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I. 
Introduction


I take friendship to be a practical and emotional relationship marked by mutual and (more-or-less) equal goodwill, liking, and pleasure. Friendship can exist between siblings, lovers, parent and adult child, as well as between otherwise unrelated people. Some friendships are valued chiefly for their usefulness. Such friendships are instrumental or means friendships. Other friendships are valued chiefly for their own sakes. Such friendships are non-instrumental or end friendships. In this paper I am concerned only with end friendships, and the challenge they pose to consequentialism.


In an end friendship, one loves the friend as an essential part of one's system of ends, and not solely, or even primarily, as a means to an independent end - career advancement, amusement, philosophical illumination, or greater happiness in the universe. In such love, one loves the friend for the person she is, i.e., for her essential rather than incidental features. These include both her character traits - the fundamental intellectual, psychological, moral, and aesthetic qualities that constitute an individual's personality - and her unique perspective on herself and others: her view of the important and unimportant, her interest in herself and others. Thus in end friendship the friend cannot be replaced by another, for no other can have her essential features. Nor can she be replaced by a more efficient means to one's ends, or abandoned on their achievement, for it is not as a means that one loves her. It is this necessary irreplaceability that most obviously marks off end friendship from means or instrumental friendship, in which the friend is replaceable.
 Hence to love a friend as an end is to place a special value on her ‑ to believe that her value is not outweighed, say, simply by the greater needs of others ‑ or the needs of a greater number of others ("Sorry dear, there are more drowning on this end").


End friendship (hereafter simply "friendship") is a cardinal human value. Aristotle declared that no one would choose to live without friends: it is at least true that what most of us chiefly 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 both to confirm and to shape our sense of things, of the important and the unimportant, and to fuel our interest in our activities. And because it involves mutual pleasure and enjoyment, friendship is also an intrinsic part of our happiness. Thus friendship plays a constitutive role in our happiness and the constitution of our selves - our identity. 


Friendship also requires and fosters virtue - the "other‑regarding" dispositions of benevolence and justice, and the "self‑regarding" dispositions of autonomy and integrity.
 The interaction of intimate friends aids in that self‑knowledge and perspective on oneself that is necessary for sustaining these dispositions, and demands that balance of empathy and distance ‑ or objectivity ‑ towards the other that calls upon these disposi​tions. Thus friendship embodies the virtues to a greater extent than perhaps any other relationship or human excellence: e.g., parental love qua parental love is inherently unequal, and to a large extent indepen​dent of the character of the child; excellence in science or art or philosophy does not call upon the other-regarding virtues in any strong sense. This is not to say that friendship is sufficient for moral goodness simpliciter: although unlikely, it is possible for a person to be good towards friends and friends' friends, but morally indifferent, or even vicious, towards everyone else. Friendship is sufficient only for significant (if varying degrees of) goodness towards friends. Nor is it to say that friendship is the most important value: an individual might justifiably choose to do without friendship if friendship conflicts with some other highly prized and morally praiseworthy value, such as a life of dedication to art or alleviation of human suffering. But if she lacks the character necessary for friendship, she is seriously deficient. 


The overall human importance of friendship makes it a good test of adequacy of a moral theory, at least if one thinks that morality is necessarily concerned with human good. An adequate moral theory must be compatible with the attitudes and practical requirements of end friendship. Is consequentialism (C) an adequate moral theory? Can a conseque​ntialist qua conseque​ntialist consisten​tly love a friend as an end?  Or are his moral commitments incompatible with such love, and his theory of the good too simplistic to accommodate friendship as an intrinsic value? If a consequentialist theory of the good must be monistic and utilitarian, then of course it cannot accommodate friendship as an intrinsic good. And if being a consequentialist implies having consequentialist motivations for all one's actions, looking at the world through consequentialist glasses, then of course a consequentialist can't value a friend or friendship for anything but its potential for value‑maximization. Some criticisms of C are based on this picture of the consequentialist.
 But this picture is standardly rejected by defenders of the doctrine, in favor of a more complicated account of the relation between justification and motivation. They also offer a richer theory of the good, designed to accommodate various things, including friendship, as intrinsic goods. Hence any new criticism of C must take into account the elaborate theoretical armor in which it comes arrayed. 


An early step in this armoring was to move from Bentham's utilitarianism towards a more sophisticated version by adopting a pluralist notion of happiness or pleasure as, in Mill's words, "a concrete whole" whose "ingredients" include such things as friendship, music, health, power, and fame.
 A second, more recent, step has been to reject utilitarian hedonism and subjectivism, and adopt, in Peter Railton's words, an objectivistic and "pluralistic approach in which several goods are viewed as intrinsically, non-morally valuable - such as happiness, knowledge, purposeful activity, autonomy, solidarity, respect, and beauty" (p. 149).
 These steps are supposed to meet the objection that the utilitarian theory of the good is simplistic. A third, and common, step towards a more defensible form of C is to eschew utilitarian aggregation in the construction of the overall good to be maximized, in favor of some pattern of distribution across individuals. This is supposed to counter the criticism that C rides roughshod over the claims of justice and individual rights. 


But even an objectivist, non-aggregative, pluralist theory of the good may find itself at odds with the consequentialist theory of justification. A fourth step is meant to avoid this problem by ensuring that consequentialist agents keep their consequentialist justification separate from their motivations. This is usually done by adopting an indirect criterion of right action - i.e., by moving from act consequentialism (AC) to indirect consequentialism (IC).
 But some consequentialists, e.g., J.J.C. Smart and Railton, try to effect this separation within the framework of AC.
 The general idea is that there is a consequentialist justification for having non-consequentialist motivations, viz., that having them is, all things considered, the best means to the end of value maximization. On this picture, the consequentialist theorist can step back from his practical self, as it were, and see that his non-consequentialist motivations are all for the best. The force of recent criticism has been directed at this more complicated account of the relation between justification and motivation, which has been deemed to be unsatisfactory for one or other of the following reasons: because the separation of justification and motivation is psychologically impossible, or because, though possible, it leads to an undesirable moral schizophrenia, or because if not that, it fails in its goal of making commitment to consequentialism psychologically compatible with commitment to important values like friendship.
 


Although these criticisms are highly plausible, I shall consider the problems that C faces even if we grant, as argued by many consequentialists, that it can deflect these criticisms. I shall argue that even if there is no psychological incompatibility between the acceptance of a plausible version of C on the one hand, and commitment to friendship on the other, there is still a logical incompatibility between them. Although the "protective belts" of C described above make it prima facie more plausible, they fail to save the "hard core" of the theory. I will try to show that attempts to account for the moral significance of friendship within the framework of C generate anomalies that cannot be "cancelled" by changing or adding to C's auxiliary hypotheses, but instead call for a modification of the core itself: both the theory of the good, and the theory of the right or justified. 


The heart of the problem, as I see it, lies in the very idea of morality (the right, the justified) as a means to an independent non-moral good, rather than as partly constitutive of the good (Teleology),
 and as that which brings about the impersonally determined maximal good (Maximization and Impersonality).
 The idea of the moral point of view from which the maximal good and the right is determined as the agent-neutral or impersonal point of view implies that from this point of view, my own or my friends' ends and perspectives count for no more than anyone else's. This is so whether the good to be maximized is distributive or aggregative, pluralistic or monistic, objectivist or subjectivist, and whether the criterion of right is direct or indirect. Thus even a consequentialist theory that putatively regards friendship as an intrinsic good, and the state of affairs in which a weighted set of goods, including (successful) friendships, are maximized as the best state of affairs, must demand that, ceteris paribus, from the moral point of view I give no special weight to my own friendship. Paraphrasing Mill, C requires that as between my own friendship and those of others, I be as strictly impartial as a disinterested benevolent spectator.
 The teleological view of morality further implies that whether I ought to be true to my friendship or betray it, preserve my dispositions of friendship or sacrifice them, depends on which choice produces the most good in the long run. Hence if I accept C, the moral justification I must give for my friendship is instrumental. And acceptance of an instrumental justification of friendship, whether of particular acts of friendship, or of the dispositions of friendship, is logically inconsistent with the attitudes and motivations of end friendship, and so with regarding friendship as an intrinsic value. 


Or so I shall argue in Sections II - IV. In Section V I shall consider a consequentialist strategy for getting around this incompatibility by separating the truth-conditions of a moral theory from its acceptance-conditions, then claiming that C may be true, even if considerations of the maximal good dictate that it not be accepted or believed.
 I shall argue against this "self-effacing" version of C in favor of a "common-sense" morality that justifies friendship by appeal to features that are intrinsic to friendship. Lastly, in Section VI I shall attempt to outline such a justification - a justification that is compatible with the dispositions of friendship - without dismissing altogether the concerns of C. 


The main tasks of each Section will be as follows. 


Section II: the presentation of a modified act consequentialism (AC), the acceptance of which may be psychologically compatible with the motivations of friendship. 


Section III: a closer look at the nature of friendship and the consequentialist justification which shows that acceptance of even this modified AC is logically inconsistent with the motivations of friendship, and so with regarding friendship as an intrinsic good. 


Section IV: an argument for the same point about indirect consequentialism (IC), and the  suggestion that a justification that is consistent with the motivations of friendship must appeal to features that are intrinsic to friendship, as allowed by common-sense morality. 


Section V: a consideration of an attempt to make room for such a justification within C through partial "self-effacement", and the rejection of the arguments that considerations of rationality and the moral point of view support C over some version of common-sense morality.


Section VI: an argument that friendship can be regarded as intrinsically good only if it is also justified as intrinsically moral, and that this can be done only if the personal point of view is accepted as the primary moral point of view. 

II.
Act Consequentialism

The charge commonly brought against AC is that it requires a person to choose that (available) action which has the best consequences (which maximizes the social good), regardless of who or what might have to be sacrificed in the process. But this is clearly incompatible with friendship: we cannot call someone a friend if we are always prepared to sacrifice her to the greater needs of others. AC can meet this objection by pointing out that it is precisely because such friend‑sacrifice is incompatible with friendship, and friendship is an important human good, that such sacrifice is generally not required. Friendship, the consequentialist might continue, is both an intrinsic and an instrumental good. As an intrinsic good, it is a central component of a good human life. As an instrumental good, it promotes certain attitudes which tend to have wide‑reaching beneficial effects. Thus, e.g., friendship is the "cement of society," an education in the social affections and sentiments of benevolence and respect for others. AC can also paraphrase in defense of the differential valuing of friends the "efficiency" argument that Henry Sidgwick gave for self‑interest, viz., that generally speaking, we are better able to provide for our friends' desires and needs than for those of others, both because of our more intimate knowledge of our friends' desires and needs, and because of our greater opportunities for gratifying them (p. 431). Hence a society that is averse to friendship is mistaken in its attitudes, and seriously deficient as a society.    


If these arguments are sound, AC can support the rule of thumb that people develop the dispositions of friendship, and act to protect and benefit their friends differentially.
 In Railton's words, they will then be sophisticated consequentialists, committed to bringing about the best consequences, but not to cultivating consequentialist dispositions, or engaging in consequentialist deliberation. Their pro-friendship dispositions will lead them to do the right thing more often than consequentialist dispositions would, and will therefore have a consequentialist justification. Of course, these pro-friendship dispositions will also sometimes lead them to do the wrong thing. For example, faced with the choice between saving a friend and saving five strangers, sophisticated act consequentialists will usually save the friend, thereby failing to maximize the good. But since such conflicts are rare, sophisticated act consequentialists will accept this "cost" in wrong acts.
 There may be circumstances, of course, when the wrong act in accord with the dispositions of friendship will be far too costly in terms of the overall good, and the right act will be contrary to the dispositions and practices of friendship. But such circumstances will be even more rare. Hence doing the right thing will not destroy their pro-friendship dispositions. Hence in such circumstances, sophisticated act consequentialists will do the right thing. For example, if the five strangers in the situation described above are scientific and literary geniuses, the friend a nonentity on the list of actual or potential benefactors of humankind, the sophisticated act consequentialist will sacrifice the friend. In doing so he will act contrary to his dispositions as a friend, but he will not destroy them. So he will be able to fulfill the dispositional requirement of end friendship that he value his friends differentially for the persons they are, and not merely as means to the maximal good, while also fulfilling the requirements of C.


A sophisticated act consequentialist's commitment to AC will be further reflected in his motivational structure, which will embody what Railton calls "a counterfactual condition" on his pro-friendship motivations, so that if these did not maximize the good, he would want to change them.
 And there are at least two reasons why pro-friendship dispositions might conflict with the overall good. First, since friendship is only one among other intrinsic values, and independent intrinsic values can conflict, A's friendship can conflict with other intrinsic values. Secondly, A's friendship can conflict with others' friendships. Hence any particular friendship is subject to consequentialist calculation and justification in relation to the overall good, and the counterfactual condition on a sophisticated act consequentialist's pro-friendship motivations reflects this fact.  


If AC seems to be psychologically compatible with the dispositions of friendship, it is because the friendship-sacrificing circumstances described above are extremely rare. Note, however, that if the requirements of friendship are generally observed in the less rare circumstances, then in those very cases their occasional violations may well become value‑maximizing. For occasional violations may well be productive of great good without destroying friendship as a social institution (just as occasional violence or injustice may be productive of great good without destroying civil peace or the system of justice, respectively). So, e.g., if most act consequentialists act on the policy of saving their friends over five strangers, the institution of friendship will be secure, and the maximization of the good may well require that some act consequentialists adopt the policy of sacrificing their friends for five strangers to maximize the good. Those who adopt this policy will be required to subject even the less rare cases of conflict between friendship and the social good to consequentialist calculation and justification. That is, they will be required to justify their friendships instrumentally. But such pervasive consequentialist justification is psychologically incompatible with the dispositions of friendship. So those who adopt this policy will have dispositions that are psychologically incompatible with the dispositions of end friendship. These "Consequentialist Guardians" will have, at best, only instrumental friendships, but through their sacrifice they will leave others free to have end friendships compatibly with their commitment to AC. Thus, in a society characterized by a general observance of the requirements of friendship, if a CG is faced with the opportunity either to betray her own instrumental friendship, or to let others betray their end friendships, she will maximize the good by betraying her own. These others - moral auxiliaries - will be taught to give the benefit to their friends in the less rare cases of conflict. On this picture, an act consequentialist society will be a mixed society of simple act consequentialists with consequentialist dispositions (the CGs), and sophisticated act consequentialists whose commitment to AC operates only as a counterfactual condition on their motivational structures (the moral auxiliaries). This will ensure a stable background of friendly acts and dispositions against which alone the sacrifices of the CGs will have value‑maximizing results. 


 In the case of sophisticated act consequentialists, then, the acceptance of AC is psychologically compatible with the dispositions of friendship, at least in the sense that their commitment to friendship does not intrude on their pro-friendship dispositions often enough to undermine them. Nevertheless, I believe that their motivational structure is logically incompatible with their dispositions as friends. To see this, we need to take a closer look at the nature of friendship, and of the consequentialist justification.

III.
Intrinsic Value and Extrinsic Justification

A friendship that is an end in itself is characterized by activities that are done not solely, or even primarily, for the sake of any end beyond itself ‑ not even for the sake of furthering the friendship ‑ but rather out of friendship.
 They are expressions of the dispositional structure of friendship, the complex of emotions, attitudes, and thoughts which include the recognition that our friendships play a constitutive role in our happiness and identity. But a constitutive role is not a maximizing role: I might well have been happier on the whole without this friendship, whose presence is now a unique and irreplaceable constituent of my good. Thus in acting out of the recognition that our friendships play a constitutive role in our happiness and identity, we act out of the recognition that we value our friends intrinsically, over and above their instrumental role in our individual good. A fortiori, we act out of the recognition that we value our friends over and above their instrumental role in the overall good. Is such valuing logically compatible with a consequentialist justification? 


Consider how the sophisticated act consequentialist, who violates the requirements of friendship only in very rare circumstances, must regard a situation in which her friendship is promoting tension and violence in her society because it flouts religious dogma (it's a traditional society, say, consisting of two opposed religious camps, each convinced of their own righteousness and the other's heresy, and she is crossing religious boundaries). Even for a subjectivist, laisser-jouir utilitarian, of course, this fact need not argue conclusively for the sacrifice of the friendship, because often the long‑term legacy of surrendering to religious prejudice is greater disvalue. But the distressing fact remains that under perfectly realistic (and, indeed, in many parts of the world, actual) circumstances it could be conclusive, even on an objectivist, pluralist theory of value. For the disvaluable consequences of defying orthodoxy could far outweigh the value of doing so, even taking into account the disvalue of religious prejudice. In such a society, the personal value of the consequentialist's friendship has no moral justification, since it cannot, to borrow a striking phrase from Sen and Williams, be "caught in the impersonal metric of utility", or global good.
 Thus the consequentialist agent is forced to justify her personal commitments and concerns, including her friendships, in terms of their ability to maximize the good, and to abandon or compromise them when she cannot so justify them. As a moral agent she must regard her friendships as dependent for their moral worth on the overall good, and thus as sacrificeable to it. She must think: "When the principles and dispositions of friendship conflict with the maximal good, all things considered, I will have no moral reason for hesitating to sacrifice my friendship with you." For there surely is no moral reason for not wiping out an individual good for the greater good, nor is there any moral loss in the transaction ‑ only a personal, individual loss, since the good renounced happens to be her friendship. It would have been better, to be sure, if the personal loss had not been necessary - the consequentialist agent can certainly regret the personal loss. But she can grant it no moral weight, for the requirements of friendship have no moral weight after all consequentially justifiable reasons for honoring them have been canvassed and found wanting. She might think that this moral devaluation of friendship vis‑a‑vis the overall good is logically compatible with a personal commitment to end friendship. But the two commitments would have to be expressed in the following kind of thought: "As your friend, I place a special value on you out of friendship and not out of consequentialist considerations ‑ but as a consequentialist agent I do so only so long as, all things considered, valuing you thus promotes the overall good." As a non-schizophrenic, unselfdeceived, consequentialist friend, however, she must put the two thoughts together. And the two thoughts are logically incompatible. To be consistent she must think: "As a consequentialist friend, I place a special value on you so long, but only so long, as valuing you thus promotes the overall good." Only then does her motivational structure embody Railton's counterfactual condition that if she thought her friendship did not maximize the good, she would abandon it. Thus she is morally justified in pursuing the intrinsic value that is friendship only so long as she has reason to believe that doing so is a means to extrinsic value, the maximal good. Her motivational structure, in other words, is instrumental, and so logically incompatible with the motivational structure required for end friendship. Contra Railton, then, someone whose motivational structure embodies the requisite counterfactual condition cannot be said to have "reasons for acting that are not mediated by other concerns", thus cannot be said to be "committed to an end as such..." (p. 141).

 
As ultimate ends, friends and friendship are irreplaceable; as means to the overall good, they remain eminently replaceable. On AC, then, those who have the dispositions of friendship cannot, consistently, be consequentialists, those who are consequentialists cannot, consistently, be friends. In making the impersonal point of view the moral point of view, C entails, in Scheffler's words, that "the moral significance of a personal point of view, with its accompanying commitments and concerns, is entirely exhausted by the weight that point of view carries in the impersonal calculus, even for the person who has the point of view" (p. 61).
 If C alienates the individual from his actions and undermines his integrity, it is, says Scheffler, because of this feature (p. 9). This feature, we have now seen, is also responsible for the moral instrumentality and devaluation of friendship. In short, an act consequentialist cannot, consistently, regard friendship as an intrinsic good. Can an indirect consequentialist do better? 

IV.
Indirect Consequentialism

Indirect consequentialism (IC) justifies acts not directly in terms of their consequences, but indirectly in terms of their conformity to maximizing rules or dispositions. The simple version of IC is rule consequentialism. A rule consequentialist could argue that the requirements of friendship are part of the system of absolute rules, conformity to which makes an act right and deviation from which makes it wrong. But rules cannot cover every area of practical concern in which we need moral guidance: some situations are idiosyncratic, others indeterminate. Nor is it always possible to engage in the complex ratiocination required for applying the rule to the situation. Hence the importance of inculcating moral dispositions and attitudes, tacit moral knowledge which aids in understanding and decision‑making. AC must yield, not to a simple rule C, but to a more complex IC. According to this more complex IC, the principle of maximization will justify those dispositions and principles which best allow our values, including friendship, to flourish. Particular acts will be justified if they conform to these justified pro-friendship dispositions and principles, even if they do not themselves maximize the good.
 


The difference between a sophisticated act consequentialist and an indirect consequentialist is that whereas the former regards all non-maximizing acts as wrong, the latter regards non-maximizing acts that conform to justified dispositions as right. This, however, is their only difference: their motivational structures must be identical. For pro-friendship dispositions are justified only so long as having them maximizes the good, and are therefore subject to the overarching counterfactual condition that if they did not maximize the good, they would be replaced. Hence the indirect consequentialist's relationship towards his friend must also be expressed in the thought: "As a consequentialist friend, I place a special value on you, but only so long as valuing you thus promotes the overall good." He too, then, must justify his dispositions of friendship in instrumental terms. The indirect consequentialist's motivational structure, no less than the sophisticated act consequentialist's, is logically incompatible with the motivational structure required for end friendship.


To summarise: the motivations of the consequentialist cannot be insulated from his justification. If, in the ultimate analysis, he justifies friendship as a means to the total good, then it must play a role, if only "at the edges," in his moral decision‑making, his thoughts and desires and feelings, i.e., his motivations. If he is a simple act consequentialist, then his motivational structure is both psychologically and logically incompatible with the dispositions of end friendship (p. 7, above). Hence he has a seriously deficient moral character. If he is either a sophisticated act consequentialist or an indirect consequentialist, then his motivational structure, though perhaps psychologically compatible with the dispositions of friendship, is still logically incompatible with them. I shall now suggest that to have dispositions that are compatible with friendship, one must justify friendship as intrinsically moral. What this involves I shall consider in Section VI. In the following section, I shall first consider the possibility of C effacing itself to make room for common-sense morality's view of friendship as intrinsically moral, and then argue that there seems to be no good reason for not just settling for common-sense morality.

V. 
Self-Effacing Consequentialism and Common-Sense Morality  


Perhaps C and friendship could both be saved by entrusting C to a small group of Consequentialist Guardians (CGs), and friendship to the masses - the moral proles. The moral proles, ignorant of C, or thinking it to be false, would live by common-sense morality, which would justify friendship as intrinsically moral. The CGs would, in turn, justify common-sense morality, and the moral proles' adherence to it, as a means to value maximization, and cultivate only instrumental friendships. C would then become, in Parfit's words, a partly self‑effacing, partly esoteric, theory (p. 41). It would be partly self-effacing because it would need to remove itself from the belief set of part of the population to be successful, i.e., to maximize value.
 It would be esoteric because it would be the exclusive, secret property of the CGs. But the motivational structure of the proles would now be both logically and psychologically consistent with the dispositions of friendship. 


 The question now, however, is why we should not simply rest content with common-sense theory, including its justification of friendship. If C needs to go through such elaborate theoretical maneouvres to justify some people in having the dispositions of friendship, why not simply settle for common-sense theory, which can justify friendship for everyone, and do so straightforwardly? The consequentialist must now argue that we should take the further step of justifying friendship and common-sense theory in terms of value maximization, because 

the principle of value maximization is, in fact, the supreme moral principle. 


The consequentialist might support this by arguing that (impersonal) value maximization meets the demand of rationality that we maximize: if friendship is an intrinsic good, then the more of it the better, and the most the best. And if the CGs, who cannot have non-instrumental friendships, are necessary for bringing about this best, they should be seen as saintly self-sacrificers, not as moral mediocrities. 


This response, however, ignores the fact that even if (impersonal) value maximization is a criterion of rationality, it is not the sole or even (in the absence of some currently unavailable argument) the paramount criterion of rationality. Pursuit of one's own good has long been regarded as a criterion of rationality, whether rationality itself be understood in non-moral or in moral terms. Thus individual utility-maximization - maximization of one's own interests or preferences - is the favored criterion of rationality in rational choice theory. And prudence in the Aristotelian sense of phronesis or the Thomistic sense of prudentia is a venerable candidate for the status of the criterion of moral rationality. Yet C is prepared to flout both these criteria in the case of the CGs, who must lead truncated and impoverished lives, incapable of realizing friendship, for the sake of the maximal overall good. 


The principle of value maximization might be defended by appeal to a certain conception of the moral point of view. It might be said that the moral point of view is the impersonal point of view, which requires that we evaluate intrinsic goods and their virtues by reference to a standard external to them. And one reason for this view might be the belief that the moral point of view is an impartial point of view, and that only the impersonal point of view is impartial. But this latter belief is mistaken. Although the personal point of view may be partial, it need not be: the personal point of view is not a fixed point of view, but a point of view that can vary in the breadth with which it encompasses others' perspectives on themselves and on oneself. As I hope to show below, the personal point of view can be more or less objective, and it can be objective enough to accommodate the root idea of impartiality as giving equal consideration to all  individuals as individuals.
 In particular, a consideration of the capacity for, and value of, friendship will show that the personal point of view that gives rise to, and informs, friendship, can be impartial. 


We have seen that the capacity for loving friends as ends implies the capacity to see and value others from their own independent perspectives, and form attachments that are partly expressive, partly constitutive, of our identities (pp. 1-2 above). They are partly constitutive of our identities because in opening ourselves to our friends' perspectives and values, we make these, to some extent, our own. The objectivity involved in such valuing is already some way towards impartiality. We have also seen that friendship necessarily involves a differential valuing of friends. So anyone who understands friendship must understand that to each individual it is that individual's own friendships that have primary importance. A natural way to grant moral recognition to this fact is to say that each individual is entitled to value her own friendships thus. The personal perspective from which we value our friends can thus generate the recognition that all individuals are equally entitled to value their own friends and self differentially. (A person who takes the personal perspective may not, indeed, be motivated by the recognition that others are entitled to give primacy to their friends and self, but she must, on pain of inconsistency, recognize this right.) But this recognition is sufficient to characterize the personal perspective as an impartial perspective, and thus as a moral perspective: a further justification of the personal from the impersonal perspective is redundant.
 Indeed, the domination of morality by the impersonal perspective is, in an important sense, inconsistent with impartiality. For from the impersonal point of view, the value of individuals as moral agents must vary according to their ability to produce good. So if your friendship is more productive of the good than mine, then we both ought to give it more weight, and even, if necessary, sacrifice mine to yours. In this sense, the consequentialist idea of the impersonal perspective as the moral perspective entails partiality.


So far I have argued for the following claims. (1) Acceptance of the consequentialist justification of friendship is at least logically incompatible with the dispositions of end friendship (pp. 10-14 above). But (2) C can make some room for common-sense morality's internal justification of friendship, and so for friendship, through partial self-effacement. For partial self-effacement allows some - the moral proles - to live by common-sense morality, which justifies friendship as intrinsically moral (p. 14 above). However, (3) now there is no reason to accept C over the simpler common-sense theory, unless the truth of C can be established independently by showing that the principle of value maximization is the supreme moral principle (p. 15 above). (4) This cannot be shown by asserting that value maximization is rational, because so is pursuit of one's own good - whether undersood as individual utility-maximization or as phronesis - which C forbids to those whose sacrifice is necessary for maximizing the good. Nor can it be done by arguing that the impersonal point of view, which dictates value maximization, is the moral point of view. For if this contention is based on the claim that the moral point of view must be impartial, then the personal point of view can also qualify as a moral point of view (pp. 15-16 above). Hence, I shall now conclude, there seems to be no need to go beyond common-sense morality, according to which we are justified in pursuing intrinsic values like friendship because they are intrinsically moral. 


In the following section I shall explain what I mean by the intrinsic morality of friendship. But first a note of caution. Consequentialists sometimes talk as though the problems of C are, in fact, just the problems of any realistic morality. Thus, it is sometimes suggested, as any non-absolutist system of morality can call for a renunciation of friendship for reasons having to do with its consequences, it is (realistic) morality as such, and not especially consequentialist morality, that requires us to devalue friendship by treating it instrumentally.
 So either this fact shows a fault in every non-absolutist moral system, or it does not show a fault in C. But this argument is too quick. For the problematic feature of C is not that it sometimes calls for a renunciation of friendship on account of its consequences, but that it sees the moral worth of friendship as entirely dependent on its total consequences, with no independent moral weight assigned to its worth for the individuals involved. However, within a moral theory that regards friendship as moral in its own right, i.e., in virtue of its intrinsic features, and regards the personal point of view as a moral point of view, the fact that a certain friendship is promoting net disvalue (as in the example of the religious society, pp. 10-11 above) does not entail that the friendship is unjustified. Rather, as I try to show below, it confronts that fact with its own intrinsic justification or rightness. 

 VI.
The Intrinsic Morality of Friendship 


I noted earlier that end friendship involves the other-regarding virtues of benevolence and justice, as well as the self-regarding virtues of autonomy and integrity, without explaining exactly how (p. 2 above). Benevolence, the disposition to be generous in good times, helpful in bad times, and forgiving in the face of injury, is characteristic of friends. So is justice, the disposition not to cause injury, to be honest, and to judge fairly. Someone who lacked these dispositions towards another could hardly be said to be her friend. Nor could someone who lacked integrity, for she could not then be true to her differential valuing of her friend. And someone who fell below a certain threshold of autonomy would not have the independent perspective and values that individuate a person and make her the object of end love. These virtues, and the moral deliberation that accompanies their exercise, are intrinsic to friendship in the sense that they partly define the emotional and practical dimensions of friendship. But if moral virtue and deliberation are part of the very structure of friendship, then friendship is justified by its intrinsic moral goodness. (An analysis of many other central intrinsic goods would show, I believe, that they, too, are structured by moral virtue and deliberation, hence that they too are justified by their intrinsic goodness.) 


This picture of friendship as intrinsically moral has the merit of being both logically and psychologically consistent with acting out of friendship. For it avoids the discrepancy between the good of, and the moral justification of, friendship to which C is committed, and which is responsible for its devaluation. When friendship is justified by its intrinsic moral goodness, its moral value remains intact even when it is right to sacrifice it. For on this justification, the conflict between the reasons for pursuing the friendship and the agent's own good, on the one hand, and the reasons for their renunciation, on the other, is a conflict within the same realm of concerns. That is, some of the reasons for renouncing friendship that we would usually label "moral" are also internal to friendship, and some of the reasons for not renouncing it that we would usually label "reasons of friendship" are also internal to morality. Thus E.M. Forster's statement, "If I had to choose between betraying my friend or my country, I hope I would have the courage to betray my country," gives a moral reason for defending friend over country.
 And these lines from R. Lovelace, "I could not love thee (Deare) so much, / Lov'd I not Honour more" state a reason of love for choosing country over friend. In the first case, courage requires choosing friend over country: doing otherwise would be cowardly, the wrong thing to do. In the second case, honor requires choosing country over friend: doing otherwise would be destructive of love. Both friendship and devotion to country require courage and honor. The conflict between them is only a partial conflict, because their requirements are, in part, internally connected.


There may, however, be more problematic conflicts within morality. Friendship may have to be renounced for moral reasons that are external to friendship. For example, it might be the case that honor or courage as a soldier require the betrayal of friend over country, honor or courage as a friend require the betrayal of country over friend, and considerations of the overall good dictate loyalty to the country. If such radical conflicts are possible, how should moral theory accommodate them? When one's commitments as a soldier, and consideration of the overall good, require the betrayal of friend over country, is loyalty to country at the same time an injustice to the friend, so that one's choice is the better of two wrong - or two both-right-and-wrong - choices? Or is the betrayal of the friend only a prima facie wrong? This is too large and complex a question to pursue here. The important point for my purposes is that, in either case, the intrinsic morality of friendship remains intact. For even if the betrayal of the friend is right, it does not follow that friendship is justified only when it maximizes the good. Rather, it follows only that, under certain circumstances, the claims of friendship may be limited and overridden by conflicting moral considerations, including those of the maximal good. Indeed, any moral claim may be so limited and overridden.


Seeing friendship as intrinsically moral also has the merit of supporting an idea that has a powerful hold on us, but that in recent times has either been rejected by philosophers, or received a less-than-satisfactory explication. This is the idea that morality is an end in itself. Kant explicates it in terms of a noumenal realm of ends, a realm divorced from our human interests. Morality is an end in itself, for Kant, in the sense that it is independent of our interests. Dissatisfaction with this severance of morality from human interest, so obviously at odds with common moral experience, has led some philosophers to throw the baby out with the bath water. Thus consequentialists and contractarians, concerned to justify morality in terms of human interests, deny that morality is an end in itself: morality, according to them, is a means to the individual or overall good. Yet even they frequently succumb to an implication of the idea that they deny, when they try to show that the motivation of a moral agent must be non-instrumental. However, if an instrumental justification implies an instrumental motivational structure, as I have argued, then the motivation of a consequentialist or contractarian moral agent cannot be non-instrumental. So it looks as though one must either settle for the idea that morality is independent of our interests, or for the idea that moral motivation is instrumental. But the view of morality implied by the claim that friendship is intrinsically moral avoids both the Kantian and the consequentialist pitfalls. For if friendship is an end in itself, and friendship is intrinsically moral, then the moral virtues and deliberation that structure it are a constitutive part of our interests, and therefore also ends in themselves. 


It might seem that some part of this could be accepted by a consequentialist. According to Mill, e.g., although "naturally and originally" virtue is only a means to the individual's happiness, it can, ought to, and often does become a part of the individual's end, thus an intrinsic good (pp. 236‑37). But there are two differences between this view and the view outlined above. The first is that on Mill's picture virtue does not define any of the other goods that are components of the individual's happiness; rather, it is an independent component of the ideally moral individual's happiness. But even if Mill had thought of virtue as defining friendship and other central goods, there would still remain another difference, namely, the instrumental moral justification of an individual's pursuit of any good, and hence, too, of virtue. In other words, whether or not virtue is a defining element of friendship, its pursuit must, on the consequentialist view, be justified from the moral point of view as a means to the overall good. And indeed, Mill goes on to explain that virtue ought to be loved as an intrinsic component of one's happiness because "the mind is not in a right state... not in the state most conducive to the general happiness, unless it does love virtue in this manner..." (p. 235). On my view, however, the pursuit of virtue can require no further moral justification. (It may still require a rational justification, and this justification would be that it partly constitutes friendship and, arguably, other central goods.)
   


I said earlier that the personal perspective is the primary, not the sole, moral perspective. The idea of seeing the world, including oneself, impersonally or sub specie aeternitatis, is an ancient and recurring theme in philosophical and religious thought.
 But its significance is both more and less than that afforded it by C. One way it is more lies in the fact that it is a perspective that plays a role in the everyday moral self, and not merely a perspective we deliberately assume only in some Hare-like "cool hour," or else some hour of confusion when we must needs don our moral mantle for practical guidance. We often look at ourselves sub specie aeternitatis, from a locus outside ourselves, as it were, as just one among others. In this mood we may think that our own happiness - or even existence - is insignificant in a world of so many others.
 One way the impersonal perspective is less significant than the consequentialist would have it lies in the fact that it plays a secondary role in the everyday moral self. For the most part, the points of view we bring to bear on our deliberation and evaluations, while varying in degree of comprehensiveness, fall far short of the impersonal point of view. But certain circumstances can bring into focus the impersonal form of reasoning and valuing, a form that conflicts with the higher value we normally place on our own, and on certain other individuals', well-being. At such times we may lose all sense of differential value in the sense of the equal value (or equal disvalue) of all. (Perhaps it is this sense of equal value that inspires Rick, in that famous last scene from Casablanca, to sacrifice Ilse and happiness for the sake of Victor's cause. And equally, perhaps it is this sense of equal disvalue that fills the Humean man who is indifferent to the destruction of the world, including himself.) But the dominant moral perspective is the "default" perspective, the personal perspective from which we chiefly live our lives, discovering and expressing our values, our sense of life, our sense of the important and unimportant. For it is in this discovery and expression that we exercise moral virtue, engage in moral deliberation, and come to value others' self-valuing. 


Would it be morally appropriate for people who naturally found the impersonal point of view more salient than the personal point of view, to adopt value maximization as their fundamental moral principle? In The Rejection of Consequentialism, Scheffler defends a "hybrid" moral conception, which departs from C to the extent of incorporating an "agent-centred prerogative". It permits an agent "to devote energy and attention to his projects and commitments out of proportion to their weight in the impersonal calculus" (p. 14), but also permits an agent who "wants to bring about the best state of affairs, either out of a supererogatory willingness to sacrifice his own projects or because bringing about the best is his project," to do so (p. 22). Scheffler argues against the proponent of agent-centred restrictions that a person is justified in acting for the best if he has consequentialist ground projects (pp. 95 -98).
 But he does not ask if a person is justified in having consequentialist ground projects. Yet surely this is a question one can ask: the fact that someone wants to center his life around value maximization does not imply that this want is justified. We have already seen the reason for supposing that it is not, namely, that the resulting motivational structure is psychologically incompatible with differential, non-instrumental, valuing of self and others, and thus with some central human goods: friendship, the virtues of loyalty and steadfastness, and even, arguably, artistic and other creative activities that depend upon a strong sense of the value of one's own projects. This fact justifies an agent-centered restriction on the kind of character one may develop or endorse. The only way for a person to incorporate the impersonal point of view compatibly with these values is to subordinate it to the personal point of view. Then even when he acts to maximize the good at the cost of betraying his friend, or ruining all prospects of a meaningful life for himself, he will do so in the full knowledge that the moral worth of friendship is not entirely, or even primarily, dependent on extrinsic considerations.
 


The problem confronting C might be summarized thus: consequentialist teleology defines intrinsic value in morally neutral terms, and morality as a means to intrinsic value. But friendship (and, arguably, other important relationships and pursuits) are partly defined by moral virtue and deliberation. Hence C must either deny that morality is part of the intrinsic value of friendship, or deny that friendship can be an intrinsic value. In either case, it yields a distorted picture of friendship. Furthermore, even if one accepts that friendship is a morally neutral intrinsic value, a consequentialist agent cannot both justify his friendships in consequentialist terms, and regard them as intrinsically valuable. C can try to circumvent these problems by making room for common-sense morality through partial self-effacement. But it can do so only by demanding that common-sense morality itself be justified in consequentialist terms. And this demand is theoretically redundant, supported by neither explanatory nor justificatory considerations. The consequentialist story of the right contains one episode too many. 


A moral theory that is consistent with the requirements of friendship is a better theory. And such consistency, I have argued, requires recognizing that friendship is a moral good by its very nature, that the life with such a good is, to that extent, an intrinsically moral life, a life whose moral value does not lie only or even primarily in its total consequences, and that to each individual it is her own friendships (and other values) that have supreme moral importance. Much more needs to be said about the place of impersonal maximization in such a theory. But not, fortunately, in this paper.
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ENDNOTES




�.For a fuller characterization of end friendship, and its difference from instrumental friendship on the one hand, and unconditional love on the other, see my "Friends as Ends in Themselves," Philosophy and Phenomenological Research, V. XLVIII, September 1987, pp. 1-23. I argue there that pleasure in someone for the person she is, is essential to loving that person as an end.


�.Cf. W. H. Newton�Smith, "A Conceptual Investigation of Love," Philosophy of Personal Relations, ed. A. Montefiore (London: Routledge & Kegan Paul, 1973), p. 120. 


�.I take up the role of virtue in friendship in Section VI below, and also, from a different angle, in "Friendship, Justice and Supererogation," American Philosophical Quarterly, April 1985, pp. 123-31. Friendships can vary in the extent to which they embody the virtues, but there is a limit below which they cannot fall without defeating the claim to friendship. 


	One of Aristotle's opening remarks on the topic of friendship in the Nicomachean Ethics is:  "we praise those who love their friends, and...think it is the same people that are good men and are friends" (1155a 29�31). Similarly Cicero: "...virtue both creates and maintains friendship, nor can friendship by any means exist without virtue", De Amicitia, trans. J. F. Stout & W. F. Masom (London: W.B. Clive, Univ. Tutorial Press, n.d.), p. 11. 


�.See E.R. Winkler, "Utilitarian Idealism and Personal Relations," Canadian Journal of Philosophy, XII, 2, June 1982, pp. 265-86. Winkler argues that a general internalization of the utilitarian ideal would impoverish the character of personal relations, and block appreciation of the morally significant way in which personal relations define the agent's identity. 


�. J.S. Mill, "Utilitarianism," Collected Works X (CW), ed. J.M. Robson (Toronto: Univ. of Toronto Press, 1969), p. 235. I regard this theory as a genuinely pluralist theory of value, for happiness, the ultimate value, is itself made up of qualitatively different pleasures (ultimate values) which are only contingently related, and which can therefore conflict. This view implicitly supports the Aristotelian model of happiness as an inclusive rather than dominant end.  


�.P. Railton, "Alienation, Consequentialism, and Morality," Philosophy & Public Affairs, XIII, 2, Spring 1984, p. 149. On this view, happiness is neither an inclusive, nor a dominant, value, but one among other intrinsic values.


�.See, for example, L.W. Sumner, The Moral Foundation of Rights (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1987).


�.Railton op cit; J.J.C. Smart & B. Williams, Utilitarianism For and Against (Cambridge: Camb. Univ. Press, 1973).


�.B. Williams regards the separation of justification from motivation as psychologically impossible, remarking in response to Hare that "One cannot separate, except by an imposed and illusory dissociation, the theorist in oneself from the self whose dispositions are being theorized", Ethics and the Limits of Philosophy (London: Fontana Press, 1985), p. 110. And M. Stocker points out in "The Schizophrenia of Modern Ethical Theories," that even if this sort of schizophrenia is possible, it is hardly desirable: "It is bad enough to have a private personality, which you must hide from others; but imagine having a personality that you must hide from (the other parts of) yourself" The Journal of Philosophy, LXXIII, 14, Aug. 1976, p. 458. However, P. Railton argues in "Alienation, Consequentialism, and Morality," that the consequentialist need not be deceiving himself in acting on non-consequentialist motivations (pp. 134-71). W.H. Wilcox has responded to this by arguing that an unself-deceived commitment to consequentialism is psychologically incompatible with commitment to friendship ("Egoists, Consequentialists, and Their Friends," Philosophy and Public Affairs, XVI, 1, Winter 1987, pp. 73-84). 


	For the sake of completeness, I should mention one other attempt to show that consequentialism cannot accommodate the intrinsic value of friendship. In "A Refutation of Utilitarianism" (Canadian Journal of Philosophy, V. XIII, 2, June 1983, pp. 141-159), T. Regan argues that, (1) according to consequentialism, if friendship is an intrinsic good, then, other things being equal, we are obligated to maximize it, but (2) we have no obligation regarding friendship (or at least none that consequentialism can accommodate), hence (3) consequentialism is false. I don't think that this attempt is successful, as I don't think that the arguments for (2) are sound. 


�.This feature is common to all teleological theories, utilitarian or non-utilitarian, pluralistic or non-pluralistic. See, e.g., Railton, p. 3 above; W. K. Frankena, Ethics (New Jersey: Prentice�Hall Inc.), 2nd Edition, 1973, pp. 14�15; and J. Rawls, A Theory of Justice (Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard Univ. Press, 1971), p. 24.  


   In a recent article, however, D. O. Brink has challenged this common characterization of the structure of a teleological theory, claiming that it is possible to distinguish between rightness and goodness while defining rightness - "all-things-considered permissibility or obligation" - in terms of maximal goodness, and goodness in terms of "considerations of moral permissibility or acceptability" such as fairness or respect for persons (see "Utilitarian Morality and the Personal Point of View," The Journal of Philosophy, LXXXIII, August 1986, p. 420). This seems wrong to me. For surely fairness and respect for persons are morally permissible or acceptable only on the assumption that they (directly or indirectly) maximize goodness, i.e., are justified or right. So if goodness is defined in terms of moral acceptability, it is defined in terms of rightness, and rightness and goodness are no longer distinct properties, as required by a teleological theory even on Brink's view.     


   Even among those utilitarians who would reject Brink's suggestion that goodness may be defined thus, there is an occasional tendency to refer to the intrinsic good to be maximized as a moral good. But the word "moral" here merely signifies that morality is concerned with maximizing goodness, and not that there are different kinds of goods, viz., the moral, the immoral, and the non-moral. This being the case, the use of the word "moral" to qualify "good" is at best redundant, and at worst misleading, since it blurs the contrast with theories that do distinguish among moral, immoral, and non-moral goods. 


�.See Williams in Smart & Williams, pp. 87�89;  S. Scheffler, The Rejection of Consequentialism (Oxford: Clarendon Press, 1982), pp. 1�2; and D. Parfit, Reasons and Persons (Oxford: Ox. Univ. Press, 1984), pp. 24�27. It is these three features together that distinguish consequentialism from other theories. For example, contractarianism and egoism are teleological and maximizing, but maximizing of individual good, and therefore not impersonal.


�.See Mill: "As between his own happiness and that of others, utilitarianism requires him to be as strictly impartial as a disinterested benevolent spectator" (p. 218) According to Railton, the consequentialist notion of respect is that "the good of every person has an equal claim upon us, a claim unmediated by any notion of right or contract..." or (as he should have added) by any notion of friendship or self-interest (n. 32, p. 163).  


�.Practically all consequentialists, from Henry Sidgwick on down, have defended this possibility, while maintaining that, in fact, the success of consequentialism does not demand that no one believe it. See H. Sidgwick, The Methods of Ethics, 7th ed. (Indianapolis: Hackett Publishing Co., 1981).


�.See Smart in Smart and Williams, pp. 42�45, and Railton, pp.152 -53.


�.See Railton, pp. 157-60. This might be thought to be inconsistent with being an act consequentialist. At any rate, on the standard AC view, an act consequentialist is committed to doing the action he recognizes as leading to the best consequences, not just to recognizing it as right. Railton's view makes the strongest possible case for AC, so if it won't work, neither will the standard view. 


�.Railton, p. 151. In a similar attempt to separate motivation and justification, R. Hare distinguishes between the critical and the intuitive levels of moral thinking, arguing that consequentialist deliberation will enter only the occasional critical moment, while the everyday intuitive self does business as usual in a commonsensical way (Moral Thinking (New York: Oxford University Press, 1981)). 


�.See M. Stocker's illuminating discussion of the limits of teleology in explaining certain kinds of acts, including acts of friendship, and the need for developing an "archeology of acts... the `out of'..." in "Values and Purposes: The Limits of Teleology, and the Ends of Friendship," Journal of Philosophy, LXXVIII, Dec. 1981, pp. 747-65.  Stocker contrasts acting out of friendship with acting for the sake of friendship, arguing that although the former involves, it cannot be reduced to, the latter: one can act for the sake of friendship without acting out of friendship.


�.A. Sen and B. Williams, Utilitarianism and Beyond (London: Cambridge Univ. Press, 1982). p. 6.


�.And this, he points out, creates a "discrepancy between the way in which concerns and commitments are naturally generated from a person's point of view quite independently of the weight of those concerns in an impersonal ranking of overall states of affairs, and the way in which utilitarianism requires the agent to treat the concerns generated from his point of view as altogether dependent for their moral significance on their weight in such a ranking" (pp. 9, 56). 


�.See L.W. Sumner, "The Good and the Right," in Wesley E. Cooper et al., eds., New Essays on John Stuart Mill and Utilitarianism, CJP, supplementary vol V (Guelph: Canadian Association for Publishing in Philosophy, 1979), pp. 111�112; and Abortion and Moral Theory (Princeton: Princeton University Press, 1980), pp. 191�192.


�.A partly self-effacing theory partly violates the publicity condition on moral theories, and a completely self-effacing theory does so completely. The publicity condition states that a necessary condition of the truth of a moral theory is that it be publicly teachable without a violation of its own requirements (see Rawls, 1971, pp. 133, 177-82, 582). A self-effacing theory cannot be true by the publicity condition. However, for present purposes I shall accept the consequentialist argument against the publicity condition, which is based on the distinction between a theory's acceptance conditions and its truth conditions (Parfit, p. 43, and Railton, pp. 155-56).


�.The idea of treating individuals as individuals equally is by no means an easy one to pin down, as Williams shows in his probing and complex article, "The Idea of Equality," Problems of the Self (Cambridge: Camb. Univ. Press, 1973). But the idea does at least imply that the object of equal treatment is defined in terms of individuating features  � in terms of her choices and goals, her pains and pleasures, her perspective and value-judgments.  


�.See A. Piper, "Moral Theory and Moral Alienation" (The Journal of Philosophy, LXXXIV, February 1987), for an illuminating and much needed discussion of the difference between impartiality, which has to do with fairness or equity, and which characterizes a moral theory whose propositions are universal and general, and impersonality, which has to do with viewing "ourselves and others sub specie aeternitatis, in abstraction from our personal circumstances and relations to others..." (pp. 102-3). I differ from Piper in granting a secondary moral legitimacy to the impersonal perspective (see below, pp. 21-23).  


�.Another example: the Pharoah feeding off the terror of his subjects might, from the consequentialist point of view, have more moral value than the heroic rebel who overthrows him.  For we can imagine that the Pharoah produces greater net value for posterity through his magnificent monuments, a marvel of architectural innovation, than the rebel who achieves a short-lived liberty before another dictator takes over, and whose profound political writings pass through the centuries forgotten in some attic. It is true, of course, that generally speaking dictators do more harm than good.  It is also true that the harmful acts of the flourishing dictator remain morally unjustified.  But it is still a morally disturbing consequence of consequentialism that the dictator's value�maximizing acts � or, in indirect consequentialism, dispositions to such acts � no matter how vicious, must be deemed justified, and his life as a whole must be regarded as having greater moral worth than that of the rebel against injustice who fails, through ill luck, to make an equal or greater contribution.


�.Even more extreme is the suggestion that the demands consequentialism makes on us are just the demands of morality. This is characteristic of much of Mill's defense of utilitarianism in his Utilitarianism. A more recent example is Railton's paper, in which he notes that having moral concerns is necessary for avoiding alienation from others, then suggests that the only alternative to Juan's consequentialist commitments is an alienation from others (pp. 150-52). Thus he implicitly equates moral concern with consequentialist concern.


�.Whether he's right in his assessment is a question that can't be answered without more knowledge of the context: the nature of the possible harm to the country vs. the friend; and the nature of the prevailing regime (it is no accident that in cases in which we regard the betrayal of country over friend as clearly justified, as in the case of Soviet dissidents, the country turns out to be a totalitarian regime).


�. There is also the further question of what makes these goods intrinsic goods, but this question belongs to the theory of value, and is as much a question for the objectivist consequentialist as for the non-consequentialist.


�.Most notably and enticingly, from recent philosophy, in T. Nagel's The View From Nowhere (Oxford: Oxford Univ. Press, 1986).


�.Neither the impersonal nor the personal perspectives are purely practical: both play a role in the self that contemplates, inquires, invents, and dreams, no less than the self that acts and thinks as moral agent and moral philosopher. But it is the personal perspective that generates our central intellectual, aesthetic, and practical concerns.


	In "Should the Numbers Count?" J. Taurek denies that numbers in themselves have any moral weight. He argues that since one's caring for others is, properly, based on the fact that their gains and losses matter to them, how many others gain or lose should have no bearing on our practical decisions: "His loss means something to me only, or chiefly, because of what it means to him....But should any one...[individual] lose his life, his loss is no greater a loss to him because, as it happens, four others (or forty-nine others) lose theirs as well" (Philosophy and Public Affairs, VI, 4, 1977, p. 510). But this argument ignores the fact that if one person's loss can matter to me because it matters to him, then four persons' loss can matter to me four times as much because it matters to four times as many of them.


�.The picture Scheffler provides of his consequentialist agent is brief and rather unclear. On the one hand, as someone with consequentialist ground projects, this consequentialist agent must have consequentialist motivations; on the other, he (apparently) acts for the best only under very unusual circumstances, e.g., when his causing serious harm to one innocent person can prevent others from causing serious harm to many innocent persons. In my terminology, he has the motivations of the simple consequentialist, and the maximization strategy of the sophisticated consequentialist. However, it seems incoherent to suppose that someone should typically act contrary to his dispositions: dispositions are identified on the basis of characteristic modes of acting. Hence if he has consequentialist ground projects, he must be a simple consequentialist in his practical strategy as well. 


�.But when should we maximize the good? Most of us would agree that, e.g., the cost of letting New York City, with its millions of people and its great wealth of art and culture, blow up to save a friend's life is too high, or that the cost of letting a thousand die to avoid dirtying one's own hands is too high. There is no doubt much that philosophical casuistry can do to clarify the situation, but there may be no principle(s) to satisfactorily resolve all cases. Perhaps the incompleteness of all plausible moral conceptions is a reflection of the essential indeterminateness of moral reality. At any rate, the question of when we should maximize the good at the expense of friendship or integrity requires a separate discussion. For now my concern is only to show that value-maximization is not the supreme moral principle.





