely related to
Friendship. Still he who should break off the
connection is not to be judged to act wrongly, for he
never was a friend to such a character as the other
now is, and therefore, since the man is changed



and he cannot reduce him to his original state, he
backs out of the connection.

To put another case: suppose that one party
remains what he was when the Friendship was
formed, while the other becomes morally improved
and widely different from his friend in goodness; is
the improved character to treat the other as a
friend?

May we not say it is impossible? The case of
course is clearest where there is a great difference,
as in the Friendships of boys: for suppose that of
two boyish friends the one still continues a boy in
mind and the other becomes a man of the highest
character, how can they be friends? since they
neither are pleased with the same objects nor like
and dislike the same things: for these points will not
belong to them as regards one another, and without
them it was assumed they cannot be friends
because they cannot live in intimacy: and of the
case of those who cannot do so we have spoken
before.

Well then, is the improved party to bear himself
towards his former friend in no way differently to
what he would have done had the connection never
existed?

Surely he ought to bear in mind the intimacy of past
times, and just as we think ourselves bound to do
favours for our friends in preference to strangers,



so to those who have been friends and are so no
longer we should allow somewhat on the score of
previous Friendship, whenever the cause of
severance is not excessive depravity on their part.

Chapter IV.

Now the friendly feelings which are exhibited
towards our friends, and by which Friendships are
characterised, seem to have sprung out of those
which we entertain toward ourselves.

I mean, people define a friend to be “one who
intends and does what is good (or what he believes
to be good) to another for that other’s sake,” or
“one who wishes his friend to be and to live for that
friend’s own sake” (which is the feeling of mothers
towards their children, and of friends who have
come into collision). Others again, “one who lives
with another and chooses the same objects,” or
“one who sympathises with his friend in his sorrows
and in his joys” (this too is especially the case with
mothers).

Well, by some one of these marks people generally
characterise Friendship: and each of these the
good man has towards himself, and all others have
them in so far as they suppose themselves to be
good. (For, as has been said before, goodness, that



is the good man, seems to be a measure to every
one else.)

For he is at unity in himself, and with every part of
his soul he desires the same objects; and he
wishes for himself both what is, and what he
believes to be, good; and he does it (it being
characteristic of the good man to work at what is
good), and for the sake of himself, inasmuch as he
does it for the sake of his Intellectual Principle
which is generally thought to be a man’s Self.
Again, he wishes himself And specially this
Principle whereby he is an intelligent being, to live
and be preserved in life, because existence is a
good to him that is a good man.

But it is to himself that each individual wishes what
is good, and no man, conceiving the possibility of
his becoming other than he now is, chooses that
that New Self should have all things
indiscriminately: a god, for instance, has at the
present moment the Chief Good, but he has it in
right of being whatever he actually now is: and the
Intelligent Principle must be judged to be each
man’s Self, or at least eminently so [though other
Principles help, of course, to constitute him the man
he is].

Furthermore, the good man wishes to continue to
live with himself; for he can do it with pleasure, in
that his memories of past actions are full of delight



and his anticipations of the future are good and
such are pleasurable. Then, again, he has good
store of matter for his Intellect to contemplate, and
he most especially sympathises with his Self in its
griefs and joys, because the objects which give him
pain and pleasure are at all times the same, not
one thing to-day and a different one to-morrow:
because he is not given to repentance,” if one may
so speak. It is then because each of these feelings
are entertained by the good man towards his own
Self and a friend feels towards a friend as towards
himself (a friend being in fact another Self), that
Friendship is thought to be some one of these
things and they are accounted friends in whom they
are found. Whether or no there can really be
Friendship between a man and his Self is a
question we will not at present entertain: there may
be thought to be Friendship, in so far as there are
two or more of the aforesaid requisites, and
because the highest degree of Friendship, in the
usual acceptation of that term, resembles the
feeling entertained by a man towards himself.

But it may be urged that the aforesaid requisites
are to all appearance found in the common run of
men, though they are men of a low stamp.

May it not be answered, that they share in them
only in so far as they please themselves, and
conceive themselves to be good? for certainly, they
are not either really, or even apparently, found in
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any one of those who are very depraved and
villainous; we may almost say not even in those
who are bad men at all: for they are at variance
with themselves and lust after different things from
those which in cool reason they wish for, just as
men who fail of Self-Control: | mean, they choose
things which, though hurtful, are pleasurable, in
preference to those which in their own minds they
believe to be good: others again, from cowardice
and indolence, decline to do what still they are
convinced is best for them: while they who from
their depravity have actually done many dreadful
actions hate and avoid life, and accordingly Kill
themselves: and the wicked seek others in whose
company to spend their time, but fly from
themselves because they have many unpleasant
subjects of memory, and can only look forward to
others like them when in solitude but drown their
remorse in the company of others: and as they
have nothing to raise the sentiment of Friendship
so they never feel it towards themselves.

Neither, in fact, can they who are of this character
sympathise with their Selves in their joys and
sorrows, because their soul is, as it were, rent by
faction, and the one principle, by reason of the
depravity in them, is grieved at abstaining from
certain things, while the other and better principle is
pleased thereat; and the one drags them this way
and the other that way, as though actually tearing
them asunder.? And though it is impossible actually
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to have at the same time the sensations of pain and
pleasure; yet after a little time the man is sorry for
having been pleased, and he could wish that those
objects had not given him pleasure; for the wicked
are full of remorse.

It is plain then that the wicked man cannot be in the
position of a friend even towards himself, because
he has in himself nothing which can excite the
sentiment of Friendship. If then to be thus is
exceedingly wretched it is a man’s duty to flee from
wickedness with all his might and to strive to be
good, because thus may he be friends with himself
and may come to be a friend to another.

Chapter V.

Kindly Feeling, though resembling Friendship, is
not identical with it, because it may exist in
reference to those whom we do not know and
without the object of it being aware of its existence,
which Friendship cannot. (This, by the way, has
also been said before.) And further, it is not even
Affection because it does not imply intensity nor
yearning, which are both consequences of
Affection. Again Affection requires intimacy but
Kindly Feeling may arise quite suddenly, as
happens sometimes in respect of men against
whom people are matched in any way, | mean they
come to be kindly disposed to them and
sympathise in their wishes, but still they would not



join them in any action, because, as we said, they
conceive this feeling of kindness suddenly and so
have but a superficial liking.

What it does seem to be is the starting point of a
Friendship; just as pleasure, received through the
sight, is the commencement of Love: for no one
falls in love without being first pleased with the
personal appearance of the beloved object, and yet
he who takes pleasure in it does not therefore
necessarily love, but when he wearies for the object
in its absence and desires its presence. Exactly in
the same way men cannot be friends without
having passed through the stage of Kindly Feeling,
and yet they who are in that stage do not
necessarily advance to Friendship: they merely
have an inert wish for the good of those toward
whom they entertain the feeling, but would not join
them in any action, nor put themselves out of the
way for them. So that, in a metaphorical way of
speaking, one might say that it is dormant
Friendship, and when it has endured for a space
and ripened into intimacy comes to be real
Friendship; but not that whose object is advantage
or pleasure, because such motives cannot produce
even Kindly Feeling.

I mean, he who has received a kindness requites it
by Kindly Feeling towards his benefactor, and is
right in so doing: but he who wishes another to be
prosperous, because he has hope of advantage



through his instrumentality, does not seem to be
kindly disposed to that person but rather to himself;
just as neither is he his friend if he pays court to
him for any interested purpose.

Kindly Feeling always arises by reason of
goodness and a certain amiability, when one man
gives another the notion of being a fine fellow, or
brave man, etc., as we said was the case
sometimes with those matched against one
another.

Chapter VI.

Unity of Sentiment is also plainly connected with
Friendship, and therefore is not the same as Unity
of Opinion, because this might exist even between
people unacquainted with one another.

Nor do men usually say people are united in
sentiment merely because they agree in opinion on
any point, as, for instance, on points of
astronomical science (Unity of Sentiment herein not
having any connection with Friendship), but they
say that Communities have Unity of Sentiment
when they agree respecting points of expediency
and take the same line and carry out what has
been determined in common consultation.

Thus we see that Unity of Sentiment has for its
object matters of action, and such of these as are



of importance, and of mutual, or, in the case of
single States, common, interest: when, for instance,
all agree in the choice of magistrates, or forming
alliance with the Lacedaemonians, or appointing
Pittacus ruler (that is to say, supposing he himself
was willing). But when each wishes himself to be in
power (as the brothers in the Phoenissae), they
quarrel and form parties: for, plainly, Unity of
Sentiment does not merely imply that each
entertains the same idea be it what it may, but that
they do so in respect of the same object, as when
both the populace and the sensible men of a State
desire that the best men should be in office,
because then all attain their object.

Thus Unity of Sentiment is plainly a social
Friendship, as it is also said to be: since it has for
its object-matter things expedient and relating to
life.

And this Unity exists among the good: for they have
it towards themselves and towards one another,
being, if | may be allowed the expression, in the
same position: | mean, the wishes of such men are
steady and do not ebb and flow like the Euripus,
and they wish what is just and expedient and aim at
these things in common.

The bad, on the contrary, can as little have Unity of
Sentiment as they can be real friends, except to a
very slight extent, desiring as they do unfair



advantage in things profitable while they shirk
labour and service for the common good: and while
each man wishes for these things for himself he is
jealous of and hinders his neighbour: and as they
do not watch over the common good it is lost. The
result is that they quarrel while they are for keeping
one another to work but are not willing to perform
their just share.

Chapter VII.

Benefactors are commonly held to have more
Friendship for the objects of their kindness than
these for them: and the fact is made a subject of
discussion and enquiry, as being contrary to
reasonable expectation.

The account of the matter which satisfies most
persons is that the one are debtors and the others
creditors: and therefore that, as in the case of
actual loans the debtors wish their creditors out of
the way while the creditors are anxious for the
preservation of their debtors, so those who have
done kindnesses desire the continued existence of
the people they have done them to, under the
notion of getting a return of their good offices, while
these are not particularly anxious about requital.

Epicharmus, | suspect, would very probably say
that they who give this solution judge from their
own baseness; yet it certainly is like human nature,



for the generality of men have short memories on
these points, and aim rather at receiving than
conferring benefits.

But the real cause, it would seem, rests upon
nature, and the case is not parallel to that of
creditors; because in this there is no affection to the
persons, but merely a wish for their preservation
with a view to the return: whereas, in point of fact,
they who have done kindnesses feel friendship and
love for those to whom they have done them, even
though they neither are, nor can by possibility
hereafter be, in a position to serve their
benefactors.

And this is the case also with artisans; every one, |
mean, feels more affection for his own work than
that work possibly could for him if it were animate. It
is perhaps specially the case with poets: for these
entertain very great affection for their poems, loving
them as their own children. It is to this kind of thing

| should be inclined to compare the case of
benefactors: for the object of their kindness is their
own work, and so they love this more than this
loves its creator.

And the account of this is that existence is to all a
thing choice-worthy and an object of affection; now
we exist by acts of working, that is, by living and
acting; he then that has created a given work
exists, it may be said, by his act of working:



therefore he loves his work because he loves
existence. And this is natural, for the work
produced displays in act what existed before
potentially.

Then again, the benefactor has a sense of honour
in right of his action, so that he may well take
pleasure in him in whom this resides; but to him
who has received the benefit there is nothing
honourable in respect of his benefactor, only
something advantageous which is both less
pleasant and less the object of Friendship.

Again, pleasure is derived from the actual working
out of a present action, from the anticipation of a
future one, and from the recollection of a past one:
but the highest pleasure and special object of
affection is that which attends on the actual
working. Now the benefactor’s work abides (for the
honourable is enduring), but the advantage of him
who has received the kindness passes away.

Again, there is pleasure in recollecting honourable
actions, but in recollecting advantageous ones
there is none at all or much less (by the way
though, the contrary is true of the expectation of
advantage).

Further, the entertaining the feeling of Friendship is
like acting on another; but being the object of the
feeling is like being acted upon.



So then, entertaining the sentiment of Friendship,
and all feelings connected with it, attend on those
who, in the given case of a benefaction, are the
superior party.

Once more: all people value most what has cost
them much labour in the production; for instance,
people who have themselves made their money are
fonder of it than those who have inherited it: and
receiving kindness is, it seems, unlaborious, but
doing it is laborious. And this is the reason why the
female parents are most fond of their offspring; for
their part in producing them is attended with most
labour, and they know more certainly that they are
theirs. This feeling would seem also to belong to
benefactors.

Chapter VIII.

A question is also raised as to whether it is right to
love one’s Self best, or some one else: because
men find fault with those who love themselves best,
and call them in a disparaging way lovers of Self;
and the bad man is thought to do everything he
does for his own sake merely, and the more so the
more depraved he is; accordingly men reproach
him with never doing anything unselfish: whereas
the good man acts from a sense of honour (and the
more so the better man he is), and for his friend’s
sake, and is careless of his own interest.



But with these theories facts are at variance, and
not unnaturally: for it is commonly said also that a
man is to love most him who is most his friend, and
he is most a friend who wishes good to him to
whom he wishes it for that man’s sake even though
no one knows. Now these conditions, and in fact all
the rest by which a friend is characterised, belong
specially to each individual in respect of his Self: for
we have said before that all the friendly feelings are
derived to others from those which have Self
primarily for their object. And all the current
proverbs support this view; for instance, “one soul,”
“the goods of friends are common,” “equality is a tie
of Friendship,” “the knee is nearer than the shin.”
For all these things exist specially with reference to
a man’s own Self: he is specially a friend to himself
and so he is bound to love himself the most.

It is with good reason questioned which of the two
parties one should follow, both having plausibility
on their side. Perhaps then, in respect of theories of
this kind, the proper course is to distinguish and
define how far each is true, and in what way. If we
could ascertain the sense in which each uses the
term “Self-loving,” this point might be cleared up.

Well now, they who use it disparagingly give the
name to those who, in respect of wealth, and
honours, and pleasures of the body, give to
themselves the larger share: because the mass of
mankind grasp after these and are earnest about



them as being the best things; which is the reason
why they are matters of contention. They who are
covetous in regard to these gratify their lusts and
passions in general, that is to say the irrational part
of their soul: now the mass of mankind are so
disposed, for which reason the appellation has
taken its rise from that mass which is low and bad.
Of course they are justly reproached who are
Self-loving in this sense.

And that the generality of men are accustomed to
apply the term to denominate those who do give
such things to themselves is quite plain: suppose,
for instance, that a man were anxious to do, more
than other men, acts of justice, or self-mastery, or
any other virtuous acts, and, in general, were to
secure to himself that which is abstractedly noble
and honourable, no one would call him Self-loving,
nor blame him.

Yet might such an one be judged to be more truly
Self-loving: certainly he gives to himself the things
which are most noble and most good, and gratifies
that Principle of his nature which is most rightfully
authoritative, and obeys it in everything: and just as
that which possesses the highest authority is
thought to constitute a Community or any other
system, so also in the case of Man: and so he is
most truly Self-loving who loves and gratifies this
Principle.



Again, men are said to have, or to fail of having,
self-control, according as the Intellect controls or
not, it being plainly implied thereby that this
Principle constitutes each individual; and people
are thought to have done of themselves, and
voluntarily, those things specially which are done
with Reason.

Itis plain, therefore, that this Principle does, either
entirely or specially constitute the individual man,
and that the good man specially loves this. For this
reason then he must be specially Self-loving, in a
kind other than that which is reproached, and as far
superior to it as living in accordance with Reason is
to living at the beck and call of passion, and aiming
at the truly noble to aiming at apparent advantage.

Now all approve and commend those who are
eminently earnest about honourable actions, and if
all would vie with one another in respect of the
KaAOv, and be intent upon doing what is most truly
noble and honourable, society at large would have
all that is proper while each individual in particular
would have the greatest of goods, Virtue being
assumed to be such.

And so the good man ought to be Self-loving:
because by doing what is noble he will have
advantage himself and will do good to others: but
the bad man ought not to be, because he will harm
himself and his neighbours by following low and evil



passions. In the case of the bad man, what he
ought to do and what he does are at variance, but
the good man does what he ought to do, because
all Intellect chooses what is best for itself and the
good man puts himself under the direction of
Intellect.

Of the good man it is true likewise that he does
many things for the sake of his friends and his
country, even to the extent of dying for them, if
need be: for money and honours, and, in short, all
the good things which others fight for, he will throw
away while eager to secure to himself the kaAov: he
will prefer a brief and great joy to a tame and
enduring one, and to live nobly for one year rather
than ordinarily for many, and one great and noble
action to many trifling ones. And this is perhaps that
which befals men who die for their country and
friends; they choose great glory for themselves:

and they will lavish their own money that their
friends may receive more, for hereby the friend gets
the money but the man himself the kaAdv; so, in
fact he gives to himself the greater good. It is the
same with honours and offices; all these things he
will give up to his friend, because this reflects
honour and praise on himself: and so with good
reason is he esteemed a fine character since he
chooses the honourable before all things else. It is
possible also to give up the opportunities of action
to a friend; and to have caused a friend’s doing a



thing may be more noble than having done it one’s
self.

In short, in all praiseworthy things the good man
does plainly give to himself a larger share of the
honourable. In this sense it is right to be Self-loving,
in the vulgar acceptation of the term it is not.

Chapter IX.

A question is raised also respecting the Happy
man, whether he will want Friends, or no?

Some say that they who are blessed and
independent have no need of Friends, for they
already have all that is good, and so, as being
independent, want nothing further: whereas the
notion of a friend’s office is to be as it were a
second Self and procure for a man what he cannot
get by himself: hence the saying,

“When Fortune gives us good, what need we
Friends?”

On the other hand, it looks absurd, while we are
assigning to the Happy man all other good things,
not to give him Friends, which are, after all, thought
to be the greatest of external goods.

Again, if it is more characteristic of a friend to
confer than to receive kindnesses, and if to be
beneficent belongs to the good man and to the



character of virtue, and if it is more noble to confer
kindnesses on friends than strangers, the good
man will need objects for his benefactions. And out
of this last consideration springs a question
whether the need of Friends be greater in
prosperity or adversity, since the unfortunate man
wants people to do him kindnesses and they who
are fortunate want objects for their kind acts.

Again, it is perhaps absurd to make our Happy man
a solitary, because no man would choose the
possession of all goods in the world on the
condition of solitariness, man being a social animal
and formed by nature for living with others: of
course the Happy man has this qualification since
he has all those things which are good by nature:
and it is obvious that the society of friends and
good men must be preferable to that of strangers
and ordinary people, and we conclude, therefore,
that the Happy man does need Friends.

But then, what do they mean whom we quoted first,
and how are they right? Is it not that the mass of
mankind mean by Friends those who are useful?
and of course the Happy man will not need such
because he has all good things already; neither will
he need such as are Friends with a view to the
pleasurable, or at least only to a slight extent;
because his life, being already pleasurable, does
not want pleasure imported from without; and so,



since the Happy man does not need Friends of
these kinds, he is thought not to need any at all.

But it may be, this is not true: for it was stated
originally, that Happiness is a kind of Working; now
Working plainly is something that must come into
being, not be already there like a mere piece of
property.

If then the being happy consists in living and
working, and the good man’s working is in itself
excellent and pleasurable (as we said at the
commencement of the treatise), and if what is our
own reckons among things pleasurable, and if we
can view our neighbours better than ourselves and
their actions better than we can our own, then the
actions of their Friends who are good men are
pleasurable to the good; inasmuch as they have
both the requisites which are naturally pleasant. So
the man in the highest state of happiness will need
Friends of this kind, since he desires to
contemplate good actions, and actions of his own,
which those of his friend, being a good man, are.

Again, common opinion requires that the Happy
man live with pleasure to himself: now life is
burthensome to a man in solitude, for it is not easy
to work continuously by one’s self, but in company
with, and in regard to others, it is easier, and
therefore the working, being pleasurable in itself will
be more continuous (a thing which should be in



respect of the Happy man); for the good man, in
that he is good takes pleasure in the actions which
accord with Virtue and is annoyed at those which
spring from Vice, just as a musical man is pleased
with beautiful music and annoyed by bad. And
besides, as Theognis says, Virtue itself may be
improved by practice, from living with the good.

And, upon the following considerations more purely
metaphysical, it will probably appear that the good
friend is naturally choice-worthy to the good man.
We have said before, that whatever is naturally
good is also in itself good and pleasant to the good
man; now the fact of living, so far as animals are
concerned, is characterised generally by the power
of sentience, in man it is characterised by that of
sentience, or of rationality (the faculty of course
being referred to the actual operation of the faculty,
certainly the main point is the actual operation of it);
so that living seems mainly to consist in the act of
sentience or exerting rationality: now the fact of
living is in itself one of the things that are good and
pleasant (for it is a definite totality, and whatever is
such belongs to the nature of good), but what is
naturally good is good to the good man: for which
reason it seems to be pleasant to all. (Of course
one must not suppose a life which is depraved and
corrupted, nor one spent in pain, for that which is
such is indefinite as are its inherent qualities:



however, what is to be said of pain will be clearer in
what is to follow.)

If then the fact of living is in itself good and pleasant
(and this appears from the fact that all desire it, and
specially those who are good and in high
happiness; their course of life being most
choice-worthy and their existence most
choice-worthy likewise), then also he that sees
perceives that he sees; and he that hears perceives
that he hears; and he that walks perceives that he
walks; and in all the other instances in like manner
there is a faculty which reflects upon and perceives
the fact that we are working, so that we can
perceive that we perceive and intellectually know
that we intellectually know: but to perceive that we
perceive or that we intellectually know is to
perceive that we exist, since existence was defined
to be perceiving or intellectually knowing. Now to
perceive that one lives is a thing pleasant in itself,
life being a thing naturally good, and the perceiving
of the presence in ourselves of things naturally
good being pleasant.

Therefore the fact of living is choice-worthy, and to
the good specially so since existence is good and
pleasant to them: for they receive pleasure from the
internal consciousness of that which in itself is
good.



But the good man is to his friend as to himself,
friend being but a name for a second Self; therefore
as his own existence is choice-worthy to each so
too, or similarly at least, is his friend’s existence.
But the ground of one’s own existence being
choice-worthy is the perceiving of one’s self being
good, any such perception being in itself pleasant.
Therefore one ought to be thoroughly conscious of
one’s friend’s existence, which will result from living
with him, that is sharing in his words and thoughts:
for this is the meaning of the term as applied to the
human species, not mere feeding together as in the
case of brutes.

If then to the man in a high state of happiness
existence is in itself choice-worthy, being naturally
good and pleasant, and so too a friend’s existence,
then the friend also must be among things
choice-worthy. But whatever is choice-worthy to a
man he should have or else he will be in this point
deficient. The man therefore who is to come up to
our notion “Happy” will need good Friends.

Chapter X.

Are we then to make our friends as numerous as
possible? or, as in respect of acquaintance it is
thought to have been well said “have not thou many
acquaintances yet be not without;” so too in respect
of Friendship may we adopt the precept, and say



that a man should not be without friends, nor again
have exceeding many friends?

Now as for friends who are intended for use, the
maxim | have quoted will, it seems, fit in
exceedingly well, because to requite the services of
many is a matter of labour, and a whole life would
not be long enough to do this for them. So that, if
more numerous than what will suffice for one’s own
life, they become officious, and are hindrances in
respect of living well: and so we do not want them.
And again of those who are to be for pleasure a few
are quite enough, just like sweetening in our food.

But of the good are we to make as many as ever
we can, or is there any measure of the number of
friends, as there is of the number to constitute a
Political Community? | mean, you cannot make one
out of ten men, and if you increase the number to
one hundred thousand it is not any longer a
Community. However, the number is not perhaps
some one definite number but any between certain
extreme limits.

Well, of friends likewise there is a limited number,
which perhaps may be laid down to be the greatest
number with whom it would be possible to keep up
intimacy; this being thought to be one of the
greatest marks of Friendship, and it being quite
obvious that it is not possible to be intimate with
many, in other words, to part one’s self among



many. And besides it must be remembered that
they also are to be friends to one another if they are
all to live together: but it is a matter of difficulty to
find this in many men at once.

It comes likewise to be difficult to bring home to
one’s self the joys and sorrows of many: because in
all probability one would have to sympathise at the
same time with the joys of this one and the sorrows
of that other.

Perhaps then it is well not to endeavour to have
very many friends but so many as are enough for
intimacy: because, in fact, it would seem not to be
possible to be very much a friend to many at the
same time: and, for the same reason, not to be in
love with many objects at the same time: love being
a kind of excessive Friendship which implies but
one object: and all strong emotions must be limited
in the number towards whom they are felt.

And if we look to facts this seems to be so: for not
many at a time become friends in the way of
companionship, all the famous Friendships of the
kind are between two persons: whereas they who
have many friends, and meet everybody on the
footing of intimacy, seem to be friends really to no
one except in the way of general society; | mean
the characters denominated as over-complaisant.

To be sure, in the way merely of society, a man
may be a friend to many without being necessarily



over-complaisant, but being truly good: but one
cannot be a friend to many because of their virtue,
and for the persons’ own sake; in fact, it is a matter
for contentment to find even a few such.

Chapter XI.

Again: are friends most needed in prosperity or in
adversity? they are required, we know, in both
states, because the unfortunate need help and the
prosperous want people to live with and to do
kindnesses to: for they have a desire to act kindly
to some one.

To have friends is more necessary in adversity, and
therefore in this case useful ones are wanted; and
to have them in prosperity is more honourable, and
this is why the prosperous want good men for
friends, it being preferable to confer benefits on,
and to live with, these. For the very presence of
friends is pleasant even in adversity: since men
when grieved are comforted by the sympathy of
their friends.

And from this, by the way, the question might be
raised, whether it is that they do in a manner take
part of the weight of calamities, or only that their
presence, being pleasurable, and the
consciousness of their sympathy, make the pain of
the sufferer less.



However, we will not further discuss whether these
which have been suggested or some other causes
produce the relief, at least the effect we speak of is
a matter of plain fact.

But their presence has probably a mixed effect: |
mean, not only is the very seeing friends pleasant,
especially to one in misfortune, and actual help
towards lessening the grief is afforded (the natural
tendency of a friend, if he is gifted with tact, being
to comfort by look and word, because he is well
acquainted with the sufferer’s temper and
disposition and therefore knows what things give
him pleasure and pain), but also the perceiving a
friend to be grieved at his misfortunes causes the
sufferer pain, because every one avoids being
cause of pain to his friends. And for this reason
they who are of a manly nature are cautious not to
implicate their friends in their pain; and unless a
man is exceedingly callous to the pain of others he
cannot bear the pain which is thus caused to his
friends: in short, he does not admit men to wail with
him, not being given to wail at all: women, it is true,
and men who resemble women, like to have others
to groan with them, and love such as friends and
sympathisers. But it is plain that it is our duty in all
things to imitate the highest character.

On the other hand, the advantages of friends in our
prosperity are the pleasurable intercourse and the



consciousness that they are pleased at our good
fortune.

It would seem, therefore, that we ought to call in
friends readily on occasion of good fortune,
because it is noble to be ready to do good to
others: but on occasion of bad fortune, we should
do so with reluctance; for we should as little as
possible make others share in our ills; on which
principle goes the saying, “I am unfortunate, let that
suffice.” The most proper occasion for calling them
in is when with small trouble or annoyance to
themselves they can be of very great use to the
person who needs them.

But, on the contrary, it is fitting perhaps to go to
one’s friends in their misfortunes unasked and with
alacrity (because kindness is the friend’s office and
specially towards those who are in need and who
do not demand it as a right, this being more
creditable and more pleasant to both); and on
occasion of their good fortune to go readily, if we
can forward it in any way (because men need their
friends for this likewise), but to be backward in
sharing it, any great eagerness to receive
advantage not being creditable.

One should perhaps be cautious not to present the
appearance of sullenness in declining the sympathy
or help of friends, for this happens occasionally.



It appears then that the presence of friends is,
under all circumstances, choice-worthy.

Chapter XII.

May we not say then that, as seeing the beloved
object is most prized by lovers and they choose this
sense rather than any of the others because Love

“Is engendered in the eyes,
With gazing fed,”

in like manner intimacy is to friends most
choice-worthy, Friendship being communion?
Again, as a man is to himself so is he to his friend;
now with respect to himself the perception of his
own existence is choice-worthy, therefore is it also
in respect of his friend.

And besides, their Friendship is acted out in
intimacy, and so with good reason they desire this.
And whatever in each man’s opinion constitutes
existence, or whatsoever it is for the sake of which
they choose life, herein they wish their friends to
join with them; and so some men drink together,
others gamble, others join in gymnastic exercises
or hunting, others study philosophy together: in
each case spending their days together in that
which they like best of all things in life, for since
they wish to be intimate with their friends they do



and partake in those things whereby they think to
attain this object.

Therefore the Friendship of the wicked comes to be
depraved; for, being unstable, they share in what is
bad and become depraved in being made like to
one another: but the Friendship of the good is
good, growing with their intercourse; they improve
also, as it seems, by repeated acts, and by mutual
correction, for they receive impress from one
another in the points which give them pleasure;
whence says the Poet,

“Thou from the good, good things shalt surely
learn.”

Here then we will terminate our discourse of
Friendship. The next thing is to go into the subject
of Pleasure.



3 On Friendship, by Cicero

E. S. Shuckburgh, Translator

Introduction

Friendship, as Cicero elucidates in his timeless
work On Friendship (Laelius de Amicitia), is a bond
that transcends mere association and taps into the
essence of human connection. Written in the form
of a dialogue, the treatise explores the nature,
foundation, and value of true companionship
through the perspective of Gaius Laelius, a Roman
statesman mourning the loss of his dear friend
Scipio Africanus. Cicero's exploration of friendship
is deeply rooted in themes of morality, trust, and
shared virtue, offering both profound philosophical
insights and practical guidelines for cultivating
meaningful relationships. Central to the work is the
idea that genuine friendship is not transactional but
rather grounded in mutual respect and virtue,
sustained by love and unshakeable loyalty.

One of Cicero's central arguments is that true
friendship can only exist between good and
virtuous individuals. According to his philosophy,
individuals with moral integrity are naturally drawn
to one another, forming bonds based on mutual
admiration and shared values. This profound
connection stands in stark contrast to relationships



that are based on superficial interests or utilitarian
motives. Mutual virtue serves as the foundation for
trust and loyalty, enabling friends to confide in one
another without fear of betrayal. Cicero emphasizes
that, without integrity and honesty, friendship can
never truly flourish. The love and loyalty shared
between virtuous friends create a relationship that
is enduring and unaffected by external
circumstances, making it an ideal worth striving for.

Another key theme in On Friendship is the idea of
equality within relationships. Cicero maintains that
friendship is marked by an even playing field,
where neither party seeks to dominate or outshine
the other. This equality fosters open and honest
communication, allowing friends to challenge,
support, and guide each other when necessary, all
with the ultimate goal of mutual improvement.
Importantly, Cicero notes that while friendships may
be influenced by social or economic hierarchies,
authentic bonds transcend these external
differences. Instead, true friendship is based on
love for the friend as they are, rather than what they
might be able to provide. This perspective
underscores the selfless nature of real friendship
and its ability to surpass selfish aspirations.

Cicero also highlights the enduring nature of
friendship and its ability to persist in the face of
adversity. A genuine bond, he argues, is not
weathered by time or circumstance. Instead, it



adapts and strengthens as friends face life’s
challenges together. This resilience is contrasted
with inauthentic relationships, which crumble under
pressure or dissolve when the initial utility of the
partnership ceases to exist. Cicero’s reflections on
the permanence of true friendship serve as a
reminder of the emotional and spiritual support
these relationships can provide, even in the most
difficult of times. The love shared between friends
creates a sanctuary where trust and understanding
reign, offering comfort and strength to each party.

The influence of love in On Friendship is evident
throughout Cicero's discourse. Friendship, for
Cicero, carries with it a profound sense of affection
and care that brings joy and purpose to life. True
friends act selflessly, placing the needs of their
companions above their own and striving to see
them prosper. This selfless love is not rooted in
obligation but in genuine concern for the well-being
of another. Cicero’s portrayal of this ideal suggests
that friendship is both a source of happiness and a
higher calling, guiding individuals toward wisdom
and moral excellence through their mutual bonds.

Furthermore, Cicero acknowledges the delicate
balance required to maintain healthy friendships.
While loyalty is paramount, he warns against
enabling a friend’s vices or succumbing to blind
agreement. A true friend has the courage to speak
the truth, even when it is difficult or uncomfortable.



This honest exchange, motivated by love, ensures
that both individuals grow together in virtue and
maintain the moral foundation of their bond.
Conversely, Cicero condemns flattery as
detrimental to the integrity of a relationship. By
focusing on truthfulness and constructive criticism,
he emphasizes the importance of authenticity in
fostering lasting friendships.

Overall, Cicero’s On Friendship is a profound
meditation on the timeless value of friendship and
its role in shaping a meaningful life. Through its
exploration of virtue, equality, loyalty, and love, the
dialogue provides both philosophical depth and
practical wisdom that remain relevant today.
Cicero’s insights challenge readers to reflect on the
quality of their own relationships and the principles
that underpin them, offering guidance for those
seeking to cultivate bonds rooted in mutual respect
and moral excellence. For Cicero, friendship is not
merely a social construct but an essential element
of human fulfillment, bringing love, joy, and purpose
to all who engage in its highest form.

Text

THE augur Quintus Mucius Scaevola used to
recount a number of stories about his father-in-law
Galus Laelius, accurately remembered and
charmingly told; and whenever he talked about him
always gave him the title of "the wise" without any



hesitation. | had been introduced by my father to
Scaevola as soon as | had assumed the toga virilis,
and | took advantage of the introduction never to
quit the venerable man's side as long as | was able
to stay and he was spared to us. The consequence
was that | committed to memory many disquisitions
of his, as well as many short pointed apophthegms,
and, in short, took as much advantage of his
wisdom as | could. When he died, | attached myself
to Scaevola the Pontifex, whom | may venture to
call quite the most distinguished of our countrymen
for ability and uprightness. But of this latter | shall
take other occasions to speak. To return to
Scaevola the augur. Among many other occasions |
particularly remember one. He was sitting on a
semicircular garden-bench, as was his custom,
when | and a very few intimate friends were there,
and he chanced to turn the conversation upon a
subject which about that time was in many people's
mouths. You must remember, Atticus, for you were
very intimate with Publius Sulpicius, what
expressions of astonishment, or even indignation,
were called forth by his mortal quarrel, as tribune,
with the consul Quintus Pompeius, with whom he
had formerly lived on terms of the closest intimacy
and affection. Well, on this occasion, happening to
mention this particular circumstance, Scaevola
detailed to us a discourse of Laelius on friendship
delivered to himself and Laelius's other son-in-law
Galus Fannius, son of Marcus Fannius, a few days
after the death of Africanus. The points of that



discussion | committed to memory, and have
arranged them in this book at my own discretion.
For | have brought the speakers, as it were,
personally on to my stage to prevent the constant
"said I" and "said he" of a narrative, and to give the
discourse the air of being orally delivered in our
hearing.

You have often urged me to write something on
Friendship, and | quite acknowledged that the
subject seemed one worth everybody's
investigation, and specially suited to the close
intimacy that has existed between you and me.
Accordingly | was quite ready to benefit the public
at your request.

As to the dramatis personae. In the treatise on Old
Age, which | dedicated to you, | introduced Cato as
chief speaker. No one, | thought, could with greater
propriety speak on old age than one who had been
an old man longer than any one else, and had been
exceptionally vigorous in his old age. Similarly,
having learnt from tradition that of all friendships
that between Gaius Laelius and Publius Scipio was
the most remarkable, | thought Laelius was just the
person to support the chief part in a discussion on
friendship which Scaevola remembered him to
have actually taken. Moreover, a discussion of this
sort gains somehow in weight from the authority of
men of ancient days, especially if they happen to
have been distinguished. So it comes about that in



reading over what | have myself written | have a
feeling at times that it is actually Cato that is
speaking, not I.

Finally, as | sent the former essay to you as a gift
from one old man to another, so | have dedicated
this On Friendship as a most affectionate friend to
his friend. In the former Cato spoke, who was the
oldest and wisest man of his day; in this Laelius
speaks on friendship—Laelius, who was at once a
wise man (that was the title given him) and eminent
for his famous friendship. Please forget me for a
while; imagine Laelius to be speaking.

Gaius Fannius and Quintus Mucius come to call on
their father-in-law after the death of Africanus. They
start the subject; Laelius answers them. And the
whole essay on friendship is his. In reading it you
will recognise a picture of yourself.

2. Fannius. You are quite right, Laelius! there never
was a better or more illustrious character than
Africanus. But you should consider that at the
present moment all eyes are on you. Everybody
calls you "the wise" par excellence, and thinks you
so. The same mark of respect was lately paid Cato,
and we know that in the last generation Lucius
Atilius was called "the wise." But in both cases the
word was applied with a certain difference. Atilius
was so called from his reputation as a jurist; Cato
got the name as a kind of honorary title and in



extreme old age because of his varied experience
of affairs, and his reputation for foresight and
firmness, and the sagacity of the opinions which he
delivered in senate and forum. You, however, are
regarded as wise in a somewhat different sense not
alone on account of natural ability and character,
but also from your industry and learning; and not in
the sense in which the vulgar, but that in which
scholars, give that title. In this sense we do not
read of any one being called wise in Greece except
one man at Athens; and he, to be sure, had been
declared by the oracle of Apollo also to be "the
supremely wise man." For those who commonly go
by the name of the Seven Sages are not admitted
into the category of the wise by fastidious critics.
Your wisdom people believe to consist in this, that
you look upon yourself as self-sufficing and regard
the changes and chances of mortal life as
powerless to affect your virtue. Accordingly they are
always asking me, and doubtless also our Scaevola
here, how you bear the death of Africanus. This
curiosity has been the more excited from the fact
that on the Nones of this month, when we augurs
met as usual in the suburban villa of Decimus
Brutus for consultation, you were not present,
though it had always been your habit to keep that
appointment and perform that duty with the utmost
punctuality.

Scaevola. Yes, indeed, Laelius, | am often asked
the question mentioned by Fannius. But | answer in



accordance with what | have observed: | say that
you bear in a reasonable manner the grief which
you have sustained in the death of one who was at
once a man of the most illustrious character and a
very dear friend. That of course you could not but
be affected—anything else would have been wholly
unnatural in a man of your gentle nature—but that
the cause of your non-attendance at our college
meeting was illness, not melancholy.

Laelius. Thanks, Scaevola! You are quite right; you
spoke the exact truth. For in fact | had no right to
allow myself to be withdrawn from a duty which |
had regularly performed, as long as | was well, by
any personal misfortune; nor do | think that
anything that can happen will cause a man of
principle to intermit a duty. As for your telling me,
Fannius, of the honourable appellation given me
(an appellation to which | do not recognise my title,
and to which | make no claim), you doubtless act
from feelings of affection; but | must say that you
seem to me to do less than justice to Cato. If any
one was ever "wise,"—of which | have my
doubts,—he was. Putting aside everything else,
consider how he bore his son's death! | had not
forgotten Paulus; | had seen with my own eyes
Gallus. But they lost their sons when mere children;
Cato his when he was a full-grown man with an
assured reputation. Do not therefore be in a hurry
to reckon as Cato's superior even that same
famous personage whom Apollo, as you say,



declared to be "the wisest." Remember the former's
reputation rests on deeds, the latter's on words.

3. Now, as far as | am concerned (I speak to both of
you now), believe me the case stands thus. If |
were to say that | am not affected by regret for
Scipio, | must leave the philosophers to justify my
conduct, but in point of fact | should be telling a lie.
Affected of course | am by the loss of a friend as |
think there will never be again, such as | can
fearlessly say there never was before. But | stand
in no need of medicine. | can find my own
consolation, and it consists chiefly in my being free
from the mistaken notion which generally causes
pain at the departure of friends. To Scipio | am
convinced no evil has befallen: mine is the disaster,
if disaster there be; and to be severely distressed at
one's own misfortunes does not show that you love
your friend, but that you love yourself.

As for him, who can say that all is not more than
well? For, unless he had taken the fancy to wish for
immortality, the last thing of which he ever thought,
what is there for which mortal man may wish that
he did not attain? In his early manhood he more
than justified by extraordinary personal courage the
hopes which his fellow-citizens had conceived of
him as a child. He never was a candidate for the
consulship, yet was elected consul twice: the first
time before the legal age; the second at a time
which, as far as he was concerned, was soon



enough, but was near being too late for the
interests of the State. By the overthrow of two cities
which were the most bitter enemies of our Empire,
he put an end not only to the wars then raging, but
also to the possibility of others in the future. What
need to mention the exquisite grace of his
manners, his dutiful devotion to his mother, his
generosity to his sisters, his liberality to his
relations, the integrity of his conduct to every one?
You know all this already. Finally, the estimation in
which his fellow-citizens held him has been shown
by the signs of mourning which accompanied his
obsequies. What could such a man have gained by
the addition of a few years? Though age need not
be a burden,—as | remember Cato arguing in the
presence of myself and Scipio two years before he
died,—yet it cannot but take away the vigour and
freshness which Scipio was still enjoying. We may
conclude therefore that his life, from the good
fortune which had attended him and the glory he
had obtained, was so circumstanced that it could
not be bettered, while the suddenness of his death
saved him the sensation of dying. As to the manner
of his death it is difficult to speak; you see what
people suspect. Thus much, however, | may say:
Scipio in his lifetime saw many days of supreme
triumph and exultation, but none more magnificent
than his last, on which, upon the rising of the
Senate, he was escorted by the senators and the
people of Rome, by the allies, and by the Latins, to
his own door. From such an elevation of popular



esteem the next step seems naturally to be an
ascent to the gods above, rather than a descent to
Hades.

4. For | am not one of these modern philosophers
who maintain that our souls perish with our bodies,
and that death ends all. With me ancient opinion
has more weight: whether it be that of our own
ancestors, who attributed such solemn
observances to the dead, as they plainly would not
have done if they had believed them to be wholly
annihilated; or that of the philosophers who once
visited this country, and who by their maxims and
doctrines educated Magna Graecia, which at that
time was in a flourishing condition, though it has
now been ruined; or that of the man who was
declared by Apollo's oracle to be "most wise," and
who used to teach without the variation which is to
be found in most philosophers that "the souls of
men are divine, and that when they have quitted
the body a return to heaven is open to them, least
difficult to those who have been most virtuous and
just." This opinion was shared by Scipio. Only a few
days before his death—as though he had a
presentiment of what was coming—he discoursed
for three days on the state of the republic. The
company consisted of Philus and Manlius and
several others, and | had brought you, Scaevola,
along with me. The last part of his discourse
referred principally to the immortality of the soul; for
he told us what he had heard from the elder



Africanus in a dream. Now if it be true that in
proportion to a man's goodness the escape from
what may be called the prison and bonds of the
flesh is easiest, whom can we imagine to have had
an easier voyage to the gods than Scipio? | am
disposed to think, therefore, that in his case
mourning would be a sign of envy rather than of
friendship. If, however, the truth rather is that the
body and soul perish together, and that no
sensation remains, then though there is nothing
good in death, at least there is nothing bad.
Remove sensation, and a man is exactly as though
he had never been born; and yet that this man was
born is a joy to me, and will be a subject of rejoicing
to this State to its last hour.

Wherefore, as | said before, all is as well as
possible with him. Not so with me; for as | entered
life before him, it would have been fairer for me to
leave it also before him. Yet such is the pleasure |
take in recalling our friendship, that | look upon my
life as having been a happy one because | have
spent it with Scipio. With him | was associated in
public and private business; with him | lived in
Rome and served abroad; and between us there
was the most complete harmony in our tastes, our
pursuits, and our sentiments, which is the true
secret of friendship. It is not therefore in that
reputation for wisdom mentioned just now by
Fannius—especially as it happens to be
groundless—that | find my happiness so much, as



in the hope that the memory of our friendship will
be lasting. What makes me care the more about
this is the fact that in all history there are scarcely
three or four pairs of friends on record; and it is
classed with them that | cherish a hope of the
friendship of Scipio and Laelius being known to
posterity.

Fannius. Of course that must be so, Laelius. But
since you have mentioned the word friendship, and
we are at leisure, you would be doing me a great
kindness, and | expect Scaevola also, if you would
do as it is your habit to do when asked questions
on other subjects, and tell us your sentiments about
friendship, its nature, and the rules to be observed
in regard to it.

Scaevola. | shall of course be delighted. Fannius
has anticipated the very request | was about to
make. So you will be doing us both a great favour.

5. Laelius. | should certainly have no objection if |
felt confidence in myself. For the theme is a noble
one, and we are (as Fannius has said) at leisure.
But who am 1? and what ability have 1? What you
propose is all very well for professional
philosophers, who are used, particularly if Greeks,
to have the subject for discussion proposed to them
on the spur of the moment. It is a task of
considerable difficulty, and requires no little
practice. Therefore for a set discourse on friendship



you must go, | think, to professional lecturers. All |
can do is to urge on you to regard friendship as the
greatest thing in the world; for there is nothing
which so fits in with our nature, or is so exactly
what we want in prosperity or adversity.

But | must at the very beginning lay down this
principle—friendship can only exist between good
men. | do not, however, press this too closely, like
the philosophers who push their definitions to a
superfluous accuracy. They have truth on their side,
perhaps, but it is of no practical advantage. Those,
I mean, who say that no one but the "wise" is
"good." Granted, by all means. But the "wisdom"
they mean is one to which no mortal ever yet
attained. We must concern ourselves with the facts
of everyday life as we find it—not imaginary and
ideal perfections. Even Gaius Fannius, Manius
Curius, and Tiberius Coruncanius, whom our
ancestors decided to be "wise," | could never
declare to be so according to their standard. Let
them, then, keep this word "wisdom" to themselves.
Everybody is irritated by it; no one understands
what it means. Let them but grant that the men |
mentioned were "good." No, they won't do that
either. No one but the "wise" can be allowed that
title, say they. Well, then, let us dismiss them and
manage as best we may with our own poor mother
wit, as the phrase is.



We mean then by the "good" those whose actions
and lives leave no question as to their honour,
purity, equity, and liberality; who are free from
greed, lust, and violence; and who have the
courage of their convictions. The men | have just
named may serve as examples. Such men as
these being generally accounted "good," let us
agree to call them so, on the ground that to the best
of human ability they follow nature as the most
perfect guide to a good life.

Now this truth seems clear to me, that nature has
so formed us that a certain tie unites us all, but that
this tie becomes stronger from proximity. So it is
that fellow-citizens are preferred in our affections to
foreigners, relations to strangers; for in their case
Nature herself has caused a kind of friendship to
exist, though it is one which lacks some of the
elements of permanence. Friendship excels
relationship in this, that whereas you may eliminate
affection from relationship, you cannot do so from
friendship. Without it relationship still exists in
name, friendship does not. You may best
understand this friendship by considering that,
whereas the merely natural ties uniting the human
race are indefinite, this one is so concentrated, and
confined to so narrow a sphere, that affection is
ever shared by two persons only or at most by a
few.



6. Now friendship may be thus defined: a complete
accord on all subjects human and divine, joined
with mutual goodwill and affection. And with the
exception of wisdom, | am inclined to think nothing
better than this has been given to man by the
immortal gods. There are people who give the palm
to riches or to good health, or to power and office,
many even to sensual pleasures. This last is the
ideal of brute beasts; and of the others we may say
that they are frail and uncertain, and depend less
on our own prudence than on the caprice of
fortune. Then there are those who find the "chief
good" in virtue. Well, that is a noble doctrine. But
the very virtue they talk of is the parent and
preserver of friendship, and without it friendship
cannot possibly exist.

Let us, | repeat, use the word virtue in the ordinary
acceptation and meaning of the term, and do not let
us define it in high-flown language. Let us account
as good the persons usually considered so, such
as Paulus, Cato, Gallus, Scipio, and Philus. Such
men as these are good enough for everyday life;
and we need not trouble ourselves about those
ideal characters which are nowhere to be met with.

Well, between men like these the advantages of
friendship are almost more than | can say. To begin
with, how can life be worth living, to use the words
of Ennius, which lacks that repose which is to be
found in the mutual good-will of a friend? What can



be more delightful than to have some one to whom
you can say everything with the same absolute
confidence as to yourself? Is not prosperity robbed
of half its value if you have no one to share your
joy? On the other hand, misfortunes would be hard
to bear if there were not some one to feel them
even more acutely than yourself. In a word, other
objects of ambition serve for particular
ends—riches for use, power for securing homage,
office for reputation, pleasure for enjoyment, health
for freedom from pain and the full use of the
functions of the body. But friendship embraces
innumerable advantages. Turn which way you
please, you will find it at hand. It is everywhere; and
yet never out of place, never unwelcome. Fire and
water themselves, to use a common expression,
are not of more universal use than friendship. | am
not now speaking of the common or modified form
of it, though even that is a source of pleasure and
profit, but of that true and complete friendship
which existed between the select few who are
known to fame. Such friendship enhances
prosperity, and relieves adversity of its burden by
halving and sharing it.

7. And great and numerous as are the blessings of
friendship, this certainly is the sovereign one, that it
gives us bright hopes for the future and forbids
weakness and despair. In the face of a true friend a
man sees as it were a second self. So that where
his friend is he is; if his friend be rich, he is not



poor; though he be weak, his friend's strength is
his; and in his friend's life he enjoys a second life
after his own is finished. This last is perhaps the
most difficult to conceive. But such is the effect of
the respect, the loving remembrance, and the
regret of friends which follow us to the grave. While
they take the sting out of death, they add a glory to
the life of the survivors. Nay, if you eliminate from
nature the tie of affection, there will be an end of
house and city, nor will so much as the cultivation
of the soil be left. If you don't see the virtue of
friendship and harmony, you may learn it by
observing the effects of quarrels and feuds. Was
any family ever so well established, any State so
firmly settled, as to be beyond the reach of utter
destruction from animosities and factions? This
may teach you the immense advantage of
friendship.

They say that a certain philosopher of Agrigentum,
in a Greek poem, pronounced with the authority of
an oracle the doctrine that whatever in nature and
the universe was unchangeable was so in virtue of
the binding force of friendship; whatever was
changeable was so by the solvent power of discord.
And indeed this is a truth which everybody
understands and practically attests by experience.
For if any marked instance of loyal friendship in
confronting or sharing danger comes to light, every
one applauds it to the echo. What cheers there
were, for instance, all over the theatre at a passage



in the new play of my friend and guest Pacuvius;
where the king, not knowing which of the two was
Orestes, Pylades declared himself to be Orestes,
that he might die in his stead, while the real
Orestes kept on asserting that it was he. The
audience rose en masse and clapped their hands.
And this was at an incident in fiction: what would
they have done, must we suppose, if it had been in
real life? You can easily see what a natural feeling it
is, when men who would not have had the
resolution to act thus themselves, shewed how right
they thought it in another.

I don't think | have any more to say about
friendship. If there is any more, and | have no doubt
there is much, you must, if you care to do so,
consult those who profess to discuss such matters.

Fannius. We would rather apply to you. Yet | have
often consulted such persons, and have heard what
they had to say with a certain satisfaction. But in
your discourse one somehow feels that there is a
different strain.

Scaevola. You would have said that still more,
Fannius, if you had been present the other day in
Scipio's pleasure-grounds when we had the
discussion about the State. How splendidly he
stood up for justice against Philus's elaborate
speech.



Fannius. Ah! it was naturally easy for the justest of
men to stand up for justice.

Scaevola. Well, then, what about friendship? Who
could discourse on it more easily than the man
whose chief glory is a friendship maintained with
the most absolute fidelity, constancy, and integrity?

8. Laclius. Now you are really using force. It makes
no difference what kind of force you use: force it is.
For it is neither easy nor right to refuse a wish of
my sons-in-law, particularly when the wish is a
creditable one in itself.

Well, then, it has very often occurred to me when
thinking about friendship, that the chief point to be
considered was this: is it weakness and want of
means that make friendship desired? | mean, is its
object an interchange of good offices, so that each
may give that in which he is strong, and receive
that in which he is weak? Or is it not rather true
that, although this is an advantage naturally
belonging to friendship, yet its original cause is
quite other, prior in time, more noble in character,
and springing more directly from our nature itself?
The Latin word for friendship—amicitia—is derived
from that for love—amor; and love is certainly the
prime mover in contracting mutual affection. For as
to material advantages, it often happens that those
are obtained even by men who are courted by a
mere show of friendship and treated with respect



from interested motives. But friendship by its nature
admits of no feigning, no pretence: as far as it goes
it is both genuine and spontaneous. Therefore |
gather that friendship springs from a natural
impulse rather than a wish for help: from an
inclination of the heart, combined with a certain
instinctive feeling of love, rather than from a
deliberate calculation of the material advantage it
was likely to confer. The strength of this feeling you
may notice in certain animals. They show such love
to their offspring for a certain period, and are so
beloved by them, that they clearly have a share in
this natural, instinctive affection. But of course it is
more evident in the case of man: first, in the natural
affection between children and their parents, an
affection which only shocking wickedness can
sunder; and next, when the passion of love has
attained to a like strength—on our finding, that is,
some one person with whose character and nature
we are in full sympathy, because we think that we
perceive in him what | may call the beacon-light of
virtue. For nothing inspires love, nothing conciliates
affection, like virtue. Why, in a certain sense we
may be said to feel affection even for men we have
never seen, owing to their honesty and virtue. Who,
for instance, fails to dwell on the memory of Gaius
Fabricius and Manius Curius with some affection
and warmth of feeling, though he has never seen
them? Or who but loathes Tarquinius Superbus,
Spurius Cassius, Spurius Maelius? We have fought
for empire in Italy with two great generals, Pyrrhus



and Hannibal. For the former, owing to his probity,
we entertain no great feelings of enmity: the latter,
owing to his cruelty, our country has detested and
always will detest.

9. Now, if the attraction of probity is so great that
we can love it not only in those whom we have
never seen, but, what is more, actually in an
enemy, we need not be surprised if men's
affections are roused when they fancy that they
have seen virtue and goodness in those with whom
a close intimacy is possible. | do not deny that
affection is strengthened by the actual receipt of
benefits, as well as by the perception of a wish to
render service, combined with a closer intercourse.
When these are added to the original impulse of the
heart, to which | have alluded, a quite surprising
warmth of feeling springs up. And if any one thinks
that this comes from a sense of weakness, that
each may have some one to help him to his
particular need, all | can say is that, when he
maintains it to be born of want and poverty, he
allows to friendship an origin very base, and a
pedigree, if | may be allowed the expression, far
from noble. If this had been the case, a man's
inclination to friendship would be exactly in
proportion to his low opinion of his own resources.
Whereas the truth is quite the other way. For when
a man's confidence in himself is greatest, when he
is so fortified by virtue and wisdom as to want
nothing and to feel absolutely self-dependent, it is



then that he is most conspicuous for seeking out
and keeping up friendships. Did Africanus, for
example, want anything of me? Not the least in the
world! Neither did | of him. In my case it was an
admiration of his virtue, in his an opinion, may be,
which he entertained of my character, that caused
our affection. Closer intimacy added to the warmth
of our feelings. But though many great material
advantages did ensue, they were not the source
from which our affection proceeded. For as we are
not beneficent and liberal with any view of extorting
gratitude, and do not regard an act of kindness as
an investment, but follow a natural inclination to
liberality; so we look on friendship as worth trying
for, not because we are attracted to it by the
expectation of ulterior gain, but in the conviction
that what it has to give us is from first to last
included in the feeling itself.

Far different is the view of those who, like brute
beasts, refer everything to sensual pleasure. And
no wonder. Men who have degraded all their
powers of thought to an object so mean and
contemptible can of course raise their eyes to
nothing lofty, to nothing grand and divine. Such
persons indeed let us leave out of the present
question. And let us accept the doctrine that the
sensation of love and the warmth of inclination
have their origin in a spontaneous feeling which
arises directly the presence of probity is indicated.
When once men have conceived the inclination,



they of course try to attach themselves to the object
of it, and move themselves nearer and nearer to
him. Their aim is that they may be on the same
footing and the same level in regard to affection,
and be more inclined to do a good service than to
ask a return, and that there should be this noble
rivalry between them. Thus both truths will be
established. We shall get the most important
material advantages from friendship; and its origin
from a natural impulse rather than from a sense of
need will be at once more dignified and more in
accordance with fact. For if it were true that its
material advantages cemented friendship, it would
be equally true that any change in them would
dissolve it. But nature being incapable of change, it
follows that genuine friendships are eternal.

So much for the origin of friendship. But perhaps
you would not care to hear any more.

Fannius. Nay, pray go on; let us have the rest,
Laelius. | take on myself to speak for my friend here
as his senior.

Scaevola. Quite right! Therefore, pray let us hear.

10. Loelius. Well, then, my good friends, listen to
some conversations about friendship which very
frequently passed between Scipio and myself. |
must begin by telling you, however, that he used to
say that the most difficult thing in the world was for
a friendship to remain unimpaired to the end of life.



So many things might intervene: conflicting
interests; differences of opinion in politics; frequent
changes in character, owing sometimes to
misfortunes, sometimes to advancing years. He
used to illustrate these facts from the analogy of
boyhood, since the warmest affections between
boys are often laid aside with the boyish toga; and
even if they did manage to keep them up to
adolescence, they were sometimes broken by a
rivalry in courtship, or for some other advantage to
which their mutual claims were not compatible.
Even if the friendship was prolonged beyond that
time, yet it frequently received a rude shock should
the two happen to be competitors for office. For
while the most fatal blow to friendship in the
majority of cases was the lust of gold, in the case of
the best men it was a rivalry for office and
reputation, by which it had often happened that the
most violent enmity had arisen between the closest
friends.

Again, wide breaches and, for the most part,
justifiable ones were caused by an immoral request
being made of friends, to pander to a man's unholy
desires or to assist him in inflicting a wrong. A
refusal, though perfectly right, is attacked by those
to whom they refuse compliance as a violation of
the laws of friendship. Now the people who have no
scruples as to the requests they make to their
friends, thereby allow that they are ready to have
no scruples as to what they will do for their friends;



and it is the recriminations of such people which
commonly not only quench friendships, but give
rise to lasting enmities. "In fact," he used to say,
"these fatalities overhang friendship in such
numbers that it requires not only wisdom but good
luck also to escape them all."

11. With these premises, then, let us first, if you
please, examine the question—how far ought
personal feeling to go in friendship? For instance:
suppose Coriolanus to have had friends, ought they
to have joined him in invading his country? Again,
in the case of Vecellinus or Spurius Maelius, ought
their friends to have assisted them in their attempt
to establish a tyranny? Take two instances of either
line of conduct. When Tiberius Gracchus attempted
his revolutionary measures he was deserted, as we
saw, by Quintus Tubero and the friends of his own
standing. On the other hand, a friend of your own
family, Scaevola, Gaius Blossius of Cumae, took a
different course. | was acting as assessor to the
consuls Laenas and Rupilius to try the conspirators,
and Blossius pleaded for my pardon on the ground
that his regard for Tiberius Gracchus had been so
high that he looked upon his wishes as law. "Even if
he had wished you to set fire to the Capitol?" said I.
"That is a thing," he replied, "that he never would
have wished." "Ah, but if he had wished it?" said I.
"l would have obeyed." The wickedness of such a
speech needs no comment. And in point of fact he
was as good and better than his word for he did not



wait for orders in the audacious proceedings of
Tiberius Gracchus, but was the head and front of
them, and was a leader rather than an abettor of
his madness. The result of his infatuation was that
he fled to Asia, terrified by the special commission
appointed to try him, joined the enemies of his
country, and paid a penalty to the republic as heavy
as it was deserved. | conclude, then, that the plea
of having acted in the interests of a friend is not a
valid excuse for a wrong action. For, seeing that a
belief in a man's virtue is the original cause of
friendship, friendship can hardly remain if virtue he
abandoned. But if we decide it to be right to grant
our friends whatever they wish, and to ask them for
whatever we wish, perfect wisdom must be
assumed on both sides if no mischief is to happen.
But we cannot assume this perfect wisdom; for we
are speaking only of such friends as are ordinarily
to be met with, whether we have actually seen
them or have been told about them—men, that is to
say, of everyday life. | must quote some examples
of such persons, taking care to select such as
approach nearest to our standard of wisdom. We
read, for instance, that Papus Aemilius was a close
friend of Gaius Luscinus. History tells us that they
were twice consuls together, and colleagues in the
censorship. Again, it is on record that Manius
Curius and Tiberius Coruncanius were on the most
intimate terms with them and with each other. Now,
we cannot even suspect that any one of these men
ever asked of his friend anything that militated



against his honour or his oath or the interests of the
republic. In the case of such men as these there is
no point in saying that one of them would not have
obtained such a request if he had made it; for they
were men of the most scrupulous piety, and the
making of such a request would involve a breach of
religious obligation no less than the granting it.
However, it is quite true that Gaius Carbo and
Gaius Cato did follow Tiberius Gracchus; and
though his brother Caius Gracchus did not do so at
the time, he is now the most eager of them all.

12. We may then lay down this rule of
friendship—neither ask nor consent to do what is
wrong. For the plea "for friendship's sake" is a
discreditable one, and not to be admitted for a
moment. This rule holds good for all wrong-doing,
but more especially in such as involves disloyalty to
the republic. For things have come to such a point
with us, my dear Fannius and Scaevola, that we
are bound to look somewhat far ahead to what is
likely to happen to the republic. The constitution, as
known to our ancestors, has already swerved
somewhat from the regular course and the lines
marked out for it. Tiberius Gracchus made an
attempt to obtain the power of a king, or, | might
rather say, enjoyed that power for a few months.
Had the Roman people ever heard or seen the like
before? What the friends and connexions that
followed him, even after his death, have succeeded
in doing in the case of Publius Scipio | cannot



describe without tears. As for Carbo, thanks to the
punishment recently inflicted on Tiberius Gracchus,
we have by hook or by crook managed to hold out
against his attacks. But what to expect of the
tribuneship of Caius Gracchus | do not like to
forecast. One thing leads to another; and once set
going, the downward course proceeds with
ever-increasing velocity. There is the case of the
ballot: what a blow was inflicted first by the lex
Gabinia, and two years afterwards by the lex
Cassia! | seem already to see the people estranged
from the Senate, and the most important affairs at
the mercy of the multitude. For you may be sure
that more people will learn how to set such things in
motion than how to stop them. What is the point of
these remarks? This: no one ever makes any
attempt of this sort without friends to help him. We
must therefore impress upon good men that, should
they become inevitably involved in friendships with
men of this kind, they ought not to consider
themselves under any obligation to stand by friends
who are disloyal to the republic. Bad men must
have the fear of punishment before their eyes: a
punishment not less severe for those who follow
than for those who lead others to crime. Who was
more famous and powerful in Greece than
Themistocles? At the head of the army in the
Persian war he had freed Greece; he owed his
exile to personal envy: but he did not submit to the
wrong done him by his ungrateful country as he
ought to have done. He acted as Coriolanus had



acted among us twenty years before. But no one
was found to help them in their attacks upon their
fatherland. Both of them accordingly committed
suicide.

We conclude, then, not only that no such
confederation of evilly disposed men must be
allowed to shelter itself under the plea of friendship,
but that, on the contrary, it must be visited with the
severest punishment, lest the idea should prevail
that fidelity to a friend justifies even making war
upon one's country. And this is a case which | am
inclined to think, considering how things are
beginning to go, will sooner or later arise. And |
care quite as much what the state of the
constitution will be after my death as what it is now.

13. Let this, then, be laid down as the first law of
friendship, that we should ask from friends, and do
for friends’, only what is good. But do not let us wait
to be asked either: let there be ever an eager
readiness, and an absence of hesitation. Let us
have the courage to give advice with candour. In
friendship, let the influence of friends who give
good advice be paramount; and let this influence be
used to enforce advice not only in plain-spoken
terms, but sometimes, if the case demands it, with
sharpness; and when so used, let it be obeyed.

| give you these rules because | believe that some
wonderful opinions are entertained by certain



persons who have, | am told, a reputation for
wisdom in Greece. There is nothing in the world, by
the way, beyond the reach of their sophistry. Well,
some of them teach that we should avoid very
close friendships, for fear that one man should
have to endure the anxieties of several. Each man,
say they, has enough and to spare on his own
hands; it is too bad to be involved in the cares of
other people. The wisest course is to hold the reins
of friendship as loose as possible; you can then
tighten or slacken them at your will. For the first
condition of a happy life is freedom from care,
which no one's mind can enjoy if it has to travail, so
to speak, for others besides itself. Another sect, |
am told, gives vent to opinions still less generous. |
briefly touched on this subject just now. They affirm
that friendships should be sought solely for the
sake of the assistance they give, and not at all from
motives of feeling and affection; and that therefore
just in proportion as a man's power and means of
support are lowest, he is most eager to gain
friendships: thence it comes that weak women seek
the support of friendship more than men, the poor
more than the rich, the unfortunate rather than
those esteemed prosperous. What noble
philosophy! You might just as well take the sun out
of the sky as friendship from life; for the immortal
gods have given us nothing better or more
delightful.



But let us examine the two doctrines. What is the
value of this "freedom from care"? It is very
tempting at first sight, but in practice it has in many
cases to be put on one side. For there is no
business and no course of action demanded from
us by our honour which you can consistently
decline, or lay aside when begun, from a mere wish
to escape from anxiety. Nay, if we wish to avoid
anxiety we must avoid virtue itself, which
necessarily involves some anxious thoughts in
showing its loathing and abhorrence for the
qualities which are opposite to itself—as kindness
for ill-nature, self-control for licentiousness, courage
for cowardice. Thus you may notice that it is the
just who are most pained at injustice, the brave at
cowardly actions, the temperate at depravity. It is
then characteristic of a rightly ordered mind to be
pleased at what is good and grieved at the reverse.
Seeing then that the wise are not exempt from the
heart-ache (which must be the case unless we
suppose all human nature rooted out of their
hearts), why should we banish friendship from our
lives, for fear of being involved by it in some
amount of distress? If you take away emotion, what
difference remains | don't say between a man and a
beast, but between a man and a stone or a log of
wood, or anything else of that kind?

Neither should we give any weight to the doctrine
that virtue is something rigid and unyielding as iron.
In point of fact it is in regard to friendship, as in so



many other things, so supple and sensitive that it
expands, so to speak, at a friend's good fortune,
contracts at his misfortunes. We conclude then that
mental pain which we must often encounter on a
friend's account is not of sufficient consequence to
banish friendship from our life, any more than it is
true that the cardinal virtues are to be dispensed
with because they involve certain anxieties and
distresses.

14. Let me repeat then, "the clear indication of
virtue, to which a mind of like character is naturally
attracted, is the beginning of friendship." When that
is the case the rise of affection is a necessity. For
what can be more irrational than to take delight in
many objects incapable of response, such as office,
fame, splendid buildings, and personal decoration,
and yet to take little or none in a sentient being
endowed with virtue, which has the faculty of loving
or, if | may use the expression, loving back? For
nothing is really more delightful than a return of
affection, and the mutual interchange of kind feeling
and good offices. And if we add, as we may fairly
do, that nothing so powerfully attracts and draws
one thing to itself as likeness does to friendship, it
will at once be admitted to be true that the good
love the good and attach them to themselves as
though they were united by blood and nature. For
nothing can be more eager, or rather greedy, for
what is like itself than nature. So, my dear Fannius
and Scaevola, we may look upon this as an



established fact, that between good men there is,
as it were of necessity, a kindly feeling, which is the
source of friendship ordained by nature. But this
same kindliness affects the many also. For that is
no unsympathetic or selfish or exclusive virtue,
which protects even whole nations and consults
their best interests. And that certainly it would not
have done had it disdained all affection for the
common herd.

Again, the believers in the "interest" theory appear
to me to destroy the most attractive link in the chain
of friendship. For it is not so much what one gets by
a friend that gives one pleasure, as the warmth of
his feeling; and we only care for a friend's service if
it has been prompted by affection. And so far from
its being true that lack of means is a motive for
seeking friendship, it is usually those who being
most richly endowed with wealth and means, and
above all with virtue (which, after all, is a man's
best support), are least in need of another, that are
most openhanded and beneficent. Indeed | am
inclined to think that friends ought at times to be in
want of something. For instance, what scope would
my affections have had if Scipio had never wanted
my advice or co-operation at home or abroad? It is
not friendship, then, that follows material
advantage, but material advantage friendship.

15. We must not therefore listen to these superfine
gentlemen when they talk of friendship, which they



know neither in theory nor in practice. For who, in
heaven's name, would choose a life of the greatest
wealth and abundance on condition of neither
loving or being beloved by any creature? That is
the sort of life tyrants endure. They, of course, can
count on no fidelity, no affection, no security for the
goodwill of any one. For them all is suspicion and
anxiety; for them there is no possibility of
friendship. Who can love one whom he fears, or by
whom he knows that he is feared? Yet such men
have a show of friendship offered them, but it is
only a fair-weather show. If it ever happen that they
fall, as it generally does, they will at once
understand how friendless they are. So they say
Tarquin observed in his exile that he never knew
which of his friends were real and which sham, until
he had ceased to be able to repay either. Though
what surprises me is that a man of his proud and
overbearing character should have a friend at all.
And as it was his character that prevented his
having genuine friends, so it often happens in the
case of men of unusually great means—their very
wealth forbids faithful friendships. For not only is
Fortune blind herself; but she generally makes
those blind also who enjoy her favours. They are
carried, so to speak, beyond themselves with
self-conceit and self-will; nor can anything be more
perfectly intolerable than a successful fool. You
may often see it. Men who before had pleasant
manners enough undergo a complete change on



attaining power of office. They despise their old
friends: devote themselves to new.

Now, can anything be more foolish than that men
who have all the opportunities which prosperity,
wealth, and great means can bestow, should
secure all else which money can buy—horses,
servants, splendid upholstering, and costly
plate—but do not secure friends, who are, if | may
use the expression, the most valuable and beautiful
furniture of life? And yet, when they acquire the
former, they know not who will enjoy them, nor for
whom they may be taking all this trouble; for they
will one and all eventually belong to the strongest:
while each man has a stable and inalienable
ownership in his friendships. And even if those
possessions, which are, in a manner, the gifts of
fortune, do prove permanent, life can never be
anything but joyless which is without the
consolations and companionship of friends.

16. To turn to another branch of our subject. We
must now endeavour to ascertain what limits are to
be observed in friendship—what is the
boundary-line, so to speak, beyond which our
affection is not to go. On this point | notice three
opinions, with none of which | agree. One is that we
should love our friend just as much as we love
ourselves, and no more; another, that our affection
to them should exactly correspond and equal theirs
to us; a third, that a man should be valued at



exactly the same rate as he values himself. To not
one of these opinions do | assent. The first, which
holds that our regard for ourselves is to be the
measure of our regard for our friend, is not true; for
how many things there are which we would never
have done for our own sakes, but do for the sake of
a friend! We submit to make requests from
unworthy people, to descend even to supplication;
to be sharper in invective, more violent in attack.
Such actions are not creditable in our own
interests, but highly so in those of our friends.
There are many advantages too which men of
upright character voluntarily forego, or of which
they are content to be deprived, that their friends
may enjoy them rather than themselves.

The second doctrine is that which limits friendship
to an exact equality in mutual good offices and
good feelings. But such a view reduces friendship
to a question of figures in a spirit far too narrow and
illiberal, as though the object were to have an exact
balance in a debtor and creditor account. True
friendship appears to me to be something richer
and more generous than that comes to; and not to
be so narrowly on its guard against giving more
than it receives. In such a matter we must not be
always afraid of something being wasted or running
over in our measure, or of more than is justly due
being devoted to our friendship.



But the last limit proposed is the worst, namely, that
a friend's estimate of himself is to be the measure
of our estimate of him. It often happens that a man
has too humble an idea of himself, or takes too
despairing a view of his chance of bettering his
fortune. In such a case a friend ought not to take
the view of him which he takes of himself. Rather
he should do all he can to raise his drooping spirits,
and lead him to more cheerful hopes and thoughts.

We must then find some other limit. But | must first
mention the sentiment which used to call forth
Scipio's severest criticism. He often said that no
one ever gave utterance to anything more
diametrically opposed to the spirit of friendship than
the author of the dictum, "You should love your
friend with the consciousness that you may one day
hate him." He could not be induced to believe that it
was rightfully attributed to Bias, who was counted
as one of the Seven Sages. It was the sentiment of
some person with sinister motives or selfish
ambition, or who regarded everything as it affected
his own supremacy. How can a man be friends with
another, if he thinks it possible that he may be his
enemy? Why, it will follow that he must wish and
desire his friend to commit as many mistakes as
possible, that he may have all the more handles
against him; and, conversely, that he must be
annoyed, irritated, and jealous at the right actions
or good fortune of his friends. This maxim, then, let
it be whose it will, is the utter destruction of



friendship. The true rule is to take such care in the
selection of our friends as never to enter upon a
friendship with a man whom we could under any
circumstances come to hate. And even if we are
unlucky in our choice, we must put up with
it—according to Scipio—in preference to making
calculations as to a future breach.

17. The real limit to be observed in friendship is
this: the characters of two friends must be
stainless. There must be complete harmony of
interests, purpose, and aims, without exception.
Then if the case arises of a friend's wish (not strictly
right in itself) calling for support in a matter
involving his life or reputation, we must make some
concession from the straight path—on condition,
that is to say, that extreme disgrace is not the
consequence. Something must be conceded to
friendship. And yet we must not be entirely careless
of our reputation, nor regard the good opinion of
our fellow-citizens as a weapon which we can
afford to despise in conducting the business of our
life, however lowering it may be to tout for it by
flattery and smooth words. We must by no means
abjure virtue, which secures us affection.

But to return again to Scipio, the sole author of the
discourse on friendship. He used to complain that
there was nothing on which men bestowed so little
pains: that every one could tell exactly how many
goats or sheep he had, but not how many friends;



and while they took pains in procuring the former,
they were utterly careless in selecting friends, and
possessed no particular marks, so to speak, or
tokens by which they might judge of their suitability
for friendship. Now the qualities we ought to look
out for in making our selection are firmness,
stability, constancy. There is a plentiful lack of men
so endowed, and it is difficult to form a judgment
without testing. Now this testing can only be made
during the actual existence of the friendship; for
friendship so often precedes the formation of a
judgment, and makes a previous test impossible. If
we are prudent then, we shall rein in our impulse to
affection as we do chariot horses. We make a
preliminary trial of horses. So we should of
friendship; and should test our friends' characters
by a kind of tentative friendship. It may often
happen that the untrustworthiness of certain men is
completely displayed in a small money matter;
others who are proof against a small sum are
detected if it be large. But even if some are found
who think it mean to prefer money to friendship,
where shall we look for those who put friendship
before office, civil or military promotions, and
political power, and who, when the choice lies
between these things on the one side and the
claims of friendship on the other, do not give a
strong preference to the former? It is not in human
nature to be indifferent to political power; and if the
price men have to pay for it is the sacrifice of
friendship, they think their treason will be thrown



into the shade by the magnitude of the reward. This
is why true friendship is very difficult to find among
those who engage in politics and the contest for
office. Where can you find the man to prefer his
friend's advancement to his own? And to say
nothing of that, think how grievous and almost
intolerable it is to most men to share political
disaster. You will scarcely find anyone who can
bring himself to do that. And though what Ennius
says is quite true,—" the hour of need shews the
friend indeed,"—yet it is in these two ways that
most people betray their untrustworthiness and
inconstancy, by looking down on friends when they
are themselves prosperous, or deserting them in
their distress. A man, then, who has shewn a firm,
unshaken, and unvarying friendship in both these
contingencies we must reckon as one of a class the
rarest in the world, and all but superhuman.

18. Now, what is the quality to look out for as a
warrant for the stability and permanence of
friendship? It is loyalty. Nothing that lacks this can
be stable. We should also in making our selection
look out for simplicity, a social disposition, and a
sympathetic nature, moved by what moves us.
These all contribute to maintain loyalty. You can
never trust a character which is intricate and
tortuous. Nor, indeed, is it possible for one to be
trustworthy and firm who is unsympathetic by
nature and unmoved by what affects ourselves. We
may add, that he must neither take pleasure in



bringing accusations against us himself, nor believe
them when they are brought. All these contribute to
form that constancy which | have been
endeavouring to describe. And the result is, what |
started by saying, that friendship is only possible
between good men.

Now there are two characteristic features in his
treatment of his friends that a good (which may be
regarded as equivalent to a wise) man will always
display. First, he will be entirely without any
make-believe or pretence of feeling; for the open
display even of dislike is more becoming to an
ingenuous character than a studied concealment of
sentiment. Secondly, he will not only reject all
accusations brought against his friend by another,
but he will not be suspicious himself either, nor be
always thinking that his friend has acted improperly.
Besides this, there should be a certain
pleasantness in word and manner which adds no
little flavour to friendship. A gloomy temper and
unvarying gravity may be very impressive; but
friendship should be a little less unbending, more
indulgent and gracious, and more inclined to all
kinds of good-fellowship and good-nature.

19. But here arises a question of some little
difficulty. Are there any occasions on which,
assuming their worthiness, we should prefer new to
old friends, just as we prefer young to aged
horses? The answer admits of no doubt whatever.



For there should be no satiety in friendship, as
there is in other things. The older the sweeter, as in
wines that keep well. And the proverb is a true one,
"You must eat many a peck of salt with a man to be
thorough friends with him." Novelty, indeed, has its
advantage, which we must not despise. There is
always hope of fruit, as there is in healthy blades of
corn. But age too must have its proper position;
and, in fact, the influence of time and habit is very
great. To recur to the illustration of the horse which
| have just now used. Every one likes ceteris
paribus to use the horse to which he has been
accustomed, rather than one that is untried and
new. And it is not only in the case of a living thing
that this rule holds good, but in inanimate things
also; for we like places where we have lived the
longest, even though they are mountainous and
covered with forest. But here is another golden rule
in friendship: put yourself on a level with your
friend. For it often happens that there are certain
superiorities, as for example Scipio's in what | may
call our set. Now he never assumed any airs of
superiority over Philus, or Rupilius, or Mummius, or
over friends of a lower rank still. For instance, he
always shewed a deference to his brother Quintus
Maximus because he was his senior, who, though a
man no doubt of eminent character, was by no
means his equal. He used also to wish that all his
friends should be the better for his support. This is
an example we should all follow. If any of us have
any advantage in personal character, intellect, or



fortune, we should be ready to make our friends
sharers and partners in it with ourselves. For
instance, if their parents are in humble
circumstances, if their relations are powerful neither
in intellect nor means, we should supply their
deficiencies and promote their rank and dignity. You
know the legends of children brought up as
servants in ignorance of their parentage and family.
When they are recognized and discovered to be the
sons of gods or kings, they still retain their affection
for the shepherds whom they have for many years
looked upon as their parents. Much more ought this
to be so in the case of real and undoubted parents.
For the advantages of genius and virtue, and in
short, of every kind of superiority, are never
realized to their fullest extent until they are
bestowed upon our nearest and dearest.

20. But the converse must also be observed. For in
friendship and relationship, just as those who
possess any superiority must put themselves on an
equal footing with those who are less fortunate, so
these latter must not be annoyed at being
surpassed in genius, fortune, or rank. But most
people of that sort are forever either grumbling at
something, or harping on their claims; and
especially if they consider that they have services
of their own to allege involving zeal and friendship
and some trouble to themselves. People who are
always bringing up their services are a nuisance.
The recipient ought to remember them; the



performer should never mention them. In the case
of friends, then, as the superior are bound to
descend, so are they bound in a certain sense to
raise those below them. For there are people who
make their friendship disagreeable by imagining
themselves undervalued. This generally happens
only to those who think that they deserve to be so;
and they ought to be shewn by deeds as well as by
words the groundlessness of their opinion. Now the
measure of your benefits should be in the first place
your own power to bestow, and in the second place
the capacity to bear them on the part of him on
whom you are bestowing affection and help. For,
however great your personal prestige may be, you
cannot raise all your friends to the highest offices of
the State. For instance, Scipio was able to make
Publius Rupilius consul, but not his brother Lucius.
But granting that you can give anyone anything you
choose, you must have a care that it does not
prove to be beyond his powers. As a general rule,
we must wait to make up our mind about
friendships till men's characters and years have
arrived at their full strength and development.
People must not, for instance, regard as fast friends
all whom in their youthful enthusiasm for hunting or
football they liked for having the same tastes. By
that rule, if it were a mere question of time, no one
would have such claims on our affections as nurses
and slave-tutors. Not that they are to be neglected,
but they stand on a different ground. It is only these
mature friendships that can be permanent. For



difference of character leads to difference of aims,
and the result of such diversity is to estrange
friends. The sole reason, for instance, which
prevents good men from making friends with bad,
or bad with good, is that the divergence of their
characters and aims is the greatest possible.

Another good rule in friendship is this: do not let an
excessive affection hinder the highest interests of
your friends. This very often happens. | will go
again to the region of fable for an instance.
Neoptolemus could never have taken Troy if he had
been willing to listen to Lycomedes, who had
brought him up, and with many tears tried to
prevent his going there. Again, it often happens that
important business makes it necessary to part from
friends: the man who tries to baulk it, because he
thinks that he cannot endure the separation, is of a
weak and effeminate nature, and on that very
account makes but a poor friend. There are, of
course, limits to what you ought to expect from a
friend and to what you should allow him to demand
of you. And these you must take into calculation in
every case.

21. Again, there is such a disaster, so to speak, as
having to break off friendship. And sometimes it is
one we cannot avoid. For at this point the stream of
our discourse is leaving the intimacies of the wise
and touching on the friendship of ordinary people. It
will happen at times that an outbreak of vicious



conduct affects either a man's friends themselves
or strangers, yet the discredit falls on the friends. In
such cases friendships should be allowed to die out
gradually by an intermission of intercourse. They
should, as | have been told that Cato used to say,
rather be unstitched than torn in twain; unless,
indeed, the injurious conduct be of so violent and
outrageous a nature as to make an instant breach
and separation the only possible course consistent
with honour and rectitude. Again, if a change in
character and aim takes place, as often happens,
or if party politics produces an alienation of feeling
(I am now speaking, as | said a short time ago, of
ordinary friendships, not of those of the wise), we
shall have to be on our guard against appearing to
embark upon active enmity while we only mean to
resign a friendship. For there can be nothing more
discreditable than to be at open war with a man
with whom you have been intimate. Scipio, as you
are aware, had abandoned his friendship for
Quintus Pompeius on my account; and again, from
differences of opinion in politics, he became
estranged from my colleague Metellus. In both
cases he acted with dignity and moderation,
shewing that he was offended indeed, but without
rancour.

Ouir first object, then, should be to prevent a
breach; our second, to secure that, if it does occur,
our friendship should seem to have died a natural
rather than a violent death. Next, we should take



care that friendship is not converted into active
hostility, from which flow personal quarrels, abusive
language, and angry recriminations. These last,
however, provided that they do not pass all
reasonable limits of forbearance, we ought to put
up with, and, in compliment to an old friendship,
allow the party that inflicts the injury, not the one
that submits to it, to be in the wrong. Generally
speaking, there is but one way of securing and
providing oneself against faults and inconveniences
of this sort—not to be too hasty in bestowing our
affection, and not to bestow it at all on unworthy
objects.

Now, by "worthy of friendship" | mean those who
have in themselves the qualities which attract
affection. This sort of man is rare; and indeed all
excellent things are rare; and nothing in the world is
so hard to find as a thing entirely and completely
perfect of its kind. But most people not only
recognize nothing as good in our life unless it is
profitable, but look upon friends as so much stock,
caring most for those by whom they hope to make
most profit. Accordingly they never possess that
most beautiful and most spontaneous friendship
which must be sought solely for itself without any
ulterior object. They fail also to learn from their own
feelings the nature and the strength of friendship.
For every one loves himself, not for any reward
which such love may bring, but because he is dear
to himself independently of anything else. But



unless this feeling is transferred to another, what a
real friend is will never be revealed; for he is, as it
were, a second self. But if we find these two
instincts shewing themselves in animals,—whether
of the air or the sea or the land, whether wild or
tame,—first, a love of self, which in fact is born in
everything that lives alike; and, secondly, an
eagerness to find and attach themselves to other
creatures of their own kind; and if this natural action
is accompanied by desire and by something
resembling human love, how much more must this
be the case in man by the law of his nature? For
man not only loves himself, but seeks another
whose spirit he may so blend with his own as
almost to make one being of two.

22. But most people unreasonably, not to speak of
modesty, want such a friend as they are unable to
be themselves, and expect from their friends what
they do not themselves give. The fair course is first
to be good yourself, and then to look out for
another of like character. It is between such that the
stability in friendship of which we have been talking
can be secured; when, that is to say, men who are
united by affection learn, first of all, to rule those
passions which enslave others, and in the next
place to take delight in fair and equitable conduct,
to bear each other's burdens, never to ask each
other for anything inconsistent with virtue and
rectitude, and not only to serve and love but also to
respect each other. | say "respect”; for if respect is



gone, friendship has lost its brightest jewel. And
this shows the mistake of those who imagine that
friendship gives a privilege to licentiousness and
sin. Nature has given us friendship as the
handmaid of virtue, not as a partner in guilt: to the
end that virtue, being powerless when isolated to
reach the highest objects, might succeed in doing
S0 in union and partnership with another. Those
who enjoy in the present, or have enjoyed in the
past, or are destined to enjoy in the future such a
partnership as this, must be considered to have
secured the most excellent and auspicious
combination for reaching nature's highest good.
This is the partnership, | say, which combines moral
rectitude, fame, peace of mind, serenity: all that
men think desirable because with them life is
happy, but without them cannot be so. This being
our best and highest object, we must, if we desire
to attain it, devote ourselves to virtue; for without
virtue we can obtain neither friendship nor anything
else desirable. In fact, if virtue be neglected, those
who imagine themselves to possess friends will find
out their error as soon as some grave disaster
forces them to make trial of them. Wherefore, |
must again and again repeat, you must satisfy your
judgment before engaging your affections: not love
first and judge afterwards. We suffer from
carelessness in many of our undertakings: in none
more than in selecting and cultivating our friends.
We put the cart before the horse, and shut the
stable door when the steed is stolen, in defiance of



the old proverb. For, having mutually involved
ourselves in a long-standing intimacy or by actual
obligations, all on a sudden some cause of offence
arises and we break off our friendships in full
career.

23. It is this that makes such carelessness in a
matter of supreme importance all the more worthy
of blame. | say "supreme importance," because
friendship is the one thing about the utility of which
everybody with one accord is agreed. That is not
the case in regard even to virtue itself; for many
people speak slightingly of virtue as though it were
mere puffing and self-glorification. Nor is it the case
with riches. Many look down on riches, being
content with a little and taking pleasure in poor fare
and dress, And as to the political offices for which
some have a burning desire—how many entertain
such a contempt for them as to think nothing in the
world more empty and trivial!

And so on with the rest; things desirable in the eyes
of some are regarded by very many as worthless.
But of friendship all think alike to a man, whether
those have devoted themselves to politics, or those
who delight in science and philosophy, or those
who follow a private way of life and care for nothing
but their own business, or those lastly who have
given themselves body and soul to
sensuality—they all think, | say, that without
friendship life is no life, if they want some part of i,



at any rate, to be noble. For friendship, in one way
or another, penetrates into the lives of us all, and
suffers no career to be entirely free from its
influence. Though a man be of so churlish and
unsociable a nature as to loathe and shun the
company of mankind, as we are told was the case
with a certain Timon at Athens, yet even he cannot
refrain from seeking some one in whose hearing he
may disgorge the venom of his bitter temper. We
should see this most clearly, if it were possible that
some god should carry us away from these haunts
of men, and place us somewhere in perfect
solitude, and then should supply us in abundance
with everything necessary to our nature, and yet
take from us entirely the opportunity of looking
upon a human being. Who could steel himself to
endure such a life? Who would not lose in his
loneliness the zest for all pleasures? And indeed
this is the point of the observation of, | think,
Archytas of Tarentum. | have it third hand; men who
were my seniors told me that their seniors had told
them. It was this: "If a man could ascend to heaven
and get a clear view of the natural order of the
universe, and the beauty of the heavenly bodies,
that wonderful spectacle would give him small
pleasure, though nothing could be conceived more
delightful if he had but had some one to whom to
tell what he had seen." So true it is that nature
abhors isolation, and ever leans upon something as



a stay and support; and this is found in its most
pleasing form in our closest friend.

24. But though Nature also declares by so many
indications what her wish and object and desire is,
we yet in a manner turn a deaf ear and will not hear
her warnings. The intercourse between friends is
varied and complex, and it must often happen that
causes of suspicion and offence arise, which a wise
man will sometimes avoid, at other times remove,
at others treat with indulgence. The one possible
cause of offence that must be faced is when the
interests of your friend and your own sincerity are
at stake. For instance, it often happens that friends
need remonstrance and even reproof. When these
are administered in a kindly spirit they ought to be
taken in good part. But somehow or other there is
truth in what my friend Terence says in his Andria:

Compliance gets us friends, plain speaking hate.

Plain speaking is a cause of trouble, if the result of
it is resentment, which is poison of friendship; but
compliance is really the cause of much more
trouble, because by indulging his faults it lets a
friend plunge into headlong ruin. But the man who
is most to blame is he who resents plain speaking
and allows flattery to egg him on to his ruin. On this
point, then, from first to last there is need of
deliberation and care. If we remonstrate, it should
be without bitterness; if we reprove, there should be



no word of insult. In the matter of compliance (for |
am glad to adopt Terence's word), though there
should be every courtesy, yet that base kind which
assists a man in vice should be far from us, for it is
unworthy of a free-born man, to say nothing of a
friend. It is one thing to live with a tyrant, another
with a friend. But if a man's ears are so closed to
plain speaking that he cannot bear to hear the truth
from a friend, we may give him up in despair. This
remark of Cato's, as so many of his did, shews
great acuteness: "There are people who owe more
to bitter enemies than to apparently pleasant
friends: the former often speak the truth, the latter
never." Besides, it is a strange paradox that the
recipients of advice should feel no annoyance
where they ought to feel it, and yet feel so much
where they ought not. They are not at all vexed at
having committed a fault, but very angry at being
reproved for it. On the contrary, they ought to be
grieved at the crime and glad of the correction.

25. Well, then, if it is true that to give and receive
advice—the former with freedom and yet without
bitterness, the latter with patience and without
irritation—is peculiarly appropriate to genuine
friendship, it is no less true that there can be
nothing more utterly subversive of friendship than
flattery, adulation, and base compliance. | use as
many terms as possible to brand this vice of
light-minded, untrustworthy men, whose sole object
in speaking is to please without any regard to truth.



In everything false pretence is bad, for it suspends
and vitiates our power of discerning the truth. But to
nothing it is so hostile as to friendship; for it
destroys that frankness without which friendship is
an empty name. For the essence of friendship
being that two minds become as one, how can that
ever take place if the mind of each of the separate
parties to it is not single and uniform, but variable,
changeable, and complex? Can anything be so
pliable, so wavering, as the mind of a man whose
attitude depends not only on another's feeling and
wish, but on his very looks and nods?

If one says "No," | answer "No";

If "Yes," | answer "Yes."

In fine, I've laid this task upon myself
To echo all that's said—

to quote my old friend Terence again. But he puts
these words into the mouth of a Gnatho. To admit
such a man into one's intimacy at all is a sign of
folly. But there are many people like Gnatho, and it
is when they are superior either in position or
fortune or reputation that their flatteries become
mischievous, the weight of their position making up
for the lightness of their character. But if we only
take reasonable care, it is as easy to separate and
distinguish a genuine from a specious friend as
anything else that is coloured and artificial from
what is sincere and genuine. A public assembly,



though composed of men of the smallest possible
culture, nevertheless will see clearly the difference
between a mere demagogue (that is, a flatterer and
untrustworthy citizen) and a man of principle,
standing, and solidity. It was by this kind of
flattering language that Gaius Papirius the other
day endeavoured to tickle the ears of the
assembled people, when proposing his law to make
the tribunes re-eligible. | spoke against it. But | will
leave the personal question. | prefer speaking of
Scipio. Good heavens! how impressive his speech
was, what a majesty there was in it! You would
have pronounced him, without hesitation, to be no
mere henchman of the Roman people, but their
leader. However, you were there, and moreover
have the speech in your hands. The result was that
a law meant to please the people was by the
people's votes rejected. Once more to refer to
myself, you remember how apparently popular was
the law proposed by Gaius Licinius Crassus "about
the election to the College of Priests" in the
consulship of Quintus Maximus, Scipio's brother,
and Lucius Mancinus. For the power of filling up
their own vacancies on the part of the colleges was
by this proposal to be transferred to the people. It
was this man, by the way, who began the practice
of turning towards the forum when addressing the
people. In spite of this, however, upon my speaking
on the conservative side, religion gained an easy
victory over his plausible speech. This took place in
my praetorship, five years before | was elected



consul, which shows that the cause was
successfully maintained more by the merits of the
case than by the prestige of the highest office.

26. Now, if on a stage, such as a public assembly
essentially is, where there is the amplest room for
fiction and half-truths, truth nevertheless prevails if
it be but fairly laid open and brought into the light of
day, what ought to happen in the case of friendship,
which rests entirely on truthfulness? Friendship, in
which, unless you both see and show an open
breast, to use a common expression, you can
neither trust nor be certain of anything—no, not
even of mutual affection, since you cannot be sure
of its sincerity. However, this flattery, injurious as it
is, can hurt no one but the man who takes it in and
likes it. And it follows that the man to open his ears
widest to flatterers is he who first flatters himself
and is fondest of himself. | grant you that Virtue
naturally loves herself; for she knows herself and
perceives how worthy of love she is. But | am not
now speaking of absolute virtue, but of the belief
men have that they possess virtue. The fact is that
fewer people are endowed with virtue than wish to
be thought to be so. It is such people that take
delight in flattery. When they are addressed in
language expressly adapted to flatter their vanity,
they look upon such empty persiflage as a
testimony to the truth of their own praises. It is not
then properly friendship at all when the one will not
listen to the truth, and the other is prepared to lie.



Nor would the servility of parasites in comedy have
seemed humorous to us had there been no such
things as braggart captains. "Is Thais really much
obliged to me?" It would have been quite enough to
answer "Much," but he must needs say
"Immensely." Your servile flatterer always
exaggerates what his victim wishes to be put
strongly. Wherefore, though it is with those who
catch at and invite it that this flattering falsehood is
especially powerful, yet men even of soldier and
steadier character must be warned to be on the
watch against being taken in by cunningly
disguised flattery. An open flatterer any one can
detect, unless he is an absolute fool the covert
insinuation of the cunning and the sly is what we
have to be studiously on our guard against. His
detection is not by any means the easiest thing in
the world, for he often covers his servility under the
guise of contradiction, and flatters by pretending to
dispute, and then at last giving in and allowing
himself to be beaten, that the person hoodwinked
may think himself to have been the clearer-sighted.
Now what can be more degrading than to be thus
hoodwinked? You must be on your guard against
this happening to you, like the man in the Heiress:

How have | been befooled! no drivelling dotards
On any stage were e'er so p1ayed upon.



For even on the stage we have no grosser
representation of folly than that of short-sighted and
credulous old men. But somehow or other | have
strayed away from the friendship of the perfect, that
is of the "wise" (meaning, of course, such "wisdom"
as human nature is capable of), to the subject of
vulgar, unsubstantial friendships. Let us then return
to our original theme, and at length bring that, too,
to a conclusion.

27. Well, then, Fannius and Mucius, | repeat what |
said before. It is virtue, virtue, which both creates
and preserves friendship. On it depends harmony
of interest, permanence, fidelity. When Virtue has
reared her head and shewn the light of her
countenance, and seen and recognised the same
light in another, she gravitates towards it, and in her
turn welcomes that which the other has to shew;
and from it springs up a flame which you may call
love or friendship as you please. Both words are
from the same root in Latin; and love is just the
cleaving to him whom you love without the
prompting of need or any view to
advantage—though this latter blossoms
spontaneously on friendship, little as you may have
looked for it. It is with such warmth of feeling that |
cherished Lucius Paulus, Marcus Cato, Galus
Gallus, Publius Nasica, Tiberius Gracchus, my dear
Scipio's father-in-law. It shines with even greater
warmth when men are of the same age, as in the



case of Scipio and Lucius Furius, Publius Rupilius,
Spurius Mummius, and myself. En revanche, in my
old age | find comfort in the affection of young men,
as in the case of yourselves and Quintus Tubero:
nay more, | delight in the intimacy of such a very
young man as Publius Rutilius and Aulus Verginius.
And since the law of our nature and of our life is
that a new generation is for ever springing up, the
most desirable thing is that along with your
contemporaries, with whom you started in the race,
you may also teach what is to us the goal. But in
view of the instability and perishableness of mortal
things, we should be continually on the look-out for
some to love and by whom to be loved; for if we
lose affection and kindliness from our life, we lose
all that gives it charm. For me, indeed, though torn
away by a sudden stroke, Scipio still lives and ever
wilt live. For it was the virtue of the man that |
loved, and that has not suffered death. And it is not
my eyes only, because | had all my life a personal
experience of it, that never lose sight of it: it will
shine to posterity also with undimmed glory. No one
will ever cherish a nobler ambition or a loftier hope
without thinking his memory and his image the best
to put before his eyes. | declare that of all the
blessings which either fortune or nature has
bestowed upon me | know none to compare with
Scipio's friendship. In it | found sympathy in public,
counsel in private business; in it too a means of
spending my leisure with unalloyed delight. Never,
to the best of my knowledge, did | offend him even



in the most trivial point; never did | hear a word
from him | could have wished unsaid. We had one
house, one table, one style of living; and not only
were we together on foreign service, but in our
tours also and country sojourns. Why speak of our
eagerness to be ever gaining some knowledge, to
be ever learning something, on which we spent all
our leisure hours far from the gaze of the world? If
the recollection and memory of these things had
perished with the man, | could not possibly have
endured the regret for one so closely united with
me in life and affection. But these things have not
perished; they are rather fed and strengthened by
reflexion and memory. Even supposing me to have
been entirely bereft of them, still my time of life of
itself brings me no small consolation: for | cannot
have much longer now to bear this regret; and
everything that is brief ought to be endurable,
however severe.

This is all | had to say on friendship. One piece of
advice on parting. Make up your minds to this.
Virtue (without which friendship is impossible) is
first; but next to it, and to it alone, the greatest of all
things is Friendship.



4 On the Origin and Nature
of the Emotions (Part Il of
The Ethics), by Benedict de
Spinoza

R. H. M. Elwes, Translator

Introduction

Benedict de Spinoza’s On the Origin and Nature of
the Emotions (Part Il of The Ethics) presents a
compelling exploration of human emotions and their
foundations within Spinoza’s broader metaphysical
framework. Central to this section is Spinoza’s
effort to analyze emotions not as inexplicable
phenomena but as natural occurrences governed
by the same rational principles that structure the
universe. Through this lens, he develops an
intricate understanding of human experiences such
as love and friendship, both of which are positioned
as essential aspects of our emotional and social
lives.

At the heart of Spinoza’s theory is his assertion that
emotions—or “affects,” as he calls them—originate
from the interplay between an individual’s internal



desires and external stimuli. According to Spinoza,
every being strives to persevere in its existence, a
principle he refers to as conatus. This striving
translates into a variety of emotional responses,
which are shaped by how external things either aid
or hinder an individual’s conatus. Love, for
example, is defined by Spinoza as a positive
emotional response—an affection—arising from the
perception that something external increases our
power to act and enhances our well-being.

Spinoza’s treatment of love is particularly
noteworthy because he removes it from the domain
of mysticism and places it firmly within the bounds
of reason. He argues that love is not an emotion
that stands apart from nature but is deeply rooted in
the mechanics of human desire. For Spinoza, love
is fundamentally tied to joy, which is the experience
of moving toward greater perfection. When we love
someone or something, it is because that person or
object has become a source of joy, increasing our
capacity to flourish. Importantly, though, Spinoza
warns against forms of love rooted in
possessiveness or dependency, as these can lead
to sadness and diminish our power of action.
Instead, true love fosters mutual empowerment and
understanding, aligning itself with the rational
pursuit of harmony and well-being.

Friendship, as interpreted through Spinoza’s
philosophy, embodies the same rational ideals. For



Spinoza, friendship is an extension of love,
characterized by mutual benefit and shared joy. He
views genuine friendship as an expression of
rationality because it is grounded in the recognition
of common interests and the mutual enhancement
of each party’s ability to live and act effectively.
Through friendship, individuals not only increase
their own well-being but also contribute to the
flourishing of their companions, creating a virtuous
cycle of growth and happiness. Spinoza’s ideal
friendship is free of jealousy and domination,
focusing instead on reciprocity and mutual respect,
which align with the natural striving to persevere
and thrive.

One of Spinoza’s most striking claims is that love
and friendship can reach their highest potential
when guided by reason. He suggests that our
emotional experiences, while often chaotic and
subject to external circumstances, can be
understood and molded through rational
understanding. When love and friendship are
guided by reason, they become enduring and
stable, rooted in a shared commitment to seeking
truth and flourishing together. Conversely,
relationships governed by irrational impulses—such
as unchecked passion, fear, or envy—are often
fleeting and fraught with conflict.

Spinoza also addresses the challenges and
limitations of love and friendship, particularly the



role of external factors in destabilizing these
emotions. The unpredictability of external
circumstances can disrupt even the most
harmonious relationships, introducing sadness,
conflict, or misunderstanding. Yet, he emphasizes
the power of rational reflection to mitigate these
disruptions. By cultivating a deeper understanding
of our emotions and their origins, we can better
align our relationships with the principles of reason,
transforming our responses to external events in
ways that preserve our connections and enhance
our shared joy.

Ultimately, Spinoza’s analysis of love and friendship
within Part lll of The Ethics presents a vision of
human relationships as deeply tied to the natural
order and subject to rational inquiry. These
emotions, rather than being mysterious or purely
instinctual, emerge from the same fundamental
striving that animates all living beings. Through love
and friendship, individuals find not only personal joy
but also a means of achieving greater
understanding, harmony, and connection with the
world around them. Spinoza’s work invites us to
reconsider our own emotional lives, encouraging a
balance between passion and reason in the pursuit
of meaningful and enriching relationships.

Text



Most writers on the emotions and on human
conduct seem to be treating rather of matters
outside nature than of natural phenomena following
nature's general laws. They appear to conceive
man to be situated in nature as a kingdom within a
kingdom: for they believe that he disturbs rather
than follows nature's order, that he has absolute
control over his actions, and that he is determined
solely by himself. They attribute human infirmities
and fickleness, not to the power of nature in
general, but to some mysterious flaw in the nature
of man, which accordingly they bemoan, deride,
despise, or, as usually happens, abuse: he, who
succeeds in hitting off the weakness of the human
mind more eloquently or more acutely than his
fellows, is looked upon as a seer. Still there has
been no lack of very excellent men (to whose toil
and industry | confess myself much indebted), who
have written many noteworthy things concerning
the right way of life, and have given much sage
advice to mankind. But no one, so far as | know,
has defined the nature and strength of the
emotions, and the power of the mind against them
for their restraint.

| do not forget, that the illustrious Descartes, though
he believed, that the mind has absolute power over
its actions, strove to explain human emotions by
their primary causes, and, at the same time, to



point out a way, by which the mind might attain to
absolute dominion over them. However, in my
opinion, he accomplishes nothing beyond a display
of the acuteness of his own great intellect, as | will
show in the proper place. For the present | wish to
revert to those, who would rather abuse or deride
human emotions than understand them. Such
persons will, doubtless think it strange that | should
attempt to treat of human vice and folly
geometrically, and should wish to set forth with rigid
reasoning those matters which they cry out against
as repugnant to reason, frivolous, absurd, and
dreadful. However, such is my plan. Nothing comes
to pass in nature, which can be set down to a flaw
therein; for nature is always the same, and
everywhere one and the same in her efficacy and
power of action; that is, nature's laws and
ordinances, whereby all things come to pass and
change from one form to another, are everywhere
and always the same; so that there should be one
and the same method of understanding the nature
of all things whatsoever, namely, through nature's
universal laws and rules. Thus the passions of
hatred, anger, envy, and so on, considered in
themselves, follow from this same necessity and
efficacy of nature; they answer to certain definite
causes, through which they are understood, and
possess certain properties as worthy of being
known as the properties of anything else, whereof
the contemplation in itself affords us delight. | shall,
therefore, treat of the nature and strength of the



emotions according to the same method, as |
employed heretofore in my investigations
concerning God and the mind. | shall consider
human actions and desires in exactly the same
manner, as though | were concerned with lines,
planes, and solids.

Definitions

I. By an 'adequate’ cause, | mean a cause through
which its effect can be clearly and distinctly
perceived. By an 'inadequate’ or partial cause, |
mean a cause through which, by itself, its effect
cannot be understood.

Il. I say that we 'act’' when anything takes place,
either within us or externally to us, whereof we are
the adequate cause; that is (by the foregoing
definition) when through our nature something
takes place within us or externally to us, which can
through our nature alone be clearly and distinctly
understood. On the other hand, | say that we are
passive as regards something when that something
takes place within us, or follows from our nature
externally, we being only the partial cause.

lll. By 'emotion' | mean the modifications of the
body, whereby the active power of the said body is
increased or diminished, aided or constrained, and
also the ideas of such modifications.



N.B. If we can be the adequate cause of any of
these modifications, | then call the emotion an
activity, otherwise | call it a passion, or state
wherein the mind is passive.

Postulates

I. The human body can be affected in many ways,
whereby its power of activity is increased or
diminished, and also in other ways which do not
render its power of activity either greater or less.

N.B. This postulate or axiom rests on Postulate i.
and
Lemmas v. and vii., which see after Il. xiii.

II. The human body can undergo many changes,
and, nevertheless, retain the impressions or traces
of objects (cf. Il. Post. v.), and, consequently, the
same images of things (see note Il. xvii.).

Propositions

I. Our mind is in certain cases active, and in certain
cases passive. In so far as it has adequate ideas it
is necessarily active, and in so far as it has
inadequate ideas, it is necessarily passive.



>>>>>Proof—In every human mind there are some
adequate ideas, and some ideas that are
fragmentary and confused (ll. xl. note). Those ideas
which are adequate in the mind are adequate also
in God, inasmuch as he constitutes the essence of
the mind (ll. xI. Cor.), and those which are
inadequate in the mind are likewise (by the same
Cor.) adequate in God, not inasmuch as he
contains in himself the essence of the given mind
alone, but as he, at the same time, contains the
minds of other things. Again, from any given idea
some effect must necessarily follow (. xxxvi.); of
this effect God is the adequate cause (lll. Def. i.),
not inasmuch as he is infinite, but inasmuch as he
is conceived as affected by the given idea (ll. ix.).
But of that effect whereof God is the cause,
inasmuch as he is affected by an idea which is
adequate in a given mind, of that effect, | repeat,
the mind in question is the adequate cause (ll. xi.
Cor.). Therefore our mind, in so far as it has
adequate ideas (lll. Def. ii.), is in certain cases
necessarily active; this was our first point. Again,
whatsoever necessarily follows from the idea which
is adequate in God, not by virtue of his possessing
in himself the mind of one man only, but by virtue of
his containing, together with the mind of that one
man, the minds of other things also, of such an
effect (Il. xi. Cor.) the mind of the given man is not
an adequate, but only a partial cause; thus (lll. Def.
ii.) the mind, inasmuch as it has inadequate ideas,



is in certain cases necessarily passive; this was our
second point. Therefore our mind, &c. Q.E.D.

<<<<<Corollary—Hence it follows that the mind is
more or less liable to be acted upon, in proportion
as it possesses inadequate ideas, and,
contrariwise, is more or less active in proportion as
it possesses adequate ideas.

Il. Body cannot determine mind to think, neither can
mind determine body to motion or rest or any state
different from these, if such there be.

>>>>>Proof—All modes of thinking have for their
cause God, by virtue of his being a thinking thing,
and not by virtue of his being displayed under any
other attribute (ll. vi.). That, therefore, which
determines the mind to thought is a mode of
thought, and not a mode of extension; that is (Il.
Def. i.), it is not body. This was our first point.
Again, the motion and rest of a body must arise
from another body, which has also been
determined to a state of motion or rest by a third
body, and absolutely everything which takes place
in a body must spring from God, in so far as he is
regarded as affected by some mode of extension,
and not by some mode of thought (ll. vi.); that is, it
cannot spring from the mind, which is a mode of
thought. This was our second point. Therefore body
cannot determine mind, &c. Q.E.D.



****Note—This is made more clear by what was
said in the note to Il. vii., namely, that mind and
body are one and the same thing, conceived first
under the attribute of thought, secondly, under the
attribute of extension. Thus it follows that the order
or concatenation of things is identical, whether
nature be conceived under the one attribute or the
other; consequently the order of states of activity
and passivity in our body is simultaneous in nature
with the order of states of activity and passivity in
the mind. The same conclusion is evident from the
manner in which we proved Il. xii.

Nevertheless, though such is the case, and though
there be no further room for doubt, | can scarcely
believe, until the fact is proved by experience, that
men can be induced to consider the question
calmly and fairly, so firmly are they convinced that it
is merely at the bidding of the mind, that the body is
set in motion or at rest, or performs a variety of
actions depending solely on the mind's will or the
exercise of thought. However, no one has hitherto
laid down the limits to the powers of the body, that
is, no one has as yet been taught by experience
what the body can accomplish solely by the laws of
nature, in so far as she is regarded as extension.
No one hitherto has gained such an accurate
knowledge of the bodily mechanism, that he can
explain all its functions; nor need | call attention to
the fact that many actions are observed in the lower
animals, which far transcend human sagacity, and



that somnambulists do many things in their sleep,
which they would not venture to do when awake:
these instances are enough to show, that the body
can by the sole laws of its nature do many things
which the mind wonders at.

Again, no one knows how or by what means the
mind moves the body, nor how many various
degrees of motion it can impart to the body, nor
how quickly it can move it. Thus, when men say
that this or that physical action has its origin in the
mind, which latter has dominion over the body, they
are using words without meaning, or are confessing
in specious phraseology that they are ignorant of
the cause of the said action, and do not wonder at
it.

But, they will say, whether we know or do not know
the means whereby the mind acts on the body, we
have, at any rate, experience of the fact that unless
the human mind is in a fit state to think, the body
remains inert. Moreover, we have experience, that
the mind alone can determine whether we speak or
are silent, and a variety of similar states which,
accordingly, we say depend on the mind's decree.
But, as to the first point, | ask such objectors,
whether experience does not also teach, that if the
body be inactive the mind is simultaneously unfitted
for thinking? For when the body is at rest in sleep,
the mind simultaneously is in a state of torpor also,
and has no power of thinking, such as it possesses



when the body is awake. Again, | think everyone's
experience will confirm the statement, that the mind
is not at all times equally fit for thinking on a given
subject, but according as the body is more or less
fitted for being stimulated by the image of this or
that object, so also is the mind more or less fitted
for contemplating the said object.

But, it will be urged, it is impossible that solely from
the laws of nature considered as extended
substance, we should be able to deduce the
causes of buildings, pictures, and things of that
kind, which are produced only by human art; nor
would the human body, unless it were determined
and led by the mind, be capable of building a single
temple. However, | have just pointed out that the
objectors cannot fix the limits of the body's power,
or say what can be concluded from a consideration
of its sole nature, whereas they have experience of
many things being accomplished solely by the laws
of nature, which they would never have believed
possible except under the direction of mind: such
are the actions performed by somnambulists while
asleep, and wondered at by their performers when
awake. | would further call attention to the
mechanism of the human body, which far
surpasses in complexity all that has been put
together by human art, not to repeat what | have
already shown, namely, that from nature, under
whatever attribute she be considered, infinite
results follow. As for the second objection, | submit



that the world would be much happier, if men were
as fully able to keep silence as they are to speak.
Experience abundantly shows that men can govern
anything more easily than their tongues, and
restrain anything more easily than their appetites;
when it comes about that many believe, that we are
only free in respect to objects which we moderately
desire, because our desire for such can easily be
controlled by the thought of something else
frequently remembered, but that we are by no
means free in respect to what we seek with violent
emotion, for our desire cannot then be allayed with
the remembrance of anything else. However,
unless such persons had proved by experience that
we do many things which we afterwards repent of,
and again that we often, when assailed by contrary
emotions, see the better and follow the worse,
there would be nothing to prevent their believing
that we are free in all things. Thus an infant
believes that of its own free will it desires milk, an
angry child believes that it freely desires to run
away; further, a drunken man believes that he
utters from the free decision of his mind words
which, when he is sober, he would willingly have
withheld: thus, too, a delirious man, a garrulous
woman, a child, and others of like complexion,
believe that they speak from the free decision of
their mind, when they are in reality unable to
restrain their impulse to talk. Experience teaches us
no less clearly than reason, that men believe
themselves to be free, simply because they are



conscious of their actions, and unconscious of the
causes whereby those actions are determined; and,
further, it is plain that the dictates of the mind are
but another name for the appetites, and therefore
vary according to the varying state of the body.
Everyone shapes his actions according to his
emotion, those who are assailed by conflicting
emotions know not what they wish; those who are
not attacked by any emotion are readily swayed
this way or that. All these considerations clearly
show that a mental decision and a bodily appetite,
or determined state, are simultaneous, or rather are
one and the same thing, which we call decision,
when it is regarded under and explained through
the attribute of thought, and a conditioned state,
when it is regarded under the attribute of extension,
and deduced from the laws of motion and rest. This
will appear yet more plainly in the sequel. For the
present | wish to call attention to another point,
namely, that we cannot act by the decision of the
mind, unless we have a remembrance of having
done so. For instance, we cannot say a word
without remembering that we have done so. Again,
it is not within the free power of the mind to
remember or forget a thing at will. Therefore the
freedom of the mind must in any case be limited to
the power of uttering or not uttering something
which it remembers. But when we dream that we
speak, we believe that we speak from a free
decision of the mind, yet we do not speak, or, if we
do, it is by a spontaneous motion of the body.



Again, we dream that we are concealing
something, and we seem to act from the same
decision of the mind as that, whereby we keep
silence when awake concerning something we
know. Lastly, we dream that from the free decision
of our mind we do something, which we should not
dare to do when awake.

Now | should like to know whether there be in the
mind two sorts of decisions, one sort illusive, and
the other sort free? If our folly does not carry us so
far as this, we must necessarily admit, that the
decision of the mind, which is believed to be free, is
not distinguishable from the imagination or memory,
and is nothing more than the affirmation, which an
idea, by virtue of being an idea, necessarily
involves (ll. xlix.). Wherefore these decisions of the
mind arise in the mind by the same necessity, as
the ideas of things actually existing. Therefore
those who believe, that they speak or keep silence
or act in any way from the free decision of their
mind, do but dream with their eyes open.

lll. The activities of the mind arise solely from
adequate ideas; the passive states of the mind
depend solely on inadequate ideas.

>>>>>Proof—The first element, which constitutes
the essence of the mind, is nothing else but the
idea of the actually existent body (ll. xi. and xiii.),
which (Il. xv.) is compounded of many other ideas,



whereof some are adequate and some inadequate
(1. xxix. Cor., Il. xxxviii. Cor.). Whatsoever therefore
follows from the nature of mind, and has mind for
its proximate cause, through which it must be
understood, must necessarily follow either from an
adequate or from an inadequate idea. But in so far
as the mind (lll. i.) has inadequate ideas, it is
necessarily passive: wherefore the activities of the
mind follow solely from adequate ideas, and
accordingly the mind is only passive in so far as it
has inadequate ideas. Q.E.D.

*****Note—Thus we see, that passive states are
not attributed to the mind, except in so far as it
contains something involving negation, or in so far
as it is regarded as a part of nature, which cannot
be clearly and distinctly perceived through itself
without other parts: | could thus show, that passive
states are attributed to individual things in the same
way that they are attributed to the mind, and that
they cannot otherwise be perceived, but my
purpose is solely to treat of the human mind.

IV. Nothing can be destroyed, except by a cause
external to itself.

>>>>>Proof—This proposition is self-evident, for
the definition of anything affirms the essence of that
thing, but does not negative it; in other words, it
postulates the essence of the thing, but does not
take it away. So long therefore as we regard only



the thing itself, without taking into account external
causes, we shall not be able to find in it anything
which could destroy it. Q.E.D.

V. Things are naturally contrary, that is, cannot exist
in the same object, in so far as one is capable of
destroying the other.

>>>>>Proof—If they could agree together or
co-exist in the same object, there would then be in
the said object something which could destroy it;
but this, by the foregoing proposition, is absurd,
therefore things, &c. Q.E.D.

VI. Everything, in so far as it is in itself, endeavours
to persist in its own being.

>>>>>Proof—Individual things are modes whereby
the attributes of God are expressed in a given
determinate manner (l. xxv.Cor.); that is, (l. xxxiv.),
they are things which express in a given
determinate manner the power of God, whereby
God is and acts; now no thing contains in itself
anything whereby it can be destroyed, or which can
take away its existence (lll. iv.); but contrariwise it is
opposed to all that could take away its existence
(I1. v.). Therefore, in so far as it can, and in so far
as itis in itself, it endeavours to persist in its own
being. Q.E.D.



VII. The endeavour, wherewith everything
endeavours to persist in its own being, is nothing
else but the actual essence of the thing in question.

>>>>>Proof—From the given essence of any thing
certain consequences necessarily follow (l. xxxvi.),
nor have things any power save such as
necessarily follows from their nature as determined
(I. xxix.); wherefore the power of any given thing, or
the endeavour whereby, either alone or with other
things, it acts, or endeavours to act, that is (lll. vi.),
the power or endeavour, wherewith it endeavours
to persist in its own being, is nothing else but the
given or actual essence of the thing in question.
Q.E.D.

VIIl. The endeavour, whereby a thing endeavours
to persist in its own being, involves no finite time,
but an indefinite time.

>>>>>Proof—If it involved a limited time, which
should determine the duration of the thing, it would
then follow solely from that power whereby the
thing exists, that the thing could not exist beyond
the limits of that time, but that it must be destroyed;
but this (lll. iv.) is absurd. Wherefore the endeavour
wherewith a thing exists involves no definite time;
but, contrariwise, since (lll. iv.) it will by the same
power whereby it already exists always continue to
exist, unless it be destroyed by some external
cause, this endeavour involves an indefinite time.



IX. The mind, both in so far as it has clear and
distinct ideas, and also in so far as it has confused
ideas, endeavours to persist in its being for an
indefinite period, and of this endeavour it is
conscious.

>>>>>Proof—The essence of the mind is
constituted by adequate and inadequate ideas (lll.
iii.), therefore (lll. vii.), both in so far as it possesses
the former, and in so far as it possesses the latter, it
endeavours to persist in its own being, and that for
an indefinite time (lll. viii.). Now as the mind (lI.
xxiii.) is necessarily conscious of itself through the
ideas of the modifications of the body, the mind is
therefore (lll. vii.) conscious of its own endeavour.

*****Note—This endeavour, when referred solely to
the mind, is called "will," when referred to the mind
and body in conjunction it is called "appetite"; it is,
in fact, nothing else but man's essence, from the
nature of which necessarily follow all those results
which tend to its preservation; and which man has
thus been determined to perform.

Further, between appetite and desire there is no
difference, except that the term desire is generally
applied to men, in so far as they are conscious of
their appetite, and may accordingly be thus defined:
"Desire is appetite with consciousness thereof." It is
thus plain from what has been said, that in no case
do we strive for, wish for, long for, or desire



anything, because we deem it to be good, but on
the other hand we deem a thing to be good,
because we strive for it, wish for it, long for it, or
desire it.

X. An idea, which excludes the existence of our
body, cannot be postulated in our mind, but is
contrary thereto.

>>>>>Proof—Whatsoever can destroy our body,
cannot be postulated therein (lll. v.). Therefore
neither can the idea of such a thing occur in God, in
so far as he has the idea of our body (ll. ix. Cor.);
that is (ll. xi., xiii.), the idea of that thing cannot be
postulated as in our mind, but contrariwise, since
(I1. xi., xiii.) the first element, that constitutes the
essence of the mind, is the idea of the human body
as actually existing, it follows that the first and chief
endeavour of our mind is the endeavour to affirm
the existence of our body: thus, an idea, which
negatives the existence of our body, is contrary to
our mind, &c. Q.E.D.

Xl. Whatsoever increases or diminishes, helps or
hinders the power of activity in our body, the idea
thereof increases or diminishes, helps or hinders
the power of thought in our mind.

>>>>>Proof—This proposition is evident from II. vii.
or from Il. xiv.



****Note—Thus we see, that the mind can undergo
many changes, and can pass sometimes to a state
of greater perfection, sometimes to a state of lesser
perfection. These passive states of transition
explain to us the emotions of pleasure and pain. By
"pleasure" therefore in the following propositions |
shall signify "a passive state wherein the mind
passes to a greater perfection." By "pain" | shall
signify "a passive state wherein the mind passes to
a lesser perfection." Further, the emotion of
pleasure in reference to the body and mind
together | shall call "stimulation” (titillatio) or
"merriment” (hilaritas), the emotion of pain in the
same relation | shall call "suffering" or "melancholy."
But we must bear in mind, that stimulation and
suffering are attributed to man, when one part of his
nature is more affected than the rest, merriment
and melancholy, when all parts are alike affected.
What | mean by desire | have explained in the note
to Prop. ix. of this part; beyond these three |
recognize no other primary emotion; | will show as |
proceed, that all other emotions arise from these
three. But, before | go further, | should like here to
explain at greater length Prop. x. of this part, in
order that we may clearly understand how one idea
is contrary to another. In the note to Il. xvii. we
showed that the idea, which constitutes the
essence of mind, involves the existence of body, so
long as the body itself exists. Again, it follows from
what we pointed out in the Corollary to Il. viii., that
the present existence of our mind depends solely



on the fact, that the mind involves the actual
existence of the body. Lastly, we showed (lII. xvii.,
xviii. and Note) that the power of the mind, whereby
it imagines and remembers things, also depends on
the fact, that it involves the actual existence of the
body. Whence it follows, that the present existence
of the mind and its power of imagining are
removed, as soon as the mind ceases to affirm the
present existence of the body. Now the cause, why
the mind ceases to affirm this existence of the body,
cannot be the mind itself (lll. iv.), nor again the fact
that the body ceases to exist. For (by Il. vi.) the
cause, why the mind affirms the existence of the
body, is not that the body began to exist; therefore,
for the same reason, it does not cease to affirm the
existence of the body, because the body ceases to
exist; but (Il. xvii.) this result follows from another
idea, which excludes the present existence of our
body and, consequently, of our mind, and which is
therefore contrary to the idea constituting the
essence of our mind.

Xll. The mind, as far as it can, endeavours to
conceive those things, which increase or help the
power of activity in the body.

>>>>>Proof—So long as the human body is
affected in a mode, which involves the nature of
any external body, the human mind will regard that
external body as present (ll. xvii.), and
consequently (ll. vii.), so long as the human mind



regards an external body as present, that is (II. xvii.
Note), conceives it, the human body is affected in a
mode, which involves the nature of the said
external body; thus so long as the mind conceives
things, which increase or help the power of activity
in our body, the body is affected in modes which
increase or help its power of activity (lll. Post. i.);
consequently (lll. xi.) the mind's power of thinking is
for that period increased or helped. Thus (lll. vi., ix.)
the mind, as far as it can, endeavours to imagine
such things. Q.E.D.

XIll. When the mind conceives things which
diminish or hinder the body's power of activity, it
endeavours, as far as possible, to remember things
which exclude the existence of the first-named
things.

>>>>>Proof—So long as the mind conceives
anything of the kind alluded to, the power of the
mind and body is diminished or constrained (cf. ll.
xii. Proof); nevertheless it will continue to conceive
it, until the mind conceives something else, which
excludes the present existence thereof (ll. xvii.);
that is (as | have just shown), the power of the mind
and of the body is diminished, or constrained, until
the mind conceives something else, which excludes
the existence of the former thing conceived:
therefore the mind (lll. ix.), as far as it can, will



endeavour to conceive or remember the latter.
Q.E.D.

<<<<<Corollary—Hence it follows that the mind
shrinks from conceiving those things, which
diminish or constrain the power of itself and of the
body.

***Note—From what has been said we may
clearly understand the nature of Love and Hate.
"Love" is nothing else but "pleasure accompanied
by the idea of an external cause." We further see,
that he who loves necessarily endeavours to have,
and to keep present to him, the object of his love;
while he who hates endeavours to remove and
destroy the object of his hatred. But | will treat of
these matters at more length hereafter.

XIV. If the mind has once been affected by two
emotions at the same time, it will, whenever it is
afterwards affected by one of these two, be also
affected by the other.

>>>>>Proof—If the human body has once been
affected by two bodies at once, whenever
afterwards the mind conceives one of them, it will
straightway remember the other also (Il. xviii.). But
the mind's conceptions indicate rather the emotions
of our body than the nature of external bodies (lI.
xvi. Cor. ii.); therefore, if the body, and
consequently the mind (lll. Def. iii.) has been once
affected by two emotions at the same time, it will,



whenever it is afterwards affected by one of the
two, be also affected by the other.

XV. Anything can, accidentally, be the cause of
pleasure, pain, or desire.

>>>>>Proof—Let it be granted that the mind is
simultaneously affected by two emotions, of which
one neither increases nor diminishes its power of
activity, and the other does either increase or
diminish the said power (lll. Post. i.). From the
foregoing proposition it is evident that, whenever
the mind is afterwards affected by the former,
through its true cause, which (by hypothesis)
neither increases nor diminishes its power of
action, it will be at the same time affected by the
latter, which does increase or diminish its power of
activity, that is (lll. xi. note) it will be affected with
pleasure or pain. Thus the former of the two
emotions will, not through itself, but accidentally, be
the cause of pleasure or pain. In the same way also
it can be easily shown, that a thing may be
accidentally the cause of desire. Q.E.D.

<<<<<Corollary—Simply from the fact that we have
regarded a thing with the emotion of pleasure or
pain, though that thing be not the efficient cause of
the emotion, we can either love or hate it.

>>>>>Proof—For from this fact alone it arises (lll.
xiv.), that the mind afterwards conceiving the said
thing is affected with the emotion of pleasure or



pain, that is (lll. xi. note), according as the power of
the mind and body may be increased or diminished,
&c.; and consequently (lll. xii.), according as the
mind may desire or shrink from the conception of it
(1. xiii. Cor.), in other words (lll. xiii. note),
according as it may love or hate the same. Q.E.D.

****Note—Hence we understand how it may
happen, that we love or hate a thing without any
cause for our emotion being known to us; merely,
as a phrase is, from "sympathy" or "antipathy." We
should refer to the same category those objects,
which affect us pleasurably or painfully, simply
because they resemble other objects which affect
us in the same way. This | will show in the next
Prop. | am aware that certain authors, who were
the first to introduce these terms "sympathy" and
"antipathy," wished to signify thereby some occult
qualities in things; nevertheless | think we may be
permitted to use the same terms to indicate known
or manifest qualities.

XVI. Simply from the fact that we conceive, that a
given object has some point of resemblance with
another object which is wont to affect the mind
pleasurably or painfully, although the point of
resemblance be not the efficient cause of the said
emotions, we shall still regard the first-named
object with love or hate.



>>>>>Proof—The point of resemblance was in the
object (by hypothesis), when we regarded it with
pleasure or pain, thus (lll. xiv.), when the mind is
affected by the image thereof, it will straightway be
affected by one or the other emotion, and
consequently the thing, which we perceive to have
the same point of resemblance, will be accidentally
(. xv.) a cause of pleasure or pain. Thus (by the
foregoing Corollary), although the point in which the
two objects resemble one another be not the
efficient cause of the emotion, we shall still regard
the first-named object with love or hate. Q.E.D.

XVII. If we conceive that a thing, which is wont to
affect us painfully, has any point of resemblance
with another thing which is wont to affect us with an
equally strong emotion of pleasure, we shall hate
the first-named thing, and at the same time we shall
love it.

>>>>>Proof—The given thing is (by hypothesis) in
itself a cause of pain, and (lll. xiii. note), in so far as
we imagine it with this emotion, we shall hate it:
further, inasmuch as we conceive that it has some
point of resemblance to something else, which is
wont to affect us with an equally strong emotion of
pleasure, we shall with an equally strong impulse of
pleasure love it (lll. xvi.); thus we shall both hate
and love the same thing. Q.E.D.



*****Note—This disposition of the mind, which
arises from two contrary emotions, is called
"vacillation"; it stands to the emotions in the same
relation as doubt does to the imagination (ll. xliv.
note); vacillation and doubt do not differ one from
the other, except as greater differs from less. But
we must bear in mind that | have deduced this
vacillation from causes, which give rise through
themselves to one of the emotions, and to the other
accidentally. | have done this, in order that they
might be more easily deduced from what went
before; but | do not deny that vacillation of the
disposition generally arises from an object, which is
the efficient cause of both emotions. The human
body is composed (Il. Post. i.) of a variety of
individual parts of different nature, and may
therefore (Ax. i. after Lemma iii. after Il. xiii.) be
affected in a variety of different ways by one and
the same body; and contrariwise, as one and the
same thing can be affected in many ways, it can
also in many different ways affect one and the
same part of the body. Hence we can easily
conceive, that one and the same object may be the
cause of many and conflicting emotions.

XVIII. A man is as much affected pleasurably or
painfully by the image of a thing past or future as by
the image of a thing present.



>>>>>Proof—So long as a man is affected by the
image of anything, he will regard that thing as
present, even though it be non-existent (Il. xvii. and
Cor.), he will not conceive it as past or future,
except in so far as its image is joined to the image
of time past or future (ll. xliv. note). Wherefore the
image of a thing, regarded in itself alone, is
identical, whether it be referred to time past, time
future, or time present; that is (lI. xvi. Cor.), the
disposition or emotion of the body is identical,
whether the image be of a thing past or future.
Q.E.D.

*****Note |.—I call a thing past or future, according
as we either have been or shall be affected thereby.
For instance, according as we have seen it, or are
about to see it, according as it has recreated us, or
will recreate us, according as it has harmed us, or
will harm us. For, as we thus conceive it, we affirm
its existence; that is, the body is affected by no
emotion which excludes the existence of the thing,
and therefore (ll. xvii.) the body is affected by the
image of the thing, in the same way as if the thing
were actually present. However, as it generally
happens that those, who have had many
experiences, vacillate, so long as they regard a
thing as future or past, and are usually in doubt
about its issue (ll. xliv. note); it follows that the
emotions which arise from similar images of things
are not so constant, but are generally disturbed by



the images of other things, until men become
assured of the issue.

****Note Il.—From what has just been said, we
understand what is meant by the terms Hope, Fear,
Confidence, Despair, Joy, and Disappointment.
"Hope" is nothing else but "an inconstant pleasure,
arising from the image of something future or past,
whereof we do not yet know the issue." "Fear," on
the other hand, is "an inconstant pain also arising
from the image of something concerning which we
are in doubt." If the element of doubt be removed
from these emotions, hope becomes "Confidence"
and fear becomes "Despair." In other words,
"Pleasure or Pain arising from the image of
something concerning which we have hoped or
feared." Again, "Joy" is "Pleasure arising from the
image of something past whereof we have doubted
the issue." "Disappointment” is "the Pain opposed
to Joy."

XIX. He who conceives that the object of his love is
destroyed will feel pain; if he conceives that it is
preserved he will feel pleasure.

>>>>>Proof—The mind, as far as possible,
endeavours to conceive those things which
increase or help the body's power of activity (llI.
xii.); in other words (lll. xii. note), those things
which it loves. But conception is helped by those
things which postulate the existence of a thing, and



contrariwise is hindered by those which exclude the
existence of a thing (ll. xvii.); therefore the images
of things, which postulate the existence of an object
of love, help the mind's endeavour to conceive the
object of love, in other words (lll. xi. note), affect
the mind pleasurably; contrariwise those things,
which exclude the existence of an object of love,
hinder the aforesaid mental endeavour; in other
words, affect the mind painfully. He, therefore, who
conceives that the object of his love is destroyed
will feel pain, &c. Q.E.D.

XX. He who conceives that the object of his hate is
destroyed will also feel pleasure.

>>>>>Proof—The mind (lll. xiii.) endeavours to
conceive those things, which exclude the existence
of things whereby the body's power of activity is
diminished or constrained; that is (lll. xiii. note), it
endeavours to conceive such things as exclude the
existence of what it hates; therefore the image of a
thing, which excludes the existence of what the
mind hates, helps the aforesaid mental effort, in
other words (lll. xi. note), affects the mind
pleasurably. Thus he who conceives that the object
of his hate is destroyed will feel pleasure. Q.E.D.

XXI. He who conceives, that the object of his love is
affected pleasurably or painfully, will himself be
affected pleasurably or painfully; and the one or the



other emotion will be greater or less in the lover
according as it is greater or less in the thing loved.

>>>>>Proof—The images of things (as we showed
in Ill. xix.) which postulate the existence of the
object of love, help the mind's endeavour to
conceive the said object. But pleasure postulates
the existence of something feeling pleasure, so
much the more in proportion as the emotion of
pleasure is greater; for it is (lll. xi. note) a transition
to a greater perfection; therefore the image of
pleasure in the object of love helps the mental
endeavour of the lover; that is, it affects the lover
pleasurably, and so much the more, in proportion
as this emotion may have been greater in the
object of love. This was our first point. Further, in so
far as a thing is affected with pain, it is to that
extent destroyed, the extent being in proportion to
the amount of pain (lll. xi. note); therefore (lll. xix.)
he who conceives, that the object of his love is
affected painfully, will himself be affected painfully,
in proportion as the said emotion is greater or less
in the object of love. Q.E.D.

XXII. If we conceive that anything pleasurably
affects some object of our love, we shall be affected
with love towards that thing. Contrariwise, if we
conceive that it affects an object of our love
painfully, we shall be affected with hatred towards
it.



>>>>>Proof—He, who affects pleasurably or
painfully the object of our love, affects us also
pleasurably or painfully—that is, if we conceive the
loved object as affected with the said pleasure or
pain (lll. xxi.). But this pleasure or pain is
postulated to come to us accompanied by the idea
of an external cause; therefore (lll. xiii. note), if we
conceive that anyone affects an object of our love
pleasurably or painfully, we shall be affected with
love or hatred towards him. Q.E.D.

****Note—Prop. xxi. explains to us the nature of
'Pity," which we may define as 'pain arising from
another's hurt.! What term we can use for pleasure
arising from another's gain, | know not.

We will call the 'love towards him who confers a
benefit on another,' 'Approval;' and the 'hatred
towards him who injures another," we will call
'Indignation." We must further remark, that we not
only feel pity for a thing which we have loved (as
shown in lll. xxi.), but also for a thing which we
have hitherto regarded without emotion, provided
that we deem that it resembles ourselves (as | will
show presently). Thus, we bestow approval on one
who has benefited anything resembling ourselves,
and, contrariwise, are indignant with him who has
done it an injury.

XXIII. He who conceives, that an object of his
hatred is painfully affected, will feel pleasure.



Contrariwise, if he thinks that the said object is
pleasurably affected, he will feel pain. Each of
these emotions will be greater or less, according as
its contrary is greater or less in the object of hatred.

>>>>>Proof—In so far as an object of hatred is
painfully affected, it is destroyed, to an extent
proportioned to the strength of the pain (lll. xi.
note). Therefore, he (lll. xx.) who conceives, that
some object of his hatred is painfully affected, will
feel pleasure, to an extent proportioned to the
amount of pain he conceives in the object of his
hatred. This was our first point. Again, pleasure
postulates the existence of the pleasurably affected
thing (lll. xi. note), in proportion as the pleasure is
greater or less. If anyone imagines that an object of
his hatred is pleasurably affected, this conception
(1. xiii.) will hinder his own endeavour to persist; in
other words (lll. xi. note), he who hates will be
painfully affected. Q.E.D.

*****Note—This pleasure can scarcely be felt
unalloyed, and without any mental conflict. For (as |
am about to show in Prop. xxvii.), in so far as a
man conceives that something similar to himself is
affected by pain, he will himself be affected in like
manner; and he will have the contrary emotion in
contrary circumstances. But here we are regarding
hatred only.



XXIV. If we conceive that anyone pleasurably
affects an object of our hate, we shall feel hatred
towards him also. If we conceive that he painfully
affects that said object, we shall feel love towards
him.

>>>>>Proof—This proposition is proved in the
same way as lll. xxii., which see.

*****Note—These and similar emotions of hatred
are attributable to 'envy," which, accordingly, is
nothing else but 'hatred, in so far as it is regarded
as disposing a man to rejoice in another's hurt, and
to grieve at another's advantage.'

XXV. We endeavour to affirm, concerning
ourselves, and concerning what we love, everything
that we can conceive to affect pleasurably
ourselves, or the loved object. Contrariwise, we
endeavour to negative everything, which we
conceive to affect painfully ourselves or the loved
object.

>>>>>Proof—That, which we conceive to affect an
object of our love pleasurably or painfully, affects us
also pleasurably or painfully (lll. xxi.). But the mind
(1. xii.) endeavours, as far as possible, to conceive
those things which affect us pleasurably; in other
words (Il. xvii. and Cor.), it endeavours to regard
them as present. And, contrariwise (lll. xiii.), it
endeavours to exclude the existence of such things
as affect us painfully; therefore, we endeavour to



affirm concerning ourselves, and concerning the
loved object, whatever we conceive to affect
ourselves, or the love object pleasurably. Q.E.D.

XXVI. We endeavour to affirm, concerning that
which we hate, everything which we conceive to
affect it painfully; and, contrariwise, we endeavour
to deny, concerning it, everything which we
conceive to affect it pleasurably.

>>>>>Proof—This proposition follows from IIl. xxiii.,
as the foregoing proposition followed from Ill. xxi.

****Note—Thus we see that it may readily happen,
that a man may easily think too highly of himself, or
a loved object, and, contrariwise, too meanly of a
hated object. This feeling is called 'pride," in
reference to the man who thinks too highly of
himself, and is a species of madness, wherein a
man dreams with his eyes open, thinking that he
can accomplish all things that fall within the scope
of his conception, and thereupon accounting them
real, and exulting in them, so long as he is unable
to conceive anything which excludes their
existence, and determines his own power of action.
'Pride,’ therefore, is 'pleasure springing from a man
thinking too highly of himself.' Again, the 'pleasure
which arises from a man thinking too highly of
another' is called 'over-esteem.' Whereas the
'pleasure which arises from thinking too little of a
man' is called 'disdain.’



XXVII. By the very fact that we conceive a thing,
which is like ourselves, and which we have not
regarded with any emotion, to be affected with any
emotion, we are ourselves affected with a like
emotion (affectus).

>>>>>Proof—The images of things are
modifications of the human body, whereof the ideas
represent external bodies as present to us (Il. xvii.);
in other words (ll. x.), whereof the ideas involve the
nature of our body, and, at the same time, the
nature of the external bodies as present. If,
therefore, the nature of the external body be similar
to the nature of our body, then the idea which we
form of the external body will involve a modification
of our own body similar to the modification of the
external body. Consequently, if we conceive anyone
similar to ourselves as affected by any emotion, this
conception will express a modification of our body
similar to that emotion. Thus, from the fact of
conceiving a thing like ourselves to be affected with
any emotion, we are ourselves affected with a like
emotion. If, however, we hate the said thing like
ourselves, we shall, to that extent, be affected by a
contrary, and not similar, emotion. Q.E.D.

*****Note |—This imitation of emotions, when it is
referred to pain, is called "compassion" (cf. lll. xxii.
note); when it is referred to desire, it is called
"emulation," which is nothing else but "the desire of



anything, engendered in us by the fact that we
conceive that others have the like desire."

<<<<<Corollary |—If we conceive that anyone,
whom we have hitherto regarded with no emotion,
pleasurably affects something similar to ourselves,
we shall be affected with love towards him. If, on
the other hand, we conceive that he painfully
affects the same, we shall be affected with hatred
towards him.

>>>>>Proof—This is proved from the last
proposition in the same manner as lll. xxii. is
proved from lll. xxi.

<<<<<Corollary II—We cannot hate a thing which
we pity, because its misery affects us painfully.

>>>>>Proof—If we could hate it for this reason, we
should rejoice in its pain, which is contrary to the
hypothesis.

<<<<<Corollary lll—We seek to free from misery,
as far as we can, a thing which we pity.

>>>>>Proof—That, which painfully affects the
object of our pity, affects us also with similar pain
(by the foregoing proposition); therefore, we shall
endeavour to recall everything which removes its
existence, or which destroys it (cf. lll. xiii.); in other
words (Ill. ix. note), we shall desire to destroy it, or
we shall be determined for its destruction; thus, we



shall endeavour to free from misery a thing which
we pity. Q.E.D.

*****Note I1l—This will or appetite for doing good,
which arises from pity of the thing whereon we
would confer a benefit, is called "benevolence," and
is nothing else but "desire arising from
compassion." Concerning love or hate towards him
who has done good or harm to something, which
we conceive to be like ourselves, see lll. xxii. note.

XXVIII. We endeavour to bring about whatsoever
we conceive to conduce to pleasure; but we
endeavour to remove or destroy whatsoever we
conceive to be truly repugnant thereto, or to
conduce to pain.

>>>>>Proof—We endeavour, as far as possible, to
conceive that which we imagine to conduce to
pleasure (lll. xii.); in other words (ll. xvii.) we shall
endeavour to conceive it as far as possible as
present or actually existing. But the endeavour of
the mind, or the mind's power of thought, is equal
to, and simultaneous with, the endeavour of the
body, or the body's power of action. (This is clear
from Il. vii. Cor. and Il. xi. Cor.). Therefore we make
an absolute endeavour for its existence, in other
words (which by Ill. ix., note, come to the same
thing) we desire and strive for it; this was our first
point. Again, if we conceive that something, which
we believed to be the cause of pain, that is (lll. xiii.



note), which we hate, is destroyed, we shall rejoice
(Il. xx.). We shall, therefore (by the first part of this
proof), endeavour to destroy the same, or (lll. xiii.)
to remove it from us, so that we may not regard it
as present; this was our second point. Wherefore
whatsoever conduces to pleasure, &c. Q.E.D.

XXIX. We shall also endeavour to do whatsoever
we conceive men* to regard with pleasure, and
contrariwise we shall shrink from doing that which
we conceive men to shrink from.

[*N.B. By "men" in this and the following
propositions, | mean men whom we regard without
any particular emotion.]

>>>>>Proof—From the fact of imagining, that men
love or hate anything, we shall love or hate the
same thing (lll. xxvii.). That is (lll. xiii. note), from
this mere fact we shall feel pleasure or pain at the
thing's presence. And so we shall endeavour to do
whatsoever we conceive men to love or regard with
pleasure, etc. Q.E.D.

****Note—This endeavour to do a thing or leave it
undone, solely in order to please men, we call
"ambition," especially when we so eagerly
endeavour to please the vulgar, that we do or omit
certain things to our own or another's hurt: in other
cases it is generally called "kindliness."
Furthermore | give the name of "praise" to the
"pleasure, with which we conceive the action of



another, whereby he has endeavoured to please
us"; but of "blame" to the "pain wherewith we feel
aversion to his action."

XXX. If anyone has done something which he
conceives as affecting other men pleasurably, he
will be affected by pleasure, accompanied by the
idea of himself as cause; in other words, he will
regard himself with pleasure. On the other hand, if
he has done anything which he conceives as
affecting others painfully, he will regard himself with
pain.

>>>>>Proof—He who conceives, that he affects
others with pleasure or pain, will, by that very fact,
himself be affected with pleasure or pain (lll. xxvii.),
but, as a man (ll. xix. and xxiii.) is conscious of
himself through the modifications whereby he is
determined to action, it follows that he who
conceives, that he affects others pleasurably, will
be affected with pleasure accompanied by the idea
of himself as cause; in other words, he will regard
himself with pleasure. And so "mutatis mutandis" in
the case of pain. Q.E.D.

*****Note—As love (lll. xiii.) is pleasure
accompanied by the idea of an external cause, and
hatred is pain accompanied by the idea of an
external cause; the pleasure and pain in question
will be a species of love and hatred. But, as the
terms love and hatred are used in reference to



external objects, we will employ other names for
the emotions now under discussion: pleasure
accompanied by the idea of an external cause we
will style "Honour," and the emotion contrary
thereto we will style "Shame": | mean in such cases
as where pleasure or pain arises from a man's
belief, that he is being praised or blamed: otherwise
pleasure accompanied by the idea of an external
cause is called "self-complacency," and its contrary
pain is called "repentance." Again, as it may
happen (ll. xvii. Cor.) that the pleasure, wherewith a
man conceives that he affects others, may exist
solely in his own imagination, and as (lll. xxv.)
everyone endeavours to conceive concerning
himself that which he conceives will affect him with
pleasure, it may easily come to pass that a vain
man may be proud and may imagine that he is
pleasing to all, when in reality he may be an
annoyance to all.

XXXI. If we conceive that anyone loves, desires, or
hates anything which we ourselves love, desire, or
hate, we shall thereupon regard the thing in
question with more steadfast love, &c. On the
contrary, if we think that anyone shrinks from
something that we love, we shall undergo
vacillations of soul.

>>>>>Proof—From the mere fact of conceiving that
anyone loves anything we shall ourselves love that
thing (Ill. xxvii.): but we are assumed to love it



already; there is, therefore, a new cause of love,
whereby our former emotion is fostered; hence we
shall thereupon love it more steadfastly. Again,
from the mere fact of conceiving that anyone
shrinks from anything, we shall ourselves shrink
from that thing (lll. xxvii.). If we assume that we at
the same time love it, we shall then simultaneously
love it and shrink from it; in other words, we shall
be subject to vacillation (lIl. xvii. note). Q.E.D.

<<<<<Corollary—From the foregoing, and also
from 111. xxviii. it follows that everyone endeavours,
as far as possible, to cause others to love what he
himself loves, and to hate what he himself hates: as
the poet* says: "As lover let us share every hope
and every fear: ironhearted were he who should
love what the other leaves."** [* Ovid, "Amores," Il.
xix. 4,5] [** Spinoza transposes the verses:
"Speremus pariter, pariter metuamus amantes;
Ferreus est, si quis, quod sinit alter, amat."]

*****Note—This endeavour to bring it about, that
our own likes and dislikes should meet with
universal approval, is really ambition (see IIl. xxix.
note); wherefore we see that everyone by nature
desires (appetere), that the rest of mankind should
live according to his own individual disposition:
when such a desire is equally present in all,
everyone stands in everyone else's way, and in



wishing to be loved or praised by all, all become
mutually hateful.

XXXII. If we conceive that anyone takes delight in
something, which only one person can possess, we
shall endeavour to bring it about that the man in
question shall not gain possession thereof.

>>>>>Proof—From the mere fact of our conceiving
that another person takes delight in a thing (lll.
xxvii. and Cor.) we shall ourselves love that thing
and desire to take delight therein. But we assumed
that the pleasure in question would be prevented by
another's delight in its object; we shall, therefore,
endeavour to prevent his possession thereof (llI.
xxviii.). Q.E.D.

***Note—We thus see that man's nature is
generally so constituted, that he takes pity on those
who fare ill, and envies those who fare well with an
amount of hatred proportioned to his own love for
the goods in their possession. Further, we see that
from the same property of human nature, whence it
follows that men are merciful, it follows also that
they are envious and ambitious. Lastly, if we make
appeal to Experience, we shall find that she entirely
confirms what we have said; more especially if we
turn our attention to the first years of our life. We
find that children, whose body is continually, as it
were, in equilibrium, laugh or cry simply because
they see others laughing or crying; moreover, they



desire forthwith to imitate whatever they see others
doing, and to possess themselves of whatever they
conceive as delighting others: inasmuch as the
images of things are, as we have said,
modifications of the human body, or modes wherein
the human body is affected and disposed by
external causes to act in this or that manner.

XXXIII. When we love a thing similar to ourselves
we endeavour, as far as we can, to bring about that
it should love us in return.

>>>>>Proof—That which we love we endeavouir,
as far as we can, to conceive in preference to
anything else (lll. xii.). If the thing be similar to
ourselves, we shall endeavour to affect it
pleasurably in preference to anything else (lll.
xxix.). In other words, we shall endeavour, as far as
we can, to bring it about, that the thing should be
affected with pleasure accompanied by the idea of
ourselves, that is (lll. xiii. note), that it should love
us in return. Q.E.D.

XXXIV. The greater the emotion with which we
conceive a loved object to be affected towards us,
the greater will be our complacency.

>>>>>Proof—We endeavour (lll. xxxiii.), as far as
we can, to bring about, that what we love should
love us in return: in other words, that what we love
should be affected with pleasure accompanied by
the idea of ourself as cause. Therefore, in



proportion as the loved object is more pleasurably
affected because of us, our endeavour will be
assisted. —that is (lll. xi. and note) the greater will
be our pleasure. But when we take pleasure in the
fact, that we pleasurably affect something similar to
ourselves, we regard ourselves with pleasure (lII.
xxx); therefore the greater the emotion with which
we conceive a loved object to be affected, &c.
Q.E.D.

XXXV. If anyone conceives, that an object of his
love joins itself to another with closer bonds of
friendship than he himself has attained to, he will
be affected with hatred towards the loved object
and with envy towards his rival.

>>>>>Proof—In proportion as a man thinks, that a
loved object is well affected towards him, will be the
strength of his self-approval (by the last Prop.), that
is (lll. xxx. note), of his pleasure; he will, therefore
(1. xxviii.), endeavour, as far as he can, to imagine
the loved object as most closely bound to him: this
endeavour or desire will be increased, if he thinks
that someone else has a similar desire (Ill. xxxi.).
But this endeavour or desire is assumed to be
checked by the image of the loved object in
conjunction with the image of him whom the loved
object has joined to itself; therefore (lll. xi. note) he
will for that reason be affected with pain,
accompanied by the idea of the loved object as a
cause in conjunction with the image of his rival; that



is, he will be (lll. xiii.) affected with hatred towards
the loved object and also towards his rival (lll. xv.
Cor.), which latter he will envy as enjoying the
beloved object. Q.E.D.

****Note—This hatred towards an object of love
joined with envy is called "Jealousy," which
accordingly is nothing else but a wavering of the
disposition arising from combined love and hatred,
accompanied by the idea of some rival who is
envied. Further, this hatred towards the object of
love will be greater, in proportion to the pleasure
which the jealous man had been wont to derive
from the reciprocated love of the said object; and
also in proportion to the feelings he had previously
entertained towards his rival. If he had hated him,
he will forthwith hate the object of his love, because
he conceives it is pleasurably affected by one
whom he himself hates: and also because he is
compelled to associate the image of his loved one
with the image of him whom he hates. This
condition generally comes into play in the case of
love for a woman: for he who thinks, that a woman
whom he loves prostitutes herself to another, will
feel pain, not only because his own desire is
restrained, but also because, being compelled to
associate the image of her he loves with the parts
of shame and the excreta of another, he therefore
shrinks from her.



We must add, that a jealous man is not greeted by
his beloved with the same joyful countenance as
before, and this also gives him pain as a lover, as |
will now show.

XXXVI. He who remembers a thing, in which he
has once taken delight, desires to possess it under
the same circumstances as when he first took
delight therein.

>>>>>Proof—Everything, which a man has seen in
conjunction with the object of his love, will be to him
accidentally a cause of pleasure (lll. xv.); he will,
therefore, desire to possess it, in conjunction with
that wherein he has taken delight; in other words,
he will desire to possess the object of his love
under the same circumstances as when he first
took delight therein. Q.E.D.

<<<<<Corollary—A lover will, therefore, feel pain if
one of the aforesaid attendant circumstances be
missing.

>>>>>Proof—For, in so far as he finds some
circumstance to be missing, he conceives
something which excludes its existence. As he is
assumed to be desirous for love's sake of that thing
or circumstance (by the last Prop.), he will, in so far
as he conceives it to be missing, feel pain (lll. xix.).
Q.E.D.



*****This pain, in so far as it has reference to the
absence of the object of love, is called "Regret."

XXXVII. Desire arising through pain or pleasure,
hatred or love, is greater in proportion as the
emotion is greater.

>>>>>Proof—Pain diminishes or constrains a
man's power of activity (lll. xi. note), in other words
(1. vii.), diminishes or constrains the effort,
wherewith he endeavours to persist in his own
being; therefore (lll. v.) it is contrary to the said
endeavour: thus all the endeavours of a man
affected by pain are directed to removing that pain.
But (by the definition of pain), in proportion as the
pain is greater, so also is it necessarily opposed to
a greater part of man's power of activity; therefore
the greater the pain, the greater the power of
activity employed to remove it; that is, the greater
will be the desire or appetite in endeavouring to
remove it. Again, since pleasure (lll. xi. note)
increases or aids a man's power of activity, it may
easily be shown in like manner, that a man affected
by pleasure has no desire further than to preserve
it, and his desire will be in proportion to the
magnitude of the pleasure.

Lastly, since hatred and love are themselves
emotions of pain and pleasure, it follows in like
manner that the endeavour, appetite, or desire,



which arises through hatred or love, will be greater
in proportion to the hatred or love. Q.E.D.

XXXVIII. If a man has begun to hate an object of
his love, so that love is thoroughly destroyed, he
will, causes being equal, regard it with more hatred
than if he had never loved it, and his hatred will be
in proportion to the strength of his former love.

>>>>>Proof—If a man begins to hate that which he
had loved, more of his appetites are put under
restraint than if he had never loved it. For love is a
pleasure (lll. xiii. note) which a man endeavours as
far as he can to render permanent (lll. xxviii.); he
does so by regarding the object of his love as
present, and by affecting it as far as he can
pleasurably; this endeavour is greater in proportion
as the love is greater, and so also is the endeavour
to bring about that the beloved should return his
affection (lll. xxxiii.). Now these endeavours are
constrained by hatred towards the object of love
(1. xiii. Cor. and Ill. xxiii.); wherefore the love (lll.
xi. note) will for this cause also be affected with
pain, the more so in proportion as his love has
been greater; that is, in addition to the pain caused
by hatred, there is a pain caused by the fact that he
has loved the object; wherefore the lover will regard
the beloved with greater pain, or in other words, will
hate it more than if he had never loved it, and with



the more intensity in proportion as his former love
was greater. Q.E.D.

XXXIX. He who hates anyone will endeavour to do
him an injury, unless he fears that a greater injury
will thereby accrue to himself; on the other hand, he
who loves anyone will, by the same law, seek to
benefit him.

>>>>>Proof—To hate a man is (lll. xiii. note) to
conceive him as a cause of pain; therefore he who
hates a man will endeavour to remove or destroy
him. But if anything more painful, or, in other words,
a greater evil, should accrue to the hater thereby
—and if the hater thinks he can avoid such evil by
not carrying out the injury, which he planned
against the object of his hatred —he will desire to
abstain from inflicting that injury (lll. xxviii.), and the
strength of his endeavour (lll. xxxvii.) will be greater
than his former endeavour to do injury, and will
therefore prevail over it, as we asserted. The
second part of this proof proceeds in the same
manner. Wherefore he who hates another, etc.
Q.E.D.

***Note—ByY "good" | here mean every kind of
pleasure, and all that conduces thereto, especially
that which satisfies our longings, whatsoever they
may be. By "evil," | mean every kind of pain,
especially that which frustrates our longings. For |
have shown (lll. ix. note) that we in no case desire



a thing because we deem it good, but, contrariwise,
we deem a thing good because we desire it:
consequently we deem evil that which we shrink
from; everyone, therefore, according to his
particular emotions, judges or estimates what is
good, what is bad, what is better, what is worse,
lastly, what is best, and what is worst. Thus a miser
thinks that abundance of money is the best, and
want of money the worst; an ambitious man desires
nothing so much as glory, and fears nothing so
much as shame. To an envious man nothing is
more delightful than another's misfortune, and
nothing more painful than another's success. So
every man, according to his emotions, judges a
thing to be good or bad, useful or useless. The
emotion, which induces a man to turn from that
which he wishes, or to wish for that which he turns
from, is called "timidity," which may accordingly be
defined as "the fear whereby a man is induced to
avoid an evil which he regards as future by
encountering a lesser evil" (lll. xxviii.). But if the evil
which he fears be shame, timidity becomes
"bashfulness." Lastly, if the desire to avoid a future
evil be checked by the fear of another evil, so that
the man knows not which to choose, fear becomes
"consternation," especially if both the evils feared
be very great.



XL. He, who conceives himself to be hated by
another, and believes that he has given him no
cause for hatred, will hate that other in return.

>>>>>Proof—He who conceives another as
affected with hatred, will thereupon be affected
himself with hatred (lll. xxvii.), that is, with pain,
accompanied by the idea of an external cause. But,
by the hypothesis, he conceives no cause for this
pain except him who is his enemy; therefore, from
conceiving that he is hated by some one, he will be
affected with pain, accompanied by the idea of his
enemy; in other words, he will hate his enemy in
return. Q.E.D.

*****Note—He who thinks that he has given just
cause for hatred will (Ill. xxx. and note) be affected
with shame; but this case (lll. xxv.) rarely happens.
This reciprocation of hatred may also arise from the
hatred, which follows an endeavour to injure the
object of our hate (lll. xxxix.). He therefore who
conceives that he is hated by another will conceive
his enemy as the cause of some evil or pain; thus
he will be affected with pain or fear, accompanied
by the idea of his enemy as cause; in other words,
he will be affected with hatred towards his enemy,
as | said above.

<<<<<Corollary I—He who conceives, that one
whom he loves hates him, will be a prey to
conflicting hatred and love. For, in so far as he



conceives that he is an object of hatred, he is
determined to hate his enemy in return. But, by the
hypothesis, he nevertheless loves him: wherefore
he will be a prey to conflicting hatred and love.

<<<<<Corollary Il—If a man conceives that one,
whom he has hitherto regarded without emotion,
has done him any injury from motives of hatred, he
will forthwith seek to repay the injury in kind.

>>>>>Proof—He who conceives, that another
hates him, will (by the last proposition) hate his
enemy in return, and (Ill. xxvi.) will endeavour to
recall everything which can affect him painfully; he
will moreover endeavour to do him an injury (lll.
xxxix.). Now the first thing of this sort which he
conceives is the injury done to himself; he will,
therefore, forthwith endeavour to repay it in kind.
Q.E.D.

*****Note—The endeavour to injure one whom we
hate is called "Anger;" the endeavour to repay in
kind injury done to ourselves is called "Revenge."

XLI. If anyone conceives that he is loved by
another, and believes that he has given no cause
for such love, he will love that other in return. (Cf.
XIII. xv. Cor., and lll. xvi.)



>>>>>Proof—This proposition is proved in the
same way as the preceding one. See also the note
appended thereto.

*****Note—If he believes that he has given just
cause for the love, he will take pride therein (lII.
xxX. and note); this is what most often happens (lll.
xxv.), and we said that its contrary took place
whenever a man conceives himself to be hated by
another. (See note to preceding proposition.) This
reciprocal love, and consequently the desire of
benefiting him who loves us (lll. xxxix.), and who
endeavours to benefit us, is called "gratitude" or
"thankfulness." It thus appears that men are much
more prone to take vengeance than to return
benefits.

<<<<<Corollary—He who imagines that he is loved
by one whom he hates, will be a prey to conflicting
hatred and love. This is proved in the same way as
the first corollary of the preceding proposition.

*****Note—If hatred be the prevailing emotion, he
will endeavour to injure him who loves him; this
emotion is called cruelty, especially if the victim be
believed to have given no ordinary cause for
hatred.

XLII. He who has conferred a benefit on anyone
from motives of love or honour will feel pain, if he
sees that the benefit is received without gratitude.



>>>>>Proof—When a man loves something similar
to himself, he endeavours, as far as he can, to
bring it about that he should be loved thereby in
return (Ill. xxxiii.). Therefore he who has conferred
a benefit confers it in obedience to the desire,
which he feels of being loved in return; that is (llI.
xxxiv.) from the hope of honour or (lll. xxx. note)
pleasure; hence he will endeavour, as far as he
can, to conceive this cause of honour, or to regard
it as actually existing. But, by the hypothesis, he
conceives something else, which excludes the
existence of the said cause of honour: wherefore
he will thereat feel pain (lll. xix.). Q.E.D.

XLIII. Hatred is increased by being reciprocated,
and can on the other hand be destroyed by love.

>>>>>Proof—He who conceives, that an object of
his hatred hates him in return, will thereupon feel a
new hatred, while the former hatred (by hypothesis)
still remains (lll. x1.). But if, on the other hand, he
conceives that the object of hate loves him, he will
to this extent (Ill. xxxviii.) regard himself with
pleasure, and (lll. xxix.) will endeavour to please
the cause of his emotion. In other words, he will
endeavour not to hate him (lll. xli.), and not to affect
him painfully; this endeavour (1. xxxvii.) will be
greater or less in proportion to the emotion from
which it arises. Therefore, if it be greater than that
which arises from hatred, and through which the
man endeavours to affect painfully the thing which



he hates, it will get the better of it and banish the
hatred from his mind. Q.E.D.

XLIV. Hatred which is completely vanquished by
love passes into love: and love is thereupon greater
than if hatred had not preceded it.

>>>>>Proof—The proof proceeds in the same way
as Prop. xxxviii. of this Part: for he who begins to
love a thing, which he was wont to hate or regard
with pain, from the very fact of loving feels
pleasure. To this pleasure involved in love is added
the pleasure arising from aid given to the
endeavour to remove the pain involved in hatred
(1. xxxvii.), accompanied by the idea of the former
object of hatred as cause.

****Note—Though this be so, no one will
endeavour to hate anything, or to be affected with
pain, for the sake of enjoying this greater pleasure;
that is, no one will desire that he should be injured,
in the hope of recovering from the injury, nor long to
be ill for the sake of getting well. For everyone will
always endeavour to persist in his being, and to
ward off pain as far as he can. If the contrary is
conceivable, namely, that a man should desire to
hate someone, in order that he might love him the
more thereafter, he will always desire to hate him.
For the strength of love is in proportion to the
strength of the hatred, wherefore the man would
desire, that the hatred be continually increased



more and more, and, for a similar reason, he would
desire to become more and more ill, in order that
he might take a greater pleasure in being restored
to health: in such a case he would always
endeavour to be ill, which (lll. vi.) is absurd.

XLV. If a man conceives, that anyone similar to
himself hates anything also similar to himself, which
he loves, he will hate that person.

>>>>>Proof—The beloved object feels reciprocal
hatred towards him who hates it (lll. xl.); therefore
the lover, in conceiving that anyone hates the
beloved object, conceives the beloved thing as
affected by hatred, in other words (lll. xiii.), by pain;
consequently he is himself affected by pain
accompanied by the idea of the hater of the
beloved thing as cause; that is, he will hate him
who hates anything which he himself loves (lll. xiii.
note). Q.E.D.

XLVI. If a man has been affected pleasurably or
painfully by anyone, of a class or nation different
from his own, and if the pleasure or pain has been
accompanied by the idea of the said stranger as
cause, under the general category of the class or
nation: the man will feel love or hatred, not only to
the individual stranger, but also to the whole class
or nation whereto he belongs.

>>>>>Proof—This is evident from Ill. xvi.



XLVII. Joy arising from the fact, that anything we
hate is destroyed, or suffers other injury, is never
unaccompanied by a certain pain in us.

>>>>>Proof—This is evident from IlIl. xxvii. For in
so far as we conceive a thing similar to ourselves to
be affected with pain, we ourselves feel pain.

****Note—This proposition can also be proved
from the Corollary to Il. xvii. Whenever we
remember anything, even if it does not actually
exist, we regard it only as present, and the body is
affected in the same manner; wherefore, in so far
as the remembrance of the thing is strong, a man is
determined to regard it with pain; this
determination, while the image of the thing in
question lasts, is indeed checked by the
remembrance of other things excluding the
existence of the aforesaid thing, but is not
destroyed: hence, a man only feels pleasure in so
far as the said determination is checked: for this
reason the joy arising from the injury done to what
we hate is repeated, every time we remember that
object of hatred. For, as we have said, when the
image of the thing in question, is aroused,
inasmuch as it involves the thing's existence, it
determines the man to regard the thing with the
same pain as he was wont to do, when it actually
did exist. However, since he has joined to the
image of the thing other images, which exclude its
existence, this determination to pain is forthwith



checked, and the man rejoices afresh as often as
the repetition takes place. This is the cause of
men's pleasure in recalling past evils, and delight in
narrating dangers from which they have escaped.
For when men conceive a danger, they conceive it
as still future, and are determined to fear it; this
determination is checked afresh by the idea of
freedom, which became associated with the idea of
the danger when they escaped therefrom: this
renders them secure afresh: therefore they rejoice
afresh.

XLVIII. Love or hatred towards, for instance, Peter
is destroyed, if the pleasure involved in the former,
or the pain involved in the latter emotion, be
associated with the idea of another cause: and will
be diminished in proportion as we conceive Peter
not to have been the sole cause of either emotion.

>>>>>Proof—This Prop. is evident from the mere
definition of love and hatred (lll. xiii. note). For
pleasure is called love towards Peter, and pain is
called hatred towards Peter, simply in so far as
Peter is regarded as the cause of one emotion or
the other. When this condition of causality is either
wholly or partly removed, the emotion towards
Peter also wholly or in part vanishes. Q.E.D.

XLIX. Love or hatred towards a thing, which we
conceive to be free, must, other conditions being



similar, be greater than if it were felt towards a thing
acting by necessity.

>>>>>Proof—A thing which we conceive as free
must (1. Def. vii.) be perceived through itself without
anything else. If, therefore, we conceive it as the
cause of pleasure or pain, we shall therefore (lIl.
xiii. note) love it or hate it, and shall do so with the
utmost love or hatred that can arise from the given
emotion. But if the thing which causes the emotion
be conceived as acting by necessity, we shall then
(by the same Def. vii. Part I.) conceive it not as the
sole cause, but as one of the causes of the
emotion, and therefore our love or hatred towards it
will be less. Q.E.D.

*****Note—Hence it follows, that men, thinking
themselves to be free, feel more love or hatred
towards one another than towards anything else: to
this consideration we must add the imitation of
emotions treated of in Ill. xxvii., xxxiv., xI. and xliii.

L. Anything whatever can be, accidentally, a cause
of hope or fear.

>>>>>Proof—This proposition is proved in the
same way as lll. xv., which see, together with the
note to Ill. xviii.

*****Note—Things which are accidentally the
causes of hope or fear are called good or evil
omens. Now, in so far as such omens are the



cause of hope or fear, they are (by the definitions of
hope and fear given in Ill. xviii. note) the causes
also of pleasure and pain; consequently we, to this
extent, regard them with love or hatred, and
endeavour either to invoke them as means towards
that which we hope for, or to remove them as
obstacles, or causes of that which we fear. It
follows, further, from Ill. xxv., that we are naturally
so constituted as to believe readily in that which we
hope for, and with difficulty in that which we fear;
moreover, we are apt to estimate such objects
above or below their true value. Hence there have
arisen superstitions, whereby men are everywhere
assailed. However, | do not think it worth while to
point out here the vacillations springing from hope
and fear; it follows from the definition of these
emotions, that there can be no hope without fear,
and no fear without hope, as | will duly explain in
the proper place. Further, in so far as we hope for
or fear anything, we regard it with love or hatred;
thus everyone can apply by himself to hope and
fear what we have said concerning love and hatred.

LI. Different men may be differently affected by the
same object, and the same man may be differently
affected at different times by the same object.

>>>>>Proof—The human body is affected by
external bodies in a variety of ways (ll. Post. iii.).
Two men may therefore be differently affected at
the same time, and therefore (by Ax. i. after Lemma



iii. after 11. xiii.) may be differently affected by one
and the same object. Further (by the same Post.)
the human body can be affected sometimes in one
way, sometimes in another; consequently (by the
same Axiom) it may be differently affected at
different times by one and the same object. Q.E.D.

*****Note—We thus see that it is possible, that what
one man loves another may hate, and that what
one man fears another may not fear; or, again, that
one and the same man may love what he once
hated, or may be bold where he once was timid,
and so on. Again, as everyone judges according to
his emotions what is good, what bad, what better,
and what worse (lll. xxxix. note), it follows that
men's judgments may vary no less than their
emotions*, hence when we compare some with
others, we distinguish them solely by the diversity
of their emotions, and style some intrepid, others
timid, others by some other epithet. For instance, |
shall call a man "intrepid," if he despises an evil
which | am accustomed to fear; if | further take into
consideration, that, in his desire to injure his
enemies and to benefit those whom he loves, he is
not restrained by the fear of an evil which is
sufficient to restrain me, | shall call him "daring."
Again, a man will appear "timid" to me, if he fears
an evil which | am accustomed to despise; and if |
further take into consideration that his desire is
restrained by the fear of an evil, which is not
sufficient to restrain me, | shall say that he is



"cowardly;" and in like manner will everyone pass
judgment. [*This is possible, though the human
mind is part of the divine intellect, as | have shown
in II. xiii. note.]

Lastly, from this inconstancy in the nature of human
judgment, inasmuch as a man often judges things
solely by his emotions, and inasmuch as the things
which he believes cause pleasure or pain, and
therefore endeavours to promote or prevent, are
often purely imaginary, not to speak of the
uncertainty of things alluded to in Ill. xxviii.; we may
readily conceive that a man may be at one time
affected with pleasure, and at another with pain,
accompanied by the idea of himself as cause. Thus
we can easily understand what are "Repentance”
and "Self-complacency." "Repentance" is "pain,
accompanied by the idea of one's self as cause;"
"Self-complacency" is "pleasure, accompanied by
the idea of one's self as cause," and these
emotions are most intense because men believe
themselves to be free (lll. xlix.).

LIl. An object which we have formerly seen in
conjunction with others, and which we do not
conceive to have any property that is not common
to many, will not be regarded by us for so long, as
an object which we conceive to have some property
peculiar to itself.



>>>>>Proof—As soon as we conceive an object
which we have seen in conjunction with others, we
at once remember those others (llI. xviii. and note),
and thus we pass forthwith from the contemplation
of one object to the contemplation of another
object. And this is the case with the object, which
we conceive to have no property that is not
common to many. For we thereupon assume that
we are regarding therein nothing, which we have
not before seen in conjunction with other objects.
But when we suppose that we conceive an object
something special, which we have never seen
before, we must needs say that the mind, while
regarding that object, has in itself nothing which it
can fall to regarding instead thereof; therefore it is
determined to the contemplation of that object only.
Therefore an object, &c. Q.E.D.

*****Note—This mental modification, or imagination
of a particular thing, in so far as it is alone in the
mind, is called "Wonder;" but if it be excited by an
object of fear, it is called "Consternation," because
wonder at an evil keeps a man so engrossed in the
simple contemplation thereof, that he has no power
to think of anything else whereby he might avoid
the evil. If, however, the object of wonder be a
man's prudence, industry, or anything of that sort,
inasmuch as the said man, is thereby regarded as
far surpassing ourselves, wonder is called
"Veneration;" otherwise, if a man's anger, envy, &c.,
be what we wonder at, the emotion is called



"Horror." Again, if it be the prudence, industry, or
what not, of a man we love, that we wonder at, our
love will on this account be the greater (lll. xii.), and
when joined to wonder or veneration is called
"Devotion." We may in like manner conceive
hatred, hope, confidence, and the other emotions,
as associated with wonder; and we should thus be
able to deduce more emotions than those which
have obtained names in ordinary speech. Whence
it is evident, that the names of the emotions have
been applied in accordance rather with their
ordinary manifestations than with an accurate
knowledge of their nature.

To wonder is opposed "Contempt," which generally
arises from the fact that, because we see someone
wondering at, loving, or fearing something, or
because something, at first sight, appears to be like
things, which we ourselves wonder at, love, fear,
&c., we are, in consequence (lll. xv. Cor. and lll.
xxvii.), determined to wonder at, love, or fear that
thing. But if from the presence, or more accurate
contemplation of the said thing, we are compelled
to deny concerning it all that can be the cause of
wonder, love, fear, &c., the mind then, by the
presence of the thing, remains determined to think
rather of those qualities which are not in it, than of
those which are in it; whereas, on the other hand,
the presence of the object would cause it more
particularly to regard that which is therein. As
devotion springs from wonder at a thing which we



love, so does "Derision" spring from contempt of a
thing which we hate or fear, and "Scorn" from
contempt of folly, as veneration from wonder at
prudence. Lastly, we can conceive the emotions of
love, hope, honour, &c., in association with
contempt, and can thence deduce other emotions,
which are not distinguished one from another by
any recognized name.

LIII. When the mind regards itself and its own
power of activity, it feels pleasure: and that
pleasure is greater in proportion to the distinctness
wherewith it conceives itself and its own power of
activity.

>>>>>Proof—A man does not know himself except
through the modifications of his body, and the ideas
thereof (ll. xix. and xxiii.). When, therefore, the
mind is able to contemplate itself, it is thereby
assumed to pass to a greater perfection, or (lll. xi.
note) to feel pleasure; and the pleasure will be
greater in proportion to the distinctness, wherewith
it is able to conceive itself and its own power of
activity. Q.E.D.

<<<<<Corollary—This pleasure is fostered more
and more, in proportion as a man conceives himself
to be praised by others. For the more he conceives
himself as praised by others, the more he will
imagine them to be affected with pleasure,
accompanied by the idea of himself (lll. xxix. note);



thus he is (lll. xxvii.) himself affected with greater
pleasure, accompanied by the idea of himself.
Q.E.D.

LIV. The mind endeavours to conceive only such
things as assert its power of activity.

>>>>>Proof—The endeavour or power of the mind
is the actual essence thereof (lll. vii.); but the
essence of the mind obviously only affirms that
which the mind is and can do; not that which it
neither is nor can do; therefore the mind
endeavours to conceive only such things as assert
or affirm its power of activity. Q.E.D.

LV. When the mind contemplates its own
weakness, it feels pain thereat.

>>>>>Proof—The essence of the mind only affirms
that which the mind is, or can do; in other words, it
is the mind's nature to conceive only such things as
assert its power of activity (last Prop.). Thus, when
we say that the mind contemplates its own
weakness, we are merely saying that while the
mind is attempting to conceive something which
asserts its power of activity, it is checked in its
endeavour — in other words (lll. xi. note), it feels
pain. Q.E.D.

<<<<<Corollary—This pain is more and more
fostered, if a man conceives that he is blamed by



others; this may be proved in the same way as the
corollary to 1. liii.

*****Note—This pain, accompanied by the idea of
our own weakness, is called "humility;" the
pleasure, which springs from the contemplation of
ourselves, is called "self-love" or "self-
complacency." And inasmuch as this feeling is
renewed as often as a man contemplates his own
virtues, or his own power of activity, it follows that
everyone is fond of narrating his own exploits, and
displaying the force both of his body and mind, and
also that, for this reason, men are troublesome to
one another. Again, it follows that men are naturally
envious (lll. xxiv. note, and Ill. xxxii. note), rejoicing
in the shortcomings of their equals, and feeling pain
at their virtues. For whenever a man conceives his
own actions, he is affected with pleasure (lll. liii.), in
proportion as his actions display more perfection,
and he conceives them more distinctly — that is (lI.
xl. note), in proportion as he can distinguish them
from others, and regard them as something special.
Therefore, a man will take most pleasure in
contemplating himself, when he contemplates
some quality which he denies to others. But, if that
which he affirms of himself be attributable to the
idea of man or animals in general, he will not be so
greatly pleased: he will, on the contrary, feel pain, if
he conceives that his own actions fall short when
compared with those of others. This pain (. xxviii.)
he will endeavour to remove, by putting a wrong



construction on the actions of his equals, or by, as
far as he can, embellishing his own.

It is thus apparent that men are naturally prone to
hatred and envy, which latter is fostered by their
education. For parents are accustomed to incite
their children to virtue solely by the spur of honour
and envy. But, perhaps, some will scruple to assent
to what | have said, because we not seldom admire
men's virtues, and venerate their possessors. In
order to remove such doubts, | append the
following corollary.

<<<<<Corollary—No one envies the virtue of
anyone who is not his equal.

>>>>>Proof—Envy is a species of hatred (lll. xxiv.
note) or (lll. xiii. note) pain, that is (lll. xi. note), a
modification whereby a man's power of activity, or
endeavour towards activity, is checked. But a man
does not endeavour or desire to do anything, which
cannot follow from his nature as it is given;
therefore a man will not desire any power of activity
or virtue (which is the same thing) to be attributed
to him, that is appropriate to another's nature and
foreign to his own; hence his desire cannot be
checked, nor he himself pained by the
contemplation of virtue in some one unlike himself,
consequently he cannot envy such an one. But he
can envy his equal, who is assumed to have the
same nature as himself. Q.E.D.



*****Note—When, therefore, as we said in the note
to lll. lii., we venerate a man, through wonder at his
prudence, fortitude, &c., we do so, because we
conceive those qualities to be peculiar to him, and
not as common to our nature; we, therefore, no
more envy their possessor, than we envy trees for
being tall, or lions for being courageous.

LVI. There are as many kinds of pleasure, of pain,
of desire, and of every emotion compounded of
these, such as vacillations of spirit, or derived from
these, such as love, hatred, hope, fear, &c., as
there are kinds of objects whereby we are affected.

>>>>>Proof—Pleasure and pain, and consequently
the emotions compounded thereof, or derived
therefrom, are passions, or passive states (lll. xi.
note); now we are necessarily passive (lll. i.), in so
far as we have inadequate ideas; and only in so far
as we have such ideas are we passive (lll. iii.); that
is, we are only necessarily passive (ll. xl. note), in
so far as we conceive, or (ll. xvii. and note) in so far
as we are affected by an emotion, which involves
the nature of our own body, and the nature of an
external body. Wherefore the nature of every
passive state must necessarily be so explained,
that the nature of the object whereby we are
affected be expressed. Namely, the pleasure, which
arises from, say, the object A, involves the nature of
that object A, and the pleasure, which arises from
the object B, involves the nature of the object B;



different, inasmuch as the causes whence they
arise are by nature different. So again the emotion
of pain, which arises from one object, is by nature
different from the pain arising from another object,
and, similarly, in the case of love, hatred, hope,
fear, vacillation, &c.

Thus, there are necessarily as many kinds of
pleasure, pain, love, hatred, &c., as there are kinds
of objects whereby we are affected. Now desire is
each man's essence or nature, in so far as it is
conceived as determined to a particular action by
any given modification of itself (lll. ix. note);
therefore, according as a man is affected through
external causes by this or that kind of pleasure,
pain, love, hatred, &c., in other words, according as
his nature is disposed in this or that manner, so will
his desire be of one kind or another, and the nature
of one desire must necessarily differ from the
nature of another desire, as widely as the emotions
differ, wherefrom each desire arose. Thus there are
as many kinds of desire, as there are kinds of
pleasure, pain, love, &c., consequently (by what
has been shown) there are as many kinds of
desire, as there are kinds of objects whereby we
are affected. Q.E.D.

*****Note—Among the kinds of emotions, which, by
the last proposition, must be very numerous, the
chief are "luxury," "drunkenness," "lust," "avarice,"
and "ambition," being merely species of love or



desire, displaying the nature of those emotions in a
manner varying according to the object, with which
they are concerned. For by luxury, drunkenness,
lust, avarice, ambition, &c., we simply mean the
immoderate love of feasting, drinking, venery,
riches, and fame. Furthermore, these emotions, in
so far as we distinguish them from others merely by
the objects wherewith they are concerned, have no
contraries. For "temperance," "sobriety," and
"chastity,” which we are wont to oppose to luxury,
drunkenness, and lust, are not emotions or passive
states, but indicate a power of the mind which
moderates the last-named emotions. However, |
cannot here explain the remaining kinds of
emotions (seeing that they are as numerous as the
kinds of objects), nor, if | could, would it be
necessary. It is sufficient for our purpose, namely,
to determine the strength of the emotions, and the
mind's power over them, to have a general
definition of each emotion. It is sufficient, | repeat,
to understand the general properties of the
emotions and the mind, to enable us to determine
the quality and extent of the mind's power in
moderating and checking the emotions. Thus,
though there is a great difference between various
emotions of love, hatred, or desire, for instance
between love felt towards children, and love felt
towards a wife, there is no need for us to take
cognizance of such differences, or to track out
further the nature and origin of the emotions.



LVII. Any emotion of a given individual differs from
the emotion of another individual, only in so far as
the essence of the one individual differs from the
essence of the other.

>>>>>Proof—This proposition is evident from Ax. i.
(which see after Lemma iii. Prop. xiii., Part I1.).
Nevertheless, we will prove it from the nature of the
three primary emotions.

All emotions are attributable to desire, pleasure, or
pain, as their definitions above given show. But
desire is each man's nature or essence (lll. ix.
note); therefore desire in one individual differs from
desire in another individual, only in so far as the
nature or essence of the one differs from the nature
or essence of the other. Again, pleasure and pain
are passive states or passions, whereby every
man's power or endeavour to persist in his being is
increased or diminished, helped or hindered (lll. xi.
and note). But by the endeavour to persist in its
being, in so far as it is attributable to mind and body
in conjunction, we mean appetite and desire (lll. ix.
note); therefore pleasure and pain are identical with
desire or appetite, in so far as by external causes
they are increased or diminished, helped or
hindered, in other words, they are every man's
nature; wherefore the pleasure and pain felt by one
man differ from the pleasure and pain felt by
another man, only in so far as the nature or
essence of the one man differs from the essence of



the other; consequently, any emotion of one
individual only differs, &c. Q.E.D.

****Note—Hence it follows, that the emotions of
the animals which are called irrational (for after
learning the origin of mind we cannot doubt that
brutes feel) only differ from man's emotions, to the
extent that brute nature differs from human nature.
Horse and man are alike carried away by the desire
of procreation; but the desire of the former is
equine, the desire of the latter is human. So also
the lusts and appetites of insects, fishes, and birds
must needs very according to the several natures.
Thus, although each individual lives content and
rejoices in that nature belonging to him wherein he
has his being, yet the life, wherein each is content
and rejoices, is nothing else but the idea, or soul, of
the said individual, and hence the joy of one only
differs in nature from the joy of another, to the
extent that the essence of one differs from the
essence of another. Lastly, it follows from the
foregoing proposition, that there is no small
difference between the joy which actuates, say, a
drunkard, and the joy possessed by a philosopher,
as | just mention here by the way. Thus far | have
treated of the emotions attributable to man, in so far
as he is passive. It remains to add a few words on
those attributable to him in so far as he is active.

LVIII. Besides pleasure and desire, which are
passivities or passions, there are other emotions



derived from pleasure and desire, which are
attributable to us in so far as we are active.

>>>>>Proof—When the mind conceives itself and
its power of activity, it feels pleasure (lll. liii.): now
the mind necessarily contemplates itself, when it
conceives a true or adequate idea (ll. xliii). But the
mind does conceive certain adequate ideas (ll. xI.
note ii.). Therefore it feels pleasure in so far as it is
active (lll. i.). Again, the mind, both in so far as it
has clear and distinct ideas, and in so far as it has
confused ideas, endeavours to persist in its own
being (lll. ix.); but by such an endeavour we mean
desire (by the note to the same Prop.); therefore,
desire is also attributable to us, in so far as we
understand, or (lll. i.) in so far as we are active.
Q.E.D.

LIX. Among all the emotions attributable to the
mind as active, there are none which cannot be
referred to pleasure or desire.

>>>>>Proof—All emotions can be referred to
desire, pleasure, or pain, as their definitions,
already given, show. Now by pain we mean that the
mind's power of thinking is diminished or checked
(I1. xi. and note); therefore, in so far as the mind
feels pain, its power of understanding, that is, of
activity, is diminished or checked (lll. i.); therefore,
no painful emotions can be attributed to the mind in
virtue of its being active, but only emotions of



pleasure and desire, which (by the last Prop.) are
attributable to the mind in that condition. Q.E.D.

*****Note—All actions following from emotion,
which are attributable to the mind in virtue of its
understanding, | set down to "strength of character"
("fortitudo"), which | divide into "courage"
("animositas") and "highmindedness"
("generositas"). By "courage" | mean "the desire
whereby every man strives to preserve his own
being in accordance solely with the dictates of
reason." By "highmindedness" | mean "the desire
whereby every man endeavours, solely under the
dictates of reason, to aid other men and to unite
them to himself in friendship." Those actions,
therefore, which have regard solely to the good of
the agent | set down to courage, those which aim at
the good of others | set down to highmindedness.
Thus temperance, sobriety, and presence of mind
in danger, &c., are varieties of courage; courtesy,
mercy, &c., are varieties of highmindedness.

| think | have thus explained, and displayed through
their primary causes the principal emotions and
vacillations of spirit, which arise from the
combination of the three primary emotions, to wit,
desire, pleasure, and pain. It is evident from what |
have said, that we are in many ways driven about
by external causes, and that like waves of the sea
driven by contrary winds we toss to and fro
unwitting of the issue and of our fate. But | have



said, that | have only set forth the chief conflicting
emotions, not all that might be given. For, by
proceeding in the same way as above, we can
easily show that love is united to repentance, scorn,
shame, &c. | think everyone will agree from what
has been said, that the emotions may be
compounded one with another in so many ways,
and so many variations may arise therefrom, as to
exceed all possibility of computation. However, for
my purpose, it is enough to have enumerated the
most important; to reckon up the rest which | have
omitted would be more curious than profitable. It
remains to remark concerning love, that it very
often happens that while we are enjoying a thing
which we longed for, the body, from the act of
enjoyment, acquires a new disposition, whereby it
is determined in another way, other images of
things are aroused in it, and the mind begins to
conceive and desire something fresh. For example,
when we conceive something which generally
delights us with its flavour, we desire to enjoy, that
is, to eat it. But whilst we are thus enjoying it, the
stomach is filled and the body is otherwise
disposed. If, therefore, when the body is thus
otherwise disposed, the image of the food which is
present be stimulated, and consequently the
endeavour or desire to eat it be stimulated also, the
new disposition of the body will feel repugnance to
the desire or attempt, and consequently the
presence of the food which we formerly longed for
will become odious. This revulsion of feeling is



called "satiety" or weariness. For the rest, | have
neglected the outward modifications of the body
observable in emotions, such, for instance, as
trembling, pallor, sobbing, laughter, &c., for these
are attributable to the body only, without any
reference to the mind. Lastly, the definitions of the
emotions require to be supplemented in a few
points; | will therefore repeat them, interpolating
such observations as | think should here and there
be added.

Definitions of the Emotions

I. "Desire" is the actual essence of man, in so far as
it is conceived, as determined to a particular activity
by some given modification of itself.

AMAAAEXplanation—We have said above, in the note
to Prop. ix. of this part, that desire is appetite, with
consciousness thereof; further, that appetite is the
essence of man, in so far as it is determined to act
in a way tending to promote its own persistence.
But, in the same note, | also remarked that, strictly
speaking, | recognize no distinction between
appetite and desire. For whether a man be
conscious of his appetite or not, it remains one and
the same appetite. Thus, in order to avoid the
appearance of tautology, | have refrained from
explaining desire by appetite; but | have taken care
to define it in such a manner, as to comprehend,



under one head, all those endeavours of human
nature, which we distinguish by the terms appetite,
will, desire, or impulse. | might, indeed, have said,
that desire is the essence of man, in so far as it is
conceived as determined to a particular activity; but
from such a definition (cf. Il. xxiii.) it would not
follow that the mind can be conscious of its desire
or appetite. Therefore, in order to imply the cause
of such consciousness, it was necessary to add, "in
so far as it is determined by some given
modification," &c. For, by a modification of man's
essence, we understand every disposition of the
said essence, whether such disposition be innate,
or whether it be conceived solely under the attribute
of thought, or solely under the attribute of
extension, or whether, lastly, it be referred
simultaneously to both these attributes. By the term
desire, then, | here mean all man's endeavours,
impulses, appetites, and volitions, which vary
according to each man's disposition, and are,
therefore, not seldom opposed one to another,
according as a man is drawn in different directions,
and knows not where to turn.

Il. "Pleasure" is the transition of a man from a less
to a greater perfection.

lll. "Pain" is the transition of a man from a greater
to a less perfection.



AMAAExplanation—I say transition: for pleasure is
not perfection itself. For, if man were born with the
perfection to which he passes, he would possess
the same, without the emotion of pleasure. This
appears more clearly from the consideration of the
contrary emotion, pain. No one can deny, that pain
consists in the transition to a less perfection, and
not in the less perfection itself: for a man cannot be
pained, in so far as he partakes of perfection of any
degree. Neither can we say, that pain consists in
the absence of a greater perfection. For absence is
nothing, whereas the emotion of pain is an activity;
wherefore this activity can only be the activity of
transition from a greater to a less perfection—in
other words, it is an activity whereby a man's power
of action is lessened or constrained (cf. lll. xi. note).
| pass over the definitions of merriment, stimulation,
melancholy, and grief, because these terms are
generally used in reference to the body, and are
merely kinds of pleasure or pain.

IV. "Wonder" is the conception (imaginatio) of
anything, wherein the mind comes to a stand,
because the particular concept in question has no
connection with other concepts (cf. Ill. lii. and note).

AAAExplanation—In the note to II. xviii. we
showed the reason, why the mind, from the
contemplation of one thing, straightway falls to the
contemplation of another thing, namely, because
the images of the two things are so associated and



arranged, that one follows the other. This state of
association is impossible, if the image of the thing
be new; the mind will then be at a stand in the
contemplation thereof, until it is determined by
other causes to think of something else.

Thus the conception of a new object, considered in
itself, is of the same nature as other conceptions;
hence, | do not include wonder among the
emotions, nor do | see why | should so include it,
inasmuch as this distraction of the mind arises from
no positive cause drawing away the mind from
other objects, but merely from the absence of a
cause, which should determine the mind to pass
from the contemplation of one object to the
contemplation of another.

I, therefore, recognize only three primitive or
primary emotions (as | said in the note to Ill. xi.),
namely, pleasure, pain, and desire. | have spoken
of wonder simply because it is customary to speak
of certain emotions springing from the three
primitive ones by different names, when they are
referred to the objects of our wonder. | am led by
the same motive to add a definition of contempt.

V. "Contempt" is the conception of anything which
touches the mind so little, that its presence leads
the mind to imagine those qualities which are not in
it rather than such as are in it (cf. IIl. lii. note).



The definitions of veneration and scorn | here pass
over, for

| am not aware that any emotions are named after
them.

VI. "Love" is pleasure, accompanied by the idea of
an external cause.

AMAAEXplanation—This definition explains
sufficiently clearly the essence of love; the
definition given by those authors who say that love
is "the lover's wish to unite himself to the loved
object" expresses a property, but not the essence
of love; and, as such authors have not sufficiently
discerned love's essence, they have been unable
to acquire a true conception of its properties,
accordingly their definition is on all hands admitted
to be very obscure. It must, however, be noted, that
when | say that it is a property of love, that the lover
should wish to unite himself to the beloved object, |
do not here mean by "wish" consent, or conclusion,
or a free decision of the mind (for | have shown
such, in Il. xlviii., to be fictitious); neither do | mean
a desire of being united to the loved object when it
is absent, or of continuing in its presence when it is
at hand; for love can be conceived without either of
these desires; but by "wish" | mean the
contentment, which is in the lover, on account of
the presence of the beloved object, whereby the



pleasure of the lover is strengthened, or at least
maintained.

VII. "Hatred" is pain, accompanied by the idea of an
external cause.

AMAAEYplanation—These observations are easily
grasped after what has been said in the explanation
of the preceding definition (cf. also Ill. xiii. note).

VIII. "Inclination" is pleasure, accompanied by the
idea of something which is accidentally a cause of
pleasure.

IX. "Aversion" is pain, accompanied by the idea of
something which is accidentally the cause of pain
(cf. Ill. xv. note).

X. "Devotion" is love towards one whom we admire.

AMAAExplanation—Wonder (admiratio) arises (as
we have shown, Il lii.) from the novelty of a thing.
If, therefore, it happens that the object of our
wonder is often conceived by us, we shall cease to
wonder at it; thus we see, that the emotion of
devotion readily degenerates into simple love.

XI. "Derision" is pleasure arising from our
conceiving the presence of a quality, which we
despise, in an object which we hate.



AMAAEYplanation—In so far as we despise a thing
which we hate, we deny existence thereof (lll. lii.
note), and to that extent rejoice (lll. xx.). But since
we assume that man hates that which he derides, it
follows that the pleasure in question is not without
alloy (cf. lll. xlvii. note).

XII. "Hope" is an inconstant pleasure, arising from
the idea of something past or future, whereof we to
a certain extent doubt the issue.

XIII. "Fear" is an inconstant pain arising from the
idea of something past or future, whereof we to a
certain extent doubt the issue (cf. Ill. xviii. note).

AAAExplanation—From these definitions it follows,
that there is no hope unmingled with fear, and no
fear unmingled with hope. For he, who depends on
hope and doubts concerning the issue of anything,
is assumed to conceive something, which excludes
the existence of the said thing in the future;
therefore he, to this extent, feels pain (cf. Ill. xix.);
consequently, while dependent on hope, he fears
for the issue. Contrariwise he, who fears, in other
words doubts, concerning the issue of something
which he hates, also conceives something which
excludes the existence of the thing in question; to
this extent he feels pleasure, and consequently to
this extent he hopes that it will turn out as he
desires (lll. xx.).



XIV. "Confidence" is pleasure arising from the idea
of something past or future, wherefrom all cause of
doubt has been removed.

XV. "Despair" is pain arising from the idea of
something past or future, wherefrom all cause of
doubt has been removed.

AMAAEYplanation—Thus confidence springs from
hope, and despair from fear, when all cause for
doubt as to the issue of an event has been
removed: this comes to pass, because man
conceives something past or future as present and
regards it as such, or else because he conceives
other things, which exclude the existence of the
causes of his doubt. For, although we can never be
absolutely certain of the issue of any particular
event (ll. xxxi. Cor.), it may nevertheless happen
that we feel no doubt concerning it. For we have
shown, that to feel no doubt concerning a thing is
not the same as to be quite certain of it (ll. xlix.
note). Thus it may happen that we are affected by
the same emotion of pleasure or pain concerning a
thing past or future, as concerning the conception
of a thing present; this | have already shown in Ill.
xviii., to which, with its note, | refer the reader.

XVI. "Joy" is pleasure accompanied by the idea of
something past, which has had an issue beyond
our hope.



XVII. "Disappointment" is pain accompanied by the
idea of something past, which has had an issue
contrary to our hope.

XVIII. "Pity" is pain accompanied by the idea of evil,
which has befallen someone else whom we
conceive to be like ourselves (cf. Ill. xxii. note, and
[. xxvii. note).

AMMAAEXplanation—Between pity and sympathy
(misericordia) there seems to be no difference,
unless perhaps that the former term is used in
reference to a particular action, and the latter in
reference to a disposition.

XIX. "Approval" is love towards one who has done
good to another.

XX. "Indignation" is hatred towards one who has
done evil to another.

AMAAExplanation—| am aware that these terms are
employed in senses somewhat different from those
usually assigned. But my purpose is to explain, not
the meaning of words, but the nature of things. |
therefore make use of such terms, as may convey
my meaning without any violent departure from
their ordinary signification. One statement of my
method will suffice. As for the cause of the
above-named emotions see Ill. xxvii. Cor. i., and Ill.
xxii. note.



XXI. "Partiality” is thinking too highly of anyone
because of the love we bear him.

AMAAEXplanation—Thus partiality is an effect of
love, and disparagement an effect of hatred: so that
"partiality" may also be defined as "love, in so far as
it induces a man to think too highly of a beloved
object." Contrariwise, "disparagement" may be
defined as "hatred, in so far as it induces a man to
think too meanly of a hated object." Cf. Ill. xxvi.
note.

XXIII. "Envy" is hatred, in so far as it induces a man
to be pained by another's good fortune, and to
rejoice in another's evil fortune.

AMMAAEXplanation—Envy is generally opposed to
sympathy, which, by doing some violence to the
meaning of the word, may therefore be thus
defined:

XXIV. "Sympathy" (misericordia) is love, in so far as
it induces a man to feel pleasure at another's good
fortune, and pain at another's evil fortune.

AMAMAExXplanation—Concerning envy see the notes
to Il. xxiv. and xxxii. These emotions also arise from
pleasure or pain accompanied by the idea of
something external, as cause either in itself or
accidentally. | now pass on to other emotions,



which are accompanied by the idea of something
within as a cause.

XXV. "Self-approval" is pleasure arising from a
man's contemplation of himself and his own power
of action.

XXVI. "Humility" is pain arising from a man's
contemplation of his own weakness of body or
mind.

AMAAExplanation—Self-complacency is opposed to
humility, in so far as we thereby mean pleasure
arising from a contemplation of our own power of
action; but, in so far as we mean thereby pleasure
accompanied by the idea of any action which we
believe we have performed by the free decision of
our mind, it is opposed to repentance, which we
may thus define:

XXVII. "Repentance" is pain accompanied by the
idea of some action, which we believe we have
performed by the free decision of our mind.

AMAAMEXplanation—The causes of these emotions
we have set forth in Ill. li. note, and in 1. liii., liv., Iv.
and note. Concerning the free decision of the mind
see Il. xxxv. note. This is perhaps the place to call
attention to the fact, that it is nothing wonderful that
all those actions, which are commonly called
"wrong," are followed by pain, and all those, which
are called "right," are followed by pleasure. We can



easily gather from what has been said, that this
depends in great measure on education. Parents,
by reprobating the former class of actions, and by
frequently chiding their children because of them,
and also by persuading to and praising the latter
class, have brought it about, that the former should
be associated with pain and the latter with
pleasure. This is confirmed by experience. For
custom and religion are not the same among all
men, but that which some consider sacred others
consider profane, and what some consider
honourable others consider disgraceful. According
as each man has been educated, he feels
repentance for a given action or glories therein.

XXVIII. "Pride" is thinking too highly of one's self
from self-love.

AMAAExplanation—Thus pride is different from
partiality, for the latter term is used in reference to
an external object, but pride is used of a man
thinking too highly of himself. However, as partiality
is the effect of love, so is pride the effect or property
of "self-love," which may therefore be thus defined,
"love of self or self-approval, in so far as it leads a
man to think too highly of himself." To this emotion
there is no contrary. For no one thinks too meanly
of himself because of self-hatred; | say that no one
thinks too meanly of himself, in so far as he
conceives that he is incapable of doing this or that.
For whatsoever a man imagines that he is



incapable of doing, he imagines this of necessity,
and by that notion he is so disposed, that he really
cannot do that which he conceives that he cannot
do. For, so long as he conceives that he cannot do
it, so long is he not determined to do it, and
consequently so long is it impossible for him to do
it. However, if we consider such matters as only
depend on opinion, we shall find it conceivable that
a man may think too meanly of himself; for it may
happen, that a man, sorrowfully regarding his own
weakness, should imagine that he is despised by
all men, while the rest of the world are thinking of
nothing less than of despising him. Again, a man
may think too meanly of himself, if he deny of
himself in the present something in relation to a
future time of which he is uncertain. As, for
instance, if he should say that he is unable to form
any clear conceptions, or that he can desire and do
nothing but what is wicked and base, &c. We may
also say, that a man thinks too meanly of himself,
when we see him from excessive fear of shame
refusing to do things which others, his equals,
venture. We can, therefore, set down as a contrary
to pride an emotion which | will call self-abasement,
for as from self-complacency springs pride, so from
humility springs self-abasement, which | will
accordingly thus define:

XXIX. "Self-abasement" is thinking too meanly of
one's self by reason of pain.



AMAAExplanation—We are nevertheless generally
accustomed to oppose pride to humility, but in that
case we pay more attention to the effect of either
emotion than to its nature. We are wont to call
"proud" the man who boasts too much (lll. xxx.
note), who talks of nothing but his own virtues and
other people's faults, who wishes to be first; and
lastly who goes through life with a style and pomp
suitable to those far above him in station. On the
other hand, we call "humble" the man who too often
blushes, who confesses his faults, who sets forth
other men's virtues, and who, lastly, walks with bent
head and is negligent of his attire. However, these
emotions, humility and self-abasement, are
extremely rare. For human nature, considered in
itself, strives against them as much as it can (see
[II. xiii., liv.); hence those, who are believed to be
most self-abased and humble, are generally in
reality the most ambitious and envious.

XXX. "Honour" (gloria) is pleasure accompanied by
the idea of some action of our own, which we
believe to be praised by others.

XXXI. "Shame" is pain accompanied by the idea of
some action of our own, which we believe to be
blamed by others.

AMMAAEXplanation—On this subject see the note to
lll. xxx. But we should here remark the difference
which exists between shame and modesty. Shame



is the pain following the deed whereof we are
ashamed. Modesty is the fear or dread of shame,
which restrains a man from committing a base
action. Modesty is usually opposed to
shamelessness, but the latter is not an emotion, as
| will duly show; however, the names of the
emotions (as | have remarked already) have regard
rather to their exercise than to their nature.

I have now fulfilled the task of explaining the
emotions arising from pleasure and pain. | therefore
proceed to treat of those which | refer to desire.

XXXII. "Regret" is the desire or appetite to possess
something, kept alive by the remembrance of the
said thing, and at the same time constrained by the
remembrance of other things which exclude the
existence of it.

AMAAExplanation—When we remember a thing, we
are by that very fact, as | have already said more
than once, disposed to contemplate it with the
same emotion as if it were something present; but
this disposition or endeavour, while we are awake,
is generally checked by the images of things which
exclude the existence of that which we remember.
Thus when we remember something which affected
us with a certain pleasure, we by that very fact
endeavour to regard it with the same emotion of
pleasure as though it were present, but this
endeavour is at once checked by the remembrance



of things which exclude the existence of the thing in
question. Wherefore regret is, strictly speaking, a
pain opposed to that of pleasure, which arises from
the absence of something we hate (cf. . xlvii.
note). But, as the name regret seems to refer to
desire, | set this emotion down, among the
emotions springing from desire.

XXXIII. "Emulation” is the desire of something,
engendered in us by our conception that others
have the same desire.

AMAAExplanation—He who runs away, because he
sees others running away, or he who fears,
because he sees others in fear; or again, he who,
on seeing that another man has burnt his hand,
draws towards him his own hand, and moves his
body as though his own were burnt; such an one
can be said to imitate another's emotion, but not to
emulate him; not because the causes of emulation
and imitation are different, but because it has
become customary to speak of emulation only in
him, who imitates that which we deem to be
honourable, useful, or pleasant. As to the cause of
emulation, cf. lll. xxvii. and note. The reason why
this emotion is generally coupled with envy may be
seen from lll. xxxii. and note.

XXXIV. "Thankfulness" or "Gratitude" is the desire
or zeal springing from love, whereby we endeavour



to benefit him, who with similar feelings of love has
conferred a benefit on us. Cf. lll. xxxix. note and xI.

XXXV. "Benevolence" is the desire of benefiting
one whom we pity. Cf. lll. xxvii. note.

XXXVI. "Anger" is the desire, whereby through
hatred we are induced to injure one whom we hate,
1. xxxix.

XXXVII. "Revenge" is the desire whereby we are
induced, through mutual hatred, to injure one who,
with similar feelings, has injured us. (See lll. xI. Cor.
ii. and note.)

XXXVIII. "Cruelty" or "savageness" is the desire,
whereby a man is impelled to injure one whom we
love or pity.

AMAAExplanation—To cruelty is opposed clemency,
which is not a passive state of the mind, but a
power whereby man restrains his anger and
revenge.

XXXIX. "Timidity" is the desire to avoid a greater
evil, which we dread, by undergoing a lesser evil.
Cf. lll. xxxix. note.

XL. "Daring" is the desire, whereby a man is set on
to do something dangerous which his equals fear to
attempt.



XLI. "Cowardice" is attributed to one, whose desire
is checked by the fear of some danger which his
equals dare to encounter.

AAAMEXplanation—Cowardice is, therefore, nothing
else but the fear of some evil, which most men are
wont not to fear; hence | do not reckon it among the
emotions springing from desire. Nevertheless, |
have chosen to explain it here, because, in so far
as we look to the desire, it is truly opposed to the
emotion of daring.

XLII. "Consternation" is attributed to one, whose
desire of avoiding evil is checked by amazement at
the evil which he fears.

AAAMEXplanation—Consternation is, therefore, a
species of cowardice. But, inasmuch as
consternation arises from a double fear, it may be
more conveniently defined as a fear which keeps a
man so bewildered and wavering, that he is not
able to remove the evil. | say bewildered, in so far
as we understand his desire of removing the evil to
be constrained by his amazement. | say wavering,
in so far as we understand the said desire to be
constrained by the fear of another evil, which
equally torments him: whence it comes to pass that
he knows not, which he may avert of the two. On
this subject, see lll. xxxix. note, and lll. lii. note.
Concerning cowardice and daring, see lll. li. note.



XLIII. "Courtesy," or "deference" (Humanitas seu
modestia), is the desire of acting in a way that
should please men, and refraining from that which
should displease them.

XLIV. "Ambition" is the immoderate desire of power.

AMAAAEXplanation—Ambition is the desire, whereby
all the emotions (cf. Ill. xxvii. and xxxi.) are fostered
and strengthened; therefore this emotion can with
difficulty be overcome. For, so long as a man is
bound by any desire, he is at the same time
necessarily bound by this. "The best men," says
Cicero, "are especially led by honour. Even
philosophers, when they write a book contemning
honour, sign their names thereto," and so on.

XLV. "Luxury" is excessive desire, or even love of
living sumptuously.

XLVI. "Intemperance" is the excessive desire and
love of drinking.

XLVII. "Avarice" is the excessive desire and love of
riches.

XLVIII. "Lust" is desire and love in the matter of
sexual intercourse.

AMAAExplanation—Whether this desire be
excessive or not, it is still called lust. These last five
emotions (as | have shown in lll. lvi.) have on



contraries. For deference is a species of ambition.
Cf. lll. xxix. note.

Again, | have already pointed out, that temperance,
sobriety, and chastity indicate rather a power than a
passivity of the mind. It may, nevertheless, happen,
that an avaricious, an ambitious, or a timid man
may abstain from excess in eating, drinking, or
sexual indulgence, yet avarice, ambition, and fear
are not contraries to luxury, drunkenness, and
debauchery. For an avaricious man often is glad to
gorge himself with food and drink at another man's
expense. An ambitious man will restrain himself in
nothing, so long as he thinks his indulgences are
secret; and if he lives among drunkards and
debauchees, he will, from the mere fact of being
ambitious, be more prone to those vices. Lastly, a
timid man does that which he would not. For though
an avaricious man should, for the sake of avoiding
death, cast his riches into the sea, he will none the
less remain avaricious; so, also, if a lustful man is
downcast, because he cannot follow his bent, he
does not, on the ground of abstention, cease to be
lustful. In fact, these emotions are not so much
concerned with the actual feasting, drinking, &c., as
with the appetite and love of such. Nothing,
therefore, can be opposed to these emotions, but
high-mindedness and valour, whereof | will speak
presently.



The definitions of jealousy and other waverings of
the mind | pass over in silence, first, because they
arise from the compounding of the emotions
already described; secondly, because many of
them have no distinctive names, which shows that
it is sufficient for practical purposes to have merely
a general knowledge of them. However, it is
established from the definitions of the emotions,
which we have set forth, that they all spring from
desire, pleasure, or pain, or, rather, that there is
nothing besides these three; wherefore each is
wont to be called by a variety of names in
accordance with its various relations and extrinsic
tokens. If we now direct our attention to these
primitive emotions, and to what has been said
concerning the nature of the mind, we shall be able
thus to define the emotions, in so far as they are
referred to the mind only.

General Definition of the Emotions

Emotion, which is called a passivity of the soul, is a
confused idea, whereby the mind affirms
concerning its body, or any part thereof, a force for
existence (existendi vis) greater or less than before,
and by the presence of which the mind is
determined to think of one thing rather than
another.



AAAExXplanation—I say, first, that emotion or
passion of the soul is "a confused idea." For we
have shown that the mind is only passive, in so far
as it has inadequate or confused ideas. (lll. iii.) |
say, further, "whereby the mind affirms concerning
its body or any part thereof a force for existence
greater than before." For all the ideas of bodies,
which we possess, denote rather the actual
disposition of our own body (II. xvi. Cor. ii.) than the
nature of an external body. But the idea which
constitutes the reality of an emotion must denote or
express the disposition of the body, or of some part
thereof, because its power of action or force for
existence is increased or diminished, helped or
hindered. But it must be noted that, when | say "a
greater or less force for existence than before," | do
not mean that the mind compares the present with
the past disposition of the body, but that the idea
which constitutes the reality of an emotion affirms
something of the body, which, in fact, involves more
or less of reality than before.

And inasmuch as the essence of mind consists in
the fact (ll. xi., xiii.), that it affirms the actual
existence of its own body, and inasmuch as we
understand by perfection the very essence of a
thing, it follows that the mind passes to greater or
less perfection, when it happens to affirm
concerning its own body, or any part thereof,



something involving more or less reality than
before.

When, therefore, | said above that the power of the
mind is increased or diminished, | merely meant
that the mind had formed of its own body, or of
some part thereof, an idea involving more or less of
reality, than it had already affirmed concerning its
own body. For the excellence of ideas, and the
actual power of thinking are measured by the
excellence of the object. Lastly, | have added "by
the presence of which the mind is determined to
think of one thing rather than another," so that,
besides the nature of pleasure and pain, which the
first part of the definition explains, | might also
express the nature of desire.



5 Of Friendship, by Michel
de Montaigne

Charles Cotton, Translator

Introduction

"Of Friendship" by Michel de Montaigne is a deeply
reflective essay in which the author explores the
profound nature of friendship, particularly
emphasizing its unparalleled depth and the spiritual
connection it entails. Montaigne examines
friendship as one of the most valuable human
experiences, transcending ordinary human
relationships to attain a higher, almost divine
significance. He sets friendship apart from other
connections—such as familial bonds or romantic
relationships—by emphasizing its voluntary,
unconditional essence and its foundation in mutual
respect and understanding.

At the heart of Montaigne’s essay is his tribute to
his late friend, Etienne de La Boétie. Montaigne
describes their bond as an extraordinary meeting of
souls that defied explanation or reason. Their
friendship, he suggests, was pure and
self-sustaining, requiring no external motivations
such as utility or societal expectations. This
idealized friendship, rooted in equality and shared



virtue, serves as the benchmark against which
Montaigne critiques more common relationships.
He explains that such bonds are exceedingly rare
because they rely on a harmony and love that is
both selfless and enduring.

Montaigne also contrasts the themes of true
friendship with other relationships, such as those
formed through marriage or family. He
acknowledges the importance of these bonds but
argues that they often come with expectations,
constraints, or obligations, which can inhibit the
level of freedom present in pure friendship. For
Montaigne, an ideal friendship transcends the
conditional factors that define most human
relationships and becomes an act of mutual growth.
It is a union in which both individuals are enhanced
by one another’s presence, support, and shared
ideals.

Love, as interpreted by Montaigne, plays a
significant but nuanced role in his conception of
friendship. While romantic love can be powerful and
equally passionate, he critiques its fleeting and
potentially volatile nature. Friendship, by contrast,
is presented as being more stable, rational, and
enduring. It exists beyond mere physical attraction
or material advantage, making it a more profound
and spiritual connection. Montaigne’s description of
friendship bears a philosophical depth that aligns
with classical ideals from thinkers like Aristotle, who



also valued friendships based on virtue and mutual
betterment.

By examining the intimacy, freedom, and
trustworthiness of a true friendship, Montaigne
provides readers with a blueprint for an ideal
human connection. He repeatedly stresses that the
rarest and most valuable friendships are those in
which individuals seek no gain or advantage other
than the pure joy of being in each other’s company.
This altruistic view sets friendship as an aspiration
for the human spirit, reflecting the higher
philosophical traditions of his time.

Ultimately, "Of Friendship" remains a significant
exploration of love and friendship, emphasizing the
irreplaceable and elevated nature of such bonds.
Through Montaigne’s reflections, readers are
encouraged to value relationships based on
equality, honesty, and an unselfish appreciation of
one another.

Text

Having considered the proceedings of a painter that
serves me, | had a mind to imitate his way. He
chooses the fairest place and middle of any wall, or
panel, wherein to draw a picture, which he finishes
with his utmost care and art, and the vacuity about
it he fills with grotesques, which are odd fantastic
figures without any grace but what they derive from



their variety, and the extravagance of their shapes.
And in truth, what are these things | scribble, other
than grotesques and monstrous bodies, made of
various parts, without any certain figure, or any
other than accidental order, coherence, or
proportion?

“Desinit in piscem mulier formosa
superne.”

[“A fair woman in her upper form terminates
in a fish.”
—Horace, De Arte Poetica, v. 4.]

In this second part | go hand in hand with my
painter; but fall very short of him in the first and the
better, my power of handling not being such, that |
dare to offer at a rich piece, finely polished, and set
off according to art. | have therefore thought fit to
borrow one of Estienne de la Boetie, and such a
one as shall honour and adorn all the rest of my
work—namely, a discourse that he called ‘Voluntary
Servitude’; but, since, those who did not know him
have properly enough called it “Le contr Un.” He
wrote in his youth,—[“Not being as yet eighteen
years old."—Edition of 1588.] by way of essay, in
honour of liberty against tyrants; and it has since
run through the hands of men of great learning and
judgment, not without singular and merited
commendation; for it is finely written, and as full as



anything can possibly be. And yet one may
confidently say it is far short of what he was able to
do; and if in that more mature age, wherein | had
the happiness to know him, he had taken a design
like this of mine, to commit his thoughts to writing,
we should have seen a great many rare things, and
such as would have gone very near to have rivalled
the best writings of antiquity: for in natural parts
especially, | know no man comparable to him. But
he has left nothing behind him, save this treatise
only (and that too by chance, for | believe he never
saw it after it first went out of his hands), and some
observations upon that edict of January—[1562,
which granted to the Huguenots the public exercise
of their religion.]—made famous by our civil-wars,
which also shall elsewhere, peradventure, find a
place. These were all | could recover of his
remains, | to whom with so affectionate a
remembrance, upon his death-bed, he by his last
will bequeathed his library and papers, the little
book of his works only excepted, which | committed
to the press. And this particular obligation | have to
this treatise of his, that it was the occasion of my
first coming acquainted with him; for it was showed
to me long before | had the good fortune to know
him; and the first knowledge of his name, proving
the first cause and foundation of a friendship, which
we afterwards improved and maintained, so long as
God was pleased to continue us together, so
perfect, inviolate, and entire, that certainly the like
is hardly to be found in story, and amongst the men



of this age, there is no sign nor trace of any such
thing in use; so much concurrence is required to
the building of such a one, that ‘tis much, if fortune
bring it but once to pass in three ages.

There is nothing to which nature seems so much to
have inclined us, as to society; and Aristotle , says
that the good legislators had more respect to
friendship than to justice. Now the most supreme
point of its perfection is this: for, generally, all those
that pleasure, profit, public or private interest create
and nourish, are so much the less beautiful and
generous, and so much the less friendships, by
how much they mix another cause, and design, and
fruit in friendship, than itself. Neither do the four
ancient kinds, natural, social, hospitable, venereal,
either separately or jointly, make up a true and
perfect friendship.

That of children to parents is rather respect:
friendship is nourished by communication, which
cannot by reason of the great disparity, be betwixt
these, but would rather perhaps offend the duties of
nature; for neither are all the secret thoughts of
fathers fit to be communicated to children, lest it
beget an indecent familiarity betwixt them; nor can
the advices and reproofs, which is one of the
principal offices of friendship, be properly
performed by the son to the father. There are some
countries where ‘twas the custom for children to Kill
their fathers; and others, where the fathers killed



their children, to avoid their being an impediment
one to another in life; and naturally the expectations
of the one depend upon the ruin of the other. There
have been great philosophers who have made
nothing of this tie of nature, as Aristippus for one,
who being pressed home about the affection he
owed to his children, as being come out of him,
presently fell to spit, saying, that this also came out
of him, and that we also breed worms and lice; and
that other, that Plutarch endeavoured to reconcile
to his brother: “I make never the more account of
him,” said he, “for coming out of the same hole.”
This name of brother does indeed carry with it a
fine and delectable sound, and for that reason, he
and | called one another brothers but the
complication of interests, the division of estates,
and that the wealth of the one should be the
property of the other, strangely relax and weaken
the fraternal tie: brothers pursuing their fortune and
advancement by the same path, ‘tis hardly possible
but they must of necessity often jostle and hinder
one another. Besides, why is it necessary that the
correspondence of manners, parts, and
inclinations, which begets the true and perfect
friendships, should always meet in these relations?
The father and the son may be of quite contrary
humours, and so of brothers: he is my son, he is
my brother; but he is passionate, ill-natured, or a
fool. And moreover, by how much these are
friendships that the law and natural obligation
impose upon us, so much less is there of our own



choice and voluntary freedom; whereas that
voluntary liberty of ours has no production more
promptly and; properly its own than affection and
friendship. Not that | have not in my own person
experimented all that can possibly be expected of
that kind, having had the best and most indulgent
father, even to his extreme old age, that ever was,
and who was himself descended from a family for
many generations famous and exemplary for
brotherly concord:

“Et ipse
Notus in fratres animi paterni.”

[“And | myself, known for paternal love toward
my brothers.”
—Horace, Ode, ii. 2, 6.]

We are not here to bring the love we bear to
women, though it be an act of our own choice, into
comparison, nor rank it with the others. The fire of
this, | confess,

“Neque enim est dea nescia nostri
Qux dulcem curis miscet amaritiem,”

[“Nor is the goddess unknown to me who mixes
a sweet bitterness
with my love.”—-Catullus, Ixviii. 17.]



is more active, more eager, and more sharp: but
withal, ‘tis more precipitant, fickle, moving, and
inconstant; a fever subject to intermissions and
paroxysms, that has seized but on one part of us.
Whereas in friendship, ‘tis a general and universal
fire, but temperate and equal, a constant
established heat, all gentle and smooth, without
poignancy or roughness. Moreover, in love, ‘tis no
other than frantic desire for that which flies from us:

“Come segue la lepre il cacciatore
Al freddo, al caldo, alla montagna, al lito;
Ne piu I'estima poi the presa vede;
E sol dietro a chi fugge affretta il piede”

[‘As the hunter pursues the hare, in cold and
heat, to the mountain,

to the shore, nor cares for it farther when he
sees it taken, and

only delights in chasing that which flees from
him.”—Aristo, x. 7.]

so soon as it enters unto the terms of friendship,
that is to say, into a concurrence of desires, it
vanishes and is gone, fruition destroys it, as having
only a fleshly end, and such a one as is subject to
satiety. Friendship, on the contrary, is enjoyed
proportionably as it is desired; and only grows up,
is nourished and improved by enjoyment, as being



of itself spiritual, and the soul growing still more
refined by practice. Under this perfect friendship,
the other fleeting affections have in my younger
years found some place in me, to say nothing of
him, who himself so confesses but too much in his
verses; so that | had both these passions, but
always so, that | could myself well enough
distinguish them, and never in any degree of
comparison with one another; the first maintaining
its flight in so lofty and so brave a place, as with
disdain to look down, and see the other flying at a
far humbler pitch below.

As concerning marriage, besides that it is a
covenant, the entrance into which only is free, but
the continuance in it forced and compulsory, having
another dependence than that of our own free will,
and a bargain commonly contracted to other ends,
there almost always happens a thousand intricacies
in it to unravel, enough to break the thread and to
divert the current of a lively affection: whereas
friendship has no manner of business or traffic with
aught but itself. Moreover, to say truth, the ordinary
talent of women is not such as is sufficient to
maintain the conference and communication
required to the support of this sacred tie; nor do
they appear to be endued with constancy of mind,
to sustain the pinch of so hard and durable a knot.
And doubtless, if without this, there could be such a
free and voluntary familiarity contracted, where not
only the souls might have this entire fruition, but the



bodies also might share in the alliance, and a man
be engaged throughout, the friendship would
certainly be more full and perfect; but it is without
example that this sex has ever yet arrived at such
perfection; and, by the common consent of the
ancient schools, it is wholly rejected from it.

That other Grecian licence is justly abhorred by our
manners, which also, from having, according to
their practice, a so necessary disparity of age and
difference of offices betwixt the lovers, answered no
more to the perfect union and harmony that we
here require than the other:

“Quis est enim iste amor amicitiae? cur neque
deformem
adolescentem quisquam amat, neque
formosum senem?”

[“For what is that friendly love? why does no one
love a deformed

youth or a comely old man?”—Cicero, Tusc.
Quaes., iv. 33.]

Neither will that very picture that the Academy
presents of it, as | conceive, contradict me, when |
say, that this first fury inspired by the son of Venus
into the heart of the lover, upon sight of the flower
and prime of a springing and blossoming youth, to
which they allow all the insolent and passionate



efforts that an immoderate ardour can produce,
was simply founded upon external beauty, the false
image of corporal generation; for it could not
ground this love upon the soul, the sight of which
as yet lay concealed, was but now springing, and
not of maturity to blossom; that this fury, if it seized
upon a low spirit, the means by which it preferred
its suit were rich presents, favour in advancement
to dignities, and such trumpery, which they by no
means approve; if on a more generous soul, the
pursuit was suitably generous, by philosophical
instructions, precepts to revere religion, to obey the
laws, to die for the good of one’s country; by
examples of valour, prudence, and justice, the lover
studying to render himself acceptable by the grace
and beauty of the soul, that of his body being long
since faded and decayed, hoping by this mental
society to establish a more firm and lasting
contract. When this courtship came to effect in due
season (for that which they do not require in the
lover, namely, leisure and discretion in his pursuit,
they strictly require in the person loved, forasmuch
as he is to judge of an internal beauty, of difficult
knowledge and abstruse discovery), then there
sprung in the person loved the desire of a spiritual
conception; by the mediation of a spiritual beauty.
This was the principal; the corporeal, an accidental
and secondary matter; quite the contrary as to the
lover. For this reason they prefer the person
beloved, maintaining that the gods in like manner
preferred him too, and very much blame the poet



AEschylus for having, in the loves of Achilles and
Patroclus, given the lover’s part to Achilles, who
was in the first and beardless flower of his
adolescence, and the handsomest of all the
Greeks. After this general community, the
sovereign, and most worthy part presiding and
governing, and performing its proper offices, they
say, that thence great utility was derived, both by
private and public concerns; that it constituted the
force and power of the countries where it prevailed,
and the chiefest security of liberty and justice. Of
which the healthy loves of Harmodius and
Aristogiton are instances. And therefore it is that
they called it sacred and divine, and conceive that
nothing but the violence of tyrants and the
baseness of the common people are inimical to it.
Finally, all that can be said in favour of the
Academy is, that it was a love which ended in
friendship, which well enough agrees with the
Stoical definition of love:

“Amorem conatum esse amicitiae
faciendae
ex pulchritudinis specie.”

[“Love is a desire of contracting friendship
arising from the beauty
of the object.”—Cicero, Tusc. Quaes., vi. 34.]



| return to my own more just and true description:

“Omnino amicitiae, corroboratis jam
confirmatisque,
et ingeniis, et aetatibus, judicandae sunt.”

[“Those are only to be reputed friendships that
are fortified and

confirmed by judgement and the length of time.”

—Cicero, De Amicit., c. 20.]

For the rest, what we commonly call friends and
friendships, are nothing but acquaintance and
familiarities, either occasionally contracted, or upon
some design, by means of which there happens
some little intercourse betwixt our souls. But in the
friendship | speak of, they mix and work themselves
into one piece, with so universal a mixture, that
there is no more sign of the seam by which they
were first conjoined. If a man should importune me
to give a reason why | loved him, | find it could no
otherwise be expressed, than by making answer:
because it was he, because it was |. There is,
beyond all that | am able to say, | know not what
inexplicable and fated power that brought on this
union. We sought one another long before we met,
and by the characters we heard of one another,
which wrought upon our affections more than, in
reason, mere reports should do; | think ‘twas by



some secret appointment of heaven. We embraced
in our names; and at our first meeting, which was
accidentally at a great city entertainment, we found
ourselves so mutually taken with one another, so
acquainted, and so endeared betwixt ourselves,
that from thenceforward nothing was so near to us
as one another. He wrote an excellent Latin satire,
since printed, wherein he excuses the precipitation
of our intelligence, so suddenly come to perfection,
saying, that destined to have so short a
continuance, as begun so late (for we were both
full-grown men, and he some years the older),
there was no time to lose, nor were we tied to
conform to the example of those slow and regular
friendships, that require so many precautions of
long preliminary conversation: This has no other
idea than that of itself, and can only refer to itself:
this is no one special consideration, nor two, nor
three, nor four, nor a thousand; ‘tis | know not what
quintessence of all this mixture, which, seizing my
whole will, carried it to plunge and lose itself in his,
and that having seized his whole will, brought it
back with equal concurrence and appetite to plunge
and lose itself in mine. | may truly say lose,
reserving nothing to ourselves that was either his or
mine.—[All this relates to Estienne de la Boetie.]

When Laelius,—[Cicero, De Amicit., c. Il.]—in the
presence of the Roman consuls, who after thay had
sentenced Tiberius Gracchus, prosecuted all those
who had had any familiarity with him also; came to



ask Caius Blosius, who was his chiefest friend, how
much he would have done for him, and that he
made answer: “All things.”—“How! All things!” said
Laelius. “And what if he had commanded you to fire
our temples?”—“He would never have commanded
me that,” replied Blosius.—“But what if he had?”
said Laelius.—“l would have obeyed him,” said the
other. If he was so perfect a friend to Gracchus as
the histories report him to have been, there was yet
no necessity of offending the consuls by such a
bold confession, though he might still have retained
the assurance he had of Gracchus’ disposition.
However, those who accuse this answer as
seditious, do not well understand the mystery; nor
presuppose, as it was true, that he had Gracchus’
will in his sleeve, both by the power of a friend, and
the perfect knowledge he had of the man: they
were more friends than citizens, more friends to
one another than either enemies or friends to their
country, or than friends to ambition and innovation;
having absolutely given up themselves to one
another, either held absolutely the reins of the
other’s inclination; and suppose all this guided by
virtue, and all this by the conduct of reason, which
also without these it had not been possible to do,
Blosius’ answer was such as it ought to be. If any of
their actions flew out of the handle, they were
neither (according to my measure of friendship)
friends to one another, nor to themselves. As to the
rest, this answer carries no worse sound, than mine
would do to one that should ask me: “If your will



should command you to kill your daughter, would
you do it?” and that | should make answer, that |
would; for this expresses no consent to such an
act, forasmuch as | do not in the least suspect my
own will, and as little that of such a friend. ‘Tis not
in the power of all the eloquence in the world, to
dispossess me of the certainty | have of the
intentions and resolutions of my friend; nay, no one
action of his, what face soever it might bear, could
be presented to me, of which | could not presently,
and at first sight, find out the moving cause. Our
souls had drawn so unanimously together, they had
considered each other with so ardent an affection,
and with the like affection laid open the very bottom
of our hearts to one another’s view, that | not only
knew his as well as my own; but should certainly in
any concern of mine have trusted my interest much
more willingly with him, than with myself.

Let no one, therefore, rank other common
friendships with such a one as this. | have had as
much experience of these as another, and of the
most perfect of their kind: but | do not advise that
any should confound the rules of the one and the
other, for they would find themselves much
deceived. In those other ordinary friendships, you
are to walk with bridle in your hand, with prudence
and circumspection, for in them the knot is not so
sure that a man may not half suspect it will slip.
“Love him,” said Chilo,—[Aulus Gellius, i. 3.]—"so
as if you were one day to hate him; and hate him so



as you were one day to love him.” This precept,
though abominable in the sovereign and perfect
friendship | speak of, is nevertheless very sound as
to the practice of the ordinary and customary ones,
and to which the saying that Aristotle had so
frequent in his mouth, “O my friends, there is no
friend,” may very fitly be applied. In this noble
commerce, good offices, presents, and benefits, by
which other friendships are supported and
maintained, do not deserve so much as to be
mentioned; and the reason is the concurrence of
our wills; for, as the kindness | have for myself
receives no increase, for anything | relieve myself
withal in time of need (whatever the Stoics say),
and as | do not find myself obliged to myself for any
service | do myself: so the union of such friends,
being truly perfect, deprives them of all idea of such
duties, and makes them loathe and banish from
their conversation these words of division and
distinction, benefits, obligation, acknowledgment,
entreaty, thanks, and the like. All things, wills,
thoughts, opinions, goods, wives, children,
honours, and lives, being in effect common betwixt
them, and that absolute concurrence of affections
being no other than one soul in two bodies
(according to that very proper definition of
Aristotle), they can neither lend nor give anything to
one another. This is the reason why the lawgivers,
to honour marriage with some resemblance of this
divine alliance, interdict all gifts betwixt man and
wife; inferring by that, that all should belong to each



of them, and that they have nothing to divide or to
give to each other.

If, in the friendship of which | speak, one could give
to the other, the receiver of the benefit would be the
man that obliged his friend; for each of them
contending and above all things studying how to be
useful to the other, he that administers the occasion
is the liberal man, in giving his friend the
satisfaction of doing that towards him which above
all things he most desires. When the philosopher
Diogenes wanted money, he used to say, that he
redemanded it of his friends, not that he demanded
it. And to let you see the practical working of this, |
will here produce an ancient and singular example.
Eudamidas, a Corinthian, had two friends,
Charixenus a Sicyonian and Areteus a Corinthian;
this man coming to die, being poor, and his two
friends rich, he made his will after this manner. I
bequeath to Areteus the maintenance of my
mother, to support and provide for her in her old
age; and to Charixenus | bequeath the care of
marrying my daughter, and to give her as good a
portion as he is able; and in case one of these
chance to die, | hereby substitute the survivor in his
place.” They who first saw this will made
themselves very merry at the contents: but the
legatees, being made acquainted with it, accepted
it with very great content; and one of them,
Charixenus, dying within five days after, and by that
means the charge of both duties devolving solely



on him, Areteus nurtured the old woman with very
great care and tenderness, and of five talents he
had in estate, he gave two and a half in marriage
with an only daughter he had of his own, and two
and a half in marriage with the daughter of
Eudamidas, and on one and the same day
solemnised both their nuptials.

This example is very full, if one thing were not to be
objected, namely the multitude of friends for the
perfect friendship | speak of is indivisible; each one
gives himself so entirely to his friend, that he has
nothing left to distribute to others: on the contrary,
is sorry that he is not double, treble, or quadruple,
and that he has not many souls and many wills, to
confer them all upon this one object. Common
friendships will admit of division; one may love the
beauty of this person, the good-humour of that, the
liberality of a third, the paternal affection of a fourth,
the fraternal love of a fifth, and so of the rest: but
this friendship that possesses the whole soul, and
there rules and sways with an absolute sovereignty,
cannot possibly admit of a rival. If two at the same
time should call to you for succour, to which of them
would you run? Should they require of you contrary
offices, how could you serve them both? Should
one commit a thing to your silence that it were of
importance to the other to know, how would you
disengage yourself? A unique and particular
friendship dissolves all other obligations
whatsoever: the secret | have sworn not to reveal to



any other, | may without perjury communicate to
him who is not another, but myself. ‘Tis miracle
enough certainly, for a man to double himself, and
those that talk of tripling, talk they know not of what.
Nothing is extreme, that has its like; and he who
shall suppose, that of two, | love one as much as
the other, that they mutually love one another too,
and love me as much as | love them, multiplies into
a confraternity the most single of units, and
whereof, moreover, one alone is the hardest thing
in the world to find. The rest of this story suits very
well with what | was saying; for Eudamidas, as a
bounty and favour, bequeaths to his friends a
legacy of employing themselves in his necessity; he
leaves them heirs to this liberality of his, which
consists in giving them the opportunity of conferring
a benefit upon him; and doubtless, the force of
friendship is more eminently apparent in this act of
his, than in that of Areteus. In short, these are
effects not to be imagined nor comprehended by
such as have not experience of them, and which
make me infinitely honour and admire the answer
of that young soldier to Cyrus, by whom being
asked how much he would take for a horse, with
which he had won the prize of a race, and whether
he would exchange him for a kingdom? —“No,
truly, sir,” said he, “but | would give him with all my
heart, to get thereby a true friend, could | find out
any man worthy of that alliance.”—[Xenophon,
Cyropadia, viii. 3.]—He did not say ill in saying,
“could | find”: for though one may almost



everywhere meet with men sufficiently qualified for
a superficial acquaintance, yet in this, where a man
is to deal from the very bottom of his heart, without
any manner of reservation, it will be requisite that
all the wards and springs be truly wrought and
perfectly sure.

In confederations that hold but by one end, we are
only to provide against the imperfections that
particularly concern that end. It can be of no
importance to me of what religion my physician or
my lawyer is; this consideration has nothing in
common with the offices of friendship which they
owe me; and | am of the same indifference in the
domestic acquaintance my servants must
necessarily contract with me. | never inquire, when
| am to take a footman, if he be chaste, but if he be
diligent; and am not solicitous if my muleteer be
given to gaming, as if he be strong and able; or if
my cook be a swearer, if he be a good cook. | do
not take upon me to direct what other men should
do in the government of their families, there are
plenty that meddle enough with that, but only give
an account of my method in my own:

“Mihi sic usus est: tibi, ut opus est facto,
face.”

[“This has been my way; as for you, do as you
find needful.
—*“Terence, Heaut., i. |., 28.]



For table-talk, | prefer the pleasant and witty before
the learned and the grave; in bed, beauty before
goodness; in common discourse the ablest
speaker, whether or no there be sincerity in the
case. And, as he that was found astride upon a
hobby-horse, playing with his children, entreated
the person who had surprised him in that posture to
say nothing of it till himself came to be a
father,—[Plutarch, Life of Agesilaus, c.
9.]—supposing that the fondness that would then
possess his own soul, would render him a fairer
judge of such an action; so |, also, could wish to
speak to such as have had experience of what |
say: though, knowing how remote a thing such a
friendship is from the common practice, and how
rarely it is to be found, | despair of meeting with any
such judge. For even these discourses left us by
antiquity upon this subject, seem to me flat and
poor, in comparison of the sense | have of it, and in
this particular, the effects surpass even the
precepts of philosophy.

“Nil ego contulerim jucundo sanus amico.”

[“While | have sense left to me, there will never
be anything more

acceptable to me than an agreeable friend.”

—Horace, Sat., i. 5, 44.]



The ancient Menander declared him to be happy
that had had the good fortune to meet with but the
shadow of a friend: and doubtless he had good
reason to say so, especially if he spoke by
experience: for in good earnest, if | compare all the
rest of my life, though, thanks be to God, | have
passed my time pleasantly enough, and at my
ease, and the loss of such a friend excepted, free
from any grievous affliction, and in great tranquillity
of mind, having been contented with my natural and
original commaodities, without being solicitous after
others; if | should compare it all, | say, with the four
years | had the happiness to enjoy the sweet
society of this excellent man, ‘tis nothing but
smoke, an obscure and tedious night. From the day
that | lost him:

“Quern semper acerbum,
Semper honoratum (sic, di, voluistis)
habebo,”

[“A day for me ever sad, for ever sacred, so
have you willed ye
gods.”—AEneid, v. 49.]

| have only led a languishing life; and the very
pleasures that present themselves to me, instead of
administering anything of consolation, double my
affliction for his loss. We were halves throughout,



and to that degree, that methinks, by outliving him, |
defraud him of his part.

“Nec fas esse ulla me voluptate hic frui
Decrevi, tantisper dum ille abest meus
particeps.”

[“l have determined that it will never be right for
me to enjoy any

pleasure, so long as he, with whom | shared all
pleasures is away.”

—Terence, Heaut., i. 1. 97.]

| was so grown and accustomed to be always his
double in all places and in all things, that methinks |
am no more than half of myself:

“lllam meae si partem anima tulit
Maturior vis, quid moror altera?
Nec carus aeque, nec superstes
Integer? llle dies utramque
Duxit ruinam.”

[“If that half of my soul were snatch away from
me by an untimely

stroke, why should the other stay? That which
remains will not be

equally dear, will not be whole: the same day will
involve the

destruction of both.”]



or:

[“If a superior force has taken that part of my
soul, why do |, the

remaining one, linger behind? What is left is not
so dear, nor an

entire thing: this day has wrought the destruction
of both.”

—Horace, Ode, ii. 17, 5.]

There is no action or imagination of mine wherein |
do not miss him; as | know that he would have
missed me: for as he surpassed me by infinite
degrees in virtue and all other accomplishments, so
he also did in the duties of friendship:

“Quis desiderio sit pudor, aut modus
Tam cari capitis?”

[“What shame can there, or measure, in
lamenting so dear a friend?”
—Horace, Ode, i. 24, 1]

“O misero frater adempte mihi!

Omnia tecum una perierunt gaudia nostra,

Quae tuus in vita dulcis alebat amor.

Tu mea, tu moriens fregisti commoda,
frater;

Tecum una tota est nostra sepulta anima



Cujus ego interitu tota de menthe fugavi

Haec studia, atque omnes delicias animi.

Alloquar? audiero nunquam tua verba
loquentem?

Nunquam ego te, vita frater amabilior

Aspiciam posthac; at certe semper
amabo;”

[“O brother, taken from me miserable! with thee,
all our joys have

vanished, those joys which, in thy life, thy dear
love nourished.

Dying, thou, my brother, hast destroyed all my
happiness. My whole

soul is buried with thee. Through whose death |
have banished from

my mind these studies, and all the delights of
the mind. Shall |

address thee? | shall never hear thy voice.
Never shall | behold

thee hereafter. O brother, dearer to me than life.
Nought remains,

but assuredly | shall ever love thee.”—Catullus,
Ixviii. 20; Ixv.]

But let us hear a boy of sixteen speak:

—{[In Cotton’s translation the work referred to is
“those Memoirs



upon the famous edict of January,” of which
mention has already been

made in the present edition. The edition of
1580, however, and the

Variorum edition of 1872-1900, indicate no
particular work; but the

edition of 1580 has it “this boy of eighteen
years” (which was the

age at which La Boetie wrote his “Servitude
Volontaire”), speaks of

“a boy of sixteen” as occurring only in the
common editions, and it

would seem tolerably clear that this more
important work was, in

fact, the production to which Montaigne refers,
and that the proper

reading of the text should be “sixteen years.”
What “this boy

spoke” is not given by Montaigne, for the reason
stated in the next

following paragraph.]

“Because | have found that that work has been
since brought out, and with a mischievous design,
by those who aim at disturbing and changing the
condition of our government, without troubling
themselves to think whether they are likely to
improve it: and because they have mixed up his
work with some of their own performance, | have
refrained from inserting it here. But that the memory



of the author may not be injured, nor suffer with
such as could not come near-hand to be
acquainted with his principles, | here give them to
understand, that it was written by him in his
boyhood, and that by way of exercise only, as a
common theme that has been hackneyed by a
thousand writers. | make no question but that he
himself believed what he wrote, being so
conscientious that he would not so much as lie in
jest: and | moreover know, that could it have been
in his own choice, he had rather have been born at
Venice, than at Sarlac; and with reason. But he had
another maxim sovereignty imprinted in his soul,
very religiously to obey and submit to the laws
under which he was born. There never was a better
citizen, more affectionate to his country; nor a
greater enemy to all the commotions and
innovations of his time: so that he would much
rather have employed his talent to the extinguishing
of those civil flames, than have added any fuel to
them; he had a mind fashioned to the model of
better ages. Now, in exchange of this serious piece,
| will present you with another of a more gay and
frolic air, from the same hand, and written at the
same age.”
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