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In another chapter, | have writen of Michael Gelvens idea thatan evil person
is someonewho has failed to accept the worth and meaningf existence. Drawing on
otherwritings byGelven, | came tothe conclusion that what he means by the worth and
meaning of existerce is what it is that makes life worthwhile and meaningful. One
example he gave of wht makes ife meaningtl is love | believe that bve truly is
somethingthat makedife worthwhile and meaningful. So | conclude that someone who
fails to understandand value love fis, atleast to that extent, to accept the worth and
meaningof existence. And someone who goegan further, who twi stsand distorts the
worth and significance of love, wilbe someone who, to thagxtent, twists anddistorts
the worth and meaning of exstence. Such a peson might very well be evil. It is with
this in mind that | now turn to the subjectof love. In this chapter, | will consider
different views on love, compare and corast themwith one another, and findly come
to some conclusions on theature oflove and the way$ove can be twisted or forgotten.
It is my hopethat the conclusiors drawn in this chapter wilshed light onwhat it means
for a person to ke evil and on how a prson could be #il.

Let's begin with ways to grosslyafl to accept love or @ perwert it in some
significantly twisted way. Themost obvious thing that comes to mindk to live a life of
hate. Such a life puts hte on center stage, andhe focus of Ife turns on what is
detested.To obsessiveljocus on whatyou don't like aboutlife is to fail to embrae life.
Thus, a life focused on hate prevesta person from finding worth inife. Another thing

it does is keep a person’st@ntion away from the possibilitieghat life offers us. A hae
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filled life focuses on what is wrongvith the present. It foaiseson problems and desn’t
offer any solutions except for getting rid of what it hates. A person who finds meaning
in life focuses on whatanbe done with life. This is a creative stance, whereas focusing
on hate is a destructive stance. Thus, a hate filled life prevents a person from finding
meaning in life.

Bar-Levav @ Love

According to Reuvan Bar-Levav, in his bak Thinking in the Sladow ofFeelings

hateis frozen angerHe values anger as a feelirigat tells us when things are wrong and
which prompts us to action, which helps us to retain our self-respect, and which
usefulfor awakening pople. But ager issupposed to pass after it has done its job, and
it often does. But it someines becomes frozen and beconashronicstate rather than

a temporary éeling.

When anger is chronicijtis generally inappropriag. Like a broken dock that still
gets thetime right twice aday, chronic anger no longer measues anything. It doesn’t
tell you when things ae wrong, it doesn’t alert oher people to pur real need, and it
doesn’t prompt you toward appropriate activity.

Anger changes from a living emotion to a chronic state when it iesiged.
Peoplecan’t stop themskes from feeling anger, but mey people believe theyan. They
fear anger, regarding it as had emotion, and try to keefrom being angry What this
doesis dam up theanger, prevennhg it from pasingthrough and flowing out. This
dammedup anger becomes chronic anger anazcording to Bar-Levav, turns into ate.
The hateful person has blocked up the natural release of anger. So the anger stays
inside, twisting and distorting his soul.

Hate can be understood as a perversion of love, for Baevav says;much hate

is‘love’ gone sour.” (164 The word ‘love’is quotedhere, because Bar-Levav is refeng
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to frozen love. Both anger and love are supposed to be livergotions thatflow through
us, and each one cahe blocked up and held in stasis. Thelocking up of loveresults

in what Bar-Levav calls romantic ‘love.” He says,

Like romantic “love,” hate is not strictly a feeling.Both are states in whicha feeling has
become frozen, both are often assiated with extreme fars of rejedion and

abandonmentand both texdto produce psychotic-like behavior. Under their influece,

judgment becomes grossly impaired and clear thinking is oftsnspendedHate isto

anger asomantic “love” is toreal lowe. (164-5)

On the difference between real love and romantic “love,” Bar-Levav says,

Reallove is altogether diferent from either sexual or ranantic “love.” It can exist only
in the absence of fear. Bere we can love anyone else we mutst be able to love
ourselves(158)

Bar-Levavunderstams love tobe a feeling Wwich comes ad goes. (145) A
personmay be more capable of loving, an@ $eel love meoe often and toa greater
extentthan others do, butlove is not a static ondition that we should expect oursees
to be in at all times.He describes the essenoé real love as “[t]h e wish to $are onés
inner plenty.” (146) Love cones from a sese that ife is good ad from a desie to share
the goodness you find infie with others. Thus, lowe acknowledges the wadntof life.

Romantic “love” comes from a sense of neediess. It is an attabment to
someonebasedon the feelingthat they will satisfy certain needs of yours that are going
unmet. Although the expressiorfromantic love” typically refers to theexclusive love
between a man and a woman, two lesbians, or twyaymen, that is not what is meant
here. These two senses of romaintlove may oftenoverlap,but they are not the sme
thing. Romantic “love,” in the sensehat Bar-Levav ontrasts with real love, can be felt
by onestraight man for another, by one straighvoman for another, etc. It is nosexual
love. It is just romanticized. Many people are insecure ahekl that certain neds, such
as the need for appoval, acceptance etc. can be met by another. So they &ch
themselvedo certain people in the hopes that these people will gitkem what they

want. In romantic “love,” peopé often pire and long ér their “beloved.” They feel @in
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in the absence of their beled, jealowsy at perceived slights, and somietes even
hatred.

Hatred and romantic loveare closely relatedxeach other. Both are basesh the
fantasythat others contrd our fates. The haeful person bcuses on things that have
gone wrong and blames others for this. The romantic person focuses ors hinmet
needsand looks to others@ meet them. Since the romantibasunrealistic expectations,
peoplearelikely to disappointhim. When this happens, “love” can ealy turn into hate.
The people he lookedo to fill his needsare now the people he blamdasr his needsot
beingmet. In contrast to both hae and omantic love, the person who feels real love
focuses on what is good infé.

Sohate and ronantic “love” are both, o Bar-Levav’'s account, peersions of
real love. Real love focuses on joyfulness and goodness, whereas hateram@ntic
“love” shift the focusonto misery and neediness. Af¢ focused orhate or on romantic
“love” is one that neglects ad twists the importance of love. Such dife fails to accept
the importance of love, and insofar as love is essential to the worth amgtaning of
existence, such a life fbs to accept the worth and meaning of existence.

It is easy to seevil in a life centered around ha. For example, Hitler centered
his life around hatred for he Jews, and he is widely regardedeasl. It is harder to see
it in a life centered around romantic “love.” Unlike hdred, romantic ‘love” is
celebratedby our culture. Snow White’s song “Someday My Prince Will Come” is
typical of this celebration. She imneedy now, but someday her prince will come and
makethings allbetter.Nevertheless, we carobk at someof the damae that romanic
“love” has caused ad at some of the people ronmic “love” has made ery unstable.

It was romantic lovethat led John Hinckley Jr. to attempt amassassination of

President Reagn. The book A Gallery of Roguesays,
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A letter found in his hotel room revealed he had a fixatin on Jodie Foster,a yourg

movieactress whowas then sstudent at Yée. Hehad written her several letters, which
she had not answeredde shot Reagan hoping to therehyin Miss Foster'saffedion.

(176)

Another is Harry Kendall Thaw (1872-1947) He murdered Stanford Whit,

who had oncehad an aféir with his wife. A Gallery of Roguesays,

It was a crime of passion, but Harry Thaw had strange passions. His wife, the
beautiful Evelyn Nesbit, once had an affair with White, anthe factpreyed a» Thaw's
mind until he went mad with jealousy and shot the architect. (377)

Besides crime®f passion and attemts to impress the object of romatic love,
thereare immoral acts done athe behest of the beloved. Thesaclude the actions of
the Germans n WW I, the suicides in Jonestown, Gyana, and the murder of Sdron

Tate and others. Thebook CharismaticCult Leadersays oflim Jones, he could make

peopletrust him and believe in his abiity to help them or harm or cause ham to

others.” (99) A Gallery of Roguesays of Charles Manson,

Manson’s magnetic personhkty and his guru appearance turned him it an
instant cult figure. He gradual pickedup a harem of worshipful gung girls, suchas
librarian Mary Brunner, Lynette “Squeeky” Fromme, Susan Atkins, Lind&asabian,
andBible- reading Patricia Krenwinkel. Abgedby their parents, ignored by the world,
unlovedby asociety trat did not understand them, the runaways, the homeless and the
hopeless turned to Charles Manson and found a god. (253)

What Hitler, Jones, and Mansn all shaed in common was the abity to inspire
and manipulate romantic “bve.” They had legions of pedp who reveredthem, who
looked to them to fulfill their needs, and who were wiling to do as their leaders told
them, evenif it meant murder or suicide.So romantic “love” deinitely has a dark side.
It will dri ve people ® murder and oher crimes.

Real love, by contrast, does not lead to crimes of passion, to subriss
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obedienceto dastardy manipulations, o to desperate attemptsa impress someone.
Reallove,asBar-Levav preents it, isan overflaving of the py found in ving. A desire
to sharethis joy cannot motiate someone toward destative acts. Only somdting else,
suchas angerhate, or romartic “love” can motivatesomeone toward destrution. This
isn’t to say that a loving person won'’t have other feelings and mibdedroy things.
Peoplearecomplex, anddve isonly one feeling thapeople know. People whale can
also feel anger, unhappiness, and other negative emotioNs.one is a perfect beacon
of absolute real love. Wat | am saying is thatove, as Bar- levav understandstj should
not lead that person to acts of destruction.

So far, | have discussed owl Bar-Levav’'s undestanding of love. | think
Bar-Levavmakes a lot of sense, but it would be foolish to take him unreservedly as our
experton love. So | will now trn to other views os love. | will discuss views on love

held by Ayn Rand, who wroteThe Virtue of Selfishnesklathaniel Branden,who wrote

ThePsychology of Rom#c Love, John Gray, who wrotéMen, Women,and Relabnships

Peter McWilliams, who wrote Love 101 and M. Scott Peck, whowrote The Road Less
Traveled

Avyn Rand on Love

In her book The Virtue of Selfishnesé an article entitled “The Objectivist
Ethics,” Ayn Rand writes,

Love,friendship,respectadmirgion arethe emdional responsef oneman to another,
the spiritual paymentgiven inexchang for thepersong sdfish pleasurewhich one
man derives from the vrtues of anothe man’s chaacter.(31)

Randcontrasts her understandingf real love, i.e. selfishdve,with selflessdve.

In an interview given toPlayboyRand says,

[Selflesslove] would haveto mean thatyou deriveno personapleasureor happiness
from the company and the exétenceof the person you love, and that you are motivated
only by selfsacrificid pity for that person’sneed of youl don’t haveto point out to you
that no one would be flatteredby, nor would accpt, a concepbf that kind. Love isnot
selfsacrifce, bu the mog profound assetion of your own needs ad values It is for
your own happiness that you need the person you lovend that isthe greatest
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compliment the greatest tibute you can pay to that prson. (Ayn Rand Lexiconp.
268)

It almost seems @athough Rand believes just the opposite of Bar-Levav. She
characterizegeal love as theneed for another person, and sheharacterizes love tht
doesnot begin with the person, i.e. sdss love, abase and ignoble. But this is ndhe
full story. Although Rand'’s understanding of love is indeed different from Bar-Levav's,
it is not its diametric opposite. She qualifies her understandid love whenshe says in

“The Objectivist Ethics,”

To love is tovalue Only a ratinally selfsh mana man ofself-eeen is capable of love
—becausehe is the anly man capableof holding firm, consistent, uncorpromising,

unbetrayed values. The nan who does not value himske cannot valueanything o

anyone. (32

SoRand andBar-Levav would agee on some case For exanple, both would
agreethat John Hinckley Jr. did not feel real lovéor Jodie Foster. But their reasorfer
coming to this conclusion would be different. Rand would claim that Hinckley wasn’t
capableof “holding firm, consistent, uncompromising,unbetrayed valuesand so was
incapable of self-estem and real love. Ba-Levav would point out that Hi nckley’s
feelings for Foster were rooted in his focusn unsatisfied needs raer than in the joy
he took in living.

Another point of agreement between Ranl and Bar-Levav is that real lowe is
rooted in self-esteemand that you can’t love ¢hers without first loving yourself. He
writes,

[The capady for loving] developsn Mother’s bosomthe matix of our ability to trust,
or not to trust, anyone. Love, more tharany other feling, isin fact bagd on this abiity
to trust, onelf first and then others.(145)

According to Nathaniel Branden , Rand’s onetime protege and a psychologist
who has made thestudy of self-esteenhis life’s work, “To trust one’s mind ard to know

that one is worthy of happiness is the essence of self-esteemThé Six Pllars of

self-esteenp. 4)



Love and Perversions of Love Page 8

Ayn Randwrites in “The Age of Envy” an essay from hebook The New Left:

The Anti-Industrial Revolution, “self-esteemis reliance on onéspower to think.” (NL,

181) and “The man of authentic self-confidence is the man who relies on the judgment
of his own mind.” (NL, 182) This indicates agreemnt with what Branden fas said
aboutself-esteem, that the ability to trusbne’s own mind is esseratl to self-esteemSo
both Bar-Levav and Ayn Rand age that self-trust is anessential component ofeal
love.

Despite their points of agreement, there are some real points of disagment
between Rand and Bar-levav. Rand charaterizes love as aremotional resmpnse to
anotherperson, whereas Bar-Levav characizes love as an emotionetsponse to life.
With regard to those who are truly capable of loving, Bar-Levav ues,

Such individuated people are awa of their many blessings @n without
counting them. They areessentially free of @ bitterness, hurt, or anger; and thy are
often filled with a sense of welbeing that they are eagdp share with otheas. It really
is true that the more love one “gives” to others the more one has. (158-9)

According to Ayn Rand, love shoul be given to those who deserve it and
withheld from those who do not deserve it. Someone who deserves your love is,
accordingto Rand, someone who has earné&dAnd a person earns your lovéhrough
the selfish joy you &ake in that person’s exstence. And it's not merely the persoris

existence. It is, as she has said in “The Objectivist Bics,” “th e virtues of another
man’s character.” So, for Ayn Rand, real love can be bestowed only Hyetvirtuous
upon the virtuous. To love someore who isn’t virtuous would, by herstandardsbe
irrational.

This mayexplain whyAyn Rand never had any bildren. A baby is not bon with

readymade virtues. A baby has to become virtuous @éggrows into an adult. Yet if Ayn
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Randis correct about the nature blove, it may be wrong for parerstto bestow love on
their babies and young children.

A corollary of this is that children do not feel real lovéor people. If theyhaven't
yet developed virtues, thg are not the sot of peopk who are caplale of lovng.
Bar-Levavagrees thathildren aregenerally incagble of love. He wites, “the ability to
really love does not exist in young children.” (147) He characterizes the “lovehat
children have for their parents as gratitude and as “based on romantic idedizas.”
(147) Real love, they both agreeis possible aly to those with a hedthy sense of self,
which children have yeto achieve.

Although they agreeon this point, Bar-Levav do& not agree that loveshould be
withheld from children and others who havéailed to “earn” it. He hold s that our ability
to love as adults is rooted infte love we received as chliten. He also holds tht love
may appropriately be freely given to those whisave not yet doneanything to ean it.

In speakingof people with intactboundaries, these being the pe@pivho are capable of
love, Bar-Levav says,

The pool of love fromwhich they drawis practically inexhausble; the walls hat
hold it are intad. Such peoge areoften eageto give of themselves because their sense
of fullness woutl become a burden otherwise. Theapacity to remain receptive and
thankful eventuallybecomeslogged when kessings are harded and neveshared with
others.” (159)

Rand charaderizes love as a payment, whereas Bar-Levav characterizes it as a
gift. Yetit is not the altruisic and self-sacrificial gift of pity that Rand imagines is the
only alternaive to her brard of love. Itis a gift give out of fullness, ot because the
recipient drawsus to pity, but because the personvho is full of joy for life feek the need

to giveand share the love. It is selfish in the sengleat giving it away is a need that the
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personwho loves needs to fulfill. Rand regards lovas a commodit to begiven out only

to those who have eared it. Bar-Levav characteizes it more as dullness that needs to
be released in reglar acts of giving, lest the curiants of love becomeclogged up.
Bar-Levavis not advocating altruism, and he recognizes the imgance of selfishness.
But, unlike Rand, he recognizeshaat our self-inteest isrit furthered by hoarding our

love, and that it is indeed in our self-interest to freely share love with others.

Neverthelesshe is not adwcating theall-out Christian conception of love, which
saysthat love should be freely given to everyme. He says, “[Real love] is self-
contained; specific toward some people, not generalized toward all of humanity;
temporaryeven if fregquent.” (160) People who love ca freely give love becauséey
are basically trusting. But trustcan be broken in some instances andve withdrawn.
He is not insisting that love be given gually to all. He recognizeshat there will be
people we do not love, yet that won’t stop us from loving ourselves and others.

The main difference between Rad and Bar-Levav, as | see it, is ohé matter
of trust. Rard does not ex¢nd trust © othersuntil they have earned it in her eyes.
Bar-Levavadvocates trusting dtitude toward people at least until they do something
to shatter hat trust Rand regard$t as wrongor at least as a grave mistake, to extend
love to someone who des not deserveti Bar-Levav recognizes tlat there is risk in
extendinglove to people we dotknow well, but he dso believes that hose who are
capableof loving are also capable of recovering from the occasional lagtal of loveand
trust, and that they can pull away from bad relationships.

The differences betweemand and Bar-Levav can be highlighted by how Ayn
Rand integrated her conception of lovein her life. Nathaniel Branden ard Barbara
Branden have both provided accounts of Ayn Rand’s life. Nathaniel has written the

book Judgenm®@ Day, an autobiography which focuses on the time he spent with Ayn
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Rand, and Barbara has writteThe Passion of Ayn Randa biography of Ayn Rand.

Rand’stwo great lovesvere her husband and Nathaniel Branden. When sHigest
saw her husband, Frank O’Conner, sh fell in love with him right away. This was
reflectedin her novels, in which a heroinevould meeta man and immediately recognize
him as a man ofgreat character who was worthy of her love. It wasa@mmon theme
in her novels and stories that a person of outstanding character, such asismagined
herselfto be, could easily andnhstantly recognize dters of outstanding chareter. That
is how she élt when #e first sav Frank O'Conner.

After she met him, Frank disappearedif nine months. Barbara Branden quotes
Ayn Rand as saying, “I waseriouslyin love. It was an absolie that this was he man
| wanted.” (81)

It was her affair wth Nathaniel Branden whichbest illustrated her beliefs about
love. Nathaniel was Ayns protege, and the two ofhem had become a nptual
appreciation society. Ayn, who was 25 yea older than Nathaniel had been his idol
sincehe was 14 Out of their admiration for each other, romatc love grew. On the day
that their affair began, Ayn decided to be open ahoit, and she told Barbara Branden,
Nathaniels wife, abat it that very day. Nahaniel Brarden quotes kr as saying,

We’'re not Platonists. We dorit hold our valuesin some other realm unrelad
to the realmin which we live our lives If Nathan and | are who we are, if @ see what
we see in each othg if we mean the values we profess--how can we not be in love?”
(JD p. 155)

Sheadded, “This does not mean thaNathan does not love gu, just as | loe
Frank. You must understand that."(JD, p. 156)

In looking back on his affair with Ayn Rand, Nathaniel Branden describes the

way they proceeded asbarbaric.” (JD 155) He and Ayn proceededd have an open
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affair known to both Frark and Barbara.

Their affair ended when Ayn learned that Nathaniel had secretly begun having
an affairwith another woman, PatreciaAyn turned on Nathaniel, repudiating him as
“less than Peter Keting or JamesTlaggart,” two of the most contenptible characters,
by her standards, in her novel$he Fountalreadand Atlas Shrugge(D, 386) Barbara
told Nathanielthat Ayn had become obssed with degoying him. (JD, 396) Barbara

writes in herown book on Ayn Rand,

A tendency, presenin her psycholagy since childhad, had grownand hardenedover
the years into an urguestioned absolute: that in any @nflict betwea hersel and
another,the guilt, the blamethe responsility could onlylie with the other.... As she
had done with oher friends wth whom she had broka, so she didvith Nathanietl if

shewas hs victim, still writhin g in pain and arguish and corfusion, then it was
axiomaticthat he wa a moraimonster; theestimateof him she had held ould not be
allowedreality. ( 361)

Ayn Rand’s love 6r Nathaniel Branden was romantic “love” in the worst way.
It began with the delusiontat he was a morally @rfectbeing like JohnGalt, the hero

of Atlas ShruggedWhen their affair ended it wasin part because she couldmlonger

imagine him as morally perfect. Be had falken in love with an image, and whenhiat
imagewasshattered, she ceased to love timean. She felt pain over being betrayed and
jealousyfor Patrecia. The passion she oncéelt for Nathaniel turned from romarce to
revulsion. A man who was once like John &t to her wasnow less than Jame$aggatrt.

These are all dassicsymptoms ofwhat Bar-Lewav has desibed as romant
“love,” as distinguishedrom real love.The “love” is based on romantic idealizations.
It was about what shevanted instead of wiat she couldgive. The light of reality led to
the affair's dissolution, and feelingsfdove turned to hate. This all suggests that Ayn
Rand’s understanithg of love was a perversionfaeal love.

Nevertheless, it would be amad hominenif | left things at that. | want to show
that Ayn Rand’s undersinding of love was redicted in her affair with Nahaniel

Branden. She understood lovas a response that wamsvedto certain people for heir
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outstandingcharacter. And this was how she interpreted her feelings for Brandeshe
perceivedhim as a man of outstandg characer andfelt accadingly. Although this
understandingof love wa not an op@ endorsemenhof romantc fantasy,it provided a
cover under which romantic fartasy coudl disguise iself as dve. In her cas, that is
whatit did. Her evaluation of Branden was a romantic fantasgnd her lovefor him was
based on that fantasy.

One might respond that she wadelusional with respet to Branden, but that fer
conceptionof love was sound. If Braden had truly been theexenplar of Objectivist
morality she had inagined him tobe, her love would have beemrue love instead of
romantic fantasy. But this reponse presupposedhree ideasvhich are all faulty. These
are:

1) Only outstanding moral exemplar can inspire truele.

2) Outstanding moral exemplars @ exist.

3) People can reliablyydge who these moral exemplaese.

Brandenhad bought into Rand’s fantasy about him, bute cameto realize that
no one is morally pefect, and he grew confortable with that fact. | believe there are no
morally perfect peple. No one ca control hisbehaviorto the degree required by moral
perfection. This is widely accepted, being obviou® many peopleand | won't argueit.
If there are no morally perfect peple, the seond claim isfalse, andthe third is
irrelevan. If the first claim remainstrue, then no one is worthy oflove. That seems
absurd. Peoplemay be worth loving without being morally perfect.

One couldthen respond, granting thamoral perfection is impossible, Ayn Rand
still had the right idealt is exceptioml people, ino are noneheless impgect, who ae
worthy of love. If this is whatlove is, the difference beteen real loe and romanic

fantasywould rest on the difference between knowledge and belief. Real loveuld be



Love and Perversions of Love Page 14

possible only if you truly knew the person, and it wow be fake lowe otherwise.
Nathaniel Branden'stheory of love,which we now turn to, goes something along these
lines.

Nathaniel Branden on Love

Branden's views were once more in line witiRand’s, kut Patrecia, his second
wife andthe woman he had an affar with, h elped himchange hs views.After Patrecia’s
untimely death,Branden bega to fall in love with another woman, and he married her

while writing The Psychology of Reantic Love

In The Psychology of Reantic Love Branden also distinguishes between logad

romantic love, but he regards both agood, unlike Bar-Levay who regards rorantic
“love” as bad. However, Branden does disguish between healthyand unhedthy
romantic love, and what he describes as bealthy romantic loe is muchthe same as
whatBar-Levav describeas romantic fove.” The main difference betwen them in this
respectisthat Branden believedtere can be healthy romantiove, and Bar- Levadoes
not seem to agree.

Another difference is that Bar-Leva describel love as a feeling, whereas
Branden's understarding of love is more complex. Brandennderstands love asma
emotional responsehut also as an evaluation, an action tendency, and an orientation.
Regarding loe as an emotinal respoise, Branden wites,

Loveis, in the mo$ generd sense, ou emotional response to that which we
valuehighly. As such, it is the experiece of joy in the existene ofthe loved object, joy
in proximity, and joy in interactionor involvement. Tolove is todelight in the being
whom one loves,to expelience pleasure inthat being’spresence, to findyratification or
fulfillment in contact with that being. (61-62)

On the grounds that “all emotions en&il evalwations andaction terdencies,”he
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assertghat love is also an evahtion and an action tedency. With respecto love as

an evaluation, he writes, “Loveis the highes, the most intense, expression of the
assessmerifor me,’ ‘good for me,’Beneficial to my life.” (62) With respect to love as

an action tendency, he wries, “The emotion of love entails the ation tendency to
achieve some fam of contact with the loved being, somedrm of interaction or
involvement.” (63) Finally, he also describes love in a more fundamental sense, as a
psychologicalstate that is more enduring tharpassing éelings. This is love as an

orientation. He writes, “As an orientation, love represents a dispii®n to experience

the lovedbeing as the embodiment of profoundly important personal values--ard, a

consequencea real or potential sourcef joy.” (63) In his later book Honoring the Self,

Brandensays the ame thing butdescribes wht he ispresentingas a formal definition
of love. (94) So Branden formdy understands loe as anorientation that manifests
itself in emotional responses, evaluations, and action tendencies.

One important consequene of this understanding 6 love is hat you canbe
truthfully said © love someone evenvhen you dort feel love for tha person. Bar-
Levav,who regarded loveas a feeling, maintained tit you do notlove unless youdel
love. He then spoke of romantic love asan attempt to freezehe feeling of love.
Branden's understandingof love allows ér a different understading of romantic love.
And that is what | will turn to now.

Branden describes romantidove as ‘a passionatepsitual-emotonal-sexual

attachmentbetween a man and a woman that reflects a high reqgard for the value of each

other’spersori (3) This is a deeper, morantense, more focused kinaf love than the
love we feel for friends and relatives. The main thing that distinguishes romantic love
is the attachment between two people.Alt hough Branden franes his desdption in

terms of a heterosxual relationship, he allows that it may apply, with the obvious
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modifications, to homosexual réationships. Heis inclined to think that homosexualty
is a signof immaturity, but he does nopress this issue, and helalvs thathe could be
wrong abouthomosexuaty. So themain thing isnot that romantic lowe is described as
an attachment between a man and woman, but hat it is an attachment between two
people whoare bonded togethethrough sexual attradbn, passion, common spiritual
valuesandemotional responses. Branden maintainisat thisattachmernis a good tling,
asopposedo Bar-Levav, who would describe any long-standiagtachmentto someone
as the freezing of feelings. So let's try to understand whyrdhden beleves an
attachmert between wo people ca be a good thig.

To understand what it meas to say “I lowe,” says Branden, w first need to
know what it meansto say “I.” According to Branden, “we are each of ua single point
of consciousness, a unique everda private,unrepeatalg world.” (61) This is whatit
meansto be an individual. Our individuality, according to Brandenbegins with our
aloneness.But that is not the end of the stay. He writes “First, a set--then, a
possibility: the exquisite joy of one self encountering another.” (61)

We shauld underdgand this as one privée, unique, am unrepeatale world
encountering another. People come across daother every day and so encoaters
betweenseparate, individual wods go on every day all @ the wold. But many of
these encownters are merely on the surface. Romantic love provides the deepest
encounterbetweentwo individuals. Two bvers are in #ect expbrersof other worlds,
i.e. eachother. They reveal themseks to eaclother to greater depths thn they reveal
themselvedo other peopleand they know each othr to greaterdepths than they kow
others.

Branden claims that heléhy romantic love isrooted in the desirefor visibility.

To be visible isfor peopleto see us for who we reallare. This doesn’'t mean it
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someonesees you down tg/our very essece or undersands evenying about ya in
vivid detail. Visibility is a matter of degree, and complete visllly is probably nothing
morethan an ided Branden m&es thisclearwhen he describes the incident that gave
him his insight into the need for visibility. Bramen wasplaying with his dog Muttnik,
and he reflected on why he enjoyed playing with her. He writes,

If I were to view Muttnik as anautomaton without corsciousness oawareness
andto view her actions and regmses agntirely mechanical, then my enjoymentvould
vanish. The factor of consciousness was of primary importan¢&l)

The conclusion he cane to was that he eperienced psybological visiklity when
playingwith her. Branden and Muttnik were “jabbingat and boxingwith each other in
mock ferociousness,” and Muttnik understood that Branden was playing with her, and
she trusted him not to hurt her. (70) The significant thing herewas tha Muttni k
seemedo undersaind Branders intenions. He fet understamd by her,and that waghe
psychological visibiliy he experienced.

Of course, a dog is incapable of undéasding a human in any deepesnse.
Humans experience many things, skh as the pleaure of good iterature, that are
completelyalien to the experience of dogslry reading a poem to a dog and see if he
really appreciatest. That a human can experience somesibility with a dog indicates
that visibility does not have tobe about revealing the depthofyour soul. Visibility can
be as simplas having yar intentions undersbod.

Nevertheles, the need for visibility goedbeyond what an animal caprovide.
Animals may understand some of our tentions, but they cannot share our joys and
sorrows,they cannot have conversations with ugnd theycannot share with us many
of the activities that give humans pleasa. But to understand why tle need for

visibility goes beyond this, we need to understand what theed for vigbility is rooted
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According to Branden, the self is a pro@s, notsome concrete entity whicltan
be immediatdy known and perceivedy itself. A self is nd an object of percetion to
itself, but the needexists for the selfd experienceitself objectively, i.e. as something
which exists out in the world. This is best achiewewith the help of a mirror, but an
actual physical mirror canonly provide us with an olgctive experience obur bodies.
To experienceour psychological makeupour soul, or whateveryou want o call it, in
an objective manner, we need somethingpat will function asa psycholgical mirror.
Glasgust wont do. Whatis needed for a psychologicatirror is anotherconsciousness,
aperson who can experiences as a person and refftebackhow they experience and
perceive us.

The needfor visibility is rooted in the need to have our soul mirroretdack to
us. This provides us with an objectiveexperience of our own existence. The neddr
visibility is a profoundpsychological need. You might easily imagiGaia, existing alone
in the chaos beforecreation, choosing to create Uranus for the sakeof experiencing
psychologicalvisibility. (Or substitute characers from yourfavorite creation myth)
Quantum physicists sometimes depict the universe as bringingtfotife so that it (the
universe) cancome to know itself. My point is not that Gaia or the universereally felt
the need for visibility, butthat the need for vigility is not rooted in our mortdity, as
many of our other needs are We need food and water, because without them wull
die. That is not why we need to experiace visibility. It is possible to live without
experiencing visibility, and manypeople canile a fulllife spanwith only very meager
experiencesof visibility. The need for visbility is rooted in consciousness. Sa’m
inclined to believe that even an immortal consciousnessiyich asthat of God or Gaia,

would experience the need for visibility.
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The nature ofthis needhelps us dstinguish betwee Branden’s conceptions of
healthyand unhealthy romant love. In an unheathy relatonship, aperson may focus
on needs other than visibity, suchas the need for selésteemfor a sense that Ig has
meaning,or for a sense oéxcitement. These are all important needbut they are best
providedby ourselves. N one but you canmake you appre@te yourself,or make your
life meaningfu] or make you ind excitemer in things. That is why arelationhip is
unhealthy whenits purpose is to sasfy needs such theseA relationship is incapable
of satisfying these needs for someone wban't satisfy them for terself,and if you look
to a relationship to fulfill these needs, you will be disappointed. But visibility is a
different matter. You cannot mirror yourself. You need another person to foction as
amirror. So a relationship based othe need for visibility mawery well succeed. Sirec
arelationship may succeeth satisfying the needdr visibility, a relationshipbased on
this need might very well turn out to be healthy.

Nevertheless, a relanship basedn this need couldstill be unhealtly. If you
seekperfectand complete visibilityin a relationship, youare going to be disappointed.
Theseideals are unobtainable. But relationship that is devoted to ever expanding
visibility can turn into a lifelongjourney of discovery andelf-disovery. A relaionship
is unhealthy when unreaonable expeettions are put on it. Unrealistic expectations,
suchas experiencing complete visibilitwith someone, will puta dragon a relationship.
But the on-going epansion of visibility is a reasonable expectation with the right
person. It won't be a reasonal@d expectatia with just anyone, butit will usually be
reasonable to expect it wit some people.

| have saidhat psyclological mirroring isa matter of degreelt is also a matter
of accuracy. A Nazi may mirror a Jewdck more fully than a dog can, but insofar as the

dog mirrors back the Jew, it may be more accueaAnother consciousness igot like
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aflat piece of glass that justeflects us back to arselves. The aldity of a consciousness
to reflect bak anotheris shaped by its own preconceptionprejudices, experiences, etc.
People often project themelves onto other peom, and the reflections hiat people
receive back from other peopleften bearvery little resemblace to how theypicture
themselvesBranden males an analgyto fun house mirrors, whichwildly distort how
a person loé&s.

Let’'s now return to Branden’s understanding of romantic love anéhk it with

the need for visibility. Branden has described love aa passionate spiritual-emotional-

sexual attaement letween anan and a woan that rélects a hih regard fothe valueof

eachother’s prson’ (3) People are drawnto people who will mirrorback the way they

think of themselves or sometime® people who mirror backthe way they would like
to think about themselves. Mirroring back someme’sfantasies about hinselfis usually
arecipe for disaster, and a romantic relationshipdtween twopeopleof low self-esteem
will generally be unhealthy. For these ta people will each refict back images oéach
other that don’t matchhow they reallythink of themseles, and each will feahvisible.
This is because romance implies a high regaat £ach other. If they refleted a low
regardfor each otler, it wouldn’t be a romanic relationship,per Branden’s definition.
So a healthy romatic relationship will be between tw people of high self-esem.
These two people Wl more accurately reflect back howeach thinks of himself.
Besidesself-esteem, ther factors which affect the accurag of psycholagical
mirroring include shared spitual values and common motional reponses toife. A
relationship between a reethinker and a fundanentalist is going to hae certain
obstacles to visility. Neither will likely perceive the other as shdinks of herself. In
a romantic relationship, people relate to each other spiritually, emomally, and

sexually. The attachment of romartic love isbased on theneed for vigbility in th ese
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areas. Visibility in theseareas in bettr satisfiel by an on-going elationshp than it is
by a string of new relationshipsln an on-going relationship, visibility can grow out of
the intimacy shared between tapeople.As aresult, greater visibility igpossible in an
on-goingrelationship than is posible betweertwo strangers or acquaintanced.his is
not to saythat two strangerswill never expeiience greate visibility wi th each other than
with people who hae known them longer. After d, one Trekkie might experience
greatervisibility with a fellow Trekkie he just met than he does with a mother who
thinks Star Trekis godless, sedar humarist trash. My point is that two stangerswho
do experiencevisibility with each other can ome to experence greatewisibility with
eachother bybeginning anon-going relationship. Thus, an on-gang relationship with
somebody ishie best meas for adequtely satsfying theneed for vigbility.

This begins to explain why romantic love invoes an attachment to aother
person.It is not that the objet of romantic love is pictired as somé&ind of superhuman
who is somehow more special thaother people. Rather, it is because mutual visildity
hasgrown between two people whare in love. Ideally, two people whare in love ae
visible to each otler to a greateextent than either isto anyone else. Tdose the other
Is to lose ths visibility. Although the sameamount of visibility could be regained with
someoneelse,it would take time. Thus, the bond in romantic loves to sometlng very
precious. It isn’t to a magical superhuman who makekfe wondeful, but it is still
somethingprecious. Thus, theattachment of romantic love is aeasonable attasment.
It is not based in the fantasy that someone i®aince Charming or a beautiful princess.
It is based in the realityltat two people have éhieved a dep sense of visility with
each other.

One of the resultsof visibility in a romanic relationshipis that two people begin

to see aspects of eachlwr in one another. This helpsd cement the bond between
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them, and, accorthg to Branden, it leads each to expand her sense of her own

self-interest to include the self-interest of her partner. Branden writes,

To love selfishly does not mean to beridifferent to the needs o interests of he
partner. To say it one more: Wha we love our concet of our self-interest expands
to embrace the well-baig of our partner. ...

It would hardly be a complment to tell aperson we lovethat hisor her wdl-being and
happinessarenot of selfid interest to us To loveis to see myselfn you and to vish to
celebraé myself with you; this is hardly unselfish. Yet it is the very essence of love.
(169)

Romanticlove is immensdy valuable, accoding to Branden, becase it fulfills
our need for vsibility. But how does his square withBar-Levav’'s conception ofbve?
Bar-Levavsays, “The joy and plasure of loving are derivettom the very actof giving,
not from obtaining anyhing from anyone. The wishto share onés inner penty isthe
essenc®f real love.” (146) It seems that Brandemand Bar-Levawontradicteach other.
But there may bea way around this. Supp@syou are full of inner penty, as Bar-Levav
believesa loving person is and you try to share your inner plenty with some moping
drudgeof a person who hates his life. Let’'s say that deesn’t appreciate you and turns
you away as somkind of weirdo. Soyou have tried hut failed to share yaur inner plenty
with this person, and so you have fatl to experience the joy olving, as Bar-Levav
understandsit. As it turns out, you hawe also experiencedhvisibility. If you seekout
a relationship with someone gu can share your inner plent with, you will also ke
seekingout a relationship where gu will experiencevisibility. To effectively give love,
you must receive visibility.So the needo give lowe, to share yar inner plenty if you
have it, is inseparable from the need for visibility.

Despite this way of reconciling their difering opinions, there are still dter
points of difference between them. Their diérences show up mainlyn whatBar-Levav
leavesout. Although Bar-Levav neer condemns what Brandennderstands abkealthy
romanticlove, henever mentiors it either. Branden’s understandng of healhy romantic

love seemaunknown to Bar-Levav. Whenever Bar-Lgav speak of romantt or sexual
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love, he criticizes it or downplayst. Unlike Branden, Bar-Levav @es not sayanything
about a healthy versiomf anything we might identi§ as romantic love.

Although Bar-Levav says #ot that is woithwhile, | think that Branden is moe
on track. Both recoqize the dangers of romantic fantasy, but Branden recognizes a
possibility that Bar-Levav ignores or remas oblivious to, the possibility for a healthy
attachment based onthe need for visibility. Bar-Levay seems to assume thaall
attachment is rooted in romatic fantasies, whereaBranden argues otherwise.

It may be raised aginst Branden thd many people don’t wat visibility, th at,
beingashamed of whahey are, they hide true kowledge of themselvdsom themselves
and others. There certainly are sth people. But it doesmn’show that the needfor
visibility isn’t universal. The reed for visibility is coupéd with the need for sélesteem.
Visibility maynot do much god for someone asamed of who shes, but visibility will
be important when she develops deésteem. Even withouself-esteem, the needf
visibility is there, making the need for s#-esteem allthe more important. Without
visibility, a person lives in alienation from herself and others.

John Gray on Lee

According to John Gray,“To love sameone isto acknowledge the goodnesf

who they are.” (Men, Womea, and R&ationshipsp. 196) This is similar to Rand’s idea

that love is a respose to someone’s virtuesThis understanding of loe also implies
visibility, which Branden says is a padf love. To acknowledgehte goodnessof who
someones, requires knowledge of thaperson’s goodness. If your feelings for someone
arebased orfantasies, you are not &nowledging that persors goodness. Not eveif
you think the persan is really great.Rather, you ae seeing agjoodness that eists only

in your mind, and you are not acknowledging that person’s real gbeess.

Grayalso says, “Love is an tiiude thatembracesnother as one would embrace
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oneself. It upholds, nurtures, and support3Vhenever we are tuly feeling love, there
will also emergea selfless desire tgerve the well-being of the loved one.” (1967 his
seems to contractt Branden, Rand, and BariLevav, allof whom have said thalove is
selfish. For example, Brande writes, “Of all the nonsense written aboutove, none is
more absurd than the notion that ideal love iselfes” (169) But | don't think that
thereis a real contradiction here. | think that Gray is somewhat inarticulately tryingp
describe what Branden describeshen he writes, “Whenwe love, ourconcept of our
self-interestexpands to embrace the wdlleing of our partner. That is the greatest
compliment oflove: to declare to another hman being that his or her happinesis of
selfisimportance to aurselves.” (169) Both assert thatou take a special interest in the
well-being of the person you lwe. Branden lecognizes thisas an expansiorof our
self-interest, whereas Gray doesn’seen to understand the diffeence between
expanding your self-interest and the denial of your self-interest. Gray is ntalking
about thedenial of your self-inérest for another, and his worglrevealthis. He writes,
“Love is also aconnective feeling. Love relates you to another. It saysu are like a part
of me.” (196) If this is what love is, it doesn’t take you ouside of yarself. Raher, it
expandsyour sense of self. If that is what happena love, it makes more sense to
describethe interest you tale in soneone as arexpansion of your selflsness rather
than as selflessnas So it seems to me that @y agrees with Branden on the ma
points. Love is built on visibility and admiraion, it expands your sase of self,
connectingyouto the per®n you love and itexpands what is selfishly important to you.

Peter McWilliams on Love

In Love 101 Peter McWilliamssays “Love is takimy care of, wth regular intervals
of taking goodcareof, and occasioal splurges of pamperig.” (3) He distinguishes his

from romantic love, which he describeas an emotionabungee-jump from the depths
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to the heights of romance. Being “in love” generally implies ppte have “lost

themselvesn someone(or at leasttheillusionof what that other peson compriseg are

obsessedby the other person (and relishing the addiction),rad are desperate for the
other person to feel the same way about them. (3)

What McWilliams descibes & romantic love is much tle same thing that
Branden describeas unhealthy romarit love. McWilliams describes people as losing
their sense of d& as obsesing over romatic fantasies, and as feeling needy and
desperateBut what he contrass this withis more bare bongthan anyhing the others
have describeds love. Buit should ke emphasizethat thisis merely what he means
by love in his book, which is a book on self-love. R&er than attempting to gie a
comprehensivedefinition of love, | beleve he isisolating that part of love which he
believess most important in selflove. His central clam in the book is thatyou should
take real good cae of yourself, andthis understandng of love serves that end.
Understood in this light, McWill iams use ofdve undersores the poin agreed on by
Branden and Gray thatwe take an interest in he welfare of those & love. Given
McWilliams’ emphasis on self-love, it also underscores that this interesselfish. The
interestyou take in your own welfiare is essentidb self-love,and it is of course a selfish
interest. McWilliams and Brandenboth agree that you can’t love others until you love
yourself. If selfidhness is reqired for sef-love, andif self-love isrequiredbefore we can
love others, it makes no sense to assume that loving oteés suddenly selélss rather
than selfish. So M@Villiams underscoreshe selfishness oblve.

M. Scott Peck on Love

In The Road Less Travedd M. Scott Peck defines love as “The will to extend

one’s self fa the purpose of nurturing one’sown or anotker’s spiritial growth.” (81)

He agrees withthe others that you can’t love others without lovingourself first. If you
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don’t have the will to extendyourself for your own spiritual growth he reasons, how can
you havethe will to extend youself for the spiritud growth of others? It sems thatyou
cannot. If you value spiritual gowth, you will value your own. And if you aim to
nurture the spiritual growth of others, yaus will aim to nurtur e your own as a mans to
this end.

Let's now look at this definition more closelyPeck understandsvill as “desire
of sufficient intensity that it istranslated into acton.” (83) So love is not jst the desire
to do as loe does, nor is ithe mere doing of it. Love is action rootedn desire. Thus,
you cannot passivly love someoneand you cannot love emeone out of mee habit.

Solove is boh an action ad a choice. A an actia, love requires effort. He
understandextending yourself as extending your own limits, arfte says, “One extends
one’s limits only by exceeding them, and exceedirigem requires effort.” (83) Thus,
ashe points out, love creas a process of self-elution. As you extend you limits, you
establishnew limits. As you love, ya continue to exceed thdimits you set for yourself,
and this praess repeatitself, bading you toextend yourslf further and furher.

As a choice, love requires couragéeck writes,

When we extend ourselv& our self entersiew and unfamiliar territory,so to speak.
Our self ecome a newanddifferent self.We do things ve are not acustomedo do.
We change. he experienes of chang, of unacustomed ativity, of bang on
unfamiliar ground, of dang things differently is frightening. It always was and always
will be. People handl¢heir fear of change in dfferent ways but thefear is inescapable
if they are in fact to change. Courage is nbthe absenceof fear; itis the making of
actionin spite of far, the mowng out againsthe resistace engended byfear irto the
unknown and into thefuture. (131)

Like many of the othersPeck distinguishes love from unhealthipve. He reérs
to unhealthy love agalling in love, which re describes a% sudden collapse & section
of an individud's ego boudaries, permiting one to mege hisor heridentity with that
of another person.” (87) This is a very differenimatter than love, whichinvolvesthe
expansion of ego boundaries, nttieir collapse. | can relate to what Peck is speaking

of from my own experience. | once met a young womahom | simply wanted tolose
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myselfin. It wasn'’t a rational experiene, but thatis what it felt like, and | had a big
crush on her for a while.

This distinction between love andalling inlove bringgto mind a distinction tha
Brandenmakes between healthgnd unhealthy romanit love. Branden make# clear
that love beginswith a solid sensef self. Furthermore, he describesve for another as
an expansionof our own self-interest, and this is distinguished from selflessnesfiich
is an abandonment of self-interest. Thus, Peck and Branden bothderstand love as
something which expands oursense of self.

Besideghis, Peck also agrees with Bralen and others that true love is selfish.
He writes,

When | genuinely love | am exterding myself, and when am extending myself lam
growing. The more | loe, the longer | loe, the larger lbecome. Genuine lovés self-
replenishing. The more | nurture the spiritual growth of others, the more my own
spiritual growth isnurtured. | am a totally selfish human being. hever dosomething
for somebodyelse but thal do it for myself, (1)

Summing @

Although there are commonalities among #wisions oflove | have described
here, there are #so differences. | will now try to make sense of these similarities and
differencesand move toward an understanding of real love. Bar-Levav says love is a
feeling. Pecksays that love is ot a feeling but rathera matter of will. Rand @scribes
it as an emotiond response toa person. McWilliams desribes love asn action. Gray
describedove as an attitude. Among theefive, love is generally represented as one
kind of thing, but each has a different opion on what sort of thing love is. Among the
sixauthors I've discussd, only NathanieBranden describes love in a miiHfacetedway.
For Branden, bve isa primarily an orientation, but it also maniésts its& as a feling,
as an emotional regponse, aad as an ation tendency. Cantrasting Branden's
understandingof love with the others, I'm reminded of the stor aboutthe five blind

menandthe elephant. Fiveblind men each felt a dierent part of an elepant and came
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to a different opinion on what an elephant was. The on&ho felt the trunk concluded
that the elephant was a serpent. The one who felt a leg concluded that an elephaas
a tree. And you should gethe idea.

I’'m inclined to believe thateachof the authors has foased on different @apects
of love and come to differenconclusions about love, much like he blind men
describing the elephat. Thus, | think it would be more appropate to pool their
insightstogether, forthe sake of coming up with a broader perspectiva love, than it
would be to argue that some are right andome a@e wrong. Yes, some may be wng
aboutsomethings, but | want to focuson getting what is right in whathey say. Since
Brandenoffers the broadest pepective onlove, | will use Branden’s underanding of
love as adcal pointfor relating the otherstogether.

Rand and Branden

| will begin with Rand and Branden, becausihey were once toselyassociated
with each other. Rand asserts that tdove is to value, andhe understands romantic love
to be an emotionhrespon® to someone’s virtuesBranden agrees with Rand that
valuingis an integral part of lee and that a positie emotionalresponseio someone is
definitely part of romantic love. Buf unlike Rand, Branden beliegs there § moreto
love than valuing and mae to romantic love than a positiveemotional respnse to
someoneésvirtues. The basic difference bateenRand and Branden is thaRand offes
a simplistic understanthg of love, whereas Branden fdrs a more complex
understanding oflove. On Rand’s simple understanding of love, love at firsight is a
real possibility, and it isalso possible to b romantically attached to multiple partners.
Rand lived with these beliefs herself, anghe also presented this picture of lovia her
novels.She fell in love vith her husband affirst sight, andshe openly had an affawith

Branden without undersanding that she was huimg her husband.
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One of the things which distinguishes Branden’s undeestding of love from
Rand’sis the importance he placeen visibility. Although you may be able to size up a
personat first sight, the visibility the two of you may experence upon meging will still
beless than the vikility you experience later agoubecome intimate with one another
Furthermore, Branden'sunderstanding of romanticdve includes types dhtimacy that
do not exist between twgeople who have just met. So, on Branden’s understandioig
romantic love, you mg recognize hat a stramer has potetial for a romantic
relationship,but you will not have establishd the bonds that tietwo peopletogether in
a romantic relationship. As Branden puts it,

Fascination,attraction, passion may be born “at first sight.” Love iaot. Love
requires knowledge, and knowledge requsdime. (97)

On Rand’s view, you aght to love any suitably admirable member of the

oppositesex. If Dagny Taggart, the heroinef Atlas Shruggedlived in a world of John

Galt’s,shewould have to lovehemall. On Branden’s vew, the bond you have already
establishedvith one person is ging to make a big diftrence. Wheeas Dagny Tggart
could easily move fromFrancisco to Hank Reardon to Jom Galt, simply becauseach
wasslightly more admirable thn the last, two peo@ in a real romantic rehtionship
have established bonds between each other that go beyond mere adtian for one
another’s character. These bonds nka it difficult to upro ot one relationshp with
someoneyou love only toreplace it wth a relatonship with someone yoadmiremore.
Brandenrecognizes the importancef the bonds that two gopleestablish over a period
of time, whereas Rand shows no respect for thesends. | believehat Rand’s ideas ring
true insofar as she agrees with Brden, but | also believe hewviews on love are
deficient, especially when it comes to respecting bonds of intimacy.

Branden andar-Levav
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Bar-Levavclaims that love is a feeling, and Branden also describes love as a
feeling. Sol will begin by describing the sort of feelinghat each describes lavto be.
Bar-Levavdoes not state outrightvhatkind of feeling love 8. The best haloes is asse
that those who love “ae often filledwith a sense of welbeing that they ae eager to
sharewith others.” (158-9) He also assHds that love occurs only in theabsence ofdar.
Sowe may conclude that he regasllove as a sense bappiness and optimism and the
eaggemessto share this happiness and optimism with others. Branden des@&sbthe
feeling of love as aremotional response to a specific person. He describeas “the
experienceof joy in the existence of the loved object, joyni proximity, and joy in
interaction or involvement.” (62)

Brandenand Bar-Levav agree insofar &sth describe love as a feey of joy or
happiness.But their descriptions of loveare otherwise very differentBar-Levav does
not describe any sense in whiclove is an emotional respoesto a specific person.
Although he speaks of lovingpecific peple and sgs that wecannot lowe everyone,his
seemsto be little more than a matter of logidics for him. We can bve only sgcific
individuals, on his accoum, because wean shareour sense ohappiness and optimism
only with specific individuak. We can’t share it wh some individuals, beause some
won'’t accept it, andwe can’'t share it with everyone because we are not superpowerful
beingswho can extend ourselves to everyone. It seems though, on Bar-Levav’s
account, loving someone is nothing more than sharing joy and optism with that
person.So,on Bar-Levavs account, you cariove anyone at all whos receptive tolove.
Who you love is of no concern at all. What is of corern is that you are capable of
loving and find someone who igeceptive to love.

Branden would surely criticize BaLevav's conception ofdve on the same

groundsas he has criticized Erickromm’s. Like Bar-Levav, Fromm divorcdsve from
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valuing.He has saidn The Art of Loving, “In essence,all human beingsare identical.
We are all part ofOne; we are One.This being sq it should not make any differene
whomwe love.” (131) Bar-Levav mayot shareFromm’s mystial belief that we areall
one, but he does seem to agree with Fromm thatdoesn’t matter wlom we love
Branden paraphrasesthis notion by saying, “It should not, in other words, make any

differencewhether the person we love is a being of stature or a total nonentity, a genius

or afool, a hero or a scoundrel.” The Disowned Self pp. 241-2) Brandencompletely
disagreswith this notion that it doesrit matter whom we lowe. He says agjnst it, in
completely italicized text,

To loveis to vdue; hedthy love expresses admiratin. Loveis not alms, but a tribute.
If love did not imply admiration, if it di d not imply an acknowledgement of moal
qualitiesthat the recipiet of love possessed—what me#uy or significance would love
have,and whywould Fomm or anyone congder it desirdle? Onlyone answeis
possible and it is notan attractive one: wherove is divorced from values, then “love”
becomesnot a tribute, but a moral blank check: a promise that one will be forgiven
anything,that onewill not be abandoned, thione will be taken are of.(The Disowned
Self, p. 243)

Indeed, Bar-Levawoes regard the giving of love as a gift and not afidute. |
have previously criticized AynRand for saying muchthe same thing as Branden has
said.l am now in the position ofthinking that Branden males more sensthan Bar-
Levav, even though the idease expresses here are very similar to the ideas | have
criticized Rand for. In fact, thesewords, even though theyppear in a baok he wrote
after his beak with Rand, were origindly written when he wa in Rands camp.

| criticized Rand for not allowingany room for lovingbabies and young children.
Nevertheless| think there is a slightdifferencein what Rard and Branderare saying.
Randwas insiging that love was a esponse taanother’svirtues. My criticism was that
parentsmay love bakes who as yehave deeloped no wtues. Althoughthe examples
Brandengives are of the virtuouss. the unvirtuous, whathe actually assertss that love
requires admiration. Parents might na admire ababy for his virtues, but thg may

admirea baby for how cue he is, for the snall accomplishments he makes each day,
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and just for being their kid. Surely, the world is not lackingoarents wio admire their
babies.Many parents admire their babieand young chiddren, even if they, by being
adults, are more mature and more adrable.

Besideghis, | think Branden provides aloophole for babies that Randloesn’t.
I have previously quoted Branden as saying “To loiseto see myself in you antb wish
to celebratemyself with you; ths is hardly unselth. Yet it is the very essnce oflove.”
(169) There is a way thaparents see themsedg in their childrenthat is different fom
the way that adultsnormally see themseles in other aults. Ther children are their
offspringand share many atheir genes. IfTV has taugt me anythng, itis that parents
loveto look at their children, especially newborns, antbte just howmuch theyare like
them. Parenthaod is not aselflessduty that people regularly submit themselves to out
of altruism. Having children is, for many parents, a cebration of themselvesand, as
Brandensays, that is hardly unselfistso | believe thaBranden’s understading of love,
unlike Rand’s perhaps, allowsf parents to bve their yaing childrenand even tleir
newborn babies.

With this said, | am fredo say tha Branden m&es moresense than Bar-Levav.
The advantage that Bar-Levav’'s understanding of lolkad over Rand’sis not had over
Branden’s. | agree with Branden that an understanding of love that makes no
discrimination between loving one erson ard loving another is inadequa&t. Such an
understandingof love robdove of beirg a complimentit provides no basis fothoosing
whom to love, and it provides no reason to remain faithful to someone. Thiest two
should be obvious. | will dwell a biton my last point here. Supose you aremarried.
Why should you remain faitful to your husband orwife if all there isto love is what
Bar-Levavsayghere is? On Bar-Levav’s view, lovinig a need that comes and goes, and

it is always a good timg to share love If you happen to be with someone other than
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your spouse, someone who would be redee to your love, why not share your love
with that peron as fully as you cafi A spouse wo would be btohered by ths is
probably just attached to you in an immature wayfeeling romantic “love” insteal of
reallove. So wly let the® immatureconcerns bother you? Thenly reason Bar-Levav
cangive forremaining true to your spouse ishit you have made aromise to renain
true. But he doesn’t recommendnaking commitments at all, and his notion of lovés
very much like the notion of free love that was popular in the seventies.

In contrast to Bar-Levav, Branden’s underahding of love offers a reaon to
remainfaithful that goes bgond mere promses of fidéty. For Branden, two loershave
develope& bonds of intimacy that wuld be put in danger by an &dir. | have already
discussedthis issue in comparing Branden with Rand. Like Rand’s, Bar-Levav’'s
understandingof love fails to respect the bonds of intimacy that people develop in a
relationship.

Although Bar-Levav’'sunderstanding of lovas grossly inadequate in some ways,
what he describesslove isnot itself a bad thirg. Optimism and exuberancéor life are
verygood things,and eagerness tehare thee with othe's isalso a good thing. Itis good
for people to have a sensd fuliness and weibeing. Indeed, these will be amportant
part of any healthy love relationship. Butthey are not all thereis to love. As a result,
Branden’stheory stands up much letter thanBar-Levas.

Branden andsray

Grayand Branden are alike in thtthey both give broadeunderstandings of love
than the others do. Gray describdeve as an acknowedgment ofsomeone’s goodness,
as “a connective feeling,” ad as “an attitude hat embraces aother as one would
embrace oneself.” (196) | don’t think that Branden would disagree with these

descriptionsof love. The main difference between Branden’s understandioflove and
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Gray’s is that Branden’s is more systematic. Like Gray, Braed offers different
descriptionsof love, but unlike Gray healso provides a definition of lovéhat unites the
varying desciptions under one concept.

One useful hing Gray dos isdistinguish the need fordve fromsix other needs
that are related to it. These arehe needs for aceptance, appreciation, trust, care,

understanding, and respectBut he confuses things irMen are from Mars, Womerare

from Venus by asserting thathese plus six othe needs are alldifferent kinds of bve.
Ultimately, it would seem,Gray’s books may benore useful for leaning how to make
someonefeel loved than for understandingvhat love is In general, Gay’s wriing is
confusedand perhaps contradictory. In ahoice between Grayand Branden, | will put
aside Gray and go with Branden.

Branden and Peck

Peck describes love as a kind of will and describes will as “desire of sufficient
intensity that it is translated into adon.” (83) This most resembks Branden’s
descriptionof love as an action tendency. So these are what | will compare. The first
distinction to be made here is between will, as Peck understanitl and an action
tendency, as Branden understandg. Peck understands vl as something wich is
always translated intaaction. It isdistinguisked from actio by being rooted in desire,
but it still entails action. Peck even emphassthe word “is” to underscore his belief
that will entails action Unlike Peck’s noton of will, Brandens notion of action
tendencyis just a tendency to act in &ertain way. The tendency exstseven when you
aren’tdoing anything. An action tendacy can everexist when pu aretrying to getrid
of it. For example, a smoker who is trying to quit still has thaction tendency to smoé.

If Peck were to talk Aout a will to smoke, a®pposedo an action tendencyd smoke,

he would s that the will wasnot there unless thesmoker was etually smoking.
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Let me now turn to their descriptons of love. Pecldefines loveas “The will to
extendone’sself forthe purposeof nurturing one’s own nanothers spiritualgrowth.”
(81) Branden, in describing love as an action tendency, says “The etion of love
entailsthe action tendency to achies some form of contactvith the loved being, some
form of interaction or involvement.” (63) It goes withou saying that the actions
described here are verydifferent Furthermore, he action £ndency desribed by
Branden is also entailed by obsessiainhn Hinckey Jr.certainly sough contact with
Jodie Foster. So thelescription that Branderoffers here fails to ttinguish love from
its counterfeits. But it should be borne in mind that | am presently discussingnly one
aspect of Branden’snderstanding of love.

Nevertheless,nsofar as Branden is describingné¢ action tendency asxiated
with love, it seems reasonable to assume that he hasn’t givesomplete picture here.
Besidesseeking contact with loved ones, people who love otiseseek tonourish,
support, and take care othose theylove. Indeed, Branden has saitiat the welfare of
aloved one becomeselfishl importantto the one vho loves. Trerefore, gperson who
lovesanother would seek to do things that serve theest interest of the prsonhe loves.
What Peck is describing is his idea ofhat best serves someoseself-inteest. Pek
believes that ourself-interest is besserved by growing spirituallyWith this in mind,
he asserts that love is something which promotes spiritual growth.

This is an understandable wve, but | think that the logic which leadsto this
moveis missing a link. A person whdoves another will let us assume, seek o what
he believes isn the best interest of the person he loves. | don’t think waould expect
anything more than that. He may &il to do what is in the besinterest of the ore he
loves,for the simple fact hat he doesn’t trly know what is in her besinterest, but that

would be due to a lak of knowledge, not o a failureto truly love. Thus, a pesonwho
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isn’t aware of the imprtance of spiitual growth might love someoneavithout willing to
extend himself to nurture her spiritual growh. And this would be beause he simply
doesn’t know any betér, not becaus he doesit’love her.

Nevertheless,assuming that Peck is righabaut the importance of spiritial
growth, we may assert that thevill he speaksof, or at least araction terdency towad
extendingoneself b nurture someone’spiritual growth, is a pa of heakhy love. lam
inclined to say that only the action tendency eed ke part of love. The will may be
absent at times snply because thoughts of # lovedone are absent. People who love
in a matureway don’t obsessig think of those they love It is quite normal, | think,
for them to focus their minds on other things for extended periods of tim&o thewill
won't always behere, but it may be true thatlie action tendency is alays there.

Another point | want to make is tha it would be mistaken to identify love solely
with the will, or even the action tendercy, to extend onelf to nurture someme’s
spiritual growth. I will speak of only the wil here, but what | say will alsoapplyto the
action tendency.The will to extend yourself® nurture another’s spitual growth may
be maintained even for complete sangers, people you will neer meet personally or
evenknow exist, and people vino won’'t beborn until after you die. How is this? Our
actions can diectly affect people we near meet. In particular, an authormay nurture
the spiritual growth of many gople she will nevemeet, including latergenerations who
readher writing. If she desires to hawthis effectand extends herself for the purposaf
bringing it about, then, accordingto Peck’s understandig of love, she love complete
strangers and unborn generatiorie come.

It may be because of reasoning along these lines that Peck came to the
conclusionthat love is not a éeling. After all, whatfeelings can | hae for a Kathryn

Janewayr a Jim Kirk born hundredsof years from now? can’t even bring to mind any
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individual people who will be born in tle future, much less havany feelings for them.
But if this is all there is to loe, then the fondness ahaffection | feelfor some people
hasnothing atall to do with love. Furthermore, if love is the will to extend yourself for
someoneyou cannot love peo@ who are dead and gonapt eventhe people you loved
when they were alive(unless you belige you can #ect their spirits in the afterife).
However,this particular criticism can be addrssed by modying Pecks definiion of
will.

It strikes me hat Peck isusing a nontandard sese of the vord will. Suppose
asmokergets stranded ora desert island wihout any cigardtes. He may want to smoke
verybadly, but hecan't, because he fas nothing to smoke We would normally sayhat
the will to smoke is there but that all goportunity to smoke is absent. So | will suggest
a modification to Pecks understading o will. I submit that will is desire that is so
strong it would resultin action if the opportunity arose. In this sense of wjlyou may
have the will to exend yourself for dead peple.

However, Peck’s definition d love has other prdlems with this serse ofwill.
Since it reles on what pu would do, t becomes hat to know who youreally do love
unlessyou actually extend youself for someoneBut since you can’t g&tend yourself for
deadpeople atleast so long agou know they’re deagdyou couldn’t realy know that you
love them. The best you coud know is that you onceadid love some of them.

And there are otherproblems with either sensef will. For starters, Christians
who believethat God is perfectan’t love God. A rfect being is incapable of gjitual
growth, because spiritual growth involves becomirggtter, but nothing is betterthan
aperfect being, and nothing can beconietter thana perfect being, not even a pextt
being.The irony here is thatPeck, who is aChristian, provides a definibn of love that

barslove for God, but Branden, who is an atheist, provides addinition of love tha



Love and Perversions of Love Page 38

allows for love d God. If we are created in God’image, as the Bible teaches,eh
loving God may be a way of celebating the dvine image in arselves, hereby
celebrating ourselves.

Another problem with Peck’s definition of love is that it divorces love from
motivation. You may havethe will to extend youself to nurture anoter’s spiritual
growth for a variety of reasos. Here are some. You might be an altruist. You rght
selfishly desire to be surrounded by spiritually developed people. Youghi sdfishly
desire your own spiritualgrowth and find that loving others is a convenienneans to
that end. You might believe that God wants this of you. Or soeeone might mean so
much to you that her welére has becme selfshly important to you. Only the last,
which correspong to Branden’s understanding of love, is going to provide any
guaranteeof stability. Someone wb is motivated by one of th otherreasons maynore
easilyswitch fromloving one person to lovinganother. Altruism, self-serving desires,
andfear of God can merely ispire a person to love, in Pecksense; thegannottell you
who to love. And if they just inspire you to lovethey are going to inspire you to love
indiscriminately.

Considerthat Peck wrote, “were | eerto have a case in whichconcluded after
careful and judiciaus considerion that my patieit’'s spiitual growth would be
substantiallyfurthered by our havingsexualrelations | would proceed to have hem.”
(176) Even though e mitigates this by saying that he has never had such a case and
finds it difficult to imagine one, ths assertion demonstratethat his understanding of
love blurs the distinction between thelove he has for his vife and the love hehas for
his patients. This is made pasble, because Peck’sfinition of love does not provide
for any distinction between his love for his patients and his love forshwife. Indeed,

sincehis patiens hirehim to nurture their spiritual growth, and sinceahey may ao be
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needierin this respect, he ould end uploving his @tients moethan his wie. Although

Peck’sideas of lwe have vhue, especialy as a supgment to Branden’s idas, this
consequenceof Peck’s undersinding of love is abominable. @l submit that Peck’s

understandingof love should not be understod as the last word otove, but that some
of his ideas may lave value in the prger framewoik.

Branden and McWliams

McWilliams defines love as an aicin, which is most closely relged to Branden's
descriptionof love asan action tendency. | have already gormver this discusng Peck.
What McWilliams describes a love is better understod as adwve caring Caring is a
very good thing, butit is not all there is to love. Like Pecks undersanding of bve, this
understanding of love allows for a professional cataker, such as a minister or
psychiatrist, to love others more tharhis own spouse. Bu it is not ju st this. Branden’s
understandingof love wil also alow someoneto love arother morethan his spouse,
such as when the marriage jusisn’'t working. For example, when his marriage to
Barbarawasn’t working, he met Rtrecia and loved her more. The dirence is that
your marriage could be working just fine and you could still, on Peck’s or McWilliams’
understandingof love, love someone mordéainyour spouse merely by takingetter care
of that persm. The positiwe thing that comes from McWliams is that caring is a
important part of love. But it would be wrong to take McWiliams’ understanding of
love as the final wrd on love.

Defining Love

Of the authors | have discussed here, | believe that Nathaniel Branden offers the
bestandmost accurate understading oflove. Ayn Rand gets soméiings right, but her
understanding ofove doesn’t add mything to Branden’s. Gay and McWilliams ae of

negligibleconsequenceéoo. Bar-Levav and Peck both prage flawedunderstandings of
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love, but their ideas, takeé as observations about love rather than as comprehensive
theories, maybe usedto supplenent Branders ideas. Wiat | will proceed to dscribe
is an understandingof love that is roote& in Brandens ideas but Bo suppémented by
Bar-Levav andPeck.

So,to begin, love is arorientation toward a person. As Branden puts it, “love
representsadisposition to experience théoved being as tie embodimert of profoundly
important personal values—athas a consequence real or potentid source ofjoy.”

(Honoring the Self p. 94) Speaking ofove as a dispositin to an experience allows tha

the experience is not always presehbut impliesthat it is present dirly regulbrly. This
experienceof a person ashe embodiment of profoundly important personal vales can
bean emotional response or an @ion tendency, usuallyboth together. As an emotional
response/ove is “the eperience of gy in the exisence of he loved obgct, joy in
proximity, and joy in interaction or involvement.” (62) The action tendency asxiated
with love isthe tendency “to achievesome kind of contact wilh the loved being, some
form of interaction or involvement.” (63) So, to summarize, love involves being drawn
to someone whom you experience #s embodiment of importantvalues. When you
love someone, you have madée evaluationthat this person is good for you, and your
interest inthe person $ inspired byyour intereg in your own well-being.

This much covers what Branden says when tryirtg explicitly define wrat love
is. Another important aspect of lore, mentioned by Branden, is that the loved one’s
well-being becomes selfisly important to you. It isn’'t simply a matter of caring to
protectwhat is importantto your own well-being, ad might careto protect my wallet
from a mugger. Rather, thevell-being of the loved pe takes on an importanceotyou
that goes beyond wéit isinstrumentally imporiant to you. In experiencing the leedone

asthe embodiment ofyour values, you experience a deeply selfish concern for the
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well-being of the loved one. This is different from an altruistic concern for artber.
Altruism asks you to put aside Wwat matters to you fo the sake of what matters to
someoneelse. The concern for thdoved one isselfish, because it is a caern for what
truly matters to you.

If someones welkbeing matters to you, then her maturity, her vadom, and
perhapswhat Peck calls her spitual development will also matter to you--at leat if you
understandthe importance of these concepts and yours matter to you. This is the
contribution that Peck brings to the understanding of love. In a healthy relationship, the
value of such things as maturity andwisdom will be appreciated, and the maturity and
wisdomof your partnerwill be as selfisht important to you asyour own maturity and
wisdom.So, in a healthy love rationship,you will often have thewill to extend yourself
for your own wisdom, maturity, and spiritial growth and for your partner’s.

Nevertheless,| am not agreeing with Peck thiathis will is the essence of l@
You may have this will tonard peopleyou do not experience as the embodiment your
values.This may show that yoiwcare about these peopléut | submit that there ismore
to love thanjust caring. Caring might be based othe beliefthat the person you cae
about has the potental for embod/ing values you hold dear, but love is based on the
experiencethat the person youdve presently embdies wha you value. There is a
difference here. Caring is the actve interest in peserving whayou value and in
bringing about moreof what you value. Love is the celebration of your values. Love
generallyimplies caring, but caring, especiallwhen it is focused orbringing out the
potential goodin things, can exist in the absence obVe. One exception to the rd that
love implies caring may be lovéor God, at least if God is understood as perfect. Love
for God would be a celelpation of God’s goodness rathethan an active cacern with

looking out for Gods welfare.
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Turning to Bar-Levav, we find the idea that lovenvolves a sense of fullnesand
an exuberance for life. Bar-Levav undei@nds love as notimg but a feeling, whereas
Brandenunderstands it mae as a dispositn to certain kinds of feelings. Thusye may
qualify Bar-Levav's idea anday that love invtves the dispositiorto a sense of fullness
and an exuberance for life. | think this fits in wih Branden’s understanding ofove,
becauséhis definition of love implies that a person who loves has profoundly important
personalvalues. The presence olish values suggests theapacityto deeply apprecate
life. And if you didn’t vdue life, you wouldn’t valie much of anything, much less have
profoundly important personal values. So | submit that a person who loves has the
capacityto deeply apprecte life and that the execise of this caf@city results in a sense
of fullness and an exuberance for life. The exercisé this capacity may alsdbe
instrumental in helping a grson recogize what matters mos to her, and this
recognitionis an important part of loveitself. So | believe tat a persornwho can love,
especiallyone who loves in a halthy way, will often feela sense of fullass and an
exuberance folife.

Defining Hatred

Having defined love, | can proceedd a definition of hatred My assumpibn is
that hatred is he oppositeof love. With that in mind, | merely have to turn the
definition of love into its opposite. Love is, in its essence, ‘@isposition to experience
the loved being as the embodiment @rofoundly important personal véues.” (63) |
submit that the qoposite ofthis is the dispositionto experence soneone as the
embodment of profoundly important personal negavalues. | havcoined the tem
negavaluepecause Englistdoes not seem tdnave a suitable wad for what | mean. To
value somethingis to appraisdt as good, ando negavale somethirg is to apprais it

asbad. Your values are your appraisals of what is good, apour negavalues are your
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appraisalof what is bad. Dsvalue was not a suitale word, becausat means to appraise
somethingas having little véue. To make an analogy with math, values ardike positive
numbers,and negavales are lile negative nmbers, wherea disralues ae like small
positive numbers.

It is appropriate to define latred in terms of negavaksinstead ofdisvalues or
non-values, because hatred is not indfference. If | experience someone as the
embodimentof something | disvalue omerely failto value, my orientation bward that
person will be better describeds indifference than abkatred.

Like love, hatred carbe experienced aan emotional response or asiaction
tendency.As an emotional response, liged is the experiene of disgusor displeaare
in the existence of the hatd object, inproximity with it, and in interaction with it. As
anaction terdency, it is nore complex han love. Ibelieve hated can havene or more
of four different action tendencies, which deperm upon the tempeament,
circumstances,and maturity of the personwho hates. e action £ndency is® avoid
contact, interaction, and involvementwith the object of hde. Another is to condemn
what you hate. A third is to seek the destiction of the object of hate. And a fourth
actiontendencyis to seek o transformwhat is hated into somdting that can be valued.
This fourth option allows for the possibility 6caring for someone you hate.

We might find in thi s a way tounderstand the injunction to love yourenemies.
As | have ended up defining lo®, loving your enemies would ¢én bean act of self
deception, andthat would be wrong. If someone is trylthe embodiment of what gu
hold in negativeesteem, i.ewhat you negavaluethen it would take an act of self-
deceptionto experiencehat person as the embodiméf your values. But people have
often had caing in mind when they spoke of love, and the injunction to love your

enemiesmay simplybe telling us to care fortiem. Caring for those younate is probally



Love and Perversions of Love Page 44

the most mature way to respontb hatred, especially tven it involves whatPeck has
describeds love, extendig yourself for thesakeof nurturing another’s spiritual growth.
Since caring for those we hate wuld involve the atempt to transform what we
negavalue into something we can value, it could be understood as selfish.

Love and Hatred

Love and hatred are opposites, btlis isn’t to saythat one is categacally good
and the other is categrically bad. Lwing everything and hating ndting would be as
much an act ofblindness as hating everything and loving nothing. Lowad hate both
require a set of evaluations about thevorth of things. Generdly speaking, valuesnd
negavaluesome in pairs, much like &ectrons and positrons. For example, | value
beautybut place anegative value on ugliness. | valueatelligence and place a negative
value on stupidity. | value life and plae a negatig value on @ath. So it 8 to be
expected that a person with strong values will also have strong negavalues.

Love hasa survival advantage by helping us identify what is good for us. The
survivaladvantage of hate isothelp us identify whais badfor us. In this respect, love
and hate are both good for us, ang@ach s most helpful when it works alongside the
other. Being able tolove withaut being ableto hate woud be like beéng abk to feel
pleasurewithout being able to feel pain. Although pain hurtswe need it; otherwisewe
would all too easily geinjured and dieall the sooner. Hatels useful,because it ca alert
us to badsituations, and it can proide us with the resolve to get out of bad situations
and make things better.

What is bad is not hatdtself but inappropriate hate. Hate is inppropriate when
it is for something which isn't redly bad for us. For example, the hatred that many
peoplefeel for hanosexualssinappropriate hate. Hate islao inappropriate wherit is

out of proportion. A person may ®metimes hate a appropriatetarget of hate but hate



Love and Perversions of Love Page 45

with greater revulsion tlan is appropriate.

When Love is Absent

Now that I've provided a éfinition of | ove, | will focus on desgbing ways in
which love may be absent. The iddaehind thisis that an evl person wil sometimese
evil out of a failure to acept the worth and meaning @ love, or more simply put, out
of a failure to love. One ofthe prerequisies for love is a set of profoundly important
personal values. Aér all, love involes the recognition of thie embodiment, and you
cannot recognize the embodimendf what does not evemxist. A persan might lack a
set of such value# he cares little br life, or even worse, hatesfe.

Even if such values are present, the ability to love may break dovat the
recognitionof your values. Yourdeepest values mactually be embodied in others, but
for whatever reason, you fail to recognize this. Theause for his may be preconceived
notions, projections, prejdices, or other mentabbstaclesThis seems to have been a
problemfor Ayn Rand in her later years. When she met Ders Branden, Nathaniel
Branden's third wife, she wassurprised that he had married such an intelligent and
self-assureavoman, and she said thahe had expectediim to marry some unintelligent
hausfrau. This indicates the lowopinion she lad of Brand@, and this isdespite thefact
that Branden stillembodiedher values better tha nearly anyone. Branden wake man

shehad dedicatedAtlas Shruggedo, and he had oncéeen herintellectual heir. But

she still felt betrayed by Branden, @er his affir with Patrecia, and she allowed
prejudicesto cloud hea judgementof his trueworth.

Distorting Love

Somepeople may love but do sm an unhealthy or distorted way. The ida here
is that an evil person nay be someone Wwo distorts or twiststhe meaningof love, or put

more simply, someme who loves in a twsted or distorted way. One way to dahis is to
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deeplyvalue wha shouldrit be valied, such as smething that is not good for you,
somethingthat may be detrmental to your well-being. With twisted values, the people
you love would be those you recognize &se embodiment of your vales, your twisted
values. Thus, they might be people who are not really good for you.

Another way to distort love isto have an impaied ability to recognize your
valuesin others. Instead of recognizinghe people who truly embody youvalues, you
may mistakenly recognize the embodiment ofour values where it desn’t exis. This
may come about hrough the branwashing hat some cuks do. For example,a cult
leader may teach his followers to revere him and to detest their families.

Counterfeits of bve

There has been little consensus on the nature of love. Axonsequencepeople
can be confused aboutvhat love is. This may lad to the lack or rejection of genuine
love, or to the distortion of love. At the very least, it blocks theéecognition of genuine
love. I will now discusssome counterfeits ofdve.

Bar-Levavdescribed unhealthydve asthe attempt to freeze the feeling oblve.
This is the attempt to hold onto thefeeling of loveeven when it isn’t there. If someone
failsto understand that love is @isposition to certain feelings rather than a feelng itself,
shemay try to hold onto love by hatling onto the feeling ofdve. This is the best sense
that 1 can make of BarLevav’s noton that romantic “love” is frozen love. | think
Bar-Levavis wrongin this respect, but | do think he mwg be right to regard frozen
emotions as a serious psychologicaroblem. Holding onto the éeling of love may
impair a person’s abiliy to experience real love. Holdingnto the feeling of anger may
cause similar problems.

A couple other cownterfeits of love areinfatuation and obsesion. Infatuation is

afeeling of fascinatiorand attraction toward gerson which,unlike love, isn’t lased in
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true knowledge of the prson. Obsessioms an excessive preoccupatiomith a person.
Infatuation and obsession are often mixed together. It isie common for a person who
is preoccuped with someone he isittractedto to think he is inlove. It is so common,
in fact, thatsome of theauthors | disussed desiberomantic love, or being inlove, as
nothing more than a mixture of infatuation and obsession.

The English langiage adesn’'t have a good aahym for infatuation. Prepdice
may be theclosest we can get toneantonym. So Iwill say hat obsessn may alsobe
mixed with prejudice, understanding by prejudice a feeling of disgustd aversion that
isasbaseless as infastion. Obsessive prejudigesuch as the obsessive puelice ofthe
Rev. Fred Phelps against homoseals, is a virulent caricaire of genuine ha¢. Like
obsessive ifatuation, which is oten mistalen for genuire love, obsesve prejuice is
often mistakenfor genuinehatred, and loth love and hatred geta bad name frm their
unhealthy counterfeits.

Peck has desched falling in love as mvolving the dropping away of ego
boundaries. This is a characteistic of obsession, not of genme romantic love.
Obsession imolves a &ilure to properly distnguish between yoursdland anoher.

Conclusion

| began with the suppositionhat an evil person is someone whfails to accept
the worth and meaning of existence. Since loue an importat part of what makes life
worthwhile and meaningful, | proceeded to the conclisn that someone whofails to
incorporate theworth and meaning of love into his life would be a likdy candidatefor
someonewho is evil To find out how this falure could comeabout, | analyzed different
ideasabout love for the s&e of finding out what love is. After coming up with a
plausible definition of love | enumeratedways thatsomeone cou fail to love. This

included the mere failure to loe, distorted ways to lo®, and counterfeis of genuire
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love. The causes for a faure to love included an alsence of values, rantal blocks
againstrecognizingvalues, inappropriate vales, and obsession. The finabnclusion to
bedrawn from this chaptelis that theseare traits that may count toward distinguishing
an evil person from someone who ot evil. This is not to |y that the mere presence
of any of these traits will mark a person as evil. It may be a matter of degree and

magnitude. But these will be trais to watch for in judgng whether saneone is evil.



