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Mr Kenneth Barnes vs;as head of the science department at Bedales School but left in 1940 to establish, with his
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(Brown University 1970) was on John Macmurray, and he helped to found the International John Macmurray

Association in North America.

Mr Paul Gee is a person-centred counsellor and psycho-therapist and a trainer of counsellors. He has research
interests in the philosophy of psycho-therapy (at Keele University) and has made a particular study of the work of

John Macmurray.

‘An obscure Scottish philosopher’
is how one newspaper columnist
recently referred to the subject of
this the first of an occasional series
of Re-appraisals of philosophers of
the 20th century whose work de-
serves to be more widely known.
The columnist was commenting on
Mr Tony Blair’s statement that he
had been inspired by the work of
John Macmurray. Irrespective of
how one might feel about Mr
Blair’s politics and ‘New Labour’,
we hope that John Macmurray will
not be quite so obscure as a result
of this Re-appraisal.

The emphasis in our Re-apprais-
als will be upon the continuing
application of the ideas and princi-
ples of the philosophers concemned,
in order to show that the subjects
chosen have something valuable to
say to us today.

That aim is amply fulfilled in
the following articles upon John
Macmurray, all of which, not only
expound some aspect of his phi-
losophy, but also apply it to more
recent questions and problems: per-
sonal knowing, the family, politics,
and psycho-therapy.

As can be seen from the Bio-
graphical Notes, Macmurray had a
distinguished academic career, cul-
minating in his apppointment as the
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Gifford Lecturer for 1953 and
1954. Yet his name does not
appear in any of the encylcopaedias
or dictionaries of philosophy (per-
haps the forthcoming Routledge

‘Reality in human life is action
... The real world is the world
defined by action, in action.
Ideas are the eyes of action’.

Creative Society, p. 151.

encyclopaedia will change that); his
books are unlikely to appear on
reading-lists; those in the university
library which I use, are rarely
borrowed; and rarely does one see
his named mentioned in other
books and articles.

Whatever may be the causes of
this neglect, this Re-appraisal at-
tempts to alleviate that neglect.
Macmurray’s principal claim on
our attention arises from his refusal
to confine philosophy to a merely
technical discipline. As Mr Barnes
shows in his notes upon his friend-
ship with Macmurray, Macmurray’s
philosophy was bormm out of his
experience, not simply out of books
and academic problems. Hence
Macmurray’s profoundly anti-Car-
tesian stance: reflection follows

upon and must always refer back to
action; men are primarily agents,
not detached observers, and are
persons in relation, not isolated
egos, empirical or transcendental; "
and reason is emotional and emo-
tions are rational. [t is a philosophy
that flows from life and in tum
illuminates life. He wrote for the
general reader, and without distract-
ing foot-notes, not just for fellow
academics nor to continue the dis-
putes of the journals.

We are grateful to the John Mac-
murray Fellowship for help in com-
piling this Re-appraisal

‘Reason is primarily an affair
of emotion, and . . the ratonal-
ity of thought is the derivative
and secondary one. For if rea-
son is the capacity to act in
terms of the nature of the
object, it is emotion which
stands directly behind activity
determining its substance and
direction, while thought is re-
lated to action indirectly and
through emotion, determining
only its form, and that only
partially’.

Reason and Emotion, p. 26




Biographical Details

JOHN MACMURRAY

Born 16th Feb. 1891 at Maxwellton, Kirkcubrightshire.
Graduated from Glasgow Univ. in 1913. Snell Exhibitioner and Newlands Scholar of Balliol Coll. Oxford 1913,
Joined Royal Army Medical Corps, as a private, 1914.

Commission as a Lieutenant, Queen’s Own Cameron Highlanders, 1916.

Awarded the Military Cross.

John Locke Scholar in Mental Philosophy, Oxford, 1919.
Lecturer in Philosophy, University of Manchester, 1919.
Professor of Philosophy, University of the Witwatersrand, Johannesburg, South Africa, 1921.
Fellow and Classical Tutor and Jowett Lecturer in Philosophy, Balliol Coll. Oxford, 1922-8.
Grote Professor of the Philosophy of Mind and Logic, University of London, 1928-44.
Professor of Moral Philosophy, University of Edinburgh, 1944-58.
Gifford Lecturer, Glasgow University, 1953-4.

Died 21st June 1976,
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EXPERIENCE AND PHILOSOPHY
My friendship with John Macmurray

1 first met John in 1932 and a
friendship was formed that deep-
ened throughout life. It included
my wife, who was a teacher of
literature and a writer of poetry,
while Betty Macmurray was a most
interesting painter. When Frances
and I founded a boarding school in
1940, to provide a refuge from the
chaos of war, John Macmurray
became chairman of the govemors
and a frequent visitor.

Kenneth C. Barnes

The First World War broke out
when he was about 22 and had
moved from Glasgow to Oxford to
complete his classical education in
Balliol College. His Chnistian com-
mitment inciined him to pacifism,
but he decided to join the Medical
Corps. Before long he recognised
that this was not saving his integ-
rity; he was merely patching up
wounded soldiers to go back to do
the dirty work of fighting. So he

joined the Cameron Highlanders
and soon became an officer. That
1914 war was in a way more
hideous than the last one. There
were long periods of stinking stag-
nation. Four times as many of our
men were killed. Many of the men
who suffered its horrors could not
speak of them afterwards. They
pushed them to the back of their
minds and tried to forget them. But
John was not like that. He had to
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assimilate all experience, to bring it
into consciousness and make it part
of his ongoing reality.

This was shown in the lecture to
the Yearly Meeting of Quakers in
1966, The Search for Reality. (He
became a Quaker late in life). He
told how he lost his fear of death
by squarely facing horror. When he
first went forward to take command
of a platoon on the Somme, he
joined the men at an angle of a
trench. It was quiet evening, The
men were quietly talking and joking
when suddenly there was the whine
of an approaching shell. It ex-
ploded round the bend of the
trench. John rusied round. He
found one man almost cut in half]
another so hacked that he could
only bleed to death.

He described also a kilted high-
lander long dead and caught up in a
mass of barbed wire between the
opposing trenches where he could
not be reached. John wrote: ‘So
there he remained, day after day,
almost as if he were one of us’. For
John these experiences resulted
‘a quick and complete acceptance
of death, for myself as well as my
comrades’. Before the war it had
seemed an end to dread. Now it
became an incident i life, and in
the result it removed for ever the
fear of death.

His reflection on this incident
illustrates so well his plea for
coming to terms with emotion, so
that it becomes truly related to
reality. He thought of life as pre-
cious because it is short: and
because it may end at any moment
we must live so that every day
would be a good day to die in, if
death should come.

He wrote, ‘Without this knowl-
edge of death, I came to believe,
there can be no real knowledge of
life and so no discovery of the
reality of religion’. It ilfustrates also
what he regarded as perhaps hu-
manity’s most dominant need, to be
freed from fear. ‘The fear of death
is the symbol of all fear, and fear is
destructive of reality’. Carefully
reading through the Gospels he
came to the conclusion that every
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time Jesus referred to faith, he
meant not belief but freedom from
fear, the freedom that, metaphori-
cally speaking, would enable us to
move mountains

In a letter in October 1929 he
wrote:

I am giving tomorrow the first of a

series of five public lectures in

University College about

Personal Freedom and the problems

of ethics. It may be only my pride

or blindness, but I think I am
entering a field which is absolutely
virgin soil for the philosopher and
calling for a reconstruction of mod-
ern philosophy from top to bottom.

It seems to me that we have never

yet begun the effort to understand

the personal at all.

Not long before that he had felt
depressed. He was not sure he
could put his philosophical conclu-
sions into everyday speech. He was
haunted by a fear expressed in
these words:

that 1 am sheltering under the wing

of a Christianity that [ don’t really

believe in—or at least being inter-
preted in terms of a Christianity
which ‘is poles asunder from my
central meaning. 1 fee! inclined to
write a pamphlet on the question

‘Was Christ a Christian?” —with a

thoroughly negative answer. What

Christianity there is seems to me

sometimes so completely bound up

with a civilisation which is funda-
mentally incompatible with the atti-
tude of Christ.

Soon he gave the broadcasts that
were subsequently published as
Freedom in the Modern World. 1t
is difficult to believe now that they
caused a great stir and violence in
the Press, one tabloid going so far
as to call him ‘The Red Professor
of Gower Street’. There was some
understanding in the churches and
later a great deal more.

The official name of the Quakers is
The Society of Friends. It 1is
thought to have originated in the
description of the founders as
Friends of the Truth. But many of
us like to associate it with that most
significant and moving statement of
Jesus: ‘From now on you are not

my servants; you are my friends’.
This is most important, because it
could be taken as a text for
Freedom in the Modern World and
much of what John later wrote. He
dismissed service as the supreme
moral requirement. Service can be
used to justify unthinking obedi-
ence to the state or to a church that
allows no room for independent
thinking. Even social service is
inadequate, for it may imply merely
a duty rather than a compassionate
response to a need.

John wrote nothing about his own
marriage But it was a fine, unusual
marriage. The quality of his mar-
riage largely determined the sensi-
tivity of his thinking. He deliber-
ately set out to understand what 1t
is like to be a woman. He went to
course in dressmaking with this in
mind and made dresses for his
wife. Without losing any of his
masculinity he could express deep
tenderness. It is mainly in Reason
and Emotion that he deals with the ~
relation between the sexes. He
repudiated the view, inherited from
the Stoics, that emotion should be
controlled by reason, will and law.
Chastity for him meant not a
physical condition. It meant under-
standing the quality of your feel-
ings, the true origin of your mo-
tives set in the wholeness of the
personality. It is emotional sincer-
ity. Morality has been taken to
mean conformity to a pattern, irre-
spective of underlying quality. The
reaction against it, without an inner
quality to take its place, has led in
general to a sexual life in society
that is ‘Blind, barbarous and un-
real’.

The upsurge in feminism took
place after he had ceased writing,
but in Reason and Emotion he
foresaw the problem. Men had
been expected to be the intrepid
ones, while women specialised in
the emotional life and guarded the
delicate spiritual attitudes that made
for unity in social life. This sharp
differentiation had to go.



MACMURRAY'S NOTION OF LOVE FOR PERSONAL KNOWING

s we move down the informa-
tion highway in this final
twentieth of the twenticth

century, we enjoy a reservoir of
data that is literally at our finger-
tips. We tap the key-board or roll
the ‘mouse’ and up on our monitor
appears Stendahl’s critique of
Shakespeare, the value of the dollar
on the foreign exchange, or a map
for our next trip. Yet what currently
commands national attention on the
multimedia screen is the trial of a
famous athlete indicted for the
murder of his ex-wife. Crime and
violence in our society have rue-
fully kept pace with technological
advances that can now embed 5.5
million transistors on a computer-
chip the size of a soda-cracker. If
information processing abounds,
personal relations confound—as
domestic violence, vitriolic divorce,
and rampant murder reach levels in
verbal and physical abuse that rival
the lawless days of the West.
Sociologists, psychologists, clerics
and criminologists all agree that
this upheaval in our society points
to a break-down in inter personal
communication, no matter what
labels like ‘dysfunctional’ or ‘latch-
key’ they put upon the malady.
Tagging a problem, however, does
not alleviate it; in fact, filing it in a
‘directory” on our ‘information
highway’ may make its solution
more elusive for having eliminated
its ‘personal’ features. Encyclopae-
dic data about the world may be as
close as our ‘lap-top’; knowing
‘You’ is not—not even on ‘Touch-
Tone.’

Paul of Tarsus had cautioned us
about this long ago: ‘If [ . . .
understand all mysteries and all
knowledge . . . , but have not love |
am nothing’. (1 Corinthians 13.2)
In our time, John Macmurray tai-
lors the biblical lines to the context
of personal relationship: ‘My

Philip Mooney

knowledge of another person is a
function of my love for him or
her’.! French aviator-author Anto-
ine de Saint Exupéry echoes the
Scottish philosopher in his book
Pilote de guerre: ‘Only love can
tell what face shall come forth from
the clay; only love can direct a
person to that countenance; intelli-
gence has meaning only in imple-
menting love’.? Significantly, for
validating their respective insights
on love as the key to knowledge of
other persons, philosopher and pilot
were each decorated for war-time
valour near the French town of
Arras. John Macmurray, while serv-
ing in the trenches during the battle
of the Somme as a World War I
Cameron Highlander, took shrapnel
in his face in pulling a fallen
comrade to safety from the mine-
pocked ‘no-man’s-land’ beyond the
barbed-wire lines. For this selfless
deed, the gentle man from Max-
wellton received the Military Cross.
Antoine de Saint Exupéry was
awarded the Croix de Guemre for
bravery as a reconnaissance pilot
over Arras during the battle of
France in May, 1940 on a mission
whose lasting impact he relates in
Pilote de guerre:

I enkindled my love for my
people through the gift of my
blood during that sortie . . . If 1
had tumed around a moment
earlier, I would never have come
to know myself. T would never
have experienced the tender affec-
tion that now fills my heart . . . |
am flying back to those I belong
to . . . I am going home3.

Saint Exupéry did not survive
the war. He was lost in action July
31, 1944, flying reconnaissance just
prior to the Allied landings in the
south of France. His literary legacy
can be summed up in his most
cited line that comes from The
Little Prince: ‘A person can only

see clearly with the heart—the
essential is hidden from the eyes’.4
This same maxim had engaged the
attention of St-Ex’s fellow veteran
of Arras ever since the Armistice of
1918. John Macmurray continually
reiterated the principle of love for
personal knowledge and commun-
ion from his first radio addresses
over the BBC in 1930 through his
Forwood lectures at the University
of Liverpool in 1960. The career of
this leading personalist stretched
from the thirties when he was Grote
Professor of Mind and Logic at the
University of London through the
fifties at the University of Edin-
burgh where he had been appointed
professor of moral philosophy after
World War IL. John Macmurray
died in Edinburgh on June 21,
1976 at the age of eighty-five and
lies buried beside his wife of 60
years in the Quaker bunal ground
at Jordans, Bucks—not far from
William Penn. He had joined the
Society of Friends because of their
witness of love. We now do the
memory of this fine philosopher
and close friend in probing his
notion of love as central to personal
knowing and relationships—a
needed ingredient in our computer-
ised times that are so fraught with
human violence.

1. Intellectual and aes-
thetic ways of knowing

Information versus knowledge

First we have to get clear the
difference between information and
knowledge of persons and their
respective modes of comprehen-
sion. We tend to confuse acquiring
personal data about someone with
really knowing the person in his or
her uniqueness. There’s a computer
company named ‘Data General’;
and, symbolically, that is the extent
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to what even the most sophisti-
cated ‘on-line’ network can
provide—general information. All
data-entry must be done in terms of
‘common characteristics’ that are
all the CPU 1is empowered to
process. Of course, the machine can
lattice the co-ordinates of available
data to pinpoint the specific item of
information being sought, sparing
detectives, for instance, huge
amounts of time in establishing the
identity of a criminal suspect. But
the ‘output’ remains only informa-
tion about a person, not knowledge
of him or her. John Macmurray set
out the limits of this ‘scientific’
culling of information six decades
ago:
This concentration on the object, this
indifference to the persons concerned,
which is characteristic of the ‘infor-
mation’ attitude, is often called objec-
tivity. It is really only impersonality .
. . Information is always information
about something, not knowledge of it
Science is concermned with
generalities, with the more or less
universal characteristics of things in
general, not with anything in paiticu-
lar. And anything real is always
something in particular.’

Intellectual and emotional reason

Here we encounter the pivotal point
in Macmurray’s philosophy of hu-
man knowing: to know any thing
‘in particular’ necessarily engages
our aesthetic way of knowing, or,
as he often terms it, ‘emotional
reason’. What separates humans
from the animals is our ‘reason’ or
‘rationality’ which, in Macmurray’s
rendition, is our ‘capacity for ob-
jectivity’. He observes that we are
the only beings that live, think, feel
and act in terms of what is not
ourselves. He sometimes describes
this defining quality of ours as the
thrust for ‘self-transcendence’. He
distinguishes the two dimensions of
the rationality characteristic of hu-
mans as, respectively, the intellec-
tual way of knowing and the
aesthetic  (artistic/contemplative)
way of knowing. The latter is the
appreciation of the unique worth or
value of each particular being in
one’s experience in contrast with
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the other mode which is the classi-
fication of all beings in one’s
experience in terms of their com-
mon characteristics. Our intellect
remains the best CPU on earth for
assimilating instrumental knowl-
edge of the world through its
cataloguing ability. But Macmurray
insists that knowing the intrinsic
value of another as other in his,
her, or its unmique being is beyond
the ken of the intellect because
‘value is emotionally apprehended’.
So, while the mother of the new-
born child is intellectually gathering
facts for herself about her baby’s
identifying features whether in
chin-set or turn of the eyebrow,
aesthetically she is appreciating his
precious worth as—to invoke
Chekhov—her ‘golden one’. Mac-
murray reminds us that while our
intellect identifies the object of our
knowing as a matter of needed
factual information, our ‘emotional
reason’ is appraising his, her or its
intrinsic value.

Aesthetic way of knowing

We are all quite aware of the
validity of the aesthetic way of
knowing; after all, the choice of
spouse or career ultimately rests
upon the percetved intrinsic value
that responds to each person’s
fundamental yearning for fulfilment
that is unique to each of us. But,
we are hard put to explain ‘what
we see’ in her—the bride-to-be, or
it—becoming an engineer, simply
because it comes of our aesthetic
way of knowing. Macmurray
speaks to this:
To describe the process of contem-
plation (aesthetic way of knowing) is
extremely difficult perhaps, in the
end, impossible. This is because it is
not an intellectual process; it has its
own mode of expression which is by
means of imagery, by the construc-
tion of images. We might say that it
is largely ‘unconscious’; that it is not
discursive but intuitive; that in the
end, if our reflection is successful we
just know that we are right, but we
cannot tell how we know and can
certainly not prove that we are right.
All this is as it must be and throws no
doubt upon the validity of the ap-
praisal, provided, of course, that the
conclusion remains hypothetical and

subject to continual revision.®

This prompts his definition of
the aesthetic way of knowing: ‘It
consists in a critical appraisal of
something through a continuous
modification of feeling’.””

Cultural resistance to the aes-
thetic way of knowing

Since knowledge of the intrinsic
values that direct our choices
comes only through this aesthetic
mode of knowing, why is so little
acknowledgement given to its va-
lidity and, consequently, to its
development? Macmurray sees
three cultural factors as responsible
for this lassitude and resistance.
First there is the Stoic mistrust of
the emotions as a responsible way
of comprehending the reality of the
world in our dealings with it:

In contrasting reason with emotion
we are under one of the strongest
influences in our Western tradi-
tion—the Stoic dualism of Reason
and the Passions, with its prejudice
against being emotionally involved in .~
the results of our action.3
If Stoicism inserted the wedge
in the culturally acceptable conno-
tation of ‘rationality,” Descartes
drove it home in asserting that the .
only ‘truth’ we can be sure of is
what we can measure as ‘sub-
stance’. This postulate served as
prelude for the modemn scientific
revolution signalled by his fellow
mathematician Sir Isaac Newton in
the 17th century. Its ever expanding
impact in technological advances
extends from the moon-landings to
the space-satellites that facilitate
our instantaneous, world-wide E-
mail. Without disparaging the ben-
eficial results for humankind that
the applications of scientific re-
search have brought, John Macmur-
ray calls attention to the over-
whelming manner in which the
intellectual mode of knowing ap-
propriate to the laboratory has
come to permeate our cultural out-
look:
The type of mental outlook which is
necessary for the prosecution of sci-
entific research can be adopted as the

desirable attitude far beyond the
boundaries of science. Where science



is dominant this is bound to happen,
with greater or less rapidity according
to the effectiveness of the opposition
that is offered by traditional values
and the institutions which embody
and maintain them . . Educational
procedure will be affected; the
schools and universities will be re-
quired to transfer the centre of
gravity from the arts to the sciences,
while the arts themselves are increas-
ingly taught in a ‘scientific’ fashion.
The result is the spread of an attitude
to life which sees it as a series of
problems to be solved, and for which
afll problems are technological, and
what is needed for their solution is a
‘scientific’ approach untrammelled by
traditional taboos. It is the negative
aspect of this that is most important.
The concentration of interest upon
instrumental values involves a grow-
ing unawareness of and insensitive-
ness to intrinsic values; and our
sensitiveness to intrinsic values is the
measure of our civilisation?.

Detriment in canonising the in-
tellectual way of knowing

John Macmurray alerts us to the
hazards for society that canonising
the intellectual mode of knowing
engenders. In itself, the intellectual
way of knowing is self-oriented—

One cannot really know about any-
thing unless one first knows it
Intellectual awareness is egocentric.
It uses the senses as its instrument!0.
In being disengaged from its
counterpart in the aesthetic way of
knowing the other in his, her or its
unique worth, this ‘scientific’ attitu-
de—that is concerned solely with
information about others—deper-
sonalises the other in that ‘we
should require to be completely
objective, unemotional, imper-
sonal’.!! Sociologist Emmanuel
Mounier concurs in asserting that
this posture

begins with an abstraction, ignoring
anything that cannot be utilised . . .
By dint of ignoring, we forget, and
by dint of forgetting we deny!12
Antoine de Saint Exupéry, for
his part, reinforces Macmurray’s
critique through a parable of this
attitude at work in wartime:
If one of their battalion should be-
come gravely wounded and was ham-
pering the army’s advance, they
would finish him off. They look at the
common good only in terms of

arithmetic—and arithmetic controls
their outlook so that they would not
risk going beyond themselves to
become greater than they arel3.

John Macmurray seals his con-
sideration by underscoring the mo-
res and fallout for society that the
dominance of this attitude can
foster:

We would, in fact, look upon and
behave towards other people as if
they were things for our use, so far
as our power made this possible. The
others would, of course, treat us in
the same way, and life would be
possible in society only through com-
promise . . . I should merely suggest
that this spread of the technological
mind beyond the proper bounds
throws light on many of the social
problems of our time. The growth of
juvenile delinquency throughout the
civilised world, the increase in crime
under conditions in which the natural
incentives to crime are less than they
have ever been, and the imbecilities
of the armaments race are obvious
examples. !4

Aesthetic appreciation of another
as a way of love

Macmurray’s earlier comment that
this ‘scientific’ perspective con-
strues life as a series of problems
to be solved calls to mind an
anecdote of the late Bart Giamotti.
The former president of Yale re-
marked that, at Harvard, all prob-
lems were political and, therefore,
susceptible [his word] of a ‘public
policy’ remedy; at Yale, all prob-
lems were ethical or moral and
would be overcome by ‘doing
better’. At Princeton, however, all
problems were personal and could
be taken care of by a walk in the
woods. This delightful icon beams
wisdom—especially the final leaf
in the triptych. Getting to know the
other in person through the aes-
thetic way of knowing means shed-
ding the ‘utilitarian’ mind-set char-
acteristic of the ‘technological’ pen-
chant of our times. Saint Exupéry
had ‘homed’ to this insight with
another fine line from The Little
Prince—It’s the time you have
squandered upon your Rose that
makes your Rose so special’.l®
Macmurray, that other man from

Arras who was keen to such things,
is on the same ‘wave-length:’

When you love anyone, you want
above all things to be aware of him,
more and more completely and deli-
cately. You want to see him and hear
him, not because you want to make
use of him but simply because that is
the natural and only way of taking
delight in his existence for his sake.
That is the way of love, and it is the
only way of being alive. Life, when it
is really lived, consists in this glad
awareness. Living through the senses
is living in love. When you love
anything, you want to fill your con-
sciousness with it. You want to
affirm its existence. You feel that it is
good that it should be in the world
and be what it is . . . In fact, you are
appreciating it and enjoying it for
itself, and that is all you want.16

Macmurray in this little paean
for aesthetic knowing puts the Sto-
ics at bay in reminding us that all
knowledge begins with the senses
and stalls Descartes in suggesting
that you can’t put callipers on the
love and appreciation of another
person. He also puts the ‘utilitarian’
agenda out of court for its blocking
out any consideration of the other
that does not serve one’s set pur-
poses. Macmurray is careful, how-
ever, not to confuse aesthetic ‘ap-
preciation’ which is the ‘way of
love’ with the personal love that
creates and sustains communion in
friendship. But the beginnings of
love are in every non-utilitarian,
aesthetic appreciation of another
person precisely because the focus
is on the other as other. Could this
‘so-called’ appreciation of another
be self-oriented emotional or sexual
desire for the company or posses-
sion of another as treasure rather
than sincere regard for the other as
other? Could not Giamotti’s walk
in the woods be mutually self-
satisfying and, therefore, reciprocal
‘desire’ rather than non-utilitarian
appreciation for the other as other?
So soon as the other is for my use
or delight, the authentic apprecia-
tion that is the prelude to personal
communion in friendship is shunted
aside. Macmurray puts the critical
question frankly:

In feeling love for another person, I
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can either experience a pleasurable
emotion which he stimulates in me or
I can love him. We have, therefore,
to ask ourselves, is it really the other
person that I love or is it myself? Do
I enjoy him or do I enjoy myself in
being with him?17

Genuine aesthetic appreciation of
a person

This is the crux of Macmurray’s
concern that in the aesthetic mode
of knowing the reference must be
to the other and not beguiled by the
self-gratifying reaction to his or her
exhilarating company or good
looks. The outcome of the intellec-
tual mode of knowing is valid in so
far as its reference to the reality of
the world is truthful; the ‘error,” for
instance, in misconstruing the perti-
nent data regarding the health haz-
ards of asbestos indicates that often
it is not. Similarly, the aesthetic
way of knowing can go awry if the
reference to the other mistakes the
first-blush impressions of the other
in which ‘I like you” for the
sensitively reappraised evaluation
that comes to know that ‘You are
good’. This ‘modification of feel-
ing’ that undergirds authentic aes-
thetic appreciation is valid for be-
ing an appropriate comprehending
of the reality of the other as other.
Macmurray etches his meaning:

Thus the process of valuation, the
passage from ‘I like it’ to ‘It is
good’, is a process in which I get rid
of the reference to my own experi-
ence and transcend myself. Instead of
characterising me, my judgment char-
acterises the object. Yet it is my
feeling that is the basis of the
judgment . . . And as the seeing of
it—the knowing of it by critically
looking—becomes more adequate, so
the feeling of it—the valuation of it
by feeling—becomes correspondingly
more adequate. 18

John Macmurray is quite aware
of the difficulties that can blur this
caring appraisal of the other, espe-
cially when sexual promptings are
mvolved. Here, again, for the cou-

ple
a complete emotional sincerity is
required of them . . . Only that can

save us from self-deception where
strong feelings are engaged, and
preserve our emotions unsullied by
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organic excitement, free for their
personal function, to grasp the reali-
ties of value in persons and in the
world outside us.1?

But, while emotional infatuation
or sexual attraction can distort
appropriate . appreciation of the
other in the aesthetic mode of
knowing, it is still nearer to grasp-
ing the individuality and value of
the other in his or her otherness
than is the case in the intellectual
mode of knowing. For the latter
deals only in the generalities of
information that can identify the
other as a matter of fact but, for all
that, remains impersonal—in deliv-
ering merely useful information
about the other without ever genu-
inely being in touch with the other
in his or her unique personal
reality.

Sincerity is the touchstone for
all reflection—in its authentic refer-
ence to the real object in the world
under consideration. The ultimate
verification of Dr. Alexander Flem-
ing’s painstaking analysis of the
properties of a single laboratory
‘mould’ came with the medicine we
know as penicillin that has saved so
many from the onslaught of pneu-
monia. On a different scale, a
music lover’s appreciation of Mo-
zart’s Clarinet Concerto may have
had to get by initial dislike for the
piece’s classical complexity that
had put him more ‘in the mood’ for
Glen Miller before oft repeated
listening to its poignant ‘andante’
movement made him keenly aware
of its inherent magnificence. The
‘Miller sound’ appeals upon first
hearing—whether the number be
‘Moonlight Serenade’ or ‘Little
Brown Jug’. A Mozart work, how-
ever, may involve the ‘modification
of feeling’ that culminates in pro-
found appreciation of the young
genius’ eternally sparkling celebra-
tion of what it means to be human.
Similarly, even the most ardent
Norman Rockwell devotee stood
awe-struck in beholding
Michelangelo’s ‘Pieta’ enshrined in
designer Jo Milzeiner’s muted
blues at the 1965 New York
World’s Fair. There are levels of

aesthetic appreciation and what a
person may, at first, dismiss as
reserved for the ‘elite’ can become
the abiding centre of interest for his
or her sensibility in response to a
particular artist’s visual or melodic
imaging of the world of human
‘worth’. This appreciation would in
no way diminish the enduring
value, for instance, of Tommy
Dorsey’s rendition of his theme
song: ‘I’'m Getting Sentimental over
You;” T.D’.s silken trombone
evokes as authentic an aesthetic
response as the Metropolitan Opera
flutist’s obligato solo in Donizetti’s
Lucia Di Lammermoor.

Mutuality of aesthetic appre-
ciation

But, what if ‘the object of my
affection’ (to borrow a line from a
popular standard) is another per
son? Then, the context is radically
altered. At the Musée D’Orsay’s
Impressionist exhibition, I was free
to set my own evaluation upon.
Renoir’s ‘Girl with the Blue Hat,’
just as years earlier I had been in
experiencing the azure-blue, sun-
gleaming Glen Lake from atop
Michigan’s Sleeping Bear sand
dune. Neither the master’s lovely
canvas nor nature’s blue jewel
would take exception to my ap-
praisal of them. But the nice-
looking girl—the one with the
sky-blue eyes and ‘dark Rosaleen’
hair whom you’ve been admiring at
the Air France bus stand at the Orly
terminal—can! She has noticed
your interested glances—giving a
new hue to the situation, as Mac-
murray describes:

You are now two people aware of
one another: the emotional awareness
is mutual, and with it comes self-
consciousness. The watcher is being
watched by his object. The con-
sciousness is not one-sided; it is a
consciousness between two peo-
ple—a mutual awareness of one an-
other. The artistic awareness must
give way to another one. Reason—e-
motional reason—if it is to persist
and not to be destroyed by the fear
which lurks in self-consciousness, and
makes the word a synonym of shy-
ness, must itself become mutual. It
must express itself now as the mutual



self revelation of two persons to one
another. Contemplation must be re-
placed by communion . . . That
capacity for communion, that capac-
ity for entering into free and equal
personal relations, is the thing that
makes us human . . . It is based upon
and it is impossible apart from the
artistic reason which recognises the
significance, reality and value of the
other persons in the world. But it
transcends this and completes it by
the simultaneous recognition that I
am one of them, and that 1T am
recognised and appreciated by them
as they are by me.20

The pre-eminent personalist phi-
losopher of the twentieth century
has laid out the preliminaries for
coming to know another person in
person. This knowledge begins with
a reciprocal appreciation of the
other as a person through the
aesthetic mode of knowing. But,
neither can impose an evaluation
upon the other, save respect for the
other as a fellow human being—if
they are to enjoy bona fide knowl-
edge of one another as a person.
For, ultimately, each of us rejects
being treated or regarded other than
as a free and equal human person.
(The U.S. A’.s Declaration of Inde-
pendence 1s based upon this princi-
ple—though human prejudice,
greed and lust for power have in its
short history made the national
implementation of it most diffi-
cult.) In appreciating you as a
person, I shall come to know you
as loveable in your personal
uniqueness if you choose to reveal
this to me. My initiative of loving
regard for you may kindle a corre-
sponding response in you that can
spark the beginnings of your re-
vealing who you are to me as our
friendship starts to take hold. But if
you refuse my overtures and keep
to your ‘role’ or adopt a stance of
cool aloofness, we will simply be
two human beings who continue on
their respective ways without any
imposition upon the other or with-
out any incipient bonding either.
Nevertheless, I—in my personal
integrity—could not have sincerely
appreciated you in person without
mviting friendship. Macmurray is
forthright about this: ‘In the per-

sonal field appreciation is a blas-
phemy if it stops at appreciation
and refuses communion’ 2!

2. The Meaning of Love

Love as affirmation of You

The appreciation of you in your
uniqueness as a person sees you as
belovable in person and draws forth
my unique spirit of interest and
love. To shunt aside this affirma-
tion of you after having come to
realise your unique worth as a
person would be the nadir of
insincerity. To stop short or walk
away would show that my interest
in you was self-oriented ‘desire’
and bereft of any genuine regard
for you. If my knowledge of you is
‘a function of my love’ for you,
then T must genuinely affirm you as
You—if ever there is to be the
knowledge of you that will flourish
in the mutual communion in friend-
ship. Consequently, the love that
both Macmurray and Saint Exupéry
proclaim to be the way of knowing
another in person is the affinmation
of You. Macmurray rounds out his
meaning:
Only another person can elicit a total
response in action, of such a kind that
the self-transcendence of every aspect
and element of our nature is ex-
pressed and fulfilled. This is the
implicit intention of all fellowship-
—the complete realisation of the self
through a complete self-transcend-
ence. If this intention could be real-
ised in an actual instance, the self
would ‘care for’ the other totally; in
action and in both modes of reflec-
tion, intellectual and emotional. ‘I’
would think, feel and act for ‘you’, in
terms of ‘your’ nature and being. In
this way, and only in this way, could
a personal being achieve and experi-
ence a complete objectivity, a com-
plete rationality, a complete self-
realisation. The ground of friendship
is, therefore, the inevitable need we
have to be ourselves. It is our nature,
as persons, to live in the world and
not in our selves; to have the centre
of intention and realisation outside
ourselves, in that which is other than
ourselves. The basic condition of this
is that we should enter into fellow-
ship, that we should love the other.
So love may be defined as the
complete affirmation of the other by

the self 22
Characteristic dispositions

If the primary meaning of love for
Macmurray is the total affirmation
of You, there is a correlative
connotation of love that refers to
the other-centred disposition within
a person that is prerequisite for this
self-transcendence. This has to do
with the dominant habitual attitude
of a person which Macmurray
considers to be his basic character.
Since personal fulfilment is in be-
longing to You, my elemental fear
is that of isolation, should you
refuse to respond to my yearnings
for friendship. A person’s funda-
mental disposition, therefore, is al-
ways bipolar—a love or longing for
personal realisation in communion
with You coupled with fear of
isolation from you as ultimate fras-
tration. Persons, over time, develop
their characteristic disposition
through their particular encounters
with other persons. If from infancy
a person, in going out to others as
potential friends, has met with a
positive response from others as
special bonds are formed, his char-
acteristic disposition develops into
one of other-centred love and trust.
If, however, a person has had
dismal past experiences in seeking
belonging either early on or later in
life, his characteristic disposition
will become defensive and harden
into one of self-protective fear of
isolation. ‘Once burnt, twice shy,’
is the way Inish playwright Sean
O’Casey describes the scar on the
spirit a rebuff can inflict. If a
person’s characteristic disposition is
a caring, other-focused attitude,
fear of isolation, then, is the subor-
dinate component that serves him
well in going out to others as
potential friends. This salutary fear
is precisely what motivates his
reflection about the needs of the
other so as to ‘affirm’ the other in
an appropriate way. This healthy
fear of the devastating isolation that
is the consequence of sinful guilt,
wrenching misunderstanding, or the
mevitable rupture of death prompts
the other-centred person to be care-
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ful and caring for the other in the
time of his living.
Self-protective fear

The person whose unhappy past
episodes in the search for friend-
ship have left her with self-protec-
tive fear as her characteristic dispo-
sition - is still keenly other-con-
scious, for certain; but she tends to
see the other as a ‘threat’ to
personal fulfilment because of her
many past let-downs. She is in-
clined, therefore, to mistrust the
other’s approaches of friendship
because she fears for herself. Yet,
paradoxically, she yeams for be-
longing all the more—for its ever
seceming beyond her reach. In dra-
matic literature, Tennessee Wil-
liams® Blanche DuBois portrays the
person laden with the characteristic
disposition of self-protective fear
of isolation. When the beau who
was her final hope for marriage and
belonging fails to appear for her
birthday dinner, Blanche sighs the
poignant prayer for her sister Stel-
la’s baby—*Oh, I hope that candles
will glow in his life and that his
eyes will be like candles’. The light
of revelation leading to friendship
symbolised in the candles on the
birthday cake had long since ceased
to be hers as the ravages of guilt
and death and indifference from
others had closed down her hopes
of ever finding lasting friendship.
We all, of course, suffer from
shyness, as Macmurray observed,
when, in becoming aware of anoth-
er’s attentions, we implicitly ask,
‘Will he or she find me congenial?’
It is when someone like Blanche
falls into the grip of dominant
self-protective fear that mistrust of
the other pervades the person’s
characteristic outlook so that she
cannot even distinguish the real
potential friends from the real
‘frauds’ and, almost worse, hesi-
tates ever to make the confident
overtures of love for another—so
fearful is she of being rejected and
not appreciated in return.

62 Appraisal Vol 1 No.I March 1996

Other-centred openness

Love as affirmation of the other,
therefore, presumes  and includes
the characteristic disposition of
‘love’ in the other-centred openness
and trust that free a person to take
the risk of love while attending to
the other’s sensitivities in not im-
posing or intruding upon his or her
personal ‘space’. If, how ever, this
other is burdened with the charac-
teristic disposition of self-protective
fear, it would block a person’s
overtures of friendship—making it
impossible to come to know the
other, as Macmurray indicates:

All knowledge of persons is by
revelation. My knowledge of you
depends not merely on what I do, but
upon what you do; and if you refuse
to reveal yourself to me, I cannot
know you, however much I may wish
to do so. If in your relations with me,
you consistently ‘put on an act’ or
‘play a role,” you hide yourself from
me, 1 can never know you as you
really are.23

We have again come upon Mac-
murray’s criterion of sincerity in
personal relations. Here, he is not
referring to persons we meet as
they pursue their work in fulfilling
their functions for a company. One
of the key distinctions he consist-
ently makes in his philosophy of
personalism is that between society
and community. Friendship is spon-
taneous and resides in a mutual
loving choice. A favourite saying
of his is that ‘one can organise
co-operation; one cannot organise
love’.2* But when someone ‘hides’
behind his ‘role’ and puts on an
act—that is the insincerity which
suggests a characteristic disposition
of self-protective fear. Macmurray
provides the profile of such a
person:

The person who is fear-determined is
always on the defensive. You will
recognise him when you meet him
because either he hides himself from
you behind a fagade of pretence or
formality, or else he tries to dominate
you. He is either submissive or
aggressive . . . What he cannot do is
to trust you, so he must wear a mask.
He can never be himself 25

John Macmurray is not speaking
of the gentle serenity of a person
who listens with his eyes and heart
and does not boldly force himself
upon people. He himself was that
sort of person who, in his other-
centred awareness, would not pre-
sume to interfere in the conversa-
tion of others. For him, the person
who is blessed with a completely
other-centred disposition looks
upon every person with whom he
or she comes into contact as a
potential friend. He makes this
point in his 1954 Gifford lectures
at his undergraduate alma mater,
the University of Glasgow:

The self-realisation of any individual
person is only fully achieved if he is
positively motivated towards every
other person with whom he is in
relation.26
This disposition as characteristic
of a person is the sign of his or her
complete integrity, manifesting it-
self in the action that is affirmation
of the other. On the front lines at
Arras, John Macmurray had shown
this to be his identifying attitude
long before he put it into words.
His wound incurred in rescuing his

fellow Highlander remained his

badge of honour—though he never

spoke of it nor of his medal for

bravery. Antoine de Saint Exupéry

hymnned Macmurray’s meaning at

the conclusion of Pilote de guerre:
I returned from my mission over
Arras, having formed my bond with
my farmer’s niece. Her smile became
the crystal in which I could see my
village and beyond my village, my
homeland and beyond France all
other nations.2’

Love overcoming self-protec-
tive fear

But if such a large-hearted person
meets up with a girl laden with
self-protective fear, his affirmation
of her must first dislodge the roots
of this negative disposition if she is
ever to trust him enough to reveal
herself to him as the prerequisite
prelude to friendship. If her persist-
ent fear of isolation is caused by
her having been rejected by others
because of her sullied past, his
affirmation will bring soothing for-



giveness that restores her sense of
self-worth. Or she may still be

entrenched in the desolation suf-

fered in the death of her young
fiancé who suddenly succumbed to
a rare disease. His care then be-
comes the uplifting ‘Pietd-like’ sol-
ace that reassures her of the endur-
ing significance of her bond with
her beloved that prevails over hu-
man mortality. Guilt can be ab-
solved through forgiveness; the iso-
lation caused by death, though
numbing over a long period, is
assuaged in the elemental hope of
personal reunion beyond biological
death. The most difficult root of
self-protective fear to resolve, how-
ever, is that engendered by the
indifference or distancing of those
who, after tendering the gestures of
friendship or even, perhaps, the
commitment of marriage, have
fallen away. With no sin in herself
to point to as the reason for the
split-up, a person is left to wonder
whether she [he] is lovable just as
she is?

We have touched the core of
personal existence. We are meant
for belonging. We were born into a
loving relationship where the affec-
tion of our mum and dad was our
primordial experience of belonging
and being loved for ourselves. Ever
since that initial moment on earth,
‘home’ for us has been ‘Your
welcoming shoulder’ where Euro-
peans still find it in their embrace
of homecoming or goodbye, but
which in the U.S. has become
frost-bitten from the cultural resi-
due of our puritanical forebears. No
matter how bestowed, each of us
needs affirmation of the signifi-
cance of our uniqueness as a
person. When, for instance, a
young boy is deprived of that
essential endorsement of his worth
in the context of family or friend-
ship, he may resort to harmful ways
of finding it: The Los Angeles
gangs are a case in point where
wayward children seek acceptance
from their peers through criminal
acts of initiation. Albert Camus had
lIong ago alluded to this fundamen-
tal quest for reassurance: ‘I know

that something in the world has
meaning—man—because he is the
only being who demands meaning
for himself’.28 But, in the realm of
personal relationships, there re-
mains only one solution for the
self-protective fear of isolation be-
cause of your anticipated apathy or
eventual disinterest—the love that
is sincere affection.

This affirmation of You that is
affection is really my unique spirit
of interest and love expressing my
appreciation for your unique worth-
—for which there can be no pre-set
symbols, even in a Hallmark greet-
ing-card shop, simply because You
are You. Saint Exupéry considered
this particular cherishing of another
to be what Catholics do in praying
the ‘Ave Maria:’

The hour will arrive when what you
notice in your beloved is not any
particular gesture, or facial expres-
sion, or favourite phrase, but simply
Herself! The time comes when just

her name, like prayer, is sufficient
because you have nothing to add.29

Love as key to personal know-
ing

The very sincerity of our regard for
another is what can make us
tongue-tied in our not wanting to
sk embarrassing the other or to
use tender language that has been
become hackneyed by dint of TV
soap-operas. But caring intentions
and attention toward another person
will discover the appropriate way
of showing appreciation for her just
as she is—perhaps without a word
being said—that in time will be-
come the ‘grace’ that will pull her
out of her self-protective attitude
and have her begin to trust the
other. And in that context of trust
she will reveal herself as she really
is because of the unwavering affir-
mation of the loving person who
first invited her to friendship.

The comprehensive meaning of
love for John Macmurray, then, is
the total affirmation of You arising
out of an other-centred disposition
that can dispel the roots of self-
protective fear in another in a way
that creates the context of trust in
which alone mutual revelation can

transpire. The profound paradox
here is that unless You reveal
yourself as open to receiving my
gift of love in letting me know who
You are, I cannot know myself as
person in expressing my unique
spirit of interest and love, Nor
would You know yourself as lov-
able as person and capable of the
response of love in manifesting
your own special spirit of love.
This is why Saint Exupéry can say
that the ‘value of a gift depends
upon who receives it3%—and why
John Macmurray asserts that this
mutual revelation lies at the heart
of friendship:

I know myself only as I reveal myself
to you; and you know yourself only
in revealing your self to me. Thus,
self-revelation is at the same time
self-discovery . . . One can only really
know one’s friends and oneself
through one’s friends in a mutuality
of self-revelation. This self-revelation
is, of course, primarily practical, and
only secondarily, a matter of talk. We
some times call it ‘giving oneself
away,” and contrast it with ‘keeping
oneself to oneself 3!

3. The 'grace’ of divine
love for personal knowing

Search for a solution to self-
protective fear

This ‘giving oneself away’ in the
affirmation of You that is mutual
creates the context of inter personal
communication that is the core of
true friendship. But this presumes
that the initiator of the relationship
is a fully integrated person who, in
his or her other-centred outlook, is
free of the inroads of self-protec-
tive fear of isolation. Yet, how can
this come to be the characteristic
disposition of the average man or
woman—or are we talking ‘saints’
here? Who of us has not been laid
low with the remorse of having
violated a covenant with another or
with God; who of us has not felt
the sore bereavement of losing
someone dear in the inevitable
closure of death; who of us has not
experienced the utter loneliness of
being left aside by the beloved
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someone in whom we had placed
all our hopes for belonging? What
is to be the effective antidote for
this fear of isolation since none of
us is ever totally immune from its
unsettling impact as we go about
our living? Early on, in his radio
talks of 1932, John Macmurray
honestly confronted this fundamen-
tal human quandary:

How does one set about developing
freedom of feeling and rid oneself of
fear? I must confess that if there is an
answer to that question, I do not
know it?32

Macmurray, however, does fur-
nish three counsels to guide our
search for solution.

The first is a caveat: We cannot
appeal to a logical programme
because we are dealing with the
fundamental motive structure in
each person, that is to say, with our
primordial emotions—

If we start trying to set our feeling
free we will just be making the
dilemma worse, because we shall use
our intellects to force ourselves to
feel and to act from feeling and the
whole action will be a sham. It would
only express what we think we feel
or what we think we ought to feel.33

Saint Exupéry has his own com-
ment upon the futility of applying
intellectual poultices to difficulties
of the personal spirit: ‘“The pure
logician founders in the crosscur-
rents of “problems” if no sun pulls
him out of himself*.34

Macmurray’s second guideline
is that salvation from the negative
disposition will be found in religion
since it deals with the problem of
death—the root of all personal
fear—which ever casts §t shadow
upon the community every sect was
founded to create and celebrate in
symbol.

All religion is an effort to create a
normal, a complete human life; to
achieve an integration of personality
-within itself and with the world in
which it lives. For this reason it is

concerned, primarily,, with the con-
quest of fear.3?

Finally, John Macmurray con-
sidered Christianity to be the par-
ticular religion where the cure for
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this fundamental flaw in the human
fabric would be found—

There is only one way in which we
can escape from this dilemma, and
that is by destroying the fear that is at
the root of it. And I know of no
force in the world which is capable of
doing that except Christianity.36

His optimism lay with the
founder of Christianity and he
continued sorting out for himself
the radical solution for self-protec-
tive fear by reflecting upon Jesus’
life and teachings because, as he
remarks in his book Reason and
Emotion,

What distinguishes a religious under-
standing from a merely intellectual
one is that the former is not merely
an understanding of the teaching or
its development by others, but an
understanding of oneself and one’s
experience in the light of that 37

Divine love as the radical solu-
tion to self-protective fear

Three decades after his first radio
broadcasts, John Macmurray re-
turned to the BBC ready to present
his solution in four Lenten talks.
His thematic text was taken from
the first letter of the ‘beloved
disciple’: “There is no fear in love;
perfect love casts out fear’ (1 John
4.18). This perfect love was the
needed salvation from the self-
protective fear that haunted human-
kind; consequently, he entitled the
published version of his addresses
‘To Save from Fear’. Divine love
had penetrated the personal uni-
verse through Jesus who formed a
community of Apostles who in
proclamation and action would
channel this love to the whole
world. Yes, John Macmurray is
talking ‘saints’ here, if, by that, one
means ordinary fishermen, tax
agents and household women dedi-
cated to the personal endeavour of
Jesus who, through his total com-
passion for the downtrodden, had
convinced them of the inherent
‘rightness” of his work. But, we
must let the ageing philosopher,
after so long a search, to speak for
himself—first in settling upon Je-
sus’ primary focus in bringing the

‘good news of the kingdom’ (Mat-
thew 4.23):

Jesus diagnosed the disorder of hu-
man life as fear. His mission, he
believed, was to release men and
women from fear and to replace it by
trust and confidence, or, in the
traditional language, by faith. To
achieve this would be to save the
world by making life abundant, spon-
taneous and free. ‘Fear not,” he said,
‘simply have faith’. and ‘to the
person of faith, all things are possi-
ble’. He proposed to overcome fear
by love—by love exhibited in himself
and mirroring the nature of the
Father, as he called the personal
ground of existence. The principle
upon which he worked was that love
tends to beget love and that mutual
love creates mutual trust and con-
quers fear38

But Jesus’ love for those en-
trusted to his care would require the
sacrifice of his life:

When Jesus discovered that he was to
be rejected and killed, his own faith
in his mission was not altered. In-
stead, he realised that it was only
through his death that his mission
could be completed. Only by dying
for his disciples could he completely
manifest his love for them, fully
overcome their fear and confirm their
faith. ‘Greater love hath no man than
this,” he said, ‘that a man lay down
his life for his friends’. Only by being
crucified could he unite the religious
leadership with the secular power in
his legal assassination; take the full
tragedy of human life into his own
experience and give his mission a
universal meaning and effect. ‘L if I
be lifted up,” he said, ‘will draw all
men unto me 3%,

In being crushed by the institu-
tional power of his time, Jesus
identified with every innocent hu-
man unjustly maltreated, jailed, tor-
tured, and executed. And in the
throes of his excruciating agony, he

" cried out, ‘Father, forgive them for

they know not what they do. (Luke
23.46) This Son of the Father
removes the weight of guilt from
the most wretched sinner because
Jesus is the Jewish man who could
forgive a repentant Hitler—Divine
mercy outreaches the nadir of hu-
man malice. But what validates the
redemptive meaning of Calvary for
the human condition—in releasing



it from the avalanche of guilt that is
being precipitated to this day, for
instance, in Bosnia and Rwanda,
Haiti and Somalia—is the Resur-
rection event showing that Jesus’
death was not the last word about
his existence and that, therefore, he
truly is the human revelation of
God, the Father. John Macmurray
calls attention to the tremendous
impact Easter and Pentecost had
upon Peter and the other disciples
of Jesus:

What had happened to transform
these men? Their own account of the
matter was that after his crucifixion
and burial Jesus had appeared to
them and talked to them, not once
but several times, until one day when
he had left the earth before them and
disappeared from their sight. They
had stayed together, in a room in
Jerusalem, as he had told them to do,
until Pentecost, when the Holy Ghost
had come upon them like a rushing
wind, and they had begun to speak
with tongues. That was what they
said; and that they firmly believed,;
there can be no doubt of this.
Something had happened to them
which transformed them; this also, it
seems to me, cannot be doubted.
What happened they could only de-
scribe in terms of the resurrection of
Jesus and the coming of the Holy
Spirit. And on what happened to
them rests the history of the Christian
Church from that day to this. I leave

_ it there with you. I can find no other
explanation?0.

John Macmurray as philosopher
would not go beyond personal
experience and historical record to
verify his insights about the life and
teaching of Jesus. Yet he had no
hesitancy in declaring that Jesus
had introduced divine love to our
fear-wearied world and entrusted
his Apostles to continue his mis-
sion:

Jesus linked the love which he mani-
fested, and which was to bind his
disciples in a society of mutual
affection, with the hidden reality of
the world, with the creative centre of
all things. ‘As the Father has loved
me,’ he told his disciples, ‘so have I
loved you’. . . . The disciples are the
small group of people who have been
with him throughout the duration of
his mission. By this personal relation
to him, by the impact of his personal-
ity upon them, they have become

convinced that his claim is valid; that
his mission is a divine mission; that
he is sent by God. Jesus has become
for them the revelation of the Father.
The love which he manifests, which
bind them to him and to one another,
is thus an expression of the power
that created and that sustains the
world. So they knew that in sharing
his mission, they were not just fol-
lowing another religious leader, but
entering into the final truth about
themselves and about the human race
and about the whole world. They
were anchored in reality.4!

Theological dimensions of love
for personal knowing

Consequently, in Macmurray’s
view, mutual love as the way of
personal knowing in the unreserved
affirmation of You which is free of
self-protective fear is empowered
by divine love. This is corollary to
his basic philosophical position
that, in our relationship with one
another in friendship, we are actu-
ally in relation with God as the
‘infinite of the personal’— ‘In any
particular relationship of persons, if
it is truly personal, God is known
as that which is partially, but never
completely realised in it.42 This
‘knowledge’ is the experience of
divine love inspiriting each person
in a way that transcends individual
self-interest in the mutual gift of
themselves that creates and sustains
the relation of true friendship.

Macmurray here has become
theologian, which would not have
surprised him since he considered
the distinction between philosophy
and theology to be ‘accidental’.
The two outstanding Jesuit periti of
the Second Vatican Council, Henri
de Lubac and Karl Rahner, concur
with Macmurray in their shared
conviction that the real ‘existential’
world of humankind is graced with
divine love. Rahner fills out Mac-
murray’s meaning from his own
theological stance:

When a person loves someone abso-
lutely, unconditionally and freely,
trusting completely in the unknow-
able risk of loving unconditionally as
being the final hope of saving himself
or herself, God is, at least, implicitly
affirmed as the source of such love.
And, through God’s constant mercy

which is conveyed by such love, God
becomes part of the loving person,
gracing the act and bringing him or
her salvation.43

This total affirmation of You is
a sharing in the divine love be-
stowed upon the personal universe
as grace.

From Rahner’s standpoint —and
here we are delving into the pro-
found theological dimensions of his
confirmation of the Macmurray so-
hution which in some respects go
beyond explicit statements of the
Scottish professor who as philoso-
pher exempted himself from the
faith vision of Catholic theologian-
s—there is only one power of love
in the personal universe: the love of
the Son for the Father and of the
Father for the Son that is the Holy
Spirit. This divine love was com-
municated to humankind as grace
when the divine Son became hu-
man in Jesus. In and through the
central events of the Incamate
Son’s life on earth, humanity expe-
rienced the radical solution to the
roots of that self-protective fear
which Macmurray considered to be
our fundamental brokenness. On
Christinas, the only-begotten Son
was bomn human as one of us
bringing each man and woman the
constant sincere affection that re-
moves anxiety about our personal
worth and significance—‘God so
loved the world that he sent his
only-begotten Son’ (John 3.16).
The Son knows what it’s like to be
human from his own first-hand
experience; and in this sharing is
his caring for each human. On
Calvary, the Son endured the most
horrible evil in the calendar of
human" suffering—the torture and
execution of an innocent person-
—and he still forgave: The cruci-
fixion of Jesus is the on-going
ratification that no act of human
malice is beyond the reach of
divine mercy for personal restora-
tion. Finally, the Christian hope for
reunion with family and friends
beyond biological mortality rests in
this man from Nazareth who, in
confirming his claim to be the
‘resurrection and the life’—the
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source of personal life and love-
—was reunited with his friends
after death. The divine love mani-
fested on Christmas is the unwaver-
ing concermn God has for each one
of us as antidote to the self-
protective fear that ‘no one cares’.
The unconditional forgiveness of
Calvary is radical response to the
gnawing dread that some one’s
particular guilt excludes him or her
forever from personal communion.
The firm hope revealed in the
Risen Jesus’ celebration of belong-
ing with his disciples on that first
Easter is God’s comforting em-
brace surrounding a grieving hus-
band who buries his bride of forty
years. In this divine love revealed
in Jesus as the only son of the
Father, each of us has been set free
to love in a way that brings full
knowledge of the other and of
oneself.

This affirmation of You, as the
love that leads to personal fulfil-
ment in the mutual knowledge
which for Macmurray is our experi-
ence of God in our world, corre-
sponds with the world-view de-
scribed by theologian Karl Rahner
in his spun-out German style:

Indeed, many a person has encoun-
tered Jesus Christ unawares, laid hold
without knowing it on someone into
whose life and death he plunged as
into his blessed redeeming destiny.
The grace of God and the grace of
Christ are everywhere as the secret
essence of all that is open to choice,
so that it is difficult to grasp at
anything without having to do with
God and Jesus Christ in one way or
another. Any person, therefore, how-
_ever far he or she may be from the
explicit verbal formulae of any revela-
tion, who accepts his or her own
existence—that is, his or her humanit-
y—in mute patience (or rather in
faith, hope and love, whatever one
may call these) as the mystery that
conceals within itself the mystery of
eternal love and bears life in the
bosom of death, says Yes to some-
thing which corresponds to his or her
limitless surrender to it because God
in fact has filled it with the limitless,
that is, with his divine self when the
Word became flesh. Though he may
not know it, such a one says Yes to
Jesus Christ. After all, the person
who lets go and jumps, falls into the
abyss that is there, not only as far as
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he or she has plumbed it. To accept
and assume one’s condition without
reserve is to accept the Son of Man,
because in him God has accepted and
assumed humanity. If Scripture de-
clares that he who loves his neigh-
bour has fulfilled the law, this is the
ultimate truth for the reason that God
himself has become this neighbour, so
that whenever we accept and love
our neighbour, we are at the same
time accepting and loving the one
Neighbour who is nearest of all to us
and farthest of all from us.44
The Munich Jesuit is speaking
of the ‘saints’ in our midst who
make life bearable for us all in their
self-effacing gift, just as during the
Nazi régime in occupied Europe, it
was the little people like Carrie ten
Boon in Holland and Abbé Derry
in France who risked their lives in
protecting their hunted neighbours
from the Gestapo. In the film
Counterfeit Traitor, the late Lilli
Palmer portrayed the real-life story
of the German Catholic girl Mari-
anne who became an Allied espio-
nage agent to save Jewish people
from the horrors of the concentra-
tion camps. When asked by her
Swedish-American colleague, ‘the
counterfeit traitor,” why she was
putting her life on the line, she
enlightened him:

Someday you will see a tarpaulin-
covered truck loaded with Jewish
internees headed for the box-cars that
will railroad them to the gas-cham-
bers; you will glimpse the desperate
eyes of one of those men and of a
sudden you will realise that he is your
brother.

Marianne had come to know
many such persons as brother,
sister, child in her fearless affirma-
tion of each one of them as beloved
of the Father and, like his only
begotten-Son, was eventually ar-
rested, tortured and executed.
Though John Macmurray’s con-
cerns about the dire consequences
of an unbridled application of the
‘scientific’ mind-set were horren-
dously verified at Auschwitz and
Buchenwald, his hopes for selfless
love prevailing in our time were
also realised in the sacrifice of
heroic persons like Albert Delp,
Jean Moulin, Abbé Demry and

Marianne. Antoine de Saint Ex-
upéry gave his live also in full
awareness that ‘we belong only to
those for whom we sacrifice’.45 His
epitaph, though he has no known
grave, could be the last words in
his classic of the space-age, Terre
des hommes: ‘Only the Spirit, in
breathing upon the clay can create
the person’.4® St-Ex’s final line
certainly suits the life and work of
John Macmurray whose theme he
had declared at the outset:

That capacity for communion . . .
that makes us human . . . is evi-
denced . . . at the highest level in the
recognition by the intuition of reason
that God is Love 47
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MACMURRAY'S PHILOSOPHY OF THE FAMILY!

f the many topics wupon

which John Macmurray

wrote so strikingly few are
more relevant than that of marriage
and the family. In his writings we
encounter what now resembles a
crossbench position. He is a de-
fender of the ideals of marriage and
family life, yet advocates their
reform in such a way as to recog-
nise many of the criticisms levelled
against these institutions. In this
respect, his philosophy may be a
useful resource for religious, social
and political agencies which seek to
enhance family life while also ac-
knowledging the integrnty of alter-
native life-style choices?.

The position of the family in
western societies can be represented
as either a liberation or a calamity.
The statistics are familiar to us. In
the UK three of out ten children are
born out of marriage, one¢ in five is
brought up in a one-parent family,
four in ten marriages end in di-
vorce, less than one per cent are
virgins on their wedding day, and
seven in ten now opt to live with
their future spouse before marrying.
The three-fold rise in cohabitation
before marriage since 1979 ex-
plains the decline in the number of
first marriages to their lowest level
for over a 100 years. We can
expect these trends to continue into
the next century.

1. Defenders of the family

Critics of these trends can be found
in growing numbers aithough they
are probably still in a minority.
Jonathan Sacks, the Chief Rabbi,
has argued in a series of publica-
tions that the family is the basic
moral and social institution we
inhabit, and that our society cannot
easily survive its disintegration.

The family is not one social institu-
tion amongst others, nor is it simply
one life-style choice among many. It
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is the best means we have yet dis-
covered for nurturing future genera-
tions, and for enabling children to
grow in a matrix of stability and love.
It is where we acquire the skills and
languages of relationship. It is where
we learn to handle the inevitable
conflicts within any human group. It
is where we first take the risk of
giving and receiving love. Of all the
influences upon us, the family is by
far the most powerful. lts effects stay
with us for a lifetime. It is where one
generation passes on its values to the
next and ensures the continuity of a
civilisation. Nothing else—not teach-
ers or schools, or politicians or the
media—so shapes us and what we
have a chance of becoming as our
experience of early childhood. For
any society, the family is the crucible
of its future3,

Sacks goes on to state that three
functions of the family are vital to
our subsequent progress as moral
agents. In the family we leamn about
welfare through the care of depend-
ants; we discover education through
the transmission of wisdom to the
next generation; and we encounter
what he calls ‘ecology’, a concern
with and investment in the future of
the world beyond our own lifetime.
All this leads to a negative verdict
on contemporary trends. The tem-
porary attachments and random en-
counters which increasingly substi-
tute for marriage are, he claims,
disastrous for the nurture of chil-
dren®.

Underpinning Sacks’ description
is the philosophical claim that a
consumerist notion of the individual
has now invaded discourse about
personal relationships. The gratifi-
cation of the individual’s interests
is the criterion by which marriage
and the family are to be evaluated.
In the absence of such gratification
divorce and desertion can be justi-
fied. The rhetoric of the market-
place has now invaded the home
despite Adam Smith’s attempt to
distinguish between these on moral
grounds. The fundamental defect,

therefore, in the moral chaos of our
private lives is a faulty understand-
ing of what it is to be a person. The
person is not an individual with
interests to be satisfied. He is a
person whose identity and fulfil-
ment are inextricably bound up
with relations and communities.
Other people are constitutive of
rather than instrumental to my iden-
tity and well-being as a person.

This pessimistic analysis of con-
temporary trends is supported by
some medical and sociological evi-
dence. Divorced men are twice as
likely to suffer heart disease,
strokes, and depression, whereas
single-parent mothers tend to suffer
greater poverty and to carry greater
burdens. The sociologists, Dennis
and Erdos claim that, whenever the
data make assessment possible, the
lack of a father’s commitment in
each social class generally disad-
vantages a child®. They go on to
point out that even where there is
an extended family which provides
support, this reposes upon the prac-
tice of long-term marriage. Gran-
nies and grandpas, uncles and
aunts, are likewise dependent upon
the same institution.

When marriage is weakened, the
whole network of kin is weakened,
and the present generation of one-
parent families, where they are fortu-
nate enough to be able to depend on
kinsfolk, are depending upon a wast-
ing assetd.

These sociologists offer a simi-
lar philosophical analysis to that of
the Chief Rabbi. The threat comes
from a rampant individualism
which permits the egregious injus-
tice of men fathering children for
whom the state alone must make
subsequent provision. A.H. Halsey,
known for his work on ethical
socialism, argues that this may
ironically be perceived as an effect
of Thatcherism despite its incanta-
tion of traditional family values.



Paradoxically, Mrs Thatcher may well
be seen by dispassionate future com-
mentators as a major architect of the
demolition of the traditional family.
For, by an irony of history, while Mrs
Thatcher forbore to extend the ethic
of individualism into domestic life,
and tacitly accepted that the family
was the one institution that properly
continued to embrace the sacred as
distinct from the contractual concep-
tion of kinship, those who denounced
her doctrines of market-controlled
egoism with the greatest vehemence
were also those who most rigorously
insisted on modernising marriage and
parenthood along her individualistic
and contractual lines”.

2. Critics of the family

It is easy enough to detect disturb-
ing signs in current trends but
critics of the family will quickly
point out that here there is a good
deal of misplaced nostalgia. There
never was a golden age of family
life, and evidence shows that cou-
ples were often locked into oppres-
sive and loveless relationships
through economic necessity or the
threat of social disgrace®. Hang-ups
about sex abound in English litera-
ture, and it is doubtful if the fear of
detection, infection or conception
did very much for the cause of
sexual fulfilment. The family,
moreover, has been the locus for
physical violence and sexual abuse,
the latter only coming to light in
recent times.

Many commentators have no-
ticed destructive forces at work
within traditional family life, and
have argued that there is no way
back to the past. The economic
unity of the family in pre-industrial
times has now been destroyed. The
members of a family have different
employers, and go their own sepa-
rate ways in terms of education and
work. Attempts to enforce the unity
of the family in this situation lead
typically to division, oppression
and anxiety’. Modern social life is
inimical to traditional family values
and, it is argued, we should recog-
nise this.

More radically, Alice Miller in a
series of publications has written of
the way in which traditional child-

rearing in families has involved
violence and manipulation, and has
generated discontent which is in
turn transmitted to future genera-
tions. The sovereignty of parents
over their children should be
viewed with the deepest suspicion.

She writes of the ‘poisonous peda-

gogy’ which is employed in con-

ventional households to bring up
children. The assumptions which
underlie such child-rearing are that

1. adults are the masters of the
child;

2. they determine what is right and
wrong;

3. the child is held responsible for
their anger;

4. the parents must always be
shielded;

5. the child’s life-affirming feel-
ings pose a threat to the auto-
cratic adult;

6. the child must be broken as
soon as possiblel0.

Miller goes on to argue that all
pedagogy is of the poisonous vari-

ety.

I am convinced of the harmful effects
of training for the following reason:
all advice that pertains to raising
children betrays more or less clearly
the numerous, variously clothed
needs of the adult. Fulfilment of these
needs not only discourages the child’s
development but actually prevents it.
This also holds true when the adult is
honestly convinced of acting in the
child’s best interest!!.

Miller rejects the notion that she
is against all restraint, however.
Children need to learn to respect
their care givers, to show tolerance
for their feelings, needs and griev-
ances etc. The adult must provide
the child with support by showing
respect for the child and his rights,
tolerance of his feelings, willing-
ness to leam from the child about
himself. The emphasis is thus
placed upon mutuality as opposed
to sovereignty.

We must note also in this
context feminist concems about the
patriarchal and proprietorial nature
of traditional patterns of marriage
and family life. According to the
sociologist Diana Gittins the ‘fam-

ily’ is a historical creation which
has embedded within it a particular
ideology. Implicit in the western
concept of family is a notion of
male dominance based on paternal
authority and power. She argues
that the original meaning of the
word ‘family’ refers to the author-
ity of the paterfamilias'?. In the
words of another writer:

Feminists have thus argued that the
oppression of women is centrally
constructed within the family, ideo-
logically and materially!3.

There is plenty of evidence from
anecdotes, women’s magazines and
social science to show that women
are not living equally within fami-
lies. They carry the major burden
of housework and child-care, and
this militates against equal career
opportunities.

Finally, we might consider a
significant theological objection to
the ideology of the family. In the
recent writings of a communitarian
thinker, Stanley Hauerwas, we find
the claim that the family is often
idolised in Christian circles and
turned into a ghetto. Hauerwas
perceives a latent idolatry in rheto-
ric about the family as the supreme
community. For the Christian one’s
highest loyalty belongs to the
church and the kingdom of God.

I fear appeals to community in the
abstract, just as I fear appeals to
‘family values’ in the abstract. I was
called by a reporter during the 1992
Republican national convention and
asked what I thought about family
values. I replied that since I am a
Christian I have, of course, a deep
distrust of the family, since for
Christians the family is one of the
great sources of idolatry. Christian
believe our first loyalty is to the God
who constitutes us first by making us
part of the church rather than of the
family. I soon discerned that the
reporter was having trouble under-
standing these basic theological
points, so I changed my tactics. 1
noted that people suggest that when
fascism comes to America it will
come with a friendly face. I then
suggested that the form that face will
take is, of course, family values.
‘Family values’, it turns out, is how
Americans talk about ‘blood and
soil 14,
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So we have on the one side the
defenders of the family who regard

.- recent trends as ruinous, and ranged

against them critics on the other
who are suspicious of the repres-
sive, insular and sexist nature of the
rhetoric of family values. We can-
not expect John Macmurray to
address a situation with which he
was not personally familiar but
there are some resources within his
work which may help us in the
present situation.

3 Macmurray's Philoso-
phy of Community

John Macmurray’s philosophy is
positioned in opposition to main-
stream western individualism. Its
resonance with more recent forms
of communitarianism, and the dis-
closure of Tony Blair’s early in-
debtedness to his writings, have
generated fresh interest in his
thought. The general shape of his
philosophy can be discerned in his
Gifford Lectures, delivered in Glas-
gow in 1953/54, and later pub-
hished in two volumes, The Self as
Agent and Persons in Relation.
These lectures attempt to provide
the necessary metaphysical under-
pinning for many of the moral,
political, psychological and reli-
gious ideas advanced in Macmur-
ray’s earlier writings. His funda-
mental claim is that modern west-
em philosophy has been ensnared
by the adoption of a standpoint
which is theoretical and egocentric.

- The self is treated as a pure,

withdrawn subject looking out upon
the world in relative detachment
from other persons.

Descartes commenced his fa-
mous Meditations by engaging in a
thought experiment in which he
proposed to doubt every belief
which was not absolutely certain.
Yet, according to Macmurray, this
concealed the controversial premise
that one must have sound reasons
for believing something but no
good reasons for doubting it. A
process of doubt, he argues, can
only make sense against a back-
ground of positive belief. Moreo-

70 Appraisal Vol. 1 No. 2 October 1996

ver, to isolate mental activity as the
distinctive feature of the self is
immediately to exclude the possi-
bility that action, the material
world, and other persons are of
definitive importance in under-
standing what it is to be human.
Kant’s unsuccessful attempt to be-
gin with theoretical reason and then
to introduce practical reason cre-
ated a split in his conception of the
self and the world. This convinced
Macmurray that the practical stand-
point had to be adopted as primary
in philosophy. This is the philo-
sophical programme that is
sketched in the Gifford Lectures.

Macmurray proposes that we
substitute the ‘I do’ for the I
think’, and reflect from the stand-
point of action. His procedure
throughout the first volume (7#e
Self As Agenf) is to present a
phenomenological description of
the main categorial features of
action. Through an analysis of the
necessary features and implications
of action Macmurray attempts to
show how the agent is rooted in a
communal and public world in
which human identity is determined
relationally and holistically!7.

He begins by arguing that action
requires something to be acted
upon. This implies the necessity of
matter. To act upon matter, moreo-
ver, the agent must herself be
material and hence embodied. Thus
the material world together with the
embodiedness of the agent are
necessary features of action.
Agency, however, cannot be re-
duced to mechanical or organic
activity. It involves intentton and
choice not as mental events which
precede and cause action, but as
necessary aspects of action. Knowl-
edge informs action, and where it
increases there is a subsequent
increase in the range of possible
activity 8. The significance of Mac-
murray’s subordination of knowl-
edge to action is that all theoretical
activity must be justified by refer-
ence to its practical implications. It
is only in virtue of its reference to
the practical that reflection can be
capable of truth or falsity!”.

The interaction with other agents
is also a necessary condition of
agency. It is through encountering
resistance to action and being acted
upon that the self becomes an
agent. Here Macmurray focuses
upon the significance of tactual
perception (as opposed to the more
passive visual perception favoured
by other philosophers) in which I
encounter the other person as one
who resists my will. To understand
the other I must attribute to him or
her the form of activity 1 attribute
to myself. Knowledge of what is
involved in action must include a
knowledge of other persons. All
knowledge arises out of personal
participation in a social world.

When we come to the second
volume of the Gifford Lectures,
Persons in Relation, we find Mac-
murray developing this notion of
what it means to be an agent. Here
he moves from his metaphysics of
the personal to its moral implica-
tions. The nature of the self is to be
understood holistically. He argues
that body and mind cannot be
understood apart from one another,
the self cannot be detached from
the material world, and the indi-
vidual exists only in dynamic rela-
tions with others. The human agent
is therefore a person whose identity
is bound up with the material and
social world. T exist as an indi-
vidual only in relation to other
individuals, and rational action is
action in which I treat the other as a
person rather than an object at my
disposal.

In the second and third chapters
of Persons in Relation Macmurray
analyses the relationship between
mother and child, and the growth
of the child’s self-consciousness
within the matrix of the family. The
child is bormn into an social environ-
ment that is dominated by the
intentions of the mother in estab-
lishing regular patterns of feeding
and sleeping. The child’s progress
does not consist in a rapid adapta-
tion to the environment (as is the
case with animals); instead,
progress takes the form of the
acquirement of skills such as dis-



criminating colours and shapes,
making sounds, and correlating
sight and touch?’. What we see
emerging in the child is the devel-
opment of a set of habitual skills
which are consciously acquired and
are not the result of sheer instinct.
These skills, which are necessary
conditions for action, enable the
child to take his or her place as a
member of a personal community.
Moreover the development of skills
requires the presence of a more
mature person to provide direction
and judgment in the learning proc-
ess. The existence of two-way
communication, particularly in the
form of language, is thus crucial to
the personal way of life. The role
of communication is more constitu-
tive of persons than it is of animals,

For this reason the infant is born a
person and not an animal. All his
subsequent experience, all the habits
he forms and the skills he acquires
fall within this framework, and are
fitted to it. Thus human experience is,
in principle, shared experience; hu-
man life, even in its most individual
elements, is a common life; and
human behaviour carries always, in its
inherent structure, a reference to the
personal Other. All this may be
summed up by saying that the unit of
personal existence is not the indi-
vidual, but two persons in personal
relation; and that we are persons not
by individual right, but in virtue of
our relation to one another. The
personal is constituted by personal
relatedness. The unity of the personal
is not the ‘I’, but the ‘You and I'21.

Macmurray goes on to distin-
guish three fundamental ways in
which the other person can be
determined through action. (These
three ‘forms of apperception’ are
analogues of Kant’s categories of
the theoretical understanding.) He
identifies these as contemplative,
pragmatic and communal. Corre-
sponding to each is a moral code
which will tend to be dominant in a
social grouping. In other words, the
fundamental possibilities of human
interaction are determined by com-
munal, contemplative and prag-
matic ways of perceiving the world.

The contemplative mode is
characterised typically by an ego-
centric ethic which is marked by a

dualism between the self and the
world. Here the real world is the
spiritual world into which the agent
retreats. The goal of life is knowl-
edge and contemplation of the
other world. In order for the indi-
vidual to realise this private ideal it
is of course necessary that the
world around her be regulated in a
particular way, and this will tend to
take the form of a functional social
morality. Macmurray finds the clas-
sical exposition of this moral code
in Plato’s Republic.

The pragmatic mode of apper-
ception is manifested in a ethic
which subordinates the desires of
the individual to the progress of
society as a whole. The emphasis
upon technological achievement
will tend to be paramount in this
outlook. Its origins lie in Stoicism
and Roman law, and it is ex-
pounded by Kant in his philosophy
of obedience to the demands of the
categorical imperative?3. Here the
goal of life is not contemplation
but some organic purpose to which
the individual must become subor-
dinate. The prevailing moral code
will be dominated by the rhetoric
of obedience and sacrifice.

By contrast, the communal
mode of apperception is marked by
a heterocentric morality which
gives a central place to the Golden
Rule. (‘Do to others what you
would have them do to you’.) This
mode of apperception is character-
istic of the Hebraic tradition and is
extended in the teaching of Jesus.
Human society is a unity of per-
sons, and the goals of personal life
can be sought neither in retreat
from society nor in subordinating
the interests of the individual to the
group. A community exists for the
sake of friendship which is the final
goal of all human action. The
organisation of society must there-
fore be based upon the principle of
love rather than upon the principle
of fear as it is in much political
theory.

The model of the family is to be
realised in society at large. A commu-
nity . . . is a unity of persons as

persons. It cannot be defined in
functional terms, by relation to a

common purpose. It is not organic in
structure, and cannot be constituted
or maintained by organisation, but
only by the motives which sustain the
personal relations of its members. It
is constituted and maintained by a
mutual affection. This can only mean
that each member of the group is in
positive personal relation to each of
the others taken severally. The struc-
ture of a community is the nexus or
network of the active relations of
friendship between all possible pairs
of its members?4.

Throughout the Gifford Lectures
the models of the mother-child
relation and the family are used to
illustrate the nature of the personal.
Yet it is clear from the closing
chapters of Persons in Relation that
Macmurray also has in mind the
social, economic and cosmic di-
mensions of personhood. The
maintenance of justice in the regu-
lation of economic life is a neces-
sary though insufficient condition
for the creation of personal rela-
tions in a community. Justice is a
necessary component of every per-
sonal relation. The task of politics
1s to maintain, improve and adjust
the indirect or economic relations
of persons?>. The State is to be
seen as ‘a public utility’ rather than
some mystical, quasi-personal en-
tity. It is a limited and fallible
instrument of the personal and is
not to be accorded a hallowed
statusZ6,

For the communal mode of
apperception, religion has a crucial
role to play. Its function is to
create, sustain and enrich the com-
munity of persons and to enable the
bonds of friendship to transcend
cultural, national and racial differ-
ences. It does this through the idea
of a personal God who stands in
the same relationship to each per-
son, and who therefore treats hu-
man persons as if they belonged to
a single community. Within this
conception of religion, ritual is
more important than doctrine in
promoting fellowship and commu-
nity amongst persons. In conceiving
the world as one action we tend to
conceive of God as the creator who
establishes the conditions for the
attainment of personal freedom.
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Macmurray concludes his Gifford
Lectures with the waming that this
argument -for the validity of reli-
gious belief does not promote any

particular system of religious be-

lief?’.

4. Macmurray's philoso-
phy applied to marriage
and family life

It is within the context of this
philosophy of the personal that one
can assess marriage and the family.
All personal relationships involve
the recognition of freedom and
equality on the part of those in-
volved. The mutuality and fellow-
ship sought cannot be found in the
presence of domination and subser-
vience. Macmurray argues through-
out his writings that the personal
ends of human existence transcend
the organic and the material. In the
context of marriage this implies the
subordination of our sexual drives
to a relationship which is marked
by distinctively personal values
such as freedom, mutuality, and
regard for the other.

The reality of the marriage rests in

the intention to live together for life

in a complete friendship, which in-

cludes, with everything else, a sexual
community?28,

Macmurray appears to put for-
ward two claims at this juncture
both of which are significant.

1. We cannot engineer happy mar-
riages and family lives by social
legislation. The imposition of rules
cannot make people more moral.
This is a Stoic error, and it was
condemned by Jesus in his contro-
versy with the Pharisees.

2. The attempt to do so has mili-
tated against personal relationships
of freedom and equality between
men and women. In particular, our
society has hampered personal life
through perpetuating the inequality
of women and encouraging re-
pressed attitudes toward sex. Here
we find a commitment to marriage
being combined with a recognition
of much that has been oppressive in
its historical representation.
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The nature of our economic and legal
organisation makes it exceedingly dif-
ficult for men and women to meet on
a basis of freedom and equality. Until
these conditions are changed our sex
problems will prove insoluble. Until
we can make up our minds to
reorganise our societies on the princi-
ple that men and women are persons,
free and equal; until we give effect to
that principle by producing the social
conditions that would make it possi-
ble for us to behave freely as equals,
all our social efforts to deal with the
sex problem are mere palliatives,
mere soothing ointments applied to
the symptoms of the deep-seated
disease?.

Macmurray rails against gender
stereotypes in a way that must have
highly provocative in the mid-
1930s.

Women have increasingly insisted
that they too are individuals, and
must be permitted to stand upon their
own achievement; to realise their own
capacities as individuals; to exercise
their own initiative in the develop-
ment of civilisation. They have en-
tered the world of literature and art,
of politics, of the professions, of
industry and commerce. And this is, [
think, bound to continue and in-
crease. We cannot do other than look
upon it as a momentous advance in
culture and civilisation; and to be
afraid of it is surely to fail in faith and
courage3’.

Macmurray calls for a more
open and less furtive attitude to-
wards sex. Again he inveighs
against traditional hypocrisy.

We kept young men and women in
careful ignorance of the facts of sex.
We instilled a sense of shame about
them to this end and at the same time
filled their minds with vague colour-
ful ideas and emotions ——romance.
We kept a close guard over the
meeting of boys and girls by a policy
of segregation. When the time was
ripe, we engineered a meeting of
selected couples under conditions
which would be likely to lead to a
‘match’, and made sure that nothing
could come of it until they were
safely married. Then with a sigh of
relief we sent them off on a ‘honey-

moon’ to discover the real facts for
themselves. I do not believe that
history can show an example of more
barbarous duplicity and trickery than
this. We are still too close to it to
feel the grossness and wvulgarity of
deceit of which it is constituted. To
talk of that sentimentality as a belief
in love as the basis of morality is
nonsense3!.

This is fascinating but it is now
something of a period piece. Teen-
agers today would surely be in-
credulous were they to be told that
their great grandmothers did not
know the facts of life on their
wedding day.

Perhaps more relevant in our
context is Macmurray’s criticism of
the idolisation of sex in our culture.
By detaching sex from its context
in personal relations of freedom,
equality and love, we have dis-
torted it. Our society

has produced in us a chronic condi-
tion of quite unnatural exasperation.
There is a vast organisation in our
civilisation for the stimulation of
sex—clothes, pictures, plays, books,
advertisements and so on. They keep
us in a state of sexual hypersensitiv-
ity, as a result of which we greatly
overestimate the strength and vio-
lence of natural sexuality. And the
most powerful stimulant of sex is the
effort to suppress it. There is only
cure, to take it up, simply, frankly
and naturally into the circle of our
activities; and only chastity, the ordi-
nary sincerity of the emotional life,
can enable us to do so32.

One might venture a further
criticism of Macmurray at this
point. There is an inconsistency or
at least a tension between the claim
that marriage cannot be facilitated
by external rules and institutions,
and the attack upon those social
conditions that cripple the mar-
riages and relationships of so many
people. If institutional arrangements
can so damage marriages, then do
we not need to put in place an
alternative set of arrangements
which will act as enabling condi-
tions? To put the point somewhat
anachronistically, has the demise of
Victorian prudery not simply led to



