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PREFACE.

Although Friendship has been a theme of the ages,
its nature and history have not been treated with any
degree of fulness by any writer of the ages. Poets and
philosophers and essayists have recognized the force and
beauty of friendship as a human sentiment, from the days
of Homer and Plato and Cicero to those of Bacon and
Montaigne and Tennyson; but no one of them has
attempted a careful analysis of its elements or a compre-
hensive record of its more important historic illustra-
tions. Therefore it is that this volume is presented as a
unique study of a subject that deserves greater promi-
nence than has hitherto been accorded to it.

It is because of my own indebtedness to friendship
that I have sought to uplift this sentiment before others,
in its true worth as an ideal and in its praétical value as
an attainment. In my earlier life 1 was privileged to
know the measureless gain of having a friend, and of
being mentally and spiritually ministered to and inspired
thereby. In my maturer years I came to experience the

surpassing advantage of being drawn out of myself in a
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8 Preface.

reverent and persistent purpose of being unselfishly true
as a friend, without looking for any recognition or return
of my devotedness. Finding thus how much I owed to
the incitements and aspirations and self-conquests of
friendship, 1 set myself to discover how much others
also were indebted to the influence of this transcendent
sentiment; and so it was that I was led to track along
the passing centuries the glowing evidences of friendship
as the master-passion of humanity.

This volume must speak for itself, of the measure of
thoroughness with which its subjeét is treated, and with
which the fields that it calls attention to have been
searched; yet I may say that its pages represent the work
of years, and that in its gradual preparation I have had
the invaluable help of friends, who were illustrating its
theme while gathering material for its enriching. My
hope is that what is here said and shown will quicken
the interest of others in the lofty ideal thus presented,
and will inspire them to fresh endeavors toward its
realizing.

H. Cray TRUMBULL.

PHILADELPHIA,
September 15, 1891.
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WHAT IS FRIENDSHIP?

IENDSHIP,” says Cicero, “is the only
point in human affairs concerning the
benefit of which all, with one voice,
agree.” Jeremy Taylor echoes the
thought of the classic philosopher, in
the asseveration, * Friendship is that
by which the world is most blessed
and receives most good.” Yet Bacon de-
clares: “There is little friendship in the
world.” According to Shakespeare’s mis-
anthropic Timon of Athens, “friendship’s
full of dregs.” And Napoleon, with his
close knowledge of the human heart, as-
serts that “friendship is but a name.” What is this
Friendship which is so much to the world, and which is
so rare in the world; concerning which all agree yet
disagree? What does the very term itself include and .
imply ?

It is friendship as a personal sentiment, not friendship -
13



14  What is Friendship ?

as a mutual relation, that must be considered in order
to an understanding of the term as a term. The primary
question is not, What is the nature of that state or con-
dition into which two friends are brought by the faét of
their being mutual friends ? but it is, What is that senti-
ment which atuates any person, who is truly a friend,
toward the person to whom he is a friend? What is the
distinguishing charalteristic of the feeling or sentiment of
friendship, on the part of him who is a friend, apart from
the question of any response to, or recognition of, that
feeling or sentiment, by him toward whom it goes out ?

The more familiar a word, the greater its liability to
vagueness of meaning in popular usage. And the deeper
the underlying signification of a word, the rarer its recog-
nition in any other than a superficial sense. The very
fat that a word is the common possession of all, renders
various conceptions of it inevitable in various minds; for
no one idea, or its symbol, can be seen alike by all, and
those who look only on the surface will gain no concep-
tion of a word’s profounder sense. “Friendship” is a
word that encounters these hindrances to its compre-
hending. It is too familiar to be well understood by all.
It means too much to have its full sense easily perceived.
Hence it means much or means little, in its varied use
among men.

Our English word “friend,” in its Anglo-Saxon form,
is freond,—" one who loves.” Etymologically the words
“friend” and “lover ” are synonymous, as are the words
“love"” and “friendship.” But in common usage “love”
and “ friendship,” as also “lover” and “ friend,” have very
different measures of meaning, and are supposed to rep-

|l




What is Friendship ? 15

resent widely different grades of personal attachment.
The question is, Wherein consists the true distin¢tion be-
tween love that is friendship and love that is only love ?

“Love,” as we commonly employ that term when we
speak of love as distinét from the love that is friendship,
includes the idea of a reciprocal relation, existing or
desired, between the one who loves and the one who is
loved—the idea of possession, or of a possessory interest,
secured or sought after. Thus, the love of parent and
child, of brother and sister, of husband and wife, is
supposed to proceed from and to rest on the intimate
reciprocal relation existing between the two parties by
the ties of nature or of conjugal compaét; as, again, the
love of “lovers” is recognized as growing out of, or as
inevitably accompanied by, a desire for a reciprocal and
possessory relation,—

‘ The end of love is to have two made one,
In will and in affection.”

Self-interest is, in fact, a large element in ordinary human
love.

“ Friendship,” on the other hand, does not of necessity
include the idea of any mutual bond, or of any self-
benefiting relation, either attained or reached after, be-
tween the one who is a friend and the one to whom he
is a friend. One’s friendship is certainly not limited to
one’s relatives and family connettions; nor yet, beyond
these, to one who is desired in marriage. In fa&t, the
very suggestion of the attachment of friendship is com-
monly supposed to differentiate the affe€tion which it
represents from that affeCtion which ‘grows out of, or
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which tends toward, a possessory relation. “ He is only
a friend,” is usually understood as signifying, “ He has
no thought of being a lover;” and to say of an attach-
ment, “It is a mere friendship,” is much like saying,
“It is not in any sense real love.” Yet few would ven-
ture to assert that one could not be a friend to a person
with whom he was linked by family ties, or that real love
excluded the possibility of real friendship.

Even when the affetions go out toward objets that
are other than personal, there is a similar distinétion
between the terms “love” and “friendship,” as those
terms are commonly employed. “ Love” is supposed to
involve some possessory relation with the objeét of attach-
ment, while “friendship ” does not necessarily imply any
such relation. A /Jove of country is a love of one’s own.
country; a love which has its basis in what that country
is to the patriot, or in that country’s claim on him as
its citizen, and in the recognition of benefits which that
country confers upon him or upon those dear to him.
But one can be the friend of a country which is not his
country, which has conferred no benefit on him or on his
diretly, and which he would not even care to call his own
country. So, again, when one is spoken of as “a lover
of literature,” or “a lover of art,” or “a lover of science,”
as over against one who is “a friend of literature,” or “a
friend of art,” or “a friend of science,” the intimation is
that the “lover ” is in some special relation with the ob-
ject of his affetion, while the *friend ” is not necessarily
so related with that object. Self-interest is not an essen-
tial element of the sentiment of friendship; apart from
any question of the supposed advantages of the state or
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relation into which two persons might be brought by
becoming mutually friends.

In languages older than our own, the distinction be-
tween the love that craves and the love that goes out
uncravingly is indicated in equivalents of “love” and
“friendship.” Thus the Sanskrit—elder sister in our
family of tongues—gives for “love,” Jubk, “covetous-
ness” or “greed;” and for “friendship,” pri, “unselfish
love.” The Greek has phiiia for that love which goes
out “longingly " after its objet, “ an inclination prompted
by sense and emotion;” while in the Septuagint and the
New Testament it has agape, a “love without desire.”
The Latin correspondingly has amo as representing the
love that turns to another in a spirit of agreement and of
longing ; but, as an equivalent of agapas, it has diligo
for the aét of “a distinguishing love—without desire,” a
love that selefts and rests on the one selefted without
asking any return.

The common thought is, that “love” and “friend-
ship ” merely differentiate degrees of affeftion; and that
intensity and devotedness are the distinguishing charac-
teristics of “love ” in comparison with “ friendship.” But
the place given in both sacred and classic story to the
illustrations of self-sacrificing friendship proves that no
lack of depth and fervor limits the force and sway of this
expression of personal attachment. Greater love hath no
man than that love which is shown in friendship, at its -
best and truest manifestation. Not in its measure, but
in its very nature, is an unselfish friendship distinguish-
able from a love which pivots on a reciprocal relation,

secured or desired.
2



18 What is Friendship ?

Friendship is love for another because of what that
other is in himself, or for that other’s own sake, and not
" because of what that other is to the loving one. Friend-
ship is love with the selfish element eliminated. It isan
out-going and an on-going affeftion, wholly and inhe-
rently disinterested, and in no sense contingent upon any
reciprocal relation between its giver and its obje&, nor
yet upon its return or recognition. Friendship, in short,
is love apart from love’s claim or love’s craving. This is
pure friendship, friendship without alloy. This is friend-
ship at its truest and best; and this it is that makes the
best and truest friendship so rare, so difficult of concep-
tion, so liable to misconception. This also it is that mul-
tiplies the specious resemblances of friendship—in hearts
that are incapable of comprehending its full reality; and
that gives to those imperfet substitutes for its reality
such a disappointing power.

In all holiest and most unselfish love, friendship is the
purest element of the affeCtion. No love in any relation
of life can be at its best if the element of friendship be
lacking. And no love can transcend, in its possibilities
of noble and ennobling exaltation, a love that is pure
friendship.

“SUP B



LOVING, RATHER THAN BEING LOVED.

other for that other's own sake, and
not for what that other is to the one
who loves, friendship by its very nature

v consists in loving, rather than in being
loved. In other words, friendship consists in being a
friend, not in having a friend; in giving one’s affetion
unselfishly and unswervingly to another, not in being
the objeft of another’s affetion, or in reciprocating such
an affeétion.

Love, it is true, may beget love; and, again, love is
likely to be a result, or an outgrowth, of qualities in
both the loved and the loving one which make affetion
reciprocal : hence friendship is often a mutual affeétion.
In every such case, however, each friend is a friend in
his loving, rather than in his being loved ; and he would
be just as truly a friend, and his friendship would be just
as hearty and just as abiding, if he were not loved in
return, or if his love were unrecognized.

3 é‘ NASMUCH as friendship is loving an-
>
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20 Loving, Rather than Being Loved.

Herein it is that friendship has its distinction from, and
its superiority over, all other loves. Other loves are
based upon a love received or desired. Friendship is
an out-going and unselfish love, without an essential
thought of the affe€tion’s return. Friendship may exist
conjointly with other loves. Again, the other loves may
exist—they more commonly do—without the higher ele-
ment of friendship. But only so far as a love finds its -
chiefest joy and its very life in loving, is it true friend- -
ship’s love.

This distin€tion is the basis of Plato’s teachings con-
cerning the nature of the highest and purest love. Plato
would distinguish between the love which is “ friendship”
and the love which is “ desire ;” between the love which
goes out uncravingly, and the love which craves return.
He even suggests that friendship, as the purest love, is
dependent for its life on only one of the two parties
involved ; “that if only one of the two loves the other,
they are both friends:” one being the friend who loves,
and the other the friend who is loved; one the friend
subjeftively, the other the friend objetively. And
in this sense only it is that it takes two to make a
friendship.

Aristotle is yet more explicit on this point. His
view is, that friendship “ consists in loving, rather than
being loved ;" “that to love seems to be the excellence
of friends; and that it is more the part of a friend to
confer than to receive favors.” “ Those who wish good to
their friends for their friends’ sake,” he says, “are friends
in the highest degree,”—in contrast with those who have
a selfish interest in desiring their friends’ welfare. Even
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“ the bad will be friends for the sake of the pleasant and
useful; . . . but the good will be friends for the friends’
sake; . . . the latter, therefore, are friends absolutely;
the former accidentally, and from their resemblance to
the former ;” for “absolute” friendship is loving unsel-
fishly, regardless of personal advantage, or of the love’s
return,

Cicero, discussing this question, concludes that the
true prompting of every real friendship is a love for one’s
friend, unintermingled with any calculation of the benefits
to be derived from the friendship; that, indeed, to be a
true friend, “is nothing else than to be attached to the
person whom you love, without any sense of need, with-
out any advantage being sought; although advantage
springs up of itself from friendship, even while you have
not pursued it.”

From the friendship of Lelius with Scipio, Cicero illus-
trates: “ What did Africanus want from me? Nothing
whatsoever ; nor, indeed, did I want -anything from him.
But I loved him from admiration of his excellence ; he,
in turn, was perhaps attrated to me from some high
opinion which he entertained of my charaéter; and asso-
ciation fostered our affetion. But, although many and
great advantages ensued, yet it was not from any hope
of these that the causes of our attachment sprang. . . .
Thus I judge that friendship is to be sought not in the
hope of the reward which comes with it, but because its
whole gain is in the love itself. . . . Where, indeed, can
there be a place for friendship; or who can be a friend
to any one whom he does not love for that one’s own
sake? And what is Joving,—from which the very name
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of friendship is derived,—but wishing a certain person to
enjoy the greatest possible good fortune, even if none of
it redounds to one’s self?”

That the highest friendship never pivots on its recip-
rocal return, nor yet on its recognition and acceptance
by the one loved, is charateristically illustrated by the
Oriental Soofee poet, Jamee; who has sometimes been
called “the Persian Petrarch.” Here is Alger's render-
ing of Jamee's teaching:

‘ Sheik Schubli, taken sick, was borne one day
Unto the hospital. A host the way
Behind him thronged. ‘Who are you?' Schubli cried.
‘We are your friends,’ the multitude replied.
Sheik Schubli threw a stone at them : they fled.
‘ Come back, ye false pretenders!’ then he said ;
* A friend is one who, ranked among his foes
By him he loves, and stoned, and beat with blows,
Will still remain as friendly as before,
And to his friendship only add the more.’"”

It is because this Oriental conception of the unfailing
unselfishness of an out-going and an on-going affection,
as the basis of every true friendship,—a conception which
is primitive in the very idea of true friendship,—does not
always prevail in the Western mind, that friendship is so
often spoken of as dependent for its life on reciprocity.
La Bruyére, for example, who writes admirably on some
phases of friendship, falls sadly short of the true standard,
in saying: “ When we have done all that we can for cer-
tain people in order to secure their friendship, and we find
that we have been unsuccessful, there is still one resource
left to us, which is—not to do anything more.” Ay!
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and there is yet another and a better resource left to us,
which is—to keep on doing. That is not real friendship
which ceases its out-going and its on-flow when it finds
that no return of its affetion is a possibility or a hope.

Robert Browning has the higher conception, in his
contrast of “ Life in a Love ” with “ Love ina Life;” for
friendship at its truest is simply life in a love—life in
unfailing and unselfish love :

‘“ Escape me?
Never—
Beloved !
While I am 1, and you are you,
So long as the world contains us both,
Me the loving, and you the loth,—
While the one eludes, must the other pursue.”

Emerson grew to the fuller appreciation of this truth
as he thought and felt more of the truest power. of the
truest friendship. “It has seemed to me lately,” he wrote,
“more possible than I knew to carry a friendship greatly
on one side without due correspondence on the other.
Why should I cumber myself with regrets that the re-
ceiver is not capacious? It never troubles the sun that
some of his rays fall wide and vain into ungrateful space,
and only a small part on the refleting planet. . . . Itis
thought a disgrace to love unrequited ; but the great will
see that true love cannot be unrequited.”

“ Love without end hath no end ” is a Spanish proverb,
cited by George Herbert approvingly; and this is only
another way of saying that a love which is not dependent
on any attaining is a ceaseless love; it can never end in
fruition. The proverb seems, indeed, to be a condensa-
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tion of the Talmudic maxim (in Pirqe Aboth): “All
love which depends on some thing, when the thing ceases .
the love ceases; but such love as does not depend on
anything, ceases not forever.” Francis Quarles seems
to have had this maxim in mind when he wrote: “ Con-
vey thy love to thy friend, as an arrow to the mark, to
stick there; not as a ball against the wall to rebound
back to thee. That friendship will not continue to the
end that is begun for an end.” And so it is that true
friendship is deathless, through being a love that is endless.

The very joy of friendship is found in loving, not in
being loved. Epicurus is cited by Plutarch as saying,
concerning this matter of friendship, “ It is more pleasant
to do good than to receive good;” and La Rochefou-
cauld, the French Epicurean, could see that in all the
sphere of the affetions the larger gain and the larger joy
are from loving, rather than from being loved. *The
pleasure of loving is to love,” he says; “and we are much
happier in the passion we feel, than in that we excite.”
It is in the light of this charateristic of friendship that
La Rochefoucauld exclaims: “ Rare as true love is, it
is less rare than true friendship.”

The gentle-spirited Whittier brings out this truth in
its richer signifyings, in his words:

“ Love is sweet in any guise ;
But its best is sacrifice.

* He who giving does not crave,
Likest is to Him who gave
Life itself the loved to save.”

It is a woman’s readier apprehension of the supremacy
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of a self-abnegating love, that shows itself in the words
«of Helen Hunt:

‘“ When love is strong,
It never tarries to take heed,
Or know if its return exceed
Its gift; in its sweet haste no greed,
No strifes belong.

“It hardly asks
If it be loved at all ; to take
So barren seems, when it can make
Such bliss, for the beloved's sake,
Of bitter tasks.”

In similar womanly perception of the spirit of true friend-
ship it is that George Eliot affirms:

“So if I live or die to serve my friend,
'Tis for my love,—'tis for my friend alone,
And not for any rate that friendship bears
In heaven or in earth.”

This is the Bible view of friendship, both in the Old
Testament and in the New. The Divine pattern of love
is a love that loves without any condition of love returned,
and that consists in loving, rather than in being loved.
“The Lord did not set his love upon you, nor choose
you, because ye were more in number than any people;
for ye were the fewest of all people ; but because the Lord
loved you,” says Moses to Israel. It was not because
of your lovableness, but because of God’s lovingness,
that God loved you; and his love consists in loving.
“ And he will love thee,” adds Moses. He will keep on
loving you, because he is so loving toward you whom
he does love.
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»

“Ye did not choose me, but I chose you,” says Jesus -
to those whom he calls his friends. “ Herein is love,”—
herein is Divine love, Divine friendship, says the disciple
whom Jesus loved,—“not that we loved God, but that
heloved us;” #hislove consists in God's loving us, rather
than in our loving God; for the truest, highest, purest,
love which is friendship, or which friendship is—whether
it be Divine love or friendship or human love or friend-
ship—always consists in loving, rather than in being
loved.

Only he who is unwilling to love without being loved,
is likely to feel that there is no such thing as friendship
in the world.




WHOLLY UNSELFISH.

Q% RUE friendship being love without compacét
or condition, true friendship never pivots
on an equivalent return of service or of
affeCtion. Its whole sweep is away from
' self and toward the loved one. Its desire
is for the friend’s welfare; its joy is in the friend’s pros-
perity; its sorrows and trials are in the friend’s misfor-
tunes and griefs ; its pride is in the friend’s attainments
and successes; its constant purpose is of doing and
enduring for the friend; and even its unrest, if unrest
there be, is because of its never-satisfied endeavor to
advantage and benefit the friend. This is ideal friend-
ship; this is true friendship in actual attainment.

Take, for example, that most beautiful of all illustra-
tive friendships, the friendship of Jonathan for David, in
the Bible narrative,—it was grandly, gloriously unsclfish.
Jonathan was a prince of the royal house, heir-apparent
to the throne of a kingdom. He was himself a hero of
high achievement, with a foremost place in the people’s

27
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love and honor. His first glimpse of David was in the
light of a successful rival. The stripling shepherd stood
the new hero of the hour, brought into the presence of
the king while the nation’s praises were ringing in his
ears because of the wonderful deliverance wrought by his
faith-filled daring. Looking then upon him in his love-
liness of person and of charalter, Jonathan saw with pro-
phetic ken the sure future of David as the coming king
of Israel, as the one in whose glowing light his own star
of earthly hope must pale. Butin the first flush of that
discovery there was no shade of envy, nor yet the faintest
trace of regret, in the more than royal heart of Jonathan.
Joy in the recognition of so noble and lovable a char-
alter as David's, filled the whole being of the nobler and
yet more lovable Jonathan. “ And it came to pass, when
he had made an end of speaking unto Saul, that the soul
of Jonathan was knit with the soul of David, and Jona-
than loved him as his own soul.” And from that time
onward every heart-throb of Jonathan's friendship for
David was a heart-throb of unselfish devotedness to him
to whom he was a friend. What wonder that David
pronounced upon that friendship as “passing the love of
women ;" passing all craving love, all selfish desire!
Similarly, the unselfish devotedness of Ruth to Naomi
gave her friendship a place in the sacred story, and marked
the contrast of her love with Orpah’s. The associations
of a lifetime, the drawings of personal interest, of kin-
dred, of patriotism, and of religion, combined for the
attaching of the widowed daughters-in-law to Moab and
its dwellers. Only a sacred friendship, a friendship which
had its deepest roots in no obligations of blood or of
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marriage, could offer effeftual resistance to these multi-
plied attraltions, in such an hour as that when Naomi
and Ruth and Orpah wept together in the thought of
their final parting, on the boundary banks of the Jordan.
Orpah loved her mother-in-law, and “ kissed her” ten-
derly; but Ruth had friendship for her mother-in-law,
and “clave unto her “"—as friendship by its nature cleaves.

And the unselfish friendship of Ruth for Naomi spoke
out then in that matchless asseveration of unswerving
fidelity, which thrills through the ages, in its tremulous
tenderness of womanly affetion :

¢ Intreat me not to leave thee,
And to return from following after thee:
For whither thou goest, 1 will go;
And where thou lodgest, I will lodge :
Thy people shall be my people,
And thy God my God :
Where thou diest, will I die,
And there will I be buried :
The Lord do so to me, and more also,
If aught but death part thee and me."

The very name “Ruth” means, in the Hebrew, “ A
friend” (in its abstract form, *Friendship”); as if the
sacred story would make this record of devotedness an
illustration of true friendship. The name may, indeed,
have been given to this faithful friend af7er her beautiful
exhibit of its meaning, it being her new name in Israel.
It was through her exhibit of friendship that Ruth won
a place in the ancestral line of the Friend of friends, in
his human descent from Abraham the friend of God.

Montaigne cites a story out of classic lore, in evidence
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of this basal truth. “ Endamidas, a Corinthian, had two
friends, Charixenus a Sicyonian, and Aretheus a Corin-
thian. Endamidas coming to die, being poor and his
two friends being rich, he made his will after this manner:
‘I bequeath to Aretheus the maintenance of my mother,
to support and provide for her in her old age; and to
Charixenus I bequeath the care of providing for my
daughter in marriage, and of giving her as good a mar-
riage portion as he is able. And in case one of these
executors chance to die I hereby substitute the survivor
in his place.” They who first saw this will made them-
selves merry at the contents; but the executors, being
made acquainted with it, accepted the legacies with great
satisfaction ; and one of them, Charixenus, dying within
a few days thereafter, the survivor Aretheus, having by
that means the charge of both devolved solely on him-
self, nourished that old woman with great care and tender-
ness; and of five talents he had in estate he gave two and
a half in marriage with an only daughter of his own, and
two and a half in marriage with the daughter of Endami-
das; and in one and the same day he solemnized the
nuptials of the two maidens.”

In comment on this story, Montaigne adds that “ En-
damidas as a bounty and a favor here bequeaths to his
friends a legacy of employing themselves in his necessity.
He leaves them heirs to this liberality of his, which con-
sists in giving them the opportunity of conferring a benefit
upon him; and doubtless the force of friendship is more
eminently apparent in this act of his than in that of Are-
theus.” In other words, Aretheus was here given the
opportunity of evidencing as a friend that unselfishness



Wholly Unselfisk. 31

which is the soul of friendship; and Endamidas simply
alted on the convi€tion that because Aretheus and Cha-
rixenus were his friends, therefore their love for him was
without selfishness, and they would rejoice in the privi-
lege of showing it to be so.

Yet because friendship may thus be rested on as always
essentially unselfish, it does not follow that a friend will
be willing to put friendship to any such test unnecessarily.
The unselfishness of s friendship will forbid that. There-
fore it is that a considerate friend is prompter to carry his
friend's sorrow, than to carry his sorrows'to his friend.
“It would seem,” says Aristotle, “that we ought to invite
friends to share our prosperity with alacrity; . . . but to
share our adversity, we should invite them with reluc-
tance.” And Sir Thomas Browne, who was ever ready to
put his friend’s welfare before his own, said, similarly:
“ Now with my friend I desire not to share or to partici-
pate, but to engross, his sorrows.” His friend’s joys he
would share, and his joys he would share with his friend ;
but his sorrows he would carry by himself, and his friend's
sorrows he would carry also, if he might. Whether,
indeed, one confides his griefs to his friend or conceals
his griefs from his friend, he is moved by the thought of
what will please or advantage his friend, rather than of
what will please or advantage himself.

Charles Kingsley tells the story, as a veritable falt,
of two hermit-monks who had lived together in closest
friendship for years in the same cave, with never a thought
of envy or selfish rivalry in the mind of either. At last
it occurred to them to try the experiment of a quarrel,
after the common fashion of the outside world. “But

\
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how shall we quarrel?” asked one. “Oh!” said the
other, “ we can take this brick, and put it between us;
and each canclaim it. Then we’ll quarrel over it.” And
that was agreed on as the plan. “This brick is mine,”
said the one. “I hope it is mine,” said the other gently.
“Well, if it is yours, take it,” said the other, who could
never hear his friend express a wish for a thing without
having a desire to secure it to him accordingly. So that
quarrel was a failure—because the friendship was not.

Even in the partial light which shone on immortality
in the days of Cicero the question was discussed, whether
it was consistent with the truest friendship for one to
bewail the loss of his friend by death, since death was a
gain to the friend taken away. “ Now to be above meas-
ure distressed at one’s own troubles, is chara&eristic of
the man who loves not his friend but himself,” said Cicero,
in arguing against a selfish grief over the death of a friend.
And this same view of a friend’s duty of self-forgetfulness
is in the mind of Goethe, when he says to his friend :

“ Death 'tis to part;
"Tis twofold death
To part not hoping
Ever to meet again.

“ Thou wouldst rejoice to leave
This hated land behind,
Wert thou not chained to me
With friendship's flowery chains.

“Burst them! TI'll not repine,
No noble friend
Would stay his fellow-captive,
If means of flight appear.
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‘“ The remembrance
Of his dear friend's freedom
Gives him freedom—
In his dungeon.”

Shakespeare goes one step farther in illustration of the
self-abnegation which is in the highest affetion, in that
series of Sonnets which breathes throughout the senti-
ment of an absorbing friendship. He would not even be
remembered after his death, if memory would be a grief
to his surviving friend :—

‘“ No longer mourn for me when I am dead
Than you shall hear the surly sullen bell
Give warning to the world that I am fled
From this vile world, with vilest worms to dwell :
Nay, if you read this line, remember not
The hand that writ it ; for I love you so
That I in your sweet thoughts would be forgot
If thinking on me then should cause you woe."

He who is capable of being a friend will, because
he is a friend, find a joy in serving that he could never
find in being served. Out-going is always preferable
to in-coming, in friendship’s thought. Thus it is with
Browning’s Jules the artist, in “Pippa Passes,” when he
considers whether or not he shall become the friend of
the untutored Greek girl Phene. Because he can do for
her, not because he can hope to receive from her, he
decides to be her friend. Therefore it is that he hears
God’s voice summoning him to this grandly unselfish

service of friendship :—
“If whoever loves
Must be, in some sort, god or worshiper,
The blessing or the blest one, queen or page,

3



34 Wholly Unselfisk.

Why should we always choose the page's part?
Here is a woman with utter need of me,—
I find myself queen here, it seems !
How strange!
Look at the woman here with the new soul,
Like my own Psyche,—fresh upon her lips
Alit, the visionary butterfly,
Waiting my word to enter and make bright,
Or flutter off and leave all blank as first.
This body had no soul before, but slept
Or stirred, was beauteous or ungainly, free
From taint or foul with stain, as outward things
Fastened their image on its passiveness:
Now it will wake, feel, live—or die again!
Shall to produce form out of unshaped stuff,
Be Art—and further, to evoke a soul
From form, be nothing? This new soul is mine!"’

Nor is this high standard of unselfish personal friend-
ship one which is never praétically attained in this mat-
ter-of-fa¢t world of ours. Friends have lived for each
other, Friends have died for each other. Friends have
endured far more than death in each other’s behalf.
Friends have given up home, and kindred, and property,
and hope of gain, and even good name, at the call of
friendship. And wherever there is a real friendship to-
day there is a readiness to do and to endure and to yield
to the uttermost.




WITHOUT ENVY OR DISTRUST.

RIENDSHIP being in its very nature an
unselfish love, all that savors of selfish-
ness is necessarily excluded from its scope.
It being an out-going and an on-going

iy & love for one who is prized for his own
sake every added proof that the one loved is all that
the loving one has seen him to be, or more, gives joy
of heart, and not disturbance of mind, to him who is his
friend. Neither envy nor distrust—both of which have
their center in self-interest—can have any play against
one who is loved unselfishly.

He who is loved as a friend for his own sake, will con-
tinue to be thus loved while he is himself and his friend
is his friend’s self. Thus Montaigne accounts for his love
for his friend by saying, “ If a man should importune me
to give a reason why I loved my friend, I find it could
not otherwise be expressed than by the answer, ¢ Because
he was he; because I was I.'”" And this is in full accord
with Aristotle’s declaration that friendship is love for
35
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another “so far forth as the person loved exists,” and
not “so far forth as he is useful or pleasant.”

. Yet no man could be drawn away from himself in
devoted love for another unless, for some reason and in
some light, that other were looked up to as worthy of a
reverent regard. Unselfishness looks upward as well as
outward, and an unselfish love is sure to have a reverent
upward look in the contemplation of its object. This is
a recognized truth of the ages. When Wan Chang came -
to Mencius, a Chinese sage contemporary with Plato and
Aristotle, asking the question, “ What feeling of the mind
is expressed in the gifts of friendship?” Mencius re-
plied, “ The feeling of reverence.” Our Emerson, echoing
many a thought of the Oriental philosophers, declares:
“ Friendship demands a religious treatment; . . . rever-
ence is a great part of it” Austin Phelps, ever keen in
his spiritual perceptions, points out the fat that “the
purest and most lasting human friendships are permeated
with an element of reverence.” Sir John Taylor Cole-
ridge, speaking of his love for his life-long friend, Keble,
says that this “love was always sanltified as it were
by reverence,—reverence that did not make the love
less tender, and love that did but add intensity to the
reverence.” And so it is, in a measure, in every true
friendship.

Various reasons may operate to give this feeling of
reverence for one who is loved because he is what he is,
as seen by him who loves him; but the effet of the rea-
sons is pratically the same in all cases. A man may be
reverenced for the lofty ideal he holds before the one who
loves him; or for the loftier ideal toward which he is
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manifestly striving; or for the undeveloped possibilities
which are seen in him, or for him, by him who is his
friend. He may be looked up to for what he is, or for
what he desires to be, or for what he might become;
whatever the cause may be, the effet is much the same
in the mind of the up-looker.

And here is a reason why we can never be jealous of one
to whom we are a friend, although we are prone to be jeal-
ous for him. We love him and we look up to him for his
own sake, and not for our sake; for what there is in him,
or for what there is for him, and not for what he is toward
us or in our behalf. We are glad when he shows him-
self at his best; and we are never troubled that his best
outshines our best, even though we should be troubled
if he failed to shine as he might, while we surpassed him.
Thus La Bruyére suggests, discriminatingly, that “in
friendship we see only those faults which may be preju-
dicial to our friends; while in love we discern no faults
but those by which we ourselves suffer.”

This being so, it is evident that the faintest relutance
on our part to see the one to whom we claim to be a
friend transcend or eclipse us in our sphere of influence
or altion, is so far a proof that our claim of friendship is
a false one. “Friendship immediately banishes envy
under all its disguises,” says a fellow-worker of Addison
in the Speftator. “ A man who can once doubt whether
he should rejoice in his friend’s being happier than him-
self, may depend upon it that he is an utter stranger to
this virtue.”

If Jonathan had envied David when he saw that David
was to have the throne which Jonathan was yielding
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without the credit of yielding, it would have evidenced
a lack of surpassing friendship for David in the heart of
Jonathan. But because Jonathan loved David as his own
soul, loved him with a self-forgetful friendship, envy of
David could find no place in the royal and loyal heart
of Jonathan.

It was because John the Baptist was the friend of Jesus
that John, at the very summit of his personal renown
and of his commanding popular influence, could say, with-
out a twinge of envious feeling, concerning him of whom
he was the friend: “In the midst of you standeth one
whom ye know not, even he that cometh after me, the
latchet of whose shoe I am not worthy to unloose.” And
when, a little later, it was suggested to John that he was
being transcended by Jesus, his glad answer was: “ He
that hath the bride is the bridegroom: but the friend
of the bridegroom, which standeth and heareth him, re-
joiceth greatly because of the bridegroom’s voice. This
my joy therefore is fulfilled. He must increase, but I
must decrease.”

Nor is this unenvious recognition of a friend’s eclipsing
power an attainment of charalters in the Bible story only.
It inheres in the very conception of the truest friendship
everywhere. “I must feel pride in my friend’s accom-
plishments as if they were mine, and a property in his
virtues,” says Emerson for us all. “I feel as warmly,
when he is praised, as the lover when he hears applause
of his engaged maiden.”

Thus it is that Tennyson testifies of his unenvious pride
in Arthur Hallam’s recognized supremacy in the sphere
of their common labors:
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“On thee the loyal-hearted hung,
The proud was half disarmed of pride,
Nor cared the serpent at thy side
To flicker with his double tongue.

“ The stern were mild when thou wert by,
The flippant put himself to school
And heard thee, and the brazen fool

Was softened, and he knew not why.

“ While I, thy nearest, sat apart,
And felt thy triumph was as mine;
And loved them more that they were thine,
The graceful ta@, the Christian art;

¢ Nor mine the sweetness or the skill,
But mine the love that will not tire,
And, born of love, the vague desire
That spurs an imitative will.”

Because friendship always includes a reverent admira-
tion of a friend’s ideal,—the ideal seen in the friend, seen
by the friend, or seen for the friend,—therefore it follows
that every added indication of that ideal’s realizing is
added cause for rejoicing on the part of him who loves
his friend as the embodiment of that ideal. Unless, in-
deed, the loved one had been looked up to for his own
sake, as that ideal’s embodiment, he could not have been
loved as he is by him who claims to be his friend; hence
envy is forestalled by the very friendship’s existence; for
envy is a selfish regret that another is in advance of
us, while friendship is an unselfish affeftion for another
because he is in advance of us—or ought to be, as we
see it.

Nor, again, is distrust of a friend compatible with true
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friendship, any more than is envy. Distrust of another
is the result of a watchful interest in one’s own welfare;
it is, in fat, a fear that one is to be a loser from his rela-
tions to another; but friendship being in its very nature
a forgetfulness of self in love for another, it carries with
it supremacy of interest in the loved one and his welfare.
How can a man be afraid for himself when he has for-
gotten himself? “There is no fear in love: but perfect
love casteth out fear,” says the loved and loving friend
of Jesus. “He that feareth is not made perfet in love.”
He who distrusts is not yet a true friend.

In pagan wisdom, as well as in inspired Christianity,
the duty of trusting a friend unfailingly has found full
recognition. Among the maxims of Publius Syrus we
read¢ “The one bond of friendship is confidence;"” “So
trust your friend that there be not place for enmity;”
“ He who fears his friend gives reason why his friend
should fear /im ;" “ He who fears his friend knows not
the meaning of the name.”

It is not that love for a friend will blind one to that
friend’s lack of attainments and capabilities, or to the
possibility of his coming short of his ideal. But it is
that friendship’s love will make it impossible to question
the fact that the friend is always himself, or to have
any such fear of his aftion as comes from the selfish
- considering of possible consequences to the loving one
through his being the other’s friend unswervingly.
“ Though he slay me, yet will I trust in him,” is ever the
loving cry of a child of God whose love for his Father
is for what that Father is in himself, rather than for what
that Father is to his loving child. “Perfe€t love "—that
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unalloyed love that friendship is—is never less trustful
than this.

In friendship, in real friendship, “ we walk by faith, not
by sight;” and faith is better than sight. A heart that
trusts is a safer guide than eyes that see. In the highest
and holiest friendship it is divinely declared: “Blessed
are they that have not seen, and yet have believed.”
Conversely, in the best and truest human friendships
there is a blessing to him who will not believe his own
eyes against the one whom he loves.

Ebers, in his historical romances, has given illustrations
of this unwavering trust, from the social life of the ancient
Egyptians. In his “Uarda,” when Nefert is told posi-
tively that Mena, her husband, has proved untrue to her,
she repels indignantly the suggestion, and her answer is :
“If . . . these eyes saw it,—ay, over and over again,—

. not for one instant would I doubt his truth;” and
the record shows that Nefert's trust in Mena never
wavered, nor was ever misplaced.

Again, in his “ Serapis,” Ebers makes Constantine re-
. proach Gorgo, who, having professed to love him, was
ready to distrust him because of what she had heard from
others. “Even if your own eyes had seen me, you ought
not to have believed them,” he said in honest indignation.
And what is thus piftured in the ideal life of the old
Egyptians is found as a reality wherever there is a true
and consistent friendship to-day. Only by being disloyal
as a friend can one have in question the loyalty of a
friend to that ideal for which, in fa&t, he is loved and
honored as a friend.

In the Icelandic sagas there is a story of one Haus-
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kuld, who was a true friend to the sons of one Njal.
When evil-minded men came to warn Hauskuld against
his friends, his loyal rejoinder was: “ Spare thy words:
for I have no mind to hear slanders against Njal’s sons.
They are my friends, and I would rather die at their
hands than doubt them. But thou art all the worse man,
in my esteem, for speaking thus concerning them.”
From Plutarch we learn that Alexander the Great was
great enough, with all his faults, to know the scope and
to feel the sway of true friendship. Alexander lay sick
in Cilicia during one of his earlier campaigns for Asiatic
conquest. The fate of the world seemed to pivot on his
recovery, and because of the magnitude of the risk in-
volved, and of the suspicions of intrigue on every side, the
Macedonian physicians hesitated to assume the responsi-
bility of his treatment. But Philip, an Acarnanian phy-
sician, loved Alexander, and was loved by him. “He
was his true friend,” says Plutarch, and Alexander trusted
him accordingly. Philip would care for Alexander, at
every risk to himself. He came to the king’s bedside
with his loving counsel. Meantime Parmenio, a jealous
admirer of Alexander, had written from the camp, saying
that the physician, Philip, had been bribed by Darius to
poison Alexander, and warning Alexander to beware of
him. Alexander, having read Parmenio’s letter, showed
it to no one, but put it under his pillow. When Philip
proffered the medicine he had prepared, Alexander looked
up into the face of his friend “ with a cheerful expression
of trust and kindly feeling,” and drained the cup without
a question. Then, taking the letter of warning from under
his pillow, he handed it to Philip, that he might read it,
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and so learn how a friend could trust. Largeness of soul
like Alexander’s will show itself in such trust in a friend
as Alexander showed.

It is in the very nature of friendship to fix its thought
on that which is lovable in the one loved as a friend,
and thereby to lose thought of that which is unlovable, .
Friendship makes so much of that in a friend which is
worthy of confidence, that it will not have in mind those
traits or actions of his which might tend to provoke dis-
trust of him. One of the early disciples of Confucius,
describing the charaéteristics of real friends, says: “ They
are ever ready to forget one’s ill treatment of them; and,
whether near or at a distance, they neither suspe¢t nor
doubt one.” In one of the sacred books of the Hindoos
it is declared: “He is not a friend who always eagerly
suspelts a breach, and looks out for faults.”

It is Manuel, an old-time Castilian prince, who asserts
indignantly :

“ He who would counsel your reserve to friends
Has purpose of betraying you unseen.”

Even the cynical La Rochefoucauld—whose chief
thought, as Voltaire tells us, is that self-love is the
spring of all our ations and determinations—insists that
distrust has no part or place in friendship. *“It is more
dishonorable,” he says, “to distrust a friend than to be
deceived by him.” It is contrary to the very nature of
true friendship to be reckoning on the possibility of
danger in trusting a friend absolutely. Thus Emerson,
referring to the gain of loving on in a friendship where
one’s love is not reciprocated adds, as if self-reproach-
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fully : “Yet these things may hardly be said without a
sott of treachery to the relation. The essence of friend-
ship is entireness, a total magnanimity and trust. It
must not surmise or provide for infirmity.”

Old Chaucer, in describing the various phases of love,
emphasizes this unswerving trust in a friend as the joy-
ous pre-eminence of the love which is friendship:

“ Love of freendshippe also ther is,
Which makith no man done amys,
Of wille knytt bitwixe two,
That wole not breke for wele ne woo;
Which long is likly to contune,!
Whanne wille and goodis be in comune,
Grounded by Goddis ordinaunce,
Hoole withoute discordaunce;
With hem holdyng comunte?
Of alle her goode in charite,
That ther be noon excepcioun,
Thurgh chaungyng of entencioun,
That eche helpe other at her neede,
And wisely hele® bothe word and dede;
Trewe of menyng, devoide of slouthe,
For witt is nought withoute trouthe ;
So that the ton* dar alle his thought
Seyn to his freend, and spare nought,
As to hym-silf without dredyng
To be discovered by wreying.
For glad is that conjunccioun,
Whanne ther is noon susspecioun
[That] they wolde [evere false] prove,
That trewe and parfit weren in love.”

And many a writer, earlier and later, has given point
to the truth that the only time when a friend can prop-

1 Continue, 2 Community. 3 Hide. 4 The one. § Betraying.
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erly be distrusted is before he is a friend. Thus Young
counsels:
¢ Deliberate on all things with thy friend.

But, since friends grow not thick on every bough,

Nor every friend unrotten at the core ;

First, on thy friend, deliberate with thyself;

Pause, ponder, sift ; not eager in the choice,

Nor jealous of the chosen ; fixing, fix.

Judge before friendship, then confide till death.”

And this would seem to be but a paraphrase of Quarles:
“ Deliberate long before thou consecrate a friend; and
when thy impartial judgment concludes him worthy of
thy bosom, receive him joyfully, and entertain him
wisely; impart thy secrets boldly, and mingle thy
thoughts with his ; he is thy very self, and use him so.
If thou firmly thinkest him faithful, thou makest him so.”
Indeed, both of these statements are but elaborations of
the words of Seneca the wise: “After friendship it is
confidence; before friendship it is judgment.” Shake-
speare has the same idea in the advice of Polonius to
Laertes, when that worldly-wise observer of sound max-
ims counsels his departing son:

“ The friends thou hast, and their adoption tried,
Grapple them to thy soul with hoops of steel.”

And praétical Benjamin Franklin suggests again the
thought in his maxim: “Be slow in choosing a friend,
slower in changing.”

Cicero protested against the suggestion out of a former
generation—a suggestion ascribed to Bias, one of the
wise men of Greece—that “a man ought so to love as if
one day he would come to hate.” Cicero was sure that
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“no speech could be found more hostile to friendship
than this;” and his responding question was: “In what
manner can any one be a friend to him to whom he
thinks he may possibly become an enemy?”

How can friendship find a place for distrust? An
out-going limitless love forbids and bars an incoming
limiting doubt. The only unrest of a love that rests in
the truth of one’s truer other self, is the ceaseless craving
to Jove more, and to be more true in loving.

“The deepest hunger of a faithful heart
Is faithfulness.”




TRANSCENDING ALL LOVES.

f NE need not go outside of the Bible record
At for proof that friendship’s love has a

place above all other loves; although the
4@ concurrent testimony of the ages, earlier
) and later than that record, is to the same
effe€t. A truth like this could hardly fail of recognition
in the Book of books.

When Moses is warning the children of Israel of the
temptations to idolatry which will beset them in the land
of Canaan, he names the possible tempters to evil in the
order of their relative importance, and to a “friend” he
assigns the place highest of all. “If thy brother, the son
of thy mother, or thy son, or thy daughter, or the wife
of thy bosom, or thy friend, whick is as thine own life,
entice thee secretly, saying, Let us go and serve other
gods; . . . thou shalt not consent unto him, nor hearken
unto him.” And everything in the Old Testament his-
tory and teachings would go to show that this was the
true climax of affetions from the earliest ages of the
47
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world—friendship transcending all loves; which is only
another way of saying that a love which is absolutely and
devotedly unselfish is superior to a love which has in it
any measure or taint of self-interest.

The loves competing with friendship are conjugal love
and kinship love. David bore witness to a friend’s love
as “ passing the love of women ;” and Solomon affirmed
unhesitatingly, “ There is a friend that sticketh closer
than a brother.” :

It is a pregnant fat that in all the Old Testament story
only one human being is ever referred to as a “friend”
of God. The Lord is referred to as “ Father” of all, and
as “ Husband ” of his entire people; but only Abraham
is designated as the Lord’s “friend.” Once, indeed, in
our English version, it is mentioned that “ the Lord spake
unto Moses face to face, as a man speaketh unto his
friend ;" but this is clearly an allusion to the manner of
the intercourse on that occasion between Moses and the
Lord; not a reference to the peculiar relation in which
they two stood to each other. In fa&t, the Hebrew word
here translated “friend” has no such suggestion of a
loving intimacy as the word which is applied to Abra-
ham’s relation to God: it is a word more commonly
rendered “neighbor.” From first to last it is “ Moses
my servant,” of whom the Lord speaks. Itis “ Abraham,
my friend "—and only Abraham.

So clearly was the uniqueness of this relation of Abra-
ham with the Lord recognized in the Oriental mind, that,
after twenty centuries had gone by, the Apostle James
pointed back to that uplifting of the Father of the Faith-
ful, saying: “Abraham believed God, and it was reckoned
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unto him for righteousness; and he was called the friend
of God.” And now, after wellnigh twenty centuries more,
that one patriarch is still known in all the East—known
by Jew, Muhammadan, and Christian—as “ Ibraheem el-
Khaleel,” “ Abraham #%e friend.”

True it is that, under the new dispensation, when Jesus
would honor above all precedent the disciples who had
trusted hiin unswervingly, he said, as he was parting with
them for a season: “No longer do I call you servants:
. . . but I have called you friends.” But this also was
a recognition of the truth that no other relation can be
nearer and dearer than friendship; hence the love which
transcends all loves was fittingly given that name. Friend-
ship is the love of loves, by the Bible standard.

It can hardly be supposed that it is of carelessness, or
without intention, that in both the Old Testament and
the New a distin€tion is repeatedly marked between the
mere marriage tie and the highest attainment of friend-
ship; whereby the former is counted of the flesh—the
life here in the flesh; while the later is counted of the
soul—the very lifeitself. It is Moses who records the in-
stitution of marriage, saying of the twain thereby made
one, “Therefore shall a man leave his father and his
mother, and shall cleave unto his wife: and they shall be
one flesh.” Moses again it is who describes “a friend ”
as in a relation to another closer and more vital than
even that of “one flesh”—* thy friend which is as thine -
own life "—literally, “thine own self.” It is Paul who
points back to this original institution of marriage as a
Divine declaration that “the twain shall become one
flesh,” and who counsels that “even so ought husbands

4
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to love their own wives as their own bodies.” Paul also
it is who, referring to his friend and his child in the faith,
Onesimus, speaks of him as “my very heart,” and again
as “myself” Is there no meaning in these inspired
distinétions ?

It is not that the tie of marriage or the ties of blood
ought, in any case, to exist without the sentiment of
friendship; but it is that those ties do not in and of
themselves secure such an interunion of very soul as is
possible between those who are only friends. Friend-
ship without conjugal or kinship love is a profounder and
more sacred affection than conjugal or kinship love with-
out friendship. He who has a duty of conjugal love or
of kinship love has a duty also of friendship’s love in the
same direCtion. Without this love the other loves can
never reach their highest and holiest possibilities, or be
at their God-intended completion.

Jesus Christ and his church are, it is true, represented
in the relation of a bridegroom to a bride; but he and
his chosen disciples are also represented as united in
the yet more intimate and enduring relation of “friends.”
The church, as a church, is his “body;” the personal
believers in him are sharers of his very “life.” “In the
resurreCtion,” says Jesus, “they neither marry nor are
given in marriage.” But in his farewell discourse to his
disciples, as his “friends,” Jesus says: “I come again,
and will receive you unto myself; that where I am there
ye may be also.” The marriage tie by itself is of the life
that is here, in the flesh. The tie of friendship, with
marriage or apart from it, is of the life that is both here
and hereafter. This is the distintion recognized by the



Transcending All Loves. 51

keen-witted Frenchman, Joseph Roux, when he defines
“love” as “two souls and one flesh,” and “friendship”
as “two bodies and one soul.” Friendship has been
called “the marriage of souls;” and that would seem
to be the light in which the Bible presents it. Those
who are united in marriage ought to be united also in
friendship; but unless marriage includes this union of
souls, marriage must end with the life that is.

Outside of the Bible text there is abundant evidence
that the richest experiences of the human heart, the
world over, have tended to give the first place, and the
best, to a love without any admixture of possible self-
interest, to a friendship closer than a tie of blood, and
passing the love of women.

In the sacred books of the Hindoos the climax of
crimes is declared to be a sin against one’s friend. A
declaration in the Mahabharata is:

“To oppress a suppliant, to kill a wife, to rob a Brahman,
and to betray one's friend,
These are the four great crimes."”

" A misuse of power is a sin; the murder of a wife is a
greater sin; yet greater still is the robbing of a God-
representing Brahman ; but the crowning sin of all is the
betrayal of a friend,—for friendship transcends all loves,
and crimes against friendship are chiefest of crimes.
Choo He, a follower of Confucius, makes a similar
distinction to that which the Bible makes between mar-
riage as a tie of the flesh, and friendship as a tie of the
soul. ‘“Marriage is the heaven-ordained relation on
which depends succession,” he says; “and friendship is
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the heaven-ordained relationship on which depends the

corretion of one’s charafter; for by it the way of men

is traced out, and men’s highest principles are built up.”

Classic literature is as rich as Oriental in its praises of

the transcendency of friendship’s love. Says Euripides:
“A friend

Welded into our life is more to us
Than twice five thousand kinsmen, one in blood.”

Sophocles charalterizes a friend as a person

““ Dear as one's life which one loves most.”

Aristotle reaffirms this idea of soul-union in true friend-
ship, saying that a good man ought to feel “toward his
friend as he does toward himself; for the good man has
the same relation to his friend as he has to himself.”
And Cicero counsels unhesitatingly: “I can only urge
you to prefer friendship to all human possessions; for
there is nothing so suited to our nature, so well adapted
to prosperity or adversity.” And of the pre-eminence
of friendship over any other human relation, Cicero says :
“In this respelt friendship is superior to relationship;
because from relationship a loving regard can be with-
drawn, while from friendship it cannot be. For with the
withdrawal of affetion the very name of friendship is
done away, while that of relationship may remain.”

Nor has later literature, philosophic or poetic, re-
versed the verdi&t of the classic writers as to the tran-
scendency of friendship. Says Bacon: “It was a sparing
speech of the ancients to say that a friend is another
himself; for that a friend is far more than himself.”

Sir Thomas Browne speaks out of his heart of hearts
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when he testifies on this point: *“I hope I do not break
the fifth commandment, if I conceive I may love my
friend before the dearest of my blood—even those to
whom I owe the principle of life. I never yet cast a true
affe€tion on a woman [yet this was published, unchanged,
by the author, two years after his happy marriage]; but
I have loved my friend as I do virtue, my soul, and my
God. From hence, methinks, I do conceive how God
loves man; what happiness there is in the love of God.”

“ Nor yet,” says Montaigne, “ do the four time-honored
kinds [of love],—natural, social, hospitable, and sexual,—
either separately or conjointly, make up a true and per-
fet friendship;” since this has in it more than them all.
Montaigne points out that the ties of blood are of neces-
sity, and the ties of marriage are a covenant obligation,
both ties being in their continuance compulsory, apart
from the impulse of untrammeled affection; “ whereas
friendship has no manner of business or traffic with aught
but itself,” it being voluntary in its beginning, and its
limitless on-going being unselfish and unswerving.

It is the German Engel who says: “ Blood relationship
is sweet, and is what nature brings about ; but how much
sweeter are alliances of the soul.” And a German prov-
erb runs: “We can live without a brother, but not
without a friend.” A corresponding English proverb is:
“ A father is a treasure, a brother is a comfort, but a
friend is both.” Or as Evelyn has it: “There is in
friendship something of all relations, and something
above them all.” And our Emerson sums up the truth
in his charalterizing of friendship as “that sele&t and
sacred relation which is a kind of absolute, and which
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even leaves the language of love suspicious and common,
so much is this purer; and nothing is so much divine.”

Spenser leads off, among English-speaking poets, in
explicit assigning of pre-eminence to friendship in com-
parison with all other loves:

* Hard is the doubt, and difficult to deeme,!
When all three kindes of love together meet,
And doe dispart the hart with powre extreme,—
Whether shall weigh the balance downe ; to weet,
The deare affetion unto kindred sweet,
Or raging fire of love to womankind,
Or zeale of frends combynd with vertues meet.
But of them all the band of vertuous mind,
Me seemes, the gentle hart should most assured bind.

“For naturall affeCtion soone doth cesse,
And quenched is with Cupid’s greater flame;
But faithfull frendship doth them both suppresse,
And them with maystring? discipline doth tame,
Through thoughts aspyring to eternall fame.
For as the soule doth rule the earthly masse,
And all the service of the bodie frame;
So love of soule doth love of bodie passe,
No lesse than perfect gold surmounts the meanest brasse.”

Shirley is equally sure that there is no other love like
friendship:
“It is a name
Virtue can only answer to: couldst thou
Unite into one all goodness whatsoe’er
Mortality can boast of, thou shalt find
The circle narrow, bounded to contain
This swelling treasure. Every good admits
Degrees ; but this, being so good, it cannot ;
For he's no friend who's not superlative.

1 Decide. 3 Mastering.
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Indulgent parent, brethren, kindred tied

By the natural flow of blood, alliances,

And what you can imagine, are too light

To weigh with name of friend. They execute
At best but what a nature prompts them to ;—
Are often less than friends when they remain
Our kinsmen still : but friend is never lost.

Gay sees the inherent superiority of an out-going and
on-going friendship in its contrast with aught there is in
the intenser passion of love:

‘“Love is a sudden blaze which soon decays,
Friendship is like the sun’s eternal rays;
Not daily benefits exhaust the flame:

It still is giving, and still burns the same.”

Coleridge gives a more discriminating illustration of the
true supremacy of friendship over love:

“ Love is flower-like ;
Friendship is a sheltering tree.”

Charles Lamb cries out, in illustration of friendship’s
transcendent love :
“ Friend of my bosom ; thou more than my brother!"
Tennyson echoes this. estimate of the relative place of

friendship among loves, when he sings of the one dearest
to his heart:

“ My fnend the brother of my love :

Dear as the mother to her son,
More than my brothers are to me.

'I'he sweetest soul
That ever looked with human eyes.”
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Longfellow shows his heroic John Alden as recog-
nizing the superiority of self-abnegating friendship over
the purest self-indulgent love. It was when Miles Stand-
ish appealed in the name of his friendship to the young
lover of Priscilla, to win her for the sturdy chieftain, that
the answer came back nobly and generously:

“ The name of friendship is sacred;

‘What you demand in that name, I have not the power to

deny you!"
So,

* Friendship prevailed over love, and Alden went on his errand.”

Browning, with his master power as a poet sets forth,
in his “Saul,” the truth that friendship’s love is a revela-
tion and an earnest of the transcendent love of God.
David, finding himself helpless in his effort to restore the
disordered spirit of the King, gains hope through the
suggestion of his own never-failing affe€tion as a friend.

*“And oh, all my heart how it loved him! but where was the sign?
I yearned—* Could I help thee, my father, inventing a bliss,
I would add, to that life of the past, both the future and this;
I would give thee new life altogether, as good, ages hence,
As this moment,—had love but the warrant, love's heart to
dispense !’

Then the truth came upon me. No harp more—no song more!
out-broke—

‘Do I find love so full in my nature, God's ultimate gift,

That I doubt his own love can compete with it? Here, the parts
shift?

Here, the creature surpass the Creator,—the end, what Began?

Would I fain in my impotent yearning do all for this man,

And dare doubt he alone shall not help him, who yet alone can?
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I believe it! 'Tis thou, God, that givest, 'tis I who receive:
In the first is the last, in thy will is my power to believe.

See the King—I would help him but cannot, the vnshes fall
through.

Could I wrestle to raise him from sorrow, grow poor to enrich,

To fill up his life, starve my own out, I would—knowing which,

I know that my service is perfect. Oh, speak through me now!

Would I suffer for him that I love? So wouldst thou—so wilt thou'!

So shall crown thee the topmost, ineffablest, uttermost crown—

And thy love fill infinitude wholly, nor leave up nor down

One spot for the creature to stand in!' "

And so it is that David, in the outreach of his unselfish
love as a friend, comes to a realizing sense of the measure-
less scope of that Divine love of which friendship is the
transcendent image and promise.

Thus always, from the earliest ages to the latest, in
sacred writings and in secular, friendship finds its recog-
nition as the pre-eminent and surpassing affection of the
human heart. The distintion between the love that
craves and seeks, and the friendship that would unfail-
ingly serve, has been perceived, all along the centuries;
as it was sententiously expressed by Publius Syrus (and
afterwards by Seneca): “Friendship always benefits; but
love also injures.” Or, as Goethe expands the thought:

* True friendship shows its worth in stern refusal
At the right moment; and strong /ove sometimes
Heaps the loved one with ruin, when it serves
The will more than the weal of who demands.”

“A man who is a friend, such as the name imports,—
except the gods nothing transcends him,” says the pagan
poet Plautus. The Christian illustrator of “ holy living”



58 Transcending All Loves.

and “holy dying” finds in friendship “the greatest love,
and the greatest usefulness, and the most open com-
munion, and the noblest sufferings, and the most exemplary
faithfulness, and the severest truth, and the heartiest
counsel, and the greatest union of minds, of which brave
men’ and women are capable.” As Katherine Philips, a
poet of friendship, sees it,—

“'Tis love refined and purged from all its dross ;
The next to angel's love, if not the same;
As strong as passion is, though not so gross:
It antedates a glad eternity,
And is a heaven in epitome."’




CHANGELESS IN CHANGES.

j LOVE that is not conditioned on reciprocity
or recognition; a love that is unselfish,
uncraving, ever out-going and ever on-
going; a love that consists in loving
rather than in being loved, and that is
based on what the loved one is in himself, not on what
he is %o the one who loves,—cannot be brought to an end
by any a&, or by any lack, of another than the one whose
best personality it represents and exhibits; nor by him
while he is still himself. A true friendship is changeless
in all changes. It is like the sun, shining just as truly
toward the earth while clouds are between it and our
planet, as when the atmosphere is clearest; not like the
moon that shines only when it is shined upon.

“True friendship between man and man,” says Plato,
“is infinite and immortal.” Aristotle argues that a friend-
ship in order to be true must have a right basis, and that,
having a right basis, a friendship “is, as we might expec¢t,
permanent;” that “ with respeét to time and everything
59
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else it is perfet; that a friendship, “ because it is felt for
its own sake, continues.” Cicero similarly reasons: *“If
it were expediency that cemented friendships, expediency
when changed would dissolve them; but because one’s
nature can never change, therefore true friendships are
eternal.” It is of friendship’s love that Shakespeare says
unqualifiedly : '
“Love is not love

Which alters when it alteration finds,

Or bends with the remover to remove:

Oh, no! it is an ever-fixéd mark

That looks on tempests, and is never shaken.”

Mrs. Browning reiterates this truth in her denial that any
true love ever knew a change:

“ Those never loved,
Who dream that they loved once.”

The intercourse of true friends is a joy of friendship that
increases with its exercise, and that can never cloy the
heart. But the intercourse of friends, while a joy of friend-
ship, is not a necessity of friendship. What may be the
intercourse of friends is a possibility without end. What
must be the intercourse of friends is a possibility without
beginning. A change in circumstances, that separates
those who rejoiced in the joy of inspiring intercourse,
does not change the charaéter or the affetion of him
who is a true friend. “ Friends, though absent, are still
present,” says Cicero. Dryden re-phrases this thought:

‘“ The souls of friends like kings in progress are ;
Still in their own, though from the palace far."

“It is sublime,” says Emerson, “to feel and say of an-
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other, I need never meet, or speak, or write to him; we
need not reinforce ourselves, or send tokens of remem-
brance: I rely on him as on myself; if he did thus or
thus, I know it was right.”

Wilhelm von Humboldt saw his friend Charlotte
Diede for only three days, in his early manhood; but
the friendship then awakened was maintained unswerv-
ingly during twenty-six years of absence, and of silence,
which followed that meeting. Even after that, when the
intercourse of these two friends was renewed, and was
kept up by delightful correspondence for the twenty
remaining years of his life,—both being married,—they
saw each other only twice in all that time. Yet this is
one of the friendships of history ; and its record is con-
sistent with all that is known of the high possibilities of
changelessness in a friend, despite all changes in the
intercourse of a friendship.

A true friendship cannot die; but a true friend can. Yet
the absence of a friend through death need not change
the love that goes out toward him. “Though dead they
are alive,” says Cicero, of friends who are real friends;
“so entirely does the honor, the memory, the regret, of
friends attend them.” Similarly says Lavater:

“ True friends, nor death, nor separating fate,
can e'er divide."

And Whittier reminds us that our friends who are gone
are as really friends as while they were with us here:

*“ Not shadows in a shadowy band,
Not others, but themselves are they.”
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David’s heart-cry of sorrow and of love for his dead
friend was :

“1 am distressed for thee, my brother Jonathan:
Very pleasant hast thou been unto me;
Thy love to me was wonderful,
Passing the love of women.”

But David’s friendship for Jonathan was not changed by
the change that separated them thus sadly. It was long
years after this that David, finally settled in his estab-
lished kingdom, asked of those about him, “ Is there yet
any left of the house of Saul, that I may show him kind-
ness for Jonathan’s sake?” And when they told him
of Mephibosheth, the crippled son of Jonathan, David
brought that representative of his dead friend into his
royal home, and gave him a place at the king’s table, in
proof of the changelessness of David's friendship for
Jonathan. It is of the power over David of this change-
less friendship, after Jonathan’s death, that Cardinal New-
man tells:

‘O heart of fire! misjudged by wilful man,
Thou flower of Jesse's race !
What woe was thine, when thou and Jonathan
Last greeted face to face!
He doomed to die, thou on us to impress
The portent of a blood-stained holiness.

“ Yet it was well :—for so, 'mid cares of rule
And crime’s encircling tide,
A spell was o'er thee, zealous one, to cool
Earth-joy and kingly pride;
With battle-scene and pageant, prompt to blend
The pale, calm specter of a blameless friend.”
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No one need cry, with Dryden, to a surviving friend:

“ Be kind to my remains, and oh, defend,
Against your judgment, your departed friend !

He who is a friend is changeless in friendship :

“ Who heart-whole, pure in faith, once written friend,
In life and death is true, unto the end ;"

and the end of life is not a changeless friendship’s end.

" “Men have their time, and die many times in desire of
some things which they principally take to heart,” says
Bacon; “the bestowing of a child, the finishing of a work,
or the like. If a man have a true friend, he may rest
almost secure that the care of these things will continue
after him. So that a man hath, as it were, two lives in
his desires. A man hath a body, and that body is con-
fined to a place; but where friendship is, all offices of life
are, as it were, granted to him and his deputy.”

History, sacred and profane, is enriched with the rec-
ord of the recognized and honored legacies of friendship.
Hiram, king of Tyre, the friend of David, proffered his
loving service to Solomon, when Hiram was the survivor,
and Solomon was the successor, of David; “for Hiram
was ever a lover of David,”—after David’s death, as truly
as before. Homer tells us that Menelaus, when he dis-
covers that a stranger guest in his house is Telemachus,
the son of Odysseus, his friend and former fellow-soldier
before the walls of Troy, exclaims: “Zeus forfend it and
all the other deathless gods, that ye should depart from
my house to the swift ship. . . . Never shall the dear son
of this man, even of Odysseus, lay him down upon the
ship’s deck, while as yet I am alive and my children after
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me are left in my hall.” It was the hereditary, or the
transmitted, friendship of the elder Laelius for the elder
Scipio Africanus, as manifested in the loving friendship
of the younger Laelius and the younger Scipio, which
was made the basis of Cicero’s immortal De Amicitia.
So, always, he who can be trusted as a friend to a living
loved one, can be trusted as a friend to those whom death
bequeaths to him as a legacy from that loved one. Nor
absence nor death can change any friendship that is
worthy of its name.
~  But there are changes more trying than those of ab-
sence or of death. He who won a friend’s love and
seemed to return it may cease to be loving, or may cease
to be true. Can a friendship be changeless in such
changes as these? This is an old-time question, that is
as important to-day as ever. “ There is a difficulty,” says
Aristotle, “in the question whether or not we should
dissolve friendship with those who do not continue the
same as they originally were. . . . If one admits another
to his friendship as being a good man, and then that loved
one becomes wicked, or is thought to be so, must he still
love him? Or is this impossible? . . . If again the loved
one continues the same, while the other becomes better,
and widely different in virtue, must the latter still con-
sider the former as his friend? Or is that not possible ?
The case is plainest when the difference becomes very
great, as in friendships contratted in childhood; for if
one continues a child in intelle¢t, and the other becomes
a man of the highest charaéter, how can they be friends,
since they no longer take pleasure in the same things,
nor sympathize in joy and grief together?”



Changeless in Changes. 65

It is in view of such changes on the part of the one
loved,—changes that seem to make him another man, or
to put him outside of the pale of the old friendship,—that
Aristotle asks, as to the friend who has been sincere and
true in his affetion for him: “ Must he, thenceforward, °
feel no otherwise toward him than if he had never been
his friend? Or, ought he to remember their past inti-
macy; and just as we think that a man should confer
favors on friends rather than on strangers, ought he, in
like manner, to bestow some consideration on those who
were his friends, for the sake of past friendship?” And
these questions of the great Greek philosopher have been
puzzled over and reiterated from his day to ours.

The intimacies of a friendship are one thing; but the
friendship itself is quite another thing. The intimacies
depend on the reciprocal relations of the two friends;
but the friendship of either is independent of the course.
or the attitude of the other. A friendship may be change-
less, while the intimacies of that friendship change greatly.
A loved one's ways may change, and in consequence
there may be a change in the intercourse and the seem-
ing relations between him and the one who has loved
him; but that does not in itself involve, or justify, a
change in the love of him who has claimed to be his
whole-hearted, unselfish friend.

If, indeed, a friendship were based on a process of rea-
soning concerning the charaéteristics and consequent con-
duét of the one loved, it might change with a disclosed
change in that basis of estimate. But because a friend-
ship is based on the fa¢t that the one who loves is himself,
and that the one who is loved is himself, a true friendship

5
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cannot change while the one who loved remains himself,
and the one whom he loves is, with all his changes, still
himself. Failure on the part of the one loved may sad-
den a friend’s heart, or treachery may break it, but no
such change as this can change that heart’s fidelity.

It was while Jesus was troubled in spirit over his
already planned betrayal by one whom he had loved as
a friend, that he made exhibit of his still-continuing un-
selfish love for him by giving to him the morsel, or sop,
of affettion, out of the dish from which they were par-
taking together in friendship. In all the changes of that
night of gloom, the friendship of Jesus was changeless.
The nearer one’s friendship approaches to the standard
of Jesus, the surer it will be to remain unfailingly true,
despite every failure of its object of love.

When Josephus was defending the Jews against the
attack on them by the pagan Greek Apion, he laid em-
phasis on their habit of unchanging fidelity in all the
changes of a chosen friendship. * Secrecy among friends
is prohibited,” he said; “for friendship implies an entire
confidence without any reserve.” “ Nay, where friend-
ship is dissolved,” he added, “ we must not be false to a
former trust” It would hardly be admitted that the
Christian standard at this point is lower, on this verge of
the twentieth century, than was that of the Jews at the
. beginning of our era.

One’'s self, rather than one’s friend, is on trial when the
question is mooted whether a love given in a friendship
is to continue changelessly, or is to change. If a man
was wise and true in giving his love, let him be wise and
true in its continuing. If, however, it would seem that he
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was not wise, let it not also appear that he is not true.
Even if it be too late to choose a true friend wisely, it is
not too late to be wisely true as a friend.

This thought it is that Cicero emphasizes when he says:
“We should employ such carefulness in forming our
friendships that we could not at any time begin to love
the man whom we could possibly ever hate. Moreover,
if we have been but unfortunate in our sele¢tion, . . . this
should be submitted to, rather than that a time of alien-
ation should ever be contemplated. . . . For nothing can
be more disgraceful than to be at enmity with him with
whom you have lived on terms of friendship.”

Coleridge, in the greatness of his mind, perceived the
truth that no change in the intimacies of a friendship
should change the friendship itself:

*Unchanged within to see all changed without
Is a blank lot and hard to bear, no doubt.
Yet why at others’ wanings shouldst thou fret ?
Then only mightst thou feel a just regret,
Hadst thou withheld thy love or hid thy light
In selfish forethought of negle¢t and slight.
O wiselier then, from feeble yearnings freed,
While, and on whom, thou mayst—shine on ! nor heed
Whether the object by reflected light
Return thy radiance or absorb it quite:
And though thou notest from thy safe recess
Old friends burn dim, like lamps in noisome air,
Love them for what they are; nor love them less,
Because to thee they are not what they were.”

At the best, a change in the intimacies of a friendship
is a loss to both him who loves and him who is loved.
It is with all estranged friends as it was with Lord Roland
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and Sir Leoline, in Coleridge’s “ Christabel,” in their
estrangement :

** Each spoke words of high disdain

And insult to his heart’s best brother:
They parted—ne'er to meet again !

But never either found another
To free the hollow heart from paining—
They stood aloof, the scars remaining,

Like cliffs which had been rent asunder ;
A dreary sea now flows between ;—

But neither heat, nor frost, nor thunder,
Shall wholly do away, I ween,

The marks of that which once hath been."

A changeless personality, that must unceasingly suffer
from the changed relations of a once joyous friendship,
cannot be so untrue to itself as to be untrue to the memo-
ries, the inspirations, and the obligations, of that friend-
ship. At the worst, in recognition of that which is called
a hopeless change in the friendship itself| its reverent cry
will be:

** We that were friends, yet are not now,

We that must daily meet

With ready words and courteous bow,
Acquaintance of the street ;

We must not scorn the holy past,
We must remember still

To honor feelings that outlast
The reason of the will.”



OF WORLD-WIDE HONOR.

4VERY heart is human, and every human
heart has its possibilities in the direction of
best and truest outreachings of affection.
In all lands and in all ages the reciprocal
ties of blood and of marriage have found
their comparative measure of binding force ; and with like
universality there has been recognized the binding force
of the tie in a noble and an ennobling friendship—
above the dearest of these reciprocal ties.

Marriage has had its varying degrees of obligation and
sacredness among different peoples of the world. Polyg-
amy, polyandry, and promiscuity, have in turn tended to
destroy or diminish the beauty and san¢tity of the primal
institution of dual union in conjugal love. Parental and
filial and fraternal affetions have had greater or lesser
sway according to the circumstances and charateristics
and religious beliefs of diverse nationalities and com-
munities. Savage customs, or selfish cravings, or eccle-
siastical requirements, have had their part in crushing
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out the divinely implanted love. for offspring. Perverted
reasoning, or the hard struggle for personal existence,
has at times so far obliterated from the mind all loyal
regard for the authors of one’s being, as to cause the
desertion or destruction of helpless or infirm parents to
be deemed justifiable, or even praiseworthy. All these
causes have again, in their turn, operated to neutralize
the love which would bind in unity the several children -
of a common parentage. Yet no people has fallen so low
in the social scale, nor has any risen so high, as to be
without the clear conception of a union, real, sacred, and
abiding, between two persons made one in the love of an
unselfish and inviolable friendship.

An absolute merging of two personalities into one, in
this union of friendship, has been sought, among primi-
tive peoples everywhere, by the intermingling of the
blood of the two, through its mutual drinking, or its
inter-transfusion ; with the thought that blended blood
is blended life. Traces of this custom are found in the
traditions and praétices of the aborigines of different por-
tions of Asia, Africa, Europe, North and South America,
and the Islands of the Sea. Nor is there any quarter of
the globe where traces of this rite, in one form or another,
are not to be found to-day.

Almost invariably this formal seeking of a friendship
union by intermingled blood has been accompanied by
an appeal to God, or to the gods, in witness of its sacred-
ness, and in pledge of unswerving fidelity to its obliga-
tions. A sundering of this tie—unlike that of marriage—
has ever been deemed an impossibility ; and no claims of
personal interest, of family, of caste, of country, or of
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religion, have been recognized as justifying a denial, by
either party, of the pre-eminent hold on him by his other
very self; and fidelity to this tie has been always held to
be the duty of each friend, apart from the fact of the
fidelity of the other. It may, indeed, be affirmed unquali-
fiedly, that no other human tie or bond has had the sacred-
ness and inviolability which attaches to this soul inter-
merging in friendship—in every age and everywhere.
Even where the intermingling of very blood no longer
prevails as a method of seeking or symbolizing soul union
in friendship, that union is often pledged by solemn vows
in the presence of protefting and avenging divinities, in
evidence that it is put beyond recall by the parties who
assume its sacred responsibilities and obligations. Thus,
in China, two friends will covenant with each other by
burning incense together before some popular idol, or
they will together worship Heaven and Earth, invoking a
blessing on their friendship, and imprecating a curse on its
violation. In Syria, in Arabia, in Egypt, and in Turkey,
it is customary to solemnize the ratifying of a friendship
by the two parties visiting together some holy shrine
where their formal promises of mutual fidelity shall be
made doubly binding. Similarly, for centuries it was the
habit of Christian friends to hallow their vow of friend-
ship by partaking together of the Holy Communion at
the church altar. And to the present time, in Russia,
there exists the pradtice of an interchange of blood-sym-
bolizing crosses in a sacred friendship, as an apparent
survival of the primitive custom of reverently intercom-
mingling the blood itself in God’s sight. Among some
tribes of North American Indians the “ Friendship Dance”
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is a rude religious ceremony by which a formal recog-
nition is made of the union in friendship of two warriors,
in the presence of their tribe and of unseen spirits above.
Again, it will be by the dividing of a bloody scalp
between two Indians who are drawn to one another, that
a common life in friendship is sought; as if by the help
of him who is the Author of all life. In some such
solemn way, “two young men agree to be perpetual
friends to each other, or more than brothers. Each
[thenceforward] reveals to the other the secrets of his
life, and counsels with him on matters of importance,
and defends him from wrong and violence, and at his
" death is chief mourner.”

In incidental proof of the primitive idea that in friend-
ship’s highest attainment there is an absolute intermin-
gling and merging of two natures into one, there is the
world-wide custom of ratifying a covenant of friendship
by the exchanging of garments, or armor, or weapons,
or of personal names. This exchanging of names
in friendship, which prevails widely among primitive
peoples, is peculiarly significant of this idea. It is
not, as in the case of marriage, the acceptance of one
name for both parties, as a matter of convenience, or asa
seeming surrender of one personality to another; but it
is rather a mutual transference of personal identity. It
is as if the friendship which originated “because he was
he, and because I was 1,” had issued in the conclusion,
“Now he is I, and now I am he.” Nor is the idea here
suggested one which marks a lower degree of intelli-
gence, cultivation, or spiritual perception and attainment.
It is found in the sacred writings of the East; and it
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shows itself in the choicest classic lore and Christian lit-
erature. It enters into the shaping of human language
concerning human affetion. It is, in fa&, of the very
being of friendship at its truest and best.

It is said of the loving union of two divine friends, Ra
and Osiris, in the theogony of ancient Egypt, that “ each
embraced the other, and [they] became as one soul in
two souls "—as one life in two lives. Hence, “ Ra is the
soul of Osiris, and Osiris is the soul of Ra.” Similarly
it is declared of two divine friends, Vishnoo and Siva,
in the theogony of India: “The heart of Vishnoo is
Siva, and the heart of Siva is Vishnoo.” The one is the
other, and the two are one.

Aristotle cites among the time-honored proverbs of
Greece in his day, in illustration of the union wrought
by a sincere friendship: “One soul [in common];”
“ Friendship is equality;” “The property of friends is
common.” And for his own definition Aristotle gives:
“ A friend is another self.” Not partnership, but union,
is found in friendship.

Says Cicero: “ He who looks on a true friend looks
as it were upon a kind of himself;” for “a true friend

. . is as it were a second self;” and so either is the
other. Horace again apostrophizes Virgil as * the half
of my soul;” and the two halves of a soul are equal, and
are equally incomplete.

This idea of an intermerged identity in true friendship
is found in a common root-term which enters into words
meaning “friendship” or “unselfish love,” in many of the
Indo-European languages. The Latin amo, “to love,”
from which comes amicitia, “friendship,” as also the
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Sanskrit kam, “to love,” is cognate with the Greek /4ama,
“together with,” “at one with,” “the same as;” and this
term again has its correspondents in the Sanskrit sama,
the Zend kama, the Latin simul and similis, the Gothic
sama, the German sammt, the Anglo-Saxon same,; the
radical thought throughout being that of “likeness”
even to “sameness.” In the aboriginal languages of both
North and South America there are many illustrations
of this idea, especially among those people who dis-
tinguish closely between different kinds of affeCtion. It
is in recognition of this idea that we speak of “liking”
one whom we love, or of being like him, as a cause, or as
a result, of our love for him. And herein is the justifica-
tion of the saying of Publius Syrus: “Friendship either
finds men equal, or makes them so.”

Friendship is a theme of themes in the world’s esteem-
ing. The sacred books of the ages give it a foremost
place among the holiest of human relations; and neither
the works of cold philosophy nor those of fervid imagi-
nation, nor yet the writings of hard unbelief, ignore it, or
deem it unworthy of high extolling.

The wisest of the Old Testament writers, who had
exhausted the treasures and the pleasures of the world
in their power to minister to his advantage, testifies to the
pre-eminence of friendship in its enduring gain:

“A friend loveth at all times,
And is born as a brother for adversity."

“Ointment and perfume rejoice the heart:
So doth the sweetness of a man’s friend that cometh
of hearty counsel.
Thine own friend and thy father’s friend, forsake not.”
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*“ Iron sharpeneth iron ;
So a man sharpeneth the countenance
of his friend.”

And, in the New Testament, One wiser than Solomon
declares: “ Greater love hath no man than this, that a
man lay down his life for his friends "—as friendship has
many a time prompted a friend to do gladly.

Says the Son of Sirach, in the Apocrypha :

A faithful friend is a strong defence:
And he that hath found him hath found a treasure.
There is nothing to be exchanged for a faithful friend,
And his excellence is invaluable.
A faithful friend is the medicine of one’s life;
And they that fear the Lord shall find him."”

Rabbi Eleazer, in the Talmud, says: “Let the honor
of thy friend be dear unto thee as thine own.” Anda
Talmudic proverb summarizes the gains of friendship in
the exclamation : “ Friends, though they be as the friends
of Job; or else death!”

Every Muhammadan is designated in the literature of
Arabic theologians as ¢/-Habeeh—* the friend;” since
in their opinion there can be no more sacred bond of
unity than that which is thus indicated. Even the author
of the Quran, himself, who had forbidden mourning over
the death of a believer, wept sorely when Zayd, his loved
personal friend, was taken from him; and his answer to
the question why he should thus transgress his own com-
mandment was: “ 7/kis is not forbidden; for this is but
the yearning in the heart of friend for friend.” Other
relations may be sundered tearlessly, but the parting of
friends cannot be borne without sorrow.
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In the most ancient Chinese classics,—the Shoo King
and the Shi King, which were venerable sources of wis-
dom to Confucius,—the relation of “friend and friend” is
pointed out as a Heaven-ordained and a Heaven-honored
relation. Of him who has found a true friend, it is there

affirmed:
“ Spiritual beings will then hearken to him.
He shall have harmony and peace.”

The teachings of those works tend to show that the
cultivation of friendship is a sure means of promoting one’s
spiritual welfare. Confucius laid emphasis on the impor-
tance of friendship; and he admitted that he had not
attained to the highest demands of its standard of pure
and unselfish affetion. A successor of Confucius said
sweepingly: “From the emperor downwards all must
have friends. Friendship is the first of the social rela-
tionships, and may not be abandoned for a single day.”
The Institutes of Manu are a basis of Hindoo teach-
ing concerning truth and duty. These Institutes piture
the relation of “friend ” as surviving all relations of blood
or marriage in the world to come; and they point to a
“betrayer of a friend” as one who should be excluded
from the sacred funeral feasts. In the Mahabharata, the
epic-thesaurus of Hindoo wisdom, a like prominence is
given to friendship and to the sin of its betrayal. In
the Sanatsugatiya, an episode of the Mahabharata, “six
charalteristics " are specified as pertaining to friendship:
That one should rejoice with his friend at anything pleas-
ing; that one should grieve with his friend at anything
disagreeable ; that, with a pure heart, one, when solicited
by his friend, should give to him whatever he seeks, even
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though it be something that ought not to be asked for—
as one’s wealth, one’s sons, or even one’s own wife ; that
when one has given thus freely to his friend, he should
not continue to dwell near him through a desire to secure
some return for his gifts ; that one should live by his own
toil, rather than by the toil of a friend; and that one
should freely forgo his own profit for a friend’s sake.

At the very basis of the Zend-Avesta—the inspired
guide of the Parsee—is the conception of friendship at
its holiest and best. Mithra, or Mitra, “the god of the
heavenly light,” is in himself a personification of friend-
ship. “Mitra means, literally, ‘a friend,’” says the scho-.
liast. Max Maiiller gives the term as “ derived from the
word mud, ‘ to be fat, ‘to make fat’ ‘to make shining,’
‘to love,’” the root idea being that of shining out and
shining on enrichingly toward a loved one. Hence the
Parsee conception of the nature and mission of a true
friend is that of the free shining of a heavenly light,
regardless of its reception or refleftion by the objett
shined on. Rashnoo, again, is “ the genius of truth,” in
the Parsee theogony. The Zend-Avesta says that Rash-
noo gave all his soul for long friendship to Mitra. This
makes the interunion of light and truth an illustration
of holy friendship, in the Parsee religion. “I will sacri-
fice unto friendship, the best of all friendships, that reigns
between the moon and the sun,” says a devout believer,
as cited in the Zend-Avesta. The sun here represents
the friend, who sends out the light of his love unfailingly
toward the moon. The moon receives and reflets that
brilliant light; but even if it were not to do so, the sun
would keep on shining in that diretion.
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Perhaps the one form of religion in all the world which
is by its very nature inimical to that which is holiest and
noblest in a pure friendship is Booddhism ; for Booddhism,
as a religion, is the incarnation and deification of Self;
while friendship is in its very soul and essence the ab-
negation of self. Yet even Booddhism testifies to the
admirableness and worth of the highest conception of
friendship, while giving warning against the outlay of
that love which is the life of such a friendship. “ From
love comes grief, from love comes fear,” says the Dham-
mapada; “he who is free from love knows neither grief
nor fear.” “So long as the love of man towards women,
even the smallest [measure of it], is not destroyed, so
long is his mind in bondage.” “Sons are no help, nor a
father, nor relations; there is no help from kinship, for
one whom death has seized.”

This is the starting-point of Booddhism with reference
to the ties of marriage and of kinship; and the whole
trend of that self-seeking religion is in the direftion of
hostility to these ties. The counsel of the Booddhist
Suttas is: “In him who has intercourse (with others)
affetions arise, (and then) the pain which follows affec-
tion; considering the misery that originates in affetion,
let one wander alone like a rhinoceros.” “He who has
compassion on his friends and confidential (companions)
loses (his own) advantage, having a fettered mind; see-
ing this danger in friendship, let one wander alone like
a rhinoceros.” “ Having left son and wife, father and
mother, wealth and corn and relatives, the objeéts of de-
sire, let one wander alone like a rhinoceros.”

But while it is inconsistent with the self-seeking spirit
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of Booddhism to 4¢ a friend, it is not inconsistent with
that spirit to Aeve a friend, if true friendship proffers its
disinterested and unswerving love to the self-seeker.
Therefore the Booddhist Suttas go on to say, compla-
cently: “Surely we ought to praise the good luck of
having companions; the best (and such as are our) equals
ought to be sought for; 7ot having acquired such friends
let one, enjoying (only) allowable things, wander about
like a rhinoceros.” But, again, “ If one acquires a clever
companion, an associate righteous and wise, let him, over-
coming all dangers, wander about with him glad and
thoughtful.” Then, in recognition of the fact that it is
not easy, for one who is unwilling to be a friend, to com-
mand a pure and disinterested friendship, the Suttas moan
out: “Friends without an obje&t are now difficult to
get!” Thus the selfishest religion in the universe pays
its tribute to unselfish friendship, by affirming that friend-
ship is better worth having than any other human affec-
tion—if only it can be had without cost to its receiver.

The Icelandic sagas and the Norseland Eddas are as
explicit in their recognition of the beauty of the unselfish
fidelity of friend to friend, as are the Vedas and Suttas
of India. Thus, in the renderings of Taylor and of
Howitt, from the Hava-mal:

“ He is the faithful friend who spares
Out of his pair of loaves the one.”

“ Love your own friends, and also theirs;
But favor not your foeman's friend.”

 If thou hast a friend
Whom thou canst confide in,
And wouldst have the joy of his friendship,
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Then mingle thy thoughts with his,
Give gifts freely,
And often be with him."”

“ The tree withereth
Which stands in the courtyard
Without shelter of bark or of leaf.
So is a man
Destitute of friends.
Why should he live on ? "

In every record of man’s thought or feeling, in all the
ages, wherein is any gleam of heavenly wisdom or of ‘
heavenward aspiring, there are sure to be found the recog-
nition and praise of friendship as God's good gift to man,
and as a human refleCtion of Divine ldve. Prophet, evan-
gelist, sage, philosopher, poet, and truth-seeker,—all have
their eyes on this lofty ideal.
A versified citation from the Greek Menander runs:
““ Not on the store of sprightly wine,
Nor plenty of delicious meats
Though generous Nature did design
To court us with perpetual treats ;—

"Tis not on these we for content depend,
So much as on the shadow of a friend.”

From the ancient Sanskrit the reminder comes:

“ The words which from a stranger’s lips offend,
Are honey-sweet if spoken by a friend:
As when the smoke of common wood we spurn,
But call it perfume sweet when fragrant aloes burn.”

It is Ennius, who has been called the Chaucer of the
Romans, who asks,

¢« How can life be true life without friends?"’
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And the Russian poet Dimitriev re-echoes this thought
when he says for himself, despondently :

“ I've been seeking a friend !—there’'s none below;
The world must soon to ruin go.”

Hafiz, the Persian, sings:

*“ Every one the friend solicits,
Be he sober, quaff he wine.”

Germany’s Schiller reiterates this asseveration, as he
sings of the surpassing light that is seen

“In friendship's eloquent and beaming eye.”

“Lo! arm in arm, through every upward grade,
From the rude Mongol to the starry Greek
(Who the fine link between the mortal made
And heaven's lost seraph),—everywhere
Union and bond we seek—till in one sea sublime
Of love, be merged all measure and all time."”

The Swiss Lavater says in his “ Words of the Heart:”

“ Noble friends are a pledge, to the noble, of God and the futu.re;
True friends, nor death nor separating fate can divide.”

It is that intensest of Frenchmen, Voltaire, who extols
this sentiment, as

“ Friendship divine, true happiness of heaven,
Sole motion of the soul wherein excess
Is righteous.”

The Spanish poet Calderon bears witness:

‘“ There is no better book
In life, than a wise friend ;
For with his teaching-look
His teaching-voice shall blend.”
6
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And the English Matt Prior links the old and the new, in
the thought that everywhere is both new and old:
“Of all the gifts the gods afford,
(If we may trust old Tully's word,)

The greatest is a friend, whose love
Knows how to praise, and when reprove.”

Finally our own Emerson, both philosopher and poet,
rounds out the sphere of friendship’s praise, in his decla-
ration, “ A friend may well be reckoned the master-piece
of nature.”

The world’s folk-lore, which is the world’s preferred
traditions of primitive beliefs, gives a foremost place, in
its exhibit of noblest purpose and endeavor, to unswerv-
ing fidelity in the sphere of purely disinterested friend-
ship. The earliest traditions preserved to us out of the
records of Babylonia and Egypt and China and India, as
also those of the Norseland, of Southern Africa, and of
North and South America, include multiplied illustrations
of such faithfulness of friendship in its heroic aspects.

An Arabic classic on friendship is the Book of "Enoch,
which has appeared also in Hebrew and in French. Its
main feature is the story of two friends, the one of Bag-
dad and the other of Cairo. He of Cairo, finding that he
of Bagdad was enamored of a slave-girl, just purchased
by the Cairene, and counted by him as a peculiar treas-
ure, insisted on making a gift of her to his friend in token
of his friendship. When the girl had been taken to Bag-
dad the Cairene found his own love for her not yet van-
quished, and he visited Bagdad in the hope of seeing her
again. Ashamed to show himself to his friend—as one
who might seem regretful of his a¢t of self-denial—he,
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while wandering a stranger in the great city, was sus-
pefted of a murder which had been committed, and in his
heart-sickness he would not deny the charge. As he
was led through the streets to be executed, his friend, in
passing, recognized him, and, on learning the fatts of the
case, insisted that he himself was the murderer, in the
hope of saving his friend. Then came the confli¢t of
friendship,—each friend seeking to die in the other’s stead,
until the real murderer, moved by this scene, came for-
ward to confess the deed, and so to save them both.
Down in Southern Africa, one of the folk-lore tales of
the negroes is not unlike this story in its purport. A
rich man finding that one of his wives is in love with his
own dearest friend, who is a poor man, makes a pretense
of quarreling with that wife, in order to drive her from
his home so that his friend may marry her—without any
confli€ in his feelings of friendship. Then her first hus-
band makes generous gifts to his friend, in evidence of
his unbroken friendship with him, and as a help to his
and her happiness. When a son is born of this new mar-
riage, the father is told that nothing short of the sacrifice
of this son will avail to save his self-denying friend. This
sacrifice is willingly assented to, and for seven years the
father supposes that his loved son is dead. Never once,
meanwhile, does he mention his loss, nor yet does his
love for his friend ever fail or waver. But his friendship,
also, having thus been tested, his son is finally restored
to him, to his great rejoicing. “ This is the old widely
spread saga,” says Grimm, “told, in so many different
forms, of the two faithful friends who reciprocally sacri-
fice what they hold dearest” Another phase of this
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same story appears in Arabia, another in Scandinavia,
and yet another in the old English legends. In every
instance a husband and a father is ready to give up his
own and only son in order to save the life of an imperiled
friend.

There is another folk-lore story in Africa, of a Muham-
madan imam and his heathen friend, who journeyed to-
gether toward Mekka. The imam broke friendship with -
his friend, the heathen was faithful in his friendship. On -
reaching Mekka, the heathen was admitted to the Holy
House, and the imam, because of his unfaithfulness in
friendship, was excluded. These two men died on the
same day. The earth refused a grave to the imam, and
Paradise was shut against him. The heathen who had
been true as a friend found a grave for his body and a
heaven for his soul.

Out of the collettion of European folk-lore tales known
as the Gesta Romanorum, there is the legend of a king's
son who thought he had three friends, the first of whom
he loved better than himself, the second as well as him-
self, and the third little or none. At his father's sug-
gestion he put their friendship to the test by assuming
to be in danger of crucifixion because of having killed a
man by accident; and he asked them, one by one, for
their assistance in his dilemma. The first coolly prof-
fered him the needful cloth for wrapping his dead body
in. The second more tenderly expressed a willingness
to be near him as a comforter until his death. The third
was prompt and earnest to say he would gladly die for
him if he could, or else he would die with him.

An Icelandic folk-lore tale tells of Gunnar and Njal,
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two loyal friends, who were so true to each other that,
when their wives quarreled, the husbands would not con-
sent to be separated on account of them, but “their
friendship only grew the closer for the contentions of
their women.” When one of Njal's kinsmen was killed
by a member of Gunnar’s household, Njal would not have
the deed avenged on Gunnar's people, but settled the
matter by “blood money.” When Gunnar was in want,
in time of famine, Njal sent him food in abundance, as
“a friend’s gift to a friend.” Gunnar’s response to Njal
was: “Good are thy gifts, but better than all gifts is thy
friendship.” Because those two friends would be true
to each other in spite of the quarrels of their wives and
their kinsfolk, first Gunnar lost his life, and then Njal was
burned to death in defense of his sons and their friend, in
a quarrel that had its origin in the quarrel of the wives
of Gunnar and Njal. The friendship was proof against
all trials, even unto death.

In the folk-lore stories of the poor Eskimo, hardly
any phase of personal fidelity is more prominent than
that shown in a persistent and affeCtionate confiding in a
friend who is untrustworthy and false. Again and again
the story is there told of a man who was betrayed by his
friend, yet who would love that friend unswervingly, in
spite of every experience of his faithlessness, and in defi-
ance of all the dangers of such a misapplied confiding.
There, as everywhere, it is not the gaiz of being true and
of trusting, but it is the instin&ive impulse to be true
and trustful, that sways the friend in his friendship.

Even with the world’s imperfect standard as it is, there
is an ideal conception of the beauty of self-abnegating
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fidelity. “ All praise the faithful friend,” is the testimony
of an eminent folk-lore gatherer. “ All praise to the
faithful friend!” responds the world.

And thus along the centuries and out of every clime!
From the torrid wastes of Sahara to the frozen peaks of
Iceland, from the ancient seat of empire in the far East
to the unsettled prairies of the still receding West, there
sounds one voice of sense and sentiment, instinétive or
inspired. Egyptian seer, and Hebrew lawgiver, and Greek
philosopher, and Roman scholar, and Christian apostle,
and Chinese sage, and Persian mystic, and Hindoo

-devotee, and Arab enthusiast, and Russian doubter, and
German schoolman, and French skeptic, and Italian
dreamer, and Spanish romancist, and Swiss theologian,
and Norseland bard, and English and American essayist
and poet, and every primitive teller of folk-lore tales from
pole to pole,—all are at one in their emphatic testimony
to the surpassing preciousness of the unselfish love and
the unswerving fidelity of a human friend.

‘* What a thing friendship is, world without end!"’




GAINFULLY EXPENSIVE.

" HILE friendship is by its very nature un-
selfish and out-going, friendship is also
by its very nature a constant gainer
through its loving expenditure of self.
It receives by its outlay.

“Friendship renders prosperity more brilliant, while
it lightens adversity by sharing it and making its burden
common.” It was Cicero who popularized this thought;
although he re-phrased it from Euripides, and again it
is cited in substance among the sayings of Confucius.
Whoever may have first given currency to this idea, it
has come down through the ages as the accepted epitome
of the advantages of the expensive and remunerative
relation of friendship.

“This communicating of a man’s self to his friend,”
says Bacon, “works two contrary effets; for it redou-
bleth joys, and cutteth griefs in halves. For there is no
man that imparteth his joys to his friend, but he joyeth
the more; and no man that imparteth his griefs to his
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friend, but he grieveth the less.” Jeremy Taylor gives,
as usual, an added finish to this figure, when he says:
“ A friend shares my sorrow and makes it but a moiety ;
but he swells my joy and makes it double. For so two
channels divide the river and lessen it into rivulets, and
make it fordable and apt to be drunk up.at the first revels
of the Sirian star; but two torches do not divide, but
increase, the flame: and though my tears are the sooner
dried up when they run upon my friend’s cheeks in the
furrows of compassion, yet when my flame hath kindled
his lamp we unite the glories, and make them radiant
like the golden candlesticks that burn before the throne
of God, because they shine by numbers, by unions and
confederations of light and joy.”

So often and so earnestly has this truth of the inci-
dental gain of a mutual friendship been urged in poetry
and in prose, that many have recognized in its affirma-
tions an inducement to friendship. But just so soon as
a friendship is sought for its reward, that friendship falls
short of being the friendship which has this reward. In
all holiest service of love the truth remains, that “ whoso-
ever shall seek to gain his life shall lose it: but whoso-
ever shall lose his life shall preserve it.” Friendship
brings its largest returns to him who asks no return, but
who lavishes love without a thought of gain.

Friendship is indeed profitable to him who exercises
it, but its profit is in proportion to its expensiveness ;
* and the expensiveness of friendship is cumulative and
ceaseless. He, therefore, who would fain have the gains
of friendship, may well ask himself if he is willing to
make the necessary outlay of friendship. “Grant unto
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”

us,” asked two of the friends of Jesus, “that we may
sit, one on thy right hand, and one on thy left hand, in
thy glory. But Jesus said unto them, Ye know not what
ye ask. Are ye able to drink the cup that I drink? or to
be baptized with the baptism that I am baptized with?”
Many a longing one since the days of John and James
has wished for the returns of a loving devotedness with-
out counting the countless cost of such devotion.

“ All like the purchase; few the price will pay:
And this makes friends such miracles below.”

“Ye canna’ be a guid freen’ ohne peyin’ for't,” is a
Scotch proverb with a truth for all peoples. The outlay
in a real friendship’s cost is threefold: an outlay in self-
surrender; an outlay in suffering for one’s friend; an
outlay in suffering from one’s friend; and these three
items of outlay are expensive and remunerating in the
order of their naming.

Only through an unfailing forgetfulness of self is friend-
ship a possibility ; and self-forgetfulness is an expensive
virtue. Publius Syrus said: “ Enmity costs less than
affeCtion;” that is, there is no such outlay involved in
the disregarding of others as in giving to others loving
service. This is unmistakably true; but it is also true
that affetion gains more than enmity, and that there is
no such personal advantage in loving only one’s self as
in loving another above one’s self.

He who is a friend suffers with his friend because he :
is his friend. No suffering on one’s own account can,
indeed, be such a grievous trial to a friend as the suffering
he endures when the one whom he loves best is a suf-
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ferer. He inevitably shares the burden of that suffering,
and he would be glad if he could bear it wholly. Now
the sharing, or, what is more, the bearing and engross-
ing, another’s griefs and trials, demands a larger outlay
of sympathy and of strength in endurance than is called
for in carrying only one’s personal sorrows; yet this
very outlay is its own return accordingly, enlarging and
strengthening the heart which it taxes.

This certainty of an increased outlay of heart’s blood
through the demands of an unselfish affetion it is that
prompted the selfish maxim of the icy-hearted Booddha:
“ Let, therefore, no man love anything; loss of the be-
loved is evil. Those who love nothing and hate nothing
have no fetters.” And it is in answer to this disloyal cry
of the self-insulating soul, that our Christian laureate
rings back the rejoinder:

“I hold it true, whate'er befall ;

I feel it when I sorrow most;
~ 'Tis better to have loved and lost
Than never to have loved at all.”

In no realm is it truer than in the realm of the affeftions
that “it is more blessed to give than to receive;” and it
is in illustration and in proof of this primal principle that
in that outlay of self which makes one a friend there
is gained that income of added capability of friendship,
which, after all, is the chiefest reward of being a friend.

The uttermost outlay of an unselfish friendship is, how-
ever, liable to be in the loving endurance of suffering
from a friend. And nothing better proves, or more surely
advantages, a true friendship, than this willing outlay of
self, when the need exists, under the infli€tions of pain,—
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unkind, thoughtless, or all unconscious, as they may be,
—on the part of the one loved. The very capacity for
an absolutely unselfish affeCtion includes a keen sensi-
tiveness in the dire€tion of that affetion; and no love is
more liable to misconception—through its very absence
of apparent motive—than a love that is without limit or
claim or craving. Hence no one can so deeply wound a
true friend as the one to whom a person is a true friend.

“The Autocrat of the Breakfast Table” tells of the
side door of the heart which enters at once into the secret
chambers of one’s being, and of the peril of trusting a key
to that door to any loved one. “Be very careful to whom
you trust one of these keys of the side door,” he says.
“The faét of possessing one renders those even who are
dear to you very terrible at times. . . . Some of them
have a scale of your whole nervous system, and can play
all the gamut of your sensibilities in semitones,—touch-
ing the naked nerve-pulps as a pianist strikes his instru-
ment. . . . No stranger can get a great many notes of
torture out of a human soul; it takes one that knows it
well.” Susan Coolidge phrases this same thought more
seriously :

“ Roses have thorns; and love is thorny too;
And this is love's sharp thorn which guards its flower,—

That our beloved have the cruel power
To hurt us deeper than all others do.

“ The heart attuned to our heart like a charm,
Beat answering beat, as echo answers song,—
If the throb falter, or the pulse beat wrong,
How shall it fail to grieve us or to harm?"

That there is in the truest friendship a possible call to



92 Gainfully Expensive.

this outlay of suffering from a friend’s fault or a friend’s
failure, or from some mutual misunderstanding, is obvi-
ous because of the human imperfeétness of both the loving
and the loved; yet it is also evident that, because a true
friendship is in its essence unselfish and unswerving love,
therefore the larger the outlay of necessary unselfish per-
formance, or of necessary unselfish endurance, in a friend-
ship, the larger the subjetive results of that friendship
in the enlarged and ever-enlarging heart that thus loves
and does and endures unselfishly.

What if one must generously give himself in love for a
friend, in suffering with a friend, and in endurance from
a friend:

* A friend is worth all hazards we can run.
Poor is the friendless master of a world :
A world in purchase of a friend is gain.”




LIMITATIONS AND IMITATIONS.

~§B N affeCtion that transcends all loves, and

JE that has ever commanded the highest
honor among men, must, inevitably, have
its limitations and its imitations. Its lim-
® itations will be found in the restrited
possibilities of the individual whom it sways, while its
imitations are a result of the widespread desire for its
supposed advantages.

He who is capable of friendship at its best, cannot be
a true friend alike to all. The very intensity of this senti-
ment demands a positive limit to the extension of its
scope. And, on the other hand, many a person who tells
of his “host of friends,” or of her

* Dear five hundred friends,"

never had, nor ever could be, a friend in the truest sense.
The most unselfish and expensive of human affeCtions
cannot be for all, or from all, alike. Its exalting demands
fix its limitations, its recognized attrativeness multiplies
its imitations.

93
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The highest conceivable attainment of a personal
friendship is a union of two souls through a mutuality of
affe€tion. Such a union is, indeed, an incidental result
of the conjunttion of two friendships, rather than the
primitive aim of either of the two; but it is obvious that
a union of this sort is inevitably limited to one person on
either side. More than two cannot be one, as two can be.

The suggestion of this truth is found in the words of
Moses concerning “thy friend who is as thine own self.”
It is recognized as a truth of the ages by Aristotle, when
he cites as a proverbial symbol of friendship the term,
“one soul in two bodies.” St. Augustine has it in mind
as he tells of a friend who has been taken from him: “I
thought that my soul and his were but one soul in two
bodies: and therefore [at his death] I loathed life because
I was unwilling to live by halves.”

Montaigne seems to have been reading both Aristotle
and St. Augustine, when he writes of the soul-union
illustrated in his relation with his friend: “In the friend-
ship I speak of, the souls mix and work themselves into
one piece with so perfet a mixture that there is no more
sign of a seam by which they were first conjoined. . . .
The union of such friends, being really perfet, deprives
them of all acknowledgment of mutual duties [love being
the fulfilling of the law], and makes them loathe and
banish from their conversation words of separation, dis-’
tin€tion, benefit, obligation, acknowledgment, entreaty,
thanks, and the like ; all things—uwills, thoughts, opinions,
goods, wives, children, honors, and lives—being in effect
common between them ; and that absolute concurrence
of affetions being no other than one soul in two bodies
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(according to that very proper definition of Aristotle),
they can neither lend nor give anything to one an-
other.”

Dryden had evidently been reading Montaigne, and
so gaining lessons from St. Augustine and Aristotle at
second hand, when, in his “ All for Love,” he made
Mark Antony tell of his union with his then missing
and sorely lamented friend, Dolabella :

I was his soul ; he lived not but in me:
We were so closed within each other’s breasts,
The rivets were not found that joined us first,
That did not reach as yet. We were so mixed
As meeting streams, both to ourselves were lost.
We were one mass ; we could not give or take
But from the same; for he was I, I he.”

It is in joyous appreciation of the interunion of his
soul and the soul of his “dear friend,” that Shakespeare
confesses his inability to divide that united self, even for
the purpose of sounding his friend's just praises:

*Oh! how thy worth with manners may I sing
When thou art all the better part of me ?
What can mine own praise to mine own self bring ?
And what is't but mine own, when I praise thee?”

Even the devout Jeremy Taylor, while insisting that
the New Testament idea of friendship is that “ charity,”
or “love,” which in its fullest exercise would take in all
mankind, recognizes the truth that in its practical appli-
cation, within the sphere of our being, “this universal
friendship . . . must be limited, because we are so;” and
that while we should be “friendly ” toward all, “all can-
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not be admitted to a special atual friendship” in our
affe€tions. And his conclusion is, that Christianity jus-
tifies the Christian in choosing as a friend “the bravest,
the worthiest, and the most excellent person ” to be found.

In the very nature of things a true man cannot give
the homage of his truest self except to one who com-
mands his love and confidence in a unique degree; and
this fa¢t marks both the limitation and the grace of the
supremest friendship. The gradations and limitations
of friendship’s power are forcefully outlined in this illus-
tration of John Foster's: “One is not one’s ‘genuine
self’—one does not disclose all one’s self—to those with
whom one has no intimate sympathy. One is, therefore,
several successive and apparently different charalters,
according to the gradation of the faculties and the quali-
ties of those one associates with. I am like one of those
boxes I have seen enclosing several boxes of similar
form though lessening size. The person with whom I
have least congeniality sees only the outermost. Another
person has something more interesting in his charalter:
he sees the next box. Another sees still an inner one.
But the friend of my heart, with whom I have full sym-
pathy, sees the innermost of all.”

It is in this very limitation of the truest friendship
that the truest friendship finds its transcendent and
unique power. “There can never be deep peace between
two spirits,” says Emerson, “ never mutual respeét, until
in their dialogue each stands for the whole world.” So
it is that Tennyson, mourning his one friend, finds him.
self wholly friend-bereft :

“ And unto me no second friend.”
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Browning’s Abbe seems to have this thought also, when
he exclaims concerning the varying grades of human
affetion :

“The love which to one and one only has reference
Seems terribly like what perhaps gains God's preference.”

There is a popular tendency to confound “friendship ”
with “friendliness ;” to think of that quality of friendli-
ness which makes its possessor prompt to show a kindly,
tender, and sympathetic interest in his fellows generally,
as in some way akin to, or a phase of, that unselfish out-
going of the whole soul to another, in a ceaseless and
unswerving affe€tion, which alone is worthy of the name
of friendship. But friendliness and friendship are sepa-
rate and distin¢t attitudes of being. Friendliness may be
exercised by one person toward a hundred, or a thou-
sand, others alike. Friendship is in its very nature
exceptional, and can find its exercise only toward those
personalities to which for some reason it gives a pre-
eminence. Cicero goes so far as to say that “scarcely
in the history of the world are three or four pairs of
friends mentioned by name;” and, even before the days
of Cicero, the Chinese had it for a maxim: “ There are
plenty of acquaintances in the world, but very few real
friends.”

Aristotle recognizes the limitations and imitations of
true friendship in his discrimination between friendship
and friendliness or good-will. “Friendliness resembles
friendship,” he says, “and yet it is not friendship.”
Friendliness may, indeed, “ be the beginning of friend-

ship, in the same manner that the pleasure derived from
7
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sight is the beginning of love: for no one feels love unless
he is first pleased with personal appearance; but he who
takes pleasure in the personal appearance is not neces-
sarily in love. . . . Similarly, also, it is impossible to be
friends without friendliness; but those who have friendli-
ness are not necessarily friends. . . . Hence, one might
call friendliness, metaphorically speaking, friendship in a
state of inaltivity.” That friendliness is, at the best, only
an imitation of friendship, is suggested by Aristotle when
he says: “ Those who have many friends and are friendly
with everybody, are by none thought to be their friend,
except in a social sense; and they are reckoned mere
men-pleasers.” And as to the limitations of friendship,
Aristotle says: “It is not possible to be a friend to many
men, on the footing of the perfet kind of friendship.”

It is true that Aristotle has been quoted as saying,
“O my friends! there are no friends.” But this is a mis-
quotation, which seems to have grown out of the error
of a copyist in an early edition of “The Lives of the Phi-
losophers,” by Diogenes Laertius, continued in a series of
editions, but correted in the later ones. This error has
come down to us in the literature of friendship, through
Montaigne and others. The saying of Aristotle thus mis-
quoted, is in the seventh book of his Ethics: “He who
has many friends has no friend,”—a very different sugges-
tion from that in the words “ There are no friends.”

Inspired wisdom is at one with speculative philosophy
and poetic sentiment, in recognition of the contrast be-
tween friendship in its limitations, and friendliness with
its imitations of friendship. Yet even here the popular
English mind has manifested its confusion over this line
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of distintion, in the translations of the Hebrew words
distinguishing the two relations.

For example, at Proverbs 18 : 24 our common English
version has long read :

“ A man that hath friends must show himself friendly :
And there is a friend that sticketh closer than a brother.”

The ordinary understanding of this has been, that a man
who would have the benefits of friendship must exhibit
the quality of friendliness; and that out of many friends
won in this way he may find one or more of rare lovable-
ness and fidelity. In the Revised Version, however, this
passage is rendered :

‘*“He that maketh many friends doeth it to his own destrution:
But there is a friend that sticketh closer than a brother.”

The meaning here clearly is, that friendship with no
limitations cannot have the gain of true friendship, while
a true friendship within due limitations is the safest of
all relations.

Even this new translation fails to bring out the dis-
tintion between friendliness and friendship as it is indi-
cated in the original Hebrew. In the one case the word
translated “friend” is 2@, meaning “neighbor,” —our
adjacent fellow-being, whom we must love as ourselves,
against whom we must never bear false witness, and
whose possessions we must not covet. In the other
case, the word translated “friend” is okebk, “ one who
loves.” The one term suggests a nearness of body; the
other, a nearness of soul. The passage might, indeed,
be rendered:
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‘“ He that seeketh many companions, doeth it to his own destrution:
But there is a friend that sticketh closer than a brother.”

It is a pity that the distintion between these two
Hebrew terms is not brought out more clearly, in our
English Bible, in such a way as to show that friendliness
is quite another thing from friendship; for the Bible itself
is too true to nature to ignore this fact. In one instance,
at least, the translators have felt compelled to recognize
this distinction, which shows itself in the Hebrew all
through the Old Testament. David says (Psa. 38 : 11):

“My friends [0kabkeem] and my neighbors [#2'¢em] stand aloof
from my plague.”

Here our common English version reads:
“My lovers and my friends stand aloof from my sore.”

A similar distintion is made at Psalm 88 : 18 :
“Lover and friend hast thou put far from me.”

And so it might be all along the Bible text; for a real
friend is always a lover, whereas a neighbor may be
friendly to-day and unfriendly to-morrow. Job's three
“friends,” by the way, were “neighbors,” not “lovers.”
The Apocrypha sounds its warnings against the self-
interested imitations of friendship:
*Those living at peace with thee, let them be many;
But thy counselors, one of a thousand.
If thou wouldst get a friend, get him through testing,
And be not hasty to trust in him.
For many a one is friend in a time opportune for him,
And will not abide in the day of thy affliction.
And there is many a friend who is transformed into
an enemy,
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And will reveal thy disgraceful strife.

And many a one is friend as companion at table,
And will not abide in the day of thy affliCtion.
Yea, in thy prosperity he will be as thyself,

And will speak roughly to thy servants.

If thou be brought low he will be against thee,
And will hide himself from thy face.

Separate thyself from thine enemies,

And be wary of thy friends.”

It is this teaching of the Son of Sirach that gives the sug-
gestion of Claude Mermet’s epigram :

“Friends are like melons. Shall I tell you why?
To find one good you must a hundred try.”

And the world’s experiences bear witness to its central
truth that the imitations of friendship are as numerous as
its highest attainment is rare.

Let it not be supposed, however, that the essential
limitations of the loftiest friendship restriét the possi-
bilities of the most sincere and attrative friendliness,
toward others near or remote, on the part of him who
is a true friend at the highest and best toward one above
all. A real friendship is uplifting and expanding, taking
him who is the friend away from himself, and opening
his heart in a generous love beyond the possibility of its
closing or cramping. He, indeed, who is capable of the
loftiest friendship, can easiest attain to the loftiest standard
of affe€tion in every relation in life,—as husband, father,
son, brother, or neighbor. The love that reaches to the
highest is not likely to come short of any mark below
the highest; and a love that is intensest at its focal center
will glow with exceptional warmth from that center
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toward the extremest circumference. “Oh! love one
heart purely and warmly,” says Jean Paul Richter; “then
thou lovest all hearts after it; and thy heart in its heaven
sees, like the journeying sun, in all that it looks upon—
from the dew-drop even to the ocean—nothing but mir-
rors which it warms and fills.”

The limitations of friendship are in the possibilities of
our nature to center our profoundest affeftions on an
object that is capable of calling them forth at their best.
The imitations of friendship are in those affiliations and
alliances that depend upon personal interest, or personal
" convenience, or personal fancy, and that change with
changes in the parties to them, as a true friendship
does not.

But between the poorer imitations of a friendship, and
a friendship at its highest and best, with its essential
limitations in that sphere, there are gradations of genuine
and joy-giving friendship. Even he who knows the full-
est joy of soul-union with a true and congenial friend
is sure to have that spirit of sympathetic friendliness
which will cause him to be rightly counted as a friend
by many; and some of his minor friendships are likely
to be so hearty and so generous that only he and one
other will ever know that the difference between his one
realest friendship and all his other friendships is a dif-
ference in kind instead of a difference in degree.

He, moreover, who has never realized the measure of
the highest friendship, and to whom, by his very nature,
such a measure of friendship is unattainable, may find a
delight and an inspiration in the measure of friendship
he does exercise, such as he gains by no other means of
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enjoyment and uplifting. And if such a man be unable
to apprehend the absolute ideal of a transcendent friend-
ship, he can at least be advantaged by his partial concep-
tions of an unselfish affetion, toward which he strives
in all his friendships and his friendlinesses.

While, as Solomon suggests, there is danger in an
indiscriminate seeking of personal intimacies, there is a
correspondent safeguard in the affetion of hearts won
through an unfailing friendliness of spirit. As the
Oriental proverb has it:

“He who has a thousand friends has not a friend to spare,
And he who has one enemy will meet him everywhere.”

“The more we love, the better we are,” says Jeremy
Taylor; “and the greater our friendships are, the dearer
we are to God.” And Wordsworth'’s counsel to a child is:

* Of humblest friends, bright Creature! scorn not one.”

There are hearts, however, which, while never realizing
the highest friendship in its limitations, would never be
satisfied with the imitations of friendship. We live in a
world where not every precious seed comes to full fruition.
Some falls where there is not much earth, and its up-
starting blades wither away from lack of soil-nourishment;
some springs up only to have its new life choked out by
the crowding thorns of the exafting world; yet other is
trodden under foot by the careless passer along the way.
And so it is that all the possibilities of a high and en-
nobling friendship are sometimes missed through lack of
opportunity of their fostering, through the crushing force
of misunderstandings, or through the misrepresentations
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of outside parties; causing those who might have been
the best and truest of friends to live without even the
advantages of unbroken friendliness.

““ A word unspoken, a hand unpressed,
A look unseen, or a thought unguessed ;
And souls that were kindred may live apart,
Never to meet or to know the truth;
Never to know how heart beat with heart,
In the dim past days of a wasted youth."”

Yet no love is ever wasted ; least of all can there be
waste or loss in the love of an unselfish friendship. He
whose heart swells or thrills with such a love, even while
it aches with a sense of its misconception or its non-recog-
nition, is himself the sure and permanent gainer from his
loving ; whether his friendship be known as a friendship
at its best with its essential limitations, or be looked upon
by all as only one of the imitations of friendship.




WHO CAN BE FRIENDS?

o026 Y whom are the privileges and possibilities
: ; 'Z% of this highest and purest of human rela-
\ tions, this unselfish, ever-outgoing, rever-
\‘_J/j ent and transcendent affetion, attainable ?
=~= Who can be real friends, knowing the joy
and sharing the gains of the best and truest friendship
with all its limitations, and in contrast with its imitations ?
Must friends be only of the one sex, or only of the other?
or can they be of either or both? Is friendship at its
highest necessarily limited to those who are not united
by the ties of blood or marriage? or can it co-exist in
its fulness with any and every sacred relation? These
are questions which press themselves on the heart and
thought, and in the answer of which there would hardly
be an instant agreement among all.
Since the truest friendship is the purest and most un-
selfish love, it follows that whoever is capable of such a

love is capable of friendship. And those who love each

other with such a love are friends, whatever be the bar-
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riers between them, or whatever human relation be a bond
of their union.

Between man and man, all admit the possibility of the
highest friendship. It is there that friendship has found
its most notable historic and traditional illustrations. It
is David and Jonathan, Orestes and Pylades, Damon and
Pythias, Epaminondas and Pelopidas, Alexander and
Hephastion, Horace and Virgil, Pamphilus and Eusebius,
Muhammad and Aboo Bekr, Roland and Oliver, Godfrey
and Tancred, St. Thomas Aquinas and St. Bonaventura,
Erasmus and Colet, Luther and Melancthon, Sir Philip
Sidney and Lord Brooke, Hampden and Pym, William
of Orange and William Bentinck, Goethe and Schiller,
Alfred Tennyson and Arthur Hallam. Few, again,would
now question the reality of exalted and abiding friendship
between woman and woman; although classic writers
were not always willing to admit its possibility, and many
modern writers have adhered to the classic skepticism on
this point. There is no more beautiful example of a self-
forgetful and devoted friendship than that of Ruth and
Naomi; and in many an instance since their day, two
women have been to each other dearer far than sisters. In
the very nature of things the closest friendships of women
are less prominent to the world’s eye than the friendships
of men; but history has noted such illustrious examples
as Queen Philippa and Philippa Picard, Mary Queen of
Scots and Mary Seton, Queen Anne and the Duchess of
Marlborough, Mme. de Staél and Mme. Récamier, Lady
Dorothea Sydney and Lady Sophy Murray, Catharine
Talbot and Elizabeth Carter, Lady Eleanor Butler and
Miss Sarah Ponsonby,—known as “the Ladies of Llan-
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gollen,”—Katherine Philips and Annie Owen, and others
also:

“For men have known
No firmer friendships than the fair have shown.”

But because true friendship is love with the element of
selfishness eliminated, because it is love apart from any
relation which involves possession or the craving of pos-
session, for that very reason friendship has found some
of its choicest, its most refined, and its most unmistakable,
illustrations between two persons of opposite sexes. And
just here the truth in its purity has had most difficulty of
securing acceptance, in consequence of the weakness and
folly and wickedness of the world. Yet everywhere and
always at this point the truth has had its recognition
and its inspiring power in the hearts of the noblest and
the most nobly aspiring of the children of men.

In the far East, where woman has so generally occu-
pied a lower plane in the opinions and estimates of man,
and where the very marriage-bond has failed to give her
equality by the side of him who has chosen her as his
companion,—even there the most sacred, tender, and
inviolable friendships between man and woman have
been attained, and have commanded honor and admira-
tion, in all the ages.

In India such friendships are often sealed by the gift
from the woman of a bracelet, which the man acknowl-
edges by some appropriate gift in return.  Life itself is of
small account in comparison with this tie, in India, when
once it is recognized; and even religion is not more
reverently guarded there. Yet in this relation either
party or both parties may be married or be single, as
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circumstances shall ordain, and years perhaps will pass
without either seeing the other.

In Arabia, with all the jealous separation of the sexes,
men and women have become one in the bond of holy
friendship by sharing each other’s blood; and in such a
case marriage would be deemed incest,—hence the relation
is of the purest and most unselfish nature. A similar
state of faéts is found in some portions of Africa; and
there, as elsewhere, the tie of friendship thus formed be-
tween persons of the two sexes transcends all other ties
in its abiding and hallowed nobleness.

The pre-eminent beauty and purity of such a friend-
ship as this between man and woman underlay the phi-
losophy of the truth-loving Plato, in his treatment of a
possible affetion uniting them without the weaknesses, or
the self-seeking element, of ordinary loves. It would be
a pity indeed if Christianity—in which “ there is neither
male nor female” as such—gave no instance of as pure and
refined a love between men and women whose interests
were not made identical in holy marriage, as was pointed
out in pagan philosophy, and as is still realized among
the primitive peoples of Africa and Asia. Nor has there
been any lack of proof that Christianity represents the
highest and holiest standard in this realm also of prac-
tical ethics.

Prominent in the records of the early Christian Church
stand out the hearty and devoted personal friendships of
St. Jerome and Paula, St. Chrysostom and Olympias, of St.
Ambrose and Monica, and of others hardly less illustri-
ous. Soall the way down along the later centuries, even
the cynic and the scoffer have had words of admiring
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approval for such friendships of this nature as those of
St. Francis of Assisi and St. Clare, Michael Angelo and
Vittoria Colonna, John Locke and Lady Masham, Dr.
Johnson and Mrs. Thrale, William Cowper and Mary
Unwin, Fenelon and Mme. Guion, Wilhelm von Humboldt
and Charlotte Diede, Lacordaire and Mme. Swetchine,
and many like these in every land, which have furnished
illustration of the truth that no love is truer, and none
more tender, more abiding, or more admirable, than a
sacred sexless friendship.

While friendship is not the love which is an immediate
outgrowth of, or which necessarily pivots on, a relation
by kinship or by marriage, such a relation is certainly no
barrier to the existence of that unselfish and sexless love
which is the essence of the truest and purest friendship.
Brothers and sisters are not friends merely by loving each
other as brothers and sisters; but they can be friends
over and above, if not on account of, their fraternal rela-
tionship. So with parents and children, with husbands
and wives, with lovers and loved ones,—friendship is
possible between them ; but that friendship must ever be
a measure of love over and above that love which is of
the relation that formally binds them to each other. No
love can fairly be counted the love which is friendship,
unless it could exist at its fullest and best either with or
without the binding force of any other relation than simple
friendship.

History abounds with illustrations, actual and mythical,
of close friendships within the various relations formed by
family alliance. Castor and Pollux are not only brothers
by birth; they are more than brothers in friendship. If
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Castor must die, immortality is no joy to Pollux. So
essential is each friend to the other, that the gods permit
them to share each other’s destiny, dying and reviving
day by day, in turn; and their prominence in the heav-
enly constellations is as the twins by friendship, not as

the twins by birth. The two Scipios and the two Grac-'

chi are friends as well as brothers, and the loving friend-
ship of Publius Rutilius and his brother is given special
prominence in the writings of Pliny.

Inanoteworthy monograph on “Friendships of Women,”
W. R. Alger has brought together many examples of
memorable friendships between mothersand sons, between
daughters and fathers, between sisters and brothers, be-
tween mothers and daughters, between sisters,and between
wives and husbands; as well as between women and men,
and women and women, whose bond of closest friendship
was their only common bond. St. Augustine and his
mother, St. Monica; Cicero and his daughter Tullia;
George Herbert and his mother, Lady Magdalen; Mme.
de Sévigné and her daughter, Mme. de Grignan; Mme.
de Staél and her father, M. Necker; Mme. Guizot and
her illustrious son, Francois Pierre Guillaume; Mrs.
Hemans and her mother, Mrs. Browne; Richard Edge-
worth and his daughter Maria; Sara Coleridge and her
daughter Sara; Aaron Burr and his daughter Theodosia,
—are instances of friendship between parents and children
whose “kinship becomes friendship,” and in whom “the
relative is hidden in the friend.”

Apollo and Diana, like Castor and Pollux, are twins
in friendship as well as twins by birth; and Orestes and
Elettra stand out in their companionship as loving friends
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rather than in their dutifulness as brother and sister.
The joint canonization of St. Benedi€t and St. Scholas-
tica bears even more emphatic witness to the love which
united them in a sacred friendship than to the tie which
had bound them through their birth from the same mother.
And how many brothers and sisters have gained a higher
plane and a nobler place through their becoming friends!
Bishop Burnet said of Catherine, Countess of Ranelagh,
and her brother Robert Boyle, the eminent experimental
philosopher: “Such a sister became such a brother;
and it was but suitable to both their charaéters, that they
should have improved the relation under which they were
born, to the more exalted and endearing one of friend.”
And a similar record of progress from mere fraternal
affeCtion to the truest and most devoted friendship might
be made of Philip and Mary Sidney, of William and Caro-
line Herschel, of Ernest and Charlotte Schleiermacher,
of Felix and Fanny Mendelssohn, of Charles and Mary
Lamb, of William and Dorothy Wordsworth, and of
many another well-known and affetionate brother and
sister; or again of devoted sisters, such as Hannah and
Martha More, or Charlotte, Anne, and Emily Bronté,

If a husband be truly the friend of his wife,—as he
ought to be,—his love for her as a friend could be just as
strong, just as tender, just as permanent and unswerving,
if she were not his wife nor ever might be. It is such a
friendship as this which gives a superadded joy—in its
then abounding opportunities and unhindered privileges
of freest expression—to the rarest blessings attainable in
the closest and holiest of all human companionships.

A gleam of such wedded friendship would seem to
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show itself in the records of Mausolus and Artemisia, of
Shah Jehan and Nour Jehan, of Seneca and Paulina, of
Giambattista Zappi and Faustina Maratti, of M. and
Mme. Roland, of Julius Mohl and Mary Clarke, of
Herder and his Caroline, of John and Lucy Hutchinson,
of John Flaxman and Ann Denman, of Sir William and
Lady Hamilton, of Baron Bunsen and Frances Wadding-
ton, of Earl and Lady Beaconsfield, of John Stuart Mill
and Mrs. Taylor, of Charles Kingsley and Fanny Grenfell,
of Robert Browning and Elizabeth Barrett, of William
Ewart Gladstone and Catherine Glynne, and of many an-
other “happy couple . . . making one life double, because
they made a double life one.”

Wilhelm von Humboldt was a model friend as a friend,
in his constancy and unswerving attachment. And this
spirit of friendship showed itself in his married life as
well as in his other spheres of affetion. “When he had
attained the certainty that Caroline von Dacheroden was
to be his wife,” says his biographer, “he immediately
made the vow to make her happy under any circum-
stances ;" not to seek his own happiness, nor yet to seek
the mutual happiness of the two, but to live for her hap-
piness, as her true friend. “He never forgot this vow
during his whole life, and fulfilled it faithfully to the best
of his ability.” When, soon after his marriage, his wife's
life was in imminent peril, he deliberately purposed suicide,
and “gave as a reason for his suicidal purpose, that he
could not tell whether the beloved one might not stand in
need of him in the future life.” Not that he must seek
her society for his own sake, in another world, but that
he must be at hand in the hope of yet serving her there.
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She recovered, however, and “during the long years
that his wife lived with him on earth, and constituted his
greatest happiness, this zeal continued in every circum-
stance of life, to the complete negation and forgetfulness
of self, sacrificing even privileges which would seem in-
separable from such an excess of love.” He was all the
more a friend to his wife through being meanwhile so
truly and purely a friend to a woman whom he knew
before he was a lover or a husband.

A true friendship between a husband and a wife may
precede the love which led to their marriage union, or,
again, it may follow that love as the choicest of its inci-
dental results; but whether it come earlier or later than
mere wedded love as such, there, as everywhere, the love
which is friendship transcends all other loves. Of the
friendship which follows wedded love as the richest bless-
ing of a marriage union, Chateaubriand, writing of the
danger of a diminution of the power of love by “ the fever
of time, which produces lassitude, dissipates illusion,
undermines our passions, withers our loves, and changes
our hearts even as it changes our locks and years,” says
earnestly: “There is but one exception to this human
infirmity. There sometimes occurs in a strong soul a
love firm enough to transform itself into impassioned
friendship, so as to become a duty, and appropriate the
qualities of virtue. Then, neutralizing the weakness of
nature, it acquires the immortality of a principle.”

Of the friendship which precedes wedded love, and
which shines transcendent through and above it, no bet-
ter description is needed than that supplied in the grace-
ful dedication to her husband, of a volume of her poems,
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by one who has written with a woman’s tenderness and
a woman’s truth:

“ A year ago to-day, love, for the space
Of a brief, sudden moment, richly fraught
With deeper meaning than our light hearts thought,
You held my hand and looked into the face
Which, poor in gifts, has since by God's good grace
Grown dear to you; and the full year has brought
Friendship, and love, and marriage ; yet has taught
My heart to call you in its sacred place
Still by the earliest name ;—for you who are
My lover and my husband, and who bring
Heaven close around me, will not let me cling
To that near heaven; but tempt my soul afar
By your ideals for me ;—ill life end,
My calm, dispassionate, sincerest friend.” !

Wherever there is a pure and unselfish love for another
for that other’s own sake, a love contingent neither on its
return nor on its recognition, #ere is a true friendship,
whether there be any other relation than this between
the loving and the loved, or not. Friendship is, in fa&t,
distinét from even the choicest other relationship with
which it may coexist.

1 Alice Wellington Rollins,
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OF SURPASSING POTENCY.

i - BHE world’s history is the history of indi-
| viduals whom God has used in the helping
forward of the world’s progress. Every
epoch of history has its center in some
: man who, for the time being, is the em-
bodiment of the mental and moral forces that are making
and marking that epoch. And, back of the man who is
the leader of men, there is always the special force of
that sentiment which influences and impels him in the
dire€tion of his providential leading. Hence it follows
that the sentiment which is most potent as a faltor in
man’s best being and doing is most potent as a faétor
in the world’s highest achieving and truest progress.
Ambition and avarice and love are known to have
power over men in every field of human endeavor, and
patriotism and religion are recognized as supreme incite-
ments to self-denying efforts on the part of the children
of men. But friendship is a sentiment that transcends
all loves, and that represents the purest, the most self-
117
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abnegating, and the noblest affection, in a man’s relations
to his fellows, to his country, and to his God; and there-
fore the sentiment of friendship is, in its nature, of sur-
passing potency in swaying those persons who, in their
generation, are enabled to sway the forces of the living
world. It is the master-passion of humanity.

This is not a matter of unprovable theory; on the

contrary, it is one capable of illustration and proof out -
of all the pages of human history. In the councils of -

state, in the clash of arms, in the molding of social cus-
toms, in the aspirations of religious endeavor, in the
movements of civil reform, in the researches of philo-
sophic thought, in the creations of literature and art,
and in every other realm of thinking or doing, friend-
ship has evidenced itself as an element of charalter-
shaping and charater-swaying, beyond any other senti-
ment or passion that shows itself as a fattor in controlling
and direting the human mind and heart.

Friendship has, in all ages, shown its power to re-
strain ambition, to hold avarice in check, to triumph over
selfish love, to render more wisely effettive the best in-
stints of patriotism, and to give increased purity and
sacredness to religious thought and feeling and aétion.
Friendship has had its strongest hold on those who were
strongest, and has done its best work in the best natures.
Not the base but the nobler, not the low but the lofty,
not the dependent but the self-contained, in all spheres
of life, seem to value most, and to be best fitted for, the
gains and privileges and responsibilities of friendship.
And therefore it is that friendship is most potent with
those whose potency with others is greatest.
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No new suggestion is this; it is a truth of the ages.
“To the rich, and to those who possess office and
authority,” says Aristotle, “ there seems to be an espe-
cial need of friends.” Similarly Cicero affirms: “Just
in proportion as a man has most confidence in himself,
and as he is most completely fortified by worth and
wisdom, so that he needs no one’s assistance, and feels
that all his resources reside in himself,—in the same pro-
portion is he most highly distinguished for seeking out
and forming friendships.” Of the upward outlook that
promotes the exercise of this sentiment, Jean Paul
Richter says earnestly: “ When man stands before the
sea, and on mountains, and before pyramids and ruins,
and in the presence of misfortune, and feels himself
exalted, then does he stretch out his arms after the
great friendship.”

And of the spirit and charaéter that incline one to
friendship, Sir Thomas Browne, acute observer of his
fellows, says positively : “ This noble affeftion falls not
on vulgar and common constitutions, but on such as are
marked for virtue;” similarly, the keen-witted La Bruyére
declares: “Pure friendship is something which men of
an inferior nature can never taste;” while great-hearted
Charles Kingsley asseverates: “It is only the great-
hearted who can be true friends: the mean and cow-
ardly can never know what true friendship means.” The
possibilities and the needs of friendship are largest in the
nature of those whose position and personal charaters
make them more influential over their fellows and over
their surroundings.

In an’ effort to test the corretness of this estimate of



120 Of Surpassing Potency.

the lessons of history, it will obviously suffice to pass
rapidly from mountain-peak to mountain-peak of the
world’s historic panorama, and to note in passing the
personal friendships which had their share in uprearing
or in capping those lofty summits. Such a survey is
now to be attempted ; and the claim is confidently made
that it will disclose unmistakably the surpassing potency
of human friendship in the world’s essential forces.




INFLUENCING ROYALTY.

INGS are raised above their fellow-men, but
7 they cannot be raised above their own
manhood. And while a king is a man,
a king cannot but find a joy and a gain
in loving and being loved. Having so
many under him, a king must crave the privilege of
having at least one alongside of him, or one to whom
he may in some sense look up. Accustomed to expe(t
everything that he longs for, a king will seek some means
of gratifying his instin€tive desire for disinterested fellow-
ship and sympathy.

Bacon, dwelling upon the help and comfort of freely
opening one’s heart to a friend, points out the fat that
royalty is peculiarly ready to avail itself of this privilege.
“It is a strange thing to observe,” he says, “ how higha
rate great kings and monarchs do set upon this fruit of
friendship: . . . so great as they purchase it, many times,
at the hazard of their own safety and greatness. For
princes, in regard of the distance of their fortune from
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that of their subjets and servants, cannot gather this
fruit except (to make themselves capable thereof) they
raise some persons to be, as it were, companions and
almost equals to themselves; which, many times, sorteth
to inconvenience.” And the world’s history abounds in
illustrations of the truth thus hinted at by Bacon.
Earliest among the kings mentioned in the Bible record
is Nimrod, ruler of a kingdom in the “ Land of Shinar.”
Prominent among the recovered traditions of ancient
Babylonia is the story of King Izdubar, identified by
many with the Nimrod of Bible history. And the story
of this primeval king is the story of a king seeking,
finding, rejoicing in, and afterwards mourning over, a
loved and loving friend. Izdubar was in need of counsel,
He had heard of Eabani, famed for his wisdom and worth.
Izdubar sought Eabani, who was living a hermit life in
the wilderness. After repeated trials, and through heroic
struggles, Izdubar secured Eabani as a friend; and the
two entered into a covenant of eternal brotherhood,
under the third sign of the Zodiac,—thenceforward
known as the Gemini, the brother-friends. In the
bonds of a sacred friendship, Izdubar and Eabani
wrought deeds of valor and prowess that lifted their
names high above their fellows; and together they
were in confli® with enemies celestial and terrestrial.
But death came to Eabani, and his mourning friend
Izdubar could not be comforted, until, in pity for his
grief, the god Ea brought back to him Eabani, in order
that the friendship which had been so much to the king
might be the king’s forever. And thus, in the very
earliest records of a kingly life among men, there is
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the story, ever old and ever new, of the inspiring and
pervasive power of a sacred friendship as a main factor
in the aspirations and achievements of royalty. Itis only,
however, because we have no specific records of history
prior to the days of Nimrod, that Nimrod, as Izdubar, is
the earliest known sovereign-friend.

Ancient Egypt furnishes completer records of the re-
mote past than are found outside of the Bible text. The
most ancient of these records show us that the highest
title known in the court of the Pharaohs was that of
“ The One Friend.”—a designation applied to the intimate
and loved companion of the king, who was the sharer of
his affeCtion and confidence to an extent unknown in
any other relation. The term “friend” was applied to
quite a number of persons who held high position in
the king’s favor; but this term, “ The One Friend,” was
confined to o7¢ who stood all by himself in loving union
with the king. And “The One Friend” was nearer and
dearer to the king than wife or parent, than prince or
priest.

An inscription in a tomb at Abydos tells the story of
Una, who was The One Friend of Pharaoh Merira Pepi,
a king of the sixth dynasty, before the days of Abraham.
This inscription is “one of the oldest historical texts
known ” and, like the earliest texts from Babylonia, it is
the record of friendship’s potency in the realm of royalty.
Telling of his uplifting by the king’s choice above all
the servants and ministers and friends of the king, Una
says, in this inscription : “ It happened that my wisdom
pleased his Majesty, and that also my zeal pleased his
Majesty, and that also tke keart of his Majesty was satisfied
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withk me.” Una was even dearer to the king than the
king’s “great royal wife Amitsi,” and when the latter
came under suspicion, Una was commissioned by the
king to go alone into the royal hareem, and ascertain
‘the truth in the case, “because,” again says Una, “ tke
keart of his Majesty was satisfied with me” In peace and
in war, the king Merira leaned on and loved his one friend
Una; and the glory of the king’s reign corresponded
with the fidelity of the king’s friendship. Una was sure
that there had never been anything like this before;
although, as a matter of fa&, it was just what had been,
and what would be, simply because a king’s heart is
human, and, with sovereign as with subje, friendship
transcends all loves.

There is, indeed, reason for believing that Joseph, the
son of Jacob, was chosen as The One Friend of Pharaoh,
when he was taken from the prison to the palace, long
centuries after the days of Merira and Una. When Joseph
had made clear to the king the interpretation of his
dream, and had disclosed to him the secrets of the future,
the heart of Pharaoh seemed to go out toward Joseph in
trustful affe€tion. “And Pharaoh said unto Joseph,
Forasmuch as God hath shewed thee all this, there is
none so discreet and wise as thou: thou shalt be over
my house, and according unto thy word shall my house
be ruled: only in the throne will I be greater than thou.
... And Pharaoh said unto Joseph, I am Pharaoh, and
without thee shall no man lift up his hand or his foot in
all the land of Egypt.” When Joseph told his brethren
of God’s dealings with him, he said, as our English version
has it: “ He hath made me a fatker to Pharaoh, and lord
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of all his house, and ruler over all the land of Egypt.”
The word here translated “ father ” is, by some scholars,
thought to refer, in this place, to this relation of intimate
or confidential friend,—a relation which had pre-eminence
. in the court of the kings of Egypt from the earliest days
of Egypt’s history.

This relation of intimate friend to the king was con-
tinued, among the Hebrews, to the days of David and
Solomon, when Ahithophel, as afterwards Hushai, was
the “own familiar friend” of David, and “ Zabud the son
of Nathan was chief minister, the king’s friend,” in the
court of Solomon. And who can estimate the importance
to the world of those royal friendships in Egypt and
Palestine, from the days of Merira to Solomon ?

China would claim a rivalry with Egypt in its antig-
uity ; and its sovereigns have held themselves more
proudly above their people than the most exalted of the
Pharaohs. But friendship has shown itself in its peer-
less supremacy in China as in Egypt and Assyria.
Mencius, a Chinese philosopher of more than twenty
centuries ago, illustrates his claim of the duty and beauty
of friendship by a reference to the power of this senti-
ment in the heart of royalty in China’s golden age.
Long before the days of Joseph in Egypt, a Chinese
emperor named Yao loved as a friend an untitled but
wise and worthy citizen named Shun. Yao so loved his
friend Shun that he heaped honors upon him, gave him
one of his daughters in marriage, invited him to the
royal court, put at his disposal the second palace of roy-
alty, and then visited him in that palace. “Alternately,”
says Mencius of the Emperor, “ he was host and guest.
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Here was the Emperor maintaining friendship with a
private man.” Because of Yao’s friendship with Shun,
Shun became Yao's associate and then his successor on
the throne of the Middle Kingdom. Shun is supposed
to have been a contemporary of Abraham; and, in the
veneration of countless millions in China, in all the gene-
rations from that day until now, Shun, the loved friend
of the Son of Heaven, has had hardly a lower place than
that accorded by the descendants of Abraham to him
whose highest honor was that he was called the Friend
of God.

Coming down along the ages, we find a new era of
government inaugurated in the reign of Alexander of
Macedon, when first a great sovereign and conqueror
gave distin¢t recognition to moral and social influences
in the sway of empire. And we see that he who con-
quered the world was himself held captive in the bonds of
a devoted friendship. Alexander the Great was a pupil
of Aristotle, who gave such prominence to the privilege
and responsibilities of friendship; and the principles em-
phasized in the teachings of the great philosopher found
expression in the better nature of the great ruler. No
one thing in the story of Alexander’s life shows him at
such an advantage, personally, as the exhibit of his un-
wavering trust in his physician-friend Philip, when he had
been told that that friend was conspiring to poison him.
And he who could thus trust a friend could be a friend.

Obviously, no personal influence had such power over
Alexander’s feelings and condu as his friendship with
Craterus and Hephastion.  He declared that these
“were the two men that he loved best in the world;”
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and of the distintion which he made between the two
Plutarch says: “ He loved Hephastion and respeéted
Craterus above all the rest of his friends, and was wont
to say that Hephastion loved [the man] Alexander, but
that Craterus loved [Alexander] the king.” Quintius
Curtius says of Hephastion, that “he was by far the
dearest of all the king’s friends, meeting the king himself
on equal terms, and being master of all his secrets. He
had also a like liberty of admonishing the king.” Alex-
ander’s friendship with Hephastion became more and
more a controlling force in the life of Alexander. It
is said that “when he went forth to the East, to make
Hellenic civilization the common possession of the world,
Alexander desired to renew in his own friendship with
Hephastion the pattern that heroic times had bequeathed
in Achilles and Patroclus.” In his case, as many times
before and since, the sentiment of friendship was a sway-
ing force in the power that swayed the world.

When Hephastion was dead, the joy of Alexander
was at an end, and the waning of his power had begun.
“Alexander’s grief for him,” says Plutarch, “exceeded
all reasonable measure. He ordered the manes of all the
horses and mules to be cut off in sign of mourning; he
struck off the battlements of all the neighboring cities;
he crucified the unhappy physician [who had been unable
to save the sick man]; and he would not permit the flute
or any other musical instrument to be played through-
out his camp, until a response came from the oracle of
Ammon, bidding him honor Hephastion, and offer sac-
rifice to him as to a hero.” The entire male population
of a conquered tribe was offered by Alexander in sacrifice
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to the spirit of Hephastion. Then Alexander determined
to outdo all the works of man in a costly monument to
his lamented friend. He summoned architets and engi-
neers to aid him in this undertaking; and among the
plans considered by him was the carving of Mt. Athos
itself into a mighty statue of him whom he loved. But
the moving force of Alexander’s mind was no longer kept
in equilibrium by the controlling influence of a living
friend ; he grew restless and suspicious and timid, and
it was not long before he lay down to die.

As with the older empires of the East, so with the
empire of ancient Rome; its highest summit of sover-
eignty was capped by the aid of friendship, in the person
of one who felt the inspiring force of a friend’s unselfish
devotion. Rome’s greatest glory was attained in the
reign of him who is known as Augustus Casar, but
whose earliest name was Caius O&tavius; and the story
of his elevation to supreme authority is a story of friend-
ship’s potency. O&avius was a grand-nephew of Julius
Casar. In his early youth he won the friendship of a
fellow-youth, Marcus Vipsanius Agrippa, of his own age,
but much his inferior in family and social status. This
friendship was the making of O&avius. The two friends
were at school together in Apollonia when they heard
of the assassination of Julius Casar. They were barely
nineteen years of age. Away from the capital, with no
advantage of position or experience, assured only that
the enemies of his family were for the time triumphant,
young Oé¢tavius might well have thought first of his own
safety and of the hopelessness of any move for the re-
trieving of his family fortunes; nor were cautious coun-
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selors lacking to warn him against the folly of turning his
face Rome-ward. Then it was that his young friend
showed himself a friend indeed. Agrippa urged O&ta-
vius to hasten to the capital and assert his rights, prom-
ising to accompany him and stand by him. His aétion,
in accordance with this counsel of friendship, was the
beginning of OCftavius’s progress to power. Hearing,
near Brundisium, that he had bgen named in the will of
his grand-uncle as his heir, young Oftavius, cheered and
strengthened by his friend’s presence and counsel, boldly
assumed the name of O&avianus Casar, and pushed on
to Rome to assert his claim to the succession. He found
Mark Antony in possession of power, with no thought
of surrendering it to the young heir of the dead Cesar,
while senators and nobles were little inclined to follow
his lead for his name’s sake.

The struggle for the mastery began, and the strength
of Agrippa’s friendship for Oavianus proved the
strength of Oftavianus in his claim of a right to be
the world’s ruler. “We know that Agrippa’s courage
never wavered,” says a historian, “though O&avianus
seemed at times ready to falter and draw back. To the
many-sided ativity of Agrippa, and to his unfailing reso-
lution, the success of that enterprise seems mainly due.
He was the great general of the cause that triumphed,
the hero of every forlorn hope, and the knight-errant
for every hazardous adventure in distant regions.”
Agrippa had an important share in defeating the land
forces of Luke Antony at Perusia, of Mark Antony at
Sipontum, and of the Aquitani in Gaul. He pushed on
vi€toriously into Germany. Recalled to Italy by the

9
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peril of his friend from the fleets of Pompey, Agrippa
made a harbor for a navy by connefting Lake Avernus
and the Lucrine Lake with the sea, and then organized,
equipped, and trained a navy there, for competition with
the naval forces of the world. He won vitories on the
sea at Myla and at Naulochus, thus securing protetion
to the Mediterranean borders of the Roman Empire.
After this he won the final vi€tory over the fleets of
Mark Antony at Atium, which “ fixed the empire of the
world on Oétavianus.”

Three times Agrippa was chosen consul. Again he was
chosen ®dile, with the responsibility for the public works
of the city; and in that position he built and repaired
aquedu&ts and other public works, and did much to jus-
tify the subsequent claim of O&avianus that he found
Rome a city of bricks and left it a city of marble. In com-
memoration of his viftory at Atium, whereby he had
secured the world’s throne to his friend, Agrippa erefted
the Pantheon, which stands to-day as a memorial of the
power of a sacred friendship. It was in recognition of the
glory won so largely by the ability and faithfulness of
Agrippa, that the Roman Senate accorded to Oétavianus
Casar the unique title of “ Augustus,” and named after
him the sixth month of the Roman year. Agrippa was
no less successful as a civil ruler than as a military com-

"mander. His administrative skill was displayed all the
way along from Gaul to Syria, and he was left by the
emperor in charge of Rome during his temporary ab-
sence. He is said, indeed, to have been “the greatest
military commander of Rome since the days of Julius
Casar, and the most honest Roman governor in any
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province.” From first to last, Agrippa was unswervingly
loyal as a friend, and Augustus was royal enough to
realize this. Agrippa married the daughter of Augustus.
Had he outlived the emperor, he would probably have
succeeded him on the throne. After his death, two of
his sons were named by Augustus as his heirs; but they
also died before the emperor, and the succession was
" secured to Tiberius. The world’s history centers in the
reign of Augustus Caesar. It was in that reign that the
Friend of friends was born among the sons of men. And,
next to that supreme event in the Augustan Age, there
stands out in its beauty and power the friendship of the
royal Augustus with the loyal Agrippa.

Even sovereigns who were themselves incapable of
inspiring or enjoying a noble and self-abnegating friend-
ship have been impressed, and hence influenced, by the
unselfish devotedness of friends. Thus Dionysius, the
tyrant of Syracuse, is said to have realized the emptiness
of all his possessions of honor and power in comparison
with the mutual love of Damon and Pythias, and to have
been moved, as he gave them their lives anew, to entreat
from them the privilege of being a sharer in the bond of
their friendship. Similar, and yet better, is the story of
Nooman III, a king in Arabia in the fifth century of our
era, who, from being a tyrant and an idolater, was made a
convert to Christianity through “ witnessing the devoted
friendship of a Christian Arab, who had pledged himself
to undergo the punishment intended to be infli€ted on
his friend, should the latter fail to return at the time
appointed,”—as in the case of Damon and Pythias, long
centuries before.
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A sovereign of sovereigns in Europe, at the close of
the eighth and the beginning of the ninth century, was
the Emperor Charles the Great, or Charlemagne. His
reign was the beginning of a new order of things in
Europe. He gave to religion and learning a new place
and power in the world’s governing, as over against the
blind force of military despotisms. And the best work
of this sovereign was largely influenced and shaped by
his friendship with Alcuin, an English Christian scholar.
Alcuin was one of the best informed men of his age, and
one of the most remarkable. It was while on a journey
from England to Rome, in 781, that he met King Charles
at Parma, and won his friendship. At the royal invita-
tion, Alcuin made his home at the court, and was brought
into pleasant relations with the king’s wife and children
as well as with the king himself. During this period a
good beginning of schools in the growing empire was
made, and plans for yet better things were in discussion.
Moved by a spirit of patriotism, Alcuin desired to return
to England, in order to promote the educational interests
receiving new attention there. But, as a biographer of
Alcuin says: “Charlemagne knew too well how to value
a man like Alcuin to be willing to lose him, and prized
too dearly the rare happiness of possessing a true and
sincere friend not to desire his longer and, if possible,
permanent residence, and to offer everything that might
induce him to remain.” Hence, after a brief absence in
England, Alcuin returned to the court of his royal friend,
and passed the remainder of his useful life there.

As showing the bearing of this friendship of Alcuin
and Charles the Great on the king's life-work, one of
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the latest biographers of the latter says, concerning the
former: “His relations to Charles were intimate, cor-
dial, and confidential. One can hardly err in ascribing to
him all the theological documents and writings inter-
blended with the political growth and development of
the Frankish Empire in that reign; the theology of
Charles ; the theology, and probably much of the juris-
prudence, of the Capitularies. To his influence must be
traced some of the enlightened views of Charles; the
mercy, the lofty aims, and the ethical apothegms, so
remarkable in the life and speech of that remarkable
monarch. ... Alcuin . .. influenced his age by his writ-
ings, his teaching, and the force of his virtuous example,
and conferred a lasting benefit on mankind at a time
when darkness covered the mind of the world and thick
darkness the liberal arts.” In faét, the face of history
was changed, and the welfare of mankind for future gen-
erations was promoted by the friendship of Alcuin and
Charles the Great.

Next after Charles the Great, in the extent of his empire
and in the importance of his reign as a European sover-
eign, down along the centuries, was Charles the Fifth, the
foremost soldier of his age, and a ruler of world-wide
influence in the stormy days of the sixteenth century.
Despotic and self-willed though he was, he did not lack
a measure of responsiveness to the thoughts and feelings
of one whom he seleted as a close personal friend, and
to whom he opened his heart in an exceptional confidence.
It was a young page in his court whom the emperor
chose as his friend; and the choice was a deliberate one,
he priding himself, not without reason, “ on his power of
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reading and of using men.” While yet but fifteen years
old, this page, as Motley tells us, “was the intimate,
almost confidential, friend of the emperor;” and, as the
years went on, the intimacy and friendship were closer
and closer. “The youth was so constant an attendant
upon his imperial chief, that, even when interviews with
the highest personages, and upon the gravest affairs, were
taking place, Charles would never suffer him to be con-
sidered superfluous or intrusive. There seemed to be no
secrets which the emperor held too high for the compre-
hension of his page.” Nor was it merely as a confidant
that this friend was valued by the emperor. Before he
was twenty-one, he was appointed general-in-chief of
the army on the French frontier, to be over against such
soldiers as Admiral Coligny and the Duc de Nevers; and
the issue seemed to justify this appointment. When,
finally, the emperor decided to abdicate his throne, he
must have that loved friend by his side; and the young
soldier was recalled from the frontier to stand in the
-presence of the august assemblage at Brussels, while the
crippled emperor leaned affeCtionately upon his shoulder
as he read his message of imperial farewell.

That such a friendship had its influence on the rule
of the emperor who rejoiced in it so greatly would
scarcely be questioned; but that the influence of that
friendship was potent in the life and rule of him whom
it distinguished, when he himself became a ruler of men,
—as “William the Silent,” the founder of the Dutch
Republic,—is quite as evident. It was while Prince
William was the young page and friend of the Emperor
Charles that he gained his first lessons in statecraft, while

e
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observing the interviews of others with the emperor, and
in his personal conferences with his imperial friend.
“ His perceptive and refletive faculties, naturally of
remarkable keenness and depth, thus acquired,” says
Motley, a “precocious and extraordinary development.
He was brought up behind the curtain of that great
stage where the world’s dramas were daily enaéted.
The machinery and the masks which produced the
grand delusions of history had no deceptions for him.”
And Motley adds, that, “carefully to observe men’s
actions, and silently to ponder upon their motives, was
the favorite occupation of the prince during his appren-
ticeship at court.” Moving on in the dire€tion of impulses
given to him in the atmosphere of the emperor’s friend-
ship, and in the exercise of powers developed through
the partialities of that friendship, Prince William was
instrumental in liberating the Netherlands from Spanish
tyranny and in laying the foundations of a great republic.
He stood for a time as the bulwark of Protestant Chris-
tianity, and he was first among the royal rulers of men
to administer civil government on the principle of reli-
gious toleration. Loved royally by his ruler in his early
life, he was royally loved by those whom he ruled in his
maturer years. “As long as he lived he was the guiding
star of a whole brave nation, and when he died the little
children cried in the streets.”

A century after William the Silent, one of his descend-
ants came into prominence as a ruler of men under the
name of William Henry, Prince of Orange and Count
of Nassau, and afterwards as King of England—first
as co-sovereign with Mary, and then by himself. That
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he was a power in the world—through having “a
greater part in shaping the destinies of modern England
than any of her native sovereigns ”"—is as evident in his-
tory as that a close personal friendship was a potent fator
in his life as a ruler. It was while he was still in his
early manhood, in Holland, that Prince William Henry
was taken ill with malignant small-pox. In that time of
his peril, young William Bentinck, who loved him for
his own sake, devoted himself to his nursing, and was
the means of saving a royal life. “Whether Bentinck
slept or not, while I was ill, I know not,” said the Prince,
in referring to this experience. “ But this I know, that,
through sixteen days and nights, I never once called for
anything but that Bentinck was instantly by my side.”
Bentinck gave the sick prince his food and medicine,
and helped him to rise or lie down, watching him, mean-
while, with unfailing tenderness. Only when the prince
was finally convalescent did Bentinck turn to his home
to lie down with the same disease, and to battle it
through in a determination to be again at the service
of his royal friend in whatever perils beset him.

From that time onward the intercourse of the two
friends was close and confidential to the last degree.
The prince counseled with Bentinck in affairs of state,
and shared with him his personal joys and sorrows. He
showed the warmest interest in the family affairs of his
friend. When a son was born to Bentinck, the prince
wrote : “ He will live, I hope, to be as good a fellow as
you are; and, if I should have a son, our children will
love each other, I hope, as we have done.” When Ben-
tinck’s wife was sick, in her husband's absence, the prince

-
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snatched time from pressing cares of state to despatch
special messengers, several times a day, with messages
concerning her condition; and it was * with tears of joy”
that he finally reported her as in the way of recovery.
Bentinck proved himself, in the main, worthy of such
a friendship. He was wise in counsel and brave in
attion. He was the prince’s trusted supporter on the
field of battle, and representative in negotiations of
highest moment. When the prince went to England
to lead a revolution there, Bentinck was still nearest and
dearest as friend, helper, and counselor. When the
Prince of Orange had become King of England, Ben-
tinck was created Earl, and then Duke, of Portlahd. He
was made the chief officer of the royal household. On
journeys of state he had a seat in the king's carriage.
He was largely instrumental in securing tbe treaty at Rys-
wick, that gave peace to three kingdoms. For twenty-five
years William and Bentinck were rarely separated, save
for a very brief period at a time, and then their thoughts
were constantly on each other, and they were impatient
to be together again.

Of the two friends, William seemed truer and tenderer
in this affe€tionate relation than Bentinck. He who was
deemed by many “the most cold-blooded of mankind,”
and even as “destitute of human feelings,” was ever full
of warmth and affeftion as a generous and unswerving
friend, in accordance with the true royalty of his great
nature. There came a time when Bentinck grew un-
reasonably sensitive to the king’s interest in a new
attendant and courtier, and showed his dissatisfation
so rudely that the king permitted him to leave Eng-
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land as ambassador to France, because Bentinck was no
longer contented in the companionship of his royal friend.
But even then the king’s friendship knew no change.
Writing to Bentinck a few days after the latter had left
for France, the King said touchingly: “ The loss of your
society has affe€ted me more than you can imagine. I
should be very glad if I could believe that you felt as
much pain at quitting me as I felt at seeing you depart;
for then I might hope that you had ceased to doubt the
truth of what I so solemnly declared to you on my oath.
Assure yourself that I was never more sincere. My
feeling toward you is one which nothing but death can
alter.” In fidelity of condu¢t Bentinck never failed his
friend the king. He was true to his interests to the last, in
any service that he undertook for him; but in his tender-
ness of feeling as a friend he showed no such royalty of
nature as the king. Finally, Bentinck, as the Duke of
Portland, insisted on retiring from the court to the im-
mense estates which the king’s favor had secured to him
as his own. The king sought in vain to retain him near
him, but the irritated friend was obstinately unreason-
able. Then again the king showed himself a friend un-
swervingly. “I hope that you will oblige me in one
thing,” he wrote. “Keep your key of office. I shall
not consider you as bound to any attendance. But I
beg you to let me see you as often as possible. That
will be a great mitigation of the distress which you
have caused me. For, after all that has passed, I cannot
help loving you tenderly.” Great-hearted king! Royal
in friendship!

At last the deliverer of England lay on his death-bed.
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Macaulay describes the scene. His breathing grew more
and more difficult. “*‘Can this,’ he said to the physicians,
‘last long?’ He was told that the end was approaching.
He swallowed a cordial, and asked for Bentinck. These
were his last articulate words. Bentinck [who had al-
ready been summoned] instantly came to the bedside,
bent down, and placed his ear close to the king’s mouth.
The lips of the dying man moved, but nothing could be
heard. The king took the hand of his earliest friend, and
pressed it to his heart. In that moment, no doubt, all
that had cast a slight passing cloud over their long and
pure friendship was forgotten. It was now between seven
and eight in the morning. He closed his eyes and gasped
for breath. The bishops knelt down, and read the com-
mendatory prayer. When it ended, William was no more.”
The work of another royal friend was finished.

While William the Third was on the throne of Eng-
land, there came to his realm a royal visitor from a dis-
tant land, whose very visit was an illustration of the
power of friendship, and who was himself a power in
the world largely because of his friendships. Peter the
Great came from Russia to England at the close of the
seventeenth century. He traveled incognito, as a mem-
ber of a party at the head of which was General Franz
Lefort, an Italian-Swiss by birth, to whom the Tsar of
the Russias was attached in a warm personal friendship,
—a friendship that did much to shape the career of this
royal ruler of men. Peter was a man of great strength
and of great weakness. His violent outbursts of temper
would have neutralized in large measure the power of
his tireless energy, if there had been no one whom he
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loved and trusted sufficiently tc accept as a check on
his intense nature. Peter had the elements of greatness,
but those elements required the unifying faftor of a
friendship to make them wisely effettive for good.
Referring to these warring elements of his nature, a
recent biographer says of him : “ The charalter of Peter
exhibits a strange congeries of opposed qualities.” But
“in spite of his errors no one will deny that he was a man
of great genius. . . . All Russia seems but the monument
of this strange colossal man. . . . The title of ‘great’
cannot justly be refused to such a man.”

Peter was only eighteen years old when he became
acquainted with Franz Lefort, who was some seventeen
years his senior, and was at that time an officer in the
Russian army. Lefort was capable, upright, warm-
hearted, unselfish, sympathetic, and winsome; and the
tsar quickly saw in him the friend he needed. “From
this time on,” says Schuyler, “ Peter became daily more
intimate with Lefort. He dined with him two or three
times a week, and demanded his presence daily.” When
the two friends were separated, they corresponded famil-
iarly. “No one, except Catharine [first mistress, then
wife, of Peter], was able to give Peter so much sympathy,
and so thoroughly to enter into his plans. Lefort alone
had enough influence over him to soothe his passions,
and to prevent the consequences of his sudden outbursts
of anger.” But for that friendship, that great nature
might have gone a-wreck! Lefort was fittingly cared for
by his royal friend. He was advanced in rank, “first to
lieutenant-general, then to full general, commander of the
first regiment, admiral, and ambassador.” Lefort’s home
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became the center of social interest to the tsar, “a sort
of club-house for Peter’s company;” and the expense
of its extensive entertainments was met by Peter him-
self. The intimacy of the two friends extended to all
the thinking and doing of the tsar. After seven years
of this intimacy, the journey to Western Europe was
undertaken, with Lefort, as has been said, at the head
of the embassy, and the tsar as professedly an humble
member of the party. This journey of Peter’s, says
Macaulay, speaking from an English standpoint, “is an
epoch in the history, not only of his own country, but
of ours, and of the world.” Schuyler, while not willing to
concede to it all this importance, says explicitly : “Peter’s
journey marks the division between the old Russia, an
exclusive, little-known country, and the new Russia, an
important fattor in European politics. It was also one
of the turning-points in the development of his char-
alter, and was the continuation of the education begun
in the German suburb” of Moscow, where Peter first
visited Lefort and became his friend. But for Lefort’s
influence, this journey of Peter’s might never have been
made, or have proved of such importance in its results.
It was after the return of the tsar to his dominions
that his friendship with Lefort was interrupted by the
death of the latter. “At the news of the death,” says
Schuyler, “ he burst into thick sobs, and, with a flood of
tears, broke out in these words: ‘Now I am left without
one trusty man. He alone was faithful to me; in whom
can I confide henceforward?’”

The impulse of Lefort’s friendship had given Peter his
start, and its steadying power had given him his balance
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in his work of wise reforms for his vast empire. Its
influence was with him as a memory and an incentive to
the close of his busy life. Missing its help and stimulus,
and longing for the sympathy that it had secured to
him, Peter turned, after the death of Lefort, to one of
his companions who had been with him from boyhood ;
and gradually he drew him closer to himself as a friend,
in the vain hope of finding Lefort’s place supplied. “It
was after the siege of Noteberg [three years after the
death of Lefort],” says Schuyler, “ that Menshikof was
admitted to the full friendship of his master, became the
confidant of his plans and feelings, and his trusted ad-
viser, and in every way occupied the place in Peter’s
friendship which had been vacant since the death of
Lefort.” Menshikof had large ability, good-humor, and
attrativeness; and his influence with Peter was very
great during the remainder of the latter’s lifetime. But
Menshikof had no such integrity and unselfishness as
were the charm of Lefort, nor could he be so true a
friend. ‘“He was ambitious and avaricious.” He “mis-
used his powers and position, as well as the confidence
which the tsar so freely gave him.” Again and again
the tsar was compelled to put away Menshikof, because
of his misdoing; and as often his longing for a true
friend, and his love for this treacherous one, induced him
to recall him to a new opportunity of betrayal. It was
after one of these many recalls that Peter said to Catha-
rine, in heaviness of heart: “ Menshikof was conceived
in iniquity, born in sin, and will end his life as a rascal
and a cheat; and, if he do not reform, he will lose
his head.” Although estranged from Peter during the
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latter years of the tsar’s life, it was not until Peter’s
grandson was on the throne that Menshikof finally died,
in exile and disgrace. Up to that time he swayed vast
power in the councils of Russia; and that power he
would never have won, but for the tsar’s sincere friend-
ship for the true-hearted Lefort, and his vain hope of a
substitute for it in the friendship of Menshikof.

In noting the world’s great sovereigns, it would never
do to pass unmentioned Napoleon Bonaparte; for he
was in his day a king of kings, and, in spite of all draw-
backs, he must be reckoned great among the world’s
greatest. On the one hand, Napoleon seems to us so
self-enclosed and so self-reliant, if not actually so ab-
sorbed in self, that we can hardly think of him as having
any special need of a personal friend, or as likely to be
held or swayed by the power of a personal friendship.
On the other hand, because friendship is what it is in the
world’s history, it would seem impossible that a man so
great as Napoleon could be what he was without the aid
of this force of forces. It is not to be wondered at, there-
fore, that the denial and the recognition of friendship’s
potency are both to be found in the story of Napoleon.
“ Friendship is but a name,” said Napoleon. “I love no
one.... I know well that I have not one true friend. As
long as I continue what I am, I may have as many pre-
tended friends as I please.” Yet Napoleon had friends
whom he loved and trusted, and who loved and trusted
him ; and Napoleon honored the sentiment of friendship.
When, in 1804, Pichegru and Cadoudal were leaders in a
conspiracy against the life of Napoleon, the Legislative
Assembly of France passed an ordinance making it a
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crime punishabie with death to shelter one of these con-
spirators. M. Marbois,one of Napoleon’s ministers, was an
old friend of Pichegru,and when the latter, in desperation,
came to him for temporary shelter, he gave it to him for
friendship’s sake. Subsequently Marbois reported this
fact to Napoleon, and Napoleon wrote him a letter ex-
pressive of his admiration of that spirit which prompted
him to give shelter to one who, though an outlaw, had
been his friend. Again, a few years later, when Napoleon
was speaking in severe censure of one of his generals, at
a meeting of'the Privy Council, a member of the Council
spoke earnestly in defense of his absent friend. At first,
Napoleon was angered. Then, recovering himself, he
said warmly : “ But he is your friend, sir. I had forgot-
ten it. You do right to defend him.”

While yet but a boy in the military school at Brienne,
Napoleon won the friendship of a school-fellow named
Démasis, who loved him for his own sake, and who was
glad afterwards to be his comrade in their earliest artil-
lery service. There came a time, after his first military
exploits at Paris and Toulon, when Napoleon was de-
prived of his command, and seemed destined to a life of
hopeless ination. Without money and without position,
knowing that his mother was in want and that he could
not help her, he gave way to temporary despair, and was
atually on his way to the river-bank to commit suicide
by drowning, when he came face to face with a man
dressed as a mechanic, whom he did not recognize, but
who warmly embraced him, crying out: “Is it you,
Napoleon? How glad I am to see you again!” It was
his friend Démasis, who had recently come back to
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France in disguise, in order to visit his aged mother.
Seeing the evident depression of Napoleon, Démasis
lovingly pressed him to disclose its cause, and, when he
had learned the whole story, he said cheerily, “Is that
all?” and, unclasping a belt from underneath his coarse
waistcoat, he thrust it into Napoleon’s hands, with the
words : “ Here are six thousand dollars in gold, which I
can spare without any inconvenience. Take them, and
relieve your mother.” Long years after, Napoleon re-
lated this incident in his St. Helena prison-home, adding:
“I cannot to this day explain to myself how I could
have been willing to receive the money; but I seized the
gold as by a convulsive movement, and, almost frantic
with excitement, ran to send it to my distressed mother.”

As showing that this a& of Démasis was wholly the
prompting of an unselfish friendship, Napoleon said that,
for fifteen years after that meeting with Démasis, he
hunted in vain for some trace of his friend; and when at
last he found him, he learned that he had purposely kept
himself out of sight, lest Napoleon should endeavor to
reward him for his affe€tionate service. Napoleon, refer-
ring tenderly and with reverence to this incident in his
career, recognized it explicitly as the resultant outcome
of an “early friendship,” which, by “one of those mys-
teries of Providence that we so often witness,” had an
“ immense influence” upon his personal destiny. If this
occurrence were all by itself as a proof of the potency
of friendship in the life-course of Napoleon, it would be
enough to show that he was no exception to the world’s
great sovereigns in his dependence on this all-prevailing

sentiment. But it does not stand alone in his life-story.
10
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Even before this fortunate meeting with his old friend
Démasis, Napoleon had made the acquaintance of a
young soldier named Duroc, to whom he became
warmly attached in the bonds of a personal friendship.
Duroc was three years younger than Napoleon. In
1796, while only twenty-four years old, he was appointed
on the staff of the great commander as a personal aide ;
and from that time on, with all his varied promotions,
Duroc was kept close to his master and friend, until he
was killed in his service, in 1813. That such a friend-
ship had its influence on both parties to it, is as patent
as its existence. Sir Archibald Alison, referring to this
friendship, says: “Duroc loved Napoleon for his own
sake, and possessed perhaps a larger share of his confi-
dence than any of his other generals.”” Duroc was the
close companion of Napoleon in Egypt; and, returning
with him, in advance of the main army, to Paris, he had
an altive part in the Revolution of Brumaire, which
placed Napoleon on the throne of France. When Napo-
leon was emperor, he made Duroc marshal of the palace,
and created him Duke of Friuli. He sent him on special
missions of importance to the courts of Berlin, Vienna,
Dresden, Stockholm, and St. Petersburg, and he was
affeCtionately intimate with him in his home life in Paris.
He even wished Duroc to marry Hortense, the daughter
of Josephine; but Josephine was unwilling to sanétion
this match. Duroc was with Napoleon in Russia, and
he was one of the little party that accompanied the
emperor in his hurried return to Paris at the close of
that disastrous campaign. It was a few months after
this return that Duroc was killed, in the battle of
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Merkersdorf, in Saxony, May 21, 1813; and the record
of Napoleon’s grief over the death of this friend is a
touching page in the history of human friendship.
Napoleon seemed to have a presentiment of evil to
himself or to his friend that day. “Duroc,” he said in
the early morning, when one of his aides was hit, “ for-
tune is determined to have one of us to-day.” In the
afternoon, as the emperor, with members of his staff and
of his guard, was riding through a ravine in the smoke
of the battle, a cannon-ball, glancing from a tree, struck
Duroc, and mortally wounded him. When told of this,
Napoleon seemed for a moment completely paralyzed
with grief. Then he cried out in agony : “Duroc! Duroc!
Gracious Heaven, my presentiments never deceive me!
This is indeed a sad day—a fatal day.” It mattered not
to Napoleon that the battle needed his attention, now
that his one friend was dying. Dismounting from his
horse, he said earnestly, “I must see him. Poor, poor
Duroc!” Duroc had been taken into a cottage, and he
lay there in terrible suffering. Coming to him, Napo-
leon threw his arms around his neck, and embraced him
affeCtionately. Duroc took the hand of the emperor,
and pressed it to his lips with words of devotion. “All
my life,” he said to his imperial friend, “ has been de-
voted to you; and now my only regret is that I can be
useful to you no longer.” “Duroc!” sobbed out Napo-
leon, as if in recognition of the imperishableness of a
real friendship, “ Duroc! There is another life. There
you will await me. We shall one day meet again.”
Napoleon, deeply moved, sat with his head resting on
the left hand of Duroc, while their two right hands were
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clasped tenderly. It was not until Duroc insisted that
Napoieon should leave him that the latter finally arose
from his friend's side, and found his way, in tears, to
his own tent, where he shut himself up to his great
grief for the night, absolutely refusing to see any one
of his generals, even on the most pressing business, until
the morning.

The next day Napoleon summoned to his presence
the proprietor of the cottage in which Duroc died,
together with the reftor of the parish and the magistrate
of the village, and arranged, with the payment of four
thousand dollars, for the purchase of the property and
for the ereétion there of a monument to his friend, bear-
ing this inscription: “Here General Duroc, Duke of
Friuli, grand marshal of the palace of the Emperor
Napoleon, gloriously fell, struck by a cannon-ball, and
died in the arms of the emperor, his friend.” “The
emperor was cut to the heart by the loss of his dear
friend Duroc,” wrote Napoleon’s trusted minister, Cau-
laincourt, years afterward; and it was evident to all
that Napoleon never forgot that “dear friend” When
Napoleon was in the hands of his enemies, after the
battle of Waterloo, he asked permission to live as a pri-
vate citizen in England under the name of “ Colonel
Duroc,” bearing the name of his one “other self”” Even
on his dying-bed, in St. Helena, he made provision in his
will for the daughter of Duroc. Although the overthrow
of Napoleon prevented the erection of the monument he
had planned to Duroc’s memory, the remains of that
faithful friend were, in 1847, brought to Paris, to find
their fitting resting-place, together with those of General
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Bertrand, his immediate successor in office, alongside of
the remains of the emperor in the Church of the Invalides.
Napoleon owed much to the loyal friendship of Duroc,and
he realized it. Such a friendship became such a man; and
it is well that its record is so unmistakably plain.

But Napoleon’s truest friend was Josephine. It has
been already said that a wife, or a husband, who is a
true friend in the conjugal relation, might be just as truly
a friend apart from that relation; for friendship is the
love of another for that other’s sake, and not for what
that other is to the loving one. And this truth finds its
fullest illustration in the love of Josephine for Napoleon.
Josephine came to love Napoleon for his own sake after
their marriage, if not before; and she continued to bear
for him an unselfish love, even through their differences,
to the close of her life. Her thought was of what she
could do for his truest welfare and to advance his highest
interests. To this end she was ever ready to make any
personal sacrifice, and even to risk the loss of his favor.
“Josephine seemed his good angel,” says Saint-Amand.
“We may say that throughout his career, so long as he
was with her he always enjoyed the most brilliant suc-
cess.” Her eyes saw dangers that he had not perceived.
Her ta¢t averted perils against which he, if alone, would
have been powerless. *All the brusqueness and violence
of Bonaparte’s manners were tempered by the soothing
and insinuating gentleness of his amiable and kindly
wife. She was to exercise dire¢t influence on the vi&tims
and accomplices of the coup d’état [which gave him
supreme power],—on Barras, Gohier, Sieyés, Fouch¢,
Moreau, and Talleyrand. Who knows?  Without
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Josephine’s skill and taét, Bonaparte might, perhaps,
have made a failure.” ‘Without her, he would hardly
have attained such wonderful results.” And Napoleon
ultimately realized that he had a true friend and a real
helper in Josephine.

So long as this friendship was exercised co-ordinately
with the marriage relation it might have been looked at
as nothing more than wifely love; but the time came
when its power beyond that was tested, and it stood the
test. When Napoleon decided to put away Josephine as
a wife, although it was the breaking of her heart to leave
him, she assured him that she should still be his “best
friend;” and she made good her word. “I have the
pleasure of giving him the greatest proof of attachment
and devotedness that was ever given on earth,” she said,
in her formal request, at his desire, for the sundering of
the marriage tie that had bound them. “But the dis-
solution of my marriage will in no respet change the
sentiments of my heart,” she added. “The emperor will
ever find in me his best friend.” And she spoke truly,
as the emperor subsequently realized. Napoleon was
never himself after that at. Josephine was herself to
the last. When the longed-for son of Napoleon was
born, not even that child’s imperial father or mother had
greater or more grateful joy than filled the heart of
Josephine, as the cannon of the garrison near her
sounded the intelligence that he to whom she was a
friend had now received the chief desire of his heart.
Writing at once in congratulation to the glad father, she

had words of tenderness also for the favored mother. °

“ She cannot be more tenderly devoted to you than I
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am,” she said; “ but she has been enabled to contribute
more to your happiness by securing that of France. ...
Not till you have ceased to watch by her bed, not till
you are weary of embracing your son, will you take
your pen to converse with your best friend. ... Mean-
while, it is not possible for me to delay telling you that,
more than any one in the world, do I rejoice in your joy.”
And in abounding evidence of the sincerity of her delight,
she presented to the page of the emperor, who was already
bringing her the glad intelligence while her congratulatory
note was on the way, a diamond breast-pin and a thousand
dollars in gold, in token of her joy in his message.
Thus always in this friendship; Josephine never wa-
vered, never changed. When the overthrow of Napo-
leon by the allies caused his banishment to Elba, with
his separation from his wife and child, Josephine realized
that her mission as his friend was at last at an end. She
wrote to Napoleon in hearty assurance of unswerving
fidelity, and in profoundest regret, that she was unable,
through his aét, to follow him into his solitude. “Now
only can I calculate the whole extent of the misfortune
of having beheld my union with you dissolved by law,”
she said. And then she lay down and died, with a prayer
for him on her lips. Napoleon could see, in looking back
upon his stormy career, that the richest blessing of his life
had been the friendship of Josephine, and that the great-
est error of his life had been the prattical rejection of her
friendship. “She was the best woman in France,” he
said at St. Helena; and he had before said, that to her
love he was indebted for the only few moments of hap-
piness he ever enjoyed on earth. And he spoke sadly,
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in those later years, of his divorce from Josephine, as the
time when he set his “foot on an abyss covered with a
bed of flowers.” The record shows that that friendship
of Josephine was very much to Napoleon while it was
cherished, and that its rejetion was one of the causes
of his ruin.

In the East and in the West, earlier and later, the
story is much the same. History and fi¢tion combine
to celebrate the praises of friendship in royalty, as of
royalty in friendship.

The most widely known of all the Muhammadan kha-
leefs, and the one whose sway was most extensive in the
East, was Haroon-ar-Rasheed of Bagdad; or Haroun
Alraschid, as he is called in our English versions of the
Arabian Nights. He was a contemporary of Charles the
Great, at the close of the eighth and the beginning of
the ninth century, and is said to have been in friendly
correspondence with that great emperor of the Franks,
It is not easy to separate the true from the fanciful in
the story of this khaleef; but all writers agree in declar-
ing that the rise and glory of his wonderful reign were
linked with his friendship for Jaafer, a son of his grand
vizier, Yahya. In the stories of the Arabian Nights,
Jaafer is the favorite companion of Haroon in his many
marvelous adventures. Careful biographers also agree
in saying that Jaafer was the constant sharer of Haroon’s
enjoyments, and would often be found with him in his
pleasure-seeking when the hour of early morning prayer
closed the night they had had together. “ Haroon’s
attachment to Jaafer was of so extravagant a charater
that he could never bear him to be absent from his
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side,” says Professor Palmer; “and he even went to the
absurd length of having a cloak made with two collars,
so that he and Jaafer could wear it at one and the same
time.” Jaafer was advanced in wealth and dignity by his
royal friend. He came to have almost limitless influence,
and he made use of it according to his own ideas of expe-
diency. In order to open the way to the hareem for his
friend, that they might not be separated even there, the
khaleef arranged a nominal marriage between Jaafer and
the sister of Haroon, with the distin& agreement that
the relations between the two should be purely Platonic.
Because this agreement was not adhered to by Jaafer,
Haroon turned against his friend, and destroyed him and
his family. The friendship, while it lasted, was a swaying
force in the khaleefate; and its rupture was a beginning
“of the end to the dynasty represented by Haroon.
Greatest and best of the Mogul emperors was Akbar
Muhammad, or Jelal-ed-Deen, who reigned in the latter
half of the sixteenth century. He was great as a soldier
and a statesman. He was pratically the founder of the
empire of India. He bore the title of Joogat Gooroo,
“ Protector of Mankind,” and he is said to have been the
only Oriental sovereign who ever deserved such a desig-
nation. Such a ruler must have appreciated friendship,
and have known how to be a friend. Among the many
stories that are told of the greatness and goodness of
Akbar (and “Akbar” means “greatest”) are stories of
his friendship for Shaykh Solayman, whom he trusted
with a royal confidence. It is even said that, while
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