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Different Types of Love
a. I love chocolate/books/dogs/trees. (non-animate entities)

b. I love my dog/cat/turtle. (non-human animate entities)

c. I love my country/state. (social-political entities)

d. I love Westerns/mysteries. (kinds)

e. I love the beach/Vedauwoo. (places)

f. I love sex/skiing/doing philosophy. (activities)

g. I love summer/spring/old-age. (?)

h. I love Oktoberfest/weddings. (events)
i. I love being a father/having no responsibilities. (states of affairs)

j. I love life. (?)

k. I love Buffy/Spike. (fictional characters)

l. I love angels/God. (non-corporeal animate entities)

m. I love myself. (human animate entity)

n. I love my mother/child/friend. (human animate entities) 

o. I love my wife. (human animate entity)

In the right circumstances, each of these sentences could be true. If so, then we can love each of the things listed here. And yet it seems like the sort of love in question varies depending on what it is that is said to be loved: for instance, loving Westerns seems very different from loving one’s wife.

Although the sort of love in question differs from case to case, it doesn’t seem that what is meant by ‘love’ differs from case to case – despite what the reading suggests. That is, the word ‘love’ does not appear to be ambiguous. To determine whether a word is ambiguous, we can run various tests. For instance,


(1) I drove my mother to the airport and my sister crazy.

This sentence sounds odd (zeugmatic), indicating that it involves an ambiguous word, namely, the word ‘drove’. The test shows that ‘drove’ means something different when we’re talking about driving someone to the airport vs. driving someone crazy. Now apply the test to ‘love’:
(2) I love my wife, my children, my country, and fine wine.
This sentence does not sound odd in the way that (1) does, indicating that it does not involve an ambiguous word. The test seems to show that ‘love’ is not ambiguous. This is not to deny that there are many different sorts of love; obviously, there are. It just shows that ‘love’ means the same thing in all of (a) – (o). That is, it shows that they all have something in common – they are all instances of love – despite the fact that at the same time they may be importantly different. Just as all killings have something in common despite their many important differences, all lovings have something in common despite their many important differences. They are all cases in which there is some x and y such that x loves y.
We can think of it like this: there is love in general, and then there are more specific sorts of love. Traditionally, there are three sorts of love:
· Eros: erotic love – passionate desire for another

· Agape: “brotherly love” – unconditional concern and acceptance (e.g., for one’s fellow human beings)

· Philia: “Platonic love” – affectionate regard or friendly feeling for another

Obviously, these three do not exhaust the sorts of love that exist. For instance, love for chocolate and skiing do not appear to be instances of eros, agape, or philia – few lovers of chocolate experience friendly feelings for chocolate. More seriously, there is also romantic love (being in love), which does not seem to be reducible to eros, agape, or philia – though it is possible that it is a combination of two or all of them.
To understand love in general, we need to figure out what all instances of love have in common. Question: Is love just a feeling (sensation)? What are some other features which all instances of love share and that are not possessed by other attitudes, such as liking or mere fondness?

Theories of Love

We’re now going to consider various popular accounts of love. Our goal is to see if they provide an adequate account of love in general, a specific type of love, or neither.
Union Theories: All union theories posit an entity, often called a ‘we’, which is essential to love. Union theories come in a variety of strengths, which can be captured in two distinct dimensions. The first dimension concerns the existence of the we. The second dimension concerns what property or properties the we must possess. We’ll begin with the first dimension.

A modest union theory focuses on the desire to form such an entity:
x loves y if and only if 
(i) x desires for there to be a we such that 
(a) x and y compose the we, and
(b) x desires for the we to have some property F, and 
(ii) x desires that y desire for there to be a we such that

(a) x and y compose the we, and 
(b) the we has F.
A strong union theory requires that there actually be such an entity:

x loves y if and only if 
(i) there is a we such that x and y compose that we, and 
(ii) the we has some property F.*
* Note that this account entails that if x loves y, then y loves x.
Now for the second dimension. Depending on the theorist, F = 
· the property of being the subject of x’s and y’s shared cares, concerns, and interests (Fisher and Scruton);
· the property of having goals, interests, roles, and virtues such that (i) x and y mutually choose or cultivate these goals, interests, roles, and virtues (ii) x and y mutually consider these goals, interests, roles, and virtues to be important aspects of themselves, and (iii) x and y do in fact possess these goals, interests, roles, and virtues (Solomon);
· the property of having a well-being W such that (i) W is determined by the well-beings of x and y, and (ii) W is maintained by x and y (Nozick);

· the property of being that alone which makes decisions which affect both x and y jointly (Nozick).
· the property of desiring to be perceived as a we composed of x and y (see, e.g., Nozick)

Question: Which sorts of love (e.g., agape) clearly cannot be accounted for by union theories?

Union theories face a number of objections:

· What is a we? There is a reductionist and nonreductionist understanding of a we, both of which are problematic, though for very different reasons. 

· The reductionist understanding focuses on the fact that ‘we’ is just a plural referring expression. Like ‘them’, ‘they’, and ‘us’, ‘we’ refers to a group that is nothing over and above the individuals which compose that group. In particular, ‘we’ refers to the speaker and his/her intended associates. (Compare: philosophy club.)
· On the nonreductionist understanding, ‘we’ refers to an entity that exists over and above the speaker and his/her intended associates. 

The nonreductionist understanding seems to be ontologically problematic: the existence of a we over and above the individuals that compose that we is very strange indeed. The reductionist understanding is problematic for a different reason: since there are many we’s, that love involves a we does not distinguish love from other cases in which ‘we’ functions as a successful plural referring expression. As a result, all of the theoretical work is being done by the account of F. This isn’t a devastating problem, so long as F is adequate to distinguish the “love we” from other sorts of we’s.
· Individual autonomy is extremely important – not just practically, but theoretically as well. Union theories may have a difficult time capturing individual autonomy at both the theoretical (in particular, philosophical) and practical (in particular, psychological) levels. (This objection does not appear to apply to union theories which adopt the reductionist understanding of the we.) 

· If a certain sort of union theory is true, then it is perfectly (instrumentally) rational for people who desire to love to give away their autonomy, for in doing so they achieve love. But for both philosophical and psychological reasons, it is not rational for these people to do this.
· Similarly, union theories may have a difficult time making sense of concern for one’s beloved for his/her own sake. (This objection does not appear to apply to union theories which adopt the reductionist understanding of the we.)
· Modest union theories seem too weak: love seems to require more than the desire for a we of a certain sort. But strong union theories seem too strong: as unrequited love shows, it is not the case that x’s loving y entails y’s loving x. 
· Even if union theories cannot give an adequate account of love, perhaps (a nonreductionist version of) the strong union theory could provide an adequate account of reciprocal love (or a loving relationship) or friendship. The answer depends on what F is. Question: What can and cannot F be? (Be careful: we don’t want to make certain mere business partnerships involving shared concerns, goals, well-being, and so on instances of love.)
Robust Concern Theories: All robust concern theories hold that what is essential to love is concern for the beloved for the beloved’s sake – not in the sense that it’s good for the beloved to be loved, but rather that one is concerned for the beloved because of something about the beloved. Let’s focus on the following version of the view:
x loves y if and only if 

(i) x desires to benefit y and be with y,* 

(ii) x has this desire because x believes that y has some determinate properties in virtue of which x believes that it is worthwhile to benefit y and be with y, and
(iii) x regards the satisfaction of this desire as an end-in-itself.
* What is it to desire to “be with” someone? It might be to desire to: spend time with them, have shared activities or interests, be in their thoughts, be important to them, etc.

This account differs from union theories in at least two respects: 
· first, the lover’s concern for the beloved need not be shared, so the lover and beloved need not have shared concerns; 
· second, the properties of the beloved in virtue of which the lover desires to benefit and be with the beloved need not be shared, so the lover and beloved need not have shared properties. 
On this account, then, the lover and beloved may retain distinct concerns and characteristics – and therefore distinct well-beings and identities.
Question: Which sorts of love (e.g., love of activities) clearly cannot be accounted for by this robust concern theory?

Robust concern theories face a number of objections:
· Many contend that robust concern theories mistakenly turn what is essential to love, such as the lover’s emotional responses to the beloved, into effects or consequences of love, since at best such responses can be understood merely as results of the desires which constitute robust concern.
· It seems that x can love y without desiring to benefit y and be with y – that is, desiring to benefit y and be with y is not necessary for loving y. Velleman considers a situation in which x loves his/her troublemaking relative y, but x does not desire to be with y (because y is a troublemaker). Badwar considers a situation in which x loves his/her beloved y, who is dead; since y is dead, x does not desire to benefit or be with y. This means that the robust concern theory does not give a necessary condition for love.
· It also seems that the robust concern theory does not give a sufficient condition for love – that is, is not sufficient for x to love y that x have the desires and beliefs mentioned in the analysis above. For instance, one might believe that some humanitarian (call him/her H) whom one has never met but heard much about is a very great person fighting for a very worthy cause. One might desire to benefit H and be with H (in order to help the cause), and have this desire because one believes that H is a great humanitarian, in virtue of which one believes that it is worthwhile to benefit H and be with H; and because of the respect and admiration one has for H, one regards the satisfaction of this desire as an end-in-itself. In such a situation, it would be quite a stretch to say that one loves H. If so, then (i) – (iii) are not jointly sufficient for love. (More generally, it may not adequately distinguish love from esteem or admiration.)
Value Theories: Value theories come in two forms – appraisal and bestowal. According to the appraisal view, the lover “appraises” a certain sort of value of the beloved, a value which the beloved already has; according to the bestowal view, the lover “bestows” a certain sort of value upon the beloved, a value which the beloved does not already have. 
First, the appraisal view (Velleman):

x loves y if and only if

(i) x recognizes y’s intrinsic* value,
(ii) x is disposed to have certain characteristic emotional responses to certain properties of y and y’s behavior, and

(iii) x has this disposition because x recognizes the value of these properties.
* It seems like the value that is needed here is final value, not intrinsic value, though we will ignore this distinction in what follows.

Question: Which sorts of love clearly cannot be accounted for by the appraisal view?

· It seems natural to explain a person’s being disposed to have certain emotional responses to y in terms of his/her love for y. For instance, why is Joe disposed to be sad when Sarah hurts herself? Because he loves her. This seems like an adequate explanation of Joe’s disposition to be sad when Sarah hurts herself. However, if to love someone just is (in part) to be disposed to, say, be sad when he/she hurts him/herself, then it looks like this is a circular explanation: Joe has this disposition because Joe loves Sarah, but why does Joe love Sarah? Because Joe has this disposition. On the assumption that a circular explanation is no explanation at all, the appraisal view leaves us with a missing explanation of Joe’s disposition.
· The appraisal appears to have a difficult time accounting for the selectivity of love. Consider the following situation: x recognizes both y’s and z’s intrinsic value, because y and z are both human beings and x recognizes the intrinsic value of all human beings. x loves y, but x has never met z. It just so happens that y and z possess the same properties and display the same behavior to which x is disposed to have certain characteristic emotional responses. Must x love z? If not – that is, if it is possible for x to love y but not love z – then conditions (i) – (iii) are not jointly sufficient for love. 
· The appraisal view also appears to have a difficult time accounting for the difference between loving and respecting (or valuing more generally). It seems that if one genuinely respects another person, then one not only recognizes his/her intrinsic value, but in addition one is disposed to have certain characteristic emotional responses to certain properties of him/her and his/her behavior. If this is correct, then (i) – (iii) are not jointly sufficient for love. 

· The appraisal view also appears to have a difficult time with the existence of misguided love. If it is possible for x to regard y’s properties as being valuable even though they are not, then (iii) isn’t necessary. (Question: How could an appraisal theorist handle this problem?)
· Another potential problem for the appraisal view arises from nihilism about intrinsic value – the view that there is no such thing as intrinsic value or nothing is intrinsically valuable. If there is no such thing as intrinsic value or nothing is intrinsically valuable, then nothing has intrinsic value. But if nothing has intrinsic value, then no one can recognize another’s intrinsic value. So, no one can love another. But some people do in fact love another. So, if nihilism about intrinsic value is true, then the appraisal view is false.  
Now, the bestowal view (Singer):

x loves y if and only if

(i) x regards y as having intrinsic value,

(ii) x regards y’s interests, concerns, needs, well-being (etc.) as being worthy of x’s interest and concern, and

(iii) x’s regarding y and y’s interests, concerns, needs, well-being (etc.) in this way bestows value on y.

Question: Which sorts of love clearly cannot be accounted for by the bestowal view?

· Suppose that y’s interests, concerns, needs, well-being (etc.) include killing innocent babies. In fact, x does this all the time, and sadly x loves y for it. Is x’s loving y sufficient to make y valuable? If not, then (iii) is not necessary for love.
· Suppose that x is mistaken about y’s interests, concerns, needs, well-being (etc.). That is, y has different interests, concerns, needs, well-being (etc.) than what x thinks y has. If the bestowal view is correct, then in such a case x could not love y. But it seems that x could love y despite x’s mistake: love doesn’t seem to require that one have perfect knowledge of what the beloved’s interests, concerns, needs, well-being (etc.) actually are. After all, one might love the beloved in virtue of regarding what one takes to be the beloved’s interests, concerns, needs, well-being (etc.) as being worthy of one’s interest and concern. If this is correct, then (ii) is not necessary for love. (Question: How could a bestowal theorist handle this problem?)

· Like the appraisal view, the bestowal view appears to have a difficult time accounting for the difference between loving and other attitudes such as liking. For instance, it seems that one can bestow value on an object that one likes insofar as one likes it. If this is correct, then (i) - (iii) are not jointly sufficient for love.
· The bestowal view appears to face the following dilemma. Either:
1. x’s regarding y in the way required by the bestowal view cannot be justified, or
2. x’s regarding y in the way required by the bestowal view can be justified.

On the one hand, (1) makes love blind, since love is always unjustified (so we have no good reason for loving our beloved). On the other hand, (2) appears to collapse the bestowal view into a sort of appraisal view: what could justify x’s regarding y in this way other than value that y and y’s interests, concerns, needs, well-being (etc.) possess (value which is appraised by x)?
Emotion Theories: Emotion theories begin with the thought that if love (and hate) is not an emotion, then nothing is. Evidence for the claim that love is an emotion allegedly comes from the evaluative, motivational and phenomenological features of love. Emotion theories come in two forms – emotion proper and emotion complex. 
First, the emotion proper theory (Brown):
x loves y if and only if x is has a certain sui generis emotion towards y.

The second is the emotion complex theory (Rorty and Badhwar):
x loves y if and only if x is disposed to have a certain range of characteristic emotional responses to y in various circumstances.

On the first view, love is an emotion that is not reducible to any other emotion(s). On the second view, love is nothing but the tendency to have a range of characteristic emotional responses to the beloved in different situations. What exactly this range of emotions is may to some extent depend upon the individual (obviously not just any emotions will do; certain emotions are clearly inconsistent with love). For instance, Joe’s love for Sarah is his tendency to be happy in Sarah’s presence, to be sad when Sarah is hurt, to be angry when Sarah is insulted, to be joyous when Sarah succeeds, and so on. 
Question: Which sorts of love clearly cannot be accounted for by emotion theories?

· One potential problem with the first view is that as it stands it seems that simply having some particular emotion towards y by itself is not sufficient for love. After all, this emotion can be had in one moment and then not had in another moment.
· One potential problem with the second view is that as it stands it is not clear why one range of emotional responses to the beloved would count as love while another range of emotional responses to the beloved would not. 

The Value of Love
If the above theories provide neither necessary nor sufficient conditions for love, then love is logically independent of the existence of a we, being concerned for another, valuing another and his/her interests (etc.), and having certain emotional responses. Note, however, that it does not follow that love is not related to the existence of a we, being concerned for another, valuing another and his/her interests (etc.), and having certain emotional responses in any way. Specifically, this conclusion does not settle the moral/normative and evaluative issues surrounding love. 

· Perhaps the existence of a we, being concerned for another, valuing another and his/her interests (etc.), and having certain emotional responses provide normative constraints on love. Or perhaps they are responsible for the value of love. So, even if the above theories fail, it is still very much an open question whether the existence of a we, being concerned for another, valuing another and his/her interests (etc.), or having certain emotional responses provide some insight into the moral/normative and evaluative dimension of love.

Let’s consider some of the evaluative issues in this vicinity. Here are two questions to consider:


(Q1) Is love always valuable?


(Q2) What makes love valuable, if and when it is?

There are reasons to think that love is sometimes valuable. But there are also reasons to think that love is not always valuable. What are they?

Some have argued that love, or at least certain types or instances of love, are never valuable. For instance, some feminists claim that heterosexual love is exploitative or oppressive: it renders women dependent and even servile, enabling men to be parasitic on women’s energy and labor; it tempts women to live for and through men and robs them of their insight and strength; it mystifies and legitimates male hegemony.
Others, approaching the issue from a religio-ascetic perspective, claim that all or at least some types of love are damaging or degenerate – because they undermine one’s psychological or spiritual well-being. 
Question: Are any of these claims true?

Problems concerning love:
· What are some potential answers to (Q2): what might make love valuable, if and when it is?

· Is love voluntary: can I choose whom to love and whom not to love?

· Can love be justified?

1. What, if anything, justifies me loving this person instead of not loving him/her?

2. What, if anything, justifies me loving this person instead of someone else?

3. What, if anything, justifies me continuing to love this person even though he/she has changed since I first starting loving him/her?

� Two features which all instances of love share that other attitudes, such as liking, do not possess are: 


1. depth


2. stability (i.e., it does not merely pop in and out of existence). 


All instances of love also appear to have the following features: 


3. they involve an evaluation; 


4. they are somehow motivational (i.e., they can serve as motives, both underlying and explaining action); and 


5. they are typically accompanied by a certain phenomenology (feeling/sensation).


� Besides those mentioned above (viz., leading to the existence of a we, being concerned for the beloved, valuing the beloved and his/her interests (etc.), or having certain emotional responses to beloved), there are a number of candidates: it leads to other-regarding action, self-knowledge (Badhwar), increases our well-being (LaFollette, Friedman), elevates our (sense of) self-worth (LaFollette), develops our character (LaFollette), lowers stress and increases health and longevity (LaFollette), promotes integrity (Friedman), provides fulfillment in life (Friedman), or the beloved “brings out the best” in the lover (Solomon).





