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“A readiness to trade up, looking for someone with better characteristics, does not fit with an attitude of love” (p. 76):

· An “economic” explanation: “Once you have come to know a person well, it would take a large investment of time and energy to reach the comparable point with another person, so there is a barrier to switching” (p. 77).

· Flaws of the “economic” explanation: “These counsels of economic prudence […] are external. According to them, nothing about the nature of love itself focuses upon the particular individual loved or involves an unwillingness to substitute another” (p. 77).

“But why would we want actually to give such a commitment to a particular person, shunning all other partners? What special value is reached through such a love relationship committed to particularism but in no other way?” (p. 77).

· An “economic” answer: “Repeated trading with a fixed partner with special resources might make it rational to develop in yourself specialized assets for trading with that partner (and similarly on the partner’s part toward you); and this specialization gives some assurance that you will continue to trade with that party (since the invested resources would be worth much less in exchange with any third party)” (pp. 77-78).

· The role of infatuation: “Perhaps here lies one function of infatuation, to pave and smooth the way to uniting in a we; it provides enthusiasm to take one over the hurdles of concern for one’s own autonomy, and it provides an initiation into we-thinking too, by constantly occupying the mind with thoughts of the other and of the two of you together. A more cynical view than mine might see infatuation as the temporary glue that manages to hold people together until they are stuck” (p. 78).

On the process of formation of a we:

· “Part of the process by which people soften their boundaries and move into a we involves repeated expression of the desire to do so […] Their statement often will be tentative, subject to withdrawal if the other does not respond with similar avowals […] Neither wants to recognize it [his/her desire] if the other does not, and it also will not suffice for each to announce that it will recognize if the other one does also” (pp. 78-79).

· “[…] the frequency of their saying to each other ‘I love you’, and their attention to the other’s response may indicate a nesting that is implicit and very deep, as deep as the repeated triggering necessary to overcome caution and produce the actual and unconditional formation of the we” (p. 79).

On the rationality of love:

· “Granting that a willingness to trade up is incompatible with love and with the formation of a we with a particular person, the question becomes one of whether it is rational to love in that particular way” (p. 79).


· “An answer could be given by the long and obvious list of the things and actions and emotions especially made possible and facilitated by the we […] Yet it distorts romantic love to view it through the lens of the egoistic question ‘What’s in it for me?’. What we want when we are in love is to be with that person” (p. 80).

· “In the choice of a particular partner, reasons can play a significant role, I think. Yet in addition to the merits of the other person and her or his qualities, there also is the question of whether the thought of forming a we with that person brings excitement and delight” (pp. 80-81).

On romantic love:

· “I believe that the romantic desire is to form a we with that particular person and with no other. In the strong sense of the notion of identity involved here, one can no more be part of many wes which constitute one’s identity than one can simultaneously have many individual identities” (p. 82).

· “In the view of a person who loves someone romantically, there couldn’t be anyone else who was better as a partner. He might think that person he is in love with could be better somehow – stop leaving toothpaste in the sink – but any description he could offer of a better mate would be a description of his mate changed, not one of somebody else” (p. 81).

· “[…] the mutual desire for sexual monogamy becomes almost inevitable, to mark the intimacy and uniqueness of forming an identity with that one particular person by directing what is the most intense physical intimacy toward her or him alone” (p. 82).

On friendship/a way of sharing different from romantic love:

· “[…] a relationship is a friendship to the extent that it shares activities for no further purpose than the sharing of them” (p.83).

· “Things shared with friends […] do not stand in a unique and special relationship to any one self as its sole possessions; we join with friends in having them and, to that extent at least, our selves and theirs overlap or the boundaries between them are less sharp” (p. 83).

· “Friends want to share the things they do as a sharing, and they think correctly, that friendship is valuable partly because, unlike the case of romantic love, this valued sharing occurs without ant sharing of identity” (p. 84).

On sharing:

· “People seek to engage in sharing beyond the domain of personal friendship also […] we read newspapers because we want to have a range of information in common with them, a common stock of mental contents […] That we also desire to share the daily flow of information shows how very intense our desire to share is” (pp. 83-84).

· “We might pause over one mode of sharing that, while it is not done primarily for its own sake, produces a significant sense of solidarity. This is participation with others in joint action directed toward an external goal” (p. 84).

On marriage:

· “Just as the identity of the self continues over an extended period of time, so too is there the desire for the we to continue; part of identifying fully with the we is intending that it continue. Marriage marks a full identification with that we. With this, the we enters a new stage, building a sturdier structure, knitting itself together more fully. […] No longer focusing upon whether they do constitute an enduring we, the partners now are free confidently to build together a life with its own focus and direction” (p. 85).

On “physical incarnations” of the we: 

· “A we is not a new physical entity in the world, whether or not it is a new ontological one. However, it may want to give its web of love relationships a physical incarnation [e.g. home, children etc.]” (p. 85).

On ways of changing the boundaries of the individual self:

· “Intimate bonds change the contours and boundaries of the self, altering its topology: in love, as we have seen, in the sharings of friendship, in the intimacy of sexuality. Alterations in the individual self’s boundaries and contours also are a goal of religious quest […] There are also modes of general love for humanity […] that greatly alter the character and contours of the self, now no longer so appropriately referred to as  ‘individual’”(p. 86).

· “It may not be an accident that people rarely do simultaneously combine building a romantic we with a spiritual quest. It seems impossible to proceed full strength with more than one major alteration in the self’s topology at a time” (p. 86).

· “It is not plausible […] to think that every single individual, at some or another time in his life, would be most enhanced as part of a romantically loving we – that Buddha, Socrates,  Jesus, Beethoven or Gandhi would have been. […] The particular vivid way these individuals defined themselves would not fit easily within a romantic we; their special lives would have had to be very different” (pp. 84-85).

Conclusion:

· “In love’s bond we metamorphose” (p. 86).
