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Chapter 11 

 
Aristotle’s Fourth Third 

Are we worn out on Aristotle yet? I hope not, because if you are it is best to stop this train 
and get off now, because honey, this becomes a non-stop to a far destination. 

Transportation aside, we actually are close to our primary destination, but what we have 
to remember is that the train of Western Thought is powered by and runs on Plato and 
Aristotle. We will never get very far without it. So in this final stop before Grand Central 
Station, let us explore some final aspects of Aristotle’s thought which will be the shuttle that 
carries us to our hotel. 

 

Logic: Syllogism In A…And B Therefore C minor 
Come on now, logically, do we really need another section on logic? Well frankly yes. If 

Aristotle for all practical purposes defined Western Logic and therefore things like the 
scientific method, then we just will not be able to get enough. What we have spoken of until 
now is Aristotle’s method for how to think correctly. In this section we will examine what the 
act of thinking correctly means and how it is accomplished. Think of it just like we have looked 
at the physical/metaphysical, where one is knowledge and the other wisdom.  

Suffice it to say that you should know up front that there have actually been many things 
left out of our discussion on Aristotelian Logic. That said, since this may seem like the last 
word on the subject, we have discussed that we see the world in both a priori and a posteriori 
ways. Simplistically speaking we can put forth that this is pretty much what Aristotle would 
call modal thinking.  

These modes of thinking might be thought of as unqualified (deductive) or assertoric and 
qualified, with the qualifications being possible and necessary. Again (and I cannot stress this 
enough) in the simplest terms: deductive and inductive. We can use arguments but we must 
be aware that things are relative to their mode. This does not mean that Aristotle is wishy-
washy or that relativism creeps into his thought, but more that we can weigh thoughts by 
their mode. 

The modes can be in the following combinations: 

 Two necessary premises 

 One necessary and one assertoric (a fact versus an evaluation) premise 

 Two possible premises 

 One assertoric and one possible premise 

 One necessary and one possible premise 
So what does this come down too? Well, aside from the oversimplification, it allows for a 

bit of inductive reasoning to be part of our deductive reasoning. Aristotle is not an all or none 
kind of guy. Just because something is possible does not automatically mean that it is a 
legitimate argument, but in an argument we can apply a certain amount of possible as long 
as we remember to qualify it. We argue in many modes, syllogistically, dialectically and 
demonstratively. 

Aristotle often contrasts dialectical arguments (talking through it) with demonstrations 
(showing it). The difference, he tells us, is in the character of their premises, not in their logical 
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structure. An argument is a syllogism depends on whether its conclusion is the result of 
necessity from its premises. The premises of dialectical deductions must be accepted, that is 
to say the majority of people would accept it as true, or it is commonly held by the majority. 
As the nature of demonstrative arguments implies, the premises of demonstrations, by 
contrast, must not only true but also prior to their conclusions, that is, be true and primary.  

As one final note on argumentation, Rhetoric, the favorite practice of the Sophists, is more 
along the lines of persuasive speech, kind of the opposite or more precisely the counterpoint 
of dialectic which Aristotle employs liberally. It is used similarly because knowing what 
premises an audience of a given type is likely to believe, and knowing how to find premises 
from which the desired conclusion follows will accomplish the goal of convincing the audience 
of the point. 

 

Ethics: Andante Ma Non Troppo 
We are now good on thinking, right? So now we look to the best end (telos) of thinking 

and so we have to ask “what is virtuous thinking?” In a word: moderation. Well that is 
suspiciously too simple of an answer to let it go at that, right?  

For Aristotle Ethics (virtuous thinking) is tied to his understanding of human nature (i.e. 
our being). By our very nature as humans (and that innate sense of wonder and awe and the 
drive to knowledge and therefore wisdom), everyone is intent upon the good (which we 
might call happiness, but only carefully), and that which is good is good in and of itself. The 
soul, and specifically the human soul (the rational part), has one end (telos). Basically, the 
activity of the rational soul guided by virtue is (hierarchically) the supreme good 
(“happiness”). 

But happiness seems a fleeting thing so how and when do we gauge it? Remember that 
some part of the soul survives death. So we have to the examine happiness or goodness of 
both the living and the dead. When talking about happiness, we have to consider a person's 
life as a whole, not just brief moments of it. This raises the paradoxical idea that a person can 
then only be considered happy after their death, that is, once we can examine the person's 
life as a whole. Only then, in light of all the facts can we pronounce whether someone was 
happy or not. But that does not seem right, does it? 

We know per Socrates and Plato that a good person will always behave in a virtuous 
manner. Aristotle feels the same way, but carries it even further: even when faced with great 
misfortune, a good person will bear themselves well and will not descend into mean-
spiritedness. What we might call the human spirit displays itself and we call it virtuous. 
Therefore some amount of happiness must be applied to a person during life. 

But can we still be happy after death? Yes, but it probably will be based on your life 
because once you are dead the accolades or derisions placed upon you or the actions of your 
children can only have minimum effect. 

We also know that Plato and Socrates saw knowledge as virtue, and knowing oneself as 
probably the greatest of virtues. Aristotle as we have seen likes to find the Forms of Plato in 
the reality of everyday life, ergo virtue is found all around us. Next we know that things have 
an end (telos). If we set up a contraries square of opposition, we always find that what lies in 
the crossroads is a virtue. That is to say, virtues are really the middle ground between positive 
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and negative traits. For example Courage. Courage is a virtue placed between Rashness and 
Cowardice. Rashness consists of too much confidence and not enough fear; Cowardice of too 
much fear and not enough confidence. Where the contraries cross, there you have courage. 
It is the right balance of fear and confidence. 

Ethics, simplistically, consists of grasping the middle ground in a situation. This is not to 
say the path of least resistance or even compromise. Middle ground does not mean giving up 
but finding the truth, the balance. We only give the name courage to certain actions. We 
know those actions to be courageous; other actions we recognize as not courageous or 
almost courageous but not as courageous. It is possible then for us to make the judgments 
necessary to live a virtuous life, and to judge ours and the actions of others as virtuous or 
non-virtuous to the end of happiness. 

 

Politics: The Art Of The Possible 
Since, as we have seen, everything has a telos, what is the most practical end of virtuous 

thinking? Why people living together in harmony of course! Humans are a “political animal”, 
Aristotle informs us. Before we get too far and people get their thoughts all out of whack, let 
us look at what he means by the term political. It derives from the word Aristotle uses: polis, 
meaning city. What he is saying is not that we are naturally Democrats and Republicans, but 
that we naturally gravitate together into societal units, mainly cities and specifically the city-
state (like Athens or Sparta). 

Nothing we do will take place in a vacuum. Our natural propensity to do good, as hard as 
it may be, benefits not only ourselves but everyone else as well. 

As a short side note, in an extension of Plato’s Philosopher Kings, Aristotle does actually 
defend (like Plato), slavery. This is because there are two kinds of people: thems what need 
to be led and thems what do the leading. But he does differ on the point as well. For Aristotle, 
while slavery is a reality it is not a natural condition – that is slavery is not a substance/essence 
in and of itself. Slaves are not a separate entity from humans. That is to say, for example, 
persons born of slaves are not automatically slaves nor are those conquered in battle 
automatically slaves. It is an individual assessment, based more on the person than on their 
genetics or situation. This radical departure, though it may not seem so to us, means that 
though one may find one’s self in slavery, one is not always destined to be a slave, unless, 
that is your nature. Humans are humans and humans have certain ends, all of which are 
primary to the substance of human. 

This innate right to human dignity (non-slavery) makes sense in Aristotle’s system. If it is 
the nature of each individual to seek the good (and to think otherwise just makes no sense 
according to Aristotle), then it is the responsibility of the state (polis) to see that each 
individual is able to achieve that goal. Almost ironically Aristotle holds that only as a collective 
can each of us fulfill our full potential for “happiness”. 

There are many types of political systems and Aristotle does disagree with Plato (and most 
Americans) on the subject of which is best. When a single person rules, a system is a 
monarchy if the ruler is good and a tyranny if the ruler is bad. When a small elite rules, a 
system is an aristocracy if the rulers are good and an oligarchy if the rulers are bad. When the 
masses rule, a system is a polity if they rule well and a democracy if they rule badly. 
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Aristotle does not fail to discuss the tension between individual liberty and the demands 
of the state. The idea of a private life would seem absurd in a Greek city-state. All the highest 
aims in life, from political debate to physical exercise, take place in and for the public sphere, 
and there is no conception of a “private persona,” which would be different from the face 
people present in public. Consequently, the interests of the individual and the interests of the 
state are equivalent in Aristotle's view. We can see the logical extension of this from his 
Ethics. 

 

Putting It Together 
Aristotle is a multi-faceted thinker. From just our short reading earlier we can see the 

immense amount of thinking which must have gone into each work before the work was even 
produced. Now multiply that by all the other works and we see a very impressive intellect at 
work. 

Still, it is based in some fairly simple ideas, which rely upon each other and are interwoven 
within the whole of his thought. This is true of his thought and his thoughts on human 
interaction and purpose. Friendship is so important to Aristotle that he devotes whole 
sections of his work to the types, meaning and ramification of this relationship. Like his 
thoughts on physical relationships between substances, our interactions start at the smallest 
level and progress toward the whole of humanity. Small to big, lower to higher, what we know 
to what we do not know, what we can perceive to what we cannot perceive; everything is in 
relation. Not a relation of relativistic nature but one of inter-dependence. 

Keeping this in mind will keep us from falling into a trap of segmenting his thought into 
separate boxes, creating a relativistic justification based on his thought 

 

 
 “Let me ‘splain…No, there is too much. Let me sum up.”  

Inigo Montoya – The Princess Bride 



88 

 

Chapter 11a 

 
Nicomachean Ethics 

 
1 BOOK I 

 
 

[2] 
 
 
 
 

[3] 
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[6] 

Every art and every investigation, and likewise every practical 
pursuit or undertaking, seems to aim at some good: hence it has 
been well said that the Good is That at which all things aim (It is true 
that a certain variety is to be observed among the ends at which the 
arts and sciences aim: in some cases the activity of practicing the art 
is itself the end, whereas in others the end is some product over and 
above the mere exercise of the art; and in the arts whose ends are 
certain things beside the practice of the arts themselves, these 
products are essentially superior in value to the activities). But as 
there are numerous pursuits and arts and sciences, it follows that 
their ends are correspondingly numerous: for instance, the end of 
the science of medicine is health, that of the art of shipbuilding a 
vessel, that of strategy victory, that of domestic economy wealth. 
Now in cases where several such pursuits are subordinate to some 
single faculty—as bridle-making and the other trades concerned 
with horses' harness are subordinate to horsemanship, and this and 
every other military pursuit to the science of strategy, and similarly 
other arts to different arts again—in all these cases, I say, the ends 
of the master arts are things more to be desired than the ends of 
the arts subordinate to them; since the latter ends are only pursued 
for the sake of the former (And it makes no difference whether the 
ends of the pursuits are the activities themselves or some other 
thing beside these, as in the case of the sciences mentioned. 

2  
 
 
 
 
 

If therefore among the ends at which our actions aim there be one 
which we will for its own sake, while we will the others only for the 
sake of this, and if we do not choose everything for the sake of 
something else (which would obviously result in a process ad 
infinitum, so that all desire would be futile and vain), it is clear that 
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this one ultimate End must be the Good, and indeed the Supreme 
Good. Will not then a knowledge of this Supreme Good be also of 
great practical importance for the conduct of life? Will it not better 
enable us to attain our proper object, like archers having a target to 
aim at? If this be so, we ought to make an attempt to determine at 
all events in outline what exactly this Supreme Good is, and of which 
of the sciences or faculties it is the object. 

[4] 
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Now it would seem that this supreme End must be the object of the 
most authoritative of the sciences—some science which is pre-
eminently a master-craft. But such is manifestly the science of 
Politics; for it is this that ordains which of the sciences are to exist 
in states, and what branches of knowledge the different classes of 
the citizens are to learn, and up to what point; and we observe that 
even the most highly esteemed of the faculties, such as strategy, 
domestic economy, oratory, are subordinate to the political science. 
Inasmuch then as the rest of the sciences are employed by this one, 
and as it moreover lays down laws as to what people shall do and 
what things they shall refrain from doing, the end of this science 
must include the ends of all the others. Therefore, the Good of man 
must be the end of the science of Politics. For even though it be the 
case that the Good is the same for the individual and for the state, 
nevertheless, the good of the state is manifestly a greater and more 
perfect good, both to attain and to preserve. To secure the good of 
one person only is better than nothing; but to secure the good of a 
nation or a state is a nobler and more divine achievement. 
This then being its aim, our investigation is in a sense the study of 
Politics. 

3  

 
 

Now our treatment of this science will be adequate, if it achieves 
that amount of precision which belongs to its subject matter. The 
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same exactness must not be expected in all departments of 
philosophy alike, any more than in all the products of the arts and 
crafts. The subjects studied by political science are Moral Nobility 

and Justice; but these conceptions involve much difference of 
opinion and uncertainty, so that they are sometimes believed to be 
mere conventions and to have no real existence in the nature of 
things. And a similar uncertainty surrounds the conception of the 
Good, because it frequently occurs that good things have harmful 
consequences: people have before now been ruined by wealth, and 
in other cases courage has cost men their lives. We must therefore 
be content if, in dealing with subjects and starting from premises 
thus uncertain, we succeed in presenting a broad outline of the 
truth: when our subjects and our premises are merely generalities, 
it is enough if we arrive at generally valid conclusions. Accordingly 
we may ask the student also to accept the various views we put 
forward in the same spirit; for it is the mark of an educated mind to 
expect that amount of exactness in each kind which the nature of 
the particular subject admits. It is equally unreasonable to accept 
merely probable conclusions from a mathematician and to demand 
strict demonstration from an orator. 

[5] 
 
 
 
 
 
 

[6] 
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[8] 

Again, each man judges correctly those matters with which he is 
acquainted; it is of these that he is a competent critic. To criticize a 
particular subject, therefore, a man must have been trained in that 
subject: to be a good critic generally, he must have had an all-round 
education. Hence the young are not fit to be students of Political 
Science. For they have no experience of life and conduct, and it is 
these that supply the premises and subject matter of this branch of 
philosophy. And moreover they are led by their feelings; so that 
they will study the subject to no purpose or advantage, since the 
end of this science is not knowledge but action. And it makes no 
difference whether they are young in years or immature in 
character: the defect is not a question of time, it is because their life 
and its various aims are guided by feeling; for to such persons their 
knowledge is of no use, any more than it is to persons of defective 
self-restraint. But Moral Science may be of great value to those who 
guide their desires and actions by principle.  

 Let so much suffice by way of introduction as to the student of the 
subject, the spirit in which our conclusions are to be received, and 
the object that we set before us. 
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To resume, inasmuch as all studies and undertakings are directed to 
the attainment of some good, let us discuss what it is that we 
pronounce to be the aim of Politics, that is, what is the highest of all 
the goods that action can achieve. As far as the name goes, we may 
almost say that the great majority of mankind are agreed about this; 
for both the multitude and persons of refinement speak of it as 
Happiness, and conceive ‘the good life’ or ‘doing well’ to be the 
same thing as ‘being happy.’ But what constitutes happiness is a 
matter of dispute; and the popular account of it is not the same as 
that given by the philosophers. Ordinary people identify it with 
some obvious and visible good, such as pleasure or wealth or 
honor—some say one thing and some another, indeed very often 
the same man says different things at different times: when he falls 
sick he thinks health is happiness, when he is poor, wealth. At other 
times, feeling conscious of their own ignorance, men admire those 
who propound something grand and above their heads; and it has 
been held by some thinkers that beside the many good things we 
have mentioned, there exists another Good, that is good in itself, 
and stands to all those goods as the cause of their being good.  
Now perhaps it would be a somewhat fruitless task to review all the 
different opinions that are held. It will suffice to examine those that 
are most widely prevalent, or that seem to have some argument in 
their favor.  
And we must not overlook the distinction between arguments that 
start from first principles and those that lead to first principles. It 
was a good practice of Plato to raise this question, and to enquire 
whether the true procedure is to start from or to lead up to one's 
first principles, as in a race-course one may run from the judges to 
the far end of the track or the reverse. Now no doubt it is proper to 
start from the known. But ‘the known’ has two meanings—‘what is 
known to us,’ which is one thing, and ‘what is knowable in itself,’ 
which is another. Perhaps then for us at all events it proper to start 
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from what is known to us. This is why in order to be a competent 
student of the Right and Just, and in short of the topics of Politics in 
general, the pupil is bound to have been well-trained in his habits. 
For the starting-point or first principle is the fact that a thing is so; if 
this be satisfactorily ascertained, there will be no need also to know 
the reason why it is so. And the man of good moral training knows 
first principles already, or can easily acquire them. As for the person 
who neither knows nor can learn, let him hear the words of Hesiod: 
 “Best is the man who can himself advise; 
He too is good who hearkens to the wise; 
But who, himself being witless, will not heed 
Another's wisdom, is a fool indeed.” 
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But let us continue from the point where we digressed. To judge 
from men's lives, the more or less reasoned conceptions of the 
Good or Happiness that seem to prevail are the following. On the 
one hand the generality of men and the most vulgar identify the 
Good with pleasure, and accordingly are content with the Life of 
Enjoyment—for there are three specially prominent Lives, the one 
just mentioned, the Life of Politics, and thirdly, the Life of 
Contemplation. The generality of mankind then show themselves to 
be utterly slavish, by preferring what is only a life for cattle; but they 
get a hearing for their view as reasonable because many persons of 
high position share the feelings of Sardanapallus.  
Men of refinement, on the other hand, and men of action think that 
the Good is honor—for this may be said to be the end of the Life of 
Politics. But honor after all seems too superficial to be the Good for 
which we are seeking; since it appears to depend on those who 
confer it more than on him upon whom it is conferred, whereas we 
instinctively feel that the Good must be something proper to its 
possessor and not easy to be taken away from him. Moreover men's 
motive in pursuing honor seems to be to assure themselves of their 
own merit; at least they seek to be honored by men of judgment 
and by people who know them, that is, they desire to be honored 
on the ground of virtue. It is clear therefore that in the opinion at all 
events of men of action, virtue is a greater good than honor; and 
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one might perhaps accordingly suppose that virtue rather than 
honor is the end of the Political Life. But even virtue proves on 
examination to be too incomplete to be the End; since it appears 
possible to possess it while you are asleep, or without putting it into 
practice throughout the whole of your life; and also for the virtuous 
man to suffer the greatest misery and misfortune— though no one 
would pronounce a man living a life of misery to be happy, unless 
for the sake of maintaining a paradox. But we need not pursue this 
subject, since it has been sufficiently treated in the ordinary 
discussions.  
The third type of life is the Life of Contemplation, which we shall 
consider in the sequel.  
The Life of Money-making is a constrained kind of life, and clearly 
wealth is not the Good we are in search of, for it is only good as 
being useful, a means to something else. On this score indeed one 
might conceive the ends before mentioned to have a better claim, 
for they are approved for their own sakes. But even they do not 
really seem to be the Supreme Good; however, many arguments 
against them have been disseminated, so we may dismiss them. 

6  

 But perhaps it is desirable that we should examine the notion of a 
Universal Good, and review the difficulties that it involves, although 
such an inquiry goes against the grain because of our friendship for 
the authors of the Theory of Ideas. Still perhaps it would appear 
desirable, and indeed it would seem to be obligatory, especially for 
a philosopher, to sacrifice even one's closest personal ties in 
defense of the truth. Both are dear to us, yet 'tis our duty to prefer 
the truth. 

[2]  
 

The originators of this theory, then, used not to postulate Ideas of 
groups of things in which they posited an order of priority and 
posteriority (for which reason they did not construct an Idea of 
numbers in general). But Good is predicated alike in the Categories 
of Substance, of Quality, and Relation; yet the Absolute, or 
Substance, is prior in nature to the Relative, which seems to be a 
sort of offshoot or ‘accident’ of Substance; so that there cannot be 
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a common Idea corresponding to the absolutely good and the 
relatively good. 

[3]  
 

Again, the word ‘good’ is used in as many senses as the word ‘is’; for 
we may predicate good in the Category of Substance, for instance 
of God, or intelligence; in that of Quality—the excellences; in that 
of Quantity—moderate in amount; in that of Relation—useful; in 
that of Time—a favorable opportunity; in that of Place—a suitable 
‘habitat’; and so on. So clearly good cannot be a single and universal 
general notion; if it were, it would not be predicable in all the 
Categories, but only in one. 

[4]  
 

Again, things that come under a single Idea must be objects of a 
single science; hence there ought to be a single science dealing with 
all good things. But as a matter of fact there are a number of 
sciences even for the goods in one Category: for example, 
opportunity, for opportunity in war comes under the science of 
strategy, in disease under that of medicine; and the due amount in 
diet comes under medicine, in bodily exercise under gymnastics. 

[5] 
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One might also raise the question what precisely they mean by their 
expression the ‘Ideal so and-so,’ seeing that one and the same 
definition of man applies both to ‘the Ideal man’ and to ‘man,’ for 
in so far as both are man, there will be no difference between them; 
and if so, no more will there be any difference between ‘the Ideal 
Good’ and ‘Good’ in so far as both are good. Nor yet will the Ideal 
Good be any more good because it is eternal, seeing that a white 
thing that lasts a long time is no whiter than one that lasts only a 
day. 

[7]  
 

The Pythagoreans seem to give a more probable doctrine on the 
subject of the Good when they place Unity in their column of goods; 
and indeed Speusippus appears to have followed them. But this 
subject must be left for another discussion. 

[8] 
 
 
 
 
 

We can descry an objection that may be raised against our 
arguments on the ground that the theory in question was not 
intended to apply to every sort of good, and that only things 
pursued and accepted for their own sake are pronounced good as 
belonging to a single species, while things productive or 
preservative of these in any way, or preventive of their opposites, 
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are said to be good as a means to these, and in a different sense. 
Clearly then the term ‘goods’ would have two meanings, 1) things 
good in themselves and 2) things good as a means to these; let us 
then separate things good in themselves from things useful as 
means, and consider whether the former are called good because 
they fall under a single Idea. But what sort of things is one to class 
as good in themselves? Are they not those things which are sought 
after even without any accessory advantage, such as wisdom, sight, 
and certain pleasures and honors? For even if we also pursue these 
things as means to something else, still one would class them among 
things good in themselves. Or is there nothing else good in itself 
except the Idea? If so, the species will be of no use. If on the contrary 
the class of things good in themselves includes these objects, the 
same notion of good ought to be manifested in all of them, just as 
the same notion of white is manifested in snow and in white paint. 
But as a matter of fact the notions of honor and wisdom and 
pleasure, as being good, are different and distinct. Therefore, good 
is not a general term corresponding to a single Idea. 

[12]  But in what sense then are different things called good? For they do 
not seem to be a case of things that bear the same name merely by 
chance. Possibly things are called good in virtue of being derived 
from one good; or because they all contribute to one good. Or 
perhaps it is rather by way of a proportion: that is, as sight is good 
in the body, so intelligence is good in the soul, and similarly another 
thing in something else. 

[13] Perhaps however this question must be dismissed for the present, 
since a detailed investigation of it belongs more properly to another 
branch of philosophy And likewise with the Idea of the Good; for 
even if the goodness predicated of various in common really is a 
unity or something existing separately and absolute, it clearly will 
not be practicable or attainable by man; but the Good which we are 
now seeking is a good within human reach. 

[14] 
 
 
 

But possibly someone may think that to know the Ideal Good may 
be desirable as an aid to achieving those goods which are 
practicable and attainable: having the Ideal Good as a pattern we 
shall more easily know what things are good for us, and knowing 
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them, obtain them. Now it is true that this argument has a certain 
plausibility; but it does not seem to square with the actual 
procedure of the sciences. For these all aim at some good, and seek 
to make up their deficiencies, but they do not trouble about a 
knowledge of the Ideal Good. Yet if it were so potent an aid, it is 
improbable that all the professors of the arts and sciences should 
not know it, nor even seek to discover it. Moreover, it is not easy to 
see how knowing that same Ideal Good will help a weaver or 
carpenter in the practice of his own craft, or how anybody will be a 
better physician or general for having contemplated the absolute 
Idea. In fact it does not appear that the physician studies even 
health in the abstract; he studies the health of the human being—
or rather of some particular human being, for it is individuals that 
he has to cure. 

 Let us here conclude our discussion of this subject. 
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[2] 

We may now return to the Good which is the object of our search, 
and try to find out what exactly it can be. For good appears to be 
one thing in one pursuit or art and another in another: it is different 
in medicine from what it is in strategy, and so on with the rest of the 
arts. What definition of the Good then will hold true in all the arts? 
Perhaps we may define it as that for the sake of which everything 
else is done. This applies to something different in each different 
art—to health in the case of medicine, to victory in that of strategy, 
to a house in architecture, and to something else in each of the 
other arts; but in every pursuit or undertaking it describes the end 
of that pursuit or undertaking, since in all of them it is for the sake 
of the end that everything else is done. Hence if there be something 
which is the end of all the things done by human action, this will be 
the practicable Good—or if there be several such ends, the sum of 
these will be the Good. Thus by changing its ground the argument 
has reached the same result as before. We must attempt however 
to render this still more precise. 

[3] 
 
 

Now there do appear to be several ends at which our actions aim; 
but as we choose some of them—for instance wealth, or flutes, and 
instruments generally—as a means to something else, it is clear that 
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not all of them are final ends; whereas the Supreme Good seems to 
be something final. Consequently if there be some one thing which 
alone is a final end, this thing—or if there be several final ends, the 
one among them which is the most final—will be the Good which 
we are seeking. In speaking of degrees of finality, we mean that a 
thing pursued as an end in itself is more final than one pursued as a 
means to something else, and that a thing never chosen as a means 
to anything else is more final than things chosen both as ends in 
themselves and as means to that thing; and accordingly a thing 
chosen always as an end and never as a means we call absolutely 
final. Now happiness above all else appears to be absolutely final in 
this sense, since we always choose it for its own sake and never as 
a means to something else; whereas honor, pleasure, intelligence, 
and excellence in its various forms, we choose indeed for their own 
sakes (since we should be glad to have each of them although no 
extraneous advantage resulted from it), but we also choose them 
for the sake of happiness, in the belief that they will be a means to 
our securing it. But no one chooses happiness for the sake of honor, 
pleasure, etc., nor as a means to anything whatever other than 
itself. 

[6] 
 
 
 
 
 

 [7] 
 
 
 
 
 

[8] 
 
 

The same conclusion also appears to follow from a consideration of 
the self-sufficiency of happiness—for it is felt that the final good 
must be a thing sufficient in itself. The term self-sufficient, however, 
we employ with reference not to oneself alone, living a life of 
isolation, but also to one's parents and children and wife, and one's 
friends and fellow citizens in general, since man is by nature a social 
being. On the other hand a limit has to be assumed in these 
relationships; for if the list be extended to one's ancestors and 
descendants and to the friends of one's friends, it will go on ad 
infinitum. But this is a point that must be considered later on; we 
take a self-sufficient thing to mean a thing which merely standing by 
itself alone renders life desirable lacking in nothing, and such a thing 
we deem happiness to be. Moreover, we think happiness the most 
desirable of all good things without being itself reckoned as one 
among the rest; for if it were so reckoned, it is clear that we should 
consider it more desirable when even the smallest of other good 
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things were combined with it, since this addition would result in a 
larger total of good, and of two goods the greater is always the more 
desirable. 

 Happiness, therefore, being found to be something final and self-
sufficient, is the End at which all actions aim. 

[9] 
 

[10] 
 
 

To say however that the Supreme Good is happiness will probably 
appear a truism; we still require a more explicit account of what 
constitutes happiness. Perhaps then we may arrive at this by 
ascertaining what man’s function is. For the goodness or efficiency 
of a flute-player or sculptor or craftsman of any sort, and in general 
of anybody who has some function or business to perform, is 
thought to reside in that function; and similarly it may be held that 
the good of man resides in the function of man, if he has a function. 

[11] 
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[14] 
 
 
 

Are we then to suppose that, while the carpenter and the 
shoemaker have definite functions or businesses belonging to them, 
man as such has none, and is not designed by nature to fulfill any 
function? Must we not rather assume that, just as the eye, the hand, 
the foot and each of the various members of the body manifestly 
has a certain function of its own, so a human being also has a certain 
function over and above all the functions of his particular members? 
What then precisely can this function be? The mere act of living 
appears to be shared even by plants, whereas we are looking for the 
function peculiar to man; we must therefore set aside the vital 
activity of nutrition and growth. Next in the scale will come some 
form of sentient life; but this too appears to be shared by horses, 
oxen, and animals generally. There remains therefore what may be 
called the practical life of the rational part of man. (This part has two 
divisions, one rational as obedient to principle, the others 
possessing principle and exercising intelligence). Rational life again 
has two meanings; let us assume that we are here concerned with 
the active exercise of the rational faculty, since this seems to be the 
more proper sense of the term. If then the function of man is the 
active exercise of the soul's faculties in conformity with rational 
principle, or at all events not in dissociation from rational principle, 
and if we acknowledge the function of an individual and of a good 
individual of the same class (for instance, a harper and a good 
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[16] 
 

harper, and so generally with all classes) to be generically the same, 
the qualification of the latter's superiority in excellence being added 
to the function in his case (I mean that if the function of a harper is 
to play the harp, that of a good harper is to play the harp well): if 
this is so, and if we declare that the function of man is a certain form 
of life, and define that form of life as the exercise of the soul's 
faculties and activities in association with rational principle, and say 
that the function of a good man is to perform these activities well 
and rightly, and if a function is well performed when it is performed 
in accordance with its own proper excellence—from these premises 
it follows that the Good of man is the active exercise of his soul's 
faculties in conformity with excellence or virtue, or if there be 
several human excellences or virtues, in conformity with the best 
and most perfect among them. Moreover, to be happy takes a 
complete lifetime; for one swallow does not make spring, nor does 
one fine day; and similarly one day or a brief period of happiness 
does not make a man supremely blessed and happy. 

[17] 
 
 
 
 
 
 

[18] 
 
 
 

[19] 
 

Let this account then serve to describe the Good in outline—for no 
doubt the proper procedure is to begin by making a rough sketch, 
and to fill it in afterwards. If a work has been well laid down in 
outline, to carry it on and complete it in detail may be supposed to 
be within the capacity of anybody; and in this working out of details 
Time seems to be a good inventor or at all events coadjutor. This 
indeed is how advances in the arts have actually come about, since 
anyone can fill in the gaps. Also the warning given above must not 
be forgotten; we must not look for equal exactness in all 
departments of study, but only such as belongs to the subject 
matter of each, and in such a degree as is appropriate to the 
particular line of enquiry. A carpenter and a geometrician both try 
to find a right angle, but in different ways; the former is content with 
that approximation to it which satisfies the purpose of his work; the 
latter, being a student of truth, seeks to find its essence or essential 
attributes. We should therefore proceed in the same manner in 
other subjects also, and not allow side issues to outbalance the main 
task in hand. 
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[21] 
 

[22] 
 

[23] 
 
 

Nor again must we in all matters alike demand an explanation of the 
reason why things are what they are; in some cases it is enough if 
the fact that they are so is satisfactorily established. This is the case 

with first principles; and the fact is the primary thing—it is a first 

principle. And principles are studied—some by induction, others by 
perception, others by some form of habituation, and also others 
otherwise; so we must endeavor to arrive at the principles of each 
kind in their natural manner, and must also be careful to define 
them correctly, since they are of great importance for the 
subsequent course of the enquiry. The beginning is admittedly more 
than half of the whole, and throws light at once on many of the 
questions under investigation. 

1 BOOK II 
 
 
 
 
 

[2] 
 
 
 
 
 
 

[3] 
 

Virtue being, as we have seen, of two kinds, intellectual and moral, 
intellectual virtue is for the most part both produced and increased 
by instruction, and therefore requires experience and time; 

whereas moral or ethical virtue is the product of habit （ethos）, 
and has indeed derived its name, with a slight variation of form, 
from that word. And therefore it is clear that none of the moral 
virtues formed is engendered in us by nature, for no natural 
property can be altered by habit. For instance, it is the nature of a 
stone to move downwards, and it cannot be trained to move 
upwards, even though you should try to train it to do so by throwing 
it up into the air ten thousand times; nor can fire be trained to move 
downwards, nor can anything else that naturally behaves in one way 
be trained into a habit of behaving in another way. The virtues 
therefore are engendered in us neither by nature nor yet in violation 
of nature; nature gives us the capacity to receive them, and this 
capacity is brought to maturity by habit. 

[4] 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Moreover, the faculties given us by nature are bestowed on us first 
in a potential form; we exhibit their actual exercise afterwards. This 
is clearly so with our senses: we did not acquire the faculty of sight 
or hearing by repeatedly seeing or repeatedly listening, but the 
other way about—because we had the senses we began to use 
them, we did not get them by using them. The virtues on the other 
hand we acquire by first having actually practiced them, just as we 
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[8] 
 
 

do the arts. We learn an art or craft by doing the things that we shall 
have to do when we have learnt it: for instance, men become 
builders by building houses, harpers by playing on the harp. Similarly 
we become just by doing just acts, temperate by doing temperate 
acts, brave by doing brave acts. This truth is attested by the 
experience of states: lawgivers make the citizens good by training 
them in habits of right action—this is the aim of all legislation, and 
if it fails to do this it is a failure; this is what distinguishes a good 
form of constitution from a bad one. Again, the actions from or 
through which any virtue is produced are the same as those through 
which it also is destroyed—just as is the case with skill in the arts, 
for both the good harpers and the bad ones are produced by 
harping, and similarly with builders and all the other craftsmen: as 
you will become a good builder from building well, so you will 
become a bad one from building badly. Were this not so, there 
would be no need for teachers of the arts, but everybody would be 
born a good or bad craftsman as the case might be. The same then 
is true of the virtues. It is by taking part in transactions with our 
fellow-men that some of us become just and others unjust; by acting 
in dangerous situations and forming a habit of fear or of confidence 
we become courageous or cowardly. And the same holds good of 
our dispositions with regard to the appetites, and anger; some men 
become temperate and gentle, others profligate and irascible, by 
actually comporting themselves in one way or the other in relation 
to those passions. In a word, our moral dispositions are formed as a 
result of the corresponding activities. Hence it is incumbent on us to 
control the character of our activities, since on the quality of these 
depends the quality of our dispositions. It is therefore not of small 
moment whether we are trained from childhood in one set of habits 
or another; on the contrary it is of very great, or rather of supreme, 
importance. 

2  

 As then our present study, unlike the other branches of philosophy, 
has a practical aim (for we are not investigating the nature of virtue 
for the sake of knowing what it is, but in order that we may become 
good, without which result our investigation would be of no use), 
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we have consequently to carry our enquiry into the region of 
conduct, and to ask how we are to act rightly; since our actions, as 
we have said, determine the quality of our dispositions. 

[2] Now the formula ‘to act in conformity with right principle’ is 
common ground, and may be assumed as the basis of our 
discussion. (We shall speak about this formula later, and consider 
both the definition of right principle and its relation to the other 
virtues.) 

[3] 
 
 
 
 
 

[4] 
 
 
 
 

[5] 
 

But let it be granted to begin with that the whole theory of conduct 
is bound to be an outline only and not an exact system, in 
accordance with the rule we laid down at the beginning, that 
philosophical theories must only be required to correspond to their 
subject matter; and matters of conduct and expediency have 
nothing fixed or invariable about them, any more than have matters 
of health. And if this is true of the general theory of ethics, still less 
is exact precision possible in dealing with particular cases of 
conduct; for these come under no science or professional tradition, 
but the agents themselves have to consider what is suited to the 
circumstances on each occasion, just as is the case with the art of 
medicine or of navigation. But although the discussion now 
proceeding is thus necessarily inexact, we must do our best to help 
it out. 

[6] 
 
 
 
 
 
 

[7] 
 
 
 
 
 
 

First of all then we have to observe, that moral qualities are so 
constituted as to be destroyed by excess and by deficiency—as we 
see is the case with bodily strength and health (for one is forced to 
explain what is invisible by means of visible illustrations). Strength 
is destroyed both by excessive and by deficient exercises, and 
similarly health is destroyed both by too much and by too little food 
and drink; while they are produced, increased and preserved by 
suitable quantities. The same therefore is true of Temperance, 
Courage, and the other virtues. The man who runs away from 
everything in fear and never endures anything becomes a coward; 
the man who fears nothing whatsoever but encounters everything 
becomes rash. Similarly he that indulges in every pleasure and 
refrains from none turns out a profligate, and he that shuns all 
pleasure, as boorish persons do, becomes what may be called 

 
 

insensible. Thus Temperance and Courage are destroyed by excess 
and deficiency, and preserved by the observance of the mean. 

[8] 
 
 
 
 
 

[9] 
 

But not only are the virtues both generated and fostered on the one 
hand, and destroyed on the other, from and by the same actions, 
but they will also find their full exercise in the same actions. This is 
clearly the case with the other more visible qualities, such as bodily 
strength: for strength is produced by taking much food and 
undergoing much exertion, while also it is the strong man who will 
be able to eat most food and endure most exertion. The same holds 
good with the virtues. We become temperate by abstaining from 
pleasures, and at the same time we are best able to abstain from 
pleasures when we have become temperate. And so with Courage: 
we become brave by training ourselves to despise and endure 
terrors, and we shall be best able to endure terrors when we have 
become brave. 

3  

 An index of our dispositions is afforded by the pleasure or pain that 
accompanies our actions. A man is temperate if he abstains from 
bodily pleasures and finds this abstinence itself enjoyable, profligate 
if he feels it irksome; he is brave if he faces danger with pleasure or 
at all events without pain, cowardly if he does so with pain. 

 In fact pleasures and pains are the things with which moral virtue is 
concerned. 

 

[2] 
 

For 1) pleasure causes us to do base actions and pain causes us to 
abstain from doing noble actions. Hence the importance, as Plato 
points out, of having been definitely trained from childhood to like 
and dislike the proper things; this is what good education means. 

[3] 2) Again, if the virtues have to do with actions and feelings, and 
every action is attended with pleasure or pain, this too shows that 
virtue has to do with pleasure and pain. 

[4] 3) Another indication is the fact that pain is the medium of 
punishment; for punishment is a sort of medicine, and the nature of 
medicine to work by means of opposites. 

[5] 4) Again, as we said before, every formed disposition of the soul 
realizes its full nature in relation to and in dealing with that class of 
objects by which it is its nature to be corrupted or improved. But 
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men are corrupted through pleasures and pains, that is, either by 
pursuing and avoiding the wrong pleasures and pains, or by 
pursuing and avoiding them at the wrong time, or in the wrong 
manner, or in one of the other wrong ways under which errors of 
conduct can be logically classified. This is why some thinkers define 
the virtues as states of impassivity or tranquility, though they make 
a mistake in using these terms absolutely, without adding ‘in the 
right (or wrong) manner’ and ‘at the right (or wrong) time’ and the 
other qualifications. 

[6] We assume therefore that moral virtue is the quality of acting in the 
best way in relation to pleasures and pains, and that vice is the 
opposite. 

[7] But the following considerations also will give us further light on the 
same point.  

 5) There are three things that are the motives of choice and three 
that are the motives of avoidance; namely, the noble, the 
expedient, and the pleasant, and their opposites, the base, the 
harmful, and the painful. Now in respect of all these the good man 
is likely to go right and the bad to go wrong, but especially in respect 
of pleasure; for pleasure is common to man with the lower animals, 
and also it is a concomitant of all the objects of choice, since both 
the noble and the expedient appear to us pleasant. 

[8] 6) Again, the susceptibility to pleasure has grown up with all of us 
from the cradle. Hence this feeling is hard to eradicate, being 
engrained in the fabric of our lives. 

 
[9] 

 
 

7) Again, pleasure and pain are also1 the standards by which we all, 
in a greater or less degree, regulate our actions. On this account 
therefore pleasure and pain are necessarily our main concern, since 
to feel pleasure and pain rightly or wrongly has a great effect on 
conduct. 

[10] 8) And again, it is harder to fight against pleasure than against anger 
(hard as that is, as Heracleitus says); but virtue, like art, is constantly 
dealing with what is harder, since the harder the task the better is 
success. For this reason also therefore pleasure and pain are 
necessarily the main concern both of virtue and of political science, 

since he who comports himself towards them rightly will be good, 
and he who does so wrongly, bad. 

[11] We may then take it as established that virtue has to do with 
pleasures and pains, that the actions which produce it are those 
which increase it, and also, if differently performed, destroy it, and 
that the actions from which it was produced are also those in which 
it is exercised. 

4  

 A difficulty may however be raised as to what we mean by saying 
that in order to become just men must do just actions, and in order 
to become temperate they must do temperate actions. For if they 
do just and temperate actions, they are just and temperate already, 
just as, if they spell correctly or play in tune, they are scholars or 
musicians. 

[2] But perhaps this is not the case even with the arts. It is possible to 
spell a word correctly by chance, or because someone else prompts 
you; hence you will be a scholar only if you spell correctly in the 
scholar's way, that is, in virtue of the scholarly knowledge which you 
yourself possess. 

[3] 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

[4] 
 
 

Moreover the case of the arts is not really analogous to that of the 
virtues. Works of art have their merit in themselves, so that it is 
enough if they are produced having a certain quality of their own; 
but acts done in conformity with the virtues are not done justly or 
temperately if they themselves are of a certain sort, but only if the 
agent also is in a certain state of mind when he does them: first he 
must act with knowledge; secondly he must deliberately choose the 
act, and choose it for its own sake; and thirdly the act must spring 
from a fixed and permanent disposition of character. For the 
possession of an art, none of these conditions is included, except 
the mere qualification of knowledge; but for the possession of the 
virtues, knowledge is of little or no avail, whereas the other 
conditions, so far from being of little moment, are all-important, 
inasmuch as virtue results from the repeated performance of just 
and temperate actions. Thus although actions are entitled just and 
temperate when they are such acts as just and temperate men 
would do, the agent is just and temperate not when he does these 
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[5] 

 
 

[6] 
 
 

acts merely, but when he does them in the way in which just and 
temperate men do them. It is correct therefore to say that a man 
becomes just by doing just actions and temperate by doing 
temperate actions; and no one can have the remotest chance of 
becoming good without doing them. But the mass of mankind, 
instead of doing virtuous acts, have recourse to discussing virtue, 
and fancy that they are pursuing philosophy and that this will make 
them good men. In so doing they act like invalids who listen carefully 
to what the doctor says, but entirely neglect to carry out his 
prescriptions. That sort of philosophy will no more lead to a healthy 
state of soul than will the mode of treatment produce health of 
body. 

1 BOOK VI 
 We have already said that it is right to choose the mean and to avoid 

excess and deficiency, and that the mean is prescribed by the right 
principle. Let us now analyze the latter notion. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

[2] 
 
 
 
 
 

[3] 
 

In the case of each of the moral qualities or dispositions that have 
been discussed, as with all the other virtues also, there is a certain 
mark to aim at, on which the man who knows the principle involved 
fixes his gaze, and increases or relaxes the tension accordingly; 
there is a certain standard determining those modes of observing 
the mean which we define as lying between excess and defect, 
being in conformity with the right principle. This bare statement 
however, although true, is not at all enlightening. In all departments 
of human endeavor that have been reduced to a science, it is true 
to say that effort ought to be exerted and relaxed neither too much 
nor too little, but to the medium amount, and as the right principle 
decides. Yet a person knowing this truth will be no wiser than 
before: for example, he will not know what medicines to take 
merely from being told to take everything that medical science or a 
medical expert would prescribe.  Hence with respect to the qualities 
of the soul also, it is not enough merely to have established the truth 
of the above formula; we also have to define exactly what the right 
principle is, and what is the standard that determines it. 

[4] Now we have divided the Virtues of the Soul into two groups, the 
Virtues of the Character and the Virtues of the Intellect. The former, 

the Moral Virtues, we have already discussed. Our account of the 
latter must be prefaced by some remarks about psychology. 

[5] 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

[6] 
 
 

It has been said before that the soul has two parts, one rational and 
the other irrational. Let us now similarly divide the rational part, and 
let it be assumed that there are two rational faculties, one whereby 
we contemplate those things whose first principles are invariable, 
and one whereby we contemplate those things which admit of 
variation: since, on the assumption that knowledge is based on a 
likeness or affinity of some sort between subject and object, the 
parts of the soul adapted to the cognition of objects that are of 
different kinds must themselves differ in kind. These two rational 
faculties may be designated the Scientific Faculty and the 
Calculative Faculty respectively; since calculation is the same as 
deliberation, and deliberation is never exercised about things that 
are invariable, so that the Calculative Faculty is a separate part of 
the rational half of the soul. 

[7] We have therefore to ascertain what disposition of each of these 
faculties is the best, for that will be the special virtue of each. 

 

2 

But the virtue of a faculty is related to the special function which 
that faculty performs. Now there are three elements in the soul 
which control action and the attainment of truth: namely, 
Sensation, Intellect, and Desire. 

[2] Of these, Sensation never originates action, as is shown by the fact 
that animals have sensation but are not capable of action. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 

[3] 

Pursuit and avoidance in the sphere of Desire correspond to 
affirmation and denial in the sphere of the Intellect. Hence 
inasmuch as moral virtue is a disposition of the mind in regard to 
choice, and choice is deliberate desire, it follows that, if the choice 
is to be good, both the principle must be true and the desire right, 
and that desire must pursue the same things as principle affirms. 
We are here speaking of practical thinking, and of the attainment of 
truth in regard to action; with speculative thought, which is not 
concerned with action or production, right and wrong functioning 
consist in the attainment of truth and falsehood respectively. The 
attainment of truth is indeed the function of every part of the 



98 

 

intellect, but that of the practical intelligence is the attainment of 
truth corresponding to right desire.  

[4] Now the cause of action (the efficient, not the final cause) is choice, 
and the cause of choice is desire and reasoning directed to some 
end. Hence choice necessarily involves both intellect or thought and 
a certain disposition of character [for doing well and the reverse in 
the sphere of action necessarily involve thought and character]. 

[5] Thought by itself however moves nothing, but only thought directed 
to an end, and dealing with action. This indeed is the moving cause 
of productive activity also, since he who makes something always 
has some further end in view: the act of making is not an end in 
itself, it is only a means, and belongs to something else. Whereas a 
thing done is an end in itself: since doing well (welfare) is the End, 
and it is at this that desire aims. 

 Hence Choice may be called either thought related to desire or 
desire related to thought; and man, as an originator of action, is a 
union of desire and intellect. 

[6] (Choice is not concerned with what has happened already: for 
example, no one chooses to have sacked Troy; for neither does one 
deliberate about what has happened in the past, but about what 
still lies in the future and may happen or not; what has happened 
cannot be made not to have happened. Hence Agathon is right in 
saying: 

“This only is denied even to God, 
The power to make what has been done undone.” 

The attainment of truth is then the function of both the intellectual 
parts of the soul. Therefore their respective virtues are those 
dispositions which will best qualify them to attain truth. 

1 BOOK VIII 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Our next business after this will be to discuss Friendship. For 
friendship is a virtue, or involves virtue; and also it is one of the most 
indispensable requirements of life. For no one would choose to live 
without friends, but possessing all other good things. In fact rich 
men, rulers and potentates are thought especially to require 
friends, since what would be the good of their prosperity without 
an outlet for beneficence, which is displayed in its fullest and most 
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[4] 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

praiseworthy form towards friends? And how could such prosperity 
be safeguarded and preserved without friends? For the greater it is, 
the greater is its insecurity. And in poverty or any other misfortune 
men think friends are their only resource. Friends are an aid to the 
young, to guard them from error; to the elderly, to tend them, and 
to supplement their failing powers of action; to those in the prime 
of life, to assist them in noble deeds— “ When twain together go—
”  
for two are better able both to plan and to execute. And the 
affection of parent for offspring and of offspring for parent seems 
to be a natural instinct, not only in man but also in birds and in most 
animals; as also is friendship between members of the same 
species; and this is especially strong in the human race; for which 
reason we praise those who love their fellow men. Even when 
travelling abroad one can observe that a natural affinity and 
friendship exist between man and man universally. Moreover, as 
friendship appears to be the bond of the state; and lawgivers seem 
to set more store by it than they do by justice, for to promote 
concord, which seems akin to friendship, is their chief aim, while 
faction, which is enmity, is what they are most anxious to banish. 
And if men are friends, there is no need of justice between them; 
whereas merely to be just is not enough—a feeling of friendship also 
is necessary. Indeed the highest form of justice seems to have an 
element of friendly feeling in it. 

[5] And friendship is not only indispensable as a means, it is also noble 
in itself. We praise those who love their friends, and it is counted a 
noble thing to have many friends; and some people think that a true 
friend must be a good man. 

[6] But there is much difference of opinion as to the nature of 
friendship. Some define it as a matter of similarity; they say that we 
love those who are like ourselves: whence the proverbs ‘Like finds 
his like,’ ‘Birds of a feather flock together,’ and so on. Others on the 
contrary say that with men who are alike it is always a case of ‘two 
of a trade.’ Some try to find a more profound and scientific 
explanation of the nature of affection. Euripides writes that ‘Earth 
years for the rain’ when dried up, ‘And the majestic Heaven when 
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filled with rain Yearns to fall to Earth.’ Heracleitus says, ‘Opposition 
unites,’ and ‘The fairest harmony springs from difference,’ and ‘Tis 
strife that makes the world go on.’ Others maintain the opposite 
view, notably Empedocles, who declares that ‘Like seeks after like.’ 

[7] Dismissing then these scientific speculations as not germane to our 
present enquiry, let us investigate the human aspect of the matter, 
and examine the questions that relate to man's character and 
emotions: for instance, whether all men are capable of friendship, 
or bad men cannot be friends; and whether there is only one sort of 
friendship or several. Those who hold that all friendship is of the 
same kind because friendship admits of degree, are relying on an 
insufficient proof, for things of different kinds also can differ in 
degree. But this has been discussed before. 

2  

 
 
 
 
 

[2] 

Perhaps the answer to these questions will appear if we ascertain 
what sort of things arouses liking or love. It seems that not 
everything is loved, but only what is lovable, and that this is either 
what is good, or pleasant, or useful. But useful may be taken to 
mean productive of some good or of pleasure, so that the class of 
things lovable as ends is reduced to the good and the pleasant. 
Then, do men like what is really good, or what is good for them? For 
sometimes the two may be at variance; and the same with what is 
pleasant. Now it appears that each person loves what is good for 
himself, and that while what is really good is lovable absolutely, 
what is good for a particular person is lovable for that person. 
Further, each person loves not what is really good for himself, but 
what appears to him to be so; however, this will not affect our 
argument, for ‘lovable’ will mean ‘what appears lovable.’ 

[3] 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

There being then three motives of love, the term Friendship is not 
applied to love for inanimate objects, since here there is no return 
of affection, and also no wish for the good of the object—for 
instance, it would be ridiculous to wish well to a bottle of wine: at 
the most one wishes that it may keep well in order that one may 
have it oneself; whereas we are told that we ought to wish our 
friend well for his own sake. But persons who wish another good for 
his own sake, if the feeling is not reciprocated, are merely said to 

 
[4] 

 
 
 
 
 
 

feel goodwill for him: only when mutual is such goodwill termed 
friendship. And perhaps we should also add the qualification that 
the feeling of goodwill must be known to its object. For a man often 
feels goodwill towards persons whom he has never seen, but whom 
he believes to be good or useful, and one of these persons may also 
entertain the same feeling towards him. Here then we have a case 
of two people mutually well-disposed, whom nevertheless we 
cannot speak of as friends, because they are not aware of each 
other's regard. To be friends therefore, men must 1) feel goodwill 
for each other, that is, wish each other's good, and 2) be aware of 
each other's goodwill, and 3) the cause of their goodwill must be 
one of the lovable qualities mentioned above. 
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Now these qualities differ in kind; hence the affection or friendship 
they occasion may differ in kind also. There are accordingly three 
kinds of friendship, corresponding in number to the three lovable 
qualities; since a reciprocal affection, known to either party, can be 
based on each of the three, and when men love each other, they 
wish each other well in respect of the quality which is the ground of 
their friendship. Thus friends whose affection is based on utility do 
not love each other in themselves, but in so far as some benefit 
accrues to them from each other. And similarly with those whose 
friendship is based on pleasure: for instance, we enjoy the society 
of witty people not because of what they are in themselves, but 
because they are agreeable to us. Hence in a friendship based on 
utility or on pleasure men love their friend for their own good or 
their own pleasure, and not as being the person loved, but as useful 
or agreeable. And therefore these friendships are based on an 
accident, since the friend is not loved for being what he is, but as 
affording some benefit or pleasure as the case may be. 
Consequently friendships of this kind are easily broken off, in the 
event of the parties themselves changing, for if no longer pleasant 
or useful to each other, they cease to love each other. And utility is 
not a permanent quality; it differs at different times. Hence when 
the motive of the friendship has passed away, the friendship itself 
is dissolved, having existed merely as a means to that end. 
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[4] Friendships of Utility seem to occur most frequently between the 
old, as in old age men do not pursue pleasure but profit; and 
between those persons in the prime of life and young people whose 
object in life is gain. Friends of this kind do not indeed frequent each 
other's company much, for in some cases they are not even pleasing 
to each other, and therefore have no use for friendly intercourse 
unless they are mutually profitable; since their pleasure in each 
other goes no further than their expectations of advantage. 

 With these friendships are classed family ties of hospitality with 
foreigners. 

[5] With the young on the other hand the motive of friendship appears 
to be pleasure, since the young guide their lives by emotion, and for 
the most part pursue what is pleasant to themselves, and the object 
of the moment. And the things that please them change as their age 
alters; hence they both form friendships and drop them quickly, 
since their affections alter with what gives them pleasure, and the 
tastes of youth change quickly. Also the young are prone to fall in 
love, as love is chiefly guided by emotion, and grounded on 
pleasure; hence they form attachments quickly and give them up 
quickly, often changing before the day is out. 

 The young do desire to pass their time in their friend's company, for 
that is how they get the enjoyment of their friendship. 

[6] 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

[7] 

The perfect form of friendship is that between the good, and those 
who resemble each other in virtue. For these friends wish each alike 
the other's good in respect of their goodness, and they are good in 
themselves; but it is those who wish the good of their friends for 
their friends' sake who are friends in the fullest sense, since they 
love each other for themselves and not accidentally. Hence the 
friendship of these lasts as long as they continue to be good; and 
virtue is a permanent quality. And each is good relatively to his 
friend as well as absolutely, since the good are both good absolutely 
and profitable to each other. And each is pleasant in both ways also, 
since good men are pleasant both absolutely and to each other; for 
everyone is pleased by his own actions, and therefore by actions 
that resemble his own, and the actions of all good men are the same 
or similar. Such friendship is naturally permanent, since it combines 

 
 
 
 
 

in itself all the attributes that friends ought to possess. All affection 
is based on good or on pleasure, either absolute or relative to the 
person who feels it, and is prompted by similarity of some sort; but 
this friendship possesses all these attributes in the friends 
themselves, for they are alike, et cetera, in that way. Also the 
absolutely good is pleasant absolutely as well; but the absolutely 
good and pleasant are the chief objects of affection; therefore it is 
between good men that affection and friendship exist in their fullest 
and best form. 

[8] 
 
 
 
 

[9] 
 
 

Such friendships are of course rare, because such men are few. 
Moreover they require time and intimacy: as the saying goes, you 
cannot get to know a man till you have consumed the proverbial 
amount of salt in his company; and so you cannot admit him to 
friendship or really be friends, before each has shown the other that 
he is worthy of friendship and has won his confidence. People who 
enter into friendly relations quickly have the wish to be friends, but 
cannot really be friends without being worthy of friendship and also 
knowing each other to be so; the wish to be friends is a quick 
growth, but friendship is not. 
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In an effort to save some space I have not reproduced the complete work. Still it produces a 
fairly hefty tome. (Edited by H. Rackham) 
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What is the Good?  
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