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 Aristotle, Kant and Rawls on
 Moral Motivation in a Just Society

 STEVEN M. DELuE
 University of North Florida

 John Rawls considers his Theory of Justice to be in the Kantian tradition. Generally there seems
 to be agreement among Rawls' critics that at least with respect to the procedural formulation of
 the principles of justice, it is difficult to call Rawls' position Kantian. In this article I will argue
 that Rawls' Kantianism is best understood as providing a motive source for acting upon known just
 standards of conduct. In this regard Rawls can be read as synthesizing aspects of Aristotle's
 Nicomachean Ethics and Kant's moral reasoning to provide the rationale to explain why an
 individual who knows what is morally correct conduct in a given situation, makes such knowledge
 the source of his action. Demonstrating the Aristotelean roots of Rawls' Kantianism with respect
 to the problem of motivation for just conduct helps one understand how Kant's moral theory can
 be viewed in Rawls' words not as a "morality of austere command but... [as] ... an ethic of
 mutual respect and self esteem" (1971, p. 251). Secondly, this view of Kant provides the basis for
 understanding the anti-corporatist aspect of Rawls' political theory that my reading of Rawls
 makes necessary.

 John Rawls (1971, p. 257) considers his
 Theory of Justice to be in the Kantian tradi-
 tion. Generally there seems to be agreement
 among Rawls' critics that, at least with respect
 to the procedural formulation of the principles
 of justice, it is difficult to call Rawls' position
 Kantian. 1 Kant's conception of practical reason
 holds that reason must determine ethical princi-
 ples of conduct apart from considerations of
 inclination and interest (1948, pp. 71-74).
 Rawls' notion of the original position derives
 principles of right conduct from within a
 thought context that makes interest and in-
 clination paramount objects of concern. Rawls'
 original position is a state of mind in which
 individuals choose principles of conduct from
 behind a veil of ignorance (1971, pp. 136-42).
 In the original position one is assumed to lack
 knowledge of the conditions of one's life in
 society: one is unaware of one's potential
 opportunities, talents, goals, chances of success,
 etc., and must choose principles of conduct
 that would be best for oneself, given the
 intention to maximize the possession of pri-
 mary goods (Rawls, 1971, pp. 17-22). The

 The author wishes to acknowledge gratitude to the
 National Endowment for the Humanities for the two
 summer grants that provided the opportunity to write
 this article.

 1See especially Johnson (1974), Darwall (1976),
 and Levine (1974). Rawls' most important replies to
 the critics of his Kantianism are found in Rawls (1975,
 1977).

 primary goods such as liberties, rights, income,
 powers, and self-respect are the resources which
 people use to realize their personal life plans
 (Rawls, 1971, p. 92). Persons engaged in moral
 deliberation from within the perspective of the
 original position try to assume a neutral posture
 toward the various interests they know consti-
 tute the domain of human motivation. Conse-
 quently, people in the original position do not
 conceive of the principles of justice with the
 intention of giving themselves an advantage in
 attaining any specific interest, but rather they
 seek to find principles which would insure ease
 of access to any one of the diverse interests that
 they might, once outside the original position,
 assume for themselves. Interest considerations
 are thus primary matters of concern, and
 instead of a Kantian categorical imperative (a
 rule of morality that should be observed for its
 own sake, since it is a statement of the most
 moral position acceptable to rational people
 (1948, pp. 69-71), Rawls derives a hypo-
 thetical imperative in the original position. A
 hypothetical imperative takes the form that if
 y, the intended interest, is known, then an x, or
 a correct means, must be used to achieve y
 (Kant, 1948, p. 82). Conceived in these terms,
 Rawls' principles of justice are understood as
 means to achieving any one of a wide variety of
 interests that one could choose once outside
 the original position in everyday life.

 But as Dworkin argues (1979, p. 43), the
 original position is allowed to take on "too
 much of a life of its own in [The Theory of
 Justice]." Consequently, the part of the Theo-
 ry of Justice that explains the motivational

 385
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 environment conducive to supporting principles
 of justice is often overlooked. Rawls himself
 anticipates this problem when he writes that

 The motivation of the persons in the original
 position must not be confused with the motiva-
 tion of persons in everyday life who accept the
 principles that would be chosen and who have
 the corresponding sense of justice. In practical
 affairs an individual does have knowledge of his
 situation and he can, if he wishes, exploit
 contingencies to his advantage. Should his sense
 of justice move him to act on the principles of
 right that would be adopted in the original
 position, his desires and aims are surely not
 egoistic. He voluntarily takes on the limitations
 expressed by this interpretation of the moral
 point of view (1971, p. 148).

 Thus even when one has knowledge of what
 constitutes just conduct for a given situation,

 unless a motivation exists (what Rawls refers to
 as a "sense of justice") to act upon this
 knowledge, the individual could be moved by
 self-interested considerations totally in contra-
 diction to moral knowledge.

 I will argue that Rawls tries to explain the
 motivation for just conduct outside the original
 position, and in doing so Rawls, unlike Kant,
 clarifies the nature of the motivation for
 support of moral precepts in day-to-day life. In
 this regard, Rawls can be read as synthesizing
 aspects of Aristotle's Nicomachean Ethics and
 Kant's moral reasoning to provide the rationale
 to explain why an individual who knows what
 is morally correct conduct in a given situation,
 makes such knowledge the source of action.
 This discussion is important for several reasons.
 First, demonstrating the Aristotelean roots of
 Rawls' Kantianism with respect to the problem
 of motivation for just conduct helps one
 understand how Rawls could describe Kant's
 moral theory not as "a morality of austere
 command but . .. [ as] .. . an ethic of mutual
 respect and self-esteem" (1971, p. 256). Sec-
 ondly, this view of Kant provides the basis for
 understanding the anti-corporatist aspect of
 Rawls' political theory. In particular, Rawls'
 well-ordered society is a form of pluralism that
 synthesizes communal ideals with individual
 liberty while avoiding the impediments of
 modem-day interest-group liberalism as under-
 stood by Lowi (1969) and others (such as
 Garson, 1971).

 In the following article, the first section will
 discuss Kant's moral vision and the difficulties
 he faces in discerning a motivation for moral
 conduct. The second and third sections will
 discuss Aristotle's moral vision, especially as it
 pertains to Aristotle's understanding of friend-
 ship and to Rawls' use of this view of friendship

 to provide motivational content to his own
 ethical theory. The third section will also
 discuss the difference between Rawls and Kant
 in relation to a motivation for just conduct.
 The final section will discuss the type of
 pluralism suggested by my view of Rawls.

 Kant's Moral Vision

 In Kant, the motivation to conform activity
 to ethical principles is best understood from the
 standpoint of the relationship between reason
 and desire. Rational men define universal rules
 of conduct, called categorical imperatives
 (Kant, 1948, pp. 69-71). Necessarily, these
 rules must be conceived apart from matters of
 interest or inclination; otherwise, they would
 merely serve as rationalizations for self-interest.
 These rationalizations portray self-interested
 concerns as containing a moral validity of their
 own, and this is a contradiction which no
 rational person could accept. Consequently,
 reason must discern universal principles of right
 conduct (moral maxims) without regard for any
 particular end or desire at issue in a given
 situation where the moral maxim is considered
 relevant (Kant, 1948, pp. 67-68). Moreover,
 even when the question of the purity of moral
 knowledge is put aside, one finds for Kant
 (1948, p. 63) that reason is an ineffective
 faculty for realizing the goals of desire at times
 when these goals are paramount and legitimate
 objectives. It is far better to follow one's
 instincts to achieve ends rooted in desire and
 interest, for instinct is nature's means for
 realizing the twin goals of happiness and plea-
 sure.

 One should not interpret, as some have,2 the
 dichotomy between reason and instinct to
 imply an irresolvable conflict between the
 forces of morality as contained in the moral
 maxims and the forces of desire as known by
 the drives for pleasure and happiness. Actually,
 Kant can be construed as claiming that life
 should be understood from two different, but
 integratable perspectives. In one viewpoint hu-
 man life is understood as belonging to the
 sensible world. From this perspective the indivi-
 dual operates within the context of the laws of
 nature which chart the relationship between the
 structure of desire, the empirical environment
 in which the desires are elicited, and the
 behaviors that seem to follow as necessary
 correlates of the effort to achieve the goals

 2See, for instance, Sullivan (1974) and see Wolff
 (1973) for a refutation of views like Sullivan's,
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 posited by desire (Kant, 1966, pp. 153-71;
 1948, pp. 118-21). In the other (noumenal)
 viewpoint, human beings conceive of them-
 selves as free from external, determining fac-
 tors. From this perspective the individual uses
 the power of reason to discern the concepts
 that put the ideas of sense under a meaningful
 set of rules. In particular, the individual has the
 power to organize his life so it is in keeping
 with the moral laws reason posits for all
 rational beings (Kant, 1966, pp. 194-202;
 1948, pp. 118-21). Thus the individual who
 understands the impact of the laws of nature or
 the sensuous world on his life can arrange his
 life in terms of the moral perspective he
 chooses as a rational and free agent, without
 causing tension between the two viewpoints.3
 For example, anyone who is likely to succumb
 to improper sexual advances should strive, if
 choosing to act in accordance with the moral
 maxims concerning sexual conduct, to avoid
 situations in which such advances are likely to
 be made.

 But what would motivate a person to follow
 a course of action in which the synthesis of the
 two viewpoints occurred? Especially, why
 would anyone seek a moral synthesis where the
 motivation of the empirical self for happiness is
 so compelling and yet where the motivation of
 the noumenal self seems to be much less
 tangible? For Kant (1948, p. 68), the motiva-
 tion to abide by moral laws is the knowledge
 that these laws themselves are the most valid,
 most moral form of conduct one can choose.
 Such knowledge presumably breeds reverence
 and respect for the moral law. Having acquired
 this understanding, one can become a free
 human being, able to make moral choices and
 live with the dignity which proper moral
 actions bestow on men.4 Thus knowledge of
 moral truths alone should be the foundation for

 3I infer this position from the following statement
 in Kant, realizing of course that my view is an
 inference not supported by a direct statement. "We
 see now that when we think of ourselves as free, we
 transfer ourselves into the intelligible world as mem-
 bers and recognize the autonomy of the will together
 with its consequence-morality; whereas when we
 think oursleves as under obligation, we look upon
 ourselves as belonging to the sensible world and yet to
 the intelligible world at the same time" (1948, p.
 121). For a supporting interpretation, see Galston
 (1975) and Wolff (1973, pp. 118-38).

 41n this regard Kant says (1948, pp. 114-15), "All
 concepts, therefore, and with them all principles,
 though they may be possible apriori refer nevertheless
 to empirical intuitions, that is, the data of a possible
 experience."

 an interest in moral laws, and, as Kant says,
 once a person recognizes the existence of such
 laws, "[a person] must necessarily take an
 interest in it [moral law] " (1948, p. 117).

 Nonetheless, it is difficult to understand
 how an interest in morality could derive solely
 from a recognition of moral laws themselves.
 Unless the individual is firmly committed to a
 goal toward which the moral laws contribute, it
 is unclear what practical motivation a person
 would have for abiding by moral laws. Of
 course, to introduce a goal toward which the
 moral maxims are considered. contributory
 would appear, at first, to violate the idea of the
 moral laws as non-instrumental and as truths
 independent of any end. Nonetheless it is
 conceivable that resort to the categorical im-
 perative can contribute to desirable results,
 results which in fact are so overwhelming and
 pleasing in nature that people would naturally
 accept them. When Kant (1948, pp. 95-96)
 introduces the maxim to "act in such a way
 that you always treat humanity, whether in
 your own person or in the person of any other,
 never simply as a means, but always at the same
 time as an end," he suggests an end, posited by
 reason (and not desire) toward which human
 conduct should aim and toward which moral
 maxims should contribute.

 This maxim, no doubt, requires one to act
 toward others from the standpoint of universal
 rules of ethical conduct. But will people be
 motivated to do so if they fail to appreciate
 other human lives for the unique qualities and
 characteristics that constitute human existence?
 It is my view that support for the maxim to
 treat others as ends is always dependent upon
 peoples' appreciation of other human lives as
 embodying those qualities deserving of respect.
 When this awareness exists, the goal toward
 which universal moral rules contribute (to treat
 others as ends) is given concrete form. Further,
 it is almost axiomatic that when the maxim to
 treat others as ends is defined in terms of
 concrete and tangible possibilities of real hu-
 man lives, the goal toward which moral rules
 contribute is clarified and the motive for
 supporting such rules is strengthened. Conse-
 quently, as a crucial step in creating the
 conditions conducive to encouraging a motive
 for supporting moral conduct, it is necessary
 that the maxim to treat others as ends be given
 a material form.5 If this maxim were realized,
 what sorts of objectives would be pursued and

 5For an excellent approach to this question, see
 Auxter (1979, pp. 125-32).
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 within what types of experiential contexts
 would pursuit of such objectives take place?

 In the next section I will introduce
 Aristotle's notion of private and civil friend-
 ship. Throughout the discussion I will show
 those sections of Aristotle's writings which can
 provide Kant's thought with the motivational
 support for his concept of moral laws, and I
 will also argue that Rawls' thought represents a
 synthesis of Kant and Aristotle. By following
 this path I will claim that Rawls successfully
 meets the criticism leveled at him by Bloom
 (1975, p. 656), who argues that "there must be
 an interest in morality, just as there is an
 interest in money or food and one which has
 primacy over all other interests. Rawls has done
 nothing to establish such an interest." To the
 contrary, Rawls' particular synthesis of Ari-
 stotle and Kant provides the motivational ele-
 ment otherwise lacking in Kant's moral think-
 ing, and in doing so Rawls explains how an
 interest in morality outside the original position
 is possible in the day-to-day world.

 Aristotle and Friendship

 Arist otle in the Nicomachean Ethics
 (1 156a5- 156a24) discusses three types of
 friendship, but, as Cooper suggests (1976, pp.
 634-39), the three types fall into two cate-
 gories: pleasure/advantage-friendships and char-
 acter-friendships. The first type is predicated on
 a sharing of benefits (Cooper, p. 636). Each
 party in a friendship sees in the other qualities
 that are useful for attaining a particular end.
 Human relationships must be balanced by
 episodes of fair exchange. Thus a person in an
 exchange relationship to another expects to
 receive benefits which are approximately simi-
 lar in worth to those a person gives. Otherwise,
 exchanges would be unreciprocated and unfair
 and the relationships predicated on these ex-
 changes would break down (1 132b32-34).
 Consequently, friendships of the pleasure/ad-
 vantage type require each party to live up to
 the terms of an exchange, for no one wants to
 be in a relationship to another in which one
 gives benefits but receives nothing of approxi-
 mate worth in return.

 A character-friend, as Cooper says, "loves his
 friend because of properties that belong to the
 friend essentially. This means that he loves him
 for what he himself is, and not for merely
 external properties, or relations in which he
 stands to other persons" (1976, p. 640).
 Friendship of this sort is based on a person's
 respect for the moral excellence exhibited in
 another person's life. Thus character-friends

 will always appreciate the depth and excellence
 of each other's life, they will wish each other
 well, and they will be able, in Aristotle's words
 (1172a7-8), to "share in those things which
 give them the sense of living together."

 Character-friendships are predicated on an
 appreciation of human beings per se, and they
 do not, as Cooper says, "take place within so
 restricted a context as that imposed by the
 self-centered desires for pleasure and profit that
 operate in the other types of friendships"
 (1976, p. 640). Nonetheless, character-friends
 could still have advantage-relationships without
 damaging the mutual appreciation each has for
 the other as a human being. Thus two friends
 might help each other achieve certain goals, but
 neither would permit these exchanges to sub-
 vert the basic commitment to human excellence
 (particularly as manifested in each one's life)
 that insures the enduring quality of the friend-
 ship.

 Cooper rightly assumes that Aristotle be-
 lieved that both types of friendship are crucial-
 ly important to each other. At the level of
 exchange friendship, people perceive their rela-
 tionships in terms of the pleasures or benefits
 each provides the other. To be stable and
 balanced, relationships of this sort must provide
 fair and reciprocal exchanges of benefits or
 pleasures. But friendship can be established on
 an even sounder basis which incorporates in-
 terest concerns without at the same time
 making these matters the sole basis of the
 friendship. Thus in discussing why people form
 associations, Aristotle says that people

 help each other by throwing their peculiar gifts
 into the common stock. It is for these reasons
 that both utility and pleasure seem to be found
 in this kind of friendship. But this friendship
 may be based also on virtue, if the parties are
 good; for each has its own virtue and they will
 delight in the fact (1 162a25-28).

 Aristotle's view of friendship harmonizes the
 concerns of interest with the requirements of
 morality and community. Consequently,
 Aristotle says that the old proverb, "'What
 friends have is common property' expresses the
 truth; for friendship depends on community"
 (1 159b30-32). Without this connection to
 community, friendship would remain only an
 abstract idea, lacking the experiential depth of
 an actual relationship. But within a community
 the self is nurtured in an environment that
 sustains in people a real sense of friendly
 feelings and well-wishing for others.

 But even though the self is other-oriented, it
 still is not so thoroughly absorbed in others
 that it fails to have both knowledge of and
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 respect and even love for the unique capacities
 and virtues which characterize its own exist-
 ence. In fact, if the self lacked virtue or if it
 could not love and respect any virtues it did
 have, it appears that the individual would fail to
 develop the concern for others that community
 encourages. For Aristotle, "Friendly relations
 with one's neighbors, and the mark by which
 friendships are defined, seem to have proceeded
 from a man's relations to himself' (1 166a1-3).
 An individual who has positive regard or love
 for himself, because his life embodies rational
 and good qualities, will hold friendly feelings
 toward others with similar good qualities. Thus
 for Aristotle the "extreme of friendship is
 likened to one's love for oneself'
 (1166b35-38). By contrast, a man who is
 motivated by irrational and self-destructive
 goals will not be capable of having friendly
 feelings or doing friendly deeds because his lack
 of respect for himself makes it impossible for
 him to respect others. In this case the individual
 would lack the ability to integrate the moral
 concerns of community with individual in-
 terests.

 It would seem then that the extent to which
 one has self-respect would determine the extent
 to which one could unite the two types of
 friendship in a single personality. For instance,
 the individual who received his sense of self-re-
 spect from an enduring commitment and
 knowledge or moral virtue would be a person
 who fully understood the essential properties
 and moral excellences of human life. Such an
 individual would, by extension, seek to support
 and celebrate the same excellences in others,
 including those known personally and those
 known only by general reputation. A person of
 this sort could have advantage-friendships too,
 but would never allow advantage considerations
 to dominate personal relationships. Instead,
 such a person would value and support all those
 who exemplified human excellences, whether
 or not such individuals benefited him directly.

 The self in Aristotle contains an ability to
 wish others well and an intense concern to
 realize a variety of interests and needs. Friendly
 relationships in general encourage a synthesis
 between these dimensions of an individual even
 though the empirical forms of actual friend-
 ships vary with different associations
 (1161b8-19; 1 160a28-31). Consequently,
 while the basic purpose of friendship may
 remain the same from association to associa-
 tion, the actual form which friendship takes
 varies greatly. Being a special form of communi-
 ty, political community requires a special form
 of friendship.

 In a political community citizens who have
 different needs and interests believe that they
 can benefit or profit from the common mem-
 bership in the community. Aristotle says that
 men join political communities to "provide
 something that they need for the purposes of
 life; and it is for the sake of advantage that the
 political community too seems both to have
 come together originally and to endure, for this
 is what legislators aim at, and they call just that
 which is to the common advantage" (11 60al 0-
 14).6 Civic friendship makes possible a sup-
 portive environment for advantage relationships
 by existing as a form of well-wishing toward
 and even an ability to sacrifice for other
 citizens (1 169a22-35, 1166b30-1167a2).
 Civic friendship is thus an important motiva-
 tional component for support of those stan-
 dards of just conduct which society defines as
 the necessary rules for upholding an environ.
 ment in which citizens find a common advan-
 tage.

 Logically it is possible for a citizen to make
 a commitment to just standards outside an
 atmosphere of friendship and well-wishing to
 others. But in reality this commitment is most
 evident within the context of friendly relations.
 Certainly friendship naturally embodies just
 standards. Aristotle says, "The demands of
 justice also seem to increase with the intensity

 of the friendship, which implies that friendship
 and justice exist between the same persons and
 have an equal extension" (1 160a6-9).7 Thus if
 friendship implies any single, common rule of
 behavior, it is surely that no person ever treats a
 friend unjustly. Moreover, friendship does not
 require that one measure and weigh each aspect
 of the relationship against a precise standard,
 always being certain that justice in the most
 formal sense is being served (Cooper, 1976, pp.
 646-47). A concept of just standards could be
 supported in an environment devoid of friendly
 feelings, but when this situation occurs it would
 seem that the tolerance and warmth implied by
 friendly relationships would give way to austere
 and harsh formal social encounters. No doubt
 this prospect would be destructive to respect
 for just standards, since without friendly feel-
 ings there would be no strong motivation to
 wish others well, and in this case no strong
 feeling to uphold just standards would be
 apparent.

 6Also see 1129b31-1130al and 1167b5-10, the
 Principle of Unanimity. In the Politics, Bk. 4, especial-
 ly 1289a26-1299a30, is also useful.

 7With regard to the relationship between friendship
 and justice, see Winthrop (1978).
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 In this regard, good will is crucial to civic
 friendships. Good will is a respect and well-
 wishing for others based upon the good quali-
 ties that one understands others to possess. "In
 general, goodwill arises on account of some
 excellence and worth, when one man seems to
 another beautiful or brave or something of this
 sort.. ." (1167a18-20). But while good will is
 not the same as friendship, it is the first step
 toward the existence of friendship (1 167a4-5).
 As Aristotle says (1167a3-4), good will is to
 friendship "as the pleasure of the eye is [to]
 the beginning of love." Good will does not
 require anyone to actually befriend another,
 but it does provide a motivational dimension in
 which people are inclined to become friends
 and in which all members of society are
 permitted and encouraged to support standards
 of justice that allow individuals to develop
 those excellences which make them worthy of
 friendship. Without good will, the trust and
 tolerance necessary to respect the lives of
 others is lacking, and without trust and toler-
 ance it is unlikely that we extend to those we
 do not know personally the same standards of
 justice that we automatically extend to our
 friends. Consequently, for Aristotle, in relation
 to any regime, "Each of the constitutions may
 be seen to involve friendship just insofar as it
 involves justice" (1 161a10-I 1 ).8

 Rawls, Aristotle, and Kant

 Rawls' theory seems to use a concept similar
 to Aristotle's notions of friendship and self-re-
 spect. Rawls argues that "other things equal,
 human beings enjoy the exercise of their
 realized capacities (their innate or trained abili-
 ties) and this enjoyment increases the more the
 capacity is realized or the greater the complexi-
 ty" (1971, p. 426). An individual gains self-re-
 spect by using "mature faculties" to perform
 activities that are "appreciated and confirmed
 by others who are likewise esteemed [by other
 association members]" (1971, p. 440). Indivi-
 duals who engage in activities which permit
 them to utilize "mature faculties" not only gain
 self-respect but they engage in activities that are
 supportive of others as well. Thus Rawls argues
 that an individual of this sort "generally contri-
 butes to the rational plans of our associates"
 (1971, p. 425). Moreover, it should be noted
 that the "contribution" is not solely the result
 of what we referred to above as advantage-rela-
 tionships but that the "contribution" stems

 8For additional reading on this issue, see Hardie
 (1968, pp. 317-36).

 from character-friendships too. For, as Rawls
 says (1971, p. 425), people who exercise
 realized abilities are likely to gain support from
 their associates because their associates "are
 likely to take pleasure in the display of human
 excellence." Linked with a sense of self-respect
 gained from the realization of "mature capaci-
 ties" is a disposition to look upon others not
 merely from the standpoint of the concrete
 manner in which they contribute to private
 interests, but also from the standpoint of how
 others manifest the highest, most noble quali-
 ties of human activity. Consequently, as in
 Aristotle, a sense of concern for others is
 associated with a strong sense of self-respect.

 Relationships between individuals are pre-
 dicated on agreements to uphold mutual obliga-
 tions incurred in the course of making ex-
 changes with each other. Rawls' principle of
 "fairness" (1971, pp. 112-13) merely restates
 this idea by requiring individuals to do their
 part as defined by the rules of institutions when
 two conditions are met: "First, the institution
 is just (or fair), that is, it satisfies the two
 principles of justice, and second one has volun-

 tarily accepted benefits of the arrangement or
 taken advantage of the opportunities it offers
 to further one's interest." But the principle of
 fairness would not in itself be realistic or
 practical unless it were a part of an individual's
 disposition to live in accordance with an appre-
 ciation for the accomplishments and triumphs
 of others. Without the character dimension
 built into the disposition of individuals, advan-
 tage-relationships might quickly develop de-
 structive tendencies in which people left rela-
 tionships as soon as they received what they
 wanted from them.

 Rawls attempts to blend both dimensions of
 friendship into the personality of the well-
 ordered citizen. This approach is necessary in
 the context of Rawls' efforts to sustain a
 general sense of well-wishing for others. The
 desire to wish others well is always associated
 with the civic perspective which assumes that
 other people are as concerned with our welfare
 as we are concerned with theirs. Rawls' moral
 psychology argues then

 that the active sentiments of love and friend-
 ship, and even the sense of justice, arise from a
 manifest intention of other persons to act for
 our good. Because we recognize that they wish
 us well, we are for their well being in return.
 Thus we acquire attachments to persons and
 institutions (and must presume standards of
 justice) according to how we perceive our good
 to be affected by them (1971, p. 494).

 Similarly, without an atmosphere of well-
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 wishing, it would seem highly unlikely that a
 material and emotional motivation to act upon
 known just standards of conduct could endure.
 Support for principles of justice presupposes
 more than knowledge of just standards, but
 support always presupposes a motive embodied
 in civic attitudes to uphold them. As Rawls
 says, "It would seem that while the individual
 understands the principles of justice, his motive
 for complying with them for some time at least,
 springs largely from his ties of friendship and
 fellow feeling, and his concern for the approba-
 tion of the wider society" (1971, p. 473,
 emphasis added).

 Rawls and Kant approach the problem of
 motivation differently even though both share
 the view that standards of justice are necessary
 to inhibit destructive social conflict. Kant views
 society as composed of competing groups and
 interests, and recognizes that at times the
 competition may be destructive. As Reiss
 claims (1970, p. 20), for Kant laws are needed
 to establish "criteria by which we can settle
 public conflicts or interests. The principle of
 universality demands that our social and politi-
 cal relationship should be sound and our
 conflicts settled in a universal manner." Similar-
 ly, for Rawls the interests of the sub-units of
 society often run counter to each other and
 conflict of the most harmful kind is often
 possible. Therefore a "morality of principles"
 must be invented to define "right not in
 relationship to group interests or to individual
 interests but to a concept of right choices
 irrespective of contingencies" (1971, p. 473).
 The quest to find universal solutions which are
 acceptable to rational individuals and which
 transcend interest conflicts is as apparent in
 Rawls as in Kant. Both hope that when
 solutions of this kind are found, a social
 equilibrium sufficient for human flourishing
 can be provided.

 Kant's approach to the problem of motiva-
 tion moves only partially along Rawlsian lines,
 and then veers sharply away. Thus in his
 Lectures on Ethics Kant argues that people
 should have a moral training that orients
 emotions and appetites to favor right principles.
 But in describing the substance of an emotional
 life conducive to right action, Kant seems to
 empty it of empathetic emotions that might be
 conducive to the support of moral principles.
 Kant claims that a disposition to act may be a
 psychological state devoid of passion and emo-
 tion, and he furthers this stark view of moral
 psychology when he describes the properly
 motivated individual as "thorough," "regular"
 and "resolute" (1963, pp. 146-47). In keeping
 with this view, for Kant emotional states such

 as friendship are seen as counterproductive to
 morality. Kant claims that "the complete moral
 perfection of heaven must be universal; but
 friendship is not universal; it is a peculiar
 association of specific persons; it is man's
 refuge in this world from his distrust of his
 fellows, in which he can reveal his disposition
 to another and enter into communion with
 him" (1963, p. 207). Consequently, in contrast
 to both Aristotle and Rawls, Kant's friendship
 leads people to treat matters of broad social
 importance parochially, and it makes people
 distrustful of those outside one's sphere of
 friends.

 Ironically, for a philosopher seeking an
 ethics based on freedom and reason, Kant
 seems to settle for a Hobbesian-type motivation
 for support of moral laws. In discussing the
 motivation for nations to support moral laws,
 Kant concludes that nations will abide by moral
 laws only when it is clear to them that if they
 do not, they will suffer in the ensuing interna-
 tional conflict (1970, p. 189).9 Thus while
 Kant would hope that motivation for moral
 laws could be founded in an environment
 approaching the one Rawls describes, it is clear
 that his pessimistic perspective entails a starker,
 almost utilitarian explanation (much to Kant's
 own distaste, of course) for the motivational
 support for morality.

 Rawls' understanding of the source of moral
 interest helps to meet the criticism that Kant's
 philosophy is merely formal and abstract, hav-
 ing little practical significance for the real
 problems human beings face (Riley, 1973, p.
 460). Rawls balances Kant's reliance on law
 with the claim that people take an interest in
 morality when they are a part of social relation-
 ships which embody universal principles and
 which allow people to treat others as ends in a
 concrete sense. Rawls' moral psychology at-
 tempts to demonstrate how this task can be
 achieved (1970, p. 189).10 This article cannot
 examine the validity of Rawls' moral psycholo-
 gy, but suffice it to say that Rawls hopes to use
 this approach to explain how people are habitu-
 ated to a pluralism based on all persons having a
 moral concern to accommodate their needs to
 the variety of individual and group interests in
 society. Rawls' pluralism as the "social union of
 social unions" can be viewed as a material
 reconstruction of Kant's concept of the King.
 dom of Ends (1948, pp. 100-02).

 9Also see Galston (1975, p. 239).

 10See also Rawls (1977, pp. 160-62; 1975, p.
 548).
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 Rawls' Pluralism

 Rawls' pluralism is best described in terms
 that specify the types of social groups and the
 relationships groups have with each other. In
 this regard Rawls' well-ordered society permits
 a variety of associations. Some groups permit
 purely individual activity, with the individual
 entering the group to accomplish certain goals
 and leaving when those goals have been realized
 and all duties and obligations have been met.
 Other groups allow individuals to become part
 of a collective enterprise, providing a sense of
 community. As Rawls says:

 Increasingly it becomes more important to
 secure the free internal life of the various
 communities of interest in which persons and
 groups seek to achieve, in modes of social union
 consistent with equal liberty, the ends and
 excellences to which they are drawn. In addi-
 tion men come to aspire to some control over
 the laws and rules that regulate their associa-
 tion, either by directly taking part themselves
 in its affairs or indirectly through representa-
 tives with whom they are affilliated by ties of
 culture and social situation (1971, P. 543).

 Social unions of this kind never deny rights to
 members, even if the preservation of these
 rights contributes, on occasion, to the loss of
 group cohesion. During times when group unity
 is threatened civic friendship helps to preserve
 the group's integrity.

 Furthermore, certain types or forms of
 groups would be more acceptable than others.
 There is no reason to doubt, for example, the
 viability of participatory groups in which work-
 ers choose their management and define com-
 pany goals or policies. In this type of society,
 organizations that did not permit individuals to
 have rights against the groups or against each
 other would find a hostile reception. Similarly,
 in the context of the well-ordered society,
 individuals and associations would have to be
 organized to accommodate themselves to in-
 terests beyond their own group (Rawls, 1971,
 pp. 467-69). No single group would necessarily
 be the central focus and unifying theme in an
 individual's life. In fact, such a totally encom-
 passing community could be perceived as jeo-
 pardizing individual freedom and autonomy.
 Thus associations could provide only a partial
 focus to an individual's life, and even then these
 associations would materialize only when an
 individual himself defined his own focus from
 within his own "life plan."

 This social vision would conflict with pre-
 sent-day corporate models of social organiza-
 tion associated with interest-group liberalism.
 Modern pluralism, or what can also be called

 interest-group liberalism, threatens Rawls' well-
 ordered society. Individuals in this type of
 corporate society form or join organized groups
 to acquire political and economic strength to
 protect their private interests, interests which
 they may hold in common with a selected
 population. These groups are sub-units of the
 whole society and are usually strategic to the
 economy or to the political process. In classic
 interest-group theory, there are a variety of
 groups competing with each other for a share of
 the basic resources that guarantee power (Tru-
 man, 1951, pp. 26-33). It is assumed that the
 competition leads to a dispersal of power across
 the diversity of groups, and thus no single
 group or coalition of groups dominates all
 major policy decisions (Dahl, 1971; Lipset,
 1962, p. 36). The state is only to be an arbiter
 among interests (Oakeshott, 1962, pp. 37-58).

 But the countervailing powers argument
 often does not accurately depict interest activi-
 ty and influence. In fact, certain groups some-
 times dominate and become oligopolies in their
 sphere of interest, acting as a type of "private
 government," making policies which protect
 the group's own interests while ignoring the
 public welfare (Lowi, 1969, p. 295). Further-
 more, as Lowi says, "The more clear the official
 practice of recognized interests, the more hier-
 archy introduced into the society" (1969, p.
 88). The group's success is contingent upon its
 ability to organize itself along oligarchial and
 authoritarian lines. Decisions are centralized,
 power is concentrated in a few hands, and the
 leadership becomes remote from the members.
 Lowi points out that "we need no more search
 to support Michel's iron tendency toward oli-
 garchy in these private governments" (1969, p.
 88).

 Thus when corporate organizations force
 individuals to subordinate themselves to a set of
 bureaucratic imperatives as part of the goal to
 maintain their power in society, society is less
 able to provide its members with a broad
 variety of groups flexible enough to accommo-
 date particular individual excellences. An indivi-
 dual still committed to a Rawls-like vision
 would challenge a corporatist outlook and seek
 instead to act from moral principles that, if
 realized, would accommodate an authentic
 pluralism. Individuals of this sort are still
 capable of appreciating human excellences
 across a broad spectrum of people and interests.
 Moreover, because these types of people would
 most likely befriend each other on the basis of
 a mutual respect for human excellences, charac-
 ter-friendship would still remain a possibility
 even in the heart of corporate society. Charac-
 ter-friends would create a sense of community
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 (and civic friendships) among themselves and
 celebrate the diverse excellences that their lives
 personified. Civic friendship in this context is
 an experience conducive to an intense commit-
 ment to moral principles which undergird a
 yearning for justice.

 Conclusion

 In conclusion, Aristotle's conception of the
 polis combines justice and friendship. As Mul-
 gan writes (1977, p. 14), for Aristotle, "friend-
 ship, a wider concept than in modern English,
 implies a general sociability, a desire to co-
 operate in shared activity of any sort, from the
 utilitarian business transaction to the close,
 personal relationship of true friends." Kant
 strove for a dutiful application of moral princi-
 ples, a commitment that would help us restrict
 the baser influences of our inclinations and
 emotions. Rawls' notion of the well-ordered
 society holds that in a large diverse society it is
 necessary as Kant argued, to construct a set of
 principles common to all rational people. But
 Rawls also maintains that both a commitment
 to these principles and to the society sustaining
 them is possible only in an atmosphere of
 general sociability as described by Aristotle and
 modified by Rawls. For without this at-
 mosphere, an interest in doing good-that is, an
 interest in morality itself-might not exist.
 Rawls' contribution then to Kant is to show
 that friendship as described by Aristotle is not
 alien to morality, and indeed if Kant's thought
 is to gain moral force, this dimension must
 become an integral part of Kant's moral vision.
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