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In the fifth chapter of Avor we read:

.0%YH NHHA NPR — 12T MO NPRT ;NANKR 1YV AT HHA—12TA MO RN NANR Y2
NN TYTN2AARIT 2T MDD NPRWI;I0M NINR NAARIT AT MDD RNY AR RNIPR

Any love that is dependent on a thing — when the thing is gone, the love is gone; but a love
that is not dependent on a thing will never dissolve. What is a love that is dependent on a
thing? This is the love of Amnon and Tamar. And one that is not dependent on a thing? This
is the love of David and Jonathan.! (Mish. Avor 5.16)

Anyone familiar with Greek philosophical reflections on love and friendship
will immediately sense a resemblance. The distinction between love based on
sexual pleasure and higher forms of love is found in both Plato and Aristotle.
In Plato’s Symposium we find the following:

* The Bar Ilan responsa project enabled me to locate many of the passages referred to in this
paper. I thank Steve Harvey, Lawrence Schiffman, Joel Kaminsky and an anonymous reader for
comments which substantially improved this paper. I also thank Prof. Schaps for his many invaluable
suggestions and improvements as editor. This paper is a small token of my admiration for Ranon, and
for his unique ability to combine the intellectual and personal virtues of the world of Torah learning
with those of the academic world.

' All translations are my own.
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ToVNEOG &’ €0Tiv Exelvog O £QaoTg O TAVONUOG, O TOD ohuatog ooV 1 Thg Yuyfig
£0MV- ®OL YAQ 0VOE NOVLUOG E0TL, Gite 0VOE HoVipoy £0MV TOAYHATOG. dua YOO T
100 0hpaTOg EVOEL AMYOVTL, 0VTTEQ TQOL, OIYETOL AITOMTAUEVOS, TOMOUVE AOYOUC %ol
VITOOYEOELS RATOUOYVVOS: O O¢ TOD H100VG %0N0TOD HVTOS £QaOTNS L Plov pével, dte
povipw ovvtaxelc.

The common kind of lover is debased, the one who loves the body rather than the soul.
And he is not abiding, since he does not love an abiding quality. Once the flower of youth
fades, which is what he loved, he flutters off and is gone, dishonoring his many words and
promises. The lover of a soul which is worthy, on the other hand, remains throughout a
lifetime, since he becomes attached to that which abides.? (183d-¢)

This idea is expressed with greater clarity and abstraction by Aristotle in his
Nicomachean Ethics. Believing that everything, including friendship, has a
cause, Aristotle divided love or friendship into three kinds based on three in-
herently lovable qualities: utility, pleasure and goodness or virtue. Aristotle
favored friendships based on goodness, of course, and offered a variety of
arguments to demonstrate its superiority. Most relevant to the Mishnah is his
argument that friendships based on utility and pleasure are transitory. Since
these factors are extraneous to the beloved, and therefore do not necessarily
remain with him, any friendship based on them is transitory as well:

oite (37] OLd TO (N OOV cl)t?»ovwsg A0 TO avToig Ayafov G‘CSQ‘YOUGL %0l 0t 8L’ dovIV
Lt 1o avTolg NOY, »ai ovy, 11 O drhoduevog Eotv, G 1) xofowog 1) 180G, »atd
ovuPepnrog te o1 ai qaLMaL avtal glowv- 00 yag 1 0Ty domep Eotiv O prholuevog,
TaTy Pheiton, G’ 1) mogitovowy of puev dyafov T ot & Mdoviv. edddAvToL O
ol towovtal €iot, U SapevOVImV avT®V Opolwv- €av Yoo unxétt Noelg 1 yofoluot
oot, Tobovror priodvreg. O 8¢ yofoov ob Swapével, AL EAhote dhlo yivetal.
amolvBivrog obv Ot 6 Gikor ooy, drakieTor xoi 1) Prhic, dg oviong Tig drhiag meog
éxelvo.

Those who are friends because of utility love [one another] because of what is good
for themselves, and those who are friends because of pleasure love because of what is
pleasurable for themselves, and not insofar as the beloved is, but insofar as he is useful or
pleasant. These friendships are based on coincidence. For the beloved is loved not insofar
as he is who he is, but insofar as they provide something good or pleasure. Such friendships
are readily dissolved, as soon as the friends do not remain similar. For if they are no longer
pleasant or useful they stop loving. And utility does not endure, but differs at different times.
And when the thing for which they were friends dissolves, the friendship dissolves as
well, since the friendship was for that. (VE 8.3.2-3: 1156a14-24)

2 The sentiment is expressed by Pausanias who seeks admiration for his long-term relationship with
his beloved, Agathon. A similar idea appears also in Xen. Mem. 4.1, Sym. 8.21.
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Not only is the idea similar, but the Hebrew phrase ,n2nR nYva 127501 is
almost a translation of the Greek, &moAv@évTtog oOv 8 O @idol Hoav,
Stxdvetan kai 1) @Aia?

The similarities between the Mishnah and these Greek sources are palpa-
ble. All these sources assume that there are distinct varieties of love, that these
varieties differ by the objects they pursue, that by virtue of the differences
between the objects of love the kinds of love are better or worse, and that a
chief sign of their being better or worse is their lastingness. All view love that
is based on pleasure as among the lower and less lasting forms. Of course,
these similarities may simply reflect a common human insight into the nature
of love.* And even if there is some dependence here, it is not clear that the
Mishnah agrees with the Greek theories. On the surface at least, the Mishnah
seems to affirm the existence of a form of love that is, in direct conflict with
both Plato and Aristotle, not dependent on anything whatsoever.

If there is some dependence it is not easy to say which if either of these
Greek writers bears greater responsibility. The Mishnah shares with Aristotle
an abstract formulation, speaking of love rather than lovers, and speaking of
its dependence on a davar rather than on the body. On the other hand, it agrees
with Plato in offering only one example of an inferior form of love, one based
on pleasure, while Aristotle contrasts both pleasure-based and utility-based
relationships with the superior form of friendship.’

The apparent divergence from Aristotle may be more apparent than real,
however. The fact that the Tanna speaks of two kinds of love does not neces-
sarily show either a lack of familiarity with or a rejection of the Aristotelian

3 Considered as a translation, the Hebrew phrase is superior to a more literal translation since it puts

the idea into a succinct and idiomatic Hebrew form.

4 This possibility would be more likely, however, if we had good evidence that similar concepts
of friendship and comparisons between them developed among peoples who had no contact with
Hellenism.

> This resolution into two categories is reflected also in Toldot Yitzhak, the Biblical commentary of

Rabbi Isaac Karo (born 1458) on Gen. 25:28 where the love of Isaac for Esau is described as love
that is dependent on something:

.A1PY? IR NAMKR ApaM .2vn NANR 1172 YN N2NR NN 282 TX 2 WY NN PNX? 2NN

.A0N NANR
And Isaac loved Esau because quarry was in his mouth. This is love that is dependent on
something, love of the pleasant. But Rebecca loves Jacob. Love of the good.

Here again we have the distinction between the love of pleasure and the love of virtue without mention
of the category of utility. Rabbi Isaiah HorowItz adds an interesting observation on this passage in
his composition Shnei Luchot HaBrit (Torah Shebikhtav, Parashat Toldot, M’kor HaB’rachot). He
notes that the word love appears in the past tense when describing Jacob’s love of Esau, indicating
that this kind of love may end, but appears in the present tense when describing Rebecca’s love for
Jacob, indicating its eternity.
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doctrine, since the lower form of love may be meant to include relationships
based on utility as well.® The fact that the Tanna does not use a term for the
body or for pleasure in describing the relationship of Amnon and Tamar, but
uses instead the term davar, suggests an awareness of a broader range of pos-
sible objects of desire, as in Aristotle. There are many ways to explain the fact
that the Tanna offers no example of utility-relationships, even if he had them
in mind. He may have preferred a simple contrast between good and bad forms
of relationships over a more complex tripartite contrast for didactic or literary
reasons. He may not have found as good a Biblical example of a relationship
based on utility.” The story of Amnon and Tamar places great emphasis on the
temporary nature of the relationship, and this may have made it seem ideally
suited to the Mishnah’s purpose.

Moreover, it is possible to interpret the example of David and Jonathan as
containing an implicit reference to utilitarian forms of friendship. This example
is valuable because it seems to say something not only about what a good friend-
ship is but also about what it is not. The relationship between David and Jona-
than is evidently free from whatever characterizes a bad relationship. It would
not be an excellent example of a relationship free from any element of pleasure,
however, since David laments that Jonathan was pleasant to him (2 Samuel
1:26). If the Tanna wanted a clear example of a lasting relationship not based
on pleasure, he might have chosen the relationship between Naomi and Ruth,
for example, in which no suggestion of pleasure is found, and in which one
of the friends even develops a romantic relationship with someone else. Why
then did the 7anna choose the example of David and Jonathan and not that of
Naomi and Ruth? The obvious answer is that whereas Ruth can be said to have
benefited from her relationship with Naomi, by her marriage with Naomi’s rela-
tive Boaz, Jonathan’s love for David is marked by his willingness to sacrifice
his personal interest, his claim to the throne, because of his love for David.?

® Rabbi Joseph ALASHKAR (expelled from Spain in 1492) in his commentary Merkevet HaMishneh
on Avot clearly took this view. He understood the Mishnah as assuming the Aristotelian tripartite
division of friendship:

.21V XINY N2 2100 NANRY,22VINN N2NRY,2V0 N2NKR,D°PpYN NwHwH Npbna X0 N2nrn mam
Love is divided into three parts, love of the pleasant, love of the useful, and love of the good for its
being good.

He describes this last form as a love that is not dependent on a davar, implying that the former two
are in the other category. See also Don Isaac Abarbanel, discussed below.

" Seder Eliyahu Rabbah, parasha 26, offers the friendship of Balaam and Balak as such an example.
(Final redaction of this composition is believed to have been in the tenth century, but an apparent
reference to an oral version is found in Bab. Ket. 106a). One might also adduce the relationship of
Jacob and Laban.

8 See also the comments of Rabbeinu Yonah Geronpi [2005] in his commentary on Avot:
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Whatever the circumstances in which the relationship was formed, the example
is chosen because it exemplifies a relationship that continues despite the loss of
utility or advantage. It is thus an example of a relationship whose excellence is
manifest in the fact that it is not based on interest or utility. By choosing this as
the example of the good relationship, the Tanna has contrived to refer implicitly
to the second form of the lower Aristotelian friendship, that based on utility.” He
has referred to three kinds of friendship by offering examples of two.

It is more difficult, however, at first sight, to reconcile the description of
the higher form of friendship in the Mishnah with either Plato’s or Aristotle’s
theory. For both Plato and Aristotle, longer-lasting friendships are possible
only for those who are virtuous or good and whose motive for friendship is
love of the good. Here is what Aristotle has to say:

tehelo & £0Tiv 1] TOV ya0®OV Grhio #ol #at AQETTV OpolwV: 0VTOL Y& Taya0d Ouoimg
Bothovraw GAlLog 1) dryadol, dyaol & giol %0’ adtols. ol 8¢ Bovrdpevorl Taryadd
Toig Ppihotg exelvarv Evera uoc)»wm dikou- 8L avtovg yao obtwg Exovot, xol 0 xatd
ovuPePnroc: drapéver obv 1) TOLTOVY Prhia Eng &v dyadoi dowy, 1} & doeti poviuoy.

Perfect (or: chosen for its own sake) is the friendship of the good and those similar in virtue.
For these wish the good things for each other in similar ways insofar as they are good; and
they are good in themselves. And those who wish the good things for their friends for their

Q"VYRY \NNNM TITNANT NP PN NXP Y V0w DTRN WY A YR QR RN pDan 02 PRY N2NRN
WP INY MNAAR AN’ AT Y2 DY MIAYNAN MR DAY TNY 7N TIM AR DIpna TnyY 1R nw
YR

The love that does not end is when it endures even when a person estimates that he will suffer some
harm and shame, as in the case of David and Jonathan. Even though he was qualified to be king after
his father, and David was destined to remove him from the kingship, nevertheless his love for him
was a tight bond.

This view of Jonathan’s relation with David is found also in Magen Avot of Rabbi Simeon ben
Zemach Duran [2000] ad loc., in Sefer Halkkarim 3.35 of Rabbi Yosef Albo [1930], and in Abarbanel
[2004] ad loc.

° It is interesting to note that Aristotle himself reduces his tripartite theory to a two-part one at one

point in his discussion, arguing that the useful is not a separate category, since everything that is
useful contributes either to the good or to the pleasant:

donel ya@ 00 iy ¢)L}\€L09(XL AL TO PUTOV, ToDTO & glvan dyafov i 1] név 1} xonowwov: doEeie
& v yxoMnotpov givau 8 ov yivetar dyafov T §) Ndovi|, Hote Grhntd av ein TéyadOV Te nol TO
NOL Mg TéA.

It seems that not everything is loved, but only the lovable, and this is either good or pleasurable or
useful. And the useful would seem to be that through which something good or pleasure is obtained,
so that only the good and the pleasurable are lovable as ends. (NE 8.2: 1155b18-21)

One doubts, however, that this argument, which Aristotle ignores in the rest of his discussion,
provides the explanation for our Mishnah. Rabbi Moses Almosnino in his commentary on Avot
argued that the Tanna reduced the Aristotelian categories to two on the grounds that the category of
utility is subsumed by the category of pleasure since the useful is only pursued to the extent that it
pleases. This is an original explanation, not found in Aristotle, but based on a good understanding of
Aristotelian psychology.
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own sakes are especially friends. For they are disposed in this way for their own sakes
and not by coincidence. Their friendship lasts as long as they are good, and virtue is
abiding. (VE 8.3.6: 1156b7-12)

While Aristotle speaks of virtue and goodness as the source of a long-lasting
bond, the Mishnah speaks of a relationship that depends on no qualities at all.
Taken literally, the Mishnah contradicts the most basic assumption common to
Plato and Aristotle: that there must be some motivating factor for any affection.

But while it is possible to interpret the Mishnah in this manner, it is equally
possible to interpret it as agreeing with the philosophers. The question is how to
interpret the term davar. Does it refer to anything at all, even a quality of soul,
or does it refer only to some kinds of things, such as those that provide utility
or pleasure? The term davar in Mishnaic Hebrew means a word or a thing.
It can refer to such nebulous things as events or subjects (... T 127N NNY).
But I have not found a case in which it is used to refer to a quality or a quality
of soul.!” If davar does not refer here to spiritual qualities, but only to things,
a friendship that is not dependent on a davar may still be dependent on the
spiritual qualities of the beloved, as is the case for Aristotle’s higher form of
friendship. Indeed, many commentators have sensed that in speaking of a love
that is not dependent on a davar, the Mishnah only means to exclude certain
kinds of things."

The example of David and Jonathan also sheds some light on this question.
Is this an example of a friendship that is based on no good quality whatsoever,
or is it an example of a friendship based on love of virtue? The answer to this
depends to some extent on whose love is being considered primarily, the love
of David for Jonathan or the love of Jonathan for David. The Biblical story of
Jonathan and David is full of references to Jonathan’s love for David, not the
reverse (1 Sam. 18:1; 19:1; 20:17). Even in David’s lament for Jonathan the
emphasis is on the love that Jonathan felt towards him:

DY) NINKRN 72 ANAIR ANKIN

1 An anonymous reader suggests 1 Kings 14:13 as an example of davar being used of a spiritual
quality. However, the reference there can be understood as referring to good deeds, as indeed the
Talmud does (Bab. M. K. 28b).

" Maimonides calls it a 02127 (see below). Rabbi Mattathias HAY1zHARI in his commentary on
Avot written about 1400 in Spain, calls it a 3MKRY NNRN P2V 12T as opposed to a 9912 N 127. Rabbi
Isaiah Horowrrz (Sha’ar HaOtiyot s.v. pirayon) suggests that the davar is flattery.
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(2 Sam. 1:26)." If the subject is Jonathan’s love for David,"* who had many
good qualities, it seems likely that the Mishnah is bringing it as an example of
a love that is based on a good quality of the beloved.!* This supports the view
that the Mishnah does not mean to consider the possibility of a love based on
nothing, but rather a love that is aroused by something more elevated than
pleasure or utility, possibly some admirable virtue as Aristotle said. This is not
necessarily the only way to read the Biblical story, but a Tanna familiar with
the Greek concept may have chosen this story because he read it in this way.

There is one other seeming divergence of the Mishnah from the Platonic
and Aristotelian theories. While Aristotle speaks of the better form of love as
monimos, long-lasting, the Mishnah uses a term that might suggest that it is
ever-lasting (021VY). However, it would be a mistake to draw such a conclu-
sion. Mishnaic Hebrew is not a philosophically precise language which would
contain a term for eternity in the philosophical sense. And I have not found a
word in Mishnaic Hebrew that would represent the Greek monimos any better
than 09YY. Indeed, the term DY is regularly used in both the Bible and the
Mishnah to refer to an extended period of time, not necessarily to “forever” in
the precise sense.! This meaning is obviously what is intended in our context,
where the subject is the friendship of David and Jonathan.

12 See the comments of the Ralbag (GErsoniDEs [2001]) on the Biblical passage:

NANRA TTY INNN? N2AR NNPA ARYAI 1M APTN INYY MY NN 0w NANRA *2 NAIR NNRYQ)
12779 NN2AARA AT a0 9an 891 ,n%Hp7 N2 122w TY TR NPTN NANR RNY )NRD D°wIN

Your love was more wondrous than the love of women. In other words, the love of Jonathan for
David was stronger and more wondrous than the love of women for their lovers, which is a very
strong love, so much so that even if he hits her and curses her she will not love him any the less for it.

13 Some early manuscripts reverse the order of the names as an indication that Jonathan’s love for

David is the subject. See SHarviT 2005, 201 and 2006, 117. We find in the commentary of Rabbi
Shlomo Apant the following:

TIV 2N 9T TIWR DI 1"I0 Y 1mawna 127" Dpna Y2 1272 72 2" NN TR 2R
NYYNY 231 PITN 1N ,NANRD PPV 7PN NNT 2 1Y 519 TIT NN NANRT 019D 2112 10T
WM RN DMADN 2171217012 59 RN NYNN 113 NbnY 121 00 2 MK IR

Afterwards I found it printed in this way [“an ephemeral thing” rather than “a thing”; see below,
p. 34] in the Mishnah of R. Yehosef Ashkenazi of blessed memory. And he also wrote that we find in
most of the editions: “This is the love of Jonathan and David.” And that seems to me preferable, since
the main love was Jonathan’s. And similarly in an earlier passage [the Mishnah] mentioned Amnon
[first] and afterwards Tamar. And later, with regard to the dispute between Shamai and Hillel, we find
in most editions Shamai first.

4 As an anonymous reader points out, the Biblical story of the love of Jonathan for David can be

explained equally well as depending on nothing: 12912 10117 1N2IR TIT W2 NMYpI 1NN wan
(1 Sam. 18:1).

15 Maimonides is responsible for initiating a trend of interpreting the term as meaning forever.
Jacob Anatoli, who was clearly familiar with Aristotle’s thought, saw the right way to interpret it.
See below, pp. 39-42.
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On all these points, the Mishnah offers a reasonably accurate reflection of
the Platonic or Aristotelian teaching, suggesting some kind of influence. The
suspicion of some influence is heightened by the fact that the saying is pre-
sented anonymously: it was not attributable to any particular rabbinic source.
It is difficult however to identify a path by which a Platonic or Aristotelian
doctrine would appear in the Mishnah.'® Paradoxically enough, it would have
been more likely to have been incorporated into the Mishnah at a time when
Greek philosophy was not well-known in rabbinic circles, since it is doubtful
that a saying would be included in the Mishnah if it were easily identifiable as
foreign. But given widespread ignorance of Greek ethical writings, the saying
could have appeared to ancient readers as a traditional Jewish sentiment, just
as it appears to many people today.'” This impression would be reinforced by
the Biblical examples that are offered. As S. Lieberman once opined, the Rab-
bis loved to make use of popular sayings in order to illustrate Biblical themes.'*

THE HISTORY OF A LOVE THAT HAS NO CAUSE

In the second part of this paper, I will consider the ways in which later Jew-
ish thinkers and commentators reacted to the Mishnah and its apparent Aris-
totelian pedigree.!” The majority of commentators were familiar with Aris-
totle’s ethical writings® and sensed a connection with the Mishnah, even if

¢ The question of the availability and popularity of Aristotelian texts in the Hellenistic period is a
subject of continuing debate. See recently NiELsEN 2012 and GiLL 2012. Important earlier treatments
include Kenny 1978 and SanbBacH 1985. Even if the NE was not available prior to the first century
BC, it may nevertheless have influenced the Mishnah, which was not composed until around 220 CE
and may have been put into writing only much later.

'7 The ability of the Rabbis to adopt this teaching as their own shows the extent to which Greek
thinking was indistinguishable from traditional Jewish thinking at this time, at least insofar as
concepts of friendship are concerned.

'8 LiEBERMAN 1950, 144 n. 99.

19T cannot consider all the innumerable interpretations of this passage that have been offered by
Jewish commentators, or even all the more interesting ones. I will however note that some novel
interpretations have been offered even recently. For example, in his commentary on Avot the late
Lubavitcher Rebbe discovered a temporal aspect of the Mishnah (SCHNEERSON 1990). The Noam
Elimelech (WEeisBLUM [1978]) took the term davar literally to mean a word, and argued that if a
friendship can end because of a misspoken word, this shows that it was not a solid relationship
(Parashat Ki Tetzei s.v. O Yomar). This creative interpretation actually has a resonance in Aristotle,
who argues that the friendship of the good is proof against calumny (NVE 8.4.3: 1157a20-25). Clearly
not all such resonances reflect actual knowledge of Aristotle.

2 Aristotle’s ethical thought was available in one form or another both to Arabic readers and to
Latin readers. The Summa Alexandrinorum is a Latin translation of an Arabic paraphrase of the
Ethics that was made in the late 10" century (see MARcHESI 1904; FowLEr 1982). A complete literal
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they sometimes took liberties in interpreting both the Mishnah and Aristotle.
From an Aristotelian point of view, the central difficulty in the Mishnah is
the apparent claim that there can be a love which has no cause at all. While
many commentators assumed that the higher form of love is, as in Aristotle,
dependent on some superior quality, others took seriously the possibility that
the Mishnah is endorsing a love that has no cause at all. Some thought that
the subject of the Mishnah was love and friendship among human beings, as
indeed is clearly suggested by the examples adduced, while others interpreted
it as referring to love for God or Torah, or to God’s love for Israel.

NON-ARISTOTELIAN VIEWS

Before we consider this range of views, we should recall the Biblical back-
ground to a non-Aristotelian view of the Mishnah. In general, the Bible holds
forth punishment for wrongdoers and rewards for those who fulfill their obliga-
tions, thus implying that God’s love is dependent on Israel’s behavior. However
there are places where the Bible uses phrases that suggest the idea of a divine
love that is not dependent on any quality, spiritual or otherwise, of the beloved.
The comparison of God to a good shepherd, as at Isa. 40:10-11, seems to sug-
gest a positive care-taking that has the interest of the flock at heart regardless of
its qualities or behavior. In some places the Bible makes it clear that the good
things that God grants to Israel are not based on Israel’s merits: “It is not be-
cause of your virtues and rectitude that you will be able to occupy their country,
but because of the wickedness of those nations the Lord your God is dispos-
sessing them before you, and in order to fulfill the oath that the Lord made to
your fathers, Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob.” (Deut. 9:5) Similarly, the idea that
God’s love for Israel is eternal and inextinguishable (see Jer. 31:2) may have
suggested that it is not dependent on Israel’s virtue and behavior. Given this
background, it is understandable that Jewish commentators would interpret the
Mishnah as referring to completely undeserved affection, along the lines of
the Greek agape or the Hebrew chesed. Similarly, the concept of groundless
hatred, familiar from Talmudic literature (e.g. Bab. Yoma 9b), would have sug-
gested to some readers the possibility of interpreting the Mishnah literally as

translation into Arabic going back to the 9" or 10" centuries has been edited and published recently
(Akasoy & Fipora 2005), but it is not clear that the Jewish commentators we will consider had access
to it. Alfarabi wrote a now-lost commentary or paraphrase of the Ethics to which Maimonides and
others refer. In the 1240s, Robert Grosseteste made a Latin translation of the Ethics. Leonardo Bruni
produced another in the early 1400s. Don Meir Alguadez translated Boethius’ older Latin version of
Aristotle’s Ethics into Hebrew in the early 1400s.
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referring to a love that has no basis at all. This line of interpretation seems to
have been particularly attractive as a response to Christian replacement theol-
ogy, which argued that Israel’s God no longer loved Israel.

Despite this, there are actually very few commentators who took this line
of interpretation. Seder Eliyahu Rabbah (parsha 26) offers the love of Abra-
ham for his son, grandson and their descendants as an example of love that
is not based on a davar. Although there may be family sentiment involved,
it seems obvious that love for unknown descendants cannot be based on any
particular qualities they possess. The MEIRI takes a similar view:

N2°DN MDA ,N2°DY RYN NPRINANRT INRT 1M .12 12752 1272 YN RNW Nanr Y2
N2 w11 .0%YY NHLA NPR,NYIYNA NANR RN RHR 1272 115N NPREA IR , 2000 D2
N2 55yNnY 1911 NININY NAMK AW 0M NIAR NAAKR T 12T MON RNY DANR MR
YN NPRYI .R1PA WNANT N PYY IRIW Y NWTNNI NPIYN NpSNDN IR M2ywN
21025 N91YN NANKR ROKR 72% 2% 72 7007 K9 NN TITN2ANR 12 1212

‘Every love that is dependent on a davar, when the davar is gone etc....” In other words,
since the love exists only because of a cause, when the cause is gone so is that which is
caused. But when it is not dependent on a davar, but is rather superior (or virtuous) love,
it is never dissolved. And he explained which is a love that is dependent on a davar, the
love of Amnon and Tamar, since he loved her for his body’s pleasure, to take advantage
of her, and when he no longer took pleasure in her and his passion had gone he developed
hatred for her, as is clear in the Bible. And a love that is not dependent on a davar is like the
love of David and Jonathan, which had no cause, but was only superior (or virtuous) love.
(Commentary on Avot ad loc.)

Here the Meiri states clearly that the love of Jonathan and David has no cause
whatsoever, but he does not explain what he means by calling it superior (or
virtuous) love.

This approach appears in theological contexts where it concerns the mys-
tery of God’s love for Israel. The ManaraL adopted this approach to the ques-
tion of Israel’s election in chapter 11 of Netzach Yisrael. Contrasting Noah and
Abraham, he argues that the fact that no virtues are attributed to Abraham prior
to God’s speaking to him shows that God did not choose Abraham for his traits
as an individual. Rather he chose him for the sake of the nation of Israel as a
whole. Such a choice, he argues, cannot be dependent on a particular action or
merit, since actions and merits are attributes of individuals, while a nation is
a collective. Thus God chose Israel for its essence, and not for any qualities it
possesses. The choice of Israel therefore reflects a love that is not dependent
on any merit whatsoever, and for this very reason it is everlasting. Here we see
the use of the concept of unmotivated love in a theological-political context:
it not only concerns divine favor, it also responds to Christian replacement
theology which sees the choice of Israel as retractable.

32



Similar arguments were offered to explain Israel’s love for the land of Is-
rael and for the Torah. In the Vavei HaAmudim, Rabbi Shabbetai Horowitz
points out that in the times of the Temple there were many reasons for the Jew-
ish people to love the land of Israel, and therefore it was a love that is depend-
ent on a davar.*' The author seems to imply that today, after the destruction of
the Temple, Israel’s love for the land is a higher form of love, since it has less
of a cause. The Sefar Emet* argues that while love for the commandments can
be extinguished when one commits a transgression, love of the Torah is not
dependent on anything and therefore cannot ever be extinguished. Similarly,
he explains the passage "NRIW WY NX1 2py? NR 2NX (I loved Jacob, but Esau
I hated: Mal. 1:2-3) as expressing God’s inextinguishable and unconditional
love for Israel.

The idea that love should not be dependent on any traits whatsoever was
applied to marriage by Rabbi Menashe Klein (1923-2011) in a responsum. He
argued that it is a mistake to marry a woman on the basis of any discernible at-
tribute, aside possibly from piety, since this would contradict the proper inten-
tion in marrying, which is the service of God. He therefore recommended that
the bride and groom not see each other prior to the wedding. Basing himself
on rabbinic interpretations of the danger of marrying a beautiful woman cap-
tured from among the non-Jewish nations in war (Deut. 21:10-14), he argues
that one should also avoid marrying a Jewish woman on the grounds of beauty
or other similar qualities:

NNNAYY 191D 1291,N20KR NHH2 12T HHA 12TNA RXAY NINR NYYNRD IN P2 DIwN 12T Tonn
121K YY1 D TNNRN DN IN2" 1K 1227 MM 1D 12 7nn TOnY 1aim
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He who desires something because of its beauty or other good quality that he found in it,
when the thing is gone, so is the love, and therefore he will come in the end to hate her and
to beget from her a rebellious son as [the Sages] have said, “and I will cleanse from you
the rebellious and the transgressors (Ez. 20:38), these are the children of the hated wife.”
(Bab. Ned.20b) In any case, he who marries a woman and looks at her so that he will have
a desire to take her for her beauty and so forth, in the end will divorce her.... But he who
marries a woman for the sake of heaven, this is love that is not dependent on a davar. (KLEIN
vol. 7 chap. 235).

2 S. Horowrirz, Amud Hashalom, chapter 25.

22 ALTER [2001], Parashat Shekalim.

% See also Bab. Ta’an., 26b in which unattractive women are said to urge this attitude. One
may compare Rabbi Klein’s view with Socrates’ advice to visit ugly women in order to avoid any
excessive infatuation (see e.g. Xen. Mem. 1.3.14). Both seem opposed to erotic infatuation, but
whereas Socrates gave this advice in order to reduce men’s distracting attachment to women, the
Mishne Halochos ostensibly aims at producing long-lasting dispassionate relationships with them.
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ARISTOTELIAN VIEWS

Most commentators, however, followed Maimonides in interpreting the Mishnah
within the context of Aristotelian thought. This generally meant assuming that
the higher form of love is dependent on some trait in the beloved despite the
simple meaning of the words of the Mishnah. Maimonides made this clear by
qualifying the kind of davar that the lower form of love depends on:

N5V NPR ,HYA 12T MHYN NPRYI.NANR 1YY 12T HYA ,HYA 12T YN RNY NANR YA
Rapalvp)

Any love that is dependent on something ephemeral, when the thing is gone, the love
is gone. But a love that is not dependent on something ephemeral, never passes away.
(Commentary on Avot 5.15)

By adding the word Y02 (“ephemeral”) to the word 12T Maimonides made it
clear that every form of love is based on something. The lower form of love is
transitory because it is based on something Y02, something that is not eternal.
The higher form of love is not based on something 5021 but it is still based on
something. Maimonides explains what that something is:

91022 MINNNA Y1V 27NN, D1V DDA D1 07NN DN YR YW YT NN
121 RY NANKRD MR N NNARD YTRN KIN NN 12T N20RD DN D DR 722997, 707
INXNN TNRN NY DN 2,020 nh1va

And you know that all these material causes are ephemeral and passing, and with the
elimination of the causes is necessitated the elimination of the thing caused, and therefore
if the cause of the love was a divine thing, that is true knowledge, then that love cannot be
eliminated ever, since its cause is of eternal existence. (ibid.)

Although Aristotelian in its basic assumptions, this theory represents a seri-
ous departure from Aristotle’s theory. Aristotle spoke of the higher form of
friendship as a human relationship based on the love of virtue. A virtuous
friend is a good thing for a lover of virtue, among other reasons because he or
she provides an example of virtue that can be easily contemplated (NE 9.9.5:
1169b28-1170a6). Since virtue is relatively long-lasting, such a friendship is
long-lasting (monimos), but of course it is not eternal, both because virtue
may decline and because people are mortal. By transforming the higher form
of friendship into an eternal friendship, Maimonides also implicitly alters the
object of the love. It can no longer be, as in Aristotle, love of a person who is
perishable, but rather of something eternal, something divine. It must be love
of the unchanging truth or divine knowledge.**

2 This extreme approach did not convince all later Jewish commentators. Rabbi Obadiah of
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This development not only represents a divergence from Aristotle, it also
represents a divergence from the Mishnah on this same point. By adducing
Jonathan’s love for David as an example of the higher love, the Mishnah
clearly shows it has a human relationship in mind, not the love of wisdom or
knowledge. Thus the Mishnah is more closely in accord with Aristotle on this
point than is Maimonides, the famous student of Aristotelian philosophy.

Maimonides was of course familiar with Aristotle’s theory of friendship.
Although he probably did not see Aristotle’s Ethics prior to composing the
Commentary on the Mishnah, he may have seen a summary or paraphrase,
such as the Summa Alexandrinorum or Alfarabi’s commentary on the Ethics.”
In his comments on another passage in Avor (1.6: 12N 72 N1p) he discusses in
some detail the three categories of friendship that appear in Aristotle’s work:

M2 XN NYYINY 12NN .1V 1272 12M,NRIN 12mM,NYYINY 12N, 000 Nww DaNm
72M MIYN 12N DD W NN ARIN 12N YR IRAN 1NN MIAND amyin 2w Mnan
YW KN, INDA 1AM AT KX D'RIW1I1 MApaY D121 MN2N2 XN NIyN 12N nva
P17 Y31 NYIM M TA RY NWYNIA ®Y 130N 1MW 1IPRY 1PHY NIMD INYTY 12N DTRY
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X1 ,NYV1 1272 12M aMT T INMPYA TRA 21 NN 1Y 702 272 TY DTR NTRA PNV wald
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There are three kinds of friend, a friend for utility, a friend for pleasure and a friend for
something superior. A friend for utility is like the friendship of two partners and like the
friendship of a king and his army. A friend for pleasure is of two kinds: a friend for physical
enjoyment and a trusted friend. A friend for physical enjoyment is like the friendship of men
for women in marriage and such things. A trusted friend is when someone has a friend that
his mind relies on and he does not hide anything from him in deed or in word, but reveals
all the good and bad things to him without fearing that he will be humiliated by him or by
others. When someone trusts another person to this extent he will have great enjoyment
from his conversation and companionship. And a friend for a superior matter is when their
desire and goal is for the same thing, namely doing good, and each one wishes to be helped
by the other in order to achieve that good for both of them. And this is the friend that the
author commanded to acquire, and it is like the friendship of a teacher for his student and
a student for his teacher.

BERTINORO, basing himself in part on MAIMONIDES’ commentary, also speaks of the lower form of
friendship as based on a Y02 127. However, he contrasts this not with love of divine knowledge but
with love of the righteous and the wise, thus drawing closer to Aristotle’s theory in which the higher
friendship is between virtuous people.

»  Although Maimonides quotes a short passage from the Ethics, this does not show that he read the
Ethics, since this quotation was available from other sources. On the knowledge of Aristotle’s Ethics
in Jewish and Arabic philosophical circles, see HARVEY 1998 and 2007; Duncop 2005. Although
Dunlop considers numerous fragmentary references to Arabic translations, he does not consider the
passages I discuss in this paper.
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The relationship between these comments and Aristotle’s discussion of friend-
ship is obvious, and here Maimonides acknowledges that there is a form of
human friendship that is based on love of the good. It was not a failure to
understand Aristotle’s theory of friendship that led him to interpret the previ-
ous Mishnah as he did, nor was it a failure to draw a connection between the
Mishnah and Aristotle. Why then did he not interpret our Mishnah in more
accurate Aristotelian terms?

Possibly Maimonides simply saw no way to reconcile the language of the
Mishnah, which speaks literally of a love that lasts forever, with the theory
of Aristotle. This formulation may have suggested to him something beyond
the Aristotelian doctrine of love of virtue, which is only long-lasting and not
eternal. But this is an unlikely explanation. By the time he wrote the Guide,
Maimonides was aware that the term ‘olam does not mean eternity:

You know that the word ‘olam does not signify eternity a parte post unless it is conjoined
with the word ‘ad, which may come either after it... or before it.... (MAIMONIDES, Guide
2.28)

While it is possible that Maimonides was not yet aware of this when he com-
posed the Commentary, there are better ways to explain his interpretation.

In general, Maimonides much prefers to conceive of love in divine rather
than human terms. He entitles one book of the Mishneh Torah Sefer HaA-
havah, and devotes it entirely to the service of God. He speaks in dramatic
terms about the love of God in the Guide (3.51) and the Mishneh Torah (Hil-
chot Yesodei HaTorah 2.1-3,4.12). In his introduction to Avot he interprets the
obligation to know God in all one’s ways as an obligation to direct all one’s
actions towards achieving closeness to God (chapter five). This preference
for love of the divine leads necessarily to a devaluation of human friendships.
Given the firm, singular imperative to love of God, friendship between human
beings can only have a secondary, instrumental, importance. Since the term
D27 in the Mishnah lends itself to interpretation in terms of love of God, and
since this is the most important form of love for Maimonides, it makes sense
that he would interpret it in these terms, despite the fact that the example of
David and Jonathan is rather inconvenient.

Even in the passage we have just quoted, where Maimonides offers a
brief summary of Aristotle’s theory of friendship, there are important devia-
tions from Aristotle’s theory. The division of friendship based on pleasure
into two kinds, one based on physical enjoyment and the other on trust, is
not found in Aristotle. More importantly, there is a serious change in the de-
scription of the highest form of friendship. Whereas Aristotle argued that
the good friendship is based on the mutual love of virtue, Maimonides de-
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scribes it as a kind of partnership in pursuit of the good, and exemplifies it
with the example of the student and the teacher. He seems to think of good
friends as partners in the search for wisdom and knowledge. But surpris-
ingly enough, this conception of friendship, to which Aristotle ought to sub-
scribe wholeheartedly, is not to be found in his discussion of friendship.*
Even in his discussion of the philosophical way of life, he minimizes the role
of friends:

6 88 00pOg xal xad’ abTOV OV dhvata Oewelv, ol Hom &v CoPpDTEQOS 1), HAALOV-

Béhtiov 8’ lowg ovvepyoug Exwv, Al Sumg abtaeréoTatog.

The wise man is able to contemplate even on his own, and to the extent that he is wiser all
the more so. Perhaps he would do so better having co-workers, but nevertheless, he is most
self-sufficient. (VE 10.7.4: 1177a34-5)

For the vast majority of his discussion of friendship, Aristotle treats the higher
form of friendship as based on the mutual love of moral goodness, not intel-
lectual goodness. Why then does Maimonides describe friendship in these
intellectual terms?

As we have noted, Maimonides did not base his account of Aristotle on the
actual text of the Ethics. The changes we have noted may well have appeared
already in the source on which Maimonides is relying. Neither the concept of
the trusted friend nor the friendship of philosophical seekers is found in the
Latin or Hebrew translations of the Summum Alexandrinorum or in the recently
published Arabic translation of the Ethics.?” Quite possibly Maimonides found
them in Alfarabi’s lost commentary/paraphrase of the Ethics. In any case,
these changes are certainly congenial to Maimonides’ views. Like his source,
Maimonides would have had difficulty reconciling Aristotle’s denigration of
pleasure, with which he wholeheartedly agreed (Guide 3.36), with his apparent
acceptance of a category of friendship based on pleasure, and therefore would
have had good reason to introduce an additional kind of friendship within this
category. Similarly, the omission of friendship based on the appreciation of
moral virtue and its replacement with philosophical friendship, reflects a wide-
spread post-Aristotelian view of virtue to which Maimonides subscribed.

% The closest he gets is mentioning the possibility that some friends would enjoy philosophizing
together: NE 9.12.2: 1172a5 (a phrase that is omitted from the full Arabic translation of the Ethics: p.
524). See also NE 9.1.7: 1164b2-3.

¥ There is however an interesting passage in the Summa which could have suggested the latter
concept. Aristotle speaks of two friends as being vofjoat kail mpd&at Suvatwrtepotl (NE 8.1.2:
1155a16). In this context, the term vofjoat means to plan or deliberate. The Summa uses a noun,
intellectum, presumably reflecting the Arabic ‘agl or intellect. This may have suggested to
a commentator such as Alfarabi or to Maimonides himself that a friend is useful for intellectual
development and not merely for advice.
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Despite his lengthy discussion of moral virtue and friendship as ends in
themselves, Aristotle concludes the Ethics by placing intellectual contempla-
tion on a higher level (NVE 10.7: 1177a12-1178a8). Medieval thinkers like
Maimonides accepted this conclusion and used it to modify the earlier account
of moral virtues as ends in themselves. Instead of ends in themselves, Mai-
monides describes the moral virtues as healthy states of the soul necessary for
achieving intellectual contemplation (see the introduction to the Introduction
to the Commentary on Avot, known as the Eight Chapters). For Maimonides,
the contemplation of the divine is much more highly valued than the contem-
plation of the moral virtue of one’s companion could ever be.

Given his essential lack of sympathy for Aristotle’s conception of friend-
ship of the good, one has to wonder whether Maimonides would have ever
mentioned the subject of friendship if it were not mentioned in the Mishnah.
Indeed, even in the Guide his discussions of friendship are brief (e.g. 3.46) and
have nothing to do with the mutual pursuit of knowledge he alludes to in the
Commentary on the Mishnah. When he speaks of love in the M7, it is love of
God, not human friendship, that is his chief concern (See Hilchot Yesodei Ha-
Torah 2.1-3,4.12). This form of love is based, as one might expect, purely on
intellectual apprehension, the degree of love being proportional to the degree
of knowledge one attains. In the Commentary on the Mishnah, Maimonides is
to a greater degree at the mercy of the text on which he is commenting, which
is why it is in some ways more interesting than Maimonides’ other writings.
Since the Mishnah spoke highly of friendship, Maimonides was forced to do
so as well. He found a simple solution, emphasizing a form of friendship that
is more consistent with Aristotle’s conclusions than Aristotle’s own discussion
of friendship, and also one that is consistent with Jewish devotion to learning.

Maimonides’ failure to grant an important place to human love and friend-
ship has important consequences for his account of the commandment to love
one’s neighbor. Truth to tell, this commandment would be difficult to explain
on Aristotelian grounds even if Maimonides did recognize the value of hu-
man friendship. Since Aristotelian friendship is based primarily on the good
qualities of the beloved, it would be difficult to love one’s neighbor unless he
or she possessed such qualities. Moreover, since love is a natural reaction to
the qualities of the beloved, there is little room for commanding it. As we will
see, later thinkers, such as Rabbi Schneur Zalman, the founder of Chabad has-
sidism, were able to overcome these problems by offering a Neoplatonic un-
derstanding of the soul which attributes to every soul qualities worthy of love.
But since Maimonides generally adopts an Aristotelian conception of the soul,
in which the soul is a mere potentiality and only becomes perfected by means
of acquired characteristics, no such egalitarian solution is possible. Instead,
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Maimonides follows rabbinic tradition in explaining love of one’s neighbor in
a metaphoric sense as a commandment that is fulfilled solely within the realm
of action:*®

NX1P") "N Y117 NANRYY INRIY 19102 YR TR TNR 92 IR DNRY DTR Y2 Yy mxn
T1222 XM XY NN DY DN RINY 12 1000 YY DINY1 Nawa 1apy X 72292 (D
.N2N DO9YY pHT D PR AN NYpA TAINNM IRy

It is an obligation for everyone to love each Jewish person as himself, as is said, “You shall
love your neighbor as yourself” (Lev. 19:18). Therefore one must speak in his praise and
show concern for his property, just as he shows concern for his own property and desires
his own honor. He who achieves honor through his neighbor’s disgrace has no portion in
the world to come. (MT, Hilchot Deot 6.4)

RABBI JACOB ANATOLI

In his book Malmad HaTalmidim, written in the early thirteenth century, Jacob
AnatoLI offered a fuller discussion of the Aristotelian theory of love than what
we find in Maimonides, acknowledging its relevance to things other than God.
He had clearly read Aristotle’s Ethics or a detailed translation/paraphrase of it
in Arabic. Like Maimonides, he presents the full tripartite theory, but he offers
more detail, some of it very close to Aristotle’s own discussion. In one way
he even offers a better account of Aristotle’s theory than Aristotle himself.
Although Aristotle divides love into three categories, in practice he discusses
forms of love which do not fit into any of these categories, such as love of
parents for children, love of relatives and fellow townsmen, and above all
love of self.* Anatoli places most of these (love of family members, relatives
and of self) in a single category which he calls natural love ("R n’yav nanwr
N21Mp) and sets them aside to discuss the three other categories.®® As we will

% On the rabbinic and philosophical views of the commandment to love see HARVEY 1987.

2 Love of children: NE 8.8.3: 1159a27-33; 8.12: 1161b11-1162a33; see also: 8.1.3: 1155al16-
22; 8.7.1-2: 1158b11-28; 8.11.2: 1161a15-20; 8.14.4: 1163b15-28; love of relatives: NE 8.10.5-6:
1160b32-1161a9; 8.11.4-5: 1161a22-30; 8.12: 1161b11-1162a33; 8.14.4: 1163b15-28; 9.2.7-10:
1165a16-35; love of fellow townsmen: NE 8.1.4: 1155a22-28; see 8.9.3-6: 1160a2-1160a30; 9.6:
1167a22-1167b16; and above all love of self: NE 8.12.3: 1161b27-33; 9.4: 1166al-1166b29; 9.8:
1168a28-1169b2. Aristotle does say that love of self is possible even for those who are not good,
on condition that they think themselves good (NE 9.4.7: 1166b2-6), suggesting that even in these
relationships the three categories hold in some way. But he makes no such argument about the other
kinds, and he certainly does not explain the relationship between these kinds and the three categories
of lovable objects. In any case, since Aristotle seems to acknowledge a bond with children and
relatives because of their being children and relatives his tripartite classification is inadequate.

% He does not however equate this with the love that is not dependent on a davar.
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see below, this category of natural love seems to be derived from an earlier
post-Aristotelian source. In contrast with natural love, he argues that genuine
love is dependent on acquired characteristics, a proposition which seems to
be an extrapolation from Aristotle: Aristotle did not explicitly limit the lower
forms of love to acquired characteristics.

Anatoli presents his account of friendship in the form of an explanation of
the relations between Isaac and Rebecca and their two sons, Esau and Jacob.
The Bible says that Isaac loved Jacob because of tzayid, quarry that he brought
home from the wilds (Gen. 25:28). This is therefore a connection based on
utility or pleasure. Anatoli is bothered, however, by the idea that [saac, whom
he considers to have achieved prophetic perfection, would have allowed such
considerations to warp his judgment and prefer Esau to Jacob, who had a
much better character. His explanation is of interest because it may reflect a
detailed knowledge of Aristotle’s chapters on friendship. Anatoli argues that
Isaac recognized Jacob’s superiority and preferred him, but he felt that he had
a debt to Esau for the quarry that he provided him, and an obligation to repay
him in kind. Hence he intended to offer him a blessing that was primarily con-
cerned with material prosperity.

This explanation recalls Aristotle’s discussion of the difficulty of balanc-
ing debts that arise on different grounds. His initial argument resembles that
of Anatoli:

1O TOG HEV EVEQYEDTOG AVTATTODOTEOV MG T TO TTOAY UAALOV 1] XOLOLOTEOV £TAQOLG,
Wome nat d&velov @ odeilel dmodotéov nahhov 1j €tatow dotéov.

And one must repay services, as a general rule, rather than do favors to one’s companions,
just as one must pay back a loan to a lender rather than make a gift to a companion. (NVE
9.2.3: 1164b31-3)

Here Aristotle considers the question of whether a debt takes precedence over
other kinds of reasons for making a gift, and he goes on to consider higher ob-
ligations such as the obligation to one’s father. Although Aristotle ultimately
argues that in some circumstances these other obligations take precedence
over debts, Anatoli may have seen in this discussion a potential explanation
of Isaac’s behavior.

Anatoli departs from Aristotle in describing the second kind of friendship.
He describes this as w30 LPWM M1 NN 1Y 21X ,nMa NAR (“love of
relaxation, that is, enjoyment and spiritual rest”) rather than as pleasure. He
follows Maimonides, or the source on which Maimonides is relying, in sub-
dividing this category into love of pleasure, such as the love of women, and
trusted friendship:
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Trusted friendship, which is when someone finds a good friend in whom he can trust to
reveal the secrets in his heart, both good and bad. (ANatoLi [1886], Toldot)

This passage is clearly based either on Maimonides or on Maimonides’ source
for this concept.

Anatoli’s knowledge of Aristotle seems to have contributed to his under-
standing of the duration of the higher form of love described in the Mishnah:

NPRW Q) D'RXN) DPWRN JMRY AT Y2 D915 NTnn ,n5ynin N2NR XM ,NarYyn N2nrn
.DNY YIN NINW 1212 0MoN

The superior love, which is love of virtue, endures for the long-term, as long as the people
exist, because it is not dependent on anything outside of them. (ibid.)

Here Anatoli shows that he recognizes that the term ‘olam does not mean
eternity, and he interprets it reasonably as referring to the period during which
the individuals exist.

In the description of this form of love we find further evidence of a close
reading of Aristotle, or reliance on a source which had read Aristotle closely.
Like Maimonides, Anatoli sees this highest form of friendship as friendship
of the wise, not the morally virtuous. But he shows more awareness of what
makes this a long-lasting friendship:

aIXYN YN 1172 N9 1MXY NPNA2INSYNY NT DR AT DN2NN N2ANR

The love through which one wise man loves another for the virtue he possesses in himself,
not in something outside of him. (ibid.)

Here Anatoli describes clearly the sense in which a good Aristotelian friend
is an object of desire in and of himself. It is the fact that the essential char-
acteristics of the friend, the moral or in this case intellectual virtues, are the
objects of desire that accounts for the long-lasting nature of the friendship (see
quotation above p. 22).

Anatoli makes further comments that seem to reflect awareness of Aristo-
tle’s discussion of friendship:

DNN DN DY .17 TNRON NANRA T D7RR 212 MYV RIdwn NIRXNN DY
.NT2% 10 NNR DY .nY21 NN N2NRA

Sometimes the three qualities are found together in two people, as in the love of a student

for a teacher, and sometimes two of them [are found together in two people] as in the love
of a groom and a bride, and sometimes one of them alone [is found]. (ibid.)
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These comments recall two different topics in Aristotle. On the one hand,
Aristotle argues that the good man is also pleasant and useful (NVE 8.3.6-7:
1156b7-24). This seems to be reflected in the example of the student’s love
for a teacher: the teacher, as the good man, offers all three benefits to the
student. This is why this relationship is described by Anatoli as a one-sided
relationship: he only speaks of the love of the student for the teacher, not of
any reciprocal love. This seeming imbalance is explained by Aristotle on the
grounds that the greater affection of the recipient balances the greater benefits
he receives (NE 8.7.2: 1158b20-28; 8.8.5: 1159b1-10).

On the other hand, Aristotle discusses at length the possibility of mixed re-
lations, where pleasure, for example, is offered in return for utility (NVE 8.4.1-
2: 1156b33-1157a20). The example of a bride and groom may reflect the kind
of relationship in which pleasure is offered in exchange for useful financial
support (NE 8.4.2: 1157a12-20). By speaking of a mutual love between groom
and bride, Anatoli seems to imply that each of the partners has something to
offer the other, unlike the case of the teacher, in which the love is one-sided.

The third case, in which only one good is transferred, may refer to Aristo-
tle’s conception of friendships in which a single good is exchanged between
the two parties. But Anatoli seems to depart from Aristotle here, since the
order in which he presents the three cases implies that this is a lower form of
relationship than that of groom and bride, whereas Aristotle clearly rates it
higher (NVE 8.4.1: 1156b33-1157a12).

RABBI JOSHUA IBN SHU‘AYB

Another perceptive student of Aristotle was Rabbi Joshua ibn Shu‘ayb (1280-
1340, Spain). He was a student of Rabbi Solomon ben Aderet (the Rashba,
born 1235) and is thus associated with anti-philosophic polemics. Neverthe-
less, he studied Aristotle’s thought and offered a brief summary of the Aris-
totelian theory of friendship, dividing it into three categories which reflect
Aristotle’s discussion better than Aristotle’s own division into three. His ac-
count is similar to that of Anatoli, but with some important changes. Accord-
ing to ibn Shu‘ayb, there are three kinds of love: natural love, physical love
and spiritual love. Physical love includes both sexual love (which he refers
to by the ambiguous phrase “love of women”) and economic partnerships,
combined here just as I have argued they are in the Mishnah. Spiritual love is
love of excellence (ma‘alah) such as the love between a teacher and a student.
Although he omits the moral virtues as objects of love, restricting the highest
form of love to intellectual objects, this summary accurately reflects the three
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categories of friendship in Aristotle’s theory, reconciling Aristotle with the
Mishnah by combining the two lower forms of Aristotelian friendship into a
single category which he calls physical love.

We are already familiar from Anatoli with the category of natural love.
Ibn Shu‘ayb expands on Anatoli’s description by adding two additional cat-
egories, both of which can be found in Aristotle’s wide-ranging discussion of
friendship. He describes this natural love as the love of a father to his son, the
love of relatives, love of oneself, love of one’s neighbors more than members
of another town, and also any love that has no clear cause. He explains this last
category in the following way:

APRIIR NP DPNAYNAIR,AT DY AT DINoN DYYN TR AR NYW D'WIR W DTR IR D
RON 12D WT KD MTNN NI ANL.ANT IR NXPY X TNRAN NP TNIRD 2NRN Pany
JN272 XY™ TN 223700 5T 022N 1MARY 1021, INKR VIV 3MR YD ©2 1R

Because a person may see two people whom he has never seen before fighting with each
other or playing dice or another game, and he loves one of them more than the other and
wants him to win or profit. And this comes from causes whose explanation is unknown. It
is said that “one nature loves another nature”. As the Sages have said, the two of them are
destined for each other. (Parashat V’eleh Toldot, s.v. Ahavti etchem)

This comment seems to reflect the following comments in Aristotle’s discus-
sion of goodwill:

Al obdE diknois otv. ol yao Exer dudtaocy o0d  BoeEwv, Th Prhfioel 8¢ TadT
anohov el xal 1) u&v Ppidnoig petd ovvnOeiag, 1 & edvora #ol £ mpoomaiov, olov
%0l TEQL TOVS AYWVIOTAS oupPaiver. evvoL ydo aToic yivoviow xol cuvOélovoLy,
OVWTRGEEV O AV 0VOEV.

[Favor] is not affection. For it does not have intensity or desire, but these both are connected
with affection. And affection comes with acquaintance over time, while favor can occur
instantaneously, as happens with competing athletes. For people favor them and wish them
well, but they wouldn’t work together with them on anything. (NE 9.5.2: 1167a28-b4)

6hwg O ghvola O GeTVv nai Emeineldy twvo yivetar, dtav T daviy rahds g
1] avdoelog 1} Tt ToLoVTOV, 2AOATEQ ROL £TT TMV AYWVLOTOV EITTOUEV.

In general, favor occurs because of virtue and some kind of goodness, when someone
appears beautiful or brave or some such thing to someone else, just as we said concerning
competing athletes. (NE 9.5.4: 1167a19-21)

Ibn Shu‘ayb’s source may have understood “instantaneously” (€% JTQOOTTOLIOV)
as lacking in a clear cause. The idea that favor, an incipient form of friendship
(NE 9.5.3: 1167a3), can be aroused by observing competing athletes is too
unusual to be found in both of these texts by coincidence. But where did Ibn
Shu‘ayb get the example of dice-players? This too may derive ultimately from
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Aristotle. At the very end of the discussion of friendship Aristotle mentions
this occupation:

7ol & ot 0TV ExdoToLS TO giva 1) oU xdow aigodvron TO Thv, v ToUTe petd Thv
dihov Bohovtar dudyery: ddTEQ ot UEV cupmivouaoLy, ot 8¢ ovyxvpevovaoty, dilot
0¢ ovyyvuvatoviar xol ovyrvvnyobolv 1) ovudthocododoly, Exaotol €V ToUTw
ovvnuegetovteg & TL e PAMOT Ayast®oL TV £v 1@ Plp: ovliv ydo Poviouevol
HETO TOV iV, TodTo ToLoDoL %ol TODTWVY xowwvodoLy oig ofovral oulhv.

And whatever existence means for each one, whatever it is for the sake of which they
choose to live, they wish to occupy themselves with that together with friends. So some
drink together, some play dice together, others exercise and hunt together, or philosophize
together, each of them spending their time in what they love most in life. For since they
wish to live together with their friends they do so and share in those things which they think
are living together. (VE 9.12.2: 1172a2-8)

Although here Aristotle is speaking of ways in which friends pass the time, not
about admiration of competing athletes, the example of dice-players may have
caught ibn Shu‘ayb’s eye.

But although some of these ideas derive ultimately from Aristotle’s text,
Maimonides, Anatoli and Ibn Shu‘ayb belong to a common tradition that is
not based purely on the text of Aristotle’s Ethics. Maimonides shares with
Anatoli the concept of the trusted friend, and Anatoli shares with Ibn Shu‘ayb
the category of natural love, but neither of these appear in the Ethics or in the
extant Arabic translations/paraphases of the Ethics. It is impossible to say that
Maimonides, the earliest of these sources, was the sole source for Anatoli and
Ibn Shu‘ayb, since the latter sources share elements that are absent from Mai-
monides. The most probable conclusion is that all three relied on an unknown
Arabic source which offered a summary of Aristotle’s theory of friendship,
possibly Alfarabi’s lost commentary/paraphrase of the Ethics.

DonN IsaAC ABARBANEL

Don Isaac Abarbanel (1437-1508) clearly understood and accepted the basic
premises of Aristotle’s theory of friendship, and interpreted the Mishnah as
reflecting these conceptions. In his commentary on Avor (ad loc.) he brings
the Mishnah into line with Aristotle by arguing that the sages divided the three
kinds of friendship into two parts:

DWIRD M2Yaw X1 °aY 7291 ’pYN W DX *2 NANR2 WY R D'WITPN 12’020 DINRN
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However, our holy sages divided love into only two parts, since they considered that the
actions of men are divided into two parts in accordance with man’s composite nature. The
first is what is consequent on their form, and these are the things that enable them to pursue
their true and good end. The second kind is consequent on their matter, and in this are
included the pleasurable and the useful.

Thus in his view the author of our Mishnah conflated the two lower forms of
Aristotelian love into a single form, that which is dependent on a davar. By
davar, the Tanna means something other than the person who is the nominal
object of the love:

IR VN DR YWY 52 RN NANRN 198D INR 12TY NN X0 1272 mYNN NanRn
NN Yynn

For the love that is dependent on a davar is that which is aimed at something
else, as if the relationship is a means to obtain that pleasurable or useful thing.
According to this we would expect that the higher form of love is directed at
something intrinsic to the person who is the nominal object of love. But Abar-
banel surprises us by arguing that the higher form of love is

Y2 NPR RN N2NRN 1291 NINWA "NY2 12T AT NNARD YTAM MYwn ¥yava npnm
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Attached to the nature of perfection and truth and this is something unchanging, and therefore
that relationship is never dissolved since the intellectual objects exist in themselves and are
unchanging.

It is not easy to see how this is love that is not dependent on something other
than the friend, unless we are to identify the friend with the object of intel-
lectual contemplation. Like Maimonides, Abarbanel assumes that the high-
er form of love must be caused by something, and also like Maimonides he
seems to departs from Aristotle and the Mishnah by positing that the highest
form of friendship is love of the intellect, rather than love of a person.

In his commentary on the Torah, Abarbanel offers a different perspective.
Here it seems that he understood the Mishnah as speaking literally of a love
that is not dependent on anything, or at least not on any of the three factors
mentioned by Aristotle. In fact he equates the love that is not dependent on
anything with the kind that Anatoli called “natural”:

2pY’ NANN NMPNY Y TINY AT 21N20 X2 .My PAR125%M 7Y "2 o1 AR anx bxawn
INAN RN D22 IR NN IWR N2ANRY 295 122 X1 an 82 1mMnYw) 1NNnan 1an qory
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And Israel loved Joseph more than all his sons ... and his brothers went to herd. This
verse comes to inform us that Jacob loved Joseph because of his (Joseph’s) intelligence and
perfection, not because he was his son. For a father’s love for his sons derives from their
similarity, and therefore is found in animals which have no intelligence. And if Jacob had
loved Joseph because he was his son, then he ought to have loved the other sons more than
him, because love is in accordance with the thing that is loved. Therefore it would follow of
necessity to love eleven sons more than only one. But Jacob loved Joseph more than all his
sons, and this shows that his love for him was genuine love, love that is dependent on the
davar of the perfection of his intelligence and his mind, and this is love of the good because
of its being good. (ABARBANEL [1964] on Gen. 37:3)

The term davar here is superfluous and seems to be introduced only in order to
make the point that the higher form of love, love for the perfection of wisdom
and knowledge, also belongs in the category of love that is dependent on a
davar. This contradicts his own commentary on Avot, in which he described
the love of perfection and knowledge as a love which is not dependent on a
davar. The result is that in the commentary on the Torah, love that is depend-
ent on a davar is a higher form of love than that which is not, since it depends
on perfection, while love that is not dependent on a davar is reduced to the
category of family affection, similar to the category of “natural” love that we
recall from Anatoli. How can we explain this divergence?

In both cases, Abarbanel offers an interpretation consistent with Aristote-
lian philosophy. I suggest that in his commentary on Avot, he felt constrained
to offer an interpretation more consistent with the language and spirit of the
Mishnah. He could not accept that there is such a thing as love that is not
dependent on anything, but he interpreted that phrase as referring to a higher
form of love, the love of the intellect, since the Mishnah evidently regards this
form of love as the higher one. In the commentary on the Torah, however, he
was not constrained to offer an interpretation that accords with the spirit of the
Mishnah. Here he interprets the Mishnah literally in one sense: he understands
love that is not dependent on a davar in a literal non-Aristotelian sense. But
he reverses the judgement of the Mishnah, placing this category of love below
the kind of love that is dependent on a davar. In other words, here he contrasts
the three forms of Aristotelian love, all of which are in some sense dependent
on a davar, with the non-Aristotelian form that is praised more highly by the
Mishnah, and places the Aristotelian forms ahead of the non-Aristotelian form
praised by the Mishnah. Although this seems like a clear deviation from the
spirit of the Mishnah, he could point out in his defense that the Mishnah did
not explicitly rank the two forms of love, but only said that the love that is
not based on a davar is longer-lasting. Abarbanel could agree that this natural,
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parental form of love is more long-lasting than love based on virtue and still
rank it below a love that is based on some good quality.

RABBI SCHNEUR ZALMAN

Aside from the “natural” form of love, Aristotelian friendship is highly non-
egalitarian: love based on any of the lovable qualities is restricted to those
who have them. It implies that there will be proportionally greater love for
those who have more lovable qualities, and less for those lacking in them. This
is true not only in the case of the lower qualities, such as pleasure and util-
ity, but also for love based on virtue. It therefore creates a conflict with some
aspects of Jewish belief, especially those that stress group solidarity and egali-
tarianism. Thus, as we have seen, it is difficult to explain the commandment to
love one’s neighbor within an Aristotelian context. Aside from the difficulty
of commanding the emotions, how can one possibly love any given neighbor
if any given neighbor may lack lovable qualities?

This question was considered by Rabbi Schneur Zalman of Liadi in his Li-
kutei Amarim (Tanya). In chapter 32 he discusses the commandment of loving
one’s neighbor as oneself, arguing that it is possible to fulfill this command-
ment only by placing the soul before the body. Since the body demands mate-
rial comforts that exist in limited quantities, anyone who values the body will
naturally come into conflict with others for the provision of those comforts. If
they have affection for each other, it is only because of some physical benefit
they hope to gain, and this he interprets as love that is dependent on a davar:
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So those who make their bodies primary and their souls secondary can never have true love
and togetherness, but only the kind that is dependent on a davar.

On the other hand those who value the soul over the body are capable of a
higher form of love, one that is not dependent on a davar. But while this may
help to a certain extent, it does not at first sight offer a complete solution.
Qualities of soul are no less varied than qualities of body, and good qualities
are no less rare in the spirit than in the body. Indeed, since most people can be
useful in one way or another, while virtuous people are rare, Aristotle’s higher
form of love is a rarity (NVE 8.3: 1156b24). Why then does Rabbi Schneur
Zalman consider that a higher form of love, a love of the soul, is capable of
motivating love for one’s neighbor?
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In contrast to Aristotelianism, which sees the soul as a mere potentiality,
Neoplatonic thought sees the soul as stemming from a higher realm of exist-
ence. In line with this, Rabbi Schneur Zalman is able to answer this question
by placing emphasis not on the virtues that a man cultivates, but rather on the
inherent quality of the soul itself. He explains that one is able to love one’s
neighbor when one perceives,

ﬂ’PfJNﬂ Dwal ’Nnin 0D Nay ]'HP'JN Y1X?1 RiNY 0DN2AY 1230 110N

The good that is hidden in them, which is a spark of divinity inside them which sustains
their divine soul.

Despite the non-Aristotelian orientation of this idea, Rabbi Schneur Zalman
shares with Aristotle the belief that love can only be aroused by the presence
of some good quality. When this belief is combined with the command to love
one’s neighbor no explanation is possible other than positing the existence of
something inherently good in the soul of every human being. Thus Neoplato-
nism provided a more plausible philosophical explanation of the command-
ment to love one’s neighbor, and one capable of inspiring a more popular
movement.

CONCLUSION

Whether it influenced the Mishnah or not, the Aristotelian theory of friendship
had a great impact on Jewish thinkers and commentators, even when they do
not remain faithful to the letter or spirit of Aristotelian thought. Most influ-
ential was the idea that, aside from some forms of “natural” love, all love has
to be directed towards a particular quality. For Aristotle, the highest form of
friendship is based on the love of moral virtue. This idea is almost completely
absent from the Jewish commentators, who tend to interpret the highest form
of friendship in intellectual or theological terms. Surprisingly enough, the
Mishnah, with its example of David and Jonathan, comes closest to reflecting
this aspect of Aristotle’s theory. The explanation for this may lie, paradoxical-
ly, in the fact that the author of the Mishnah was less deeply involved in Aris-
totelian philosophy than some of the later commentators. An awareness of the
intellectualizing tendencies found in other parts of Aristotle’s corpus, which
had such influence on medieval religious sentiment, is ultimately responsible
for the later commentators’ intellectualizing understanding of love. The author
of the Mishnah reflects a common-sense understanding of friendship, which in
this case happens to be closest to that of Aristotle.
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