


INTRODUCTION: THE NATURE AND SIGNIFICANCE OF FRIENDSHIPPRIVATE 

In Neera K. Badhwar ed., Friendship: A Philosophical Reader (Cornell University Press, 1993)


Philosophers have long recognized that friendship plays a central role in a meaningful and happy life. Aristotle declared that no one would choose to live without friends, and it is at least true that what most of us most strongly hope for from others is not "glory," as Hobbes thought, but the shared vision that is the spark of friendship. Through such sharing, friendship serves to confirm our sense of things, of the important and the unimportant, and to fuel our interest in our activities. 


Plato wrote an entire dialogue, Lysis, in an attempt to define friendship, and Aristotle devoted two of the ten books of his Nicomachean Ethics to a discussion of friendship and its role in a good human life. Indeed, Aristotle elevated friendship at its best to an ethical ideal, declaring that only good people could be friends in the fullest sense, and that only with such friendship could the virtues be fully exercised. With the advent of Christianity, however, friendship was replaced by agape - the unconditional love of God and of neighbor - as the chief ethical ideal. When friendship was justified, it was justified by its likeness to agape, or by its usefulness in achieving agape. And with Luther, friendship lost even this secondary ethical status, and came to be seen - like other "natural" loves - as a form of self-love. As Soren Kierkegaard was to declare, friendship (and erotic love) are purely "natural" phenomena that "contain no ethical task."
 These "natural" loves are non-ethical not only because they are forms of self-love, but also because, as expressions of natural preferences and inclinations, they cannot be willed and so cannot be commanded by God's law. Only agape - unconditional, universal neighbor-love, blind to merit or demerit - transcends the realm of nature to enter the realm of the will.  


Under the influence of post-Lutheran Christian thought, secular philosophers also ceased to think of friendship as central to ethics, stressing instead universal benevolence, or adherence to the universal commands of reason, as the fundamental moral concepts and virtues. The two most notable representatives of these still dominant moral positions - utilitarianism (or, more generally, consequentialism) and deontology - were John Stuart Mill and Immanuel Kant, respectively. Although both discussed friendship, neither regarded friendship as central to ethical theory.


In the last twenty or so years, however, and especially since the appearance of Elizabeth Telfer's article, "Friendship," there has been a marked revival of philosophical interest in friendship.
 The implications of friendship for ethics, Christian belief, politics, action theory, and theories of the self have all have been explored. This anthology seeks to make some of the best of this recent work accessible to the reader. It also includes one excerpt from a literary work, and one from a psychological work, that provide important insights into the nature of friendship. The articles have been selected with a view to providing a general idea of (i) the nature and importance of friendship; (ii) the moral status of friendship in the context of different ethical theories; and (iii) the connection between friendship and certain social and political issues. The three sections of the anthology correspond to these three themes. In the rest of this introduction I shall give an overview of the issues discussed in this volume, relate them to contemporary and historical discussions not included here, and provide a conceptual framework for thinking about the salient themes of the articles included in this volume.


The word "friendship" is sometimes used to characterize any kind of amicable relationship, whether between nations, or among citizens (civic friendship), or members of an organization (associate friendship), or acquaintances. It is also occasionally used to characterize agape or caritas, conceived of as a friendship with God and His creatures.
 But it is typically used in a more restricted way, to characterize only personal relationships of a certain kind. In this restricted sense, a friendship is a practical and emotional relationship of mutual and reciprocal goodwill, trust, respect, and love or affection between people who enjoy spending time together (personal friendship). The difference between personal friendship and other forms of personal love can be seen in the fact that people may love each other as siblings, as parent and child, or as wife and husband, without loving each other as friends. 



Personal friendships can also differ among themselves in important ways. Aristotle distinguishes between friendships whose object is the friend himself as the person he is, on the one hand, and friendships whose object is the friend insofar as he is useful or pleasant, on the other.
 Without committing myself to all the features of Aristotle's analysis, I shall borrow this basic distinction in order to classify personal friendships into end and instrumental friendships. An instrumental friendship is based on features that are in some sense tangential or accidental to the friend, and is motivated primarily by each friend's independently defined goals. Although there is mutual and reciprocal goodwill, trust, affection, and enjoyment between the friends, these are limited in depth and scope by the requirements of each friend's own goals. These goals may be reputable (such as becoming the South-West's foremost trapeze artistes, or having a readily available companion for witty conversations) or disreputable (such as helping each other master the art of sophistry and manipulation, or having a readily available companion for backbiting and gossip). The important point about an instrumental friendship is that if either friend ceased to be useful in helping the other reach her goals, she would thereby cease to have the features that ground the friendship. It is in this sense that an instrumental friendship is based on features that are tangential to the friend. 


By contrast, an end friendship is a relationship in which one loves and cares for the friend as the person she is, and as an essential part of one's ends, and not wholly, or even primarily, as a means to independently defined ends.
 The basis of an end friendship is the friend herself as the particular person she is, i.e., as constituted by her fundamental qualities. These include both her character traits - her central intellectual, moral, and aesthetic qualities - and her unique perspective on the world. Such a friendship would endure only if both friends continued to be the particular persons they are. If either one ceased to be that particular person, her continuing usefulness to the other would not suffice to sustain an end friendship (although it could lead to an instrumental friendship).


Although none of the writers included here uses the term "end friendship," the kind of personal friendship they discuss fits my characterization of end friendship. So from now on I shall use the word "friendship" to mean "end friendship." It is friendship in this sense that is the exclusive topic of all except three of the essays in this volume. Essay 6 takes neighbor-love as its primary topic, Essay 14 discusses both associate and personal friendship, and Essay 15 discusses civic friendship.

I.
FRIENDSHIP: GENERAL DISCUSSIONS 


The essays in the first section are concerned with three philosophical questions that arise naturally in thinking about friendship: (a) How does friendship differ from other forms of love, especially parental and romantic (erotic) love? (b) What is the psychological value of friendship? (c) What kind of continuity or constancy is desirable in friendship? 


Friendship and Other Loves 


The collection opens with an excerpt from C.S. Lewis's wide-ranging discussion of friendship in The Four Loves, one of the most notable literary celebrations of friendship in recent times. Lewis offers a vision of friendship as one of the highest achievements of the individual. The value of friendship, like that of philosophy or art, Lewis argues, is mostly a "civilization value," enabling us not to live, but to live well. Affection for others, and especially for one's children and parents, is natural, necessary for survival, and largely unselective in that it is  independent of the fundamental qualities of the objects of our affection. Friendship, on the other hand, is the most spiritual, "the least natural of loves," unnecessary from the biological point of view, and highly selective. It begins in shared interests, in companionship, and becomes friendship when the companions discover that they "see the same truth." Friendship is also "the least jealous of loves," shunning the exclusivity of eros. For no one person can bring out all the facets of a person's character: to see my friend (who may or may not also be my lover) in all his complexity, I need to see him through other friends as well.   


Despite his paean to friendship, Lewis is alive to its hazards. Every friendship, he tells us, harbors a danger: the danger of degenerating into a mutual admiration society, indifferent or deaf to the views and needs of "outsiders."
 This danger is not limited to the friendships of the self-absorbed or conceited, but is inherent in the appreciation or admiration that is a necessary feature of all friendships. 


This is a provocative idea, for it suggests that there might be similar hazards in other desirable qualities as well: cowardice, in gentleness; harshness, in frankness; sloth, in amiability; and so on. Equally provocative is Lewis' view that the shared vision or common view point that forges a friendship may be inherently bad. For this challenges a view held by a long line of thinkers - Aristotle, Cicero, Aquinas, Montaigne - that a "true" friendship can exist only between good people. I will discuss this issue in the next section, where the question of the virtues and vices of friendship arises again.

  
Lewis' view of friendship love as the least natural of loves is in stark contrast to the not uncommon view that all loves, including that of friendship, is entirely an expression of natural preferences and inclinations.
 There is an undeniable truth in this latter claim, a truth that Lewis overlooks, namely, that natural preferences and inclinations play a role in our attractions, even in as "spiritual" a relationship as friendship. On the other hand, the "natural inclination" view overlooks the fact that our attractions are expressive, in part, of our values and past choices, the choices that make us the persons we are. It also overlooks the fact that when values conflict with natural inclinations, the former may ultimately prevail over the latter, and extinguish or undermine the attraction. In any case, there is more to friendship than attraction: friendship is a practical and emotional relationship that arises from, and is sustained by, choice.


Choice is one of the three features that Laurence Thomas picks out as salient in "companion friendship" (Essay 2). The other two are absence of authority of one over the other, and mutual trust. Together, he says, these three features distinguish friendship from the parent-child relationship, and align it with romantic love. It is obvious that we do not choose our parents or our children. But friendship and romantic love require choices, choices that express our values. Again, parents have the obligation and authority to determine their children's good, and children the obligation to defer to this authority. In a friendship, on the other hand, neither friend is under the authority of the other. 


Thomas is careful to point out that absence of authority is different from equality of authority. For equality of authority is compatible with equal bossiness and that, as even a nine-year old knows, is not compatible with friendship.
 But he would probably agree that absence of authority is an important element of the equality that Aristotle emphasizes as essential to character friendship (Essay 5), as well as of the respect that Kant emphasizes as essential to perfect and moral friendships (Essay 7). Absence of authority is also, Thomas notes, a necessary condition of the third salient feature of friendship: mutual trust. For it is only when this obtains that people feel free to disclose important aspects of their selves to each other, and it is only when they disclose themselves in this way that they achieve that "intimate or privileged trust" characteristic of friendship. Such self-disclosure, and therefore such trust, are almost entirely absent in most parent-child relationships, even when the child becomes an adult, because the presumption of parental authority is never quite overthrown - at least not, Thomas wryly remarks, by the parent...
 


Mutual self-disclosure, Thomas concludes, is one of the most important characteristics of friendship, because it is the chief way in which friends contribute to the development of each other's character. And this contribution constitutes one of the chief values of friendship.


Friendship: Self-Knowledge and other Values 

The view that friendship involves intimate self-disclosure is, however, challenged by a common belief that friendship rests upon, and encourages, a  deliberate evasion of one's own faults as well as the faults of one's friends ("Love is blind; friendship closes its eyes.").
 If this is correct, it poses a serious problem to any attempt to argue that friendship is an important value, because knowledge, including self-knowledge, has correctly been regarded as a prerequisite for right action and for moral authenticity. Thinkers from Socrates on have given pride of place in their teachings to the dictum "Know thyself," seeing knowledge of one's own intentions, values, and traits as necessary for being morally good and leading a good human life. Similarly, knowledge of others is necessary for furthering their good, and for giving them their due. 


Does friendship encourage mutual self-deception between friends? That a particular friendship may do so, to some extent, is doubtless true. But friendship also has contrary tendencies. For example, it can lead to jealousy or an unhealthy competitiveness, and thus to a desire to exaggerate each other's faults. Or it can lead to dependence, and thus to a desire to magnify one's own faults. Obviously, then, the psychological pitfalls of friendship cannot be read into its essential nature and used to call its value into question. More importantly, one may argue that a relationship that is beset by blindness, and that would not survive the light of truth, is not a friendship at all. For if the basis and object of friendship is the friend as the person she is, it must be in the nature of friendship that friends see and love one another as they are, and not as creations of their own fantasies. Hence it must be in the nature of friendship to discourage mutual self-deception; to the extent that it does not do so, it is deficient as a friendship. 


That friends see each other as they are is often recognized as one of the chief values of friendship. Aristotle argues that being seen as the persons we are is necessary for seeing ourselves as we are and this, in turn, is one of our deepest needs, necessary for acting morally and also, to the extent that we like ourselves, a source of deep pleasure (NE, IX, 9). Friendship is particularly well-suited to fulfil this need, for a friend is "another self," a self that serves as a "mirror of the soul."
 As a Biblical writer puts it, as "Iron sharpeneth iron; so a man sharpeneth the countenance of his friend."
 To be a mirror of the soul, friends need not share all of each other's traits or values - complementary traits and values can be just as revealing.
 What matters is that friends not have clashing traits or values that would interfere with mutual understanding and harmony. 


The privileged role of friendship in self-knowledge invites further examination. Anyone would acknowledge that friendship is not the only source of self-knowledge - parental or agapeic love, or art, philosophy, psychology, or psychotherapy can also give us insight into ourselves. For instance, an agapeic act from a stranger may show a person her fundamental frailty as a human being in a way that changes her perspective on her own individual strengths, and parental love may reveal her history to her in a way that illuminates her present. But friendship does seem to have features that make it a privileged source of self‑knowledge and even, perhaps, necessary for adequate self-knowledge. Both agape qua agape, and parental love qua parental love, are unselective and unconditional: agape is directed at all humans by virtue of their common humanity, and parental love at the child by virtue of the biological and nurturing bond. Both forms of love are independent of the loved object's fundamental characteristics as the particular person she is; neither love is focused on the joys, griefs, needs, and achievements of the individual as defined by her fundamental features (p. 3 above). Hence neither in agape nor in parental love do we see ourselves mirrored in the other as the particular persons we are. Nor do these loves invite the intimate self-disclosure that enables friends to gain better insight into themselves. Moreover, their unconditionality ensures their constancy, and thus deprives them of an important incentive that friendship contains for self-examination, an incentive that comes from the possibility of the demise of friendship. 


Art, philosophy, and psychology share some features with friendship that parental and agapeic love lack. A work of fiction or philosophy or psychology can reflect our values and perspectives, thereby allowing us to see ourselves in vivid and unexpected ways. Or it can portray values that complement or challenge our own, thus inviting us to examine ourselves, sometimes in a quite dramatic and unpredictable fashion.
 But what neither these nor psychotherapy can provide is that continual self-awareness and self-examination that comes from the active communication and interaction of people who share a life. This is why, as Bacon notes, the communication of friendship, more than any other, "maketh daylight in the understanding, out of darkness and confusion of thoughts."
 


The idea that friendship reveals us to ourselves finds dramatic and concrete confirmation in Nathaniel Branden's account of the nature and importance of "psychological visibility" - of being seen and seeing oneself as the person one is (Essay 3). What Aristotle and other philosophers argue for, Branden shows, through a narrative of the way he was led to the idea of psychological visibility. 


We read, first, of his pleasure at the sight of the glowingly alive rhododendron plant, and his sense of affinity with it as another living entity living well. We read, next, of his pleasure in his mock-ferocious game with his dog, Muttnik, who, unlike the plant, responds to him, and responds with perfect understanding of his playful intentions. We see how Muttnik's behavior makes him feel psychologically visible, both to her and to himself - and, indeed, reveals to him a hitherto unknown aspect of his personality. But Muttnik's range of consciousness, and thus her repertoire of responses, is much more limited than a human being's. We see Branden being gradually led to see that the need for psychological visibility is one of our most profound needs, and that it is satisfied most profoundly in friendship and romantic love. For when we meet someone who shares our values, who responds to the world as we do, and responds to us in consonance with our self-concept, we perceive our selves reflected in that person, and achieve a more vivid sense of our selves. 


A necessary presupposition of such visibility, Branden states, is that our self-concept be largely accurate: those whose self-concept is seriously distorted can take pleasure neither in being seen, nor in seeing themselves, as they are. Perhaps it would be impossible for them even to accept that they are being seen as they are. Hence, if my earlier argument that end friendship requires (largely) veridical perception of one another is sound, then such friendship is not possible for those whose self-concept is seriously distorted.
 


Branden goes on to claim that the sexual involvement that is a part of romantic love makes romantic love an even greater source of visibility than friendship. Is this true? Or is Thomas right in arguing that sexual involvement is just a conventional sign of union, no more or less significant than other conventional signs, such as the exchange of crystal glasses between two friends? There does seem to be a difference of focus between the way people relate as friends, and the way they relate as lovers. This difference is well expressed in Lewis' picture of lovers as standing "face to face, absorbed in each other; Friends, side by side, absorbed in some common interest".
 What this difference of focus implies for mutual visibility and self-disclosure, though, requires a discussion of the psychology of sex and, in particular, of how sexual love ramifies through an individual's psychology. And this is a topic for another anthology.


The articles in this section do not, of course, discuss all the ways in which friendship is of value to us. But one of the ways not discussed by any of them is particularly worth noting, namely, the ability of friendship to increase our knowledge of others. Through our identification with another, we can learn to look at things from a different point of view, to understand and feel in new ways and, thus, to realize the immense potentiality for different forms of experience.
 Here again friendship performs a role that is akin to that of great literature. For one of the chief values of literature is that it satisfies our desire "to see with other eyes, to imagine with other imaginations, to feel with other hearts....[to] become these other selves."
 Indeed, literature offers more opportunities for becoming "other selves" than friendship does but, once again, friendship offers something that literature cannot: friends are not just objects of contemplation or analysis, but other selves who interact with us, responding to us and requiring that we respond to them in appropriate ways. 



Friendship: Continuity and Loss

The theme of mutual visibility emerges again in Amelie Rorty's essay, but this time in the context of the issue of the permanence of love (Essay 4). Rorty challenges the dogma that love is love only if it alters not when it alteration finds. She compares such constant love to a rigidly designating expression, in that it remains directed at the same individual through every possible change in her characteristics. We value constant love, she points out, because it protects us in our fragility and vulnerability, but we also value historically continuous love, and such love is, in fact, more valuable. Historically continuous love is based on an accurate perception of the friend's central features, tracking changes in those features, as well as expressing changes in one's own features. We need and want such love from a friend because we see ourselves, to some extent, as others see us, and our thriving requires that we not see ourselves falsely. Such love is also "dynamically permeable": permeable in the sense that it changes the lover, dynamic in the sense that "every change generates new changes" in the lover and in the nature of the interactions. 


A dynamically permeable love is necessary for thriving, yet it cannot endure through all changes in the friend's characteristics. Rorty does not tell us through which changes a friendship cannot - or should not - endure. But presumably she would accept Aristotle's suggestion that it cannot and should not endure when two people no longer "find the same things enjoyable or painful," either because one has developed and matured while the other has stayed the same, or because one has become "incurably vicious" (NE, 1165b12-31).
  


Some of the main themes of this section - the importance of friendship in human life, especially its role in enlarging our self-awareness, and its virtues and vices - are discussed in the next section in the context of different ethical traditions.

II.
FRIENDSHIP AND ETHICS

This section has been arranged to provide a perspective on theories of friendship and ethics as they appear in the history of philosophy. Much of the recent philosophical interest in friendship has been inspired by Aristotle's discussion of the topic (and has, in turn, generated a new interest in Aristotelian ethics as a viable alternative to Kantian and consequentialist theories). However, many philosophers still seek to accommodate friendship within the framework of Kantian or consequentialist theories. There is also a continuing attempt to reconcile friendship with various Biblical commandments. I shall start with a general discussion of the connection between friendship and morality, and then turn to the selections on Aristotle, Christian ethics, Kant, and consequentialism.


The Moral Status of Friendship: Three Possibilities
  
There are three basic possibilities regarding the moral status of end friendship: (i) friendship may be intrinsically moral, i.e., friendship may by its very nature involve certain morally good dispositions and acts, (ii) friendship may be intrinsically immoral, or (iii) friendship may be intrinsically nonmoral. Each of these views has been held by one or another writer on friendship. 

1.
Friendship as Intrinsically Moral



The view that the best kind of friendship, the friendship in which people love each other as the persons they are, is intrinsically moral is well expressed by Aristotle when he declares that friendship either is a virtue, or involves virtue (NE, 1155a1-2), and apparently endorses the "common belief" that "it is the same people that are good men and are friends" (1155a29-31). Both claims have been repeated by a long line of thinkers, including Cicero, Aquinas, and Montaigne.


As we have seen, however, the claim that only good people can be friends of each other for the persons they are is implicitly rejected by Lewis when he tells us that a friendship may rest on a bad foundation. Most people, I suspect, would agree with Lewis, for it seems to be a fact that there are vicious people - people who treat most human beings as mere means to their own ends - who are capable of deep friendship.
 Moreover, this apparent fact can be explained by the common psychological phenomenon of compartmentalization, which makes it possible for people to restrict the scope of their moral (and intellectual) traits, both good and bad. But if generally vicious people can love each other as the persons they are, i.e., on the basis of their central features, then they must love and take pleasure in each other on the basis of their bad characters, and their shared activities must involve wrongdoing towards others. And so it might be thought that friendship as such has no intrinsic goodness: its goodness or badness is entirely a function of the moral character of the friends in question. 


This, however, would be a mistake: granting that a friendship may be immoral overall is compatible with the thought that friendship has an intrinsic moral goodness. Just as it has been argued that there is a certain morality inherent in cooperation as such, or in law as such,
 so it can be argued (as I do below) that there is a certain morality, however minimal, inherent in friendship as such, even in the friendship of vicious people.

i.
On many ancient as well as contemporary views of moral goodness, both philosophical and popular, the moral goodness of an act depends on the intended ends as well as on the dispositions or structure of thought and feeling that motivate the act. So, for instance, an act of giving is fully good only if both the end (for example, to bring pleasure rather than to embarass or harm the recipient), and the thoughts and emotions from which it comes (for example, a sense of joy rather than reluctance or resentment or a desire to show off one's "generosity"), are morally good or innocuous. If moral goodness, no matter how limited in scope, is inherent in friendship, then friendship must involve some virtuous acts and, hence, some good ends and dispositions. And an analysis of the shared activities and the mutual and reciprocal goodwill, trust, respect, affection, and pleasure that characterize friendship will show, I believe, that it does involve such ends and dispositions, that to be a friend is, in part, to exercise moral deliberation and virtue. 


The mutual good will of friends is expressed in an active caring and concern for each other's happiness and success, and their mutual respect expresses their recognition of each other as autonomous individuals with the ability to choose their own ends. This mutual and recognized good will and respect form the foundation for their reciprocal trust: friends are, and see each other as being, both trustworthy and trusting. Furthermore, continuing affection and pleasure require a constant effort to perceive, to understand, and to give of one's emotional resources. And being true to the value one places on one's friendship requires - as does any other central value - integrity. 


These dispositions of friendship, and the acts that issue from them, are not, of course, necessarily good, since they may be directed at immoral ends. But they may also be directed at morally innocuous ends like walking, sailing, cooking, eating, or reading. Such ends exist in every friendship, even the friendship of people whose overall pattern of ends is bad (see note 24 above). Hence even the friendship of such people includes some morally good caring, trust, respect and so on. Moreover, the very mutuality and reciprocity of end friendship requires the virtues of honesty and fairness between friends. For example, mutual and reciprocal trust and understanding are possible only if friends are honest with each other, and mutual and reciprocal caring is possible only if friends are fair in their emotional and practical exchanges. So even if we disagree with Aristotle and Cicero that friendship can exist only between good people, we may agree with them that friendship implies a certain goodness between friends.

ii. 
It can also be argued that there is a necessary connection between friendship and, to the extent that we are rational, the recognition of what morality as such requires. It is often said that the moral point of view is impartial, in the sense that it calls for a recognition of the rightful claims of all to our moral concern and consideration.
 The mutual concern and respect of friends who love each other as ends involves a mutual acknowledgement that each is a separate individual, with her own ends and powers of decision, and a moral claim to each other's - and other people's - concern and consideration. But if we are rational, this acknowledgement of each other as separate individuals implies the acknowledgement of others as likewise separate, and their moral claim to our concern and consideration. Furthermore, to the extent that their ends are good, friends must see their friendship and the differential valuing it involves as justified. But then, if we are rational, we must see others' friendships and differential valuing as justified as well. (A person who recognizes all this may fail to be motivated by the recognition, but that, too, is arguably irrational.
) Impartiality - the recognition of the rightful claims of all to our moral concern and consideration - includes the recognition that insofar as we have a right to our friendships, others do as well. 

 
To summarize this part of the discussion: one may deny that end friendship implies moral goodness simpliciter, and still hold that it is an intrinsically moral phenomenon, in the sense that (i) friendship necessarily involves some moral goodness between friends, and (ii) the recognition of the nature of friendship entails, if we are rational, a recognition of what morality in general requires. The thesis of the intrinsic morality of friendship is consistent with recognizing that a given friendship may permit, or even require, that friends do the (irrationally) immoral thing towards non-friends. What it denies is that friendship is intrinsically, or by its very nature, immoral or nonmoral.

2.
Friendship as Intrinsically Immoral



According to the view that friendship is intrinsically immoral, friendship necessarily involves a willingness to act wrongly towards others. This is because conflicts of interests are endemic to social existence, and mutual love and concern require that we be willing to lie, cheat, or otherwise act wrongly if our friends' interests so demand.
 But this view rests on the assumption that the demands of friendship are unlimited, overriding all other considerations. And this is no more plausible than analogous claims about other important values - patriotism, noble causes, love of God, parental love, scientific knowledge, great art, et al. No credible analysis of friendship can lead to the conclusion that if we allow friendship into our lives, it must take priority over all other values. The prima facie claims of friendship must be considered in the context of competing prima facie claims, and morality consists, in part, of just such a contextual consideration and deliberation. (There may, of course, be irresolvable conflicts among moral claims, but that is a separate point.)


The critic of friendship might now concede that there is nothing in friendship as such that requires that we be willing to act wrongly, yet still insist that even in the friendship of generally decent people, the preferential, partial nature of friendship often serves as a temptation to wrongdoing. For example, friendship might lead a teacher to give a higher grade to a friend's child than he deserves. Or it might prevent a person from being beneficent towards others, because she would rather spend all her resources on friends. 


What should be immediately plain from these examples, however, is that friendship is not the only value that can tempt us to wrongdoing: parental love, scientific curiosity, artistic interest, or devotion to a good cause - all preferential and partial in nature - can also tempt us to violate the impartially determined right act. For example, commitment to the struggle for India's independence seems to have led Mahatma Gandhi to neglect his duties as a husband and father. And deliberate, cynical violation of moral and legal norms in the course of scientific research are distressingly common. It is safe to conclude, then, that the sources of temptation to wrongdoing are ubiquitous. So if friendship is intrinsically immoral for being such a source, then so are all other preferential and partial values. But this is to condemn the human mode of existence itself as immoral, a condemnation that would surely be implausible even with far stronger arguments than any we have seen so far. The condemnation of friendship and other preferential and partial values as immoral also runs head on into the most commonly held view of morality, namely, that morality is necessarily tied to human good. For on this view, it is these very values that give rise to morality. 

3.
Friendship as Intrinsically Nonmoral


The view that friendship necessarily involves (some) moral goodness between friends may be challenged by the claim that friendship is intrinsically nonmoral, i.e., that it can be analyzed independently of ethical categories. As we shall see, the view that morality is a means to the good (as in consequentialist theories), or the view that morality is an end in itself in the sense of being logically independent of human well-being (as in Kantian theories), both imply that friendship is an intrinsically nonmoral good (and its virtues, therefore, intrinsically nonmoral traits). The question for these theories, then, is whether this picture of friendship and its virtues as intrinsically nonmoral is compatible with the nature of end friendship. The importance of friendship in human life suggests that a moral theory that is not so compatible is likely to have other deep-seated problems as well. Compatibility with the nature of end friendship may, therefore, be a good test of a moral theory's adequacy. 

 
The papers in Section II show the distinctive ways in which different ethical theories - Aristotelian, Christian, Kantian, and consequentialist - seek to accommodate friendship as an important value.


Aristotle

According to Aristotle, the best kind of friendship - the friendship of people who are alike in virtue, and love each other as the persons they are - is necessary for full virtue and eudaimonia, for a truly self-sufficient life. In The Fabric of Character: Aristotle's Theory of Virtue, Nancy Sherman explains  how the intimacy and shared activities of such a friendship - "character friendship" - make it the privileged context in which to know our selves as beings both emotional and rational, and to realize virtue and achieve happiness.
 In Essay 5, excerpted from this book, Sherman discusses the ways in which Aristotle takes character friendship to provide both the necessary means to virtue and happiness, in the sense in which money or political influence does, and "the very form and mode" of an especially praiseworthy life. For only in a life shared with friends do we have an opportunity for adequate self-knowledge and the continuous moral and intellectual activity that is the major part of happiness. Sherman argues that Aristotle's picture of a friend is not simply the picture of another self, but of a separate self. Character friends must be alike in having all the virtues, but the "pattern of unified virtues might...be different in different persons," and both the similarities and the differences play a role in self-knowledge and moral growth. 


Is Aristotle right, however, that friendship is necessary for full virtue and happiness? Can't someone who must eschew friendship because it conflicts with her dedication to mathematics or art or medicine - a dedication that has enormous potential for benefiting others - lead a morally praiseworthy and happy life? That such conflicts can occur is commonplace. Lou Andreas-Salome tells us that in Rilke the "demands of art and of full personal development came increasingly into conflict as his works achieved a degree of reality so great that they excluded everything else."
 If "everything else" includes friendship, then on Aristotle's view Rilke's life could not have exhibited the full range of virtues and pleasures. But cannot the peak of achievement in a narrow range make up for the loss of breadth? If it can, then Aristotle's claim that friendship is necessary for a praiseworthy and prizeworthy life is too strong. He could still point out, however, that a life that contains both the peak of achievement in a narrow range, and the full range of virtues and pleasures that come with friendship, is better than a life with only the former - or, for that matter, with only the latter.


Sherman notes that Aristotle's view of self-sufficiency as relational, as involving friends, marks a decisive break with the ascetic ideal found in Plato's writings, in which happiness is immune to the vagaries of fortune. It also marks a decisive break with Plato's notion of love. In the Symposium and the Lysis we find a view, revived through the ages in varying guises by other writers, of love as the expression of need or deficiency. Insofar as we are virtuous and wise we are above the contingencies of this world, and do not need friends or lovers.
 Friendship can help us overcome our lacks, but its very success spells its demise. According to this line of thought, our need for friendship bespeaks our moral and psychological deficiencies, not our strengths or virtues. This argument, however, assumes that the self is essentially non-social. It is only by virtue of this assumption that friendship can be relegated to the role of a mere means to the achievement of self-sufficiency, rather than acknowledged as an essential constituent of a self-sufficient life. On Aristotle's view, by contrast, we can realize our selves fully only in friendship, because our selves are essentially social. To be sure, to be capable of the highest kind of friendship we must already have a close to self-sufficient life, for such a friendship is possible only if we already have a good character and, therefore, the major part of happiness.
 But sharing one's life with another enriches us further in ways that would be impossible for us as isolated beings. 


This explanation of the value of friendship, however, might invite the following response: whatever the particular psychological and moral strengths of those who are capable of wanting and sustaining friendships, the human desire for a friend is a clear signal of a metaphysical deficiency, a deficiency that reveals a limit in our very capacity for self-sufficiency. For, as even Aristotle acknowledges, a perfect being, a god, does not need another to be self‑sufficient: a god has perfect self‑knowledge with the help of his own powers of perception and thought, and complete pleasure from his awareness of his own life and activities. The human need for a friend, then, is obviously a mark of deficiency. 

     The problem with this argument, however, is that it measures humans by a metaphysically alien standard of perfection, a standard derived from the nature of divine beings. But measuring humans by a godly standard seems no more sensible than measuring gods by a human standard. By human standards, it is the gods that are sadly deficient, for they lack the ability to love others, and get all their pleasure from contemplating themselves. In human beings, after all, total self-absorption and inability to love are either signs of pathology or badness of character. Reflection on the human need for friendship should, properly, reveal its moral importance, not our metaphysical impotence.  


Christian Ethics 


Although friendship has sometimes been criticized for resting on or encouraging mutual blindness to shared faults, it has also been criticized for not being blind enough. This criticism is grounded in the ideal of universal and unconditional love, whose hallmark is blindness to the loved object's qualities. Hence this criticism is a recurrent theme in Christian ethics. Agape, or "love to one's neighbor," Kierkegaard tells us lyrically, "makes a man blind in the deepest and noblest and holiest sense, so that he blindly loves every man..." (80). Agape, as the theologian Anders Nygren explains, is directed at saints and sinners alike, and is thus indifferent to, and unmotivated by, the value of its object.
 Only such love is for the other's own sake, rather than for one's own. Friendship, by contrast, is motivated by the (perceived) value of its object, and this is what makes it acquisitive, selfish, and instrumental. For, in Kierkegaard's words, "preference in passion...is really another form of self-love" (65).


Ironically, however, even agape seems to conflict with an important tenet of Judeo-Christian ethics, the commandment to love God with all one's heart, soul, and mind. Indeed, all earthly loves pose this problem for Judeo-Christian ethics. So even Christian thinkers who believe that end friendship is possible, and who therefore reject the bleak picture of friendship painted by Kierkegaard and Nygren, are faced with the problem of reconciling friendship with the command of total devotion to God. In Essay 6 Robert Adams addresses this problem with specific reference to neighbor-love, but also more generally with reference to love of things and personal love, including friendship.


Adams considers Augustine's "teleological solution" that love of others is a means to the love of God, and hence not in conflict with the imperative of total devotion to God, but rejects this solution because he believes that a means love is not really love at all. Adams also questions Nygren's solution to the problem of total devotion. Nygren argues that love of neighbor is possible only if we are possessed by God (so that it is really God-in-us who loves the neighbor), and that to be possessed by God is to love God. Hence, he concludes, love of neighbor does not compete with love of God but, rather, expresses this love. Adams questions this solution because Nygren's understanding of possession by God is a "straightforwardly causal understanding": God causes us to love the neighbor the way a brain surgeon might cause us to love her beloved. But on this causal model, he points out, it is hard to see how neighbor-love (or love of the surgeon's beloved) can be an expression of our love for God (or for the surgeon). (It is also hard to see, Adams might have added, how any of this can be seen as an expression of our love for the neighbor.) 


Adams' own solution is that neighbor-love is a response we make to God's love for the neighbor, so that it is we who do the loving, and that such love is a manifestation of our love for God, because he is partly immanent in all his creation. Inspired by God's love for the neighbor 

for his own sake, we do likewise; in enjoying God's creation, both persons and things, we also enjoy him.


This solution seems to work for neighbor-love. But does it also work for friendship, as Adams seems to suggest? Specifically, can we see love of friends as inspired by God's love for the neigbor? It is difficult to see how. Since friendship love is preferential, its model cannot be God's nonpreferential love for his creatures. Since loving a friend for his own sake, as the person he is, is loving him for the qualities that make him the person he is, it cannot be likened to God's unmotivated love for the neighbor's own sake. Consequently, it also seems unlikely that friendship love can be seen as a manifestation of our love for God himself. Hence there may be no option but to follow Augustine and justifiy friendship love teleologically, as an uti (means), not frui (end) love. 


The problem of reconciling friendship with total devotion to God has interesting counterparts in the two chief rival theories in contemporary ethics, Kantianism and consequentialism. For each theory in its own way commands total devotion to morality, and each sees friendship as an intrinsically non-ethical good in need of justification by the supreme principle of morality. More generally, each sees morality as a system of external constraints on our pursuit of personal, partial, nonmoral goods. Hence, within these traditions, friendship is an intrinsically non-ethical good that is subject to moral principles, but does not embody them.  


Kant

Central to Kant's picture of morality is the idea that moral action is the work of Pure Practical Reason, a reason that is closed off from causal influence by inclination, i.e., desire or emotion.
 Inclinations, including love, are intrinsically non-rational phenomena, in the sense that reason plays no role in their constitution, and can neither control them, nor endorse or 

condemn them. Reason can endorse, condemn, or control only the choices we make on the basis of our inclinations. Because morality is a purely rational phenomenon, emotions as such can have no moral status.
 


This conclusion also follows from another feature of morality and reason as Kant sees them, a feature that emotion lacks, namely, a certain kind of universality. Morality is concerned with all rational beings, but emotions are peculiar to human beings. Hence, moral imperatives cannot be grounded in emotional phenomena like love or fellow-feeling (although, of course, they must be applied to them.) 

 
This exclusion of the emotions from morality has led critics to charge that Kant's ethics is cold and inhuman. In the next selection H.J. Paton seeks to rebut this charge by examining Kant's discussion of friendship in the Tugendlehre,
 noting both its affinities to, and its differences from, Aristotle's discussion. 


Kant defines friendship in its perfection as "an association of two persons through equal and mutual love and respect," and calls it an "ideal of the emotional and practical concern which each of the friends united through a morally good will takes in the other's welfare..."(T469). Perfect friendship, like Aristotle's character friendship, is based on a shared moral attitude, and is distinguished from friendships based on taste and friendships based on need.
 To the Aristotelian requirement of equal and mutual love and concern in friendship, Kant adds the requirement of mutual respect to emphasize that even in the most intimate of relationships, we must, in Paton's words, "show regard for the dignity of every human person as such." The same regard must be shown in everyday social intercourse, and by the "friend of man," i.e., the person who seeks to live as a citizen of the world, extending his concern to everyone. 


Paton's article is valuable for drawing attention to aspects of Kant's thought that are too often overlooked, including his psychological acuteness in noting the doubts and tensions that stand in the way of achieving perfect friendship, and his sensitivity to the social graces as "the outworks and by-products of virtue." Kant's discussions of personal friendship, of friendship with all human beings, and of casual social intercourse, show, according to Paton, that the charge that Kant's ethics is cold and inhuman is unjustified. 


However, this charge needs to be evaluated in the context of Kant's general metaphysical and moral framework, especially his view that love or other emotions cannot be moral motives, and that our duties must be defined in abstraction from emotion. Paton argues that, in spite of this, Kant makes room for the emotions in his ethical system in two important ways: (i) he recognizes the feelings of love and respect as subjective conditions of our understanding of the concept of duty, and of our susceptibility to it, and (ii) he recognizes that emotions help us to fulfil our duties, and regards it a duty to act in ways that are likely to induce them and develop them. 


Both of Paton's claims, however, are problematic in their own ways. When Kant cites the moral dispositions "on the side of feeling" (T399) as subjective conditions of our understanding of, and susceptibility to, duty he means something quite different from ordinary emotional dispositions such as being in love with, or having sympathy for, someone. For one thing, unlike the variety of emotional dispositions, the moral dispositions are limited to moral feeling or respect, love of neighbor, reverence for self, and conscience (T399-403).
 For another, moral feeling, love, reverence, and conscience are evoked only by consciousness of rational objects, not by consciousness of empirical objects. For example, it is consciousness of the imperfect duty of beneficence that elicits love of neighbor, and not consciousness of the empirical circumstances - the weal or woe - of one's fellow human beings. More generally, as Kant goes to some length to explain, moral feeling or reverence for the law is a feeling that is "self-produced by a rational concept, and therefore specifically distinct from feelings of the first kind [emotional], all of which can be reduced to inclination or fear" (G401n16). Again, moral dispositions are universal subjective conditions of duty, whereas emotional dispositions are variable, differing from one person to another in their sources and objects. Thus, moral dispositions differ from emotional dispositions in their provenance, content, and object, and the love and respect that Paton cites as subjective conditions of moral understanding and motivation are not, like emotions, features of our empirical psychology. 


The difference between emotional and moral dispositions - and, thus, between friendship as an emotional phenomenon and friendship as a moral phenomenon - is tellingly illustrated by Kant's discussion of the difference between pathological (emotional) love and practical (rational) love (G399). Beneficence out of practical love is morally worthy because it is commanded by reason, whereas beneficence out of pathological love is morally neutral because it is prompted by emotion. Moreover, pathological love is subject to, but is in no part defined in terms of, moral concepts or principles. So the moral dimension of friendship must be divorced from its emotional dimension (T471). 


It is only in the context of these moral and metaphysical tenets and their implications that we can fully understand the import of Kant's reminders that "the complete moral perfection of heaven must be universal; but friendship is not universal," and that "[f]riendship develops the minor virtues of life" (Lectures, 206-7, 209). One important implication of the view that the moral self is the purely rational self is that the emotional intimacy of friendship can provide no insight into one's moral self; consequently, the self-knowledge provided by friendship is highly limited.
 By the same token, the emotional intimacy of friendship can provide no insight into others' moral selves. It is no wonder, then, that Kant finds it necessary to caution us to "so conduct ourselves towards a friend that there is no harm done if he should turn into an enemy. We must give him no handle against us" (Lectures, 208).


The second way mentioned by Paton that Kant allows the emotions into his ethical system, namely, as aids to the fulfilment of duty, is, strictly speaking, inconsistent with his dualism. For his metaphysics allows of no causal connection between the noumenal world of freedom and duty, and the phenomenal world of necessitation and emotion. How, then, can emotions be an aid - or, for that matter, a hindrance - to duty? And even if this question could be answered satisfactorily, two other questions would remain: Does the view that emotions merely facilitate right action do justice to the role of the emotions, especially love, in morality? Can the view that morality is a matter of pure practical reason do justice to friendship? 


Two of the next three articles answer these questions in the negative.


In Essay 8 Julia Annas challenges Kantian ethics on the grounds that it has disastrous consequences for a person's life and character, offering as graphic evidence its effects on the characters in Theodor Fontane's novel, Effi Briest. Instetten, a major character in the novel, discovers that his wife, Effi, had committed adultery six years before. Although the discovery does not destroy his feelings for her, he decides that these are morally irrelevant, and that duty demands that he reject her as a moral offender. In the face of his view of what duty requires, his sympathy with, and understanding of, Effi, become "inert, unable to move him." His conception of morality "amputate[s] not just his capacity for happiness but most sources of moral worth," blinding him "to vital differences between deep and trivial emotions, between commitment to others and self-interest." 


But is Instetten's conception of what duty requires truly Kantian? Or has he, in Annas' own words, "confused the sublime moral law with the social conventions of Bismarck's Berlin?" Annas concedes that Instetten's actual decision may not reflect a truly Kantian conception of duty, but insists that the form of the thinking that leads him to it does. For Instetten's decision relies crucially on his belief that his love for Effi is irrelevant to the determination of his duty. Annas states that the effects of such thinking on Instetten's moral personality suggest that Kantian ethics is a threat to one's ability to love and lead a meaningful life, which in turn suggests that we should make room in morality for the personal and partial point of view that characterizes relationships of love. 


Marcia Baron takes another look at Effi Briest to defend Kant against Annas's objections, arguing forcefully that the disastrous consequences in question result from a narrow-minded, conventional thinking that is not Kantian (Essay 9). Instetten's concern is not with the moral law but, rather, with social rules and his own reputation. Nor is his thinking Kantian when he refuses to let his attachment to Effi provide him with any guidance on the question of what duty requires, because Kant would not have put the commitment and attachment of marriage or friendship on a par with mere inclination. For whereas inclinations are unchosen "raw feels," commitments and attachments involve choice and impose moral duties. We "can and do slowly detach ourselves or deepen an attachment," and agency "plays a central role in commitment." Thus, Instetten chooses to marry Effi, a choice that leads to an emotional attachment to her, and creates a marital commitment which imposes certain duties on him. 


Whatever the duties imposed by Instetten's marital attachment and commitment, however, we have to keep in mind that they cannot be grounded in the emotional components of this attachment or commitment. So his love for Effi can provide neither an ultimate ground for his duties, nor a moral motive for his dutiful acts. Nor (as Baron herself notes) can it inform his moral perception.


As a Kantian agent, Instetten would have to be guided by the thought that only morality and rational nature count as ends in themselves (G427-29). All other values - including what I have called end love - are just means to, or expressions or constituents of, our self-love or happiness.
 Insofar as our happiness lies in the fulfilment of morally permissible desires, we do have an "indirect duty" to preserve our happiness, because unhappiness can tempt us to transgress our duty (G399). And so, insofar as love is a part of one's (morally permissible) happiness, we also have an indirect duty to act in accordance with the "counsels" of love. But happiness cannot be an end in itself since it is a "natural" rather than rational end (G428-29). Nor, for the same reason, can love. So those who think they love one another as ends in themselves are simply deluded. We can and must respect a friend as an end, for the object of respect is her rational nature, but we cannot love her as an end, for the object of love is her empirical nature; we have moral duties towards our friends, but love itself is not a moral phenomenon. 


Contemporary Responses to Kantian and Christian Themes: 


Reason, Emotion, and the Virtues of Friendship  


It seems as though a necessary condition for accepting the possibility that a friend can be loved as an end, and that such love has an intrinsic moral significance, is a view of emotion as rational or cognitive.
 Establishing this is one of the major concerns of Lawrence Blum's book, Friendship, Altruism and Morality. Blum argues that sympathy, compassion, and human concern are cognitive emotions that are intentionally directed at the good of others. Appealing to ordinary moral consciousness, he also argues that these emotions play an essential role in many cases of moral perception, motivation, and action. Hence, he concludes, they are moral emotions and - since friendship is a locus of these emotions - friendship is an intrinsically moral phenomenon. 


In the selection included here (Essay 10), Blum argues that, other things being equal, acting out of concern for a friend, for his sake, is morally good, and that the "deeper and stronger the concern for the friend...the greater the degree of moral worth." He then argues against two familiar conceptions of friendship that imply that it is without moral significance: (1) the conception of friendship as a purely natural phenomenon, and (2) the conception of friendship as a form of extended self-interest. Blum uses a detailed and realistic example of a friendship to show that (1) the deep caring it involves is an achievement of thought and effort, and not just a natural process, and that (2) the deep caring that gives it moral significance is conditional on the friends' identification with one another, and not on self-interest. He also argues that the possibility of genuine conditional altruism in friendship challenges the universalist conception of morality in which caring for another is morally significant only when it is unconditional, i.e., directed at another simply as a human being, independent of emotional attachment.
 


Despite his insightful critique of these Christian and Kantian themes, however, Blum does make a vital concession to them: he relegates justice to the universalist realm, as a virtue that requires taking the point of view that abstracts from all attachments. Consequently, like most writers on friendship, he excludes justice from the virtues of friendship. Yet in real life justice is central to friendship: the commonest complaint of friends when they break up is that they were manipulated, used, attributed wrong motives, wrongly neglected ‑ in short, that they were unjustly treated.
 The facts of everyday life appear to support Aristotle's observation that "[f]riendship and justice would seem to have the same area of concern​ and to be found in the same people" (NE 1159b25‑6).


This is particularly evident in the case of the justice or injustice of the judgments we make daily of each other's actions and motives. Judgements of people's merits or demerits, or responsibility for undesirable consequences, or motives or character traits, are part of normal human intercourse. The intensity and frequency of interactions among friends increases the frequency of such judgements, and highlights the issue of their justice. Considerations of distributive justice - justice in the distribution of tasks and responsibilities across a whole spectrum of concerns - also play a central role in friendship. It would be a highly deficient friendship in which one friend did all the helping, or in which one friend assumed a disproportionate share of the responsibility for creating mutual understanding, for initiating joint projects, and for thinking of new ways to enrich their lives together. The appropriate description of such a friendship would be that it fell short of a fair exchange of emotional, moral, and intellectual goods.

 
It might be objected at this point that there is something awry about this picture of friendship, because justice and rights are inextricably linked to demands, and the language of demands is peculiarly ill-suited to friendship. But this picture of rights is far too rigid. For some things to which we have a right are things we cannot get in response to a demand - "cannot" in the sense that if it is only the demand that brings the response, what we get is not, after all, what we had a right to. For example, I have a right to expect that my friend give me more of her time than she gives to mere acquaintances, but to get it as the result of a demand would be self-defeating. For what I really want, and have a right to expect, is not simply that she give me more of her time, but that she do so because she wants to. And this is not something I can get simply as the result of a demand. Friendship necessarily involves rights and justice, but rights may be expressed - and pressed - in different ways: sometimes as demands, sometimes even as legal threats, but in friendship, typically, merely as reminders of legitimate expectations and entitlements.  


Aristotle also claims that the demands of justice increase with the closeness of the friendship, so that it is somehow more unjust to rob a friend than to rob a fellow-citizen (1160a1‑9). This may not be true of all acts of injustice, but it does seem true of the example that Aristotle gives, as well as of some others: for example, accusing a friend unjustly usually strikes one as worse than accusing a stranger unjustly. Yet the idea that everyone has an equal right to be treated justly seems equally compelling. How can we have it both ways? One way out of this puzzle - at least with respect to injustice in our judgments of each other - emerges when we note that the ability to judge justly is based on several factors, and that not all of these can be "distributed" equally. To give another person her due in our judgments requires not only the right intention and right standards of justice, but also the right kind of attentiveness to the relevant facts. But such attentiveness requires a complex structure of imagination, sympathy, and identification that we simply do not have enough time or psychic resources to give to everyone equally. So although we owe the right intention and standards of justice to everyone equally, we do not owe - since we cannot give - the same attention to everyone equally. The closer the relationship, the greater our rightful expectation of each other's time and energy in this regard. For giving of our time and energy is part of the mutual well-wishing and loving of friends. Hence it makes sense to say that the closer the relationship, the greater the injustice of certain acts of injustice.


It is sometimes thought that justice is at odds with the virtues of benevolence (generosity, concern, forgiveness). But whereas there may be certain psychological tensions between justice and benevolence, morally they seem to be mutually supportive character traits. For generosity, concern, and forgiveness require the ability to discriminate between justice and that which goes beyond - or falls short of - justice, both in one's own and in others' actions. Conversely, the disposition to be concerned or generous makes us more perceptive, and hence more able to give others their due. As James Wallace notes, a generous‑minded person will see "someone else's merit (techni​cal, moral, etc) in cases where it is difficult to see because the facts of the case admit of other, not unreasonable interpretations or because the situation is complex and the merit is not immediately apparent."
 These observations lend support to the idea that there is a certain unity in the virtues. 

 
Consequentialism

Is consequentialism compatible with the idea that a friend can be loved as an end, and that such love has intrinsic moral significance? Consequentialism identifies the moral point of view - the point of view from which the right act (or rule, or motive) is determined - with the impersonal or agent-neutral point of view, and identifies the right act (or rule, or motive) with that which maximizes the overall good. Thus consequentialism is an impersonal, teleological, and maximizing moral theory.
 A consequentialist agent is required to justify his friendships - as all his other values - as a means to the maximal good. Apparently, then, from the impersonal moral point of view he can value his friendships only in instrumental terms, and this suggests that his moral commitments are psychologically incompatible with the attitudes and motivations of end friendship. 


The usual consequentialist response to this criticism is that adherence to consequentialism requires only that one accept maximization of the good as a standard of rightness, and not that one make it the motive for all one's actions. Hence the consequentialist agent need only appeal to the maximization standard as a test of the rightness of his actions or - in indirect consequentialism - of the rightness of his rules or motivations.
 Indeed, consequentialism may demand that an agent cultivate non-consequentialist motivations if doing so would, all things considered, be the best means to the end of value-maximization.
 But several philosophers have expressed grave doubts about the psychological possibility of keeping one's motivations separate from one's justifications.
 Michael Stocker has also criticized the demand for such a separation as a demand for an undesirable moral schizophrenia.
 


Peter Railton's careful and intricate argument goes a long way to meeting these objections (Essay 11). Unlike most consequentialists, who try to reconcile non-consequentialist dispositions with the consequentialist standard of rightness by resorting to indirect consequentialism, Railton tries to effect this reconciliation within the framework of direct or act-consequentialism. He argues that a sophisticated act-consequentialism (a) can regard personal relationships such as friendship as intrinsic (non-instrumental), nonmoral goods, and (b) can require that consequentialist agents cultivate the dispositions required for such relationships, subject only to the "counterfactual condition" that if these dispositions failed to maximize the good, the consequentialist agent would seek to change them. 


Railton's arguments may suffice to show that even an act-consequentialist (AC) can keep his motivations separate from his justifications without schizophrenia or self-deception. But is it plausible to regard friendship as an intrinsic nonmoral good? And is the counterfactual condition on the dispositions of AC agents logically consistent with loving a friend as an end?
 



Consider an individual whose friendships detract from the tremendous energy she pours into her genetic research. As an AC agent, she must renounce her friendships and seek to change her friendly dispositions as morally unjustified. Her own preference for a more balanced life in which both her work and friendships have a place lack any moral standing if, when all is said and done, the good is maximized by her renouncing friendship for the sake of her work. The profound unhappiness and damage to character that might result from this also do not count as a moral loss if, despite this, greater good is brought about by renouncing friendship. Nor would any of this change in a world in which friendship was the sole or highest nonmoral good; for even then, any friendship that stood in the way of the maximization of the good - of maximal friendship - would be potentially sacrificeable to this good. In short, our friendships, and the personal point of view from which we value them, have no independent moral force vis-a-vis the overall good or the impersonal point of view.
 For friendship and its virtues, including the mutual honesty and fairness required of friends, are in themselves just nonmoral goods.


Thus, the idea that friendship is an intrinsically nonmoral good, justified if and only if it is productive of the greatest good, implies that, from the moral point of view, friendship is only an instrumental good. And the counterfactual condition on the dispositions of AC agents requires them to be aware of this. But regarding friendship as a morally instrumental good seems to be logically incompatible with the dispositions of end friendship. For a consequentialist agent is required to think, "I can be your friend only so long as being your friend is productive of the greatest good. Should this cease to be the case, I will cease to be your friend - even if you and I remain the persons we are." But in end friendship one is required to think, "I will be your friend so long as we remain the persons we are - even if being your friend is not productive of the overall good."
 And the two thoughts are logically inconsistent. 


Does indirect consequentialism (IC) escape this difficulty? According to IC, the principle of maximization justifies those dispositions and principles that best allow our values, including friendship, to flourish. Particular acts are justified if they express our justified pro-friendship dispositions and principles, even if they do not themselves maximize the good.
 So whereas a sophisticated AC regards all non-maximizing acts as wrong, an indirect consequentialist (IC) regards non-maximizing acts that conform to justified dispositions as right. This, however, is the only substantive difference between the sophisticated AC and the IC: their motivational structures must be identical. For the IC's pro-friendship dispositions are also justified only as means to the maximal good, and are subject to the same counterfactual condition as the AC's, namely, that should they cease to maximize the good, the IC agent would seek to change them.
 Hence the indirect consequentialist must also think: "I can be your friend only so long as being your friend is productive of the greatest good." The indirect consequentialist's motivational structure, no less than the sophisticated act consequentialist's, seems logically incompatible with the motivational structure required for end friendship. Perhaps only a "self-effacing" consequentialist theory - a theory in which the consequentialist standard of rightness is unknown to, or rejected by, those who nevertheless meet it - can escape this problem.


Stocker's argument in Essay 12 is designed to undercut all teleological theories of ethics, moral psychology, and action, i.e., all theories that seek to understand or evaluate action entirely in terms of goals. His thesis is that the telos of action - that for the sake of which an action is done - is not sufficient for identifying, understanding, and assessing many important kinds of acts, including virtuous acts, and acts of friendship. Using a concrete example of an act of friendship, Stocker shows that although it involves, it cannot be reduced to, acting for the sake of something, not even for the sake of acting out of friendship. The "character structure" of friendship involves "forms of directed attention and sensitivity" that cannot be captured by an analysis in terms of goals or purposes alone ("unless those purposes are already understood as coming from such forms of attention and sensitivity"). Hence we need to refer to the arche of action - the character traits and other features we act from or out of - in identifying, understanding, and assessing acts of friendship. The same is true of courage and other moral virtues. Finally, since acts done out of friendship (or out of virtue) are essential to being a friend (or being virtuous), no adequate theory of friendship or ethics can be purely teleological.


The papers in this section, taken together, provide an overview of the ways in which different ethical theories try to make room for end friendship. In the next section we move on to discussions of friendship in political philosophy. 

III.
FRIENDSHIP, SOCIETY, AND POLITICS


The connection between friendship, on the one hand, and society and politics, on the other, has been little discussed. This section includes three papers that should stimulate further work in this area. The first paper discusses John Stuart Mill's view of the legal and social conditions under which personal friendships flourish; the second discusses the psychological and political importance of personal and "associate" friendships; and the third discusses the idea of a good society as a society marked by civic friendship, i.e., by friendship among citizens. All three papers also have something to say about liberal individualism and friendship. 


In Essay 13 Mary Shanley contends that the usual reading of Mill's The Subjection of Women as concerned primarily with legal equality for women overlooks something far more complex and fundamental: the concern with male-female equality as a condition of marital friendship. In conceiving of marriage at its best as a form of the highest kind of friendship, Mill made a "significant break" with previous writers, who had held that women were incapable of the highest kind of friendship. Mill believed that marital friendship would create "a school of genuine moral sentiment," liberating both men and women from their warped consciousness, and that this, in turn, would lead to an enhancement of the quality of public life. Mill's concerns and arguments, according to Shanley, show that individual rights are not, as often alleged by Marxists and neo-conservatives, a threat to friendship and other affective bonds but, rather, a necessary means to them. His essay is also invaluable for suggesting that a liberal polity ought to strive to promote the conditions that allow friendship "to take root and flourish."


If the feminist critics of dominant liberal theories are right, however, this aim is sabotaged by the liberal conception of the atomistic self. On this conception, according to feminist critics, the individual is a free and rational chooser of ends, one whose identity is independent of her social relationships, and whose relationships are entirely instrumental to her ends. Against this overly individualistic view of the self, feminists have pointed to the constitutive role of social relationships in making us who we are. "Communitarian" political theorists like Michael Sandel and Alasdair MacIntyre have also criticized the liberal conception of the self, arguing that communal ties and norms play a fundamental role in the constitution of our selves.
 So a theoretical alliance between feminists and communitarians might seem both natural and fruitful. 


But in Essay 14 Marilyn Friedman warns that "communitarian philosophy as a whole is a perilous ally for feminist theory." For communitarians take family, neighbor, church, and nation as the primary models of community, oblivious to the fact that these communities have been "highly oppressive for women." Women must choose the communities that compete for their loyalties and identification, on the basis of the freedom and equality they offer to women, rather than embrace the "communities of place" they find themselves in, such as family, neighborhood, and church. Arguing that the communitarian conception of the communally constituted self is too narrow, Friedman emphasizes the role of chosen urban communities like professional associations, and of "modern" (personal) friendships, in forming - and reforming - our identities. These urban communities and personal friendships, chosen on the basis of shared values, provide social support to those who suffer intolerance for their unconventional values or life styles from family or neighborhood. In addition, personal and associate friendships also play an important political role, that of "dislocating" found communities and, thus, initiating social change.


Friedman's argument provides a refreshingly positive perspective on a feature of friendship that has too often been seen as requiring apology: its exclusiveness and divisiveness. For it is by virtue of this very exclusiveness and divisiveness that friendship is able to provide refuge to those ostracized by family or neighborhood, and to challenge the social status quo. Thus, the socially and politically subversive potential of friendship can be an important counterweight to the power of coercive communities, and especially to that of the state (which is why dictatorships universally fear friendship and try to suppress it).
 This feature of friendship should make it of particular interest to liberals.


The psychological, moral, and political importance of personal and associate friendships is undeniable. But a society whose citizens felt little or no friendship or sense of community with those outside of their chosen groups would be sadly deficient. A good society, it is commonly thought, is a society united not only by commercial, contractual relations between different groups or individuals, but also by civic friendship. This is the topic of the next and final paper. 


In Essay 15 John Cooper explicates Aristotle's notion of civic friendship as a form of advantage-friendship between members of smaller communities - families, households, villages. It is a form of advantage-friendship because it is predicated on the expectation of mutual benefit: the civic community, in which civic friendship is found, has as its goal the common advantage of its members. But civic friendship is a different kind of friendship from personal or associate friendship: like any friendship, civic friendship involves mutual good will, trust, and well-wishing, but unlike personal or associate friendship, it exists among people who may be personally unacquainted with each other. 


A society marked by civic friendship differs in important ways from a society based primarily or only on contractual relations. One difference is that in the latter, citizens are concerned only to treat each other justly, whereas in the former, they are also concerned that their fellow citizens be just. This interest in the character of fellow citizens introduces another difference between the two sorts of societies: a distinctive conception of the common good. In a merely commercial society, the common good exists simply as the sum total of the good of each individual, but in a society united by civic friendship, the material and "spiritual" good accruing to the individual becomes a communal good in which everyone shares. As Cooper explains, "where each aims in her cooperative activity at the good of the others, and not just at her own good, the good attained in the first instance by the others becomes, and is conceived of by herself as being, also a part of her own good." 


Cooper's analysis of Aristotle's conception of civic friendship as a form of advantage-friendship stands in instructive contrast to MacIntyre's analysis of it as a form of the highest kind of friendship. MacIntyre opposes what he conceives of as Aristotelian civic friendship to the "inferior form of friendship....founded on mutual advantage" that, according to him, prevails in modern liberal society.
 MacIntyre's dismissive attitude towards advantage-friendship seems to be motivated by the suspicion that advantage-friendship is just mutual commerce by another name. If Cooper is right, however, there is a real difference between advantage-friendship and mutual commerce, and the former exists not only in Aristotle's ideal city-state, but also in liberal societies, despite their official ideology as commercial societies. For example, he points out, the typical American takes pride in the qualities of mind and character of American writers or workers or industrialists, and feels injured by news of a major wrongdoing by prominent figures in government or industry or the arts. By contrast, similar qualities or acts by prominent figures in foreign countries do not evoke the same personal reaction.   


Another interesting feature of Aristotle's view is the importance he attaches to justice in civic friendship (as in all friendship). According to communitarian and certain feminist (and, before them, Marxist) critics of liberalism, it is the primacy of rights and justice in liberal societies that separates one person from another, and undermines the possibility of true friendship. This criticism is based on the assumption that justice is essentially a remedial virtue, remedying our lack of friendship and the virtues of benevolence that friendship brings. But we have seen that justice plays a constitutive role in friendship and, indeed, that in many ways it is more important in friendship than elsewhere. According to Aristotle, every community, from the familial to the political, "carries with it," in Cooper's words, "both a specific kind of friendship and a specific set of standards of justice." The critics of liberalism, it would seem, have an inadequate conception of justice - as well as of friendship.


Conclusion

The essays in this volume provide an overview of the recent philosophical writing about friendship, and suggest the unexplored possibilities that friendship offers for philosophical analysis. Although no account of friendship receives universal acceptance, there are broad areas of agreement as, for example, on the idea that the primary motivation of the best kind of friendship must be non-instrumental, or the idea that an adequate theory of morality must make room for these motivations. These areas of agreement make it possible for friendship to be used as a test - albeit a partial and fallible one - of the adequacy of rival moral and political conceptions. So, for example, we have seen that an adequate analysis of friendship challenges the view that emotions are of only instrumental significance in morality, that justice is a cold, divisive virtue, or that liberalism is inimical to civic friendship. The idea of end friendship as an intrinsically moral phenomenon, and as partly constitutive of the friends' well-being, suggests a challenge to the standard view that if morality is  tied to human well-being, it can only be as an instrumental means to it, whereas if morality is an end in itself, it cannot have an essential connection to human well-being. But this challenge, and its implications for moral theory, have yet to be systematically explored.
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