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THE LOVE OF PERSONS

CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTIOHN

Any attempt to characterize, describe, or define love rums into
difficulties. There are a bewildering variety of phenomena that can
be--and have been--classified as love. The mether”s doting attention
to her child, the youag couple”s zmorous iaterludes, the szint’s
fervent dedication to God are all considered examples of love. Civen
this diversity of experiences, it is not surprising that opinions
about what love is vary. Love has been called a feeling, an emotion,
an attraction, a desire, and even a judgment. And there is an equally
diverse range of things that can lay claim to being the object of omne
love or another. God and the gods, man and animals, nature and the
land, justice and freedom are among the things that have been claimed
to be loved. Trying to find order among the phenomena, theories, and
objects might well be a hopeless task, for there is no guarantee that
all these have a common thread. There might not be a unifying theme

to all loves, and even if some order were found, demonstrating th
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correctness of this order would be no small task. Hence, rather than
take on the formidable job of describing any love whatsoever, I have

chosen to examine one important area of love--adult



interpersonal love.

There are reasons for choosing to examine adult interpersomal
love other than the practical requirement for a clearly circumscribed
and limited focus to an inquiry. After all, being practical demands
only that some well defined areaz or other be chosen. One very good
reason for choosing adult interpersonal love is that, to my knowledge,
adult interpersonal love is ome of only two kinds of love consistently
studied in philosophy. The other kind is the love of God. However
troublesome studies of love in general or even just interpersonal love
may be, an examination of man’s love for God presents special
difficulties. The first difficulty is that the object of the love may
not exist. It is then rather difficult te imquire into the nature of
the beloved and the justifications for loving Him. And even if He
does exist, since there is no consensus on his attributes, am
examination of the nature of the beloved would require taking some
position or other with regard to his attributes. Since a
justification of a love depends in part on the nature of the beloved,
it follows that any justification of the love of God based on a
specific set of attributes could be rejected out of hand by anyone who
rejects that set of attributes. An examination of the love of God,
then, would seem to require both a proof of God”s existence and a
demonstration of his attributes, two tasks that would range far afield
of the examination of love.

Just as important as these two very practical reasons for not
exploring the love of God, is the primacy of man”s love for man. If I

were to attempt a description of man”s love for God, it would be in



very human terms. St. Theresa’s descriptions of her loving
experiences with God are excruciatingly human and sexual., In all
likelihood she experienced her love for God within the bounds of human
concepts and feelings, and even if she did not, she felt compelled to
express that love in terms of human love. I am not here claiming that
man’s love of God is some sort of psycho-social derivation from a
man”s love for father or mother, the idolization of father (mother)
writ large. It is just that any description of a man’s experience of
loving God I have heard has been in language that any romantic lover
would understand. Man”s love for God may not be a fantasy founded on
man”s love for man, but the language used to describe the love of God
is the language of romantic love. Perhaps with a feeble effiort, but
the best one we can manage, we point to our love of Cod by pointing to

our love of mam and saying, "Seas, somethin nis," I believe
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that this is the case. Whether God exists, whatever attributes he may
have, whether we can actually love him, and regardless of the genesis
of the love for him, we speak of that love in the language of the
romantic lover. If we are to understand the love of God, we must
understand the love of man. We explain our love of God analogically.
To understand the love of God at all requires first understanding the
foundation of the analogy-~the love of man. and hence, the love of
man will be the focus of this study.

There are several questions anyone who was curious about
interpersonal love in general would ask. The first and most obvious
set of questions begins with "What is love?" 1Is it a feeling? Or a

desire? What is the nature of love? The second set can be asked of a



love in general, but I will phrase them for an interpersonal love.
What is it that we love about whom we love? Do I love you because
you“re witty? Or for your lomg blonde hair? What is it exactly about.
you that I love? Since I am concerned with interpersonal love, the
object is loved is another person. But to say this is uninformative.
What is it about the beloved that justifies my loving her? The
question about who is loved becomes a question about what it is about
the beloved that justifies loving her. Finally, we can ask about the
relationship between the love and the desires and actions attending
it. What kinds of desires are to be associated with love? What is
their relationship to love? How are the lover”s actions related to
his desires and his love? If these various questions are adequately
answered, then a reasonably clear picture c¢? love should emerge. 1In
fact, posing these questions and pursuing an answer to them will
constitute the method of this inquiry. The questions must be answered
if an adequate account of love i1s to be given. In additiom, by
pursuing various possible answers to the questions, the focus of the
inquiry will remain on the phenomenon of love.

To answer these questions I will consider the positions of four
philosophers, Plato, Scheler, Sartre, and Gabriel Taylor. Each as
made a significant contribution to the philosophy of love. Plato”s
position on love will be used as the point of departure. His
description of love is vivid and (I believe) accurate, for the most
part, and his analysis is provocative. It is also well over two
thousand years old. The fact that this ancient account accords well

with modern descriptions means that an examination of it can provide



an initial look at most of the issues raised by the questions about
love. His position, however, only hints at the nature of love. It
also gives an unacceptable explanation of what it is about whom we
love that prompts us to love him/her. For a more detailed exploratiom
of the nature of love I will turn to Max Scheler. His account of love
is sufficient for me to develop an answer to the question, "What is
love?" Who is loved and why, is not so carefully examined by Scheler,
and so I will use Jean-Paul Sartre”s analysis of persons and love to
develop an answer to the question what is it about the beloved that
prompts us to love him. After aday:ing Sartre”s account of persons to
this purpose, I will use this modified account to provide answers to
questions about the relationship of desires and action to love.
Finally, I will examine Gabriel Taylor”s account of love and test,
against this late twentieth centry account of love, the veracity and
explanatory power of the theory I have developed

The earliest comprehensive view of love is Plato’s. He gives

slightly different descriptions in the Symposium and Phaedrus. I have

chosen to review his position in the Phaedrus, since his description
in the Symposium is more in the service of his metaphysics than of
love. Even in the Phaerdus this very human phenomenon of love is used
to support his metaphysics. Plato claims that true love is a love of
the Beautiful as exemplified in individuals and describes the path a
lover takes, through his love of a person, to philosophy--a love of
truth and beauty. I do not wish to dispute the broad claim that
interpersonal love can lead to a philosophical life, but, if we are to

count as love romantic loves, love does not necessarily lead to a



philosophical life. To the extent that Plato believes that true love
will lead to the philosophical life, he can be accused of wishful
thinking. And opportunism. He deftly describes the lover in the
first throes of love--a more accurate and poetic description probably
cannot be had--but then goes on to claim that this love is the
starting point in the style of life he endorses and recommends. We
cannot condemn Plato for trying to convince us that earthly love is
consistent with, indeed the beginnings of, a nobler end. And yet to
the extent he makes his description of love fit his metaphysical view,
he has abused the phenomenon. He is not satisfied with an analysis of
love; he must make it the means to some greater end.

My Dpoint 1s to analyze the phenomena and give as accurate a2
description as possible without regard to what else might be
(metaphysically) the case., Plato”s basic description of love serves
this purpose; his attempt to tie love to his metaphysical theory does
not. Part of the project, then, will be to separate the description
of the phenomenon from his metaphysics. Plato”s primary goal is the
defense of his metaphysics, and love is marshalled to this defense.
Scheler, too, uses love to support his metaphysics. He claims that
there is an objective hierarchy of values existing in the world
independent of man and that we can perceive these values as we can see
trees and hear symphonies. My position with regard to Scheler is much
the same as with Plato. His metaphysical position about values may or
may not be defensible, but the defensibility of his metaphysics is not
important to my purpose. What is important are his ideas about love.

Insofar as they can stand independent of his metaphysical ideas, I



will be able to use them to develop an answer to the question about
the nature of love.

With regard to Sartre my position is slightly different. To
answer the question about what it is about the beloved that we 1ove, a
theory of persoms is necessary. Sartre’s position does provide a
theory of persons and the relationships among them, but he claims that
all relationships are doomed to failure. Obviously, Sartre”s theory,
as he presents it, is antithetical to a theory of comstructive,
positive interpersonal interactions. Nonetheless, there seems to be
more than a measure of truth in it. I will criticize his view and
reformulate it so that it 1) conforms more to what I believe persons

and the

H

slationships between them are and Z) can provide some answers
to guestions about love. My reformulated Sartrian position will be
able to answer the questions "What is it about the beloved that is

loved,"

"What desires and actions are associated with love,"” and "What
is the relation of these desires and actions to love amnd to one
another."

I will treat Taylor as an adversary; she claims to give an
account of love, an account that differs significantly from mine. The
point will be to demonstrate that her theory does not adequately or
coherently account for the phenomenon of love and that mine does. She
attempts to analyze love as an emotion and in terms of the beliefs
that justify emotioms. When I address her article I will have already
shown that love is not an emotion and that it is not justified on the

kinds of beliefs that she claims it is. But rather than simply

restating my arguments, I will address her on her own terms and show



some considerable flaws in her project.

Each of the philosophers I consider has philosophical
commmitments that interfere with his analysis of love. Plato claims
that there is a metaphysical something called Beauty and that the
praiseworthy life is in contemplation of that Beauty. Scheler claims
that there is a objective heirarchy of values apart from man”s
recognition of them. Sartre is committed to a view of consciousness
that makes interpersonal relationships invariably tragic. And Taylor
is committed, not so much to a metaphysical position, as a method of
analysis in terms of beliefs. I claim that an accurate account of
love eludes each of them because of their other commitments. So,
along with giviang an accurate account of love, I should have, in the
end, demonstrated that these various commitments are excess baggage
and 2 hindrence to 2 clear understanding of love.

For the most part I will not consider the relationship of sex and
love. The notable exception is the discussion of Plato. Plato”s
account explicitly considers the role of sex in love and so I will
take up the subject briefly. Elsewhere I will consider sex as one of
the possible desires a lover may have. Taylor, from what I can tell,
puts sex under the rubric "wanting to be with the beloved." And
indeed, sexual desires are wanting to be with the beloved in a very
particular way. Since sexual desires can be placed under the more
general category of 'wanting to be with", I see no particular reason
for giving them special treatment., There is no denying that sexual
desires play an important role in our lives and in our loves. Yet

sexual desires are clearly different from love. I may love--as a



brother perhaps--with no significant sexual desires. And I may
sexually desire someone without the vaguest inclipatiom to love her.
Since sexual desires are distinct from love and since a category of
desires under which sexual desires fall will be considered, there is
no pressing reason to give special comsideration to an additional
topic in an already massive area of discussion.

There are two conventions I will observe that bear mentioning.
First, I will routinely use "the beloved" as the object of the lover”s
love. At times this may seem stiff or archaic, but the phrase has the
advantage of being brief, quite an advantage in a phrase that will be
so often needed. Other phrases, of course, will be used for the
beloved. They are the result of using a particular philosopher”’s

vernacular. There should be ~o problem identifying synonyms for "the
beloved. Also, except for the discussion of Plato, I will us "him"
and "her" indifferently to refer to the lover and the beloved.
Plato”s love is always by a man of a man and so I will use masculine
pronouns when discussing his theory. Otherwise, it is unimportant who
is loving whom. A man may love a man or woman and a woman may love a
woman or a man., Hence, I will use masculine and feminine pronouns as
the mood strikes. Nothing more is intended than some persom or
another, but the pronmouns for persons have gender and so will indicate
the sex of this hypothetical person. Sex, and sexuality, and gender
are not specifically at issue here. What is important is the

development of an accurate theory of love with as few metaphysical

commitments as possible.



CHAPTER 11
PLATO”S ACCOUNT OF LOVE

2.1 Exposition
Not all of Plato’s Phaedrus! is dedicated to a discussion of
love, but the portion that is is fertile territory. Plato divides the
discussion into three speeches. The first is given by Phaedrus but
supposedly written by Lysias. The second is by Socrates and is an

attempt to bett

(14

r Lvsias at his own game. Botn oI these spesches
counsel the prospective young lover that i1t is better not to bestow
his favors on a suitor. In different respects both Lysias and
Socrates, in his first speech, claim that the lover is a madman not to
be trusted with anything as important as one”s well-being. The third
speech is again by Socrates but this time he recants his position that
a young man ought not take a lover. A seemingly contrite Socrates now
offers a paean to love to pacify the gods and ease his conscience. In
his second speech, Socrates grants that the lover is mad but claims
that this is a divinely inspired madness. To defend his claim that

there are beneficial madnesses and that not all forms of madness are

Lot}

evil and destructive Socrates cites examples., The first is the
madness like that of the prophetesses at Delphi. The second is the

type of madness that occurs in cursed families. This madness

10
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presumably shows the way to relief from the curse. And third is the
madness of the poets. These examples may not convince us that there
are beneficial madnesses, probably because we would not consider them
true madnesses, but they might well have convinced Socrates”
contemporaries. However convincing the examples may be, Socractes
then launches his demonstration that love is yet one more beneficial
form of madness.

To provide this demonstration he first proves that the soul is
immortal and that the soul is the first principle of motion. He
argues in a familiar vein: there are things which are moved; either

they are moved by themselves or by something else; if they are moved

oy

by something else, that something is either self-moved or moved by
another and so on until the causal chain is traced to that which moves
itself-~the first principle of motion. This first primciple Socrates
calls all soul. Since Socrates apparently excludes the creation of
motion ex nihilo, the all soul, by its nature, must perpetually create
itself without beginning or end. Socrates argues that individual
souls are similar to the all soul since "the essence and definition of
soul [is] self-motion." (245e) Clearly we move ourselves and are not
moved by external causes hence that which animates us has the quality
of being self-moved and therefore is immortal.

Whatever the strengths and weakness of this argument, Socrates
uses this proof of the immortality of the soul as the starting point
for his myth about the cycle of life of the soul. Socrates does not
return to the argument and somewhat peremptorily ends the topic with

"As to the immortality of the soul then we have said enough...." (246)
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His interest in the immortality of the soul in the dialogue is merely
to establish that the soul does have this quality so that he may place
the soul in the midst of the epic of the immortal gods.

Retreating from argument to metaphor, Socrates describes the
nature of the soul.

"Let it be likened to the union of powers in a team of

winged steeds and their winged charioteer. Now all the

gods” steeds and all their charioteers are good, and of

good stock, but with the other beings it is not wholly so.

With us men, in the first place, it is a pair of steeds

that the charioteer controls; moreover one of them is

noble and good, and of good stock, while the other has the

opposite character, and his stock is opposite. Hence the

task of our charioteer is difficult and troublemsome."

(246a,b)
When a soul loses its wings it falls to earth and fastens onto
something solid. Thnils composite of soul and matter is the mortal
human being.

That the soul has wings is of special interest since Socrates
says that "more than any other bodily part it shares in the divine
nature, which is fair, wise and good, and possessed of all other such
excellences.” (246e) The gods” wings allow them to traverse their
heavenly domains. At the times of feast and banquets their
strong-winged and easily guided horses allow them to climb to the
summit of the heavems. The climb is worth the effort; there is a
great reward for "It is there that true being dwells, without color or
shape, that cannot be touched; reason alone, the soul”s pilot, can
behold it, and all true knowledge is knowledge thereof." (247c) The

culmination of the journey is a vision of true being in all its

aspects: "justice, its very self, and likewise temperance, and
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knowledge, not the knowledge that is neighbor to becoming and varies
with the various objects to which we commonly ascribe being, but the
veritable knowledge of being that veritably is.'" (247d,e) On true
being the gods feast, it being their proper food. When they bhave
feasted and had their fill they return home and tend their steeds.
Such is the life of the gods. Their wings are strong as are their
horses. On those wings they ascend to the pinnacle of heaven to feast
on true being., With their wings strong they return home contented.
Man“s lot is not so easy.

The gods ride orderly to the summit, but human souls with their
unmatched, hard-to-control, steeds travel riotously behind. Through
the chaotic scramble, only those souls who have zattended the gods
closelv catch glimpses of true being. Zven these few are consigned
only to brief glimpses since their steeds are so unruly. But worse, in
the unbridled excitement of the human charioteers who emulate the gods
less, some are "sucked down as they travel"” and "trample and tread
upon one another." (248) Fervor leads to disaster. "Thus confusion
ensues, and conflict and grievous sweat. Whereupon, with their
charioteers powerless, many are lamed, and many have their wings all
broken, and for all their toiling they are balked, every one, of the
full vision of being, and departing therefrom, they feed upon the food
of semblance." (248b) Finally few human souls even taste the godly
food of true being. Most make do with appearances of truth. Those
souls who have seen something of true being are preserved and will
ride again with the gods. But those hapless souls who, in the

confusion, have seen only the appearance of true being are doomed to
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forget even what little they have seen. Since it is true being that
sustains their wings, these souls shed their wings and fall to earth
to become humans.

The soul imprisoned on earth is not doomed without reprieve.
After having lived an ordimary mortal life, it is judged. Those that
are meretricious are borne aloft to heaven for one thousand years and
those that are deemed wretched spend that time "in places of
chastisement beneath the earth." (249) After the thousand years the
souls are reborn to human form, if they deserve that lot, and the
cycle continues. Most souls require no less than ten thousand years,
that is, ten lives, to regain their wings, but the soul "who has
sought after wisdom unfeignedly” {249), who has chosen the
philosophiczl life three times regains its wings and speeds away to

cin the heavenly host, Socrates defends the privilege of the

T

philosopher”s soul. "Therefore it is meet and right that the soul of
the philosopher alone should recover her wings, for she, so far as may
be, is ever near in memory to those things a god”s nearness whereunto
makes him truly god." (249c)

One might fairly demand where in this epic tale of the soul is an
account of love. To this point in his speech Socrates has given only
a clue. For the soul wishing to return to the heavenly host he gives
alternatives: the soul may regain his wings by diligently seeking
after wisdom or he may also regain them by joining his passion with a
loved one that is seeking also. On the face of it this seems like
more work for the beleaguered soul, to love as well as pursue wisdom.

But this is far from the truth. Loving is an aid to redemption.
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Equally, Socrates seems to have left off his account of love as a
madness. But it is just here in his narrative that he picks up the
threads. The philosopher is attentive to the divine and isolates
himself from the business of ordinary human life. Hence, being so
possessed by the divine, he is called mad. This is the fourth and
best form of divine possession. It is also this kind of madness that
possesses the lover. The lover loves beauty. Not the beauty of this
world so much as the beauty of that other world of which worldly
beauty reminds him. In the presence of earthly beauty he remembers
heavenly beauty and in the rapture of his remembrance is deemed mad.

Secrates explains that our organs for perceiving the aspects of
true being are dull save for sight. OQur perception of justice and
temperance, for instance, is not nearly so keen. But "Beauty was ouxs
tc see in 21l its brightness in those days when, amidst that happy
company, we beheld with our eyes that blessed vision...." (250b) It
was beauty that "shone bright amidst these visioms, and in this world
below we apprehend it through the clearest of our senses, clear and
resplendent. For sight is the keenest mode of perception vouchsafed
us through the body...." (250d) Because beauty shone brightest and
because we are best equipped to see it among the aspects of true
being, it is that to which we most readily respond. "...for beauty
alone this has been ordainmed, to be most manifest to sense and most
lovely of them all." (2504)

Those who saw little of true being or who saw it long ago are not
responsive to a beauty for what it represents--true beauty--but see a

beauty as a means to satisfy their sexual desires and procreative
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instincts. But those whose memory of true beauty is fresher, wher imn
the presence of a beauty, are inspired to remember and envision true
beauty. First, the lover shudders at the sight, at the reawakening of
his memory. What happens next bears quoting in full for it is
Socrates” description of the divine madness that overcomes the lover.

...a strange sweating and fever seizes him. For by reason
of the stream of beauty entering in through his eyes there
comes a warmth, whereby his soul”s plumage is fostered,
and with that warmth the roots of the wings are melted,
which for long had been s0 hardened and closed up that
nothing could grow; then as the nourishment is poured in,
the stump of the wing swells and hastens to grow from the
root over the whole substance of the soul, for aforetime
the whole soul was furnished with wings. Meanwhile she
throbs with ferment in every part, and even as a teething
child feels an aching and pain in its gums when a tooth
has just come through, so does the soul of him who is
beginning to grow his wings feel a ferment and oain
irritation. Wherefore as she gazes upecn the boy’s bzau
she admits a flood of particles streaming therefore--t
is why we speak of a "flood of passion’’--whereby she
warmed and fostered; ther has she respite from h

anguish, and is filled with joy. (251ib-d)

But as soon as the beloved has departed the flood of passion stops and
the nubs of the wings begin to dry up. The soul, given some respite
from its earthly prison, now feels itself shrinking back into its
shell. With the withdrawal of the beloved, the soul finds itself
"stung and goaded into anguish." (251d) The thought or sight of the
beloved once again makes the wings being to swell. And so with
advances and retreats of the beloved the soul flourishes and withers
alternately. Driven to distraction, the soul searches out the beloved
and follows him everywhere suffering insult and injury to be in the
beloved”s presence.

So goes Socrates” description of the madness of love and the
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desire for the beloved. Next he speaks of the choice of the beloved
and the action and attitude of the lover toward the beloved. The
lover chooses a kindred soul, one who has followed in the traim of the
same god in the heavenly journey. A follower of Zeus picks another
follower of Zeus, a follower of Hera amother follower of Hera and so
forth. Once the lover has found and come to love the beloved he sets
out to achieve the attitude and disposition of his god. As the lover
reaches out to the patron god in memory, he is possessed by that god
and from this possession he partakes of the nature of this god. Yet
he believes his growing kinship to his patron god is the result of his
association with his beloved. The mistake prompts him to pour out
into the soul of the beloved all beneficences he has received from his
god and thereby also molds his beloved intc a closer likenmess to their
patron god. The attitude and actions of the lover lead both him and
his beloved to grow into a likeness of their god.

Every lover is fain that his beloved should be of a nature

like to his own god, and when he has won him, he leads him

on to walk in the ways of their god, and after his

likeness, patterning himself thereupon and giving counsel

and discipline to the boy. There is no jealousy nor petty

spitefulness in his dealings, but his every act is aimed

at bringing the beloved to be every whit like unto himself

and unto the god of their worship. (253b,c)

Before these god-like changes can be wrought, the lover must
capture the beloved. To do this the lover must tame his own black
steed. His white horse is obedient to the charioteer”s commands, but
the black steed, "hot-blooded, consorting with wantoness and

vainglory" (253e) must be forced to heed, nmot his own will, but that

of the charioteer. The charioteer and the white steed struggle
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against the black steed”s passionate flight to the beloved but let the
black steed have his way as he rushes to the beloved. Only when the
beauty of the beloved strikes the charioteer with awe does he reinm up
his steeds. The black steed attempts to approach but the charioteer
convinces him to delay. In a while the black steed once again
attempts to approach the beloved. Finally the driver is forced to
jerk "back the bit in the mouth of the wanton horse with an even
stronger pull, bespatters his railing tongue and jews with blood, and
forcing him down on legs and haunches delivers him over to anguish."
(254e) This battle of the lover”s soul with itself occurs again and
again until the black horse approaches the beloved with fear and "the
soul oi the lover follows after the beloved with reverence and awe."
(254e)

The beloved now receives the services of the lover and accepts
these with good will. As he grows older and as destiny has its sway,
the beloved puts aside any qualms he may have and welcomes the lover’s
company. He begins to appreciate his lover”s kindliness. He absorbs
it until he can hold no more and then begins reflecting it like a
mirror. The love becomes reciprocal; each lover”s wings grow with the
nurturance. Even so the beloved has not yet come to understand the
source and nature of his love. He comes to desire his lover and in
that desire his own black horse is awakened. With the help of the
tempered soul of his lover, he succeeds in subduing his black steed.
"And so," Socrates says,

if the victory be won by the higher elements of mind

guiding them into the ordered rule of the philosophical
life, their days on earth will be blessed with happiness
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and concord, for the power of evil in the soul has been
subjected, and the power of goodness liberated; they have
won self-mastery and inward peace. And when life is over,
with burden shed and wings recovered they stand victorious
in the first of the three rounds in that truly Olympic
struggle; nor can any nobler prize be secured whether by
the wisdom that is of man or by the madness that is of
god. (256a,b)
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2.2 Interpretation
2.2.1 Madness and Method

It is assumed in the Phaedrus that love creates some form of
madness. Lysis” speech and Socrates” second speech take madness as a
leitmotif. Even Socrates” first speech portrays the effects of the
lover”s madness. All the speeches in fact are in accord with
folklore: the lover s madness prompts him to commit unusual, even
bizarre acts. Lysis” speech views the lover”s madness as foolishmess.
The lover has simply lost his senses. He makes promises he cannot
keep. He acts irrationally with regard to others, the beloved and
himself. Presumably his thinking has lurched from the calm and
rational to the erratic, fevered and irrational., Perhaps the Lysisian
lover could most aptly be described as having lost possession of his
senses. He no longer has control over his own self., Yet nothing else
takes control. Lysis” lover is a man in ruins. The very faculties
that distinguish him as a human being have disintegrated and he is
left a disheviled array of ineptly functioning human faculties.

The lover of Socrates” first speech is not so clearly gone mad.
He is compelled by desire and perhaps that compulsion is his madness
in the sense that he is no longer in possession; desire is. But being
possessed by desire has its own logic. The Lysisian lover is simply
lost. He is schizophrenic, a persomality in shambles. The lover of
Socrates” first speech is more nearly psychotic; there is not a
disintegration of personality. There is a domination of personality
by one of its facets. Desire may have taken possession, but the other

faculties remain intact. Having the powers of reason still at its
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command, desire becomes crafty. Socrates” first lover is a wily man
bent on the satisfaction of his desires at all costs. Gone is the
picture of the lover as a pathetic babbling madman. The lover now is
virtually a demonic force. All the power, the proteam energy of
desire is set loose. With reason as its accomplice, desire with
premeditated single-mindedness contrives its ends and its ends alome.
Desire’s satisfaction is desire”s goal, and the lover”s reason and
arts are its means,

In severe schizophrenia the person is not only characterized by
personality disintegration but by with a concommitant loss of contact
with reality. There is no world that stands steadfast in the face of
the schizophrenic”s disintegration; the world is as fragmented and
disordered as the man and little mozre thar a mirror of the man-—the
ultimate solipsism. The psychotic”s world, on the other hand, is not
shattered; it is misinterpreted. The world seen through the eyes of
the psychotic is interpreted consistently through the form of the
psychosis. For example, the paranoid psychotic sees the world as
apart from himself and sees what others see. But he sees more. The
world is laden with danger. Innumerable aspects carry threats that no
one else sees. The psychotic is surely possessed and this possession
informs his world.

Socrates” first lover, possessed by his desire, is psychotic.
The world is seen clearly but interpreted only through the eyes of
desire. Desire is the lover”s motivation and its satisfaction is his
raison d”etre. The psychotic may wreak havoc because he sees the

world clearly and because he reasons. In fact, desire, like the fear
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of the paranoid psychotic, is directed toward the world. The paranoid
psychotic must accurately perceive what is threatening and then act
coherently to avoid or abolish that threat. The lover, possessed by
desire, must know what he desires and then act methodically to achieve
satisfaction. Never mind that in some objective sense, what is feared
is not threatening or what is desired is not finally desirable.
However much the mind and world of the psychotic or the lover is
skewed by the possession, reason and the wcrld are largely left
intact.

The lover possessed by desire, as Socrates describes him, 1is
bereft of a moral sense. He is so because satisfaction of his desires
is his morelity. What is good is that which satisfies the desire,

what 1s bad i1s that which frustrates that satisfaction. The

egoist. There is some (at least tacit) concern with good and bad, but
it is wholely involved with the satisfaction of the desire and totally
unconcerned with others. If there is a rift in the world of the lover
possessed by desire, it is a moral one. Otherwise, his world is our
world.

If Lysis” lover has lost possession of himself and if Socrates”
first lover is possessed by a part of himself--his desires, Socrates”
second lover is divinely possessed. The second lover is mad by virtue
of his soul”s response to beauty. In the beauty of the beloved he has
found something ultimately valuable--the remembrance of true beauty,
that facet of true being which, like true being, is the food of the

gods. Perhaps it can be said that what Socrates” second lover sees is
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a beautiful person--a beauty--but that what he experiences is beauty
itself. In this experience he has not lost possession of himself. He
has not even been possessed by a part of himself gone berserk. He has
been possessed by something of ultimate worth, something above and
beyond himself. If we can accept this premise, then we can understand
this lover”s possession, his insanity, his relationship to the world
and his actions as a lover.

The first two lovers are madmen in the ordinary semse. I think
Socrates would suggest that they are mad precisely because their love
bears no relationship to the divine. Their love is a response to a
beauty, not true beauty. If we borrow from Socrates” myth for an
explanation, we shall say that their souls, in the journey of the
gods, never glimpsed true being and hence have nothing to which te
relate the beauty standing before them, What they see in a beauty is
a mortal and corruptible form. What is remarkable to them about the
beauty is his being exceptioral; the beauty stands out in contrast to
the rest of humanity. And more importantly he stands out for no other
reason. Perhaps the Lysisian lover is shattered and the first
Socratic lover is overwhelmed by desire by the sheer remarkableness of
the beauty. Perhaps the Lysisian lover is utterly crushed by the
irony that such beauty should exist and yet be perishable. And
perhaps the first Socratic lover is wotivated by the same realization
to have the beauty while it lasts.

However this may be, the second Socratic lover is possessed of no
mortal madness. His soul is not shaken or overwhelmed by the ironies

of this life. It is inspired by a vision of the eternal, immortal
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realm beyond this earth”s changeable one. He has not lost his senses
but gained them. The Lysisian lover has no reason left. The first
Socratic lover”s reason is at the mercy of his desire. The second
Socratic lover comes to think more clearly; his reason is the most
lucid and the most at his disposal. While the second Socratic lover
may reel at first glance of the beloved”s beauty, he soon realizes the
importance of that beauty and acts accordingly.

Neither does the second Socratic lover misconmstrue the world. It
is there for him precisely as it is for everyone else. But the world,
aside from the beloved, is of little importance to him. Even the
beloved is important only for the beauty that reflects true beauty and
for his soul that might be developed into its matural (winged) form.

In spite of his clear view of the world or rather precisely because cof

5

i@ has left all
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it, the lover is called mad. As seen by his peers
sense behind. He follows his beloved not heeding the demands of life.
He forsakes his commerce and forgets his family. He acts as ome who
has lost his bearings, hence he is mad. But Socrates contends that it
is because he has found his bearings that he acts so oddly. It may
seem rational for the ordinary man to tend to his business and see to
his family, but the lover sees that duties, pleasures, and conventions
of the mutable world are unimportant in relationm to his soul”s well
being. He is not a madman unable to conduct his affairs; he is the
picture of sanity using his energies to pursue what really counts--the
development of his soul toward a commerce with true beauty.

As the source of his soul”s growth the second Socratic lover

treats the beloved with respect, even reverence. Though there is no
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explicit moral theory expressed in the love speeches of the Phaedrus,
there is at least an implicit utilitarianism. The first speeches
counsel not to take a lover because he is not good for you. The third
counsels taking one precisely because he is good for you. The
Lysisian lover, bereft of his senses, is lacking in moral fiber. The
first Socratic lover is clearly evil in attempting to ensure the
degradation of the beloved. The second Socratic lover, though, is
seen as beneficial both to the lover and the beloved because he
promotes the growth of both their souls. After all, this madness is
divinely inspired and must therefore produce morally praiseworthy
results. The earthly madness of the first two lovers produces
obnoxious, if not deleterious, results. Only the divinely inspired
madness of love can produce beneficial results. The second Socratic
lover achieves this result by treating the beloved as an ends and not
just a means. He conceives both him and his lover as having souls
that merit elevation. Just as he attends to his own soul, so does he
his beloved”s. But the morality of the lover is as much a function of
his desires as his madness. It is these desires that complete the

emotional characterization of the lover.

2.2.2 Desire And Will
The first two lovers may be said to be mad with desire. The
Lysisian lover loses control of himself, loses his senses, is mad
because he desires. He wishes to bask in his beloved”s beauty which
is to say that his will is his desire. He has no will distinct from

his desire. The very profundity of his madness makes his will as an
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effective agent apart from his desires impossible. The first Socratic
lover, on the other hand, inclines his will only to the satisfaction
of his desires. It is likely that herein lies his madress. He is not
simply struck with a beauty only to stand in awe. He actively seeks
to satisfy the desire that beauty inspires. There is no question that
Plato sees beauty as a positive attribute or that he views the
recognition of it as virtuous. It is equally clear that what the
lover sees in the beauty is of importance and that the response to
that beauty is, among other things, desire. All three lovers desire.
The first desires, but that is all. The second desires and moreover
attempts to see to it that that desire is satisfied. The first two

levers are beth slaves to desire though they are distinguishabl
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virtue of the role of their will iIn welation to desire.
Socratic lover, too, has a black norse of desire, but the lover’s will
is imposed on the black horse. In terms of Socrates” tripartite soul,
the Lysisian lover has no charioteer or, at best, has one who stands
idlly by while the black horse races to the beloved. The first
Socratic lover”s charioteer is in the midst of the fray, not to rein
in the black horse but to guide him swiftly to the goal. The second.
Socratic lover actively asserts his will against the black steed. Not
only is his will clearly evident, it clearly restrains desire.

1f we asked "Should we desire our beloved?" Plato could only
respond "It”s not a matter of should or shouldn’t; you will." And if
we rejoin "Well, then, what should our attitude and acts be with
regard to the beloved?" Plato would respond "Carnal satisfaction of

one”s desires is ephemeral. Satisfy them if you must, but realize
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that the satisfaction of desires is not the Zulfillment of love."
Plato is realist enough not to deny the existence of desires or their
preeminent role ir love. They are part and parcel of love. Madmness
could more easily be separated from love than desires. The madness
comes at the recognition of the beloved and, at least for the second
Socratic lover, abates with the pursuance of the love’s goals with the
beloved. Further, the divine madness of the second Socratic lover is
insanity omnly if interpreted through the eyes of the mon-lover.
Desire, on the other hand, is a part of the lover om any account. It
will hold its sway if not reckoned with., Without a doubt Plato holds
that it is virtuous not to let desire have its way and to control it

by an act of will. Why holding desire im check 1s virtuous is

=}

explainable only in terms of the object and objective of love.

2.2.3 To Whom And For What

The object of love seems obvious: the beloved. If we may trust
our use of the word "love", we may love a man or woman, our land or
the land, liberty, justice and other abstract concepts, animals and
God. We may even love that dress or the way you do your hair. Even
if we exclude this last, rather dubious group of objects, the objects
of love are amazingly diverse, from the mortal to the immortal, from
the concrete to the abstract. If love allows all these objects, it is
quite possible that when we say we love a man or woman, we are not
loving him or her at all. We may, for imnstance, be loving what he
stand for or some concrete aspect of her.

0f the first two lovers Plato says nothing about what or who it
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is they love. He is far more explicit about the second Socratic
lover. Yet even when he is explicit Plato leaves many questions about
who or what is loved.

The Lysisian lover has little to love. It must be either the
beloved himself or the beauty of the beloved. There is little doubt
that it is the second. Lysis argues that "Lovers, when their craving
is at an end, repent of such benefits as they have conferred...."
(231) and that "A lover more often than not wants to possess you
before he has come to know your character or become familiar with your
general personality, and that makes it uncertain whether he will still
want to be your friend when his desires have waned...." (232e) The

Lysisian lover cannot be loving the man for he doesa”t even know him.

=1

ven if he did know him, he is at the mercy of his cravings. That
sounds more like lust than love. But if we allow Chat the Lysisian
lover does love, then we must conclude that he loves the beauty of the
beloved., That is what makes him mad, that is what he desires--to
revel in that beauty. When that beauty fades or his desires are
satisfied or abate, he turns, he no longer loves.

Similarly the first Socratic lover loves the beloved”s beauty if
he loves at all. This lover cannot love the person for he commits
with premeditated malice a variety of disservices to the person. All
he can possibly love is the concrete beauty of the beloved.

The second Socratic lover is a far more complicated case. It is
clear that he desires to indulge in the beauty of the beloved as is
made clear by the insistence of his black steed. But this desire is

not identified with his love. Quite the contrary; desire is virtually
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a hindrance to the proper expression of love, as is made clear by the
description of the charioteer’s battle with the black steed. Socratic
love cannot plausibly be a desire for the beloved as an object of
sexual satisfaction nor even as an object of some sort of aesthetic
gratification, although the latter is closer to the case.

What inspires the second Socratic lover to love is a “godlike
face or bodily form that truly expresses beauty."™ (251) It is his
presence to this expression of true beauty that makes the lover’s
wings grow. The joy that this presence brings makes the lover yearn
for the beloved. Presumably at the outset the lover remembers little
of his heavenly journey and the beauty he saw. All he knows is that
in the presence oI the beloved he is ecstatic, and, in the absence,
the lover is in agony. Now what shall we say? 1Is the lover loving
the beloved or the beauty of the beloved or true beauty? Is he
deceived in believing that he loves the beloved? What”s more, at
least initially, the lover seems to be acting out of self-love; he is
pursuing that which gives him pleasure, if so temperate a term may be
used. Of course, this pleasure as Socrates characterizes it is no
mere sensual indulgence; rather it is the joy at the soul’s growth.
Even so, this does not alter the fact that the lover”s attractiom to
the beloved is self-serving. Few would be willing to condemn the
lover”s self-serving interest in the beloved. Though he desires the
beloved for what the beloved can do for him, the lover desires to
obtain spiritual growth from the beloved. Further, in part because
the lover confuses the beloved”s beauty with true beauty, the lover

seems to have a misplaced reverence for the beloved. What ought to be
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accorded to true beauty is accorded the beloved. With this reverence
comes the chastity vouchsafed the devout lover. With it, too, comes
the lover”s unstinting attempts to foster the beloved”s growth. This
self-serving love, born of true beauty, is wholely benign. The
reverence and devotion borrowed from true beauty insures that the
lover acts not only in his ownbest interests but also in that of his
beloved”s., Without true beauty”s inspiration the love is nothing more
than a sordid affair.
Now he whose vision of the mystery is long past, or
whose purity has been sullied, cannot pass swiftly hence

to see beauty’s self yonder, when he beholds that which is

called beautiful here; wherefore he looks upon it with no

reverence, and surrendering to pleasure he essays to go

after the fashion of a four—footed beast, and to beget

offspring of the flesh, or consorting with wantonness he

has no fear nor shame in runaning after unnatural pleasure.

AY

True beauty delivers the lover from mere lust and the satisfaction of
hedonistic desires. Socrates seems to be saying that, when the lover
desires the beloved as a man, then his desire can only be called 1lust,
not love. But when the object of the lover”s desire is true beauty,
then the lover loves the beloved as the manifestation of true beauty.
The object of love, then is not the beloved gua man but the beloved
qua manifestation of true beauty.

If the object of love is the beloved as the manifestation of true
beauty, what is the objective of love? Socrates tells us that our
souls, in their heavenly sojourn, followed in the train of one god or
another. It appears that Socrates accounts for our differences in

personality by having our souls follow the appointed god literally in

the heavenly journey and follow, figuratively, the nature of that god
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on earth. Be this a5 it may, our patron god determines whom we come
to love and how we comport ourselves toward everyone, but particularly
the beloved. We choose a lover by finding someone who has the same
patron god as we, who has the same disposition as we (these being the
same for Socrates). Once followers of a certain god finds someone of
similar disposition "and come to love him they do all in their power
to foster that disposition." (252e) Socrates reiterates this point in
the next paragraph.

Every lover is fain that his beloved should be of a nature

like to his own god, and when he has won him, he leads him

on to walk in the ways of their god, and after his

likeness, patterning himself thereupon and giving counsel

and discipline to the boy. There is no jealousy nor petty

spitefulness in his dealings, but his every act is aimed

at bringing the baloved to be every whit like umnto himself
ané vato the god of their worship. (253b)

(23
=

The objesctive of love is to fashion both lover and beloved into the

3
mold of the god they worship imsofar as that is humanly possible.

It is important to note that making the beloved into a more
nearly perfect likeness of a god is not a simple didactic process.
The lover, at least initially, is unaware of what he is really doing.
He is not teaching from experience but is a fellow learner with the
beloved. Speaking of the followers of a god, of the lovers who are
attempting to foster a godly disposition in the beloved, Socrates says

And if they have not aforetime trodden this path, they now
set out upom it, learning the way from any source that may
offer or finding it for themselves, and as they follow up
the trace within themselves of the nature of their own god
their task 1s made easier, irnasmuch as they are
constrained to fix their gaze upon him, and reaching out
after him in memory they are possessed by him, and from
him they take their ways and manners of life, in so far as
a man can partake of a god. (252e,253)
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This is not a self-conscious task, as Socrates immediately notes
that"...all this, mark you, they attribute to the beloved...." (253)
The lover, inspired by the beautiful vestiges of the patron god in the
beloved, is prompted to promote the growth of the vestiges. He does
this by piecing together the traces of the god that reside im himself.
By responding to the vestiges of the god in himself, he grows to be
more like the god. What he draws from the god does not just enhance
him; what he gains he pours out to the beloved and hence promotes the
beloved”s growth. The lover does “coumsel and discipline" (253b), but
this can hardly be an explicit counseling in the ways of the god since
the lover attributes his own growth mot to the god but to the beloved.
The counseling must be what the leover knows comsciously: such thin
as justice, moral responsibility and acsthetic appreciation.
Presumably these teachings in turn would have (unbeknownst to the
lover) their inspiration drawn from the god. As the process of mutual
growth continues the beloved, as he is able, becomes an active part of
this mutual growth comtributing in much the same way as the lover.
What may have appeared at the outset as a beautiful, lyric myth
has become, upon examination, quite complicated. The ecstatic sort of
madness and the desire associated with love Socrates explains as the
response to the beauty of the beloved. But neither the madness nor
the desire is of the ordinary sort. The madness and desire are
inspired not just by the beautiful body; this would be merely lust,
They are inspired by the manifestation of true beauty in the beauty of
the beloved. The lover, unaware of what has really inspired his

madness and desires, attributes these emotions and emotional states %o
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the effect on him of the beloved pure and simple. The reverence he
holds for the beloved by virtue of the beloved”s manifesting true
beauty prevents the lover from committing any untoward acts. The
lover instead acts toward the beloved as if he were in the presence of
a god. He must curb his carnal desires in order to pay homage to this
"god." Without knowing it, the lover has chosen someone with the same
disposition, who follows the same god as he. The image of this god
and the beauty quicken his soul, His soul, reminded of its heavenly
journey and of the god it followed, begins to grow. This growth
provides growth to the beloved as well since the lover believes his
growth is caused by his proximity to the beloved and therefore acts to
return the ift. The b=2loved, racaiving these boons £rom the
lover, responds in kind growing and giving as each increases in beauty

and godliness.,



34

2.3 Analysis I: Desire And Altruism

2.3.1 A Brief A. lysis Of Desire

A primary nom-cognitive reaction to the experience of value in
the beloved by the lover is desire. All three of the lovers in the
Phaedrus have this in common. That the lovers desire the beloved is
not surprising; a fundamental characteristic of desire is that it is
desire of something perceived as valuable and surely all of the lovers
perceive the beloved as valuable. That desire is desire for something
valuazble can be most clearly seen in specific, circumscribed objects
of desire and the desire attending them. I want (desire) this car
because I perceive it as having some value--it is fast or luxurious or
sleek. I have aslready placed value on spsed, luxury or aesthetics and
desire this car because I perceive it as having the quality I value.
I want this tennis racket because it has good balance and I know the
value of a well-balanced racket to my tennis game. I have always
wanted a Van Gogh because I value (admire) his bold, dynamic use of
color. Just as I may desire things, I may desire situations. In the
summer heat I desire a cool, shady spot because I place value on my
comfort. When I study, I want decent lighting because I know it is
better for my eyes. Even more abstract situations may be desired. I
want freedom of speech because I value self-expression. I want
justice done because I value fair treatment of myself and my fellow
man. I want understanding and tolerance for they are virtues without
which society cannot endure.

From the simplest, most personal desires to the most abstract,
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the desire is a desire for something valued. This, of course, does
not mean that what is valued is of value to the person. I may ramnk a
chocolate sundae as a top gustatory experience, but as a diabetic I
must consider the sundae mot only of no positive value but of negative
value., What is valuable in some respect or another need mnot be what
is valued. Desire is desire for what is valued and not necessarily
for what is valuable. I may not even know what is best for me (what
is valuable to my well-being), but I do have desires nonetheless and
those desires are of something valued by me.

Perhaps the classic model for desire has been the personal
appetitive desires. I want food or shelter or sex. When I say I want
an ice cream cone or a new coat, I speak in two terms: me &nd the
object desired. What is obscured 1n the two-term grammar of such
declarations of desire is the distinction between who does the
desiring and for whom the desiring is done. The elliptical forms "I
want X" and "You desire Y" are convenient and efficient communicators
in day to day interchanges. It is taken in such locutions that I
desire X for me and that you want Y for you. And of course, this is
often precisely what we mean. But there are a whole variety of cases
in which the desirer and the person desired for are not the same. We
are out shopping together. While looking over a rack of coats I
exclaim "I want that one." Having noticed that I am looking at the
size 44”s and knowing that I wear a. 40, you protest "But that”s not
your size."™ "Of course it isn”t; I don”t want it for me. I want it
for my brother. His birthday”s soon." The expanded form of the

desire declaration here is "X wants Y for Z" where X is the desirer, Y
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the object desired, and Z the person or thing for whom it is desired.
When I want an ice cream cone, I want it for me. And you want a new
dress for you. Yet I may want a dress for you (alternatively: I want
you to have a dress) and you may want an ice cream cone for me (again:
you want me to have an ice cream cone). Not only can we want
something for someone, we can want something for something. I can
want felicitous wording for the club comstitution or an ornate facade
for the opera house. Clearly there is no need for a desire to be
reflexive; I do not have to want something for me. This possibility
leaves the door open for altruistic desires, but it only opens the
door. In determining an altruistic desire, why I desire X for Y is as
important as the fact that I desire for Y.

The reazsons for a desire can tell us as wmuch about a desize as
any aspect of the desire. Of course all desires have as their reason
the object valued. I want an ice cream cone because I place some
value on it. You want a new dress because you place value on your
wardrobe. The "because" here simply functions to announce a category
of objects valued by the desirer. Frequently we do give very minimal
reasons for a desire. Why do I want a drink right now? I don”t know
I just do. All I can tell you about my urge for a drink is that I
feel like one. The reason I give for my desire is nothing more than a
restatement of it. I want because I want. I didn”t think about
wanting a drink. I just found myself wanting one.

But we give more interesting reasons for desiring than this. I
want a new car because the old one is falling apart and gets lousy gas

mileage, because I want to take my vacation in a comfortable vehicle,
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because I promised the wife one this year if we could afford it....
The list could be endless. I do have reasons for some desires and
those reasons can be complicated. I want to get my wife a new coat
because she needs one and I want her to be well dressed and I love her
and besides it may incline her favorably toward my buying the golf
clubs I saw yesterday. Our reasons for a desire can range from the
sophisticated to the virtually non-existent.

How sophisticated our reasons are is a measure of how rational
our desires are. But the rationality of a desire is not an indication
of its altruism. You see an elderly woman trying to mount some stairs

with a package as you pass by in your car. You find yourself wanting

re

o help her., Why? Bacause sh
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d2d 1it? Because you wanted to?
But you probably did not want to because of some well thought out
convictions about the role of the elderly in 20tP Century American
society. We may all want to help some charity or another because we
think we ought to do our part, because of a rationally held belief.
Yet all of our altruistic desires need not be of this sort. To desire
altruistically requires that the desire is not reflexive but does not

require a rational set of reasons for the desire.

2.3.2 Loving for omeself
Amidst the variables of desire where does Plato”s love fall?
Socrates tells us that the lover, upon meeting the beloved, is struck
by the beloved’s beauty, a beauty that makes the lover”s soul”s wings
begin to grow. It is the pleasure of feeling his wings grow through

the agency of the beauty of the beloved that the lover seeks.
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At last she [the soul] does behcld him, and lets the flood

pour in upon her, releasing the imprisoned waters; then

has she refreshment and respite from her stings and

sufferings, and at that moment tastes a pleasure that is

sweet beyond compare. Nor will she willingly give it up.

(251e)

Socrates is realist enough to acknowledge that his lover, as much if
not more than any other man, experiences sensual desires. His
description of the soul as having both black and white, evil and good
horses, attests to this. But while he admits that the lover has
sensual desires, he does not consider these desires to be a beneficial
part of love. They are to be fought and controlled. The Socratic
lover, for all his sensual passion, is chaste.

It is not clear in Socrates” initial description (251) whether
the lover at the outset of love is struck by just the spiritual dasire
to behold the beauty of the beloved or by a combination of sensual and
spiritual desires. In his subsequent discussion of the charioteer and
his horses, Socrates acknowledges the presence of both the black and
white steeds from the first approach to the beloved as he must since
both are permanent constituents of the soul. Yet his first
description has the lover”s soul struck by the beauty of the beloved
in a wholely noble and pure beginning of love.

Presumably Plato”s response to this ambiguity in the text would
be to explain the differences as differences in emphasis. In his
description of the onset of love Socrates wishes to distinguish the
lover from the wanton man. Here Socrates compares the wanton man”s

purely sensual desire to the lover”s spiritual desire. That is not to

say that the lover does not have sensual desires, just that he has
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more than sensual desires. When Socrates considers the lover alone he
acknowledges both sensual and spiritual desires.

Since Socrates finds the wanton man’s desire for sensual
pleasures base and ignoble, he must condemn the lover”s desire for
sensual pleasure as well. And so he does. It is not that he finds
having only sensual desires objectionable; having sensual desires,
along with more noble ones, are no less objectionable. Sensual
desires are, without gualification, of negative worth. Even if the
lover is suffused with the light of true beauty, his nobler parts
cannot transmute the sensual desire into anything praiseworthy. Kot
only are sensual desires totally and completely corrupt without
redemption, even the lover who fosters his nobler parts is condemned
to contend with his black steed for all eternity.

Socrates emphasizes the lover’s struggle for nobler virtues, but
even as the lover desires the beautiful so too does he desire the
sensual. Though he is called upon to overcome the desire, the lover
does have a sensual desire for the beloved. He wants the beloved for
the express purpose of sensual gratification. Just as the wanton man
wants the beloved so that he may enjoy the beauty for himself, so does
the lover. One of the lover”s desires, then, is the self-aggrandizing
desire for pleasure. He wants the beloved’s beauty for his own
enjoyment, and he presumably wants because the beauty is pleasurable.

Socrates condemns this desire on the part of the lover. We might
surmise that he condemns it because it 1) is self-serving and 2) is no
more rational than any appetitive desire. I, the lover, want for me

and I want for no better reason than it feels good. Socrates could
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find this objectionable, first, because the desire is
self-aggrandizing and does not have the altruistic character of X
wanting Y for Z (X#Z), and second, because, as a proponent of rational
discourse, Socrates would likely not find "I want X because it will
give me pleasure" adequate justification for wanting X. It might well
be that while X feels good to me, it is not good for me. The
distinction between appearance and reality was hardly foreign to
Socrates. Being a strong proponent, of it he could hardly be
satisfied with a justification that left off at the level of
appearances.

Socrates might argue in this vein, but I think not. If Socrates
so argued, he would be in the uncomfortable position of criticizing
his spiritual desires on the same grounds as the sensual desires. The
lover has sensual desires of the form "I want the beloved for me

because he will please me."

His spiritual desires have the same form:
"1 want the beloved for me because he will please me." The lover
finds that "in the presence of the beloved he experiences something
like pleasure but perhaps closer to ecstasy or rapture. In any case
he finds the experience pleasurable not withstanding the pain
accompanying the sprouting of his wings. Whatever pain (in addition
to the pleasure) the presence to the beloved causes, it is nothing
compared to the anguish of the beloved’s absence. And so the lover
seeks out the beloved to assuage the anguish and to revel in the
ecstasy. But note that what he desires is for himself. It is his
anguish he wishes to relieve and his own ecstatic experience he wishes

to have. This may be spiritual pleasure and pain, but it is his and
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he seeks out one and attempts to avoid the other. Very much like the
wanton man, the lover seeks out his own gratification, albeit
spiritual. Socrates, then, could hardly condemn the wanton man of
ego-centrism and praise the lover who is no more altruistic. The
waiiton man and the lover may want different things, but they both want
them for themselves.

The lover”s spiritual desires are for himself, but why? What
reasons does he offer for this desire? Socrates gives only hints.
The description of the lover in the first threoes of love does not lead
one to believe that the lover has any but the simplest reasons: he
wants to beloved’s company because he finds it spiritually
pleasurable. Yet, as the love grows the lover’s reason”s for desiring
seem to become more complicated zs will be seen later. But the

initial stages of love seem marked with a lack of reason. Th

m

beloved, as he in turn begins to love, finds himself in much the same
position as the lover originally did. Socrates describes the first
pulses of love in the beloved in the following way. "So he loves, yet
knows not what he loves; he does not understand, he cannot tell what
has come upon him....” (255d) In all fairness to Plato, it must be
acknowledged that this passage is followed by a description of the
beloved”s growing sensual desires for the lover, yet the word "love"
is used and seems to apply to the total experience described in the
passage. The conclusion I draw is that neither the lover nor beloved
initially has any more reason for his spiritual desire than that the
presence of the beloved pleases him. If this is true, then Socrates

once again finds his lover in the same position as the wanton man.
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Each wants for himself and for no more sophisticated reason than the
beloved’s beauty pleases him.

If the lover and the wanton man both want for themselves because
it feels good, what then distinguishes them? The answer must be that
what distinguishes them is the nature of what they desire and of their
own character that prompts them to love one thing rather than another.
Wanting sensual pleasure is the product of the base and ignoble
elements of one”s character. When these elements are all that
comprise the character, the result is a wanton man who only desires
sensual delights, the base and ignoble counterparts in the world to

his depraved character.

th

The lover, of course, is of good character. His good character

(¢}

prompts him to desire good and noble things. Socrates deems the
sensual bad and the spiritual good and hence it follows that his
lover, being of good character, desires what .s good--spiritual
elevation and the pleasure gained therefrom.

Socrates” description of the first pulses of love compares well
with standard descriptions of this phase. ©Not only is the lover
struck and driven to distraction by his love, he finds himself
desiring the beloved more than any thing in the world. He wants the
beloved for himself because he is in ecstasy when the beloved is near.
What the lover knows, what is most apparent to him, is that the
beloved is an extraordinary source of pleasure, so great that nothing
can compare to it. The superlatives of love are reserved for this
stage when you mzke me happier than I ever knew was possible, and she

is delirious with joy. The glowing metaphors of love bespeak the joy
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the lover receives from beholding the beloved. It is the lover’s own
consumate pleasure that draws him to the beloved. "I cannot be happy
without you." " You almost make the day begin." The lover is most
aware of his own joy and is convinced that he has been graced. The
lover, in the midst of his ecstacy, acts for his own benefit--or what
he sees as his own benefit. And further, that the pleasures of love
are truly a boon is self-evident to the lover; he sees no further
reason for loving than the feelings he experiences. His experiences
are palpably and thoroughly good. So overwhelming and complete is
love that it is inconceivable that it could be other than it appears.

Hence it needs no examination or justification; the experience is

v

self-justifying or perhaps is above justification. It is clear and
distinct, so pure and lucid that questioning it is as absurd as asking
whether my hands are before me.

Socrates, then, has captured at least some important features of
the onset of love. The delirium of love”s first blush, the
extraordinary value placed on the beloved, the desire for the beloved
that knows only itself and knows no reason, all these bespeak the man
rapt with himself, captured by the beginning of love, but this is
surely not its end. There are times when love dies with the madness
and so death and disillusionment are its end, but there are also loves
that develop. Love, as Plato knows, may grow from madness”
breathtaking flights. Though Socrates speaks only briefly of this
state, I believe that Plato sees the development of love as more
important than its onset. It is in the growth of love that the lover

develops. He becomes wise and godlike. These are virtues that
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Socrates can heartily endorse. The onset of love may give the lover
experience beyond compare, but the development of love gives the lover

character beyond value.
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2.3 Analysis I: Desire And Altruism
2.3.1 A Brief Analysis Of Desire
A primary non-cognitive reaction to the experience of value in

the beloved by the lover is desire. All three of the lovers in the

Phaedrus have this in common. That the lovers desire the beloved is

not surprising; a fundamental characteristic of desire is that it is
desire of something perceived as valuable and surely all of the lovers
perceive the beloved as valuable. That desire is desire for something
valuable can be most clearly seen in specific, circumscribed objects
of desire and the desire attending them. I want (desire) this car

because I perceive it as having some value--it is fast or luxerious or
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have already placed value on speed, luxury or aesthetics and
desire this car because I perceive it as having the quality I value.
I want this tennis racket because it has good balance and I know the
value of a well-balanced racket to my tennis game. I have always
wanted a Van Gogh because I value (admire) his bold, dynamic use of
color. Just as I may desire things, I may desire situations. In the
summer heat I desire a cool, shady spot because I place value on my
comfort. When I study, I want decent lighting because I kmnow it is
better for my eyes. Even more abstract situations may be desired. I
want freedom of speech because I value self-expression. I want
justice done because I value fair treatment of myself and my fellow
man. I want understanding and tolerance for they are virtues without

which society cannot endure,

From the simplest, most personal desires to the most abstract,
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the desire is a desire for something valued. This, of course, does
not mean that what is valued is of value to the person. I may rank a
chocolate sundae as a top gustatory experience, but as a diabetic I
nust consider the sundae not only of no positive value but of negative
value. What is valuable in some respect or another need not be what
is valued. Desire is desire for what is valued and not necessarily
for what is valuable. I may not even know what is best for me (what
is valuable to my well-being), but I do have desires nonetheless and
those desires are of something valued by me.

Perhaps the classic model for desire has been the personal
apetitive desires. I want food or shelter or sex. When I say I want
an ice cream cone Or a mew coat, I speak inm two terms: me and the
object desired. VWhat is obscured in the two-term grammar of such

declarations of desire is the distinc

rt

ion between who does the
desiring and for whom the desiring is done. The elliptical forms "I
want X" and "You desire Y" are convenient and efficient communicators
in day to day interchanges. It is taken in such locutions that I
desire X for me and that you want Y for you. And of course, this is
often precisely what we mean. But there are a whole variety of cases
in which the desirer and the person desired for are not the same. We
are out shopping together. While looking over a rack of coats I
exclaim "I want that one.” Having noticed that I am looking at the
size 44”s and knowing that I wear a 40, you protest "But that’s not
your size." "Of course it isn”t; I don”t want it for me. I want it

for my brother. His birthday’s soon."” The expanded form of the

desire declaration here is "X wants Y for 2" where X is the desirer, Y
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the object desired, and Z the person or thing for whom it is desired.
When I want an ice cream cone, I want it for me. And you want a new
dress for you. Yet I may want a dress for you (alternatively: I want
you to have a dress) and you may want an ice cream cone for me (againm:
you want me to have an ice cream cone). Not omnly caun we want
something for someone, we can want something for something. I can
want felicitous wording for the club constitution or an ornate facade
for the opera house. Clearly there is no need for a desire to be
reflexive; I do not have to want something for me. This possibility
leaves the door open for altruistic desires, but it only opens the
door. In determining an altruistic desire, why I desire X for Y is as
important as the fact that I desire for Y.

The reasons for a desire can tell us as much about a desire as
any aspect of the desire. Of course all desires have as their reason
the object valued. T want an ice cream cone because I place some
value on it. You want a new dress because you place value on your
wardrobe. The "because here simply functions to announce a category
of objects valued by the desirer. Frequently we do give very minimal
reasons for a desire. Why do I want a drink right now? I don’t know
1 just do. All I can tell you about my urge for a drink is that I
feel like one. The reason I give for my desire is nothing more than a
restatement of it., I want because I want. I didn’t think about
wanting a drink. I just found myself wanting one.

But we give more interesting reasons for desiring than this. I
want a new car because the old one is falling apart and gets lousy gas

mileage, because I want to take my vacation in a comfortable vehicle,
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because I promised the wife one this year if we could afford it....
The list could be endless. I do have reasons for some desires and
those reasons can be complicated. I want to get my wife a new coat
because she needs one and I want her to be well dressed and I love her
and besides it may incline her favorably toward my buying the golf
clubs I saw yesterday. Our reasons for a desire can range from the
sophisticated to the virtually non-existent.

How sophisticated our reasons are is a measure of how rational
our desires are. But the rationality of a desire is not an indication
of its altruism, You see an elderly woman trying to mount some stairs
with a package as you pass by in your car. You find yourself wanting
te heip ner. Why? Because she needed it? Because you wanted to?

But vou

)

robably did not want to because of some well thought out
convictions about the role of the elderly in 20th Century American
society. We may all want to help some charity or another because we
think we ought to do our part, because of a rationally held belief.
Yet all of our altruistic desires need not be of this sort. To desire
altruistically requires that the desire is not reflexive but does not

require a rational set of reasons for the desire.

2.3.2 Loving for omeself
Amidst the variables of desire where does Plato’s love fall?
Socrates tells us that the lover, upon meeting the beloved, is struck
by the beloved”s beauty, a beauty that makes the lover”s soul’s wiangs
begin to grow. It is the pleasure of feeling his wings grow through

the agency of the beauty of the beloved that the lover seeks.
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At last she [the soull does behold him, and lets the flood

pour in upon her, releasing the imprisoned waters; then

has she refreshment and respite from her stings and

sufferings, and at that moment tastes a pleasure that is

sweet beyond compare. Nor will she willingly give it up.

(251e)
Socrates 1s realist enough to acknowledge that his lover, as much if
not more than any other man, experiences sensual desires. His
description of the soul as having both black and white, evil and good
horses, attests to this. But while he admits that the lover has
sensual desires, he does not consider these desires to be a beneficial
part of love. They are to be fought and controlled. The Socratic
lover, for all his sensual passion, is chaste.

It is not clear in Socrates” initial description (251) whether

the lover at the outset of love is struck by just the spiritual desire
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te beheld the bezuty of the beloved or by a combination o
spiritual desires. In his subsequent discussion of the charioteer and
his horses, Socrates acknowledges the presence of both the black and
white steeds from the first approach to the beloved as he must since
both are permanent constituents of the soul. Yet his first
description has the lover”s soul struck by the beauty of the beloved
in a wholely noble and pure beginning of love.

Presumably Plato”s response to this ambiguity in the text would
be to explain the differences as differences in emphasis. In his
description of the onset of love Socrates wishes to distinguish the
lover from the wanton man. Here Socrates compares the wanton maan’s
purely sensual desire to the lover”s spiritual desire. That is not to

say that the lover does not have sensual desires, just that he has
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more than sensual desires. When Socrates considers the lover alone he
acknowledges both sensual and spiritual desires.

Since Socrates finds the wanton man’s desire for sensual
pleasures base and ignoble, he must condemn the lover’s desire for
sensual pleasure as well. And so he does. It is not that he finds
having only sensual desires objectionable; having sensual desires,
along with more noble ones, are no less objectionable. Sensual
desires are, without qualification, of negative worth. Even if the
lover is suffused with the light of true beauty, his nobler parts
cannot transmute the sensual desire into anything praiseworthy. Not
only are sensual desires totally and completely corrupt without
redemption, even the lover who fosters his nobler parts is condemned
to contand with his black steed for all eternity,.

ocrates omnhasizes o lover”s strucal
¢ mpha the lover”s strugal

1]

for nobler virtues, but
even as the lover desires the beautiful so too does he desire the
sensual. Though he is called upon to overcome the desire, the lover
does have a sensual desire for the beloved. He wants the beloved for
the express purpose of sensual gratification. Just as the wanton man
wants the beloved so that he may enjoy the beauty for himself, so does
the lover. One of the lover”s desires, then, is the self-aggrandizing
desire for pleasure. He wants the beloved”s beauty for his own
enjoyment, and he presumably wants because the beauty is pleasurable.
Socrates condemns this desire on the part of the lover. We might
surmise that he condemns it because it 1) is self-serving and 2) is no
more rational than any appetitive desire. I, the lover, want for me

and I want for no better reason than it feels good. Socrates could
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find this objectionable, first, because the desire 1is
self-aggrandizing and does not have the altruistic character of X
wanting Y for Z (X#2), and second, because, as a proponent of rational
discourse, Socrates would likely mot find "I want X because it will
give me pleasure" adequate justification for wanting X. It might well
be that while X feels good to me, it is not good for me. The
distinction between appearance and reality was hardly foreign to
Socrates. Being a strong proponent, of it he could hardly be
satisfied with a justification that left off at the level of
appearances.

Socrates might argue in this vein, but I think not. If Socrates
so argued, he would be in the uncomfortable position of criticizing
his soiritual desires on the same grounds as the sensual desires. The
lover has sensual desires of the form "I want the beloved for me

because he will please me." His spiritual desires have the same form:

' The icver

"1 want the beloved for me because he will please me.’
finds that in the presence of the beloved he experiences something
like pleasure but perhaps closer to ecstasy or rapture. In any case
he finds the experience pleasurable not withstanding the pain
accompanying the sprouting of his wings. Whatever pain (in addition
to the pleasure) the presence to the beloved causes, it is nothing
compared to the anguish of the beloved”s absence. And so the lover
seeks out the beloved to assuage the anguish and to revel in the
ecstasy. But note that what he desires is for himself. It is ''’s

anguish he wishes to relieve and his own ecstatic experience he wishes

to have. This may be spiritual pleasure and pain, but it is his and



52

he seeks out one and attempts to avoid the other. Very much like the
wanton man, the lover seeks out his own gratification, albeit
spiritual. Socrates, then, could hardly condemn the wanton man of
ego—centrism and praise the lover who is no more altruistic. The
wanton man and the lover may want different things, but they both want
them for themselves.

The lover”s spiritual desires are for himself, but why? What
reasons does he offer for this desire? Socrates gives only hints.
The description of the lover in the first throes of love does not lead
one to believe that the lover has any but the simplest reasons: he

wants to beloved’s company because he finds it spiritually
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grows the lover’s reason’s for desiring
szem to become more complicated zs will be seen later. 3ut the
initial stages of love seem marked with a lack of reason. The
beloved, as he in turn begins to love, finds himself in much the same
position as the lover originally did. Socrates describes the first
pulses of love in the beloved in the following way. "So he loves, yet
knows not what he loves; he does not understand, he cannot tell what
has come upon him....” (255d) In all fairness to Plato, it must be
acknowledged that this passage is followed by a description of the
beloved”s growing sensual desires for the lover, yet the word "love"
is used and seems to apply to the total experience described in the
passage. Tne conclusion 1 draw is that neither the lover nor beloved
initially has any more reason for his spiritual desire than that the
presence of the beloved pleases him. If this is true, then Socrates

once again finds his lover in the same position as the wanton man.
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Each wants for himself and for no more sophisticated reason than the
beloved’s beauty pleases him.

If the lover and the wanton man both want for themselves because
it feels good, what then distinguishes them? The answer must be that
what distinguishes them is the nature of what they desire and of their
own character that prompts them to love one thing rather than another.
Wanting sensual pleasure is the product of the base and ignoble
elements of one”s character. When these elements are all that
comprise the character, the result is a wanton man who only desires
sensual delights, the base and ignoble counterparts in the world to
his depraved character.

The lover, of course, is of good character. His good character
prompts him to desire good and noble things. Socrates deems the
sensual bad and the spiritual good and hence it follows that his
lover, being of good character, desires what is good--spiritual
elevation and the pleasure gained therefrom.

Socrates” description of the first pulses of love compares well
with standard descriptions of this phase. Not only is the lover
struck and driven to distraction by his love, he finds himself
desiring the beloved more than any thing in the world. He wants the
beloved for himself because he is in ecstasy when the beloved is near.
What the lover knows, what 1is most apparent to him, is that the
beloved 1s an extraordinary source of pleasure, so great that nothing
can compare to it. The superlatives of love are reserved for this
stage when you make me happier than I ever knew was possible, and she

is delirious with joy. The glowing metaphors of love bespeak the joy
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the lover receives from beholding the beloved. It is the lover’s own
consumate pleasure that draws him to the beloved. "I cannot be happy

without you."

" You almost make the day begin."” The lover is most
aware of his own joy and is convinced that he has been graced. The
lover, in the midst of his ecstacy, acts for his own benmefit--or what
he sees as his own benefit, And further, that the pleasures of love
are truly a boon is self-evident to the lover; he sees no further
reason for loving than the feelings he experiences. His experiences
are palpably and thoroughly good. So overwhelming and complete is
love that it is inconceivable that it could be other than it appears.
Hence it needs no examination or justification; the experience is
self-justifying or perhaps is above justification. It is clear and
distinct, so pure and lucid that gquestioning 1t 1s as absurd as asking
whether my hands are before me.

Socrates, then, has captured at least some important features of
the onset of love. The delirium of love s first blush, the
extraordinary value placed on the beloved, the desire for the beloved
that knows only itself and knows no reason, all these bespeak the man
rapt with himself, captured by the beginning of love, but this is
surely not its end. There are times when love dies with the madness
and so death and disillusionment are its end, but there are also loves
that develop. Love, as Plato knows, may grow from madness’
breathtaking flights. Though Socrates speaks only briefly of this
state, I believe that Plato sees the development of love as more
important than its onset. It is in the growth of love that the lover

develops. He becomes wise and godlike. These are virtues that
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Socrates can heartily endorse. The onset of love may give the lover
experience beyond compare, but the development of love gives the lover

character beyond value.
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2.4 ANALYSIS I11: THE SEARCH FOR ALTRUISM

2.4.1 Love unto Wisdom
Near the beginning of Socrates” first speech is a discussion of
love and desire. After admitting that love is some sort of desire and
that men do desire that which is fair without being lovers, the first
Socratic lover asks how we are to distinguish the lover from the
non-lover. To answer his own question the first lover draws a
distinction:

...there are two sorts of ruling or guiding principles
that we follow. One is an innate desire for pleasure, the
other an acquired judgment that aims at what is best.
(2374)"

Scmetimes these internal guides are in accord, sometimes
at variance; now one gains the mastery, now the other.
And when judgment guides us rationally toward what is
b:st, and has the mastery, that mastery is called
temparance, but when desire drags us irrationally toward
pleasure, and has come to rule within us, the name given
to that rule is wantonness. (237d-e,238a)

He points out that there are many names for wantonness and that
When irrational desire, pursuing the enjoyment of beauty,
has gained the mastery over judgment that prompts to right
conduct, and has acquired from other desires, akin to it,
fresh strength to strain toward bodily beauty, that very
strength provides it with its name--it is the strong
passion called love. (238b-c)
When Socrates recants his first speech and produces his second lover,
he does not immediately appear to use the distinction drawn in his
first speech. He argues that there are beneficial mzdnesses and that

love is one of them. Yet he has not so much rejected the distinction

as recast it. He is no more favorably disposed toward desire’s
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satisfaction for its own sake in the second speech than in the first.
This he condemns fairly explicitly in both speeches. And in each he
offers up reason as a guiding principle. What Socrates denies in the
second speech is that great desire is incompatible with reason. 1In
fact he claims reason reaches its apogee when it is propelled by the
all consuming desire of love.

If we left our second Socratic lover with his madness and desire,
we would have a case of little more than infatuation. The lover would
be much like the child who is fascinated with the glittering lights of
a Christmas tree. Socrates has more in mind for his lover than

divinely inspired madness. The good character that leads the lover to

1

want more than sexual gratification also leads him to perfect that

¥

character ané that of his beloved’s through the inspiration of divine,
mad love.

Socrates explains the differences in human character by telling
us that we followed different gods in our heavenly journey. This
explanation serves, not only to explain why Paul is more bellicose
than Bill and why Sally is more demure than Betty, but also how each
of us is in some respect and degree like a god. It is important to
see that this is a two pronged explanation. One prong allows for the
foundation of a rudimentary theory of personality based on
characterological differences. This part of the explanation is very
much a part of the practice of modern science; there is am attempt to
explain the facts as they are without recourse to evaluation. Things
are as they are because of certain factors. Good, bad or indifferent

these factors determine the facts. No value judgment is being made,
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only an attempt to explain pure and simple.

But Socrates” explanation is not just an elementary scientific
theory. It is also a philosophical theory of how humans evaluate
themselves and how, whatever the differences in character explained by
any scientific theory, humans through this evaluation improve
themselves. Our characterological models in the Phaedrus are, after
all, gods, and since we are built on a godly model, it is reasonable
to expect us to apprroach that godly wmodel more and more nearly through
the course of our lives. Of course we don“t all perfect ourselves as
we age and Socrates acknowledges this by admitting that the wanton man
exists. Socrates is more than aware that some men are more fallen

thazn othors. lonetheless he intzins cur ability to apprcach =

god-1like state. Fallen souls though we may be, we still retain a
vestige of our god-like character.

There may be other ways to regain our godliness, but in the
Phaedrus Socrates advocates love as a means to this end. I think it
would be granted on all hands that being in love prompts us to put our
best foot forward, but Socrates has something more than simple
posturing in mind. The appearance of a "god-like face or bodily form
that truly expresses beauty"” (25la) brings the lover to "veneration
and worship." (252d) For the sake of this godly beauty the lover
draws upon his resources literally to make himself better. And the
resource he has at his disposal is his own god-like character.

Perhaps it is well to pause a moment mow to comment on Socrates’
use of the words "veneration" and "worship." These are part of 2

group of words, including adoration and reverence, that describe an
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attitude of honor and awe at the sacredness or the divine quality of
the object. The group is particularly appropriate to Socrates’
description of the lover. The lover has perceived the divine or
sacred in the beloved and is properly in awe of it. He honors the
divine and gives it respect. What other attitude can be conceived for
a person who has seen beauty, who has seen a god? The lover has
transcended the mundane to find something far above the ordinary
routine of life. If you were to find beauty amidst squalor and
banality, would you not treasure that discovery? Surely this is what
the lover has found. Whether in French or English, he tells his
beloved that he adores her. He says that he worships the very ground
on which she walks. So it seems that Socrates is right; the lover has
caught sight of the divine and is struck with awe and reverence for
his discovery.

Yet in the Phaedrus these are but a few well placed words.
Socrates does not pursue the topic. And since he does not, I will not
at this point, but reserve it for a latter discussion.

What is important at the moment is to see that the lover, having
been struck by beauty, venerates it and in his veneration is drawn to
fulfill the divinity in his own character. This is not a case of one
man making another what he is today. The beloved is not an agent in
the ordinary sense; he does not consciously or unconsciously act to
inform the character of the beloved. In fact he does mnot act at all.
He simply is. He is beautiful and he is divine, and that is quite
enough for the lover. In the presence of the divine and beautiful the

lover takes it upon himself to fashion himself after that divinity.
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(Remember that for Socrates the divinity of the lover is of the same
type as that of the beloved; they are followers of the same god.) It
is by being divine and beautiful that the beloved acts as a catalyst
for the lover”s improvement. In the beloved®s catalytic role the
lover can preserve his integrity. He has not been created by the
beloved; he is not the product of the beloved”s tutelage. He is the
product of his own character. He improves and becomes more divine
because he began with a good (godly) character. The beloved provides
only the source of inspiration through which the betterment occurred.
In some way all Plato is saying is that we improve when exposed to
good circumstances with the proviso that we must be aware of the
goodress to be influenced by its gresenco. Being provided with goed
circumstances does not cause us to improve; it allows us to improve.
Perhaps there is no precise way to describe the relation of lover and
beloved. Perhaps we would have to resort to a Heideggerian rejection
of the subject-object split to talk of the relationship accurately.
For present purposes, though, it is enough to recognize that the
lover-beloved relationship falls into that vast expanse between a
causal interaction between lover and the beloved and a merely
gratuitious presence of the beloved to the lover. The beloved does
not cause the lover to improve; neither is the beloved superfluous to
the lover’s improvement.

Yet where 1is the altruism in the lover”s self-improvement? The
beloved is certainly not acting altruistically. From the forgoing
description he cannot be said to be acting at all. And even if the

beloved”s gift of inspiration to the lover could be considered an act
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of giving to another, it does not fit the criteria for an altrusitic
act. For an act to be altruistic the actor must be consciously acting
in another”’s .ehalf. The tree that provides nesting space for birds
and squirrels is not acting altruistically. The earthtworm whose
castings nourish plants is not altruistic. Neither is the man who
loses a dollar on the street only to be found by a starving man.
Fortuituous circumstances yes, altruistic no. The act must be
conscious to be altruistic. I must give to you or do for you because
"I think what I give or do is in your own best interest. This
consciousness need not be self-consciousness, though. T do not have
to think "I am going to do this for the other”s welfare" for the act
to be altruistic. The man wio rushes out in the streef to save &
small child from an on-rushing zuto can be said to be altruistic, yet
he acts too quickly to be self-conscious. What he has done is act
intentionally (which requires consciousness) for the other’s welfare.
On these conditions the beloved cannot be acting altruistically.

The flames of love may be fanned and the lover fast upon
self-improvement and the beloved not even be aware the lover is alive.
The beloved cannot be said to be acting altruistically because he
lacks the intention to so act. Can the lover be acting altruistically
for his part?

Neither in the inspiration he receives from the beloved nor in
the self-improvement he fosters in himself is the lover altruistic.
He is altruistic, however, imn his actions that follow in the wake of
the inspiration and the self-improvemsnt. Socrates tells us that the

lover is unaware that his self-improvement is the consequence of
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drawing on his own resources and that he attributes his improvement to
the beloved, albeit mistakenly. As a result the lover behaves toward
the beloved as if the beloved was the source of the lover’s
improvement. "But all this, mark you, they attribute to the beloved,
and the draughts which they draw from Zeus they pour out, like
bacchants, into the soul of the beloved...." (253a) Here is the
lover’s altruism. He intentiomally acts in the beloved’s own best
interests; he creates in the beloved "the closest possible likeness to
the god they worship." (253a) The lover acts to promote the growth
of the beloved. This is not the apparent good of pleasure, but the
real good of personal growth. The lover does not pander to the
baloved. He doa2s not, liks an cbsequious servant, cater to the
beloved”s every whim. His love reaches beyond any apparent good to
the actual good cf self-improvement.

The lover has passed through the self-centeredness and
self-indulgence of the beginnings of love to altruism. The lover,
mistaking his own achievements in self-improvement as being caused by
the beloved, acts to repay the non-existent debt to the beloved by
giving the beloved the same growth the lover himself has experienced.
The beloved presumably finally succumbs to the lover”s attentioms and
begins to love. The beloved in turn becomes a lover and, with the
same expericnces and motivations the lover, comes to act in the
lover s best iaterests. With this reciprocal lowve of
self-improvement, Socrates” tale of love comes to an end. The lovers,
if they both have conquered their dark horse, "have won self-master

and inward peace. And when life is over, with burdens shed and wings
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recovered they stand victorious in the first of the three rounds in
that truly Olympic struggle...." (256b)

It has been argued by Gregory Vlastos2 and Harry Neuman3, among
others, that Plztonic love is self-serving and not altruistic. To
defend their claim they have appealed to the Svmposium and in
particular Diotima”s speech. If the Symposium is kept in mind, then
Vlastos and Neuman’s position is defensible; the Symposium doe:
concentrate on the lover”s self-serving interests. Even the Phaedrus
is not a paean to altruism, but I believe I have shown that there is
at least a shred of altruistic concern in the Phaedrus. It is not so
much a gquestion of whether altruism plays a role in the story of love
in the Fhaedrus as a questiou of accuracy. However much we may wish
altruism to be the central feature of lova, however nmuch we mitht
condemn Plato for not emphasizing 1t, how much a part of love 1is
altruism and how well has Plato characterized that part?

The first question is whether love can encompass other than
altruistic desires. Using the schematic for desire mention earlier,
there are at least four possibilities: 1) I love you and desire
someone or something for myself (reflexive desire), 2) 1 love you and
desire something for you (if that something is for your well being,
then this is an altruistic desire), 3) I love you and desire something
for us (combined altruistic and reflexive desires), 4) I love you and
desire something for someone or something other than either of us (a
desire unrelated to my love for you). The second and fourth cases are
the least problematic. I don”t believe anyone would question my love

for you if I concommitantly desired the recovery of an ill friend or
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the preservation of a nationial landmark, to mention only a coug
possible desires falling into the fourth category. The seco
possibility seems an even more obvious combination of love and desire
Not only is the the desire compatible with my love for you, altruistic
desires for you seem to be a mecessary part of my love for you; I
could not properly claim to love you if I did not desire (something
like) your health and personal growth. The common notion of love
seens to require that I want some good things for you if I love you.
If I do not want some good things for you, then I might well be told
that I don’t understand what love is or that I am a damn liar.
Altruistic desires for the beloved appears to be an integral part of
the notion cof love.

My reflexive desires as a lover are more problemaric. My wanting
to further my career and my love for you, may be incompatible if, for
instance, furthering my career interferes with my attempt to achieve
my altruistic desires toward you. But it is possible that I can have
altruistic desires for you and desire career advancement for myself.
The practical course of things may find these desires incompatible,
but not necessarily. And a possibility is all that is necessary: it
is possible that I desire such things as career advancements for
myself and love you. My love and my reflexive desires are not
incompatible in the same way that my desire to hurt and to help you in
the same respect at the same time are.

My desire for career advancement may concern the beloved directly
in a variety of ways, but some of my reflexive desires concern the

beloved far more intimately. I want to feast my eyes on you and have
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sex with you. Now not only am I claiming to love you and to have
reflexive desires, you are the object of those reflexive desires. Yet
there does not seem to be anything necessarily incompatible with
loving you and having reflexive (sexual) desires of which you are the
object. I can have sexual desires for you and not love you--the most
common term for this is "lust"--and if I have only sexual desires for
you then we would not ordinarily classify my desire as love at all.
But I can love you and desire you so long as my desire does not take a
form that is detrimental to your well being. The only clearly
incompatible desires are desires to hurt you and benefit you at the
same time in the same respect. I may wish to satisfy my sexual
desires znd vours zt the same time; here there is ro incompatibility,
But 1if satisfying my sexual desires means mortifying you then my
sexual desires of that sort cannot be a part of my love for you.

Considerations of sex leads us to the third category, my wanting
for us. If I want a beautiful home, a meaningful relationship, or
passionate sex for us, I can still love you. Indeed we often take
such desires as indicative of love. And again there seems to be no
problem with both lcving you and desiring for us so long as what I
want for us does you no harm.

This discussion of the four categories of love and desire yields
the following results. When we love, we must have some altruistic
desires toward the beloved. We may have (and usually do) have desires
for others and for ourselves. and these need not be incompatible with
our love so long as they do not conflict with our basic altruistic

desires toward the beloved. The lover may even have desires for both
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himself and the beloved, but again the stipulation is that these
cannot be incompatible with the altruistic desires for the beloved.
Finally, sexual desires, as a special case of reflexive desires, can
be compatible with love so long as they are compatible with basic
altruistic desires for the well being of the beloved. There is, then,
a wide range of desires possible when we love so far as the logical
possibilities are concerned. Of course practical consideration may
limit these desires and their compatibility radically, but to this
point we have only considered the logical possibilities. Now the
question of whether Plato”s description of love is accurate with
regard to desires and altruism can be evaluated vith some precision.

On

thing sheculd be clear from the ocutsat: Plato, liks man

m

somantic novelists, emphasizes the first throes of love. A romantic
novel describes to us the trials lovers must overcome to be together
and, if there is no tragic end, the novel ends in some version of "And
they lived happily ever after." So too, Plato tells us of the initial
stages of love, describing to us the battle that leads to love’s
success, only to leave us with an ellipse. The description of the
living out of the tried love is sketched in only a few sentences. I
suppose that Plato takes it that we all know what it is like, through
mutual love, to grow in knowledge, wisdom, beauty, and truth or, if we
don“t, that we will by the time we pass through the initial stages of
love as he prescribes. What we must get clear, it sesms, is what it
takes to get to that nourishing mutual love. This emphasis on the
onset of love might well produce a lack of emphasis on the altruistic

elements of love since we would expect the altruism to be most evident
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in the day to day acts of an established mutual love. And indeed,
such an emphasis is just what we find in the Phaedrus. Primarily
Socrates addresses what the lover wants for himself.

Plato”s position that the lover first wants for himself is not
contradicted by the lore of love. Tales of love frequently tell of
the lover’s desire for the beloved. He wants the beloved as his own.
To have the beloved is his goal, one which he will achieve at nearly
any price. The desire for self-gratification may not characterize the
onset of every love, but it does describe a sufficient number of cases
that we would grant are love to conclude that reflexive desires can
be, often are a part of the initial stages of love. Since the facts
of the matisr are that love does include seif-serving desires, we can
hardly fault Plato for acknowledging these and indeed for giving &
vivid description of them. The reflexive desires, like all desires,
are based on the perception of value in the thing desired. To ask
that someone desire for another without at the same time desiring for
himself requires that the lover be blind to the value of the beloved
for himself. To ask that the lover only desire altrustically is to
ask that he both value the other (so that he may want for the other)
and not value the other (as in any way capable of gratifying the
lover). This is not logically impossible because in both valuing and
not valuing the same person the lover may be valuing in different
respects. I somehow recognize your value as a person and desire what
is good for you yet also recognize that what makes you valuable as a
person is of no particular value (use?) to me.

This possibility is hard to conceive. If I come to value you as
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a person, I am hard prefsed to find circumstances under which I would
not wish to enjoy this value at all, in any way, at any time. It is
as simple as this: if T thought that you were a wondesrful person, how
could I help but want to be around you and enjoy you--for my own
gratification? I admit that this psychological urge to want what I
value is not logically necessary, but the connection between what I
value and what I desire is frequent and compelling. Plato in
describing the desire of the lover is no more than recognizing a
common state of affairs between what I value and what I desire. If I
love you, then I value you, and if I value you, then it is very likely

that I will desirc you for my own gratification.
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on to claim that, while perfectly

ordinary, my scxual desires for you are in conflict with my love for
you. This conflict is grounded in his claim that the satisfaction of
sexual desires are not beneficial for either the lover or the beloved.
And sexual desires are not beneficial because they keep the lover”s
attention on the corruptible, corporeal world rather tham on that
which is intrisically valuable--truth and beauty themselves. A person
is loved in so far as he is a manifestation of these enduring
spiritual values, and in so far as I am drawn to a person for other
than these spiritual values, then 1 am being drawn away from what is
intrinsically good. Hence, my desire for the sexual gratification
your body can offer is incompatible with my desire for truth and
beauty that association with your soul can offer.

In so far as we accept Plato”s assumption that a person 1is

composed of body and soul, then I think we are forced to accept the
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conclusion that satisfaction of sexual desires is incompatible with
the satisfaction of "spiritual” desires. But Plato’s assumption that
a soul plus a body equals a person need not be accepted. It is of
course true that we can and regularly do distinguish between the
mental and the corporeal. But that does not seem to require that we
leap to the conclusion that there are physical things and spiritual
things. I do not wish to argue against metaphysical dualism here, but
I do want to assert that, given Plato”s limited argumentation for 2
dualism, we need not accept the assumption that a person is a
composite of soul and body. Rather, we may consider the person, not

his alleged body and soul, as primitive. As we can distinguish

o

between the color and drilllance of z dizmond and yet not consider th
cu:3r or brilliance as things of whizh the diamond is composed, so too
can we consider the soul and body distinguishable aspects, but not
parts, of a person. If we assume that the person and not his body and
soul is primitive, then the incompatibility between sexual and
spiritual desires disappears. Whether 1 want to revel in your beauty
so that I might aspire to greater heights or want the sexual pleasure
of yocur company, the criteria of the compatibility of these desires
with my love for ycu is no longer based on the alleged intrinsic good
of spiritual elevation but on the goodness of the person as a whole.
When I consider you as a person, my reflexive desires, whether sexual
or spiritual, can be compatible with my altruistic desires for you.

To the extent that Plato insists that sexual desires are
incompatible with my love for you, we must consider Plato to have

drawn an unjustified conclusion., At the very least, his account of
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love and sex is based on unsubstantiated grounds, and we must part
company with Plato. Sexual reflexive desires and altruistic desires
can be compatible though they need not be.

We can for the moment ignore Plato”s position with regard to
sexual desires and reassert and reemphasize that even in loving the
beloved his lover does have reflexive desires. That is, Plato”s lover
both has altruistic desires (of spiritual growth) for the beloved and
reflexive desires (of spiritual growth) for himself. At least at the
"spiritual plane" Plato sees no problem with both loving you and
wanting for myself. Plato idealistically assumes that in every case
my wanting my own spiritual growth is compatible with my wanting your
growth. This is & pleasant thought but surely not the case.
Even if we assume that the lover wants only spiritual goods for
himself and his beloved (and hence,according to Plato, the lover only
wants intrinsic goods), these desires need not be compatible. Again,
we have established that reflexive desires can be compatible with
altruistic desires, but we have not established that that they always
will be. Plato tries to assure this by making the lovers followers of
the same god. If we have the same sort of personality, then surely,
Plato reasons, we will have the same goals, and if we have the same
goals, then the reflexive and altruistic desires will not be in
conflict. Plato’s scheme seems to work if the lover”s are something
like philosophers. You and I, as philosophical lovers, work and share
in the growth of our wisdom. The ideas and insight that constitute
wisdom can be had by both of us. Any new insight I come upon for

myself I can share with you. Then we both have gained and our
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reflexive and altruistic desires are not in conflict. But should we
be lovers whose personalities tend toward the acquisition of power,
Lowever benign and benificent that power, we may find ourselves
wanting the same position of power. In the case where both of us want
to be president of the United States (presumably for the welfare of
the country), our reflexive desires for ourselves and our altruistic
desires for the beloved would conflict. Sometimes I would want to be
president and want you to be president, clearly incompatible desires
at a given time, Plato is concerned with personal growth, and he sees
this growth as a growth of wisdom, but wisdom is not a limited
commodity. All may have it. Whenever growth is toward a limited
commodity, e.g. positions of powsr, one lover”s having that commodity
may prevent the other from having it. In such practical circumstances

ven the best of lovers would have his reflexive and altruistic

T

desires in conflict. So here, too, we must differ with Plato and
reassert that the reflexive and altruistic desires of the lover can be
compatible, but practical circumstances may find these desires in
conflict.

In so far as Plato acknowledges that both reflexive and
altruistic desires are a part of love, we can grant that he has aptly
characterized love, but he makes two important errors in his
description of desire’s place in love. First, under the influence of
his metaphysical dualism, he claims that sexual desires are
incompatible with "spiritual™ desires. His claim can be rejected by
denying the metaphysical dualism; by asserting the primacy of the

person, not the soul, sexual reflexive desires can be compatible with
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the basic altruistic desires of the lover. Second, by virtue of his
idealism, Plato assumes that a lover”s reflexive and altruistic
desires are never incompatible. This claim mistakes what is possible
for what is actual. That is, while it is certainly possible for
reflexive and altruistic desires to be compatible, the particular
circumstances of the lovers may make those desires practically

incompatible.

2.4.,2 In Summary
Plato has provided a fairly comprehensive description of love
from its first throes to its fruition and many of his descriptions and
explanations are on the mark. IHis accuracy is particularly notable

7 as an explanatory myth. He

m

since much of his account is giv
describes the "madness” that most of us would recognize as often
accompanying the first throes of love. Metaphorically Plato ties this
madness to the recognition of the godliness of the beloved. Stripped
of the metaphor, the madness can be seen as a response to the
perception by the lover of the extraordinary value of the beloved.

The same perception of value that prompts the lover’s madness
also fires his derire. Plato recognizes the place of desire in love
although his symbolism carries the burden of the description.
Nonetheless, Plato does explicitly acknowledge that the lover has both
sexual and non-sexual reflexive desires for the beloved as well as
altruistic desires for the beloved. His definition of love might
read: Love is a human condition in which the one who loves experiences

the true value of another as the manifestation of truth and beauty.
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The experience of this value results in what is often considered a
madness. In addition, the lover, because of the value he sees in the
beloved, both reflexively desires the beloved for himself and
altruistically desires the promotion of the beloved”s welfare and
growth. Sexual desires are one set of the lover”s reflexive desires,
but these should not be acted on since they conflict with both the
lover”s other reflexive desires for his own growth as well as his
altruistic desires for the beloved”s growth.

My criticism of Plato”s account would alter the definition in the
following ways: Lc;ve is a human condition in which the one who loves

experiences the true value of another as a person. The experience of

berd
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this va results in what is often considered 2 madness. In

]

addition, the lover, because of the value he sees in the beloved, both
reflexively desires the beloved for himself and altruistically desires
the promotion of the beloved”s welfare and growth. Sexual desires are
one set of the lover’s reflexive desires and may be compatible with
his other reflexive desires and his altruistic desires for the
beloved, depending on the circumstances.,

As informative as this amended definition may be, it is not
wholely satisfying. Partly because of his use of myth and partly
because of his philosophical inclinations, Plato has left several
questions unanswered. What is the nature of the value the lover
experiences in the beloved? Who is this person that is the beloved?
Can love be characterized as an emotion even though the primary
reactions of the lover to the beloved is madness and desire?

I will take up each of these questions starting with the nature
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of the value the lover experiences. It is Scheler who comments most
explicitly on value and the lover and it is his work that I will look

at next.



CHAPTER I11

HOW DO 1 LOVE THEE? LET ME COUNT TBE WAYS I DON'T:

SCHELER”S LOVE AS ACT

2.1 Love is not a feeling
%t the heart of what I understand to be Plato”s definition of
love and of my revision of it is the experience of value. The lover,
before he can desire or be deemed mad, must somehow recognize the

velue of the beloved, and he must do so in a way different than the

o]

wn-lover. The non-lover may grant that the beloved is valuable as a
musician, a member of the firm, a pasta maker, or as a sex partner.
The non-lover may acknowledge the value of the beloved in innumberable
ways and yet not love. T:2 lover, on the other hand, “sees" the
beloved in a special light zad values the beloved in a special way--or
so it seems. To some extent Plato addresses the issue of what the
lover "sees" in the beloved. He claims the lover "sees" godliness and
eternal beauty shining through the beloved. Yet while this does give
us an indication of what is to be seen in the beloved, it does not
really address the nature of the “seeing”. This “seeing" seems to be
like no other and seems to be at the heart of love. Even so Plato
passes over it to speak about what is seen and what happens once the

seeing has occurred. This special act of perception (if that is what

75
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it is) that lies at the heart of love is glossed over. Plato takes
the interplay of desires as the focus of love and yet he grants that
something unusual has happened that is logically prior to and is the
cause of those desires. Plato leaves us with the question "What is
love?" if we consider that question not as about the acts specifically
related to love but as about the original relation between the lover
and beloved that provides the ground for the consequent acts.

It is the original relation established between the lover and
beloved that I want to investigate now. The question to be answered
is "What is the original relation between lover and beloved; how is
the lover related to the beloved when the lover comes to love?"

Max Schelar in The MNature of Svmpathy and "Ordo Amoris® attempts
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analysis of what love is not. Even so, and in spite of himself, he
seems to provide a definition. So with Scheler we have arguments for
what love often is thought to be but is not and some argumentation for
what love is. These arguments are not particularly well formed. Nor
does Scheler provide a structural relationship between them. Hence 1t
is helpful to have in mind what Scheler claims love is before
examining his arguments.

Scheler provides the following definition of love.

...love is that movement wherein every concrete individual

object that possesses value achieves the highest value

compatible with its nature and ideal vocation; or wherein

it attains the ideal state of value intrinsic to its

nature.l

Without some notion of Scheler”s general position such a definition is
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virtually meaningless. For the moment, a brief explanation of
Scheler”s view will be sufficient to orient the uninitiated. By
claiming that love is a movement, Scheler is emphasizing its nature as
act. If love is a movement, an act, then it can be distinguished from
feelings and (Scheler thinks) emotions or anything else that can be
called passive. Love is, however, a peculiar kind of act. The
remainder of the definition indicates that love is that act through
which something attains its most nearly perfect form. I have
interpreted Scheler’s definition as saying '"love is that act through
which something attains its most nearly perfect form" because for
Scheler, while love is active in bringing forth the value inherent in
a2 thing, love is not specifically directed to value enhancement 25 a
goal. Love, by some means, does bring about the enhancement of value,
but this enhancement is not a matter of pedagogy. By loving (though
this is not love”s goal), the beloved becomes more nearly perfect
example of what it is.

Scheler defines love by way of its consequence~—-value
enhancement . The value which a thing has and is enhanced through love
seems to be a Platonic form. Scheler”s position is that every thing
has a value inherent in it and that there is a heirarchy of things by
virtue of their value. A worm has less value than a man, a man less
value than God. Love of any given thing, therefore, brings forth
whatever value is appropriate to that thing. Values are objectively a
part of a thing as much as its color or shape and are given
objectively. It 1s up to us to discern the value appropriate to a

thing and, when wve love, bring forth the value a thing already has.
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Depcnding on your frame of reference, the definition seems Platonic,
Christian, idealistic, or humanistic. To the philosopher, it most
likely seems vague and unsatisfying. For the moment, though, the
definition, with my limited comments on it, will have to do as an
introduction to Scheler”s notion of love.

One of Scheler”s concerns is to distinguish love from feelings
and emotions. His arguments to this effect are fragmentary and I will
fill in the details of these arguments with as much fidelity to
Scheler”s thought as is possible. Scheler rejects the possiblity that
love is a feeling or emotion (Scheler does not distinguish between the

two in The Nature of Sympathy) before considering any other

possibilities, His demonstratien in The Nature of Svmpathv, if it can

be called such, that love is not a feeling is dispatched in no more
than two brief paragraphs. Scheler first points out that our love for
someone does not alter in spite of all the pain or pleasure the
beloved may cause. From this brief comment, it appears that Scheler
is assuming 1) that love endures over a reasonably long period of time
and that at any rate love ordinarily endures longer than most of what
we would consider feeling states, 2) that feeling states are
relatively fleeting, and 3) that love can coexist with various feeling
states.

Scheler then asks us to consider love as the cause of emotional
states. That is, as a consequence of our pursuing our love we
experience emotional states. Scheler evidently believes that by
inspection of our experiences of love that we will be compelled to

admit that love has caused some of our most dramatic emotionmal states
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and that, this being the case, it is impossible that love itself be a
feeling. ©No doubt Scheler would say that just because love so
quickly, thoroughly and dramatically throws us into elation or
despair, anxiety or euphoria, we tend to confuse the cause and effect
conflating them into a unit. Nonetheless, seeing that love causes us
to feel requires nothing more than a little careful reflection.
Clearly, toc, we would seem to have to admit that love is active
insofar as it produces emotions and that emotions are (in some sense)
the passive product of love.

Little else is said in The Nature of Sympathy to show that love

is not a feeling. Scheler does allude to the distinction subsequently
but produczes nothing further by way of demomstration of the
distinction. He does, however, consider the subject more fully in
"Ordo Amoris.”

Scheler takes very much the same position in "Ordo Amoris" as he

does in The Nature of Svmpathv stating that

Love and hate, therefore, can never be reduced, as
people have so often tried to do, to the release of
passive feelings in the presence of objects of
representation and thought.:Z
His elaboration in "Ordo Amoris," however, involves his distinction
between feelings, affects and passions. It also contains a criticism
of a theory of feelings that claims that feelings are the result of
volitions.

I will discuss his distinction between feelings, affects and

passions first since the distinction will be central to an exposition

of his arguments that claim that love 1is not a feeling or emotion.
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Scheler does not provide us with a definition of feelings, but he does
say that they have no value-intentions. This quality is clearly a
result of Liis conception of ther as passive. They are something that
we just experience. We may attend to them and we may seek to have
them again, but the feelings themselves are passive objects of
consciousness, not a characterization of the intentional act of
consciouisness. And since feelings are not intentional they can
hardly be intentions toward some value.

Scheler”s claim that feelings are passive objects of
consciousness seems reasonable. When we feel hungry or thirsty we are
aware of certain bodily states. What we are aware of is not a
characterization of conscicusness. Rather the feelin
thirst are objects ol conscicusness. A certain set of sensations, I
have learned, indicate that I need food and are to be called "hunger."
These sensations are more intimate, perhaps, than my view of the
Eiffel Tower, but nonetheless these sensations are every bit as much

"sut "

the object of my consciousness as the Eiffel Tower. As we go
from bodily sensations, Scheler”s contention becomes clearer. For
instance if, while walking barefoot on a lawn, I feel a sudden surge
of pain in my right foot, I may well find that that searing pain is
the sole object of my consciousness. I may glare at the offending
plece of rusty tin and I may inspect my wounded foot; each of these
are likely cbjeccts of my consciousness under the circumstances. Bui T
may just as well be aware of the pain itself as it brings tears to my

eves. The pain is not a characterization of my mode of consciousness;

it is the object of my consciousness. Similarly, the thrill of a
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roller-coaster ride, the refreshing taste of a cold beer on a hot day,
and the pleasantness of the sound of the band in the park on a
sutmer”s eve are all feelings and objects of my consciousness.
Perhaps that I find all these things indicates their passivity. 1
find that I am hungry, that I am in pain, that the ride is thrilling,
that the beer tastes good, and that the sounds of the band are
pleasant. I happen upon these things and become aware of them as I
happen upon them. They are no more modes of my consciousness than the
vivid siren I hear or the vibrant sunset I happen to see. My feelings
are objects of consciousness and as such are passive.

The affects Scheler defines as "the acute discharge of strong

and vital provenzence."3 It sounds

sub=category of fecelings--those
feelings with a particularly visceral quality. But is he? Like
feelings, they are value blind and have "no characteristic intentiomal
relation"% to the objects which evoke them. Like feelings they are
passive and fleeting. But unlike feelings they are "accomparied by
strong driving impulses and organic sensations which pass into the

expression Lo

Scheler has previously mentioned pain presumably as an
example of feelings. So, I take it, the "organic sensation" of pain
is not quite what he has in mind with regard to affects. He also
calls them "very complex."6 All this brings to mind violent emotions.
Anger might be an examplie, better yet rage. Perhaps eclation.

Scheler does not give us much to work from. Let us assume that

by feelings he means rtelatively uncomplicated sensations of pain and

pleasure. Surely then he must mean by affects those states we
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ordinarily call emotions, My anger at you. My frustration with my
child. My envy and my lust, My pity and empathy. Let us assume that
these sorts of emotions are what he means by affects. Scheler calls
them "acute and essentially passive."’ Are they?

There 1is no doubt that a particularly rude person may bring me to
anger. Or that my child’s willfulness in the grocery store may
frustrate me in a moment. Ccrtainly our emotions can have an acute
onset. And just as similarly may have an acute termination. The rude
lady in response to my angry words may say "I’m sorry. It”s been a
rough day; I“m just not myself today." And my anger is gone with her
words and her pitiable expression. And a "Daddy, do you still love
me?" will erase my frustration. Emotions may have acute onsets and
terminations. But I”ve been angry at vou for days and pity her
whencver 1 see her or think of her. 1t seems that Scheler is thinkiag
of the simplest cases of emotions when ne calls them acute. Or
perhaps it is that when these emotions involve our thoughts and
volitions, when they occur in the context of the rest of our lives,
they take on characteristics that they do not have in some sort of
"pure" or "ideal" form. VYet what we call emotions do occur embedded
in the totality of our lives, and therefore, even if there are
"impure" emotions, they are still emotions and do not have the
property of being acute.

Scheler also claims that emotions are passive. On the face of it
this just doesn”t seem true at all. Some people display their amger
so violently that Mt. St. Helens would be humbled. Surely these

violent emotions cannot be called passive. Scheler might claim that,
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though the display of emotions might be violent and dramatic, they are
in their essence just as passive as a violent pain; emotions are
passive when considered as objects of consciousnmess. But emotions are
not objects of consciousness. Emotions have the characteristic of
conscious acts; they are directed and intentional. 1 am angry at you.
She is envious of her. Clearly anger, envy, frustration, pity, and
the like are modes of consciousness. I can think about my anger, but
this is a second order intention dependent on the first order
intention of my being angry at you. Scheler is wrong to call emotioms
(affects) passive. Emotions as intentiomal acts cannot be considered
passive.

about passion are even briefer. He says that "passion is a lasting

capacity and by its nature is active and aggressive."8 Further, he
says that "passion, although one-sided and isolating, has an eye for
value and is a strong and perpetual movement of our drives in the
direction specified by this value" and that "passion has its starting
point in the deeper vital center of the “soul.”"9 He says nothing
more, other than to cite two aphorisms. His few comments are enough,
however, to indicate that he is using "passion" as we usually do. We

do ordinarily mean by "

passion" a consuming drive toward some goal
(say, the creation of art, succoring the needy, and probably a fervent
dedication to a cause) that 1s deemed highly valuable. We do see
passion as active and as aggressively prompting us to the achievement

of the goal of that passion. And we do see passion as a virtual

obsession that pursues its geoal with little regard for other goals and



values.

How do Scheler”s arguments that love is not a feeling or an
emotion fair in light of his understanding of feelings, emotions, and
passions? Scheler”s first argument is that love endures even while
the lover encounters various feelings occuring during the course of
that love. He sayvs that "Our love for someone does not alter, for all
the pain and grief the loved one may cause us' and that "a beloved
object offers more abundant possibilities of joy as well as sorrow.”1C
Surely this is true. From every source, personal experience,
observation of friends and family, histories and romantic novels and

stories, the tale is always the same. During the course of a love a
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person may stuffer greatly and experience great joy. It is true o
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both fe s ard emotiouns that thev come to be and pass away during a
love. Simple pleasures and pains may be mine when I love my wife:
pleasure at nothing more than seeing her form, pain when she is angry
and will not speak to me. Emotions, too, come and go: my anger at her
willfulness, my pride at her achievements. The feelings and emotions
conme and go and all the while I love my wife. If it is true that,
while I love, a variety of feelings and emotions related to my love
come and go, them it is just as true that feelings and emotions come
and go that are not related to my love. There is the pleasure at my
baseball team”s winning the pennant and the pain of the dentist’s
drill, my anger at that rude motorist and my pride in a big promotion.
These are unrelated to my love for my wife, say, but are feelings and
emotions all the same. Without a doubt Scheler is right; love does

have an endurance that feelings and emotions do not ordimarily have.
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But the fact that love has an endurance that feelings and emotions do
rot have allows for a variety of relationships between love and
feelings and emotions. About all that my expansion of Scheler’s
argument demonstrates is that love is not one of the feelings or
emotions mentioned. It is still possible that love is a feeling or
emotion. Because feelings and emotions are fundamentally different,
in spite of Scheler”: ccnments to the contrary, demonstrations that
love is not a feeling and 1s not an emotion have to be handled
separately.

If love is a feeling, then it must have the properties of a
feeling. Love does, as a matter of fact, fail to have one essential
croperty that feelings do have. What is always the case when we have
feelings is that we ifcel them. Feelings are precisely our experience
of them. I have cut mwy foot and it hurts. That pain exists so long
as I feel it. If my attentioin is distracted, if I use self-hypnosis,
or if an anesthetic is applied I am no longer in pain, and that is the
same as saying I no longzer feel the pain. We do have expressions such
as "That wound is painful," but here we are characterizing the wound,
not the pain. When we say "That wound is painful"” we are either
saying that we are virtuvally continuously experiencing some pain or
that without proper caution and care the wound is liable to produce
more pain. The first possibility is that we are continuously feeling
the pain and is, therefore, no argument against my assertion that
feelings must be felt. The second possibility does not claim that
there are unfelt feelings (pains). It simply asserts that more pain

can be produced by inattention to the wound. Probably we are claiming
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that the wound has the propensity to produce more of the same kind of

pain. But we are not claiming that there is unfelt pain, only that
the wound has certain characteristics (namely, the ability to produce
pain). In no case do we claim or actually have feelings (pains) that
are not felt. It is only by confusing the perseverance of the source
of the feelings (e.g., the wound) and its ability to produce feelings
with the feeling itself that we can arrive at the conclusion that
there are unfelt feelings. The situation of feelings of pleasure is
similar to the situation of feelings of pain. I view a beautiful
sunset and feel a certain pleasure in its beauty. I feel the pleasure
so long as I view or continue to think about the sunset and I stop
feeling the pleasure and it ceases to exist when ny view and oy

thoughts of the sunset ceasc. I may think about the beauty of the
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sunset again and recapture some of the pleasure in viewing 1it,
but the pleasurc is not stored away with my memory of that sunset.
What the memory 1is capable of producing is a new feeling of pleasure
that is very similar to the first though perhaps less vivid. Like the
wound, my memory of the sunset is capable of producing a feeling
though neither the wound or the memory of the sunset is (even in part)
a feeling.

Love, on the other hand, can be distinguished from loving
feelings. On a particularly romantic evening I may feel very lovinmg
toward my wife whom I love. I both love and feel loving toward my
wife. But 1if she rejects my amorous advances, I will feel hurt. I

now no longer feel loving only hurt, but I still love her. Perhaps I

am not quite being honest with myself; maybe there is a residue of
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loving feelings even while I feel hurt., Perhaps, but the next day at
work 1 am totally engrossed in my work and have ro thoughts of or
feelings toward my wife. If someone, for some inexplicable reason,
walked into my office and asked out of the blue "Do you love your
wife?" I would respond "yes." Clearly love is not a feeling that
persists for years on end. Those loving feelings do recur during
those years, but I do not consistently feel them.

There is another possiblity. Just as the wound and the memory of
the sunset have the propensity to produce pain and pleasure, so too
may my wife have the propensity to producing loving feelings in me.
And so it seems she does; often she is capable of "making"” me feel
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s 2ly toward her. Shall we then say that when avy 1

love my wife I am stating that she is the consistent source of loving
feelings? Can it be that my love for my wife is nothing more than the
set of loving feelings I "receive" from her and that saying "I love
you” is nothing more than a report that I get these loving feelings
from her? Vhen I say "I love you," I do not appear to be making only
a report of my awareness of the fact that my wife generate loving
feelings in me. True enough, I will tell her that she delights me and
tell you that she is a constant source of pleasure to me. These
surely are reports of how my wife affects me and in such reports I am
stating that my wife has the capability of producing certain positive
feelings in me. But when I tell her I love her, I am doing something
more than reporting my feelings or my awareness of the source of those

feelings; I am making a claim that I am actively taking a particular

attitude toward her. I say "actively taking a particular attitude



towvard...” to be as general as possible and yet have some

characterization of the force of "I love you." No matter how "I love

you" is positively characterized, it is not a report of the feelings
(sensations) my beloved generates in me or my awareness of my beloved

' may be a report of my attitudes,

as the source of them. "I love you'
but that is a report about me not about a propensity the beloved may
kave. It is conceivable that "I love you" reports the fact that I
find the feelings you generate in me desirable and hence that I find
you desirable as the source of positively valued feelings. This

reading of "I love you"

has the virtue of being a report about the
lover”s attitude about the beloved. If "I love you" is not about the

lover but about the beloved, thenm the report "I love vcu" should be
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the same tvpe of report as "She’s witty," "She’s charming,” and "She’s
fun to be around." If the report is about the beloved, then like
these other reports the report "I love you" ought to be open to
inspection and verification. But the report "I love you" is not
generally open to inspection and verification. It is quite possible
that I love you and am willing to say so, but that no one else loves
you and certainly would not say so. Both I, as the lover of you, and
others who are non-lovers of you may even agree on your objective
attributes, and yet it is still not the case that all of us would
claim to love you. Unless we presuppose some highly idiocyncratic
appreciation of the beloved by the lover that is simply not availzble

" is not a

to others, we are forced to conclude that "I love you
report about the qualities of the beloved. And it seems that even if

we do suppose some highly idiosyncratic appreciation of the beloved by



the lover, we are forced back to the admission that "I love you" 1is ,
at least in part , a report about the lover in some respect.

It is possible, 1 suppose, that what we take ourselves to be
saying when we say "I love you" grossly misconstrues the actual event
or experience of love. It could be the case that when I say "I love

you"

I think 1 am making some sort of report about me even though the
love I have is something entirely different. When I say "I love you"
do I think I am reporting about me when in truth I am reporting about
your propensity to generate loving feelings in me? Besides the fact
that this reading of "I love you" does not coincide with our
introspections about love, there are three facts that seem to tell
agalnst the position that cl

ims that the lover is sayinz (meanin

iy

another. First, there does not seem to be any
single loving feeling. There is no particular feeling that all lovers
feel. I can have the same kind of pain as you and will get it from
the same type of source. But some loves seem to generate ethereal
feelings and others far more earthy feelings (without degenerating
into mere lust). I personally cannot point to, cannot remember the
loving feeling that I would be reporting about when I say "I love
vou." The only possible recourse for one who claims that I think I am
reporting one thing although another is happening when I say "I love
you" is for him to claim that there is a group of feelings bearing a
family resemblance. When I say that "I love you,”" then I might be
reporting that vou are the source of any one of a number of feelings
all of which could be considered loving. For this claim to be

plausible and to keep it from degenerating into a babbling relativism,
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the feelings in question must bear a resemblance to one another.
Perhaps, as Scheler suggests, love has three forms: vital (sensual),
mental (intellectual), and spirituval. Scheler did not mean for his
forms of love to be forms of loving feelings, but let us borrow his
categories to claim that a given set of loving feelings might be
locatable on a three dimensional axis consisting of these qualities.
Your love is strongly spiritual and intellectual and weakly sensual.
My loving feelings are predominately sensual with moderate
intellectuality and spirituality. A love that is only sensual might
appear to have no resemblance to a love that is completely spiritual,
nonetheless one resembles my loving feelings and the other yours.

Qther loving feelings woculd bear resemblance to curs and, in fact, all

loving feelings would bear resemblance to many other loving feslings

02

such that all loving feelings would fall within the three dimensional
"space" of sensuality, intellectuality, and spirituality. Thus when I

say "I love you,"

I am reporting that I have loving feelings falling
somewhere within the ''space" of loving feelings.

On the face of it such a position has some plausibility; after
all, the beloved is the source of the lover”s loving feelings, and it
is quite possible that the lover is telling the beloved just this when
he says "I love you." One could take the position that "I love you"
reports the fact that the beloved has the propensity to produce loving
feelings, but there is 2 problem; the position claims an objectivity
for the loving feelings that does not seem to exist. Even allowing
that the beloved has the propensity to produce, not a loving feeling,

but a range of loving feelinzs, the claim is being made that, as the
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rusty piece of tin has the propensity to produce pain in whoever might
be cut by it, so the beloved has the propemsity to produce loving
feelings in whoever might come in contact with her. This is clearly
not the case. I may have the propensity to produce loving feelings in
you, but there is no one else who is similarly affected. I simply do
not have the propensity to produce loving feelings in anyone who comes
along or even those who know me well. Whatever qualities I have that
might prompt loving feelings in you are, at least sometimes,
experienced by others and vet, while they may recogrize my virtues,
they do not love me. And so it seems that "I love you" may be a
report about the propensity I have to produce loving feelings in you,
but that it is not a2 report zbout a2 propensity I have to produce
loving feelings in anyonme with reasonable contact witn me.

The report "I love vou", then, is not a report about mny
propensities at all, but zbout the lover”s propensities toward the

beloved. The lover is inclined to feel loving toward the beloved, not

just anyone. The lover has a propensity to feel loving toward the
beloved. It might be objected that the propensity of the beloved to
produce loving feelings is not so much like the propensity of rusty
tin to produce pain in those who step on it as like the propensity of
a painting to produce positive aesthetic feelings in viewers. After
all we are not talking about some sim;le physiological reaction such
as pain; we are talking about feelings more akin to aesthetic
appreciation. But still this will not do. Even though everyone may

not respond with great enthusiasm to Monet or Corbet, there is a

collection of pecople vho do so respond. There arc several, perhaps
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many, pecple who agree that Monet is aesthetically elevating and who
concur on why he is elevating. The same cannot be said of loves.
There are few people who zre loved by many and, in any case, even when
several people do love the same person, they would rarely, if ever
agree, on what qualities the beloved has that give her the propensity
to produce loving feelings. Loving feelings produced by a given
beloved are, for the most part, particular to the lover. There is
little reason to assume that the propensity to produce loving feelings
is an objective quality of the beloved. There is every reason to
assume that the loving feelings are a subjective reaction to the
beloved on the part of the lover.

Beside misportraving the cobjective quality of the propensity to

producing loving feelings, the pesition that '

'T love you" cnly reports
the ability of the beloved to produce loving feelings igmores the
altruism of love. If you tell me that you love me and I am to
understand by that that I have the propensity to produce loving
feelings in you, I want to respond "That’s nice but so what?" I do
not exist to make you feel good and loving. I am glad that I do. 1
would certainly rather make you feel good than bad, but having
acknowledged that, how am I to respond to your profession of love?
Just because I make you feel good surely I am not obligated and
probably not even inclined to devote myself to making sure that you
continue to have loving feelings., What is missing from the report
that I have a propensity to produce loving feelings in you is any
indication that the lover will act in any particular way toward me.

Yet, since love has an zltruistic element, surely the profession that
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1 love you should have the force of indicating the lover”s altruistic
intent. When I say "I love you," I am, among other things, telling
you that I treasure you and that since I do that I will treat you
well. But the mere report that you have a propensity to produce
loving feelings in me does not indicate, hint or imply an attitude on

my part as lover. The position that "I love you"

is a report of a
propensity to produce loving feelings, whether considered objectively
or subjectively, is simply too weak. When I say "I love you," I am
saying that you make me feel good, but I am saying more. I am saying
that I have altruistic inclinations toward you. Any account of love
that reduces love to a report of what makes the lover feel good camnot

-

account for a distinction between the lover”s orefe
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with regard
to pleasure and his love. Saying "I love you" becomes little more
than a report that this object gives more pleasure than others or
gives a particular kind of pleasure that other objects cannot foster.
Hence, the position that "I love you" is a report of the beloved’s
propensity to produce loving feelings is inadequate because it does
not take into account the altruistic element in love and hence it does
not distinguish reports of love from reports of pleasures.

Loving feelings are, of course, an important part of love.
Plato”s account of love depends on the lover”s experiencing the "flood
of passion." Without that flood of passion the lover would never be
goaded into approaching the belove or acting on his love. Loving
feelings must, at the very least, act as a report to the lover that

something special and important is afoot. The transparent goodness,

the overwhelming positive quality of loving feelings, tells the lover
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that he is in the presence of something he should pursue. Without
recourse to reason and cognitive processes the lover is presented with
evidence that what he is about is good and beneficial. There is no
denying that literature has repeatedly told us that love can end in
tragedy, but the tragedy arises from impossible circumstances or flaws
in the lover”s character. The love itself is not tragic and the
loving feelings hold out the promise and possibilities of the love,
however limited by character and circumstance these possibilities may
be.

Loving feelings are an important part of love and yet are not
love. It is possible that love is an emotion and that loving feelings

ry feelings attend anger and fearful feelings attend

an emotion?
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2.2 Emotions and love

The relationship of emotions and love pose entirely different
consideration than the relationship of feelings and love. Being active
and a mode of consciousness, they need not be felt to be the mode of
consciousness we are in. When I pity you or am proud of you or am angry
at you, you are the object of my intentional act. The anger, pity, or
pride characterize how I intend you; the emotions characterize the act.
When I feel, I must be aware of the feeling since it is (at least the
momentary) object of my awareness. When I have an emotional disposition
toward you, I must be aware of you since you are the object of my
intentional act. My awareness, however, need not be of the emotion,
since it characterizes the awareness itself rather than the object of
awareness. 1 may, of course, be aware of my anger in at least one, and
perhaps two, vays. TFirst and mest clearly, I can have a second order
intention. I may be angry at vou, but I may also be aware that I am
angry at you. But being aware that I am angry at you is a second order
intention founded on the first order intention of mv being angry at you.
And if I am aware that I am angry at you, then I may be aware in two
distinct ways. I may be aware of my acts (e.g., "My God, I must be
angry at him; I just punched him in the gut."), or I may be aware of the
feeling of anger (c.g., the knot in the pit of my stomach, the pounding
in my chest, the flushed, heated feeling in my entire body). Second, I
may be aware of my anger non-thetically, as Sartre calls it. That is,
along with my awareness of you as the object of my anger, I am also
avare of my angriness but not as a specific intentional act. In essence
non-thetic awareness is the awareness of angriness that I have when I am

positionally taking you as the object of my anger. This is a rather dim
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and amorphous sort of awareness that might best be characterized as the
experience of the act of anger.

To put it mildly, the emotions are more complex than feelings. The
complexities I have pointed out make it impossible to use the same
argument against love being an emotion that I developed to show that
love 1s not a feeling. The simple attribute of feelings, that they must
be felt to be feelings, is not at all an attribute of emotions. I may
have emotions and not know that I have them. I may not even feel angry
when I am angry. Each of us surely have had the experience of friend
approaching us and saying, "Gee, you sure were anxious (or nervous) the
way you kept squirming in your chair," or "Heavens, the way you wadded
up that paper and threw it in the waste basket you must have been
angry," and only after your friend”s comment were you aware that you
vere anxious Or ansIV.

Just because emotions are a mode of consciousness, a
characterization of the intentional act, love appears to be much more
like emotions than feelings. HNeither emotions or love have to be felt
to be. On occassion I have seen people confuse the feeling of anger
with anger and the feeling of love with love. 1If not you, then someone
you know has denied their anger by claiming that they did not feel angry
or they denied their love because they did not feel loving. I can think
of one case vivid in my mind in which a mother was angry at her son.
The mother and son were arguing bitterly. Finally, in the hope of
aborting the argument, I asked the mother "I know you're angry at him,
but do you love him?" She hesitated and then replied no. But the next
day, when her anger has passed, she was once again able to say she loved

her son.
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In my wind at the moment of her hesitation, I could see her searching
her mind for a loving feeling and when she found none she concluded that
she did not love. Nothing was further from the truth; she simply had no
loving feelings (and had angry ones instead), but she did have love.
But this confusion need not occur between the feelings of love or anger,
say and the love or anger. I am onm a coffee break at work and am
complaining to a friemnd about my wife. "She made me so angry last night
I could have strangled her. I just don”t see how she can do things like
that. How can she be so thoughtless?" Then my friend rejoins "I know
you“re angry at her; do you still love her?" And I say "Yes, of course,
but boy does she make me angry.'" We may confuse the feelings of love or
anger with the love or anger, "t we are also quite capable of

inally, because emotions znd love do

argument. Scheler is right with regard to feelings and love; love can
not be a feeling because feelings as passive objects of consicousness
must be felt to be and this is not true of love. Love can be and not be
felt. But also Scheler is wrong with regard to emotions and love for
neither one needs to be consistently felt to be.

In his second argument, Scheler suggests that love cannot be a
teeling or emotion because love causes feelings and emotions. Scheler”s
comments are as follows.

Quite a different set of facts is involved once the
love and hate-relationships are regarded as causes of

emotional states (and not as their effects). It now becomes
plain that the pursuance of these acts is itself the deepest

Here Scheler is arguing for the causal primacy of love and hate, for he

assumes that his first argument established that love is neither a
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feeling or an emotion. But we have already seen that his first argument
only establishes that love is not a feeling. Whether love is an emotion
is still an open question. Hence, I will take the argument in a
slightly different light than Scheler intends. On the face of it, it
would appear that, if Scheler can demonstrate that love causes feelings
and emotions (or, for that matter, that feelings and emotions cause
love), then he has established that they are different things. 1If love
causes emotions, then surely it cannot be one. We would finally like
the argument to do two things: first, to show love and feelings or
emotions have a causal relationship and as such cannot be the same sort
of thing and, second, love is the cause of feelings and emotions (rather
than the other way around).

general commants are in order. First, it is obvious that
love does not causz 2!l our feelinzs and emotions. Scheler says as nmuch

when he comments that "a beloved objlect offers more abundant

possibilities of joy as well as sorrow."!2Z (my emphasis) When we come
into the world, we have feelings and express emotions long before we are
sufficiently developed to love. Also there are those who happen not to
be in love at the moment and yet are perfectly capable of feelings and
emotions. Further, as I pointed out earlier, even while I love, I have
feelings and emotions that are not directly related to that love. It
follows that love does not cause all of our feelings and emotioms, but
at best it causes some subset of them.

Without a doubt love does (perhaps indirectly at times) cause
feelings and emotions. I am in anguish because I love you and you have
rejected my overtures. I am delighted if I love you and you get

recognition that vou have worked long and hard for. If I did not love
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you, your rejection of me could not have hurt nearly as much and perhaps
not at a2all. By the same token, if you are an acquaintance in whom I am
not interested, then your just recognition would be of little concern to
me; it certainly would not elicit my delight. There is a subset of
feelings and emotions caused by love and that subset 1s those that are
experienced in my relationship to you as my beloved.

It is important to note that love causes emotions in the experience

of you as mv beloved. It is not the case that all my feelings and

emotions concerning you, my beloved, are caused by my love. I may take
gratification in your promotion because I feel that women have been
dealt with unfairly in the past and therefore your promotion represents
a partial righting of a social worng. My gratification is not of you as

my beloved; 1t 1s for seeinz social justice being executed. And then
you may have the annoying habit of squeezing the tube of toothpaste Irom
the middle. It annoys me no end. It znnoyed me when my roomate in
college did it. It will always annov me. My love for you did not cause
my annoyance nor has it changed it one wit. These examples indicate
that those feelings and emotions that love causes are limited not only
to those arising from the love object but are further limited to those
concerning the love object as the love object.

Even though we allow that love causes a subset of our feelings and
emotions, does this fact demonstrate that love is not an emotion? The
answer, I think, must be no. For the argument to work, it must be the
case that emotions cannot cause other emotions, that feelings cannot
cause feelings, that emotions cannot cause feelings, and that feelings
cannot cause emotions. Scheler does not demonstrate this and cannot

because feelings and emotions do cause one another. I will give
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examples of each possibility to show that Scheler”s argument does not
work as he thirnks it does.

Emotion causing emotion. You tell me about your sad lot in life

and your story elicits pity in me. Then I find out that you are an
inveterate liar and that not one shred of your story was true. As a
consequence I am utterly angry at you for attempting to elicit pity and
getting it. I may even be angry at myself for being duped. However you
wish to explain my anger, had I not pitied you I might well not have

been angry subsequently. TFeeling causing feeling. I have been out

working and now feel cold, wet, tired, and hungry, and I feel miserable
because I am cold, wet, tired, and hungry. Although I have agreed with
Scheler that feelings are passive, some feelings may be a causal factor
in having other feelings. This can be the case insofar as we understand
cauvszl as "contributing to. My feelinzs of coldness, wetness and
soforth, as a matter of fact, do contribute to my feeling of misery, a
feeling that 1 would probably not have if I did not feel cold, wet,

tired, and hungry. Emotion causing feeling. Emotions by their nature

cause feelings. My anger causes me to feel angry. My pity causes me to
have feelings of pity. Some may object here that the emotion and the
feeling of it are too closely related to call the relationshp causal and
that, in any case, this is not the sense of causal that Scheler intends.
Very well, but an emotion may cause feelings not directly related to the
emotion. I may be angry at you, a perfect stranger, for some rudeness
on your part. As a result I may find your person very unpleasant—--the
way you stand, or thec way your nose turns up-—features that others under
other circumstances I have found pleasing. Surely, if I had not gotten

angry, I would not fcel the unpleasantness, perhaps revulsion, that I do
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feel in your presence. Feelings causing emotions. Perhaps the most

common cases of this sort concern our sexual feelings. I am sexually
aroused and find you a willing partner. Because of the pleasure you
have given me, all sorts of extravagant emotions may occur. I might be
grateful toward you or I might despise you, but no such emotions could
occur without my having had the pleasure of your company.

To these examples the general objection might be made that, for the
examples to work, we must suppose some attitudes and values to the
people involved. No doubt, but these attitudes and values are only a
part of the causal explanation as well. No claim is being made that
feelings and cmotions alone can cause themselves and one another.
Furthermore, in the case of love the same objection cam be raised. I

love vou and also hold the belief or attitude that lovers ought to be
considerate and thouchtful. Simple courtesy will do for other
relationships, but loving ought to include comsiderzticn and
thoughtfulness. You, as my beloved, have frequent lapses of
consideration and thoughtfulness. This always irritates me and often
brings me to the point of anger. 1In this case both my love and my
attitudes are causal factors in my irritation and anger just as the
feeling or emotion along with attitudes were the causal factors in the
above cases. It does not appear that love is special im this way.
Feelings, emotions, and love can all be causal factors in the
determination of other feelings and emotions.

What makes matters worse is that not only is love not unique in the
ability to cause feelings and emotions—-—even a subset of feelings and
enotions~~, but it is also likely that feelings and emotions can cause

love. If I do not fall in love with you at first sight, that is, if I
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do not fall in love without your eliciting in me any definit feelings or
emotions, then in all likelihood you have made me feel certain feelings
and have certain emotioms. Partly or the basis of these, I form my love
for you. Perhaps this is nothing more than admitting that love does not
occur in a vacuum. It would be very difficult for most of us to fall in
love with someone whom we found disgusting, revolting and obnoxious. A
pleasant visage, a comely form, a bright wit, and so forth make it
easier to fall in love. These and a thousand other pleasing and
emotionally rewarding attributes entice us and in so doing may provide
the ground for love. Hence, to some degree, feelings and emotions may
cause love. Surely they are not the only cause, but they may contribute
to our coming to love someone.

Scheler”s argument that lcve is not a feeling or emction because it

love, feelings and emotions are all capable of causing one another.
Love is not unique because it causes feelings or emotions nor can love
be distinguished from feelings or emotions on the grounds that it causes
them. Scheler, however, must be allowed this: a love, because it
routinely endures longer than either feelings or emotions, has the
capacity to cause more feelings and emotions than any single feeling or
emotion and as a mater of fact does cause more. But here we are talking
in terms of quantity, not quality. Scheler”s argument hinges on a

difference in quality between love and feelings and emotions.
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3.3 Apnother look at emotions and love

Perhaps Scheler has overlooked the possible range of types of
emotions. There are relatively simple emotions. The angry growl when
someone steps on your foot or the experience of fear at a strange and
unidentifiable noise in the dark seem to be examples of brief,
spontaneous emotions. On the other hand, the envy she feels everytime
she sees her acquaintance in that new fur coat or the anger he feels
every time he hears that political hack speak are examples of emotions
that have some endurance and therefore lack spontaneity. It is almost
as 1f in the latter cases the individuals choose to continue to be
envious or angry. The character of choosing in these enduring
emotions points to an essential feature of choosing. When T choose, T
choose on the basis of some values. And in the case of these more
enduring emotions not only does there seem to be a choice involved but
a judgement as well. When she envies her acquaintance, the envy seems
to be based on a judgement: she doesn’t deserve a fur coat anymore
than I. And even this judgment is based on a valuation: fur coast are
desirable, valuable because they signify the social standing of the
wearer. Presumably the lady in question could have placed value on
something besides social standing or on some other status symbol and
yet she persists in that valuation and thereby to some degree judges
her acquaintance and chooses to envy her. Had she chosen to value
otherwise she would not have been envious of the fur coat, and
presumably she has the choice to value otherwise at any time. Her
envy, then, 1s a choice based on a value judgement; she values

something someone else owns and wishes ill to the person as a means of
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establishing her valuableness within her heirarchy of values. The
same considerations extend to the case of enduring anger. The
political observer secems to choose to be repeatedly angered by the
politician, and there is surely a value judgement being made. The
observer has criteria of relevance and consistency; he values
political words and actions that divine the heart of the issues and
give the issues a logically consistent interpretation. The
politician, he judges, either utters empty banalities or endorses
logically inconsistent lines of action. On the basis of his value
judgements he becomes angry whenever he hears the politician speak.
Yet he could choose not to be angry and rather coldly analyze the
politician as a foe to be defeated. In this case as well, there are
vaiue judgements being made on which the choice to be angry 1is
founded.

It could be objected that these choices to have emotions are
hardly on the same level as a choice about which flavor of ice cream
to have. And indeed there are some differences. Little hinges on my
choice of flavors of ice cream and my choice may be based on nothing
more than choosing whatever I had last time. What my friends are
having may sway my choice, and I am willing to rescind my choice
without much ado. On the other hand, my emotional choices carry a
great deal of importance to me. I do not quickly change my mind. 1In
fact, I almost seem impelled to have certain emotional reactions in
given circumstances. "I can”t help it; that hack always irks me."
The political observer pleads compulsion and a lack of choice. He is

at the mercy of forces beyond his control. Or so he would have us
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believe. Perhaps a better account of the differences between choices
of ice cream and emotional choices would explain the differences as
differences in the centrality of values involved. Choices of ice
cream would ordinarily be considered matters of preferences. I simply
prefer chocolate right now. I am making a decisiom on the basis of
personal taste. And while I can have good reason for choice based on
personal taste, just as often nothing more is at stake than how feel
at the moment. But in matters of politics and social standing, some
of my most deeply held values are at issue. To change my emotional
reaction to a political figure often seems to require a change in my
value system that I am unwilling to make. Choosing ice cream does not
involve an abiding value; choosing my emotional reaction does. Hence,
the compulsion so often felt in an emctional rezction is the result of
a resistance to change values and value systems. It is not at issue
whether, in a given case, one ouzht to alter one’s valves. I am
merely claiming that the choice of values affects emotional reactions.

In enduring emotional reactions are, in part, propensities to
react to actions that in some way comment on {attack, praise, etc.)
held values. The brief, spontaneous emotional reactions are not so
clearly related to held values. When I growl in anger at someone”s
stepping on my foot or am fearful when I hear strange, unidentifiable
noise in the dark, it is not obvious that I hold as a value others”
keeping off my feet or silence in the night. 1In the case of anger, I
can be angry without having any rational beliefs about the source of
the anger. I can account for my growl as a simple knee jerk reaction

that calls into play no particular values. Perhaps I do believe that
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one shouldn”t step on other’s feet. Perhaps I have beliefs about
respecting other”s persons and territory. I could concoct an
explanation that starts with the rationally held value that person’s
territories ought to be respected and account for my anger at the
person who steps on my toes as a reaction to an infringement of that
value. But the fact of the matter is that I don"t knowingly have such
a value and my reaction was just that--a reaction to the insult to my
foot. Something hurt my foot and I will try to remove the cause.
Equally the fear of the noise in the dark does not seem to entail a
choice or a judgement; I just react. Perhaps there is a value
involved. I may believe that strange noises in the dark pose a threat

to my well-being, something T v

[}

lue dearly. But I have never
particularly thought about the value I place on my well-being and
certainly have given no thought to noisy nocturnal threats to that
well-being. It appears that, in the case of brief, spontaneous
emotions, choice, judgement, and value play at best an attenuated
role.

There are some observations that can be made about these two
types of emotions. There seems to be no reason to assume that they
are anything more than conceptually distinct. In people”’s lives
emotions range from the brief and spontaneous to the enduring and
calculated. Every emotional reaction does not appear to fall neatly
into one or the other of the categories. Indeed, the same emotiomal
reaction could be of either type. The angry growl could have a
rational basis with concommitant values, or it could be spontaneous.

Then too, it might be argued that even most brief and spontaneous
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emotions imply choice, judgement and value. After all, even the most
primitive and simplistic emotions have as their "aim" the preservationm
of life or some status of life. The value is being placed on life in
the simplest expressions of anger or fear, and there must be some
judgement that the object of the fear or anger are life, or
life-status threatening. Further, there is some choice being made for
life or some life status and against some real or imagined threat.
And yet while such objections hold a measure of truth, it is also true
that the briefer, more spontaneous emotional expressions do not carry
the same degree of rational choice and judgement and value placement.
It is simply true that some of our emotional reactioms are based on
more conscious and ratiornal zrounds than others and that, not
surprizingly, the more ratioral and conscious the grounds for an
emotion, the more likely it is to be an enduring emotion.

Scheler’s definition of affects does not seem to take into
account the scope and complexity of emotions. He claims that the
affects are

...the acute discharges of strong feelings of essentially
sensuous and vital provenience. These affects are
combined in typically different ways on each occasion and
arc exhibited in typical expressions, accompanied by
strong driving impulses and organic sensations which pass
into the expression. Accordingly, they possess a
charcteristic value-blindness in regard to the objects
which evoke them and have no charcteristic intentional
relation to these objects.
The claims that emotions are essentially of "sensuous and vital
provenicnce" and that they are "accompanied by strong driving

impulses" are surcly true of of the briefer, more spontanecus emotions

and at least often true of the more enduring emotions. It seems,
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then, that Scheler has the briefer emotions in mind. If he does, then
it is easy to see why he does not consider them intentional. The
expression of anger when someone steps on my foot has as its object
whoever inflicts the pain, and I know not who nor care in the moment
of anger; whoever it is, is going to hear about it. Similarly with
the moment of fear: I am afraid of whatever caused the noise in the
dark. The fear pounds in my heart while there is still yet no
specific object of my fear. Primitive fears and angers seem to
function as preparation for action. Something is amiss in the
organism’s environment and the organism is going to ready itself for
whatever may come. This readying for action quality of brief,

emotions inclines onme to think of emofions not so much as

w

spontanaou
intentional acts as physiological reactions. lNonetheless, while
Scheler”s rejection of brief ewmotions as intentional 1is

understandable, it is wrong

g. Even the more enduring and complex
emotions may have ambiguous, minimally defined objects. I am angry at
whoever fowled up my billing. I was angry yesterday when I received
the bill, and I will still be angry when I find out who it was.
Emotions are intentional as has already been argued, but are they
value-blind as Scheler claims? The briefer, more spontaneous emotions
seem to imply only the most rudimentary values, those of the general
well-being of the organism and of its current homeostasis, but the
more enduring and complex emotions frequently and clearly require
values for their very existence. It is true that the envious lady

might not be able to clearly eloborate the value she places on fur

coats and social standing, but such valuations are necessary to make
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sense of the envy. The briefer, more spontaneous emotions may only
require that the individual judge that something is amiss in the
environment (simple perceptual judgements that like the emotion verge
on being more reactiom than judgement), but the more enduring, complex
emotions require a variety of value judgements to be in effect. So it
seems that even with regard the his claim that emotioms are
value-blind, Scheler is thinking of the briefer, more spontaneous
emotions. If Scheler is allowed to reformulate his claim to read that
love is not one of the briefer spontaneous emotions, is his claim more
sound? Further, given the distinction between brief and enduring
emotions, is love more like one than the other?

While love often, if net always, has z spontaneous qualitv and
hence similar to brief and spontancous emotions, it is nothing if not
enduring and so like the enduring emotions. And yet love does not
have the features of an enduring emotion. Enduring emotions are based
on judgements about value heirarchies. The choice in an enduring
emotion comes from the possibility of choosing other values and hence
being able to judge and then react with different emotions to the same
object, objects, or kind of objects. But there is something very
peculiar about the kind of value involved in love. In the most
rational cases of enduring emotions, the individual can defend his
emotion by reference to his value system. I can explain my anger at
the politician by appealing to my wvalues: I value straightforward,
insightful, coherent political action and only those actions which
fulfill those (among other) criteria can properly be called political.

The politician harbors none of those values yet claims to be a
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competent politician. No wonder he makes me angry. I can even defend
my criteria of political action further by, perhaps, prudential
appeals to what must be the case for political action to be for the
common weal. In the case of the envious lady, she may claim a
rational basis to her emotion on the grounds of who has the right to
which expressions of social status. The fur-coated lady is in no
better a social situation than the lady who envies her, and yet she
wears the emblem of a higher social standing. The envious lady may go
on to claim that not only is her social position comparable to the
other lady but shec has performed many social services to the community
that ought to be honored far more than the simple monetary worth of
the fur-coated lady. Clearly multiple reazsons can be given, and these
reasons are based on appcals to a value system. Furthermore, mot only
can the enduring emotions be defended on rational appeal to a value
system, these emotions have a universal quality. ©Not only does this
politician, embodying the negative values that he does, anger me, but
every politician who does not meet my criteria will anger me and each
politician will anger me more or less depending on how well or poorly
he meets my criteria for a politician. By the same token the envious
lady will be more or less envious of another depending on how much or
little the other is judged to deserve the social standing she 1is
accorded., The enduring emotions can and often do make a rational
appeal to a2 wvalue system and all such emotional reactions are governed
by the same criteria. Love, on the other hand, is not often justified
at all. The claim is often made that love is its own justification.

Furthermore, 1f love were an enduring emotion, then one ought to love
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anvone that meets the criteria of love. Not only do we not actually
love people who have similar traits and qualities that we might value,
we often love different kinds of people, and if we attempt to defend
or explain our various loves, we use different criteria for each
person. The rational appeal to a value system does not seem to be a
part of love nor does the universality of such appeals. Scheler makes
this point in the following way.

There may be emotional acts which presuppose the passing
of a judgement (or rather, an evaluation). Respect, for
instance, seems to me to be one of these. It presupposes
that initial detachment from the object, which alone makes
it possible for a value~judgement to precede the onset of
the emotional act; and it also requires a specific
awareness of the presence of the value by which it is
evoked. But this detachment is just what is lacking in
love and hatred. They are enzirely pri
1

d
of emotiona

itive and

response to the value-content

Scheler goes on specifically to comment on the lack of rational
justification in love.

Nothing shows this better than the extraordinary
perplexity which can be seen to ensue when people are
asked to give “reasons” for their love or hatred. It is
then that one sees how these “reasons” are invariably
looked for after the event, and how the whole inventory of
them is never sufficient to account for the nature and
intensity of the acts they are alleged to justify. It is
also noticeable that though other objects may have
value-qualities identical to those alleged as reasons for
love or hatred, no such emotions are addressed to them.l?>

Scheler addresses the issue again latter in The Nature of
Sympathy in the Chapter "“Love and Personality.” His positive thesis,
which I have avoided mentioning so far and which I will address
properly later, is that "Love and hatred necessarily fasten upon the

individual core in things, the core of value...l® That is, as an
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individual I have an essence, and it is that indefinable essence apart
from my definable, observable traits and actions that is what is
loved. Since my essence is indefinable, unlike my personality traits
and my actions, it is not susceptible to rational judgement.

Hence the utterly misguided “rationalism” of seeking to
account for one’s love for an individual person in any
such terms as those relating to his qualities, acts,
achievements or dispositions. Indeed the very attempt to
do so has the effect of bringing the phenomenon of
individual personal love sharply home to us. For we
always find out in the process, that we can imagine every
single one of these details to be altered or absent,
without being a whit more able, on that account, to leave
off loving the person concerned. We also realize that if
we consider these qualities and activities separately, and
add up our liking for each of them, their total value for
us 1is nothing like enough to justify our love of the
person., There 1s always a surplus we cannot account for.
... toreover, the curious inconstancy of the reasons we
r2 accustomed to offer ourselves in justification of ocur
e for somebody, 1s a further indication that all such
:asons are merely trumped-up after the_even, and that
ne of the provides the real explanation.t’

All of the arzuments Scheler presents are variations on 2 theme,
but I count five distinct lines of argument, two of which occur in
both passages. Scheler”s one sentence arguments leave a lot to be
desired, but I think his intent and general direction are clear. Love
cannot be what I have called an enduring emotion since it does not
have the quality of being the reaction to a judgement of a value
system. Whatever reasons we give for our love are not really reasons
at all but excuses. That is, we do not first rationally judge (at any
level--conscious or unconscious) and then love; we love and then try
to make our love plausible to others by offering "reasons'", reasons
that more plausibly could be called excuses. Perhaps the weakest of

the arguments Scheler offers in defense of this position is what I



112

would call the eidetic variation argument. Scheler claims that a
lover could imagine the beloved without any one of the qualities the
lover gives as a reason for loving and yet would love. We do not need
to quibble with Scheler”s claim. For the most part we would not like
to think and not want to claim that the loss of our beloved~s
sparkling wit or flaxen hair or any other single attribute would be
sufficient for us to stop loving. I think it is plausible to argue
that the husband who leaves his wife after a masectomy either didn”t
really love his wife but her body instead or that he was such a weak
person that his love was overcome by aesthetic or social (what will
the guys at the office say?) considerations. The alternative is to
say that all he loved was a pailr of breasts, and when there was no
2r a matched sct, he no longer loved. With such cases 1n mind 1
think we can azree with Scheler that love is not based on a given
quality of the beloved. And this does seem to be at variance with the
enduring emotioms. If I discover that the politcian I took to be
mezlly-mouthed is really wiley, that his bland and fatuous public
persona was merely a ruse to maintain power while he conscientiously
affected positive political change, then my anger vanishes along with
the reason for it. Of course there are unreasonable fears that are
not easily conquered. Even when I know that bull snakes are not
dangerous, I still cannot help being a little alarmed when I approach
one. Only diligent eifort to desensitize myself could free me from my
unvarranted fear. But such emotions are not so much the problem with
Scheler”s argument as the assumption that the reasons for love stand

independent of one another. Perhaps the loss of any one reason is not
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enough to make the lover stop loving, but there might be a combination
of reasons the loss of which would be sufficient. Not only might
there be a simple additive calculus at work—=-the more reasons lost,
the less the love, it is possible that the reasons function as a
network. When one or two key reasons for loving are lost, then the
network of reasoms collapses and the lover stops loving. I know of no
demonstration that would show that the loss of reasons in combination
or configuration would not destroy a love. Nonetheless, Scheler’s
suggestion that we add and subtract reasons for love to show that no
one reason is sufficient for love does indicate an artificiality about
the reasons given for loving. The reasons for love seem to be a way
to make our love plausible to others, a way to
experience that does not have ordinary reasons.
Somewhat more convincing is his claim that the reasons for loving
someone aren’t enough to justify the love. DNo, I would not risk my
life for a keen wit or flaxen hair, but neither would I risk my life
for someone who had a keen wit and flaxen hair and a bright smile and
the compassion of a saint and.... I wouldn”t, that is, unless it is
my practice to risk my life for anyone whosoever. Yet lovers have
risked lives and fortunes, sacrificed aspirations and jobs--just about
anything a lover values is included--for the sake of a love. Let us
assume that these lovers have sacrificed not merely for fear of being
alone and lonely, for the sake of maintain fimancial security or
social standing, or for the assurance of a good meal on the table
every night. Let us assume that these lovers risked and sacrified not

for some utilitarian gain, but for beloved. Is there anything about
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the beloved so irreplaceable that that quality is reason for risk and
sacrifice. There are a lot of beautiful women, witty women, rich
women, women of every description. The lover does not have such a
rare commodity that he has reason for his extravagant feelings and
actions., The qualities of the beloved might justify admiration,
respect, approbation, affection, but they hardly seem sufficient to
justify love. Perhaps there are a handful of people in the world at
any given time that are such superb examples of humanity that their
qualities are sufficient to justify the extravagances of love, but I
have not met them and they cannot account for the other loves in the
world. It just does not seem plausible to claim that what is done for
the sake ol love is justified by the qualities of the beloved. There
may be Tezsons for a love, but they are not adequate to justify it.
The inadecuacy of reasons argument suggests and leads to the
universality argument offered earlier. The inadequacy of reasons
argument points out that the reasons we give for loving are not
adequate to explain our emotions and actions toward the beloved. The
universality argument points out that the lover does not even act in
accordance with his reasons. That is, i1f I as a lover give as a set
of reasons a group of qualities the beloved has and claim that the
beloved”s having those qualities are the reasons I love, then given
another person with those same qualities 1 should love the second
person as well. Such a prediction works with the enduring emotions.
The envious lady will be envious of any woman wearing a fur coat in
similar circumstances to the original lady wearing the fur coat. And

I will bc angry at any politician that utters banalities and pap. But
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though I tell vou I love you for your intelligence and well
proportioned body, I will not love (I may desire, but I will not love)
just any woman with those qualities. Scheler suggests respect as a
contrast to love. 1 respect anyone who is courageous. Being
courageous is sufficient reason for my respect, yet having a keen
intellect my is reason for loving you, just you. Love’s reasons are
most often specific to the person loved and hence do not obtain the
universality that is common in enduring emotions. It begins to look
as if Scheler is right; the reasons given for loving are fabricated
after the fact and have little to do with the loving.

The universalizability of the reasons for enduring emotions
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ne reasons for enduring
emotions Tequire a pre-existing value svstem that is not present in
love. All other thinzs being equal, another object with the same
qualities as the onmes I give as reasons for having an enduring emotion
toward that object should elicit the same emotion. That this is so
implies that I Lave a value system to which I appeal (in some sense)
when I react to a given object. I place value on courage, I find
merit in those who are courageous, and I deem those who are courageous
deserving of my respect. The value I place on courage underpins my
respect. Without such a valuation I would have no grounds for my
respect. But just as my reasons for loving are not universilizable,
neither are they founded on my value system. Of course, I would not
name as reasons for my loving, qualities I deplore; I will choose my
reasons from those qualities that T positively value. But almost any

qualities that I positively value will do as reasons for my loving.
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There is no consistent appeal to a quality or set of qualities as my
grounds for loving various people. The only constraint is that the
qualities come from the large pool of qualities that I positively
value. And even this constraint is sometimes breached. Not only will
I endure qualities in the beloved that I either hold no value for at
all or negatively value, some qualities that I have found unattractive
I may come to treasure in the beloved and even give as reasons for my
love. T have never thought highly of a sharp tongue, but my beloved
is so charming when she gets her feathers ruffled that I find I can’t
help myself loving her for it. The case of the inordinate fear of
snakes may have escaped the other arguments, but it does plausibly
ument . However irrational
snakes may bte, the grounds on which I fear them
imply a pre-existing value system. I fear anything that is cold,
ugly, slimy and venomous. MNever mind that all snakes are not
venomous; I can’t tell the difference between snakes. And even when I
can tell a bull snake from others and have been assured that they are
not venomous, it is because I can”t quite get it out of my head that
it could be venomous that makes me fear it. I disvalue being bitten
by a poisonous animal so much that, even when I a cognitively aware
that this animal is not venomous, the mere suspicion that it is is
sufficient to arouse my fear. Unlike such fears, love often
perversely sets our value systems on their ears. It might be claimed
that the kind of person an individual claims he would like to love and
the kind he will love can be two entirely different kinds of people.

I might rationmally, consciously hold a set of values that I say I
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would like to see in my beloved, but what I "really" want is someonc
entirely different. Hence, since the qualities I allege are the ones
I value are not the onmes I actually value, ry actual value system has
not been undermined despite my protestatiomns. I suspect such
objections are based on a psychological view of love. My ego and
superego lay claim to a respectable and socially acceptable set of
values, but deep down my id wants a girl just like the girl that
married dear old dad. My response 1is that this sort of situation
does, no doubt, occur, but that to the extent I love my wife because
she is like my mother (in constrast to my consciously held values) I
do not love my wife as herself at all but as a surrogate for my
mother. I would discount such casaes simply because the one who is
supposedly loved is not loved at all. Hence, since this is not a case
of love, it is not an exception to the argument that loves are not
based on pre-existing value systems. I do not wish to deny that
preferences, tastes, even my value system is learned or that a
beloved“s attributes often coincide fairly well with preferences,
tastes, and value systems. The claim is simply that an individual
nced not have any particular set of qualities that the lover”s value
system positively values for that individual to be loved. 1If the
beloved does not necessarily "fit" into the lover”s value system, then
love need not have a rational basis and cannot be an enduring emotion
that is grounded in reasons based on the individual”s value system.
Scteler”s last argument 1s less satisfying than the others

because it based on less substantial evidence. Scheler claims that a

lover, when asked why he loves, will respond either with perplexity
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or, if the question is asked over a period of time, will respond with
inconsistent answers. If these are the cases, then Scheler has some
grounds for claiming that love does not have rational basis. Now it
seems true that those who have loved often have a hard time coming up
with reasons for their love. The frequency with which this is the
case indicates that there is not a rational foundation to the love.
Yet this need not be so; not everyone is articulate enough to give
reasons for his emotions and so the perplexity may not be at the lack
of reasons but at an adequate way to express them. I am not sure what
Scheler has in mind when he refers to inconsitent reasons for love.
Certainly I will give different reasons on different occasions for my

love. But this does not comstitute inconsistency; it merely iadicates

that 1 have n one reason for lovinz., And I carnot think of an
instance, although I am sure there must be some, in which a lover
gives one reason on omne occasion and a logically incompatible reason
on another occasion. In any case such inconsistencies could easily be
chalked up to the pressure to provide acceptable reasons to a given
audience (I give my parents one set of reasons and my friends
another), among other possibilities. Scheler”s fifth argument, while
providing some evidence for his claim that love does not have a
rational basis, is not conclusive.

Considered collectively, Scheler”s five arguments are persuasive.
Love is not an enduring emotion because it does not have the rational
basis in valuc systems that enduring emotions have. Having said this,
I must admit two things. First, I have augmented Scheler”’s arguments.

I believe my additions to his arguments are entirely in line with
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Scheler”s intent. Hence, my augmentations do not fundementally alter
or misrepresent Scheler”s intent. Second, I have put the arguments to
a slightly different purpose than Scheler intended and hence, while
Scheler”s general intent to deny that love is a feeling, an emotions
or a judgement is preserved, the intent of the specific arguments
against the rationality of love is not. Scheler”s arguments against a
rational basis for love are just that--arguments to show that love is
not a matter of reason and judgement. My expansions of Scheler’s
arguments have shown that it is highly implausible to consider love as
a judgement--entirely in accord with his intent, but I have also put
these arguments to further uvse. I have used them to defend Scheler”s
that love is not an emotion. Scheler”s own

o

arguments that love 1is not an emotion are Inadequate as I showe

o

earlier. By refining the notion of cmotion Scheler uses and adding
the distinction between the simple, brief and reactive emotions and
the more enduring and complex emotions, I have demonstrated that love
is like no other emotion. Hence, love should not be considered an
emotion. Reason, judgement and value come into play in enduring
emotions, but these three elements of enduring emotions need not be a
part of love. Since love need not have these elements and enduring
emotions do, either love is an exceptional and extraordinary emotion
like no other or it is not an emotion 2t all. Perhaps because love is
laden with so much emoticn, one would still like to call it an emotion
in spite of evidence to the contrary, but care needs to be taken to
keep from being disingenuous, If love is to be called an emotion, it

should also quickly be noted that love does not conform to the way the
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other emotions act. This is such an extraordinary proviso that I
would prefer to say that love is not an emotion so as not to confuse

it with what we might expect of other emotioms.
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2.4 Scheler’s definition of love

Scheler claims that love is not & feeling, an emotion, or a
judgement . He is correct; love is none of these things. Either his
arguments or arguments devcloped from his arguments have demonstrated
that love does not fit well into these categories. Few would be
troubled by the claim that love was not a judgement, that it was not a
matter of reason. More, I think, would would be disturbed by the
claim that love is not an emotion. The many strong feelings and
emotions, both negative and positive, experienced during love tend to
nmake us think of it as the emotion that supports the rest. Yet, even
if grudgingly, we concede with Scheler that love is not an emotiom, we
are left with the question, what then is love? The candidate that

comes to mind most readily is desirc. DPlato uses desire extensively

I
[

in his explanation of love. But desires, it was argued, require a
logically antecedent valuation. Value is placed on the object of
desire before the object can be seen as desirable. I cannot simply
desire another. I must first perceive the valuec of the other to
desire him. This formulation of desire suggests that love is some
form of perception.

Three of the four traditional categories of human faculties have
been eliminated. Love is not cognition; we do come to love as we
would come to the conclusion of an argument. Love is not affection;
for all the emotional quality of a love, love itself is not an
emotion. Love is not volition. By volition we can mean desire
(vanting) or choosing. We often if not always desire the beloved but

the desire is based on antecedent valuations, hence desire is the
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consequence of love, not the source of love or its definition. But
neither is love & choosing. lone of us can walk down the street, pick
out a person, and choose to love him. I can decide to learn to
appreciate a person’s qualities, but all the appreciation, admiration,
or respect I can come to muster as a result of my decision will never
amount to love. Love, then is neither kind of volition. All that is
left is perception.

In spite of appearing to be forced to conclude that love is some
kind of perception, Scheler does not. Rather, he conceives of love as
an act and gives no faculty to which love acts might belong. He does
not attribute love to any faculty in part because he claims love is an

act and as an act (he 21so claims

Tne ultimate essences of love
acts, can onlv be exhibite

It does not seem to strike him as important that other acts have
corresponding faculties. But if worst came to worst Scheler could
always claim that love acts are not characterizable as pertaining to
any of the ordinary faculties but are subsumable under the as yet
unnamed faculty of love. So perhaps it is merely odd that Scheler has
no problem accepting other categories of acts and arguing against love
falling into any of those categories. What is more disturbing is his
apparent vacilation about his own definition (perhaps description is a
better word, although he looks for all the world as if he is giving a
definition). The following seems to be the description or definition
he settles on.

...love is that movement wherein every concrete individual
object that possesses value achjeves the hishest value
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compatible with its nature and ideal vocation; or wherein
it attains the ideal state of value intrinsic to its
nature.!”

Here love is considered an act which brings to fruition the value
qualities possible to a thing. Perhaps this characterization is not
as revealing as it could be, but it is clear from it that Scheler does
not consider love as falling under any of the traditional categories.
In other passages, though, Scheler either contradicts or confuses the
above characterization. In one passage he referes to love and hatred

"

as "these emotions"20 and in another he calls them "...entirely

primitive and immediate modes of emotional response to the value

content itself."2l So it seems that Scheler is at the very least
modifving his denial that love 1is an emotion. But he does not only

characterize love as emotional; he also calls it "a unique attitud

Q

2

w

a9 . - . .
"<< and "the most personal of attitudes."

towards cbjects of value...
If by attitude he means something like "taking a position toward",
then this characterization would seem to be compatible with the
enotional charcterization; love might be considered as an emotion
insofar as an emotion is an active taking up of a position toward.
Yet chacterizing love as an attitude hardly seems compatible with
characterizing it as a movement. Attitudes tend to be rather
stationary and static while movements are surely dynamic. Similarly
we do not ordinarily think of attitudes as acts although Scheler calls
love both. Scheler may be giving 2 clue as to how love can both be an
attitude and a movement in a passage in which he claims that love (and

hatred) 'mecessarily fasten upon the individual core in things,the

24 . .
core of value..."2% Vore love is a fastening onto~-surely an act--and
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yet there 1s a sense¢ in which an attitude fastens onto & thing. By
taking a position toward a thing we have "hooked" into a particular
view of it. Our attitude considers a thing from a particular aspect
for the most part to the exclusion of other aspects and by this homing
in on a thing through a particular aspect we make contact or come into
contact with it in a way that is not possible when the object is
considered through no particular respect (aspect). Still, this isn”t
very helpful; the fastening onto an aspect of an object is an act but
once achieved the fastening becomes an attitude which does not seem to
require a particular act to maintain.

Scheler uses another cluster of concepts to characterize love in
the following passace.

For lovc is that movement of intention whereby, £

civen valuc A in an object, 1ts higher value is

visuzlized. HMorcover, it is just this vision of a higher
- = . o - 15
value that is of the essence of love.<”

Here love is characterized as both a movement and a visualization.
There is no problem insofar as both are acts, but a visualization

hardly seems the same kind of act that a movement is. A movement

suggests, at least in Scheler”s work, a complex interaction. How else
would a thing’s higher value be realized? A vision of thing, even of
its "core of value," is an activity for the viewer, but not for the
viewed. What is vicwved is most often totally uneffected by the
viewing. (Here I am not talking about perceptual theories that
consider how a thing or at least the appearance of it is changed by
the perception of it.) As unrelated as viewing and movement seem,

Scheler does relate them in the paragraph followingz the above quote.
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Love only occurs when, upon the values already
acknowledged as “real” there superveres a movement, an
intention, towards potential values still “higher” than
those already given and presented. These additional
values are not yet manifested as positive qualities, being
nercly envisaged concurrently as potential ingredients of
a corporate structural pattern. In so doing, love
invariably sets up, as it were, an “idealized” paradigm of
value for the person actually present, albeit conceiving
this at the same time as an embodiment of his “true”
nature and ‘real’ value, which only awaits confirmation in
feeling. To be sure, this “paradigm” is implicit in the
values already disclosed empirically in feeling--and only
the fact that it is so implicit keeps it free from
interpolation, empathic projection, etc., and hence from
delusion. But, for all that, it is not empirically
“latent” in them, save as an appointed goal, an objective
ideal challenge to a better and more beautiful fulfilment
of the whole.iﬁ

In this account of love, the lover first sees the beloved much as
anvene ¢lsa would., The lover, for esxample, could presumadly give the
same report of the puysical characteristics of the beloved as any
acquaintence of the beloved mizht. But in addition to seeing what
everyone else can see, the lover presumably "sees" in a movement {or
in an intentional act, which here amounts to the same thing) the
beloved as he might appear "in the best of all possible worlds." The
seeing and the movement, then, are generally (Scheler hedges on the
novement always being from lower to higher elsewhere) from the
actually given complex of qualities of the beloved to what that
complex could ideally become. Scheler believes that the values that a

thing has are objectively present in the thing and hence are not

"

elative, are not conferred by the viewer, and are observable just as
much as the thing”s physical properties are observable. Hence he can
claim that this idealization of the beloved is not fantasy of the

lover, but an actual vision of the fulfillment of the qualities of the
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beloved. This last description of love characterizes love as a mental
act of visualizing the beloved as the best the beloved could possibly
be. Mental here is opposed to ordinary physical vision and is not to
be taken as rationmal or cognitive. In fact this is where Scheler”s

characterization of love as emotional fits in. This visualization,

this movement is felt, not thought. I think Scheler would not mind

calling it an intuition of the heart for he subscribes to Pascal’s
claim that the heart has reasons that reason does not know.

This last formulation of love has some plausibility and makes
some sense, but, juxtaposed to what I take to be Scheler”s most
specific and succinct characterization of love, the formulation leaves

S o - = .
ultres. Scheler” s most Zormal

Hy

som2 uncomiortable ambi

characierization of love read:

...love is that movement wherein everv concrete individual
object that possesses value achieves the highest value
compatible with its nature_and ideal vocation; or wherein
it attains the ideal state of value intrinsic to its
nature .2/

The key words are "achieves" and "attains." The characterization
makes it sound as if something has happened and the implication is
that a movement 1is not love until the object of love has achieved its
ideal state or highest value or ideal vocation. Perhaps it 1is
quibbling, but Scheler needs to introduce a sense of on-going
achievements toward that ideal state. No one I know of has achieved
nis ideal state and hence, according to the characterization, no one
has been loved. This is surely not the case; some people have loved
and been loved. It is clear, then, that Scheler needs to amend the

characterization to imply a going towards the ideal state. But even
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with this amendment the characterization clashes with Scheler”s
description of love as some sort of felt perception of the beloved’s
true value. It 1is one thing to visualize the value of somecthing. It
is quite another to take the necessary steps (however unoremeditated,
however unpedagogical as Scheler would have it, those steps may be) to
make this visualization an actuality. What Scheler seems to have
overlooked is the distinction between the love act and loving acts,
that is, those acts that follow as a consequence of love. The
"natural", unpremeditated perfecting of the beloved may come fast in
the footsteps of love, but as sure as there is unrequited love this
need not be so. I am inclined to agree with Scheler that loving

someone tends to improve, to perfect, tc make them more who the

Something of this sort dees often happen in z loving
rclationship. And T would agree with Scheler that the blossoming
forth of a person in a love relctionship i1s a natural consequence of
loving the person and not a pedagogical exercise. But this movement
of the beloved toward perfection is not the same as the lover’s
movement , as the lover”s felt vision of the beloved”s ideal self.
Both the lover and the beloved are necessary for the first movement,
but only the lover is necessary for the latter. 1In fact the lover”s
movement or felt vision of the beloved”s ideal self seems to be
sufficient for love whereas the beloved”s movement toward his ideal

”,

self is not sufficient unto itself and requires the lover’s

(523

elt
vision for the beloved’s movement to be a movement of love.
Presumably I could vork toward perfecting myself without the aid of a

lover, but insofar as the movement toward perfection is love it



requires the lover”s felt vision.

Scheler cannot have it both ways. Either love is the lover’s
felt vision of tne idocl state of the beloved or it is the movement of
the beloved toward perfection. Since Scheler is not here to choose, I
shall choose for him: love is the lover”s felt vision of the ideal
state of the beloved. And I so choose because this makes the most
sense of Scheler”s position. For the reasons mentioned above, the
lover”s felt vision requires no specific antecedent act, but the
beloved”s movement toward perfection does. It seems clear that the
loving acts of the lover are a consequencc of his felt vision of the
idealized beloved, thzt is, of his love act. But choosing to

¢ love as & felt vision of the beloved in his most ideal
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understood metaphorically is a perception if only 2 metaphoric
perception and Scheler scems to deny that love is a perceptica since
he expressly denies love 1s an apprehension.

...preference and rejection belong to the sphere of
value-apprehension..., whereas love and hatred cannot be
reckoned as acts of apprehension at all. ... They may
indeed serve as a basis for the apprehension of value (as
we shall sce), but they zre not themselves apprehensions
of this kind.2®

Scheler claims that preference is an act of emotional cognition and
that "preference always assumes the existence of two values A and B,
of which one is then preferrred to the other."29 Presumably Scheler
sees preference as a comparison test. Having tasted two wines, I find
that I prefer one becsuse it is smoother and more full bodied. The

pleasantness of the wine is the emotional aspect of preference; this
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wine pleases me. 1 find that this wine pleases me more than another
and hence I prefer it. This comparison of the tastes of the wires is
the cognitive element of preference. This seems to be a reasonably
good characterization of preference and also seems to distinguish love
from preference. Love does not have the cognitive element that
preference does. We do not weigh the qualities of one individual
against another and at the end of our comparision declare that we love
one rather than the other (although, we might declare we prefer one to
the other). In so far as Scheler takes apprehension to mean this
cognitive, rational weighing and comparing the goodness of the
qualities of two object, then I must agree; love is not an
apprehension. But we need not consider apprehension as an act with an
explicitly cognitive clement. We may instead consider apprehension in
its root meaning of grasping zhold of or seiziag something. Further,
it is just this grasping ahold of that precedes the cognitive element
of preference, just as Scheler suggests. It is only when I firmly
have ahold of the tastes in my mind that 1 can compare them. If I
just swallow the wines without attending to their taste, then I will
not be able to compare them and hence not be able to prefer one. When
I have fully gotten ahold of, when I have apprehended the flavors of
the wines, I have attended to them and am capable commenting this
one”s particularly fruity bouquet.

The felr quality of love is only one of the perceptual metaphors.
In addition to the tactile quality is a visual quality. Scheler

speaks of the higher value being visualized and of "this vision of a
P 2

higher value that is of the essence of love."30 He also says that
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"love is a movement, passing from a lower value to a higher one, in
which the higher value of the object or person suddenly flashes upon

"3l of course no one who has ever loved has ever seen in the

US..as
strict and literal perceptual sense anything about the beloved other
than what an impartial observer might. What the lover “sees" that
others do not is the value the beloved carries. Assuming that the
lover and the non=-lover are in the same position to see im the strict
and literal sense, their perceptions of the beloved should not differ
significantly. Both would agree that the beloved is 5710" with
brunette hair and so forth. And assuming that the lover and non-lover
were equally astute observers of human behavior, they would both agree
that the baloved is intelligent, keen witted zand sc on. As wz have
seen the lover cannot explain his love on the basis of the qualities
he has secen in the beloved for the simple reason that the non-lover
may see them too and yet not love. Hence there are three
possibilities: the lover sees in a different way than the non-lover or
the lover actually sees more than the non-lover or the lover 1is
delude, fantazing or idealizing. The first possibility is either
uninteresting or a restatement of the claim that the lover sees in a
different way. If the lover sees more than the non-lover and if
seeing more is merely a matter of fact, then the possibility is
uninteresting because all that is needed for the non-lover to see this
"more" is further contact and proximity to the beloved. Given this
further contact, the case is reduced to the original case in which the

lover and the non-lover see the same person and yet the lover loves

and the non-lover does not. The second interpretation of the claim
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that the lover does not see differently but simply more is first

patently true since the lover has to be seeiny something that the

non-lover isn’t if the lover isn”t merely fantasizing. Sccond, the

seeing more than must come from 2 way of seeing unavailable to the

non-lover. This, then, is just another way of saying the lover sees

differently than the non-lover. The other possibility is that the

lover is deluded, fantasizing, or idealizing the beloved. Some have

taken this position, notably Stendal. Such theories are based on the

claim that the lover makes a misattribution of qualities to the

beloved. Lovers are human and surely do make mistakes, but there are

cases of lovers vwho have no delusions about the beloved’s qualities

-l - 3
makes this pecint.

130th sonnet

My mistress” nothing like the sun;

Coral is

CYyes are
r

far more red than her lips” red:
If snow be white, why then her breasts are dun;
If hairs be wires, black wires grow om her head.

I have seen
Bet no such
And in sone
Than in the

roses damask’d red

and white,

roses see I in her cheeks;
perfumes is there more delizht
breath that from my mistress reeks.

I love to here her speak, yet well I know

That music hath a far more pleasing sound:

I grant I never saw a goddess go,

My mistress, when she walks, treads on the ground:
And yet, by heaven, I think my love as rare

As any she belied with false compare.

The lover can be under no delusions and yet love, thus the second

possibility is at least sometimes false. Besides, accepting this
second possibility that love is nothing more than a fantasy or a
delusion would make short shrift of this investigation. The task

still remains then to describe this different sort of seeing that is

love.
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3.5 Singer: Appraisal ;nd bestowal

The lover sees the beloved in a different way thar the non-lover.
And this different way is intimately related to the value the lover
places on the beloved. There is no doubt that the lover values the
beloved. The sacrifices the lover makes and the risks he takes make
it apparent that the lover highly valves the beloved, often above all
else. It is just as clear that the disagreement between the lover and
the non-lover is a disagreement about the value of the beloved.32
They agree on the various attributes of the beloved and may even agree
on a ranking of the relative value of the attributes and on the total
relative worth of the aggragate valuableness of the traits in
comparison to others with other combinations of traits. Im spite of
their azcord, the lover loves, and the non-lover dees not. For the
noment we can avoid the issue of the JZustifiabiliry of lova and the
question of whether it is an a-rationezl, perhaps phantasmagoric,
placement of value by the lover. Instead we may zsk, however
justifiable or fantasic the lover”s placement of value, what is the
experience like?

A description of the loving, of the experience that is love, is
perhaps better suited to the full-bodied, suggestive and evocative
language of literature. The feelings that love’s throes prompt are
not so easily captured by philosophical discourse aud need not be,
f!hat philosophical discourse can do, that literature most often does
not, is capture the connections and relationships of the love act.
When the philosopher speaks of love hc may not quicken the pulse, but

he should provide a better view of the phenomena.
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Scheler claims that love '"represents a unique attitude towards
objects of value"33 and expands this claim with the following
comments.

They [love and hatred] may indeed serve as a basis for the

apprehension of value (as we shall see), but they are not

themselves apprehensions of this kind. DMoreover, these
attitudes are not directed intentionally towards value,

let alone “higher” value, as when we prefer one value to

another; they refer to objects inasmuch and insofar as

these possess value. It is never values we love, but

always something that possesses value. 4
Scheler is contrasting the initial placement of value on a thing and
value considerations about a thing with the relationship to a thing as
valuable. Value apprehension for Scheler implies the act of emotional
cognition present in prefering. In the act of value apprehensiocn as
in the act of prefering, the value of an object is consciously
considerad and, as consciously considered, 1s cognitive albeit a
cogniton about emotive respenses. It is of course true that we can
consciously consider the value of one or more things. It also must be
true that the objects must be presented to us, often by perceiving
them. (We need not perceive the object. Given sufficient familiarity
with that kind of object, we can be told that an object did, does,
could, or will exist and consider its value in terms of its kind.) 1If
the object has been perceived, then what value it may have may be

considered., Such evaluations may be considered appraisals after

Irving Singer”s distinction in The Nature of Love Plato to Luther.

Singer distinguishes between objective and individual appraisal.
Ee describes objective appraisal as follows.

But what 1is it to value or evalute? Think of what a
man does when he sets a price upon a house. e
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establishes various facts--the size of the building, its
physical condition, the cost of repairs, the proximity to
schools. HKe then weights these facts in accordance with
their importance to a hypothetical society of likely
buyers. Experts in this activity are called appraiser;
the activity itself is appraisal or appraising. It seeks
to find an objective value that things have in relation to
one or another community of human interests. I call this
value "objective" because, although it exists only insofar
as there are people who want the house, the estimate is
open to public verification. .... In other words,
appraising is a branck of empirical science, specifically
directed toward the determinging of value.

But now imagine that the man setting the price is not
an appraiser, but a prospective buyer. The price that he
sets need not agree with the appraiser”s. For he does
more than estimate objective value: he decides what the
house is worth to him. To the extent that his preferences
differ from other people’s, the house will have a
different value for him. By introducing such
considerations, we relate the object to the particular and
possibly idiosyncratic interests of a sinmgle person, his
nis neads, Nis wants, his desires. ....

¢ what something 1s worth to pneself we mav call an
individual appraisal.” It &iff what the
appraiser dees; it determines a purely val value,
av opposed to any objectivce value.35

Whether an objective or an individual appraisal is being made,
conscious, presumably rational, consideration goes into the appraisal.
Since an evaluation, an appraisal (of which Scheler”s preference is a
species) is calculated, conscious and rational and since love clearly
is not, Schcler and Singer agree that love itself canmnot involve this
sort of valuing, although both would also agree that love is one basis
for such app'ra)'.sals.?’6 The rejection of appraisals by both Scheler
and Singer, however, cdo not lead them to the same conclusion.
Singer”s tactic is to claim that there is another type of valuing.

This further type of valuing I call bestowal. Individual

and objective value depend upon an oibject”s ability to

satisfy prior interests--the needs, the desires, the

wants, or whatever it 1s that motivates us toward one
object and not another. Bestowed value is different. It
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is created by the affirmative relationship itself, by the
very act of responcding favorably, giving an object
emotional a2 pervasive importance regardless of its
capacity to satisfy interests. Here it makes no sense to
speak of verifiability; and though bestowing may often be
injurious, unwise, even immoral, it cannot be erroneous in
the way that an appraisal might be. For now it is the
valuing alone that makes the value.

Think of what happens when a man comes to love the
house he has bought. In addition to being something of
use, something that sratifies antecedent desires, it takes
on special value for him. It is now his house, not merely
as a possession or a means of shelter but also as
something he cares about, a part of his affective life.
0f course, we also care about objects of mere utility. We
need them for the benefits they provide. EBut in the
process of loving, the man establishes another kind of
relationship. He gives the house an importance beyond its
individual or objective value. It becomes a focus of
attention and possibly an object of personal commitment.
Herely by engaging himself in this manner, the man bestows
a value the house could not have had otherwise.3

in iaterpersonal lowve, the

The lover gratuitously places value on the beloved without
consideration for how much the beloved might '"deserve" or merit that
valuation. By claiming that love is freely placed valuation, Singer
has circumnventcd problems concerning the justification of love. For
Singer, love isn”t justified; it has no reason. In addition we have
the heartening notion the the lover graciously grants, as a sovereign
night grant dispensation to his subjects, his valuation. There are no
conditions. The young beauty need not worry about getting old and
haggard; her husbznd didn"t marry her for her beauty. He loves her
"just because.”" His love is not contingent on her unblemished
complexion and finely chiseled features.

Singer”s notion of bestowal seems attractive, given the



136

difficulty in describing the love act. But bestowal is problematic
just because it is freely given. Love becomes a capricious act.
Surprize! Today I love you; tomorrow I may not. Perhaps shear force
f habit perpetuates the bestowal, but this is hardly reassuring.
Furthermore, 1t is hard to see the value of loviag if it is mere
caprice. We do not find someone who freely (without reference to his
own nceds or desires) confers value upon chocolate almond mocha ice
cream particularly admirable or praiseworthy. I am not a better man
for having conferred value upon it. In fact I would be considered
eccentric for conferring value on it on whim. And yet we do feel that
love 1s praiseworthy, if sometimes unwise, and we usually grant that
the lover is the better for having loved. Why is love praiseworthy if
it confers value willy-nilly? There is some virtue in olacing
objective value as other appraisers would. The skillful zppraiser has
learned discernment, surely of some value. But it is insulting to be
told that value has been conferred upon me, that you have bestowed
value on me when you have found no outstanding reason for conferring
it. Shall I respond '"You insulent twit! low dare you confer value on
me. L am already valuable. I do not need your bestowal like alms for
the poor.” ©Not only is there nothing praiseworthy in bestowing value
as one might throw rice at a wedding, it is an insult and a
condescension. No, 1f you love me, 1 want you to appreciate me for
who I am, I want you to recognize how valuable I am. Yes, I want you
to bestow value on me, but not capriciously. I want you bestow the
value on me that you see 1 am duec.

At this point the demand of the beloved, that she be recognized
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for the veluable being that she, is suggests a perceptual theory of
the love act rather than a gratuitous bestowing of value. Honetheless
Singer’s claim that love is a bestowal is not without merit. If love
is a perception of some kind, it is not just a perception. The
perception must be followed by an act of valuation. The non-lover
perceives the beloved and places some value by virtue of the beloved’s
attributes. If there is any consistency to valuationms, the lover must
go through the same two steps: perception and valuation. In the
non-lover these two steps can and often are temporally separated. The
ju'-es of a beauty contest size up cach contestant making note of the
attributes that he has seen. Once he has seen all contestants, he
cormpares how thev appeared te him, and on the bacis of his percepticns
he judges theilr relative beauty (presumably beauty is considered
valucble and hence he is maling a value judzement). Singer claims
that such valuations are not love but objective appraisals. Scheler
makes the same claim a bit more clearly; there is a rational,
judgemental clement in such valuations that is not present in love.
In love the valuation falls so closely on the heels of the perception
that there is no time for value judgements. The lover sees the
beloved and in the seeing values the beloved. The intimacy of the
perceiving and the valuing is what is captured in Singer’s bestowal.
The time consuming act of making a value judgement helps distinguish
the perception from the evaluation in an act of appraisal. Since nc
such rational act is involved in love the perception and the valuation

virtually collapse into an unit. The indistinguishability (from a

practical standpoint) of the perception ard valuation of love makes



138

love look like an act of bestowal. Without a clear act of evaluation
separate from the perception, the overwhelmingly positive valuation of
love stands out and overshadows the perception involved. The
impression is then of a valuation without 2 judgement or the
antecedent perception needed for judgement. The impression is that
the love act is a bestowal of value.

Singer resorts to the description of love as bestowal because he
sees no distinguishable acts of perception and valuation in love.
Scheler would agree insofar as Singer claims there is no rational act
of evaluation as a component of the love act. But Scheler”s view that
there is an objective hierarchy of values means that he would deny

that love is a gratuitous act. Yet, since this hierarchy is not

4]}

directly perceivable to the senses and since it is not ilmmediately

cvident to cognition, Scheler is forced o cleim, as Pascal does, tha

o

the heart has its reasons that reason does not know. It is true that
Scheler tries to clarify what he means by "heart" as he does in the
following passage.

The figurative expression "heart" does not designate, as
both philistines and romantics think, the seat of confused
states, of unclear and indefinite agitations or some other
strong forces tossing man hither and thither in accord
with causal laws (or not). lNor is it some static matter
of fact silently tacked on to the human ego. It is the
totality of well-regulated acts, of functions having an
intrinsic lawfulness which is autonomous and rigorous and
does not depend on the psychological organization of man;
a lawfulness that operates with precision and exactness.
Its functions bring before our eyes a strictly objective
sphere of facts which i1s the most objective, tne most
fundamental of all possible spheres of fact; one which
remains 1in the universe even if lHomo szpiens is destroyed,
just as does the truth of the proposition 2 X 2 = 4.
Indeed, it is more independent of men than the validity of
that proposition.
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Yct this passage still contaims the perceptual metaphor "bring before
our eves." Scheler has not escaped metaphor, only explained one in
terms of another. Even his clarifications do not clarify; I have no
idea what he means by "the totality of well~regulated acts" and so
forth. I understand what he wants. He wants a being that has the
capabilities, the functions to reflect the order of the universe much
as Kant“s description of man’s ability to percieve space and time were
an attempt to reflect these dimensions in man. But critisize Kant as
you might, no one would contend that man does not have the faculties
to perceive space and time. Scheler does not have that much ground to
stand on. He must not only arsue for the structure of the phenomena
but for the existence of it as well.

The above brief passace is not, of course, Scheler’s only attempt
to defend his position. A little later in "Crdo Amoris" he nakes
these comments.

People no longer understand the whole of emotional life as
a meaningful symbolic language. Thkey no longer see that
objective connections are unveiled in the language that,
in their changing relationship to us, govern the sense and
meaning of our life. Rather, they take our emotional life
to consist in a series of totally blind happenings which
run their course in us like any natural processes;
happenings which eventually one must have a technique for
managzing in order to get some use from them and avoid
harm. However, they do not think that we have to learn to
listen to these happenings when we are considering what

they "mean," what they wish to say to us, what they advise
against what their goals are, or to what they poinc.3

Here Scheler sounds like an existentialist bemoaning modern man”s
plight and railing against his stupidity. Still we can agree with him

to some e¢xtent that our emotional lives has been reducec to

conditioned response to be behaviorally modified when they are no
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louger useful and thet the meaning of our emotions is lost to the
extent we treat ourselves like lab animals to be conditioned. Never
mind that there are severe problems with Scheler denying that love is
an emotion on one passage and implying in the other that love is an
emotion. In the end he resorts to a metaphysical structure that may
be defensible but unnecessary. Love can be described without
reference to an Ordo Amoris or to some extraordinary faculties for the
perception of value. What 1s worse is that his theories add little
more to our understanding of the nature of love than has already been
gleaned.

The lover perceives the beloved in some special way. Intimately
tied to the act of perception is the act of valuation in the love act.
From an cxamination of Sincer’s distinctions we have soen that a
valuation roquires 2 logically prior perception if the valuation is to
be grounded and not utterly capricious. We can, of course, perceive
and not value, as I do when I drive down the road with no thought to
what passes by and only a little to staying on the road. We can
perceive and then value. Having thought over the play I saw tonight,
I have decided that there was more to it than met my eye. But there
are a variety of circumstances in which the perception and valuation
are virtually indistinguishable. I have walked into a gallery of a
museum and been immediately struck by one painting. Its beauty was
immediately evident to me. Every other painting in the gallery I had
to inspect and apply my critical faculties to appreciate. Yes, 1
could seec the value in them, but I haé to work to sce it. The

painting that struck me with its beauty constitues the combined
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perceiving-valuving act and the other paintings the perceived then
valued act. But what virtually does not make sense is a valuation
without a logically antecedent perception, however cotemporaneous the
perception and the valuation may actually be.

If we disallow the possiblity of valuation without logically
antecedent perception, them we have three possible primary
combinations of perceiving and valuing. First, there are simple acts
of perception without any valuation. (These are only of interest to
us insofar as they lead to the second possiblity.) Second, there are
acts of perception followed by temporally distinct acts of valuation.

Third there are perceiving-valuing acts in which the perceiving and

the valuing are lozically but not temporally distinct. Secondary acts
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either the perceivins then
valulng acts or the percelving-valuing acts. TFor instance, the
paintings in the gallery which did not immediately strike with their
beauty but which I subsequently came to appreciate can be the subject
of further valuations such as an art appraiser”s evaluation of their
monetary worth. But the painting that did strike me with its beauty
can be the object of further valuing as well. Eaving been struck with
its beauty, I begin to formulate reasons why the features of the
painting combined in such a way that I found it beautiful. 1In either
case the secondary valuations are founded on more primary ones.
Singer’s appraisals and Scheler’s value apprehensions are either of
the primary perceiving then valuing acts type or of either of the
secondary valuations type. UlNotice in the secondary valuations type it

is possible to comsider the value (of the object) rather than the
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objoct itself. Eut in the primary perceiving then valuing acts or the
perceiving~-valuing acts it is the object which 1s the object of
consciousness after or during which value is conferred. But even in
the perceiving then valuing acts reason can intervene in the schism
between the act of perceiving and the act of valuing. Only the
perceiving-valuing act leaves no room for reasoning. And it is this
act that Singer attempts to capture (unfaithfully as it turms out) in
his notion of bestowal. It is also this a-rational perceiving-valuing
act that Scheler claims is love and tries valiantly to describe
metaphorically.

Lest there be any doubt, I want to make it clear that I am not

talking metaphorically in speaking of the perceiving-valuing act. We

thout any rparrvicularly noticable valuing A huze

ng . N

portion of philosophy deals with cuch perceptions. But we also have
more complex acts of perception. The perceiving—-valuing act is one
class of them. The complex act of perception that 1is
perceiving-valuing is rarer than ordirary perceptions that are not
value ladden, but even so most (all?) of us can claim to have had
some. Being transfixed by a particularly awesome sunset is one
example. Being struck by the power of a symphony is another. Perhaps
you have overwhelmed at the sight of a particularly magnanimous act.
Cr at the truth that rings out in a play or a poem.40 There are even
nore mundane examples. In the first bite of a particularly good
cantelope T am delighted with its full flavored succulence.
Perception—valuvations are part of everyday 1life, if not part of its

routine.
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In the cxamples it 1s obvicus that there 1s an emotional
component. The delight or awe is surely an emotional reaction. But
they are not reactions tc the mere taste or sight of something. They
are reactions to the perceiving-valuing act. These acts may even form
the even more complex perceilving-valuing-affecting act. But evenr if
they do, the logiczl order is perception, valuation and then
affection. This complex act reveals why Scheler both asserted and
denied that love was an emotion. Simple reflex emotions such as fear
an anger are almost too simple to contain a valuative element. They
are more like psycho-physiological reactions than emotions. There is
a chain reaction--perception then emotion. But while my awe at the

sunset 1s a reaction to the sunset, it i1s not a knee-jerk reactionm.

-

2 1s a sponiancous gua

but this is distinct from a phvsioiogical reflew. Simply put, simple
emotions have ne more than two logically distinct acts—-perceiving and
feeling. The complex act that love must be has the additional
logically distinct act of valuing. Furthermore, the emotions attached
to the perceiving-feelinz act can range. This is particularly evident
in love where the first blush may contain an extraordinarily positive,
zloving feeling and a rejection may contain utter dejection and
despair. And of course there are a multitude of other emotions that
may be attached to the basic perceiving~valuing act depending on the
circumstances. Hence, love hac an emotional element, but it is not a
single emotion. Much like an unstable molecule will tend to stabilize
itself with an element or molecule of the proper valence, so too love

tends to complete itself with an emotion that fits the circumstances,
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for example, joy at the acceptance of one’s love by the beloved and
despailr at rejection. A calculus of love and emotions could be worked
out, although I will not do that here. With the description I have
just given Scheler”s apparent contradiction can be resolved. Love is
not an emotion insofar as the emotiom is a simple one requiring only a
perception and a reaction or is complex one with intervening rational
judgements. (This second type of emotion has been rejected in a
previous section and is even more clearly not love given the current
discussion of the unitary perceiving-valuing acts.) But love is
emotional; it takes various cmotions depending on circumstances.

I1f we both go into the art gallery, you might be struck with the

beauty of one painting and I another. The difference can be accounted

for of tastes chat have be educated and cultivated over the
vears as well as by other variables, for instance, our differing

is important; we are individuals with unique

personalities that have developed through the course of our lives,
Part of differences in selecting the love object can be accounted for
just because our different personalities give us different views of
the world. But more important at the moment is the possibility that a
third person might enter the gallery and find the whole collection an
abyssmal pile of garbage. I have a friend who has no use for
impressionist paintings although many affect me profoundly. But T
have some training in art and know some of the history that led to the
transformation from realism to imprescionism. Someone might object
that wmy apparent perceiving-valuing acts at being confronted with one

of Monect”s waterlily pancls is really a perceiving then valuing act or



even a sccondary consideration of the value. Therc is no denying that
I approach the paintings with a different, tutored point of view. But
T would decny that in those special cases in whiclh I am struck by a
painting”s beauty I am "having" anything other than a
perceiving-valuing act. I may argue phenomenologically that my
experience 1s of 2 perceiving=-valuing act; I can distinguish this
exparicnce from those 1 have with paintings that do not forcefully
strike me. The distinction needs to be drawn. My experiences are
different, and hence the description of them also needs to be. But I
can also poinmt out to the objector that no persom is an empty slate
after the moment of birth and probably not since conception. Whether
I explain it genetically or environmentallv or both, T now have a

personality, a foundatilon onm which I expevrience the thi

To philoscphize about some pristine creature without such a foundation
is sheer folly when the matter at hand is a particularly human
function. When I talk about the percelving-valuing acts, I am talking
about acts that pcople as they are perform. The psychologist may
describe how people accrue value complexes that allow them to respond
to certain stimuli and not others, but that is a matter for the social
sciences. What the philosopher needs to know is that people are
capable of such acts for at the moment they occur, they occur in a
given, individual background. The perceiving-valuing acts can be
examined and descibed whatever the geneology of the ground on which
they occur.

e are now 1in a position to give a definition or, perhaps more

aptly, a description of the love act. Since we are concerned only
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witl interpersonal love, the object of the love act will be designated
a2s "a person." This designation of the object is also provisional but
will suffice for the moment. The love act is an act of

perceiving-valuing toward 2 person. Such acts take a wide range of

possible attendant emotions depending on the circumstance. The

conmplex perceiving-valuing act is the only possibility here considered
that plausibly fits the phenomena. The description logically orders
the elements of the love act in a way that definitions of the love act
as a desire, or emotion, or judgement cannot, because each of those
kinds of definitions oversimplifies the phenomena.

But there is one serious omission in the definition. To get the
description we left aside the issue of justification. As it stands,
the description still le¢zves cpen the possibility that love 1s merely
2 matter of taste. You happen to be struck by the beauty of David”s
paintings, I by those of Monet. Merely a matter of taste. You love
Sally, and I love Jane. Merely a2 matter of taste. But while we each
can, depending on our artistic critical sophistication, defend our
peference for David or Monet, we are speachless in any attempt we
might make to defend our love. But the justification of my pechant
for Monet comes, not from a description of my perceiving-valuing act
tovard his paintings, for presumably your taste for David is a
structurally similar perceiving-valuing act, but from the nature of
the object of my perceiving-valuing act. Hence, to give a full
description of the love act and to explore its justificatiom, we will

have to examine the objects of interpersonal love--persons.



CHAPTER III

WHAT WE LOVE ABOUT WHO WE LOVE

4.1 Introduction

She [the beloved] is not static: she is fluid, changing,

indefinable--alive. The lover is attending to a person.

And who can say what that is?

The concect of a person gives Singer pause, as well it might.
But although his reluctance to explore what a person is is
understandable, it is zbsolutely essential to sn understandin
interpersonal love. After all, 2 person is the object o such lovss.
To say that, when we love znother, we love a person 1s not merely
redundant and uninformative, it leaves the nature of our love
ambiguous. Without further comment, the perceiving=-valuing act that
is the love act could be directed at any object indifferently with
comparable results and consequences. Yet we do not find people
falling head over heels in love with rocks or trees. It is only when
love is directed at persons that love exhibits itself most fully. But
just when love exhibits itself most fully, we find its object most
puzzling. What is it that constitutes the love of a person? How 1s
this love unique? What is it (presumably there is something) about
the person that 1is loved? An understanding of interpersonal love

cannot be had without a clear view of what it is about a person that
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makes him lovable.

An examination of the enduring emotions has shown that love is
unlike them insofar as explicit reasons can be given for the emotions
and cannot be given for love. What this amounts to is that no
particular trait of the beloved can be given as the reason for love,
and hence no particular trait is the reason for love. What happens to
my love when you become arthritic if I love you for your mastery of
the piano? Or when your body ages if I love you for your delicate
skin and subtle curves? If I love you for your sharp wit does my love
end when you are comatose, never to regain consciousness? Surely I
may hold these and a myriad of other traits dear, but they are not the
reasons I love vou. In part we find these phyvsical and

characterclo:

raits a feeble foundation for love becausc they
come and go while the person endures. But just as much they seem
insufficiernt. While seeing, appreciating and enjoying the same group
of traits in the beloved, the lover and non-lover do not have the same
response to them. We might fault the non-lover for not appreciating
them enough, but more likely we will see the lover as over-valuing the
beloved’s traits. The non-lover is not wanting; he 1s not somehow
deficient, a particularly dull witted fellow without proper emotional
responses. The non~lover may love somecone clse and find himself on
the other end of the stick, demonstrating his capability to love but
also finding himself responding "unreasonably" to another. HNeither is
the lover demented; while often in the beginnings of love the lover
acts strange, not all lovers do and most in due course can both love

and carry on perfectly ordinary life otherwise. No, wc do not love a
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person’s traits.

We might say that what is loved is the goodness of the person.
Surely the virtues of the man or woman deserve our love and justify
it. BDut in truth goodness of a person is nothing more than another
word for his lovableness. Both point to the positive qualities and
traits of the person. And so the arguments that demonstrate that we
do not love traits apply to the claim that we love the goodness of a
person. In addition, as Scheler points out, loving a person for his
goodness puts us in a peculiar moral position. If somcone, after
genuine and honest effort, fails to attain some virtue and if we love
them only for their goodness, their failure to attain the virtue would
prompt us to halt our love and shun them. MNot only does halting our

love at

e coursc ol love cught to
Yun, it puts us in the position of not loving just when the persom
nceds it the most and when (it would seem) it is most virtuous to
love. In other words, part of our notion of love is that, if we love,
we love whether the person deserves it or not. I am glad of her
strengths and regret her weaknesses, but I love her all the same.
Love is not a reward for being good boys and girls. 3But if I do not
love you because you deserve it, because you are good, then all
justification for my love seems to vanish.

We are left it seems in an impossible situation. If I love you
for no reason at all, then my love is a ridiculous condescension
having no more worth than a particular roll of the dice. But whatever
recasons I might lave are inadequate to justify my love, at least

rcasons of the ordinary sort--the kind we give for our other emotions
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and valuations. But perhaps this is just as well: we rcally don’t
want o reason of the sort that hinges on commonly granted gqualities of
z thing. We want a reason better, more profound than "She’s pretty"
or "He’s intelligent."” We feel that our love is profound: shouldn’t
it have profound reasons? The only problem is coming up with those
profound reasons.

Scheler advocates one possibility: we love a person for the
unique person that he is. Since we are all unigque individuals, loving
a person in (for?) his uniqueness seems to explain why I love this
person and notanother. But why this uniqueness rather than that?
Singer puts the objection this way.

For what then dqes a man love a woman? For being the

nerson she is, for be herself? DBut that ic to sav that

. o Tvone

e loves 1o

nature zf
While 1t 1s true that we love unique individuals, the uniqueness seems
no reason or justification for loving. On the other hand, the
justification for love, as I have suggested and to which we are
virtually forced, is a justification of a peculiar sort. The sort of
justification that would provide reason for anyome loving anyone else,.
For, after ail, we have no reason to believe that a person couldn’t
love any other person. In fact, this is what Christianity enjoins us
to do. With this need for anm unusual justification in mind,
uniqueness has some plausibility as a possible justification.
Uniqueness 1s something everyone has, but no two people are unique in
thie same way, else they would not be unique. Before I descend into

paradox and word play, I want to object that uniqueness simply does
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not scen profound enough to be a justification. Put another way,
everything is uniquc. Persons surely are, but so are rocks and trees.
Uniqueness doesn’t give us reason for a purely human love.
lonetheless it suggests the kind of reason we may be forced to if we
are to justify love at all; a justification that can provide reason
for loving any person, but specifically persons.

To find such a justification, though, requires an examination of
persons. I will not investigate complete thecries of persons nor will
I provide one of my own. Such a tack is another project entirely. I

will examine the part of Sartre’s Being and Nothinoness that considers

the initizl, primary relationship between people. While he also gives

a theory of love, I will not exanmine it in detall since 1t relies on
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justification for love.
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4.2 Sartre”s Look And The Awareness Of Others

Tc begin an examination of Being and Hothinsness3 with Sartre’s

exposition of the Look and the Otker is to begin after his development
of the for-itself, that is, consciousness. To understand the Look and
the Other requires a rudimentary understanding of Sartre’s conception
of being-for~itself and so a few prefatory comments are in order.
Sartre develops his concept of consicousness from Hegel, Heidegger,
and Husserl. It can be arcued that his notion of consciousness mcet
closely resembles Husserl’s, but whatever the genisis of his ideas,
Sartre”s understanding of consciousness diverges significantly from

his predecesors. Sartre”s consciousness is a nothingness which takes

As curious as it sounds to call consciousness a nothingness,
2cod reason for doing so. Sartre is well zware of the
difficulties of any Cartesian type system which claims that there are
two kinds of substance (two kinds of being), mind and matter; there
always arises the apparently insoluble problem of how two radically
different kinds of being can influence one another as mind and matter
so obviously do. Sartre’s solution to the Cartesian dilemma is to
acknowledge that there are thoughts and matter but to claim that only
matter is. lMatter or, in Sartre’s terminalogy, Deing just is and as
such is completely identical with itself. As such, it cannot be
related to itself and can make no reference to itself. It is massive,
opaque and undifferentiated. Consciousness (which is our thoughts in
the broadest possible sense of '"thoughts") is what matter is not.

Since matter 1s being, consciousness is non-being or nothing. Perhaps
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the best way to express plainly what Sartre is driving at is to say
that consciousness is a nothing aware of being. Taking over [rom
Husserl the notion that consciousness takes an object, Sartre points
out that consciousness in taking an object is still not ever that
object. I may think about you or perceive the tree, but my
consciousness of you or of the tree is not you or the tree. In fact,
consciousness can be viewed as negation. It not only is not its
object (whatever that may happen to be at the moment), it also
"haunts" being with negation. By isolating the tree from the ground,
consciousness has actually distinguished the tree from what the tree
is not (i.e., the remainder of being). Furthermore, if consciousness
is not to collapse into being, it must retrieve itself in its
what 1t 1s aware

aware oL 1ts not heing

being
of. Sartre defines consciousness as that which is what 1t is not and
wiiich 1s not what it is. This may sound paradoxical, but it is
Sartre’s attempt (an attempt which he makes at great length) to
capture the nature of pre-reflective consciousness. Sartre imbues the
pre-reflective consciousness with almost human characteristics.
Presumably this is justifiable since it is human consciousness that
Sartre 1s describing. In any case comsciousness, even at the
pre-reflective level, strives to be its own foundation. That is,
consciousness attempts in its being consciousness of itself as not
being itself as aware of being in-itself to be a being identical with
itself and yet aware of itself. This is impossible since only being

in-itself can be identical with itself and since this identity does

not allow an awareness (which is not, cannot be, the in-itself) of the



being in-itself. 1In its striving to be a for-itself-in-itself (a
being conscious of itself and yet identical with itself) the
for-itself dooms itself to fzilure. All of the forgoing description
of prereflective consciousness, it should be noted, is not a
relationship of knowing but of being. The prereflective consciousness
does not know its object, rather it is in relationsihp to its object.
Even when consciousness reflects on itself the most primary
relationship is one of being. The reflective consciousness is a mode,
a modification of the prereflective consciousness. Reflective
consciousness is, for Sartre, the sort of awareness one has when one
is aware that ome is typing or plaving tennis or whatever. This sort
of reflective consciousness is in the present; it 1s a consciousness

of on here is also reilective consciousness ¢s

knoveldge that is of the past, as when I consider what I did
yesterday. My past, of course, is no longer a consciousness and has
become 2 being in-itself. My past Sartre calls a facticity which,
along with my body as my other facticity, I must acknowledge as mine
and yet I must always zo beyond or transcend these facts of my
existence since I am a consciousness, a for-itself, and my body and
past are being, in-themselves.

There are four aspects of prereflective consciousness that
require closer
examination in view of this discussion of love: lack, value,
possiblity, and freedom. A bcing in-itself has to be, cannot be other
than it 1s, and is lawfully,causally determined. The for-itself, on

the other hand, being what the in-itself is not, is not determimed but
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frec. Consciousness is only bound by its dependence orn being
in-itsc1lf as consciousness” object. The lack of freedom we ordinarily
expcrience is based on this dependence. Our feeling that we are not
free to argue with the boss or free to climb a mountain is based, not
on consciousness” lack of freedom, but on the fact that consciousness
is situational, that it is always in relationship to some in-itself or
another. I am free to argue with the boss or climb a mountain to get
to the valley on the other side. I just am not frec to alter the fact
that the boss will fire me if I argue with him or the fact that the
mountain’s height is such that I will freeze to death before I can
reach the other side. The freedom of consciousness is probably the
most criticized aspect of Sartre’s philosophy; however, I will not
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 vith Sertre’s analyvsis since the analysis of the ob

love will not hinge on 1it.

The for-itself as nihilation determines itself as lack. Quite
sinply comsciousness lacks being. A being, an in-itself, cannot lack
anything. A broken chair may be said to lack an arm, but the broken
chair itself lacks nothing. Only through consciousness can the chair
be seen as lacking anything. Consciousness not only intends, but
perceives the chair as it is in its fullness as being in-itself. It
transcends the broken chair toward the complete chair and supplies the
missing part. A lack, then has three parts: that which is lacking
(e.2., the chair), that which is lacked (e.g., the missing arm), and
the totality which would be were there not a lack (e.g., the
"complete', whole chair). Any time we see something as missing or

complete a whole of which only a part is given, we are manifesting
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lack. Most often we think of lack as applied tc some object, but
Sartre claims that lack is the very "nature" of Consciousness.
Consciousness, after all, strives for a whole which it is mnot. So the
totality toward which consciousness strives as lack is identity with
itself. That which is given is consciousness itself considered as
awareness and what 1is lacked is the identity of the in-itself that
consciousness is not. Thus, by its very nzture consciousness is lack
and perpetually so, constantly throwing out before itself the totality
which it can never be. This totality (the for-itself~in-itself) is
the self that consciousness attempts to be. It is also value. Value
has the peculiar characteristic of both being and not beinz. It is

not, since it 1s the unattainable attempt of comnsciousness. It 1s

however for conscicusness asg

aims. llere, as throughout his discussion of prereflective
consciousness, Sartre is not speaking of knowing and value is not held
out to consciousness as an object and a specific goal. Rather value
is contained within the act of consciousness as that which the act of
consciousness transcends itself toward. Sartre is claiming in his
discussion of lack and value that consciousness is lack and value and
that lack and value are not merely modifications of consciousness
which consciousness may or may not choose to tzke.

Sartre immediately follows his discussion of lack and value with
a discussion of possibilities. I will not try to reproduce the course
of the analysis of possiblity, but rather note its relationship to
freedom, lack, and value. It should be clear that nothing can be frce

unless there are options (possibilities) open. This is generally
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accepted and uncontentious. Equally, inscfar as there is lack there
is possibility for in lack there is always the totality toward which
lack aims as a possibility even if this possiblity is, in the end,
impossible. Since value is the totality toward which lack aims, value
too is intimately related to possibility. And, of course, all these
relationships are ones of being, not knowing. A prereflective
consciousness does not consider possibilities; it is its possibilities
in the same sense that it is lack and it is the value toward which it
strives.

After he develops these aspects of consciousness that
consciousness is (freedom, lack, value, and possiblity), Sartre shows
that consciousness in 1its verv nature temporalizes and spatializes.
Counsciousness 1s not just in time and spacw, in its being it makes
time to be by temporalizing and makes space to be by spatializing.
With the addition of space and time to the character~-the being--of
consciousness we have a characterization of consciousness sufficient
for an examination of the Look and the Other.

The teview of Sartre to this point 1is not comprehensive nor was
it intended to be. For present purposes it is enough to get a general
idea of Sartre”s position. Consciousness is in constrast with Being
as nothingness 1s in constrast to complete, opaque, self-identical
being. But consciousness is not a simple awareness of beimng. It is
an awareness of itself as being aware of being. In its both being
aware of being and of itseclf, consciousness is also a freedom, a lack,
value, and possiblity. From this core of attributes which it is,

consciousness temporalizes and spatializes. It is this extensively
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of the Look and the Other.

Sartre introduces the Look and the Other by way of the
traditional problem of others variously stated as the questions "How
do I know this other being is a person like myself?" or "How do I know
this other being has a mind?" or, more appropriately for Sartre, "How
do I know this other being has/is a consciousness?" Sartre, of
course, rejects prior attempts to answer these questions and claims
that the being of the Other (another conscious being) is given to me
in & relationship of being. It is this relationship of being to the
Other that Sartre describes in "The Look."

Sartre first considers the Other-as-object and begins with this

iny toward me, this man who

2ss this bezzar whom I hear
calling before my window, are for me objects—-of that
there is ne doubt. Thus it is true that at least one of
the modalities of the Other”s presence to me is
object-ness.

This woman whom I see

ing by 1in the stree
a

But a person is not like other objects in the world to which I might
attend. Sartre points out that 1f the marn I view in the park were
only one object among many that "I could have him disappear without
the relations of the other objects around him being perceptibly
changed." and "In short, no new relation would appear throuch kim
between those things in ny universe " This, of course, is not the
case; his being a man makes all the difference in the world.
Perceiving him as a man, on the other hand, is not to
apprchend an additive relation between the chair and him;

it is tc register an organization without distance of the
things in my universe around that privileged object. To
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be sure, the lawn remains two yards and twenty inches awvay
from him, but it is also as a lawn bound to Lim in a
relatior wnich at once bLoth transcends distance and
contains it. Instead of the two terms of the distance
being indifferent, interchangeable, and in a reciprocal
relation, the distance is unfolded starting from the
mat.... We are dealing with a relation which is without
parts, given at one stroke, inside of which there unrfolds
a spatiality which 1s not my spatiality; for instead of a
grouping toward me of the objects, there is now an
orientation which flees from me.

Yet tihe man is an object for me and he belongs to my distances. It is
just that because I perceive him as a man

...the world has a kind of drain hole in the middle of its
being_and ... it is perpetually flowing off through this
hole.

ilonetheless,

The universe, the flow, and the drain hole are all once
v i, and fixed as an obljsct.
partial structure of the

disintegration of the

reanprchend

The distintegration may be contained as when tlhe man is absorbed in
the book he is recading. In such instances, he 1s not perceiving all
that I am perceiving but merely a small part. But even such contained
cases of the Other as object indicate a new aspect of a world that was
heretofor completely for me.
The quality ''man-reading" as the relation of the man to
the book is simply & little particular crack in my
universe. At the heart of this solid, visible form he
makes himself a particular emptying. The form is massive
only in appearance; its peculiar meaning to be--in the
midst of my universe, at ten paces from me, at the heart
of that massivity--a closely consolidated and localized
flight .9

Even though this "drain hoie", this "localized flight" in my world is

the Other as object, it is not the original relation of the Other to
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me. Sartre clcims this is so because 1) such events in my world
concern only the pcrson (I view) and the things in the world, 2) the
person is still only an object of knowledge (e.g., I can report, "The
man i1s walking on the lawn.", and 3) that the man is purely probable
in two ways. First, it is only probable that he is a man an not a
cunningly contrived robot and, second, even if it is granted that he
is a man, it is only probable that he is reading or looking--he may be
daydreaming and only look as if he is reading. On these grounds
Sartre says we can discount the Other as object as the origianl
relation of the Other to me and hence we must look further for this
original relation of the Other to me. Sartre initially points to the
permanent possibility that "...if the Other—as-object is defined in
connection vith the world as the obizct which sees what I ::ee,”lc then
I mey be sesn by the Other as subject.

Whiie the possibility of sceing the other points to the
possibility of being seem by him, the "being seen" cannot be derived

from the "seeing.'

It is not as if "the Other’s look after having
wandered over the lawn and the surrounding objects came following a
definite path to place itself on me,"ll but rather a radical
conversion of the Other 1is necessary i1f he is to escape
objectification. For the Other to be a subject, I cannot objectify
him as just one more object in my world. Furthermore, if I am to be
an object to his subject then my objectivity cannot be derived for me
from the {(objective) world since I am the one by whom there 1is a
world. Hence this possiblity of being—-seen-by-another cannot be

derived from the Other-as-object (for here he must be a subject) nor



161

can it bte derived from my being-as-subject (since I cannot be an
object to mvself, reflective consciousness not withstanding). The
Other as object is, then, a reference to the Other as subject and,
Sartre claims, "being-~seen~by-the-Other" is the truth of
"seeing-the-othular set of cyes, for I may feel the look of another on
me when I hear a rustle in the bushes as I attempt to sneak by enemy
lines or when I hide myself from the house on the hill that might be
eneny occupied. Even when I do encounter another’s eyes, Sartre
claims, I can either look at them or I can experience the look, but I
can not do both. DBut whether the Other is actually present or not,
whether I actually see his eyes or feel them bering through my back,
the experience 1s of the look and the othner as subject. 1In the

axperiecncs of the look I mav feel shame as one of the primitive

(23

reactions to the Other as subject. It is this shame that Sartre uses
to develop the details of my experience of the Other.

Let us imagine that moved by jealousy, curiosity, or
vice I have just glued my ear to the door and looked
through a keyhole. I am zlone and on the level of a
non-thetic self-consciousness. This means first of all
that there is no self to inhabit my comsciousness, nothing
therefore to which I can refere my acts in order to
qualify them. They are in no way known; I am mv
acts....

The scene behind the door is "to be seen” and the conversation going
on "to be heard." "The door and keyhole are at once both instruments
and obstacles..."!3 This world before me is in relation to ny free
possiblities. I am my jealousy. My jealousy is the objective fact
that there is something to be seen behind the door and is called

situation. The gituation reflects the facticity of the objective
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structure of the world surrounding me and my freedom, as well, since I
have tasks freely to be done. Yet, I cannot define myself as in 2
situation since I am not a positional consciousness of myself.
There is nothing there but a pure nothingness encircling a
certain objective ensemble and throwing it into relief
outlined upon the world, but this ensemble is a real
system, a dispositon of means in view of an end. 14
But just as I am so engaged, I hear footsteps in the hall. I have
been scen. I have been looked at. Now I exist as myself for my
pre-reflective consciousness. Before the entrance of the Other I
could only consider myself in a reflective mode of consciousness. But
now, Sartre says, the self comes to haunt the pre-reflective
consciousness. Since pre-reflective consciousness is consciousness of
the world, its consciousness of the self exists on the level of things
in the world. Thi: consciousness cf the self is not consciousnaess of
}‘

“nl " P N T mersrae S 3
@ self as an cbject, however, si

m

can take the sell as a positional object. Rather, my self is present
to me only insofar as I am an object for the Other. I am conscious of
myself as escaping myself; I am conscious of myself as having a
foundation outside myself (in the Other). As such consciousness, 1 am
for myself only as a pure reference to the Other. Just as this self
is not the object of my consciousness neither is the Other. If he
were the object of my consciousness, he would be reduced to an object
and my self would vanish in my objectification. WNeither do 1 emptily
intend this self as something to be filled in later. This self
entirely cscapes me. I cannot know it since it does not exist for me;

it exists for the Other. Even so, I am a self which another knows.
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When T apprehended the Other as object in my world, I experienced him
as a drain in the middle of it. Nonetheless, my world contained this
draining out of it. With the look, the world flows out of itself and
I flow outside of myself. In speaking of my flowing outside of myself
Sartre is pointing to this self as something that I am and yet
something that I do not directly make to be. There is an
indeterminacy and unpredictability to this self that stem not so much
from my inability to know the Other as from his freedom, for this self
reveals his freedom to me. The revelation of his freedom does not
come from an image he might produce of me but from a dimension of my
being that is separated from me by nothingness--his nothingness as

freedom. 1 can mever be for myself this being seated in a chair--my

I zm not=--but

as nhe can sge the cane resting
against the table. I recognize the Cther”s ability to make of me a
thing and in this recognition, I have an outside and this outside is
Wy nature.

Te speak of my nature is to speak of my possibilities becoming
probabilities. My free possibilities become before the Other”s look
possibilities in his world. He objectifies me and so may construe my
actions as having patterns. These patterns are probabilities derived
from my acting on my possibilities. Iy possibilities become
probabilities when viewed by the Other and yet the possibilities
remain such for me; I just experience them as probabilities for the
Other. For instance, my possibility of hiding in a corner is cut

short by the probability that the Other might find me there.



Furthermore, as 1 am the Other S possibles so I am an instrumentality
in bhis world.

Just as my nature can be charcterized as my possibilities
becoming probabilities, it can also be characterized as my
spatializing becoming spatialized and my temporalizing becoming
temporalized. The world was for me as I spatialized it, but in the
experience of the look I experience myself as being spatialized in the
Other”s world. In the same fashion my temporalization 1is
temporalized. The Other temporalizes himself and, as he views me, he
temporalizes me. As a spatio-temporal object in the world, I offer
nyself to the Other’s appraisal. In becoming an object before the
Other, I subject myself to the appraisals and value judgements te
might meke. I axm there for him to assess. And to the extent I am
available to his apprzisal, 1 can be considered a slave before nim. 1
am a defenseless being before his freedom.

With his comments on the appraisal of the Other in the look,
Sartre claims that he has finished his description of the look. He
points out that his description has taken place on the level of
pre-rcflective consciousness and hence that his description of the
look in no way involves knowing. The Other is particular, concrete
condition of my being-unrevealed, that is, of the self that I am but
do not know. Since I am related to the Other in my being, Sartre
claims that his description has avoided sollipsism. His arguments
have the feollowing general form. I do experience the look and the
sclfi that escapes me. I am a consciousness that (as has been shown

previously) cannot make an object of itself. If I cannot mak

I

an
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object of myself and yet there is a self, then this self must be the
product of some other, i1.e., the Other.l5 Any attempt to make the
Other merely a construction of my consciousness is in error since it
has failed to appreciate the relation of being between me and the
Other. It is true that I can know the Other as object and that this
knowledge of him is merely probable, but the Other as object is a
degraded experience of the Other. The Other as subject as experienced
in the look is a factual necessity of my being. He is factual insofar
as he is not derivable from me as consciousness, and he 1iIs necessary
since I do cxperience the look.

Sartre considers the possible objection that I might experience

the look and vet find that there was no one there to produc2 it. In

@ction Sartre introduces ti.c notions of presence and

absence., EZven if an Other was not there when I deduced from an
expericence of & look that he was, I demonstrate my capability for
experiencing the Cther through the look. In fact I may alter my
behavior because I have experienced the look. After hrearirng the
bushes rustle and thinking that it was someone, I may decide that my
hiding place is not safe enough and go elsewhere. In such an event
the absence of the Gther indicates his presence to me. In fact it
makes no sense to spcak of absence at all except insofar as there is a
presence., A halltree that never occupied a space in my house is not
absent. Only if it had been present at one time could in now be
present. Sinmilarly, my friend Paul 1s now absent because he has been
present to me. Even now he is present to me in his absence when I

think of goingz to sce him or of a conversation we had. Hence even in
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the experience of the absence of an Other, the look reveals to me my
presence te the Other.

Sartre makes the point that the look is prenumerical. That is,
the experience of the look does not distinguish whether there is one
or a thousand people looking at me. I am simply looked at. Only when
I look do countable Others appear. But then, the look disappears, and
I am left with the Cther as object. By the time Sartre talks about
the prenumerical look it is clear that the Other as subject cannot be
considered any single other consciousness or group of consciousnesses.

The look demonstrates that a) I am capable of experiencing another

n

consciousness and b) other consciousness exists since the look could
cnly be experienced in an interaction with a consciousness that is not
wine.

That the look 15 prenumerical makes it evident that the Gther as
subject, as a consciousness, can only exist for me as a refused self.
Tke Cther cannot be discerned as this or that particular consciousness
and hence cannot be specified as this or that other person. All that
there is of him 1s this self that I am. But this self I refuse to be
since as consclousness I trarscend myself at every moment. But of
course, in the same way that I refuse the Other, as another
consciousness, he refuses me. This relationship to the Cther in the
rcefused self (and through the experience of the look) is a double
negation, "Hot only do I make myself net-be this other being by
denying that he is me, 1 make myself not-be a being who is making
himself not-be me."1® But this double negation is in a sense

self-destructive. 1f T make mysc¢lf not-be this other beirng, then T

Rl
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loose my objecthcod in making an object of him. If he makes an object
of mc, the he looses his objectivity. Of these two states of the
double negation the more fundamental is that in whichk I am objectified
inasmuch as in the other negation I deny his being. But since in the
negation in which I am objectified I do not apprehend the Other
directly, my experience of him is as my refused self. This refused
self I transcend and so I alienate myself from the Other. At the same
time tlis refused self is my bond to the Other. It is that which
differentiates us; two consciousnesses can be distinguishably two only
if they negate and objectify one another. Tt is this double negation
that provides the basis for all my relatioms with others. I am always
either experiencing myself as an object for the Other or tramscendiny

jectification. The objectificction leads to the transcendence,

and tihe transcendence collapscs pack into the objectification.

There are affective consequences of this interplay of
consciousnesses. Emotions are generated out of the particular stages
of my interaction with another. Sartre comments that I might remain
fascinated with this Unrevealed, this Other, if I did not realize him
specifically in fear, shame, and pride. It is interesting that Sartre
mentions fascination first, but he makes nothing of the possibility of
fascination. He is more concerned with some fundamental emotional
reactions, not only fear, shame and pride, but arrogance and vanity as
well. Each of these is developed from some particular moment in the
experience of the Other. In fear, for instance, 1 appear to myself as
tiireatened. It is not, of course, the for-itself that is threatened

directly but the self. But then, I am this self and so the ruin of
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the self implies the ruin of the for—-itself.
Fear is therefore the discovery of my being-as-object on
the occasion of the appearance of another object in my
perceptive field. It refers to the origin of all fear,
vhich is the fearful discovery of my pure and simple
object-state in so far as it 1is surpassed and transcended
by possibles which are not my possibles.17
I may cscape my fear by thrusting wyself toward my possibles thereby
transcending my object state and at the same time objectifying the
Other such that his possibilities become dead possiblities.
Shame, too, hinges on the realization of my object state. And
pure shame, Sartre says, "...is not a feeling of being this or that

guilty object but in general of being an object; that is, of

recornizing myself in this degraded, fixed, and dependent being which

into the world and

the Other to be what I am. And

the Other. When 1 objectify the Other he has a subjectivity as a
hollow box has an ingide, and since this subjectivity is there, at a
distance, contained, it looses its efficacy. Then his knowledge of me
appears as nothing more than an image he has of me and takes on the
character of “subjective” (in the sense of relative) knowledge. I am
in turn non-thematically aware of being capable of being an object for
the Other. It is this awareness that is imperfectly refered to in the
"I" of "I am ashamed of myself before the Other."

In pride I am aware of my objectness before the Other but in
addition I am aweare that 1 am responsible for this objectness.

I emphasize my responsibility and I assume it. In one
sense therefore pride is at first resignation; in order to
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be proud of being that, I must of necessity first resign
nyself to being only that.'~

being only tnat
Pride is built on shame since it builds on my original awareness of my
objectness before the Other that is shame. Sartre also comments that
pride is a reaction of flight and bad faith since "I txy to apprehend

v20 3t the same time I

myself as affecting the Other by my object state
hold the Other as a subject. Hence, Sartre claims, there are orly two
authentic attitudes: shame and arrogance--the shame of apprehending
Other as the subject through whom I get my objectmess and the
arrogance of affirning my freedom as I confront the Other as object.

In vanity, as in pride, I accept my objectness before the Other.

But whereas in pride I accept responsibility for that objectness, in

vanity I attempt to use my objectness to manipulate the Other. T
attempt to affect him passivelv with admiration or love. He, as he
chjectifies me, confers qualities on me--beauty, intelligence,

wit--and I in turn try to have him respond freely as a subject to
return these qualities to me so that I might know my self. But in
principle my self is unknowable to me and in the process of attempting
to know it I objectify the Other as the object of this project. I
play 2 role for the Other, a self I would know, so that he will return
it to me. But in the process of playing this role, I look to the
Other for this self and thcreby turn him "into stone", into an object.
At this point I have lost the self I would know in the depths of the
Other and I am faced with my own freedom objectifying the Other.
Sartre continues his discussion of the Other, and only when he is

dene, does he turn to the body. Even so, at the point at which he
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finishes discussing the basic affective reactions to the Other, he has
provided enough of the essential relationship of self to the Other for
a discussion of the Other as the beloved. The tools he provides for
an exploration of the Other as the beloved do not seem promising.
Given his description of the Other, it appears that there is no
relationship that is not doomed to failure. I am either objectifving
the Other or being objectified by him and no matter how elaborate my
attempts at a union with the Other, my attempts are always reduced to
those two possibilities. If love is not a project doomed to failure
and 1if all claims to love are not shams, then a reevaluation of
Sartre”s development of the Other is necessary. It is that project to

which I turn next.
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4.3 Another Look At Objectification

What makes Sartre”s description of the for-itself”s basic
relationship with others so dismal is that he claims that there are
only two--equally futile--possibilities. Shall I objectify you or
shall T feel objectified by you? Even the most complex relationshkips
are derived from thesc two possibilities. The more complex
relationships simply have layers of objectifying and objectification
intertwined with dissimulation. Dissimulation is necessary since the
only way to derive more complex emotions from the two basic attitudes
is through deceit. Sartre”s analysis of love bears witness to what
happens when two attitudes are required to explain emotions and human

interactions with a significant emoticonal component. To love, Sartre

wenting-to-be-loved
...l want to assimilate the Other as the
Other-looking-at-me, and this project of assimilation
includes an augmented recognition of my being~looked-at.
In short, in order to maintain before me the Cther’s
freedom which is looking at me, I identify myself totally
with my being-looked-at.2
But to gect the Other to love me requires more than having him look at
me; after all, he looks at me already, and at other things as well,
without loving me or them. For the Other to love me, he must treat me
as the center of his world. I must be all that counts and that
through which all else is understood. I am an object for the Other,
but this very special central object.
In one sensc if 1 am to be loved, I am the object through
whose procuration the world will exist for the Other; in

another sense I am the world. Instead of being a
"this"detaching itself on the zround of the world, I am
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the ground-as-object on which the world detaches itself.22
And how de I convince the Other to give me this status? Through
fascination. By being fascinating I attempt to seduce the Otker into
putting me in this privileged place in his world.

For the moment it is not important to understand why I, as a
lover, have these goals or exactly how I pursue them; it is only
important to see that I, as Sartre’s lover, knowingly attempt to use
the fact of my objectification (through the Other’s look) to ensnare
the Other as a free consciousness. Sartre claims that, at heart, the
lover attempts to convince the Other through fascination to treat the
lover as the ultimate object in the Other’s universe in spite of the

fact that the Other knows full well that the lover is not just an

o

ohject. ove 1s consciousncess pla

G

iny at being only object and
deceiving the Other into believing that this erstatz object is the
only object worth looking at. Such a description of his love makes it
clear that Sartre”s account is relying both upon the two basic
attitudes toward the other--objectifying and objectification--and upon
deception.

Upon reading Sartre’s account of relationships, probably all but
the most misanthropic and depressed have wanted to deny his
distinctions or at least claim that there was some third alternative
to objectifying and objectification. A recent attempt at showing a
third attitude has been made by Robert C. Good who claims that Sartre
himself suszests such a third attitude toward others. Good points to
Sartre”s discussion in the section on bad fzith of the possibilities

open to the guilty homosexual. One possibility is for the homosexual
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to deny his "nature",deny the facticity thrust upon him by the Other
and thus be in bad fzith by denying what 1is him.

he homosexual acknowledges that he has engaged in acts of
homosexuality in the past, but he refuses to agree that he
is in any sense a homosexual. He insists that what
defines him are his intentions and expectations for the
future, which include not being a homosexual.?23

This denial of one”s past corresponds to refusing to acknowledge the
Other”s objectification and asserting freedom as a consciousness. But
the Other”s objectification has occurred, and the denial of it is in
bad faith. Tt would be bad faith as well for the homosexual to
completely identify with the objectification of the Other and confess
that he was nothing more that a homosexual. He 1s still a

consciousness. Good sugsests that an alternative to the homosexual’s

T

complete identliiication with cither
objectification by the Other is a conpromise which is an
acknowledzement of the circumstances.

He [the homosexual]l could acknowledge that he is a
homosexual, in so far as he has engaged in homosexual
activities in the past, but also maintain that the
existence of his future possibilities shows that he is not
a homosexual by nature. Given that he could change and
that his possibilities have to be taken into account in
developing an adequate conception of what he is at the
moment, his sexual preference cannot be said to be an
inherent characteristic of his being.zi"

Good then cites Sartre’s description of the circumstance.

Be would be right...if he declared to himself, “To the
extent that a pattern of conduct is defined as the conduct
of a paederast and to the extent that I have adopted this
conduct, I am a paederast. But to the extent that human
reality cannot be finally defined by patterns of conduct,
I ar not one.

This example Good generalizes as the third attitude.
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In this third attitude, whenever onc is objectified by
another on the basis of certain behavior, one acknowledges
that lhe is the object the other person takes him to be.
Thet is, onme agrees that he is the object he is thought to
be, i1n so far as what ome is is alvays partially
determinedby how one has behaved. However, one
simultaneously insists that onc is not completely defined
by the object another takes him to be. One 1is always more
than tte object another has taken him to be on the basis
of ccrtain behavior. One’s future possibilities have to

be ggken into account in any adequate account of what one
is.=

There is no doukt that this is a reasonable solution to the dilemma
that Sartre puts all of us in. It is all the more satisfying a
solution since Sartre himself recognizes it as a possible solution.
The solution secms to state the obvious: my past and body are things
that may properly be considered as such and my consciousness is not
such 2 thing and need not be bound by the
that are mire, 1.2., wy past and body. 4&nd yet this simple, obvious

solution that Sartre sugcests early in Beine and HMothinsness he

ignores, when he later considers relations with cothers. A mere
oversight? I think not. Sartre has more in mind. He sees
consciousness’ attempt to found itself as its fundamental project. I,
as a consciousness, try to create for myself the foundation of myself.
Ir this project I attempt to provide a being of which I ar: conscious
as my being. It is only by making this attempt at self-founding the
fundamental project of consciousness that Sartre can carry out his
project as he does. As Sartre himself might say, this theme infects

all of Beins and Nothinupness even his description of love.

...if the belcved can love us, he is wholly ready to be
assimilated by our freedom.... Our objective essence
implies the existence of the Other, and conversely it is
the Other”s freedom which founds our essence. If we could
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menage to interiorize the whole system, we should be our
own foundation.
Such then is the real goal of the lover in so far _as

his love 1s an enterprise-—i.e., a project of himself.*
This need to found oneself colors even the most basic relatioms to
others. When Sartre describes the other as object, he describes my
experience (as an objectifying consciousness) as a2 draining way. This
man I see in the park is an object and yet one which orients the world
away from mec. The foundation of myself which I seek and which I
cannot have, even when aware of simple objects, is all the more in
jeopardy with the presence of this other that drains way the world,

takes way what meacer pretense of foundation I have. And yet, as

Sartre points out, in such situations the Other is an object for me

and I csure in that realization. I wmay arrogantly
the Other”s beinz is the being T give him, aad one
that is forever boyond his gracy. The Other”s objectification in my

eyes, his loss to me of any hope of his own foundation, is the source
of the authentic emotion of arrogance.

Sartre”s discussion of the Look also reveals the turmoil of the
soul in scarch of its own foundation. Now, in ny search for a
foundation, it is not the world that is taken from me (as is the case
in my expericnce with the Other as object) but I myself. I find that
the object that I want to be for myself so badly is an object that I
cannot claim. Here is the promise of the for-itself-in-itself, the
consciousness that founds itself, and that promise is cruelly wrenched
from me just at the moment it comes into being. The for-itself that I

ari, finally gains the being that it wishes to be, but that being, that
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objecthood, only exists for another consciousness, not mine. And T am
in shame. I have been slapped in the face with the missing part of
me. Lt 1s dangled in front of wme, and like Tantulus, I can never
grasp it. DMy being 1is always beyond my reach in the consciousness of
the Other. And so it must be that I am always in conflict with the
Other for he has the key to what I most fervently and fundamentally
want-—-to be a being conscious of itself.

Sartre claims shame is my authentic reaction to the Other’s look.

Pure shame is not a feeling of being this or that guilty

ot ject but in general of being anm object; that is,

ofrccognizine myself in this degraded, fixed, and
dependent being which I am for the Other .28

Clearly, it 1s in the face of the failure of my project to be my own
foundation that I am ashamed of the foundation the Other provides for

me but will not let me have. 1 have failed and the Other”s every

to turn this failure to my advantage; I nay react with pride to the
object the Other makes of me. 1 attempt to preempt the Other and
clain whatever he makes me to be as my own. But, as Sartre points
out, this attempt to found myself through the Other’s objectification
of me, while an original reaction, is not an authentic one; pride is
founded on the shame I feel before the Other’s glance.{Footnote: Fear
is the other "original reaction" to the Other and will be discussed
later. For now it is enough to say that it based on the awareness
that through damaging or destroying my objectification (g.gz., my body)
the Other may effecct, even destroy my consciousness. Perhaps this is

the ultimate slap in the face since I must be afraid of the very



objectification I desire.} And so whether I respond to the Other wvith
arrogance, shame or pride, I am responding out of my desire to found
nyself.

One wight accuse Sartre of being an egomaniacal pessimist. UHe
strives for complete dominion over himself and in his failurc to
achieve that gozl rants about, among other things, the failure of all
relationships. Ile does, after all, perpetually torment himself with
an 1impossible project. How then can he possibly have a calm and
cooperative relationship with Others? Perhaps he is an Icarus who
aspires to too much and falls but lives to tell us of the futility of
all striving. This night be the case, but first we must grant that to
some dezree Sartre was not so far off the mark. FPsychological
rescaren has shown that there is some virtue to Sartre’s
interpretation ofi the look.

George Stack and Robert Flant have collected an lmpressive array
of experimental data that indicates the role beinz-looked-at plays not
only in the lives of men but of znimals as well. Tonic immobility
"characterized by a waxy flexibility of the limbs, freezing in place
and rapid cye fluttering"zg is a defense technique used by small
animals. Their lack of movement allows them to fade into the
background while the predator is distracted with some movement
elsewhere in the environmment. Experimenters found that tonic
immobility can be prolonged by eye contact with the animal, that even
glass eyes suspended from dowels prolonged tomic immobility, and that
larger pupils in the staring "eyes" also prolonged the immobility.

But if a stare prompts some anirmals to defensive behavior, then what



better defense than to stare back? This appears to be precisely the
tactic of those insects, fish, birds, and snakes that have cye spot
patterns. The eye spot pattern on a cobra is particularly evident
when it is about to attack. Apparently the eyc spot pattern protects
it from attack from the rear. Yet while these defense tactics are
provocative, experiments closer to home are desirable. For instance,
"It has been found that gazing or staring is often a prelude to attack
or a substitute for it in primates."30 Humans, too, show a reaction
to being stared at.

Experiments confirm that eye contact provokes
emotional arousal as measured by Galvanic skin response
activity. «e+.. UWhat 1s to be noted ... is that eye
contact per se was shown to have produced a nonspecific
"emotrional arousal’ or emotional response in the

experimental subjects.’t

In another o

stared at crossed the intersacticn at
did those who wvere not stared at."32 Even before the motorists could
clear the intersection they exhibited gaze aversion behavior. Stack
and Plant conclude from such experiments that "Staring or gazing in
itself seems to be a salient stimulus that arouses tension, produces
emotional arousal, and induces avoidance responses."33

Stack and Plant claim that such experiments support Sartre’s
description of the reaction to the look. It is clear, as they claim,
that pervasive reactioms to the look among animals as well as man
makes it difficult to consider such reactions as nothing more than
pathological responses. Man and aninal seem to have inborn reactions

to the look just as one would predict given Sartre”’s phenomenolozy.



Put Stack and Plant also poirt to a variety of circumstances in which
Sartre’s description of the response to the lock does not seem to fit.
In situatiens in which an individual is offering a
presentation, performing, giving a speech or lecturing it
would be unusual for the object of visual attention to
interpret staring as hostile, aggressive, or menacing.”?

There are also those situations in which one person is interested in
another and in such situations Stack and Plant observe that the eye
contact involved may simply indicate fascination or interest. Common
sense and personal experience tell us that in public speaking and
personal interest situations that the look does not convey a threat
but interest. Furthermorc some experiments have discovered that
“pupil size is an indication of emotional zrousal and attraction."33
ne larger the pupil the greater the interest. These various

observations lead Stack and Flant te concludz that

ve contact, intense staring
contexts, experienced as signs of attraction, interest, or
desire. A conscientious phenomenology of "the look" must
accommodate these polarities of response to being the
object of the gaze of another .36

Surely it 1is appropriate for Stack and Plant to call for a

phenomenologzy of the look that takes into account these more positive

responses as well as the negative ones. And just as surely Sartre’s

account of the look is inadequate as it stands. There is even good

reason to believe that his account cannot be patched up to account for

the diversity of responses to the look. And even if it could be, it

probably shouldn”t be, for while accurate in some respects, the

account seems too obsessive to be accurate. A closer look at fear,

shame znd arousal will make this obvious.
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Sartre is correct to count fear among the authentic responses to
the look. It is fear that is evidenced by the physiological arousal
as measured by CGalvanic skir response in the experiments. In the
angry stare there is the threat of bodily damage, however removed that
damage may be from probability by social custom. And even in Sartre’s
most favored instance--being caught in the act of eavesdropping--there
is the fear of punishment. The fear produced by the angry look or by
being caught in the act of eavesdropping is a rational fear. It is a
fear stemming from an appropriate source. Whether I deserve the angry
look or rot, having received it I had best beware; someone intends me
harm. liaving been caught eavesdropping, I had better be careful; I

could yet gzet the worst of it vet. The look in thesc situations
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phvsical harm tnat 1 am afraid of inm this instance, but a loss of
social standing or of privilege. Even so, these too count as things
about which I might reasonably be afraid. HNot being afraid in such
situations would be maladaptive. If I do not treat the look seriously
in such situatiens, I may well loose anything from respect or
privilege to life or limb. Fear is a very practical response to the
look--when the look is threatening--and in so far as fear is an
uncontrived and unpremeditated response to a look, it is also
authentic.

Fear can be an authentic response, because there are hostile
looks and deeds. But not all lncks are hostile. What would be the
authentic respomse for a puzzled look, a rapt attentive look, or a

sexually desirous look? Surely fear is not the appropriate respomnse.
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ls shame? What possiblce connection can there be between a puczzled
look 2nd shame? Sartre says I am in shame because I experience nyself
as an object. But why should I be ashamed of being ar object? True,
I do not have the freedom that I would have had had I not been seen.
But my response to the curtailment of my freedom should either be fear
that it be curtailed in a respect important to me or anger that
someone should dare to curtail my freedom. Perhaps what Sartre does
not spell out as clearly as he should is that I am ashamed in the face

of the evaluative look. In the various looks Sartre thinks I have

been cvaluated and found wanting. And I am ashamed. Of course, in

most people’s lives even this is not cnough to feel ashamed. There is
the further condition that I fcel the evaluator worthy of evaluating

evaluate him or no
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one or only & specified few, tut the shame can only come when someone
feels himself having been found wanting by those worthy of evaluating
him. For Sartre, I awm ashamed in the look because the Other finds me
vanting: I have failed in my project to found myself. Any Other is
worthy of finding me wanting in thisrespect since any Other has
objectified me and thereby possesses the part of me I have striven
for. The Other possesses the evidence of my failure.

Even if we grant to Sartre the claim that consciousness
fundamental project is to found itself and that the look reveals in
shame to consciousness the failure of its project, we are left with
those other looks. Mot all looks are specifically judgmental of my
fundamental project. The ook of hatred does not necessarily judge me

a feilure but an annoyance or obstacle to the Other’s project. 1y



respense to that look had better be fear—-that visceral responsc cf
arousal--not shame. If I am not aroused to ready wmyself to fight for
iy projects or flee in the face of the Other”s, then I will not last
long. I will be crushed as just one more obstacle to be removed on
the Other’s way to his goals. If I respond with shame to the Other’s
attentive gaze, I will entirely miss the fact that he is not judging
me as wanting but as (possibly) valuable. The sexually desirous gaze,
too, will be lost on me if I react unswervingly with shame. Even the
puzzled look will be beyond me if I insis:z on being ashamed instead of
explaining myself.

The look is a call to arousal. Vhat I should be aroused to must
be determined by the situation. If I respond univocally tec all types

alter and dig in & world that calls
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of looks,

for do have this variety of response.
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I am capable of discernin

various hkinds of looks. So it seems that
shame 1s equiprimordizl with responses to aother types of looks.
Sartre might argue that that arousal experienced when looked at just
is shame. I suppose that he could call it such, but first calling
arousal shame would blur the distinction between arousal-shame and
shame-interpreted-being-found-wanting. Further, thc claim that the
response to being looked at is arousal conveys the important point
tihat the person has become ready to interpret his environment, namely,
the source of the look. It is this readiness that is most fundamental
for without it no interpretation of the look can be wmade; first, I
must be oriented to the look so that then I may react appropriately.

I have argued 1) that arousal, not shame, is the fundamental
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response to the look, 2) that this must be so since the reaction of
shame alone and even the reactions of shame and fear cannot give
proper flexibility to respond to all circumstances that consciousness
is czlled upon to respond to, and 3) that as a matter of fact shame is
not the only response to the look. Conclusion 1 is unavoidable, for
even Sartre allows that we may respond to the look with either fear or
shame. To be able to respond to the look with one or the other, to be
able to choose the most appropriate response requires that
consciousness be aware of and directed toward that choice.
Physiological arousal performs just that task. To anthropomorphize,
arousal tells us that we nced to make a choice. More cstrictly,
arousal 1s a focusing activity that eliminates to a large extent

the mowment that there

arc only two possible responses, fcar and shame, arousal brings us to
the point of choosing the most appropriate one. Hence the arousal is
prior to either the shame or the fear. This means that neither shame
or fear is a simplc, knee-jerk response. They are both responses
which have required some, perhaps very limited and historically quite
archaic, interpretation of the environment. Even if they were
considered built—in recponses, they would require association with
selected, pertinent features of the environment. But however you
interpret the nature of fear and shame, it is clear that not they but
arousal is the primitive response to the look.

Since arousal is a necessary prerequisite to either fear or
sheme, it would be, amonz other thimgs, uneconomical for all other

responses to be built upon just these two. For example, arousal is
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suf{ficient starting point for a sexual response to the look. And in
this case at least it is clear that the look of sexual desirc 1is
incompatible with the look of negative judgment. To desire someone
sexually, and hence when looking with sexual desire at someone, I have
found them to have some positive attributes, if only the attribute of
able-to~-satisfy-my-desires or, perhaps,
well-suited-to-satisfy-my-desires. And this positive judgment is
incompatible with the negative been-found~wanting look-judgment that
prompts shame. Arousal is a-judgmental and logically prior to the
judgments of "This 1is a look of hatred" or “This is a look of
being-found-wanting" or "This 1s a look of desire."” Arousal can

orient me to the look cf desire just as well as it can to the look of

Fn

the prescnt

Hence,

choices, I must conclude that the reaction of shame cannot found the
reaction of sexual arousal. These two reactions depend on different
types of judgment. Further, since arousal is essential to fear,
sliame, and sexual arousal, arousal is the most fundamental response to
the look. Only arousal is flexible (and non-judgmental) enough to be
the ground for our responses to the look. Since we do have these as
well as other (I have not mentioned anger which surely is as primitive
a response to the Other and the look as any) basic responses to the
look, shame cannot be the reaction to the look. It is only in the
freedom of arousal that we can choose our response to the look.

Sartre plainly and repeatedly asserts freedom as a fundamental
trait of consciousness, and yet he denles consciousness this very

freedom by claiming that consciousness can only respond to the look
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with shame. He cannot have it both ways: either consciousness
rcsponds to the look with shame and thereby is determined, or
consciousness responds to the look with arousal, and is thereby
free 37 1 will assume that, Sartre being forced to the choice, would
reaffirm his claim that consciousness 1s free and grudgingly reject
the claim that shame is the response to the look. Freedom 1is a
fundamental characteristic of consciousness without which Sartre’s
whole ontology would crumble. Shame as the response to the look, on
the other hand, is not imperative. Sartre can maintain that the Other
is made obvious to us by shame even though shame might not be the only
way the Other is presented to us in the look. Sartre’s most important
use of shame is to demonstrate that we have an immediate awareness of
the Cther In our response Lo the look. The experience of shaome is
this demonstration, but the demonstration stands sven 1f shame 1s not
the only experience of the look. Even if shame 1s not the only
expericnce that makes the Other immediately obvious to us, it is still

one expecrience (among others) that makes the Other”s quality as

objectifying consciousness apparent to us. And that is Sartre’s
point, after all: we are not alone; we have immediate and unassailable
experiences of a2 consciousness other than our own.

There is an interesting consequence to the claim that arousal,
not shame, is the fundamental response to the look and this
consequence rizght well make Sartre blanch. Shame as an interpreted
response to the look requires an objectifying glance at the Other for
that interpretation. Sartre’s shame is an immediate and forced

response to the look. But we have seen first, that arousal 1s a much



more plausitle candidate for this immediate and force response to the
look and second, that Sartre cannot maintain bhis claim that
consciousness is free if shame is a forced response. Arousal, on the
other hand, is immediate and forced--just as much as what I see when I
open my eyves in the morning. The arousal has the character of a
giveness, and this giveness is just as much a giveness as the giveness
of the objects before my eyes. This arousal is the presentation to me
of a consciousness other than my own just as the objects are presented
to me as other—than-me. And just as I freely choose my projects and
reactions to the objects in the world so, too, do I choose my reaction
to the look. If my choice of reactions and projects to the Other are
not to be a matter of pure whimsy and carrice, then I must discern

whot king of 1look, inm what manner the other, 1s being prescnted.

a2

Discernment requires looking at the other and hence any response Lo
the look, other than the most basic arousal, requires an
obiectification of the Other. Even shame, as immediate an intimation
of the Other (as objectifying glance) as it is, 1s also an
objectification of the Other. Insofar as this fact is a reaffirmatiocn
of constant the play of objectifying and objectification that 1is
consciousness” relation to the Other Sartre would agree, but insofar
as shame, under the present description, cannot be considered a simple
unadulterated reactior to the look Sartre would oppose this
reinterpretation of shane.

While arousal may present us with the most intimate demonstration
of the Other’s existence, and while the evidence of the Other”s

existence that arouszl may present us with is logically prior to the
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objectification of the Other, any relationslhip to the Other mere
sophisticated than mere arousal requires both the experience of being
objectified and the act of objectification. Looking and being looked
at becowme so inextricable in any relationship that, while their
interplay may be traced, it is perhaps better to consider them on par.
Any undue emphasis on the look and my objectification under it would
nisrepresent the nature of the relationship. Sartre, of course,
treats relationships as just such an interplay, yet he places the
emphasis on consciousness” attempt to deal with its objectification in
the loeok and treats consciousness” objectification of the Other most
gencrally as a retaliatcry strategy.

Sartre’s emphasis on consciousness’ objectification in the look

-

is a dirszct consequence cf his claim that censciousaess” fundar

s
o

project is to found itself. Consciousness’ awareness of its failure
is most pronounced when comsciousness experiences the look and feels
the sheme of its objecthood being lost to the Other. Hence, Sartre
sees consciousness as not only trying to found itself but as trying to
avoid the shame which a direct and unabashed look produces. Yet, if
shame 1s not a mindless reflex, it must be a responsible reaction to
the look. As suchli, it contains the seed of an escape from the tyranny
of the futile, self-founding project. Responding with shame to the
look requires that first T objectify the Other and second that I
determine from my objectification that his look is a look of judzment
that finds me wanting. It is not, however, required that I realize
these steps to my reaction of shame. TIf I do recalize these

intermediates between tlie arousal and the shame, then I have the key



to abandoning my futile project. If I realize that, even in shamne,
even in my most poignant awareness of my estranged objecthood, I have
objectified the Other, then I realize that I have alrcady done to him
what he has done to me. And I may realize that just as he looks at me
as wanting so may I look at him; he is no better or worse judge than
I. Each of us can demonstrate through the look that we are
consciousnesses in search of a foundation. If the project is futile
for me, then it is futile for him; we are no different in this
respect. Whether in my shame I consider the Other as objectified by
me or as the judge of me, I am forced to grant that the Other is no
better off than I. If he objectifies me in the look, then to be
ashamed before that look I must objectify him. I, as consciousness,
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me. 1f he judges me in hic look, then to be ashamed before that look
I must judge him. But I grant him the power to judje me and his power
to infliet a judgment of shame is only so great as I allow it. It
comes down to thic: just at this point I need no longer be deluded
that my project of self-founding through the Other is possible. I
recognize that we are separate consciousnesses and cannot im principle
be captured one by the other. And I realize that he presents no
threat to or promise for a project of self-foundation. He can never
directly steal away my consciousness by objectifying it; in my
perpetual flight I am safe.38 And he cannot give back to me the
object he has made of my flicht; my flight as consciousness prohibits
me from beinz that object. I may only contemplate what he chooszs to

sive to ne of the object he has made of me as I might contemplate 2



rememberance of things past. There i1s no alternative to
objectification and being objectified, but neither is there harw or
promise in these acts. They are merely fact. In the realization that
these attitudes are my lot--and the Other”s—-I may accept my fate. If
I take objectification and objectifying as primitives for me, then I
need not confuse objectification with foundation. I will objectify as
I must, but I need not seek pointlessly for a foundation I cannot
have. Of course, I may also, as Sartre suggests, pursue hopeless
relationships in search of self-foundation, but I need not. In the
realization of the elements of shame I have the choice of pursuing
futilely or accepting with honor my destiny.

With these last conclusions we have what we need to determine who

It is stl1ll znoti.er consclousness ireely ob
being objectified bv an Other. But I have shown that relationships
with the Other need not be doomed to failure. Sartre concludes
relatioaships are doomed to failure becausc he conflates the project
of self-foundation with objectification. But it has become quite
clear that, while objectification and being objectified are
inescapable attributes of consciocusness, the project of
self-foundation can be a freely chosen goal and is distinct from the
act of objectification. Sartre, of course, is right the attempt to
find one’s foundation in another is cuite hopeless. DBut relationships
with the Other need not be the attempt to find one”s foundation, and
hence there is the pocsibility that the relationship of love 1s not a

doomed relationship., All that is ncededis that the love act, which is
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a valuin,, have its preper object, one that will not a priori doom the
love to failure. The reworked Cther of Sartre nhas the proper

attributes to be that object.
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3.4 The look of love

The object of love is the Other. This Other is an other
consciousness that may be characterized as a freedom and one of the
sources of my facticity. As wc have seen, Sartre claims that my
facticity is established by the Other and this fact forever troubles
my comsciousness. I am never in posssession of myself. Ideally I
would like myself to encompass the Other so that I could reclaim my
facticity and found myself. But of course, this is impossible, and so
Sartre claims that we try the next best thing--the seduction of the
Other. In seduction I wake my self a fascinatinating cbject so that
the Other freely orients his world around this fascinating object that
is me. I ther become the limits of his transcendence and the origin

ol uis world. TJTn ctner words, T fascination to

the Other to leve me. Sartre calls this project love. His
cxplanation of why the lover makes being loved his project and his
description of how the lover, by becoming a fascinating object,
attempts to seduce the Other into loving is interesting, but his
cquation of love with wanting to be loved is deeply flawed. FEquating
loving with wanting to be loved means that the lover only loves if he
has previously chosen the futile project of self-foundation. It is
the ideal of being and in~itself-for-itself that prompts the lover to
want to be loved and to be seductive in an attempt to capture the
consciousness of the Other. Sartre’s explanation of love works only
if the lover has taken up the futile ideal as a necessary project.
This futile ideal, 1 have arpued, 1s not a necessary project for

consciousness, only a possible one. Thus, while the futile projcct is
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not a necessary project for consciousness in general, it is necessary
for the lover 1f Sartre”s account 1s true. Furthermore, the futile
project of self-foundation must be assumed by the prospective lover
prior to "Falling in love," since the prospective lover, to value the
beloved for the beloved’s ability to love the lover, must have
previously determined to be engaged in the futile project. Only if
the lover already has as his project the project of self-foundation,
can he value the Other as an instrument in the attainment of that
project.

Did 1 say instrument? Insofar as I conceive the beloved as a
means to ny sclf-foundation and not as an end in himself, I view the

beloved as a tool. 3Sut Sartre would have it that love is wanting to

to be loved is wanting to be an object before the
Other”s conscioucness, & very special object it is true, but an object
nonetheless, There scems to be a problem. Is love wanting to use the
Other as a tool in the project of my self-foundation? Or is love
wanting to be a special object before the Other? Both: 1love 1is
wanting to use the Other’s consciousness as a tool to my project of
self-foundation. The problem is that at one and the same time I want
to treat the Other as object (tool) and as subject. Now I cant treat
him as a tool, but he is not one. lle is a consciousness. To treat
him as a tool, then is to mistreat him. But I want to treat him as a
subject only insofar as he can be a tool. In other words, to want to
be loved by the Cther I must objectify him first. Love as
wanting-to-be-loved requires that 1 first appraise the Other as a

satisfactory mcans to wy zoal of self-foundation. Put this means that
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from the outset the description of love as wanting-to-be-loved as
nieans-to-self-foundation is based on a contradiction. As lover I must
value the beloved as object and want him as subject.

Sartre might respond "Well, that’s the way it goes.
Relationships are rife with conflict." There is something perversely
appealing about such a respomse. DNonetheless, if I value the Other as
an object or tool to my ends, I have appraised her. If I have
appraised her, I have not loved her in that capacity. Appraisal is a
kind of valuation as is love, but it is a different kind. I am
grateful for the moncy my wife has made to support us while I finish
my schooling, but if all I value her for is her ability to earn a

living, I may throw her out when 1 am able Lo make my own or when sue

wants Lo Teceome &

«nd mother. She has, after all, scrved

her usefulness.
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ised her as valuabel is now gone.

She has lost her utility as tool toward my goal of the cood life as a
dentist. But love does not have this judgemental quality, and we
cannot give reasons of the sort we would for an appraisal. Love is
not an appraisal and the beloved cannot be, as beloved, an object-tool
toward mv end of self-foundation. Even when I conceive of this tool,
the beloved, as a consciousness to be used toward my end, I am yet
appraising and not loving. Whatever love I may have for her is
distinct from any appraisal I may have of her. It folows that,

Lowever much the lover values and hence wants the beloved as a means

in the project of self-foundation, this valuation is an appraisal and

is not love. Love is not wanting to be love.d LVWanting to be loved

is a consequence of loving (as wc shall see later), but cannot be
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cquzted with love.

Even if Sartre is interpreted as claiwing that the project of
love is to be loved, there are problems. First, this implies that
love, at lest logically, precedes the project of love. Thus, love
must be defined or described apart from any description of the project
of love. Second, even if 2 project of love is to be loved, this is
not love”s only project. Wec need not hold that love is wholly
altruistic to poinmt out that at least sometimes a lover acts without
thought to return. In Sartre’s case that translates: lovers sometimes
act without thouzht of being loved in return. Such altruistic acts
can be as simple as those times we present a loved one with a trinket

"~

and say "I saw this and thouzibit of you." The lover acted on 1impulse

out of love ang to beinz lovad in return. OI course,

it 1is true that, if the trinket 1 contemptuously rejected, the Ivoer
is hurt, and Sartre might say "You sec the lover did exprect something
in return after 211." But this need not be the case; the loving act
need not have been a barter--"I"11 give you this if you”ll love me" or
even "1°11 give you this in the hope that you will feel obligated to
love me." 1In fact the pain of rejction in such cases does not rest on
the disappointment of failing to be lvoed in return for goods
proffered. The lover is hurth that his love has not bcen accepted.
Acknowledcement is different from reciprocation. 1IN any instance in
which I wish the beloved’s welfare without regard for my own
(including my being loved in return), I have a project borne of love
that 1s not a project of being loved.

On these various grounds we cn reject Sartre”s claims about the



195

nature of love. Love is not Wanting to be loved. UNeither is wanting
to be loved love’s sole project. Yet, this brief examination of
Sartre”s concept of love highlights something troubling. Love is a
perception, in Sartre”s terms, a look. As such, it is an
objectification of the beloved. But this objectification cannot be
the objectification of the Other when I dtermine the Other as a tool
toward my projects. An objectification of the Other that determines
the Other as a tool is an appraisal of the Other--just the sort of
valuation that love cannot be. It would seem that if this sort of
objectification is the only sort, then love is impossible. The kind
of perception-valuation that I have described love as having to be is
not the valuation of appraisal (vhich is to sayv not the kind of
chiectificatin of the Other that Sartre routinely scems to mean).
Sartre”s dichotony of objectification and objectified, lool and
looked at, is too simple. Love is not an experience of being looked
at; it is a perception after all, not a being-perceived. Neither is
it an objectification or looking-at that appraises the Other”s
worthiness in tle service of the lover”s goals. Love has an
altruistic clement that Sartre does not allow in his distinction
between for-myself/for-others, but he polarizes the distinction
completely into the objectification for-myseclf and the objectified
for- (or before) Others. This polarization is unacceptable partly
because Sartre seems to be able to allow no other valuation between
consciousnesses than appraisal. Sartre’s mutually exclusive choices
are either I use Lim or he uses me. However above board this use and

the accompanying appraisal is, it is still utilitarian. We have just



seen how Sartre by trying to force somc notion of &ltrujsw into his
utilitarian sclieme has described love in contradictory terms. The
altruism of wanting to be loved, that is, wanting to have the Other”s
appraisals, not my own, determine the situation, can only be described
in terms that finally reduce to my using the Other. Sartre”s own
description indicates as much, since it describes my desire to
experience the Other”s valuation in terms of my own project of
self-fourndation. The altruism that is an essential element (though
not the whole of) love cannot be accounted for in terms of utilitarian
evaluations on either the lover or the beloved’s part. Altruism—--the
thought of another with no thought for oneself--cannot be accounted

for in terms of seli-serving appraisals. Any such account contains a
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If altruism 1s possiblce and i1f love 1s not mere

ctifications of the Other that I nake cannot

(]

thinking, then the obj
only be appraisals made in my own interest. The choices are not just
either he appraiscs me or I appraise hime, but either he apprzises me
or 1 appraise him or I love him.392 The loving of him is an
objectificaticn of him just as surely as my appraisal of hiwm; my love
is my love for him, not his for me. But this objectification that 1is
love is an objectification of the Other, not as a means, but as an
end. Ile is, true enough, a possible threat to me. I may respond to
him in fear that he may destroy mc or something dear to me. I may
respond to him in shame that I am nothing more than an object of
utility to him. I mey ¢rant these possibilities (or perhaps in naive

loves, ignore or be iuvnorant of these threats), but I need not resond
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witl caleculzted plans for the utilization of the Other before he
utilizes me. I may respond with the recognition of the Other”s
potential to destroy and humiliate. It is an aweful potentiality the
Other has. And I have the potential to respond to this potential with
ave. Thic awe in the face of the Other”s potential is love.

Awe 1s not fear or shame, althought they are hidden in it. Awe
is the recognition of the potential to inflict fear or shame. Fear
anc shame are reactioins to specific attempts to inflict destruction
or utilization. As has becn pointed out, to feel fear or shame the
Other uust be assessed (zccurately or inaccurately) to have intentions

to destrov me (or part of me or something of worth to me) or to make

me a tool for his utilizestion. These ar specific reactions to

an appreciatlon of tilie

-

Other”s ability to disvaluc me (in my destruction which I fear) or to

appraise me (and thereby put me to shame ac an object of utility for
him). As an objectification of the Other, awc 1s the awareness of
perception of the Cther as a disvaluing bieng. More, it is a
perception—valuation of this other disvaluing being. Here I am not
objectifying the Other to utilize him as a tool to wy ends. I am no
rore than recognizing and valuing him for what he is. It is as if I
saw his pure potentiality. Never mind for the moment that that
potentiality uizlit, as actuality, turn to my disadvantage. Just now
in awe I see and valuc the power of valuing that is the Other. And it
is mot just hisz zbility to disvaue that placcs me in awe. lils very

ability to disvalue indicates his ability to valuce. Disvaluing is a



19¢

characterization or rode of valuins. And so 1t is that thic awe 1s
not just a look that vzlues the Cther”s potential to destroy and
utilize, to disvalue, but also a look that values the Other’s
potential to vlue, a valuing that need carry no negative
qualification. In love I need not be responding to the beloved’s
power to negatively value; it is the power to value itself that is
important. The Other may prize and even love for he is a being that
values. He, just as I, is capable of awe. He is just as capable of
positive valuations as regative since in his being he is valuation.
¥y perception and valuation of the Other, which is my love for him, 1is
my awe of his potential as a valuing being. This is the whe of love.
Thic is my beloved. 4 beirg capable of valuing unto love.

Love of the Cther is value v

being valuing valuing being. This valuing is not a valuinz for. It

is not zn appraisal. It is a sheer awe at the fact of the Other’s
valuing. As such it does nothing and is not directed towzrd some goal
either mine or the beloved”s. To have such a goal would be to place
one or the other or the both of us as a tool appraised as useful. The
valuation simply is. 1In the midst of my projects in which I, among
other things, evaluate—-appraise——-and use Others I am struck by love.
I find that amongst amongst these Others an Other that I see
differently. Ulo matter how highly I appraise thse Other’s, they are
always evaluated and objectified with regard to their usefulness to
me. They may be tools or impediments, but they are always seen in
relation to my projects. The beloved shatters my complacent appraisal

and objectification of the Other. liow there is at least one Other wvho
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is noi objectified as tool and regarded with concern to his utility.
Tor vhatever reasons peculiar to my personality and situationm, I have
veon struck. And while it is true that 1 objectifyv the beloved, I do
not objectify him in light of my projects. Simply: here stands before
me someone amazing. If I look at myself and then look at the beloved,
I may note tkat he is just like me, an orientation point in the world.
But in any case I sec that the world centers around him. It 1is
evaluated purely from his pcrspective. That others are just like him
does not matter; all I know is that this ome 1is the center of the
world from which all valuations emanate. I "see'" his valuing ccre,
core that is the axic of the univerce. If I am not experienced and

have not lovec before, I will ferzet myself. 1 will forget that I zm

;111 be dazzled and

only see the universe rcvolving around pim. T will be captivated. I

Yiow we can sec wh

e

Scheler would speak of love in the following
terms.

For the primary orientation of love is towards values, and
towards the objects discernible, through those values, as
sustaining them....

And again:
But the fact of the matter is that love rclates, in the
first instance, to what has value, and to man only to the

extent that he 1is endowed with value and capable of
advancement in this respect .4l

The Other certzinly does "sustain" values, because he is a source of
then, and love coes relate to what has value particularly when that

"what" 1s an Cther who is a value conferring being. It is my



impression that Schieler’s commitment to an objectively cxistine
hierarchy of values prevented him from seeing the uniqueness of the
love act directed toward the Other. The Other is mnot just a lirk in
the great chain of values. He 1s a source of values, of valuing.
Whether these values objectively exist is beside the point; it it not
important that the Other confers values correctly or incorrectly or
even, for that matter, whether there is even the question or
possiblity of correctly or incorrectly conferred values. It is a fact
that the Other vzlues. There may be an objective value to the things
he values, and then again there way not. Insofar as love is a valuing
of the valuing itself, then there need be no cuarantee that what is
valucd 1s indeed valuable. It wvould be entirely pointless for there

[EION [}

to be oTjective valuces "ia" ohir there were no bein; to

recoynize those values. We must be, therefore, at least capeble of

récoznizing values for there to be love at all., If we could not at
least percelve values, we would be with regard to values in the same
position that we are with regard to ultra-hiigh frecquencies of sound.
Until the adven of modern science, those sounds that a dog can hear
but we cannot might as well have not existed. We were thoroughly
unavware of them. And as unperceived, they could not effect our
hearing. Yo symphonies were written with notes above the audible
range for the simple reason that we could not hear these sounds and
were unaware thev existed. So, too, would values go unperceived, if
we could not perceive them, or alternatively, create them. It is,
then, 2 minimal criterion that man be able to perceive value to be

able to love. It may be the case that man crecates value instead of,
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or in addition to, perceiVing value. Wheter we perceive or creatc
valves need ncot be decided here. It is sufficlent that man be that
throuzh which value is realized (in the broad semse of recalize). Love
is a valuing perceiving act. And in as much as the object of
interpersonal love is a valuing being itself there is no need for this
being to be intrimsically valuable. Man”s value comes from valuing
whether that valuing being perceptive or creative or a combination of
both. It is that value as a aviuaing being that is the object of
love.

I am not sure that there is any possible proof that what the
lover loves is the valuational aspect of the beloved, but loving the
valuin; conferring center that is man makes more sense than any other
xplanztien. In cxaminin: Scheler’s view of love we cuaw that love
could nct have cn ordinary reason. My love for vou could n ot te

fied on the basi

73

of your golden hair, vyour girlish lezugh, or
your brilliant insights. These were insufficient for a variety of
reasons, but most importent, such reasons did not seem to capture the
who of love. You are not just your golden hair or girlish laugh or

r

brilliant insiglhts. You are more. But csince none of what are
ordinarily considered your attributes or any collection of them were
sufiicient to justify love, there seemed nothing on which to found my
love of you. All that was left was Singer’s bestowsl which claimed
there was no reason for my love. Yect, love understood as pure
gratuity made love unadulterated whimsy and therefore ridiculous.

There nscded to he some reason for love and vet not a reason of the

orédinary sort. There nceded to be a reason that would not dissolve
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with changes in circumstance or time. The reson for love neecdeé to
1ave o porsistency and universality. Since love itself is 2
perception-valuation, its reason must correspond to the nature of the
act: when you see, you see objects; when you hear, you hear sounds.
Similarly whern you pcrceive and value there surely must be a
corresponding "object" to be perceived that is valuable. And what may
be perceived that is valuzble about the Other is his capacity to
value. This valuation-potential that is the Other cannot be dismissed
as just some othcr thing to be valued in my world and used according
to its value to me. All else in the world passively awaits nmy
appraisal. The Other, though, steadfastly refuses to passively submit

to uy evaluations. Sartre’s point, which holds in many 1f not most

¢ Other as &n ©>

appraisal and constantly fail to the extent that the Other is a
consciousness that appraises me even as I appraise him. Ne, we dc not
ordinarily treat the Other merely as an object, not just as another
tree or chair. We do recognize that he is a force in our world. But
we treat the Other much like we would a small valcano or whirlwind.
1A force to be reckoned with, and if possible, even usec. The
positive thinking literature counsels us to harness the abilities of
those around us to succeed at our goals. Such works even acknowledge
that you must work within the comstraints of your "helpers" so that
vou do not cross their graim and lose their cooperatiom. Dut such
advice is much like saying you must learn the sea and the winds to
sail; sheer force of will does not make good sailing. Xnow the forces

vou wish to harness and use them to vour advantage or die. Such an
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attitude is entombed in every aspect of our lives. We are told that
you can catch more flies with honmey than vinegar. We are taught to
conform so that we may zct what we want. Whether any such attitude is
praisevorthy or blameworthy is beside the pcint. What is clear is
that in such attitudes the Other is treated as the object of appraisal
and that in so treating the Other we underestimate him. But in love
there is no such underestimation. The Other stands out as what he is.
There across the room from me is not a force to be reckoned with or
used but valuation in process. In love I am aware of a source of
on-going valuations. In love I am nost directly aware of the Other as
what he is. It isno wonder that in love we respond as we do. For in

love the ebb and flow of forces that ordinzrily rule our lives is

3
(8]
ot
[ 8
1

in hLis valuc t

valuing. Herce we have reason enoucih for love. I can think of no
better.

What may sec odd zbout love 1is that it happens so rarely and is
so particular. I love her but not you. I may never love you, but I
can and do love. Yet, surely I ought to love you; you are just as
much 2 valuing center as she is. Why love this person rather than
that? The reason for love is a universal reason. It justifies loving
anyone. Part of an answer to such an objection may run something like
this: the justification for love does justify loving anyone, but it
does not demand loving everyone or even anyone. This is not a
particularly satisfying response, but the reson I love this person and
not that one 1s in large part the concern of psychelogy. The lover

and the beloved are not disembodied consciousnesses. They are persons
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with g hkistory and in a situation. That history and situation are
specifics that a2 theory of what love is cannot address. In all
likelikood the reason I only have eves for you is that you are very
much like my mother, and I loved my mother, or you are very much
unlike my mother and, and I hated her. It might be, then, that my
preferences determine to whom I open myself to love. I am attracted
to this woman because she reminds me of mother. This attraction can
be translated as my preference for women of a certain sort. My tastes
ané preferences are appraisals that direct me to certain kinds of
women. I have found (via my mother) that women with a sense of humor
are particularly pleasant to be around. Perhaps, when enough of these
prefered traits occur in one person, I can no longer treat the person
as 2 utility, e.r., someone with whom to have a good time. I then
make something like a leap from an overvhelmingzly positive eppraisal
to love. Her valuableness (to me) allows me to see her as valuing (as
a center of valuing). (We will see in a moment how Plato reverses
this shift. Instecad of being led to see the valuing beings from
valuableness, he claims that we move from the perception of valuing
beings to ultimate valuableness, i.e., true becauty.) More
sociological and less psychological forces may be at work. A
generation who valued full figured girls may be succeeded by a
generation who revolts and chooses lithesome wenches. But all such
consdicrations arc a search for why you love this one special girl. I
have offered an explanation of why you can and do love at all (this
special zirl included). Your neighborhood psychelogist must provide

an explanation of your specific case. In general all that needs to be
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£aic¢ is thet eaclh of us is an individual and will respond uniquely to
people and cilrcumstances. Our limitations as human beings will limit
vho we love and even our ability to love.

Just as important is that no theory of love that I am aware of
takes into account the particularity of individual loves. Plato tells
us that the lover sees the beauty of the beloved, but he does not tell
us why this lover sees beauty in this beloved and not another.
Scheler claims that the lover sces the value of the beloved, but gives
no indication of what this value might be in individunal cases. So too
Sartre zives a general account of the project of love, but does not
tell us why somecone might choose this wroject rather than znother.
Vet even he savs

Only Sipnrcer tailis ahoutr tha eartismplarity f love
Only Singer talilis abhout the n2 ity of lo

1 iculare of the
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little more than that when we love we love the par
person. Then Lie acmits that love 1s gratuitous and that any set of
particulars that strikes our fancy vill do. When addressing the issue
of why we love one person rather than another, the best any theory of
love can do, it scems, is describe the guality of being struck with
the belovec that so often accompanies the onset of love. It happens.
We fall in love. With just this person.

Perhaps it 1s just as well that classic theories of love, and
this one in particular, leave it to the psychologist to explain why
you are the only yirl in the world for mec. At stake in these theories

is the generality and universality of love. At first a theory that
explains why 1 love you interms that could explain ny loving anyomne

whiosoever seems to miss its mark. T want to know why I love you. To

be told that I love you for reasons that would explzin my love of
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anyone 1is disappointirz and unsatisfying. Yet if a theory of love
leaves to science the job of explaining my specific reastion to you,
it can, 2nd rmine does, explain pheromena traditionally associated with
love. The very generality embodied in the theory explains such divers
pheomena as Diotima”s ladder and Christian love.

In the Svmposium Plato, through the character of Diotima,
describes the lover”s ascent from the love of a single man to all men
and then on through progressively more abstract entities until the
lover loves beauty itself. Of course, Plato”s cause is the advocacy
of the philosophical life, but there is more to the ladder of loves
than Plato lets on. What could possibly justify or explain the

dzveleonent 0f 2 lover”c love from one man te many? Plate says beauty

L

‘er reaons (to b= explained by the psycholegist and

pertaps in Plato’s case by tho aesthetician as well) the lover falls
in love with the beauty of the beloved. This beauty is not particular
to the beloved; it is Bcauty as excmplified in the beloved. All that
is required for the lover to love all men is {or him to see the Beauty
exemplified in ecach. Since thic cannot be a physical beauty--all men
arenot equally physically beautiful--the beauty must be something that
all men share equally. Presumably there is something that 1is

objectively valuable that all men share in--beauty. Plato, by

1.
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agsuming what is valuable in the beloved is objectively real beauty,

can then call upon his lover to love whatever exemplifies that beautv.
Plato rests his explanationm of love on what he sees as most

valuable--Beauty (as one aspect of true being). And of course, since

what is valuable instead of the valuing,

Fn

e rests the explanation o
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he can have bils lover rise from the love of an individual to, in the
end¢, lovc of beauty--what is supremely valuable--itself. I the

Symposium the lover loves what is valuable. Dut in the Phaedrus the

lover loves and finds value in the beloved. This value, however, is
noc the absolute objective value of Beauty. It is the ability of the
beloved to inquire and seek after knowledge. That is, the lover loves
the beloved”s ability to love. And this loving and seeking that is
love is a search after what ic valuable. Between the two dialogues we
can sce Plato attempting to describe love as a perception-valuation
that 1s directed, first if not last, toward another center of

perception-valuation. All that is needed to get from loving a man or

S5t

roued, valuing is valuable, deriving Diotima’s ladder recuires
nothing more than subsumingz valuing (or valuinz beings) under the
category of valuable things. The arguable point in Plato”s position,
then, is whether there is an objective heirarchy of value in which man
is only one tier or vhether man is that through whick any heirarchy of
value comes into existence. In either case, Plato”s love hinges on
the lover”s ability to respond to the beloved”s ability to the
beloved” s ability to love. If we explain love as a
perception-valuztion of the Cther as avaluing center, then we have

-,

ry to explain Plato”s
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given the sort o eason fer loving nccess
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pocition. The reason for loving this one is reason for loving anyone.
Universality is mictaken fer chjectivity, and the result is Diotima“s

ladder.



When Plato suggests that we can develop our love {rom
encompassing one man to many, he indicates the universality of love”s
reasor. In turn ethical systems have taken up the universality as
their theme. The Christian tenent of "Love thy neighbor as thy self”
can be taken as saying "Perceive and value valuing centers since, as
valuing centers, others are as valuable as you~-no more, no less so."
It is when we perceive others, not in the valuation of appraisal, but
in the non-utilitarian valuation of love that they become our equals.
It is in so far as we see others in their universality that we can
love mankind. The particulars of this or that person are useful and
can be the object of appraisal, but the universal quality of being a
valuing beinz is useless and cannot be the object of appraisa
the awe that 1s the experiwnce of love, others can be treated as 2nds
and ncot merely as means. Kant’s incichts into Christian ethics can
best be explained by the universality of the justification of love.
It is not important here to examine Kant”s ethics in detail. Tt 1is
enough to see that the universality of the justification of love is
the source of altruism and that the love perception-valuation is that
through which altruism can be realized.

But concern with the universal aspect of the justification of
love can overshadow the psychological facts. It is individuals that
love and for the most part it is individiuals that they love. The
universal love of mankind 1is not the antithesis of individual loves
but its logical extension. lNonetheless individuals do not routincly
locically extend their love. The utter awesomeness of just one love

is sufficient to hold a person”’s attention. A person most often
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understands tis love as a reaction to a specific person; he does not
routinely draw an inference from nis love of an individual to the
whole of humanity. After all, that is what the (individuals’s) love
is: a reactionm to an individual. The reason a person loves does not
seer importaznt in the face of the experience and so the love remains a
love of a person. Add to the basic experience of love the general
circumstances of life and any inference from the particular to the
general is improbable. W®e all mut appraisc others (even the beloved),
and they must inevitably become treated as utilities. There are
groceries to be bought, checks to be cashed, classes to be taught.
here will be, therefore, grocery clerks, bank tellers, and teachers.

as cthers

Yo cne Is the worse for it, but ecach is

will be objects of uy

appraisal and not of my lvoe. Furthermore, the simple fact 1s that
many people are threats. Since they are, it 1s extraordimarily
difficult to transcend our spontaneous defensive reactions toward a
universal response of love. The limits of bieng human anc the
constrainsts of the world test even the saint”s ability to love
universally.

By placing love 1n situation, the tension between its
particularity and its universality can be explained. Any one person’s
love is, as a matter of fact, routinely directed toward a very limited
number of people even though being a valuing being is a trait of zll
people. A person”’s love is justified by the universal trait of beinp
2 valuing beinz, and hence all loves are justified and in principle

onc can justify loving any and everyone. lonetheless, while loving
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cveryone can in principle be justified, that justification cannot be
equated with causation. Circumstance and personality direct whom I
love. The particulars of my situation cause my love for this person
rather than that. But the quality that justifies my love is perfectly
universal. With this said about what the love act is, who it is that
is loved, and on what grounds he is loved, two closely related topics

can be addressed.
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4.5 Acts Of Love

Love is in itscli sterile and impotent. The love act is nothing
more than a perception valuation of z valuing being. It does nothing.
Yet, we are told that love makes the world go round, that it changes
evervthing. UWe are regaled with countless tales of how love turns the
misanthropic miser into a a kind and gencrous soul. If one were
sclling love, no doubt the marketing manager would remind you to
emphasize to the prospective customer how much love can do for them.
It”s a great bargain: you have all these wonderful feelings and not

only that but every day in every way vou and wvhcever you love get

better znd better. Surely all these promises are not illusory. Love

it would have created geod tlhinrs if onlv....

1t 1s not only popular misconception that supports the notion
tkat love is effective. Plato describes how, in the course of love,
not only the lover but the beloved is perfected. And Scheler is in
agreement:

But love 1s a movement, passing from a lower value to a

hicher oune, in which the higher value of the object or

person suddenly flashes upon us....42
He claims even more explicitly that "love... looks to the
establishment of higher possibilities of value..., and to the
maintenance of these, besldes seeking to remove the possibility of
lower value...."%3 Scheler also insists that this movement from lover

to nigher valuc is not pedaccey

vical but somchow just happens in the

course of love. PBut whetlier love is considered as pedagogical or as
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corroctive of the heloved in some more mysterious sense, it is clecar

that Scheler sces love as an act in which there 1is a movement from

”

lower to iigher values. Rut this movement ic zlso a "sudden flaching
upon,' and so it seems that two kinds of metaphors have been confused:
those of activity with those of sight. 1In the process of confusing
the metaphors an important distinction hac been overlooked. Loving
somcone and acting on that love are distinct kinds of acts. Even
thoush these two kinds of act may occur simultancously, they are not
the same. By calling love both a movement and a flashing upon,

Scheler has conflated the love act with lovimg acts. Even though

Scheler can faultad for not seceiny through the popular myth

The love act 1s a perception valuation. Therc is nothing in
perception or valuation in themselves that affects things beyond
thersclves. When T see a tree, I Zo mot alter it. And witen I relish
the trush strokes of tiie Van Gorh, I do not change them. It is, of
course, possible that I mispercelive the tree, and if I misperceive,
then my valuation wmay go astray. But if there is an objecct in the
worle to perceive and value, then however accurate or inaccurate my
ncrecepticn, however appropriate or inappropriate my valuation, the
thing remalns unscatned. Vithout throwing into question a world
external to and independent of me (which I do not wish to do here), we
are forced to admit that love, since it 1s an act of perception

vaitation, caunnot in itself chanye the beloved.
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does not change the beloved, but I, when T love, am

not just a love act. Vhen consicering nyself as a lover, the most

.

important ol wmy other sttributes is that I am an agent, vith desires,
capable of effccting change. Since vhen I love I see the beloved as -
valuing center, I may desire for him instead of or in addition to
myself. If the beloved is no longer just an object to be appraised
and used but valuvable becausec he 1s valuing, thern there ic nothing
preventing mc from wanting for him just as I would for myself. The
expericnce of wanting for the beloved, wanting the very best for the

beloved is familiar to every lover. And while that wanting is not the

love act, it is ar act that is directly dependent on the love act.

pleases me, what furtheors my coats, and vhat enriches , ané since I

see the Other as 2 valuing being just like me, 1 will have no trouble
desiring for him these kinds of things. There is no denying thzt my
desires for mysclf and my desires for him may come in conflict (let
alone the possibility of Lhis desires conflicting with my various
desires), but in principle I may desire for either one of us with
equal fervor since we are indistinguishable and identical as valuing
beings. The very nature of the love act as a perception valuation of
a valuiny center 2ilows the lover to desire for the beloved as he
might {or himself.

Tliis is not to say that the lover reasons analovically. Tie does

to himsclf "I wvaluce thincs and desire them because I valuc

not

them. T perceive and value this other as a beiny just like me--a



beiny that vaiucs--and thus I will desire for him 2s I desire for
uyself." The lover loves. That loving focuses his attention on the
beloved. The force of the insight snd valuation that is love may well
distract the lover from his own desires, and he wmay, in his
distraction, desire for the beloved. <Certainly there 1s the
possibility that he can desire for himself and for the other, and Le
can have desires for both himself and the beloved just because they
are indistinguishable as valuing beings. The awesomeness of love may
drive the lover to the extremc of completely denying or forgetting his

own desires for the sake of the desires of the beloved. What allous

bim to substitute the beloved”s desires for his own is the beloved s

various

his desires to have the beloved, his desires for the beloved (for the
beloved”s pleasure and welfare) and the analopous desires on the part
of tle beloved. But what males the accommodation necessary and what
allows his dedication to the beloved at love’s first blush is the very
essence of love as valuiny being valuing valuing being. The love act
by its very nature, then, allows for this plurality of desires. The
most important of these for the moment is the altruistic desires for
the beloved. These altruistic desires spring forth from love as nwuch
as any others, but unlike other desires, they are the source of loving
acts.

Tesire comes a step cleser to altering its object than the

is love. Desire nolds out sowc zoal towvard
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which one may work. !'ow not only has something or someone Leocn
valuca, there 1s also a project for that something or someone.
Whether I desire to cnjoy or to have or to be, I have valued something
aud projected obtaining it. I value strawberry ice cream, and in the
surmer’s heat I want to enjoy it. I value dependable transportztion
and so I want a new car. I value a good grasp of matters and so I
desire knowledye. For ne to desire somethingz, I rust have logically
antecedently valued what I desire. And in so far as my desire is a
desire and not merely wishful thinking I will Lave some notion of how
to cbtain what T want. Failing that, I will be able to tell you vhy
any project to obtcin my desire is liable to fail. 1In desire, as

least an attempt at & plan of

& desire may be impossible
te sctisfy end 1t wav Le thwartec, but the nature of desire 1s such

thiat desire impels me to act in a manner that promotes its
satisfaction. Simply put, I am an agent who cam, zand often does, act
to satisfy his desires. I may reject my desires as immoral and refuse
to carry out my plans to satisfy them. I may give up on a desire
should I become convinced that I have no means to satisfy it. But my
initizl impulse 1s to act to satisfy my desires.

When I act to sctisfy an altruistic desire borne of love I have
acted lovingly. The source of such an act 1s the love act which
percelves and values the beloved. ©Having perceived and valued the
beloved, I may and often do desire the welfare of the beloved. In so
far as I have not comsidered my dosires, such desires for the other”s

relfiare are sltruistic desires. When I act to {ulfill these
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altruistic desires, I hLave acted out of my love for the other. Acting
aut of leove for the other mav fairly be called acting lovingly or,
a2lternately, loving actsz. The loving acts, however, zre not the love
act. Betwecen them comes the intermediary of altruistic desire. The

crifices we hear of in the name of love presumably are loving acts.
Giving the only vacant seat on the lifeboat to your wife as the
"Titanic" goes down is a levinp act (presuming it wasn”’t done out of
pure sensc of duty). I loved my wife before I gave her the seat and

toe actual giving of the seat was an expression of that love. It was,

in fact, a loving act. It was not a love act.

In thke course of 2 life and a love the distinction between the

conis with we to & new ¢ity so that T may pursue my career, we say

IS
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it out of love (again, I assume she did not act out of a
sense of duty). The distinction between the love act and acting
lovingly is only obliquely referred to. Even so, it seems enough was
said. DBut the phrase is "she did it out of love" and it gives the
impression that wiat was done issucd forth frowm love. It seems
appropriate to substitute the "she acted lovingly" for "sbe did it out
of love" since the loving act, as I have described it, does issue
forth from the love act through altruistic desire. The distinction
between the love act and loving acts may seem relatively unimportant,
but to a degrec they are reflected in the way we speak. Furthermore,
the distinction does scem to apply to lovers and the way they act,

whether their descriptions of their love and loving acts reflect the
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distinction or not.
Perhaps the reason love acts ancd lovine acts are cornfused is that

tlie love cet is, like any act c¢f poreeption or valuation, invisible.

We never see a person sceling; we only see how well he maneuvers in the

3]

world. Ve sce his acts. It may be that, when a person first views
painting that strikes him, we can see his reaction: the gasp of
arpreciation, the rigid immobilitv. We may even in due course observe
his buying or working to buy the painting. We can view his reactions
and his actions, but we carnot view his valuing. So too, with love we

can view the conmnsequences of love, those loving acts, but we cannot

vicw the love act itscl{. And just as we do not confuse the

the way we ascercain that someone 1s

Tre love act and loving acts are distin_ulshable but so are other
acts associated with love. The lover”s reactions in the first throes
of love so accuratcly chronicled by Plato in the Phaedrus are part of
the way we determine 1f a person 1is in love and an example of acts
inextricably related to love. But more important than the reactions
of the lover arc his acts toward the beloved that are not loviny acts.
In the strict scnse I have defined, loving acts must be supported by
altruistic desires. It would be folly, however, to imply that all
desires about the beloved are altruistic desires. Somc are clearly
self-serving cdesires. The desire to bask in the beloved”s presence as

Plato deceribes 1t is surely sclf-servineg. The lover wishes to enjoy

ce beauty of tne teloved. cre is no desire for the beloved’s



21¢

welfarc., There is only a desire to enjoy. Under meost circumstances
such a desire is harmless, and the beloved mizht find the excessive
attenticn ot most annoyinc. Hore problematic for everyonc involved is
the desire to be loved in return. In most, if not all, cases the
lover not only wants to enjoy the beloved and wants to berefit the
beloved but also wants to be loved by the beloved.

It is important to distinguish between wanting to be loved
simpliciter and wanting to beloved while one is loving. The former is
reducible to a self-serving desire. A perscn who just wants to be
loved is not particularly concerned to love in return and if he does
"love" in return it merely part of a barter: "If you'll love me, I711

to have the

iove vou.”  Such a wantin

3 wantins to be

Graces are then
dispensed to the worshippers according to their dedication. But the
lover wants to be loved as 2 consequence of his loving. For the lover
the distinction between himself and the beloved as valuing centers is
blurred. It is this blurring of the distinction betwcen self and
other that allows the lover to desire altruistically and to act
lovingly. Only in so far as the lover sees no practical difference
betwvecen himself and the beloved, can he want for both of them
indiscriminately. ile is of course correct if the only consideration

is of the lover an¢ beloved as valuing centers, but percelvini and

v

valuing the other as just like me is not the same as being the other.

"

There are practical limits to the "as if"

quality of altruistic

desire. At soune polint the lover becomes aware that, while he and his
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beloved are equals, they are separate. In the lover”s awareness of
separate anc equal comes zn awarenecss that the beloved may love too.
With the awarencss of the beloved”s ability teo love car come the
desire to be loved by the beloved. As lover, I can be so enthralled
with the beloved that I can forget myself and become the obsessed
aesthete wantinz only revel in the beloved. I can be so taken with
the beloved that I forget that I am the one that perceives the value
of the beloved and instead only see the valuing center that is the
beloved. But when I pain possession of my senses, when the world
intrudes, I see myself and the beloved. I am not shaken in my

awareness of the beloved as a valuing center, but I become aware that

i1, too, gm onc. and I want the beloved to
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mech as I osoe her for what she is.
I'y wantin. to be lovcd depends heavily on two factors. If the
beloved does love re and shows it, then eithter the want will not
arise, or it will subside when she manifests her love. My wanting to
be loved, then, is contingent on how much I am loved. It is also
denendent on ny self-esteem. The less I think of myself, the less I
think nyself deserving of love, the less I will want to be loved and
the more I will invest most of wy wants in the other categories. With
a low sclf-esteen, I will feel grateful when the beloved allows me to
bask in her presence, and I will desire altruistically and act
lovingly, but I will barecly hope that my love will be rcturned.

I have previously shown that Sartre”s claim that the project of
love is to be lovec by the beleved is fleowed in two ways. First,

Sartre doecs not account {or the other possible projects the lover
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might have with regerd to the bcloved. Second, and morc
fundamentzally, love ig distinct frowm any project love might have.
Only when I do love, can I then sct as a project getting the beloved
to love me. These two objections are problematic for Sartre’s
account, but thzt is not all. Sartre has not taken into account the
fact that the cesire to be loved 1s contingent on self-esteem.
Sartre”s paradisgm of love is the idealized love of two
consciousnesses. Fach has set before it the doomed goal of becoming
an in-itself-for-itself. Arnd in love, cach sets out to achieve this
soal by seducing the beloved. Uhat is presupposcd on such an account

is that the lover has a clear notion of his worth; he must know that

he ie¢ a2 comscicusness =g

n

v
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. And,

ir. the lover”s project of scif-fcundetion, the lover actually values

hiimself morc than the beloved. Cf coursc, this is possible, but it
nced not dbe. It 1is as foolish or wice for the lover to under-value
himself as it is to overvalue himself. The fact is that the lover and
beloved are equal as consciousnesses, as valuing beings. T nakes no
more sense for mc, as lover, to under-value myself and net want to be
loved than it does to over-value myself and only want to be loved.
That people do under- and over-value themselves is an undisputable
fact, and hence it surely is the casc that they do not routinely sece
the rarity between lover ané beloved. Sartrc”s claim that to love is
to want to be loved, then, must be qualified. Love allows the lover
te want to te loved. Dut love itself cdoes not deternine whether a

lover wantc to Le loved.

cuternal fact of whether the beloved
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cctually shows her love is a partial determinant. DMNore
the worth tie lever places on himsclf mey determine whetler and low
muchk the lover wants to be loved. The lever in an act of sheer ezoism

may say that his consciousncss is the only one that matters and

rr

thereby want to be loved above all else. Such a position is undercut
by the fact that wvhat he wvants to love him must be something of
intrinsic worth—--a valuing something just like himself--and thcreby
tis equal. In conceit, he can willfully naintzin his superiority over
the other, but in fact the other is his equal. The lover in utter

self-depreciation may go to the opposite extreme and deny his own

worth and only exalt the worth of the beloved. Put such a position is

iremie for two reasons. First, as & mactter
ol fect, tihi Lo is the lovaer s eguol-=—in so as thev are
conscious, valuin: borings. ZSccond, the lover”s wvaluation, his love,

is worthless, if he 1s not worthwhile and his love 1s an empty,
pathetic gesture. DBetween the extremes is the possibility of striking
a position closer to the truthh. The lover can love the beloved
unazshamedly as his cqual, and as the beloved”s equal he can want the
love the beloved has to give.

At thic point we can say the followinz. Love 1s a perceiving
valuing act that is in-itself inert. It is (here, by fiat) dirccted
tovard another person anc is justified by the fact that the beloved is
a valuin: being just as the lover is. Furtiier, the desires of love

are a consccuence of the love act. These desires, in turn, are the

titc various activities surrounding love. Armong the nost

prominent of tuc deslres associated with love is the dusire to cnloy



the belcved s prescrnce, the (altrnistic) desire to promote ti
beloved s velfcre and the desire to be loved by tie beloved. ach of
these tinds of desires may have acts ascociated with theu. Thosec
acts, torne of altruistic desires, arc "loving acts”, are most
frcquently associatod with “pure" love and are the result of the
lover”s inatility to discern any rezl difference tetuveen nimself zs a

valuin: being and the heloved as 2 valuing being The desire to be

loved hinges on the lover”s self-esteem. An over- or under-valuation

of himself in relation to the beloved as a valuing being will lead to
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an or an extremcly linmited desire to be loved. The

lover who values himself as he values the beleoved (since they are

couvla woll be call seductive.

Suclh z brief summarv of love can hardly account for all the
possivilities. l'onctheless, the theory i1s sufficiently developed to
be tested. The thieory should be as cohercnt, and if possible, more

colierent than competing theories and predict more often more correctly

than competing thoories. A test of the coherency and explanctory

power of tlhie proposed theory of love 1is thic next task.



CHAPTER IV

LOVE ON ANY ACCOUNT

5.1 Gabriel Taylor”s Description Of Love
The foregoinz account of love, while being a detziled ecxamination
in some respects, is meant to be a schematic to get us around in the

terrain where we find ourselves when in love. Gabriel Tavlor in her

(]

article "Love" zlso makes an attempt to describe the terrzin of love.

analysie, she is corcerned with the reascons and justificationsg of
love. Her suppositions and tack, however, arc radically different.
Since she agrees with my account, for the most pcort, on the factual
description of love but explains the phenomena differently, her
article provides an cxcellent opportunicty to test the theories for
interral consistency and explanatory powver.

Taylor first considers emotions and distinguishes bettveen thosc
that are intentional and those that are not. Examples of the first
sort are anjer, fear, jealousy and envy. Examples of the second sort
are "feeling happy", "feelino depressed", and "experiencing nameless
fears." Fmotions c¢f the first sort not only tuke an objcct, but the
person wio experiences them hac certain beliefs about the object.

v
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s the object, then
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If = feels the emotion, and 1
223
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% will believe y to have a specific property or sct of
properties. Depending on which emotion he feecly he will
believe, for ecxample, that v is danverous, that ¥ hae donc
hirm an injury or a good turn. Put wore formally, this
requirenment reads: for any member of this class of the
enotions there is a quality or set of qualities phi that
fer all x and all y, if x feels the cmotion towards Y then
x believes v to be D_h]._l

These qualities Taylor calls determinable qualities. Because these
deterninatle qualities are so general, they give us little information
about the emotion. It is unexceptional to say, for instance, that if
T fzel fecar I believe the object of that fear to be dangerous. We can

be nmore informative and specific.

tirerefore also believe, and normally be able
¢, that v has certain determinate qualities

3
vrther e will believe that it has the
quality pii it 1 the i o
tire thing is i
ang Lhag¢ sharp
nd nowceriul
at f X

et e

, bt
is soue object y t
determinate quality, which norm

. . a2
will he able to specifv....-

Exactly what is found to be dangerous and why, can and will vary
widely from person to person, but there are limits placed on what I
can reasonably be afraid of. If 1 fear x, them I must belicve (even
if I carnot stzte) that the object of my fear has certain determinate
qualities. I can be afraid of x because it is powerful and malicious
but not because it is good and kind. Of course, while having certain
emotions cntails believinz certain thinzs about the object of the
emotilon, it need not be the case that, because an objcct has
particular determinate qualitics, anyone should expericncc an cmotion

towerd it. You may be afrzid of our boss because ke is powerful and



Sut, even thouzh I grant he is, I am not afraic, perhaps

becauvse I iave dealt witch his kind before. The relationshi
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have a certain emotion, I wmust believe that the
object of the emotion has dcterminate qualities and that, because it
has those determinate qualities, I believe it has the appropriate
determinable one(s), but if an otject has certain determinate
qualities, I may not believe it has some determinable ones and
thereiore do not experience a given emotion toward the object.

Taylor ther claims that there are further conditions for feeling

onc of the emotions which takes an object. A person feeling such an

emotion will, in addition, have certcin wants and thercfore tendencies

Lo cerialn ways toward the objecc of the emotion.
rot all vants and tendenciles to act are reasonable, »iven a certain

=

enotion. There are some restrictions on what 1 can want 1f I fear.
carn wznt to run away from the bear that T fear because it is dangerous
(and I belicve it is danzerous because I believe it is powerful and
has long claws). But if I fear it, I cannot want give it a tender
embrace.

But even if the beliefs about the determinate and determinable
qualities zre justified, is that sufficient to justify the cmotion?
I1f the beliefs aren”t justifiecd, then the emotion isn”"t. Of that much
we can [cel confident. But there are cases in which the beliefs are
justiiied and the emotion isn’t. "So for instance it could be argued
that however rational the Leliefs involved in a man”s envy, jealousy
or hatred, such enmotioms are highly undesirable, and if so it would be

. N . - . s m . 2 .
odd to regard thelr occurrence as cver justificd.'? Teylor polmts out
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that what 1s being overlooked inm cuch cases is nerms of various xinds

and previously formed woral views. We can claim that one is never
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ing envy becausc envy 1s not morally justifiable.
Justifying my envy, then, would include not only justifying ny beliefs
about the object of cnvy but also a defense of my beliefs about ny own
role in life as opposed to that of my neighbor.
Fully justifving the feeling of this or other emotions on
scmc occasion will therefore often be a difficult and
trovblesome undertaking as it is likely to include a
defence of one”s moral views.

Further, whether a mar experiences a given emotion may well depend mnot

only on his beliefs about the object but his moral beliefs as well,

emotions that take

fae 1
looks at love to see if it fits the characterization of such enmotions.
Love docs satisfyv the first condition: love takes ar object. That
ruch is clear. FEut when the object of love is another person are
there identifiable determinate and determinable qualities of the
person? Taylor considers the posssiblity that being lovable is the
determinable quality. Whe is considered lovable may vary from person
to person as what 1is considered dangerous may vary. If being lovable
is teken as meaning someone who is "outroing, friendly, and open to
nh

a

affcction, lover might fiad the beloved lovable when no onc else

would he willin

to attribute that quality to the beloved.

Dul there 1s no reason to suppose

hat thic nmust always be
the caeo; there Ssecms Lo be no contr a

cadiction in saying

C
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res v althourzh he does not believe y to be
vable in the accepted sense, as there 1s a contradiction

saying thet x fears y and vet does not believe ¥ to be
LIETOUS In soule respect.

Being lovable cannot be the determinable quality of love sincc, unlike

other emotions and the determinable qualities of them, the person may

love but not find the beloved lovable. There is the possibility that

h

there is some, vet undiscovercd, determinatle quality of thec object o
love, bLut Tavior cannot find one that cdoes not fall heir to the samec
difficulty and neither can I. This suggests that the most that can be
said is that x firds y lovable. Dut this reduces the issue to 2

matter of taste and tells us nothing about the (determinate) qualities

of the Leloved. There scems to be a strikinz dissinilaritv hetween

Tuet there doos ncot appear to ke determinzble qualities Zor love
as there are for emotions which take objects would suggest that Tavlor
is barking up the wrong analogy. Certainly my examination of emotions
and love led me to reject love as an emotion because love lacked
inportant featurcs that emotions had. Z2vt Taylor is concerned with
the justificaticn of love snd does not forsake the possibility that
love is an emotion. After all, both love and crmotions may often have
elaborate justifications. It is all well and zood to say that "Love
and emotions (often) have elaborate justifications; they’re alike in
this wvay" and quite another to base ar account of love on svch &

flimsy basis=~-especially when pertinent disanalogies are known.

llorcticless Taylor dees. And since she cannot find the determinable

let zlone the determinant qualities of the objcect of love, shie uses
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the foct that emotions have attendant wants or desires as a foundation
or asscssing the justifiability of love. Her tack now is to claim
that because the wants attending an emotion are justifiied only withnin

certein constraints and since love has attendant wants, love’s

justifiability can be gleened from the justification of the wants
attendant to love.

If therefore vwe can find a2 set of wants which are
typically involved in the case where x loves ¥ then this
will put a constraint upon the beliefs concerning
particular cqualities in virtue of which % can love y, and
allow us to dismiss those which can in no way be seen as
explanctory of the wants in qucstion.a

this ploy seems plausible. Look at

Find the constraints on the wants and

e back door. There 1s notning
wrouy with a back door--if it”s thec right back door. Unfortunately,

wants arc not necessarily the right back door to love or crmotiomns.
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at wants or desires may De the consequence of love or
emctions. I nay want to benefit you becausc I love you and I may want
to injure you because you made mc angry. But I may also want peace in
the world becausc of moral belicfs or general zood will. UWants need
not be the conmsequence of love or emotions. Since they need not be,
an analysis of the wants of love need not indicate any similarity
between love and cmotions. Just because wants may have justifications
is no reason to assume thot all such wants spring

of souvrce (Lere emotions). VYet Taylor assumes just this: that,



wvants nay have jostifications and wants attend both emotions
and love, love is an emoticen. Such an assumption is unwarranted ziven

the prima facie cevidence that love and emotions are not the same kind

£ e
Or thing.

¥l

i

he objects of cmotions have determinant qualities and love

4

does not (apparently). Exhibiting the constraints on the
justification of wants whether they be the result of emotions, love,
or some cther thiny is not suificient to make up for the caping
difference in love and emotions.

Taylor is forced to the strategy of examining love through its
wants because the objects of love do not have the determinate
qualities that emotions do aand because she rejects as possible

tniversal hurman traits.

v ofiten at 1o
virtue of certain

ieves v to have, evon

: ¥
detcrminate qualitices uh
Leur i such quallties may vary greatliy for acifferent
persons, and even though the lover may find it difficule
to be articulate about thewm. Bet thouzh choice and
variety way be rreat, not just any description will do if
¥ 1s to love y. Some constraints uporn them can perhaps be
derivecd from the original restriction, that the love in
question be of a particular person; this allows us to rule
out such features as are universally posscssed by any
normal person.-”

As Taylor sees the 1it, the question boils down to "Why do I love this
person rather than that?" She takes it that the beloved has certain
properties in virtue of which he is loved as just the person he is.
But by making that assumption she misses the difference between asking
"lihy do I love (atr all)?" and "Why do I love this person?” The
difference iz of the ntmost importance. I have answered the [irst

question by claimine that T love because T perceive and value the
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teloved as a valuiny being. 1 love at s1l becausc of a perfectly

szeneral trait '"poscessed by any normal person." And I have answered

the second by saying that there are certain psvcholegical and plysical
fcatures of the person that I love to which I am respounsive and which
Lave allowed me to view and value the universal characteristic of the
beloved. Taylor has conflated the two questions and is therefore
pronrted, first, to consider love an emotion and, second, when that
approach fails, to consider the wants arising from love in a search
for the qualities that jvstifies the Leloved being loved. Uith these
criticisms in mind, we can examine now Taylor treats the justification

of the wants concerned with love.
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& ,eneral characteriz

zhie relationshiip, so the
ave to reflect this fecature. If 3
loves y wc have on the one hand x”s wants to benefit and
cheriskh y, on the other his wants to be with y, to
communicate with y, to have ¥ take an interest in him, to
be benciited and cherished by y. Such wants allow us to
impose constraints on x s beliefs in that only those are
now relevant which can explain his wants. This, quite
properly, leaves a wide choice of psi properties at x's
disposal 1in virtue of which he may have these wants.

v vieuw leve az a uilve-ané-t
I £

The warts Tavler mentions scem very much to be the wants associated
with love, but I would take exception on two points. First, she
claims these arc esscntial. From her account so far there seems no
reason to call them escential. Observation will allow us to agree

that these wants often accompany love, but such an incuctive

ceneralization will hardly do as justificcotion that they

zre essential.  But cven i{ we admit that they so often accompany love
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that we can consider them as essential there is still one small
difficulty. Taylor says the lover wants to cherish the beloved. This
does not strike me as routinely true. What is routinely true is that
the lover does cherish. It is because he cherishes that the lover
wants to benefit the beloved. Even on Taylor”s account (as we shall
see) the lover values the beloved and wants because he values. Does
it make any sense to say that the lover wants to value the beloved,
for after all cherishing is a kind of valuing. Perhaps the lover
wants to cherish the beloved more. This could be the case, but it is
hardly essential. Descriptions of the first throes of love are
replete with accounts of how much the lover does value--and presumably

cherisheg==-the baloved. Charishing-=-or adomething like it--may ©

(0]

essantial to love, but wantine to cherish need not occur at all if th

(&)

lover cherishes enough in the first place.

Aside from these two relatively minor objections we can agree
with Taylor“s characterization of the wants of love. B8he claims,
however, that this gives only & rough-and-ready descriptionm that is in
need of qualifications and refinements. The refinement she suggests
is the distinction between infatuation and love. She grants that an
infatuated person and a person in love may want the same thing or
person. Since infatuation and love cannot be distinguished by their
object, she claims they are distinguishable by how reasonable the
attendant wants are. She describes infatuation as “a state which we do
not even attempt to link with aaything that is accessible to ratiomal,
or for that matter, moral evaluation"!! and says that love "has

traditionally been regarded as capable of being rational and as
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admitting of degrees of moral excellence."!2 She then suggests that
love and infatuation can be so characterized with the theoretical
backing of the distinction between (at least) two very differemt kinds
of want. "The crucial difference between these is that wants of one
kind do and of the other do not involve some form of evaluation of
what is wanted.l3 1In the case of wants that involve evaluation a man
believes that what is wanted is worthwhile, although he need not
believe it is the most worth while thing to want. He cannot, however,
view what he wants as having no value whatsoever. In the case of the
man who simply wants several situations are possible: "he may not
evaluate a [the object desired] at all; or he may think that no value
or 2vea that a disvalue attaches zo doing or having a; and finelly he
may thiak it worth while to do or have a, but if 50 then nou because a
as such is worth doing or having, but because he thinks it worth while
to satisfy his desires, either on this occasion or as a general
policy."14

That love and infatuation are hard to distinguish in practice and
that love may become infatuation and infatuation love, Taylor grants.
Practical determinations aside, she suggests that love and infatuation
can be distinguished on the basis of the kinds of wants associated
with each.

If x loves y then at least some of his wants will be based

on the thought that it is worth while e.g., to be with and

cherish y, vwhile the wanis of his infatuation have no such

base.-
And again, the same point.

...infatuation, being thought of as a blind passion, is
very suitably linked with a type of desire which may lead
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a man to act against his better judgement, while the type
of want ascribed to love accounts for the view that the
lover tends to value what he loves. Such an assessment of
the lover“s part would hardly be possible if he did not
believe that y had certain characteristics in virtue of
vhich it would be worth while to have his wants satisfied,
indeed he will think this if what he values is being with

¥, cherishing y etc., and not just the satisfaction of his
desires.

The association of blind desire with infatuation and reasoned wants
with love again suggests that the lover believes the beloved to have
certain properties and these properties provide the reasons for his
wants. Further, the infatuated man will want someone as a means to
the end of, say, the satisfaction of his desires, while the lover will
vant the beloved for herself and not just a means to some other end.
The infatuated =man may see someons merely as a means to slake ais
sexual azppetite. The lover, on the other hand, could not see the
beloved merely as a means to slake sexual appetites or gain social
standing or obtain wealth.

Taylor summarizes her findings thus far in the following words.
...if x loves y then x wants to benefit and be with y
etc., and he has these wants (or at least some of them)
becsuse he believes y has some determinate characteristics
psi in virtue of which he thinks it worth while to benefit
and be with y. He regards satisfaction of these wants as
an end and not as a means tovard some other end.l7

At this juncture a few comments on Taylor”s exposition are in

order. She speaks of "simply desiring" and claims there are three
poscible characterizations of such desiring. A man who has such a
desire may not evaluate the object of desire at all. Or be may

evaluate the object but judge it as having no value or negative value.

Or he may see the object not as worth while in itself but merely
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valuable as a means to satisfy his desires. I take it by her
characterization of simple desires that Taylor is thinking of
something like appetitive desires. Why do I want some of those
freshly baked cookies? Because the smell of them makes my wouth water
and they're my favorite kind. Presumably in such cases I do not
evaluate the worth-whileness of the object, I simply want it. Yet in
such simple cases do I have no beliefs that might or might not be
justified? It could be claimed that, even in these minimal cases, the
desirer may be said to believe that the object of desire tastes,
smells, looks, or feels good and that he might justify his desire with
the belief. In fact I do believe and justify im simple cases. I
baelieva the cookie tasies 3ood or I woa’t bite imto iz anéd I bite into
it pecause I balieve it tastes good. These are simple justifications
and evaluations, but they are justifications and evaluations. Taylor
has mischaracterized simple wants. But to allow Taylor to pursue her
case, let us grant that when she says simple wants are without belief,
justification, and evaluation she means there are few beliefs,
justifications, and evaluations involved ir simple wants. Given this,
I take it that when Taylor claims that the objects of simple desires
may be seen by the desirer as having no or negative value she is
claiming that, after the desire emerges, a judgement is passed. VYes,
I want the cookies, but I really shouldn’t have them; I'm watching my
figure, you know. The last possibility is that, when I find myself
vanting those cookies, my only consideratiom is an appeal to a
hedonistic principle. OCn principle I believe I ought to have anything

that makes me feel good. I know these cookies taste good. Therefore
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1 should satisfy my desire if possible. It is important to note that
these last two chsracterizations of a simple desire contain evaluation
of the desire. The evaluation occurs as the result of the desire
rather thaam the desire occurring because of an evaluation, nonetheless
evaluation does occur. But Taylor claims that “The crucial difference
between these [infatuation and love] is that wants of one kind do and
of the other do not involve some form of evaluation."l8 Clearly
Taylor has contradicted herself; she has described simple desires as
being associated with some form of evaluation and then claimed that
they involve no evaluation.

The contradiction must be transparent even to Taylor and so it is
safe o assume thal she has something more in mind. 3She claims tha:r
'If x loves y then at least some of his wanta will be based on the
thought that it is worth while e.g., to be with and cherish y, while
the waats of his infatuation have no such base."!9 Fow it appears
that the distinction between desires of infatuvation and desires of
love is between feeling and being good. 1 have a simple desire for
the cookies because they taste (seem, feel) good. I may, subsequent
to desiring, judge the good taste only an apparent good. The cookies
may seem good, but they really aren”t good for me. Or I may judge
that any apparent good is good; if I enjoy the cookies then that’s
good enough reason for eating them, But when I love, I judge that the
beloved will provide a real {rather than apparent) good. Not only
does she seem good, she”s good for me, too! So now the difference
between desires of infatuation and love seems to be thc Jifference

betveen unevaluated or negatively evaluated apparent goods and
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evaluated real goods for me, But even this won”t do. Taylor now adds
the stipulation that the desires I have in love must be im part
altruistic. I must treat the beloved as an end and not just a means.
But how are the desires of love to be characterized? Are only those
that the lover evaluates as being both in his and the beloved”s best
interest desires of love? Are the lover“s desires for himself,
however rational, to be considered simple desires because the desires
are for himself and treat the beloved as a means. And what about
rational desires that the lover has for the beloved because the end is
the beloved’s good but (unfortunately) are not in the lover”s best
interest? It”s not clear how Taylor would respond to these
variations. What is clear is5 that shz has confused tuo continuums
that characterize desires, A desire may be more or less rationmal. It
may also be more or less altruistic. Being more ratiomal does not
guarantee being more altruistic. And being more altruistic does not
imply being more rational. I may without any particular thought (let
alone justification) want something for myself. That ice cream cone
you're ea:ing suvre does look good to me. I may also have very
rational self-serving desires. I want a word processor because it
would eliminate my dependence on secretaries, it would facilitate
corrections and editing and so forth. I may also rationally want for
you. I waant you to get the promotion because you worked for it, you
deserve it, because you“ze the best man for the job. 4ad I may wamt
this whether or not your promotion effects me directly. And finally I
may want for you impulsively. That diamond dinmer ring im the

jeweler”s window that I see as I pass by--I just kmow you’d love it
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and I wish I could get it for you. Taylor has sorely underestimated
the complexity of desires and her account of love suffers for it. Her
mischaracterizaiion of desires makes some revision of her theory
necessary to make it coherent.

Taylors defimition (description? characterization?) of love
reads as follows:

..+if x loves y then x wants to benefit and be with y

etc., and he has these wants (or at lest some of them)

because he believes y has some determinate characteristics

psi in virtue of which he thinks it worth while to benefit

and be with y. He regards satisfaction of these wants as

an end and not as a means toward some other end.20

The definition does not distinguish between the lover”s rational wants

"t

1

(5]

cr hims and for the beloved. Presumably the lover has both kinds

(1]

wants because he believes the beloved has certain characteristics.

Q
h
£:

-

n addition he believes that these characteristics justify his desire
for the beloved and his desire to be good to the beloved. Then Taylor

claims that the lover regards the wants as eands in themselves. This

is a curious turn of phrase since what is ordimarily thought of as an
end in itself in a love relationship is the beloved, not the desires
for the beloved. Shall we then say that the beloved is merely the
means to the end of satisfying our altruistic desires? Do we have
these altruistic desires and then find someone to love as a vehicle
for the expression and satisfaction of these desires? 1 believe
Taylor“s intent is that the beloved’s welfare is the object of
altruistic desires and we have such decires because we believe the
beloved worthy of such desires. On the other hand there are the

lover’s self-serving desires. These, too, are founded on a belief
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that the beloved is worthwhile. But here neither the beloved or the
beloved”s welfare is the object of desire. In my self-serving desires
as a lover to be with and enjoy the beloved I treat the beloved as a
means to my ends. Taylor tries to distinguish between using the
beloved to obtain social status and using the beloved for my
enjoyment. But on her own terms the former should be love and the
latter infatuation. After all love was characterized by ratiomnal,
evaluative desires. How rational--even conniving--is wanting someone
for the purpose of improving social standing or wealth. And just
vanting someone for the pleasure she can give me seems very much like
the simple desires that Taylor claims are characteristic of
infatuation. What Taylor should say is that the lover both wants for
himgalf and for tha beloved (and sometines ever for the doth of rhem
together). That both these can be more or less rational is beside the
point. Therefore the lover wants, ratiomally or not, both for himself
and the beloved because, in part, he believes the beloved to have
c;ettain characteristics that make her 1) worthy of wanting for and 2)
being wanted. There seems to be no reason why the characteristics for
one and two need be the same although they probably often are. Taylor
is firmly coanvinced that the lover believes that the beloved has
certain characteristics and that the lover justifies his love on the
basis of those characteristics. My revision of her definition seems
to capture the essential aspects of her amalysis.

Taylor claims, on the basis of her analysis of love in terms of
wants and beliefs, that it is possible to assess a man”s love

favorably or unfavorably. She cites three areas of evaluation.
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First, since the lover believes the beloved to have certain qualities,
the lover”s beliefs may be well- or ill-fourded. Second, since the
lover has wants and in so far as these can be distinguished from mere
wvishful thinking, he has some grounds for believing that he can
satisfy these wants with the beloved and these grounds can be more or
less good. Third, he may be mistaken in attaching the value he does
to what he wants. In other words, the value he places on the beloved
and what he wants as a result of placing value may contravene other
values important to him. Taylor admits there is difficulty in
establishing a hierarchy of values such that we can say the lover has
placed undue value on the beloved. She also claims that it is at
least possible for the lover, if not the observer, to determine that
something has zone wrong with his evaluations when the walues placed
as a result of his love conflict with his other values.

All three of Taylor”s areas of evaluation seem well takemn. The
lover has not become infallible by becoming a lover and so he may well
have mistaken as well as accurate beliefs about the beloved. Just as
surely he may have inadequately appraised the possibility of
satisfying the wants he has as a lover. He may think that he can
benefit the beloved--even have plans how to~-and in reality be unable
to. Just as likely he may have beliefs that the beloved can please
him and want to be pleased when, in fact, the beloved is incapable of
pleasing him. So the lover’s beliefs that his wants can be satisfied
by the beloved may have good or poor grounds. Finally, it is clear
that the value placed on the beloved may conflict with other values,

though it may not be clear which values are more highly regarded.
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Taylor cites as an example Lord Randal”s tellimg his mother that he
has just been with his true love and then promptly dying of the poison
his true love admwinistered to him. Presumably Lord Randal valued his
life and his true love. The two values came into fatal conflict.
Should 1 have had the chance I might have counseled Lord Randal that
his values were in conflict and asked him to assess if his life
weren’t more important than his love. Nonetheless, there are many
cases in which the conflict of values does not so obviously tilt
against love. Given the chance, should I have advised Romec or Juliet
that the stability of family and state were more important than their
love? Should I have warned them that choosing love would precipitate
their deatn? 1In many cases, as Taylor admits, weighing the values is
difficult. 3ut her general clain seems true: the value the lover
places on the satisfaction of his wants as a lover oftenm conflict with
the value of other wants.

To this point Taylor has stipulated the conditions for love and
given three classes of beliefs associated with love. Beliefs falling
into each of these classes may go awry. Presumably without any
further amendation one could point out a lover’s poorly grounded
belief (in any or all of the classes) and thereby claim that the love
was unjustified. But Taylor is very much aware that we are unwilling
to say that any love is unjustified. There seems to be something
inherently virtuous about loving no matter how poorly founded the
beliefs of that love are. To account for the fact that love may be
defective but not unjustified Taylor introduces three more aspects to

love.
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5.2 Complications Set In

There are a variety of seemingly insurmountable difficulties in
finding grounds for justifying love. Finding a determinable quality
of the beloved is one Taylor wrestles with. Now she points out
another that I (and Scheler before me) have already mentiomed: unlike
emotions, love is not occasional. We can speak of the occasion on
which we were angry or afraid or grateful, but such talk of occasions
doesn”t seem to apply to love. Taylor suggests that "the beliefs and
wants involved are too varied to be tied to one particular
occasion."2l She echoes Scheler when she says that love more than any
other emotion "may be responsible for his [the lover] finding himself

in almost any emotional state we camn think of, covering the whole

N

range from bliss to despair, or hope to jealousy."22 And she
concludes that "if there are no particular occasions for feeling love
then of course we cannot ask whether a man is justified or not in
feeling love on this or that occassion."23 Scheler’s conclusion on
the basis of the same observations was that love was not an emotion
and I have argued that Scheler was right. Nonetheless I must grant
that Taylor, whatever she claims love is, has correctly perceived that
love endures and that questions about justification on a particular
occasion are not applicable to love.

More interesting than her observations about loving not being
occasional are Taylor”s comments about the "nature of love". The
nature of a man“s love "consists of the form taken by the individual
beliefs and various wants, and their relation to each other."2%

Taylor gives three parameters within which this nature varies.
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What x sees as satisfying his want for y s company will of

course vary in different cases, as will what he

understands by “benefiting y“, which may range from the

simple and mundane to such a complex ome as making y aware

of being valued as the person he is. Again, the wants in

the two groups may vary very much in intemsity, so x’s

vant to have y take an interest in him may be much

stronger than his want to benefit y, or the other way

about. He may also put a higher value on the satisfaction

of one set of wants than on the other, irrespective of

their intensity. The sorts of beliefs he holds here as

well as the focus and intensity of his wants will indicate

the kind of love he feels, whether it is relativelg

disinterested or possessive, sentimental or passionate.2
Taylor is characterizing the lover’s personality in terms of the focus
(altruistic or self-serving) of his wants, the relative intensity of
those wants, and the values he holds independent of these wants.
Clearly if the lover is a very selfish person his focus will be on the
self-serving wants. However he may find that in primeciple he values
benefitiag others nhighly. This confliet in walues aad wants may bes,
in turn, steeped with a Ierocious passion or relative iamgor. Taylor
ciaims that if these beliefs concerning the nature of love are
irrational, then the lover’s belief that the beloved has certain
characteristics as well as his evaluation of these and his estimation
of his likelihood of satisfying his wants will likely be flawed.
Taylor s claim here seems to amount to the claim that
characterological differences in lovers will produce differences in
their loves. Moreover, insofar as these characterological differences
can be evaluated as better or worse, the love will likely be more or
less reasonable.

Where x”s viev of what constitutes a benefit to y is so

entirely coloured by considerations of his own interests,

his wants concerning y will be correspondingly
“unbalanced”in that he is more concerned with taking than
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giving, and the demands he makes on y will tend to be
unreasonable.

Taylor later points out that the nature of a man’s love is not
necessarily related to his beliefs about the beloved. It is entirely
possible that I have sorely mistaken beliefs about the beloved and yet
have a generous attitude toward the beloved that results in benefiting
the beloved. So, to the complexity of evaluating a love, we must add
the dimension called the nature of love. This dimension often affects
the lover’s beliefs about the beloved, his evaluation of these and his
projections of success at fulfilling the wants of love, but it need
not. Taylor”s claims seems to be that the lover s character colors
his love and may make it defective but that this need not be so; a
lover with characterological defects may surmount them and have a
relatively unassailable love. I take it that Taylor would claim that,
50 long as there 1is a sparx of altruism in a reaction to amother aand
although self-serving interests far out-weigh the altruistic impulses,
we may properly comsider the reaction love. Taylor is of course right
to point out that the character of the lover will effect the quality
of the love. Love does mot occur in a vacuum but is a very human
activity. The qualities of the lover therefore will effect the love
he bears. Furthermore, the qualities of the lover that, in general,
give him insights and blind spots will carry over into his love and
effect his beliefs about his love. To all of these claims we surely
must assent, so long as we do not deify love but acknowledge it as a
human activity.

But Taylor is not quite dome characterizing love, the beliefs
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surrounding love, and the justifiability of those beliefs. To this
point she has acknowledged that I, as lover, may have inaccurate
beliefs about the beloved and yet, because of the generous or noble
character of my love, my love may still be worthy of approbation. In
fact, loving and the ability to love seem commendable in themselves
regardless of the character of the lover or his love.

Love is thought of as somehow enriching to the lover as

well as the person loved, and there seems something sad or

even sinister about the man who mever loves at all.27
Taylor then describes five possible attitudes a man might possess that
might deter him from loving. And she claims that "Selfishness,
avarice, arrogance, sloth and cowardice are at any rate among the
m3jor failings a man may vossess if he lacks this or that belief or
want essential o the lover."2® 2ut having these failings does not
prevent a man from being a lover and neither does the lack of these
failings emsure that a man is a lover. There is nothing inconsistent
about a man being avaricious and loving. All that follows is that his
love may be defective because of his avarice. The same can be said of
any failing; it does not prevent love, it may merely make love
defective. It is just as true that a man may be of good character and
yet not love. He may, like a Kantian man of duty, perform all manner
of good works and be judged commmendable without ever having loved.
Yet being of good character does seem to imply that a man would be a
"good"™ lover, one "whose beliefs are well-based and whose wants are
well-balanced."”29

In light of these complexities Taylor comments omn love and on

determinations of love as well-balanced, defective or unjustified.
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What we value about love is no doubt the spontaneous

appreciation of another person, and maybe it can be said

that even ia its most defective form it involves a trust

in another which is spontaneous in that it is not backed

by any rights or conventions. From that point of view x“s

vants to be with y etc., are as important as his wants to

benefit etc. y; not because such wants indicate any kind

of virtue in him, but because they exgress appreciation of

the other person, for whatever reason. °
Given that love does contain an element of spontaneous appreciation of
another, we are unwilling to say that someone would have been better
off not loving at all., It is only in these last observations that
Taylor indicates what love is and why it might be valuable regardless
of other considerations., Having admitted that love is, at least inm
part, a spontaneous appreciation of another, Taylor comments on her
initial project of comparing love to emotions and of finding grounds
for the justification of love.

...love is not so unlike paradigmatic emotions that the
question of justificatiom does not arise: im the foram of

questions of deficiency and of propriety it does 31
In her concluding commments Taylor makes the claim, not that love can
be justified straightforwasrdly as can emotions, but that it can be
evaluated as deficient or not and as proper or not.

This seems a far cry from what I took to be her imitisl claim
that love was very much like those emotions that took objects. In
fact Taylor“s analysis of love as an emotion seems to have
disintegrated in the face of various observations she has made about
love, observations that make love appear very different from emotions.
First, Taylor points out that the relevant kind of emotions have

objects with both determinable and determinate qualities in light of

which the emotion may be judged justified or not. Yet she camnot find
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any determinable quality for love. And since she canmot, she resorts
to an analysis of wants in an attempt to find the determinate
qualities of the beloved. Her analysis of love in terms of wants is
flawed because her analysis of wants is. But even if we grant her
analysis of love in terms of wants and the beliefs concerning those
wants, there is still her ad hoc qualification that the beloved must
be treated as an end in himself. This altruistic stipulation is not
developed from her analysis of emotions, wants, and beliefs but from
observation about our general view that love containms an altruistic
element. She describes love in terms of wants and the beliefs
concerning those wants and includes a stipulation about the beloved
being treated as an end in herself. This description works to some
axtent, but it works because it is a restatemen: of our bali2fs about
love and not because of any virtues intrinsic to her theory of love.
In addition to admitting that love does not have am object with
determinable qualities (as do emotions), she also observes that 1love,
unlike emotions, is not occasional. Between these two observations
Taylor should have concluded that love is a very uncharacteristic
emotion, if it is an emotion at all. Further, to give an adequate
account of love, she finds it mecessary to speak about "the nature of
love"” and the character of the lover. These additional considerations
of the character of the lover and his inclination toward a selfish or
altruistic love or a moderation between these extremes, while giving
some explanation of the lover”s beliefs and expectations about 1love,
further blur any relation between the lover”s beliefs and a

justification of love. Firally, Taylor mentioams that love may be
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laudable even when defective because it involves an appreciation of
another person. In the end Taylor no longer talks about justifying
love. She can only talk about the deficiencies and proprieties of a
love and claim that these are related to the justifications of
emotions.

It is interesting that Taylor is willing to grant that virtually
any love is "justified" in the sense that the lover, however corrupt
and despicable, by loving has spontaneously appreciated the beloved.
There is a clear implication that the particular qualities of the
beloved are no longer at issue, Even if the beloved is a less than an
admirable person, the love is worthwhile insofar as it spontaneously
appreciates another person. Here is Taylor“s limited distimction
between the justificationm of love and the wisdom of a particular love.
My analysis started with a search for a definition of love. OCnce that
definition was in band, I looked for the justification of love in the
object of iove. I assumed that particular loves might be doomed,
defective, or tragic, but that any love had some intrinsic worth. It
is that intrinsic worthiness of love that Taylor omly belately
acknowledges and which forces her to reject talk about the
justification of love in the straightforward sense. Eer belated
acknowledgement of the intrinsic worthiness of loving and her
insistence on considering love an emotion when so much data tells
against such an interpretation makes Taylor”s analysis of love a very
shaky one indeed.

However much her anmalysis lacks cohesiom, Taylor’s account pays

close attention to one aspect of love te which I have yet to give much
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consideration. She of course notes that a love is a love of a
particular person. Because loves are of individuals, she concludes
(wrongly, I would suggest) that the lover must perceive certain
qualities in the beloved that are the foundation of the lover’s love.
Backhandedly, and only at the end, Taylor seems to admit that love is
justified because the lover spontaneously appreciates the beloved.
But even in her admission she is comcermed with the particulars of the
lover and the beloved and how these particulars affect the quality of
the love. In fact her paper would probably had been better titled
"Beliefs, Wants, and Attitudes that Effect the Quality of Love." That
loves can be of better or worse quality is a fact too often
overloocked. That loves can be defective, as Taylor vuts it, bears on
how we understand the love act in relationm to loving acts.

Having been concerned among other things with the justification
of any love, of love in general, I have, for the most part, ignored
love as it occurs in particular instances. That has, perhaps, given
an idealistic cast to my discussion that needs rectification. Clearly
no love occurs im a vacuum. Humans are the lover and the beloved.
However noble the insight of love, it is the insight of humans who
often do have grievous flaws, It is unreasonable to expect this
perception valuation that is love (so inert as perceptionms are) to
routinely and radically change the lover. 1In some circumstances
surely love can be so striking, so forceful that the lover is all but
compelled to chamge. More often the lover loves without stretching
the confines of his character very much. The miser will still be a

miser even though he loves, The jealous man will still be jealous,
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perhaps more so, when he loves. And so on. The miser might just give
a little to the beloved on the side. He might deem the love worth a
few pennies. But the jealous man will be, in all probability, more
protective and will only grudgingly give up his jealousy, if at all,
when he finds that holding the beloved too close makes her run avay.
The character of the lover does affect the quality of the love. His
character affects his attitudes, beliefs, desires, and acts. And
however pure and pristine his love in itself, a man’s love will
evidence itself through the filter of his personality. He may believe
in general that his wants should always be considered first and be
satisfied when possible. As a comsequence, when this man falls in

love he will terd to consider the beloved”s wants as secondary to his

i1

b

own. And though he appreciates the beloved as being able to satisfy
his wants, he will be unlikely to appreciate how important the
beloved”s wants are (at least to the beloved). It is likely that he
will often assume that what he wants is what the beloved wants and, by
so assuming, have some thoroughly mistaken beliefs about the beloved
and the beloved”s wants. Here we have the spontaneous appreciation of
another, as Taylor calls the love act, and the consequent "loving"
acts. The character of the lover may thoroughly color his love, so
much so that we may judge it defective. But what is important to note
is that the love act is not defective, only the acts that result from
the love act-—thosge acte that are, in nart, determined by the belief
system of the lover.

Taylor“s examination does, then, point out the importance of the

lover”s character in determining the quality of his love. Her
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analysis fails, however, insofar as it draws on inadequate and often
faulty theoretical underpinnings. Had she seen more clearly the
distinction between the love act and the acts (logically) consequent
on the love act, she could have distinguished between what is
justifiable in love and what makes it defective. The common belief is
that loving is without qualification virtuous. This belief seems to
point to the love act that perceives and values another valuing
center. Whatever else is the case, there seems to be no occasion
under which this perceiving valuing is not justified. Hence the very
love act is either self-justifying or in need of no justification.
But the love act is not the acts comsequent on love. These are very
nmuch dependent on the person who loves and may involve faulty
(unjustifiable) bdeliefs and wants. These faulty belisfa and vants may
then give us good cause to judge a love defective. Since my theory is
better able to make sense of the variables of love and do so without
(1 hope) serious conceptual misstep, since my theory can correct and
clarify Taylor“s, and even though her theory makes some astute
observations, I conclude that, on the whole, my theory is better able
to provide a framework in which to talk about love.

What I have provided is a schematic of love. Every aspect of
love has not been covered, only the most central and important
features, But with these features in hand, I can give a succinct and
useful characterization of love. Love is a valuing perceiving act by
a valuing center of a valuing center. This act of itself is inert.
Only when the valuing center is considered as a complete person, who

desires and has the ability to act and change, can love alter
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anything. The desires that occur as a result of the love act may be
categorized into three types: 1) loving desires which are altruistic
desires toward the beloved, 2) hedonistic desires which are a desire
to enjoy the beloved, and 3) seductive desires which is the desire to
be loved by the beloved. The mix of these desires and the acts that
follow as a result of them are highly dependent on the character of
the lover. The love act itself guarantees no balance between the
various types; it is only the source of all three. Hence, on the
whole, a good man will have a good love and a flawed man will have a
defective love. Since the love act is justified whenever it occurs in
response to a valuing center and since only persons (all of which are
valuing centers) are being considered as objects of love, love is
always justified. This does not mean, however, that love i3 always
perfect. Insofar as the lover”s character is defective, then the love
may be also, But however defective his acts consequent on his love,

the lover”s love is always justified. With this summary of love, I

will let the reader take his leave and draw what morals he can.
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Chapter II
11 am using R Hackforth”s translation of Phaedrus as it appears

in The Collected Dialogues of Plato, edited by Edith Hamilton and

Huntington Cairns, Princeton University Press, 1961. All references
to the Phaedrus use standard pagination.

2viastos, G. “The Individual as an Object of Love in Plato,"

(Platonic Studies, Princeton: Princeton University Press), 1973.

-

3%2umann, Harry. “Diotima’s Concep:t of Love,” (Azerican Journal

of Philosovhy, vol. 86, 1965, pp 33-39).

Chapter IIX
lscheler, Max. The Natuare of Sympathy. (trans. Peter Heath.
Hamden, Connecticut: Archon Books, 1954), p.l6l.

25cheler, Max. "Ordo Amoris," (Selected Philosophical Essays,

trans. David R. Lachterman. Evanston: Northwestern Univeristy Press,
1973), p. 128.

30rdo Amoris," p. 131.

4"ordo Amoris," p. 131.

5"0rdo Amoris," p. 131.

6"0rdo Amoris," p. 131.

T"0rdo Amoris," p. 131.

80rdo Amoris," p. 131.
252



9%0rdo Amoris," p. 131.
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lzzhg_gggggg of Svmpathy,
13v0rdo Amoris," p. 131.
l14The Nature of Sympathy,
15The Nature of Sympathy,
16The Nature of Sympathy,

17The Nature Sympathy,

of
18The Nature of Sympathy,

19the Nature of Sympathy,

20The Nature of Svmpathv,

zlzhg Mature of Svapathy,
22zgg Nature of Sympathy,
23The Nature of Sympathy,
24233 Nature of Sympathy,
25133 Nature of Sympathy,
26The Nature of Sympathy,
27The Nature of Sympathy,
287he Nature of Sympathy,
29The Nature of Sympathy,
30The Nature of Sympathy,

317he Nature of Symnathvy,
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p.147.
p.l47-148.

p.147.

p.149.
p.l4a9.
p.149.
p.167.
p-152.

p.161.

p.l48.
p.167.
p.l49.
p.153.
p.153-154.
p.l6l.
p.148.
p.153.
p.153.

p.152.

327his is not to say that the disagreement about the value of the

beloved is not based on a difference of perception. The disagreement

is based on a difference of perceptionm of the beloved, as we shall
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see, but the non-lover would claim that the lover has gver-valued the
beloved and the lover would maintain he has not.

33239 Nature of Sympathy, p.148.

34The Nature of Sympathy, p.148.

35singer, Irving. The Nature of Love: Plato o Luther (New York:
Random House, 1966), p. 4.

365ince love so often involves an intimate knowledge of the
beloved, it is easier to make appraisals about the beloved than about

some mere acquaintance.
37Singer, pP. 5.
38vordo Amoris," p. 117-118.
3910rds Amoris," o, 119-120.
401t is5 harder to come up with examples that are not respomses to
beauty. Plato was no fool: we are far more responsive to beauty than

to the other virtues.

Chapter IV
1Singet, p. 9.
2singer, p. l4.
3My synopsis of Being and Nothing is derived from the
introduction and first three parts of that book. I 3lso used Joseph

Catalano”s A Commentary on Jean-Paul Sartre’s Being and Hothingness,

Harper and Row, New York, 1974,

43ean-Paul Sartre, Being and Nothingmess, (trans. Hazel E.

Barnes. Washington Square Press: New York, 1966), p. 340.

5Sartre, p. 341,
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bsartre, Pp. 341-342.

Tsartre, p. 343.

8sartre, PP. 343-344.

Ssartre, P. 344,

10sartre, p. 344.

llgartre, p. 345.

12Sartre, p. 347.

13sartre, p. 348.

légarere, p. 349,

15My synopsis of Sartre’s argument closely resembles Phyllis

Sutton Morris” in Sartre’s Concept of Person, p. 137.

1653z2z2, . 379.

Tsartre, o. 333.

18gartre, p. 384,

19Sartre, p. 386.

20sartre, p. 386.

2lsartre, p. 476.

22Sartre, p. 482.

23pobert C. Good, "A Third Attitude Toward Others", (Man and
World, vol. 15, 1982, pp. 259-263), p. 260.

24Good, p. 260.

25sartre, p. 106.

26G00d, pp. 260-261.

27Sartre, p. 484.

ZSSartre, p. 384.

29George J. Stack and Robert W. Plant, "The Phenomenon of “The
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Look”", (Philosophy and Phenomenologicl Research, vol. 42, 1982, pp.

359-373), p. 360.

30stack and Plant, p. 362,

31stack and Plant, p. 363.

325tack and Plant, p. 364,

33stack and Plant, p. 364.

34gtack and Plant, p. 371,

35stack and Plant, p. 372.

36Stack and Plant, p. 372.

37Good argues that Sartre connot object to Good”s proposed third
attitude to the Other because consciousness is free to adapt any
2ttituds it chooses. Good ig, of course, correci, but he fails to
appreciate just how fundamental consciousness

38The Other may, of course, threaten my bodily existence and
thence my consciousness, but he may not directly threaten my
consciousness.

39The act of appraisal is such that it assesses utility. Cace
that asgessment has been made, one may proceed to love the persom that
has been perviously appraised. Similarly, the love act does not
asgess utility and hence is not an appraisal. Even so, once the love
act has occurred, it is possible~-and ordinarily quite frequent--to
appraise the beloved.

40%he Marn-e of lova, p. 151,

4lThe Nature of Love, p. 155.
42The Nature of Sympathy, p. 152.

43The Nature of Sympathy, p. 153.
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Chapter V
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Society, vol. 76, 1975-1976, pp. 147-164), p. 147.
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