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'Iﬂis is the fourth and final issue
of Volume 1. A glance at the
Index on p.8 will show the number
and variety of articles that we have
published in these first four issues
and the Supplementary Issue, which
contains the papers from our suc-
cessful conference at Nantwich in
March (the participants had the
papers in advance).

Offers of articles, including
Working Papers, Discussion items
and book reviews, are always wel-
come, especially ones that deal with
current questions in a constructive
manner, as also are suggestions for
our series of Re-appraisals.

The rising cost of paper, and
other expenses, have necessitated a
review of finances and subscrip-
tions (see the accompanying re-
newal form), yet we hope that
Appraisal still offers good value
for money. In addition, we are now
offering a Polanyi Library service
to individual subscribers: see the
enclosed list.

Tl:e Re-appraisal of John Mac-
murray in No. 2 generated con-
siderable interest, and in this issue
we have a comparison by Philip
Conford of Macmurray and the
French founder of Personalism,
Emmanuel Mounier; an application
by Philip Mooney of Macmurray’s
notion of the person to the Trinity;
and a note by Phil Mullins in
answer to Harold Turner’s question
in No. 3 about Macmurray and
Polanyi.

Phil Mullins also explores the
friendship between Polanyi and
J.H. Oldham and the role played by
him in encouraging Polanyi to
develop his philosophical ideas.
Also on Polanyi, Fr Martin Mol-
eski concludes his comparison of
tacit knowing with Newman’s illa-
tive sense, and Chris Goodman
shows how Polanyi rejected the
usual Liberal stance of neutrality.

ention of Mounier raises an
important question which rad-
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EDITORIAL

ers of Appraisal may wish to take
up, and certainly we would wel-
come articles and notes dealing
with it: viz. the relation between a
philosopher’s philosophy and his
politics. For Mounier and his disci-
ples, as Philip Conford notes, ral-
lied enthusiastically to Pétain and
Vichy in the summer of 1940. It is
perhaps a connexion that followers
of Mounier today would not wish
to emphasise, though, as one histo-
rian of Vichy has argued (R.O.
Paxton, Vichy France, 1972), much
of the policies and personnel of
Vichy continued after 1945, which
proved considerably less of a break
in French political life than 1940.
Was there some essential connec-
tion or omly an accidental one
between Personalism and the prin-
ciples and policies of Vichy, or
what were proclaimed to be such?

Other interesting examples come
to mind. The closest work to
Polanyi’s philosophy of tacit inte-
gration is almost certainly Merleau-
Ponty’s The Phenomenology of
Perception. Yet what connection is
there between that book and its
author’s pro-Soviet Marxism? Afier
all, Polanyi developed his philoso-
phy in the context of underwriting
an explicitly anti-Marxist politics
and economics.

Then there is Heidegger’s noto-
rious enthusiasm for Nazism, never
explicitly repudiated until a late and
ambiguous interview with Der
Speigel. The massive interest in
Heidegger in recent decades sug-
gests that most of those who com-
ment upon or make use of his
philosophy recent any inherent con-
nection, for surely they are not
crypto-Nazis. Yet one wonders if
the connection was entirely extrane-
ous.

In some cases one does not
expect any connections. For exam-
ple, it is hard to see how Russell’s
theory of descriptions might have
any impact upon political questions
and so one assumes it must have
been totally irrelevant to, say, both

his advocacy of use of the A-bomb
against the USSR before the Sovi-
ets could develop their own, and
his latter commitment to unilateral
nuclear disarmanent But were other
aspects of his general philosophy
totally disconnected from his politi-
cal works?

Even when a philosopher devel-
ops a political philosophy, as op-
posed to advocating specific poli-
cies and making particular judg-
ments, there may not be any appar-
ent or real connection between it
and his general philosophy: for
example, Locke’s Two Treatises on
Civil Government and his Essay on
Human Understanding.

The analytic school, when I
began to read philosophy in 1960,
resolutely maintained that there
could not be any such connection,
and that any substantive political
philosophy might be political but
could not be philosophy. Yet his-
tory, in many cases though clearly
not all, was against them, from
Plato and Aristotle onwards.

On the other side, there is the
appropriation of a philosopher or
philosophy by a political move-
ment. Heidegger endorsed Nazism,
and the Nazis invoked Nietzsche.
(Was Heidegger’s interest in Nietz-
sche simply a coincidence?). Such
appropriations can prove as embar-
rassing as the philosopher’s own
political utterances and commit-
ments

Could we have more on this,
please?

A:lother question, very important
today and on which we would
welcome further contributions, is
that of the distinctions between and
relations among pure science, tech-
nological science and technology.
Robin Hodgkin refers to it in his
book review on p. 203 and reminds
us of Percy Hammond’s article on
Polanyi in relation to it in our first
issue.



ILLIATIVE SENSE AND TACIT KNOWLEDGE

A Comparison of the Epistemologies of

John Henry Newman and Michael Polanyi*

4 The illative dimension
of tacit knowledge

Just as Newman took note of the
tacit and personal dimension of
knowledge while pursuing the
theme of the illative sense, so
Polanyi adverted to the power of
illation while concentrating on tacit
knowledge. Where the notion of the
illative sense highlights the capacity
of personal judgment, the notion of
tacit knowledge emphasises the
product of using our judgment in a
responsible fashion. Newman’s
metaphor that the power of the
mind to come to judgment is a
‘sense’ gives the impression of a
singular reality, whereas Polanyi’s
remarks alternate between singular
and plural expressions. The shifts
from singular to plural images
correspond to the elusive nature of
subsidiary and focal awareness, in
which many different intellectual
inputs (memory, current awareness,
hunches, partial proofs, conditional
reasoning, testimony, suggestive
analogies, etc.) are integrated. An
illation often has the quality or an
undivided whole even though many
component parts subtend the inte-
gration.

In order to explore how Po-
lanyi’s map of the mind intersects
with Newman’s on the issue of the
pature and scope of personal judg-
ment, I shall trace the same four
themes discussed in the preceding
section: knowledge of things,
knowledge of thought, articulation,
and the method of verisimilitude.
This discussion is intended to show
that tacit knowledge depends on the
illative sense.

Part I

Martin X. Moleski, SJ

In assessing how people make
contact with external reality, Po-
lanyi implies that ‘the intuition of
rationality in nature [has] to he
acknowledged as a justifiable and
indeed essential part of scientific
theory. 93 Such ‘powers for recog-
nising rationality in nature’ ¢ give
birth to the language of science:

I suggest that we should be more
frank in facing our situation and
acknowledge our own faculties for
recognising real entities, the designa-
tion of which form a rational vocabu-
lary. 1 believe that a classification
made according to rational criteria
should form groups of things which
we may expect to have an indefinite
number of properties in common, and
that accordingly the terms designating
such classes will have an intension
referring to an indefinite range of
uncovenanted common properties
shared by the members of a class.
The ampler the intensions of a key
feature, the more rational should be
as a rule the identification of things in
its terms and the more truly should
such a classification reveal the nature
of the classified objects; while classi-
fications made according to terms
having no intension should be re-
jected as purely artificial, unreal,
nonsensical; unless indeed they are
designed purely for convenience, as
e.g., an alphabetic register of
words. 65
After an intuitive formation of a
vocabulary, there next comes the
deployment of rules of operation,
which are also managed by means
of spontaneous judgment:

Thus both the first active steps
undertaken to solve a problem and
the final garnering of the solution rely
effectively on computations and other
symbolic operations, while the more

informal act by which the logical gap
is ‘crossed lies between these two
formal procedures. However, the in-
tuitive powers of the investigator are
always dominant and decisive.

Just as Newman saw formal reason
‘hanging loose at both ends’, need-
ing to be grasped by the informal
reasoning of the illative sense in
order to play its proper role in the
life of the mind, so Polanyi de-
scribed the relationship between
tacit and formal reason:

Moreover, a symbolic formalism is
itself but an embodiment of our
antecedent unformalised powers—an
instrument skilfully controlled by our
inarticulate selves for the purpose of
relying on it as our external guide.
The interpretation of primitive terms
and axioms is therefore predomi-
nantly inarticulate, and so is the

" process or their expansion and re-

interpretation which underlies the
progress of mathematics. The alterna-
tion between the intuitive and the
formal depends on tacit affirmations,
both at the beginning and at the end
of each chain of formal reasoning. 67

The intuitive regulation of ‘anteced-
ent unformalised powers’ of reason
is one or the central features of the
illative sense.

Polanyi knew well that the no-
tion ‘intuition’ is a philosophical
can of worms: ‘I have watched
many a university audience listen-
ing to my account of intuitive
discoveries silently, with sullen dis-
taste’. 68 The language of ‘intellec-
tual passions’ that he develops to
describe the orientating powers of
the mind avoids some of the dis-
tasteful connotations of ‘intuition.’
It may be easier to gain a hearing
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among scientists by appealing to
their sense of beauty rather than to
confront them with a theory of
intuition:
Only a tiny fraction of all knowable
facts are of interest to scientists, and
scientific passion serves also as a
guide in the assessment of what is
higher and what of lesser interest;
what is great in science, and what
relatively slight. I want to show that
his appreciation depends ultimately
on a sense of intellectual beauty, that
it is an emotional response which can
never be dispassionately defined, any
more than we can dispassionately
define the beauty of a work of art or
the excellence of a noble action. 69

Polanyi, like Newman, examined
other areas of life in which people
are guided by taste. In these areas,
it is the intellectual passions which
enable us to ‘feel our way to
success’: 70

The unspecifiability of the process by
which we thus feel our way forward
accounts for the possession by hu-
manity of an immense mental domain,
not only of knowledge but of man-
ners, of laws, and of the many
different arts which man knows how
to use, comply with, enjoy or live by,
without specifiably knowing their
contents. Each single step in acquir-
ing this domain was due to an effort
which went beyond the hitherto as-
sured capacity of some person mak-
ing it, and by his subsequent realisa-
tion and maintenance of his success.
It relied on an act of groping which
originally passed the understanding of
its agent and of which he has ever
since remained only subsidiarily
aware, as part of a complex achieve-
ment. 7!

All of Polanyi’s reflections on
science as a skilful performance
were modelled on this kind of
unfolding of the intellectual pas-
sions—what Newman might have
called the education of the illative
sense. Note the paradox that, in the
last analysis, science cannot be
conducted scientifically; because it
depends on skilful performances
based on tacit integrations, science
is ultimately an art.
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When Polanyi addressed the is-
sue of how we know what we
think, he again had no single, pithy
term to concentrate attention on the
illative dimension of the mind. In
his view, knowledge depends on
tacit acts of self-appraisal:

If, as it would seem, the meaning of
all our utterances is determined to an
important extent by a skilful act of
our own—the act of knowing—then
the acceptance of any of our own
utterances as true involves our ap-
praisal of our own skill. To affirm
anything implies, then, to this extent
an appraisal of our own art of
knowing, and the establishment of
truth becomes decisively dependent
on a set of personal criteria of our
own which cannot be formally de-
fined. 72

In discussing articulation as one
instance in which such self-ap-
praisal is required, Polanyi recog-
nised that we have to trust the
power of the mind for recognising
rationality in itself as well as in
nature:

I believe that we should accredit in
ourselves the capacity for appraising
our own articulation. Indeed, all our
strivings towards precision imply our
reliance on such a capacity. To deny
or even doubt our possession of it
would discredit any effort to express
ourselves correctly, and the very
conception of words as consistently
used utterances would dissolve if we
failed to accredit this capacity. This
does not imply that this capacity is
infallible, but merely that we are
competent to exercise it and must
ultimately rely on our exercise of it.
This we must admit if we are to
speak at all, which I believe to be
incumbent on us to do. 73

In Newman’s terms, the capacity
for self-appraisal is the illative
sense. Polanyi observed that we
must rely on this power for sound

judgment whenever we want to sum

up our intellectual position:

The assent which shapes knowledge
is fully determined in both cases by
competent mental efforts overruling
arbitrariness. The result may be erro-
neous, but it is the best that can be
done in the circumstances. Since

every factual assertion is conceivably
mistaken, it is also conceivably corri-
gible, but a competent judgment
cannot be improved by the person
who is making it at the moment of
making it, since he is already doing
his best in making it. 74

Assessing for ourselves when our
mental efforts are sufficient to
warrant assent is precisely the task
of the illative sense.

For Newman, the illative sense
depends on views informally
adopted, but also is responsible for
affirming or rejecting those funda-
mental presuppositions of thought.
Polanyi used the same metaphor in
only slightly different language
when considering the fact that our
intellectual passions are dependent
on our ‘vision of reality’:

Qur vision of reality, to which our
sense of scientific beauty responds,
must suggest to us the kind of
questions that it should be reasonable
and interesting to explore. It should
recommend the kind of conceptions
and empirical relations that are intrin-
sically plausible and which should
therefore be upheld, even when some
evidence seems to contradict them,
and tell us also, on the one hand,
what empirical connections to reject
as specious, even though there is
evidence for them—evidence that we
may as yet be unable to account for
on any other assumptions. In fact,
without a scale of interest and plausi-
bility based on a vision of reality,
nothing can be discovered that is of
value to science, and only our grasp
of scientific beauty, responding to the
evidence of our senses, can evoke
this vision. 7

Both Newman and Polanyi agreed
that the thought which takes a view
cannot be adequately expressed in
words, even though that thought
underlies all of our speaking:

I believe that by now three things
have been established beyond reason-
able doubt: the power of intellectual
beauty to reveal truth about nature;
the vital importance of distinguishing
this beauty from merely formal attrac-
tiveness; and the delicacy of the test
between them, so difficult that it may
baffle the most penetrating scientific
minds. 76



For Newman, one’s view of things
is what establishes the antecedent
probability of what will be found to
be true. In addition to the visual
metaphor, Polanyi used the struc-
tural image of an interpretative
framework as the source of the
scale of plausibility:
Just as the eye sees details that are
not there if they fit in with the sense
of the picture, or overlooks them if
they make no sense, so also very little
inherent certainty will suffice to se-
cure the highest scientific value to an
alleged fact, if only it fits in with a
great scientific generalisation, while
the most stubbom facts will be set
aside if there is no place for them in
the established framework of
science. 77

Just as Newman held that the
presuppositions of thought are
adopted informally by means of the
illative sense, so Polanyi stressed
the informal adoption of interpreta-
tive frameworks:

The acceptance of such conceptual
innovations is a self-modifying mental
act in search of a truer intellectual life
. . . . This can be true only because
the acceptance of a new conception,
even when it is specified by a
definition, is ultimately an informal
act: a transformation of the frame-
work on which we rely in the process
or formal reasoning. It is the crossing
of a logical gap to another shore,
where we shall never again see things
as we did before. To the extent,
therefore, to which mathematics is
the accumulated product of past
conceptual innovations, our affirma-
tion of mathematics is likewise an
irreversible, informal act. 78

Our critical standards are built upon
the foundation of ‘a-critical
choices,’ that is, on the foundation
of the operations of the illative
sense:

Objectivism has totally falsified our
conception of truth, by exalting what
we can know and prove, while
covering up with ambiguous utter-
ances all that we know and cannot
prove, even though the latter knowl-
edge underlies, and must ultimately
set its seal to, all that we can prove.
In trying to restrict our minds to the

few things that are demonstrable, and
therefore explicitly dubitable, it has
overlooked the a-critical choices
which determine the whole being of
our minds and has rendered us inca-
pable of acknowledging these vital
choices. 72

As Newman said,

It is to the living mind that we must
look for the means of using correctly
principles or whatever kind, facts or
doctrines, experiences or testimonies,
true or probable, and of discerning
what conclusion from these is neces-
sary, suitable, or expedient, when
they are taken for granted. 80

Like Newman, Polanyi recog-
nised that there is a specific emo-
tional quality to the act of assent:
‘It is by satisfying his intellectual
passions that mathematics fasci-
nates the mathematician and com-
pels him to pursue it in his thoughts
and give it his assent’. 8! This sense
of assurance and finality is not
infallible, but it is based upon the
supposition that truth is intrinsically
beautiful:

A symphony is obviously something
new achieved by the human mind; but
in calling it a symphony its composer
demands recognition for it as some-
thing inherently excellent. The natural
scientist and the engineer are not so
free to satisfy themselves; no scien-
tific theory is beautiful if it is false
and no invention is truly ingenious if
it is impracticable. 32
For Newman, the illative sense is
that which upholds our personal
standards of excellence. Polanyi
attributed the same function to a
‘tacit faculty’:

We may now begin to recognise the
nature of the facit faculty which
accounts in the last resort for ail the
increase in knowledge achieved by
articulation, and the nature of the
urge to exercise it. We have seen this
faculty revealed in somewhat different
ways in all three characteristic rela-
tions between thought and speech. In
the ineffable domain it made sense of
the scanty clues conveyed by speech;
in listening to a readily intelligible
text and remembering its message,
the conception grasped by it formed
the focus or our attention; and lastly,
it was seen to be the centre of

operations for readjusting the tacit
and the formal components or
thought, which had fallen apart by a
process of sophistication. The faculty
on which we relied in all these
situations was our power for compre-
hending a text and the things to
which the text refers, within a con-
ception which is the meaning of the
text. 83

If ‘illative sense’ is substituted for
‘the tacit faculty’ in this passage, it
seems that no harm is done to the
thought of either Newman or Po-
lanyi.

Both Newman and Polanyi
would agree that articulation comes
from a wordless centre. The illative
sense may be understood as the
tacit coefficient of thought that
allows us to pass from thought to
speech:

There is a corresponding variation in
the tacit coefficient of speech. In
order to describe experience more
fully language must be less precise.
But greater imprecision brings more
effectively into play the powers of
inarticulate judgment required to re-
solve the ensuing indeterminacy of
speech. So it is our personal partici-
pation that governs the richness of
concrete experience to which our
speech can refer Only by the aid of
this tacit coefficient could we ever
say anything at all about experience
—a conclusion I have reached al-
ready by showing that the process of
denotation is itself unformalisable. 84
Newman’s notion of the illative
sense implies the integration of all
of the ‘powers of inarticulate judg-
ment’ that are at our disposal.
Polanyi calls the cumulation of
these various intellectual inputs a
‘sense of fitness’:
My own view admits this controlling
principle by accrediting the speaker’s
sense of fitness for judging that his
words express the reality he seeks to
express. Without this, words having
an open texture are totally meaning-
less, and any text wrltten in such
words is meaningless. 85

The reality that Polanyi wished to
accredit is what Newman called the
illative sense:
To accept the indeterminacy of
knowledge requires. on the contrary,
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that we accredit a person entitled to
shape his knowing according to his
own judgment, unspecifiably. 36
Just as Newman saw the illative
sense as the source of sound judg-
ment about how and when we may
assent, so Polanyi placed ‘personal
judgment” 87 at the heart of his
epistemology:
While the logic of assent merely
showed that assent is an a-critical act,
‘commitment’ was introduced from
the start as a framework in which
assent can be responsible, as distinct
from merely egocentric or random.
The centre of tacit assent was el-
evated to the seat of responsible
judgment. It was granted thereby the
faculty of exercising discretion, sub-
ject to the obligations accepted and
fulfilled by itself with universal intent.
A responsible decision is reached,
then, in the knowledge that we have
overruled by it conceivable alterna-
tives, for reasons that are not fully
specifiable. 88
If the integration of these two
positions is correct, one may say
that ‘the centre of tacit assent’ is
the illative sense.

In the following summary of
Polanyi’s reflections on the knowl-
edge of thought and of things, his
notion of ‘a personal component’
of thought seems to have the same
character as Newman’s notion of
‘an illative sense’:

To this extent, then, whether thought
operates indwellingly within a uni-
verse of its own creation, or inter-
prets and controls nature as given to
it from outside, the same paradoxical
structure prevails through the articu-
late systems so far surveyed. There is
present a personal component, inar-
ticulate and passsionate, which de-
clares our standards of values, drives
us to fulfil them and judges our
performance by these self-set stand-
ards. %
One need not do too much violence
to Newman’s texts to show that the
illative sense shares all of the
characteristics listed by Polanyi in
the passage just quoted: sece the
table in the next column. The two
conceptual maps, though not identi-
cal, do appear to cover much the
same territory in similar fashion.
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nal Componen

Iligtive Sense

inarticulate
non-verbal (217)
supra-logical (251)

passionate

an instinct or inspiration (280)
declares standards of values
chooses its own authority (279
drives us to fulfil them

binds us to believe (251)
judges by self-set standards

a rule to itself (283)

Newman’s ‘method of verisi-
militude’ may not appear very
methodical in the modern world,
since it proceeds by informal rather
than formal reasoning. It is on the
basis of the illative sense that one
sums up all of the lines of thought
at one’s disposal and decides that
the accumulated evidence is ‘close
enough’ to the truth to be taken as
true. In Polanyi’s view, this act of
integrating disparate subsidiaries is
one of the most important skills
required by science:

The perturbations of the planetary
motions that were observed during 60
years preceding the discovery of
Neptune, and which could not be
explained by the mutual interaction of
the planets, were rightly set aside at
the time as anomalies by most as-
tronomers, in the hope that some-
thing might eventually turn up to
account for them without irnpairing
—or at least not essentially impair-
ing—Newtonian gravitation. Speak-
ing more generally, we may say that
there are always some conceivable
scruples which scientists customarily
set aside in the process of verifying
an exact theory. Such acts of per-
sonal judgment form an essential part
of science. %

As Newman said, one may assent
on grounds that are not demonstra-
tive. The scientist exercises ‘per-
sonal judgment’ that it is wise to
neglect certain strands of evidence
in order to pull others together:

1t is the normal practice of scientists
to ignore evidence which appears
incompatible with the accepted sys-
tem of scientific knowledge, in the

hope that it will eventually prove
false or irrelevant. The wise neglect
of such evidence prevents scientific
laboratories from being plunged for-
ever into a turmoil of incoherent and
futile efforts to verify false allega-
tions. But there is, unfortunately, no
rule by which to avoid the risk of
occasionally disregarding thereby true
evidence which conflicts (or seems to
conflict) with the current teachings of
science. 1

Even mathematicians, unencum-
bered by the requirement that their
speculations have any bearing on
reality at all, must rely on the skill
of deciding for themselves what
evidence they will accept as persua-
sive:
The inarticulate coefficient by which
we understand and assent to math-
ematics is an active principle of this
kind; it is a passion for intellectual
beauty. It is on account of its
intellectual beauty, which his own
passion proclaims as revealing a uni-
versal truth, that the mathematician
feels compelled to accept mathemat-
ics as true, even though he is today
deprived of the belief in its logical
necessity and doomed to admit for-
ever the conceivable possibility that
its whole fabric may suddenly col-
lapse by revealing a decisive self-
contradiction And it is the same urge
to see sense and make sense that
supports his tacit bridging of the
logical gaps internal to every formal
proof. 92
The Cartesian model of strict proof
descending from self-evident prin-
ciples does not work for science in
general or mathematics in particu-
lar: ‘The alternative to this, which I
am seeking to establish here is to
restore to us once more the power
for the deliberate holding of un-
proven beliefs.” 93 The illative
sense is just such a power to
believe what we cannot prove.

Conclusion

This essay aims to show the con-
vergence of Newman’s and Po-
lanyi’s fundamental insights into
the tacit and personal dimension of
human judgment rather than to



develop a complete harmonisation
of their terminology. Some of the
similarities between the two posi-
tions are less surprising than others,
given that both men wrote m
English in England; there is no
evidence, however, that Polanyi
was in any way influenced by
Newman’s writings. An exhaustive
catalogue of all points or contact
will not necessarily improve our
grasp of the central issues of
illative sense and tacit knowledge
—the list would be more exhaust-
ing than illuminating. If the latter
two sections of this essay have not
persuaded the reader that the two
positions share the same fundamen-
tal insights, then it is doubtful that
inspection of subsidiary similarities
will make the case. If the substan-
tial convergence of the positions is
recognised, then many other con-
nections might be explored: the

role of conscience in knowledge;
the freedom and responsibility to
choose one’s fundamental vision of
reality; the hermeneutic circle be-
tween interpretative frameworks
and interpretations; the imagination
as the vehicle of contact with
reality; the passions and emotions
which support and accompany the
operations of the intellect; the tacit
creation and interpretation of sym-
bols; and the affirmation of a
post-critical philosophy as an alter-
native to the objectivist, critical
philosophies descended from the
Enlightenment.

In keeping with Polanyi’s recog-
nition that we know more than we
can tell, there are many more
connections between Newman and
Polanyi than this essay can make
explicit. Notions seem to be very
much like neurons: they send out
connections in every direction and

in three dimensions. This analysis
of the interconnections between
Newman’s and Polanyi’s notions
follows only a few of the contact
points, and attempts to take them
one-by-one, whereas living ideas,
like neurons, constantly sum and
re-sum the effects of many im-
pulses wandering through the neu-
ral network. For epistemologies
based on the dream of clear and
distinct ideas, the inability to make
all connections explicit is counted a
failure; for epistemologies based on
illative sense and tacit knowledge,
the myriad of inarticulable links is
a token that one has made contact
with a profoundly important reality.

Loyola Hall
Canasius College
Buffalo, NY

Notes:

* Previously published in John
Henry Newman: Theology and
Reform, ed. M. E. Allsop and R.
R. Burke (New York, Garland
Publishing Inc., 1992), and re-
printed with the kind permission
of the editors.
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87.This is an expression which
occurs frequently in PK: pp.
18-9, 20, 31, 79-80, 105-6, 119,
259, 307, 312, 367. For the
most part, one may substitute
Newman’s phrase, ‘the illative
sense’ in these passages without
altering Polanyi’s meaning, e.g.:
‘T have given evidence before of
the emotional upheaval which
accompanies the mental reor-

ganisation necessary for cross-
ing the logical gap that separates
a problem from its solution. I
have pointed out that the depth
of this upheaval corresponds to
the force of personal judgment
[the illative sense] required to
supplement the inadequate clues
on which is a decision is being
based’ (PK , p. 367).
88.PK, p. 312. Polanyi’s notion of
a-critical assent in this passage
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understanding of ‘simple as-
sent,” while Polanyi’s notion of
commitment has the same quali-
ties as Newman’s reflections on
‘complex assent’.
89.PK, p. 195.
90.PK, p. 20.
91.PK, p.138.
92.PK, p. 189.
93.PK, p. 268.
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JOHN MACMURRAY’S NOTION OF PERSON

n my final conversation with

John Macmurray on July 31st,

1975, 1 asked the eighty-five
year old philosopher why he be-
lieved in God. He looked at me
with his Celtic blue eyes sparkling
star-clear and, without a moment’s
hesitancy, responded, ‘Because of
our pressure to communicate, there
should always be Someone listen-
ing shouldn’t there?” So typical of
this ever-young professor, whose
1953 Gifford lectures remain a
classic critique of Western philoso-
phy, to cut through the theoretical
clutter, come to the point and sum
up a lifetime of reflection on
humankind’s critical question in a
homespun phrase. Little wonder,
since his gift for putting great truths
simply resonates with that of his
fellow townsman Robert Burns. For
John Macmurray, too, was born
and grew up where ‘Maxwellton’s
braes are bonnie’. Long before,
when, as Grote Professor of Mind
and Logic in the University of
London, he first touched the wider
British Isle scene with his double
BBC radio series, Reality and Free-
dom [1930] and The Modern Di-
lemma [1932], John Macmurray
had furnished his apologia for the
approach that would be his hall-
mark:

There is no inherent impossibility
in the effort to expound the
central issues of philosophy in a
fashion which will render them
comprehensible to the unminitiated.
Simplification there must be and a
strenuous avoidance of abstrac-
tions and technicalities. But this is
not a defect, since philosophy is
the most concrete of all sciences,
and its major effort is the simpli-
fication of complex issues...
Where the effort to popularise
philosophy is a sincere effort of
self-expression the philosopher
will find himself forced, not into
superficiality, but into a deeper
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realisation of his own meaning:!

In preparing these radio talks for
the ordinary public Macmurray ac-
knowledged, ‘[This] proved to be
the finest philosophic discipline to
which 1 ever submitted.’> When,
subsequently, he was invited to
give the most prestigious lecture
series in religion in the English-
speaking world [the Deems Lec-
tures at New York University,
1936; the Terry Lectures at Yale
University, 1936; the Dunning Lec-
tures at Queen’s University, King-
ston Ontario, 1949; the Gifford
Lectures at the University of Glas-
gow, 1953 & 1954; the Forwood
Lectures at the University of Liver-
pool, 1960], this former Oxford
fellow [Balliol College] never lost
his gift for clarity and concreteness
in taking up the most profound
philosophical issues.

This is most apparent in his
Gifford Lectures which were to
become his legacy in theo-centric
personalism as published in the two
volumes: The Self as Agent and
Persons in Relation. After Mac-
murray’s death on June 21, 1976, 1
visited the home of his nephew,
Duncan Campbell in Edinburgh
where John and his wife Betty
lived in the last decade of their
long life together [Betty Hyde
Macmurray died in 1979]. Profes-
sor Campbell graciously showed
me John Macmurray’s handwritten
manuscripts of the Gifford lectures.
Noticing that there were no erasures
in the text and only an occasional
word substitution, I asked my host
whether this were John’s final
drafi—so neat and unmarked after
a quarter century. Duncan Camp-
bell smiled and replied, ‘No, this is
John’s first and only draft: he was a
very careful thinker’. I, of course,
was astounded that Macmurray’s
definitive works in his philosophy

of religion should have flowed
from his pen with a lucidity and
exactness of expression that suf-
fered no faltering or backtracking.
These Gifford lectures became his
signature for having plumbed the
philosophical depths of the human
condition with all the comprehen-
sive adequacy of an Alfred Ayers
who succeeded him at the Univer-
sity of London or of a David Hume
who had predated him at the Uni-
versity of Edinburgh. [Macmurray
held the chair of moral philosophy
there after World War II until his
retirement in 1957.] Consequently,
my dear friend’s seemingly simple
reply to my ‘God’ question de-
serves the most careful scrutiny, for
enshrining his central notion of
person that could provide a more
profound paradigm for the Chris-
tian doctrine of the triune God—the
central thrust of this inquiry.

1. The inadequacy of Aristotelian
model for persons

John Macmurray’s concise response
that our characteristically human
pressure to communicate points to
God as the constant listener rests
upon the two key temets in his
philesophy of religion. The first is
that our defining characteristic as
persons is our capacity to commu-
nicate—in the full sense of that
term—of sharing an experience
with another person. The other
principle is that this capacity to
communicate, as the essential trait
of humans separating us from the
animal world, implies that we are
persons at all only in and through a
constitutive relationship with Other
persons and ultimately with God,
who is our constant responsive
Other.

This last becomes a stunning
philosophical stroke, so accustomed



are we to consider ourselves first
and foremost as distinct individu-
als. Properly understood, John
Macmurray would agree—we are
unique members in the personal
relationship of ‘You’-and-T’. Yet,
this runs counter to our cultural
orientation that we are bomn as
individual persons and remain so
throughout our life, even though we
do form relationships as individuals
with our parents, brothers and sis-
ters, friends and companions. Here
Macmurray demurs. His position is
that we are born into a defining
relationship with a personal other
as personal which he is ready to
verify in a careful analysis of the
mother-child relationship.

John Macmurray locates our
cultural sticking point in the domi-
nant viewpoint first propounded by
Aristotle that the human being is
animal rationalis—a rational ani-
mal. But for Macmurray, therein
lies the key inadequacy! Persons
are so far beyond animals in what
is most characteristically human
about ourselves that to use animal
as the prototype for our definition
of person is to bind us to an
individualistic concept of the hu-
man that becomes extremely hard
to transcend. In his tiny war-time
book, A Challenge to the
Churches, John Macmurray pin-
points the tangle the teaching
Church wound up in, when the
Scholastic philosophers adopted
Greek thought forms for its dogma
and moral code:

Elements derived from Stoicism,
from Neo-Platonism, from the
Aristotelian philosophy were
fused together during the long
process which shaped the Medi-
eval culture into a unity, to form a
conception of the world, of man’s
place in the world, of norms of
individual and social life. This
vast system of belief was so
intertwined with the more strictly
religious aspects of Christian doc-
trine and theology that they
formed a single whole. In this
way Christianity came to be iden-
tified with a conception of the
world and of life which is largely
pagan in origin and almost wholly

pagan in its intellectual structure,
and in consequence became the
bulwark of a traditional paganism
which it had set out to supersede.3

The most troublesome fall-out
from this appropriation of the clas-
sical Greek conceptual framework
came in defining the human person
as a rational animal or substantia
individualis naturae rationalis: ‘an
individual substance of a rational

nature’—which is Thomas Aquinas’.

[borrowed from Boethius] patent
variation. It is "quite paradoxical
that the Church should embrace a
cultural mind-set in which ‘animal’
becomes the primal image for de-
fining the human person while at
the same time endorsing a morality
based on Stoic mistrust of the
body!

The Aristotelian notion of per-
son with its ‘head-of-cattle-with-
rationality-tacked-on’ rendering be-
comes so nearly an arithmetical
concept of the person as to make
articulating the doctrine of three
persons in the one God indescrib-
ably difficult. Macmurray, in ex-
posing this scholastic pitfall and
espousing the relational notion of
the person, reverts to Jesus’ loving
description of the triune God given
at the Last Supper and dismisses
the ‘mathematical’ hypothesis that
would take exception to it:

The formula of the three persons in
one God is sensible and significant
when you put it side by side with the
meaninglessness of the fundamental
formula of scientific faith, that one
and one makes two.’

He could make this assertion be-
cause he starts with the mother-
child relationship as the basic anal-
ogy for understanding personal ex-
istence. Given the reality of our
primordial ‘filial’ relationship, it is
ever so much more in keeping with
our first-hand experience to con-
cetve of God as being a relation-
ship of three persons than to canon-
ise the binary system for measuring
the material world when the deci-
mal system also has its plus side.
Just as the profound Christian mys-
teries of the Incarnation, grace, and

Trinity all hark back to the pro-
found meaning of the Christmas
event, John Macmurray starts with
the mother and child relationship to
unpack the meaning of person—hu-
man and divine—and would have
delighted in Thomas Butler
Feeney’s Noél line: ‘God was a
baby when God was born’. ©

Again, the cultural resistance to
this point du depart for considering
the human person consistently veers
back to the biological model. This
intransigence comes not only from
the Cartesian dichotomy that enlists
only measurable ‘substance’ in the
realm of reality. It arises equally
from the impact of the Darwinian
evolutionary account for human
origins that implicitly reinforces
Aristotle’s notion of the human
person as the premise of prefer-
ence. Macmurray treats these cul-
tural cataracts before proposing his
mother-child paradigm. So pen-
etrating is his cultural diagnosis that
quartet of paragraphs from Persons
in Relation become pivotal here:

There is widespread belief, of which
Aristotle is probably the original
source, that the human infant is an
animal organism which becomes ra-
tional, and acquires a human person- -
ality in the process of growing up . . .
The Aristotelian theory - interests us
only because of the influence it has
had, and still has, upon our custom-
ary ways of thinking. If the notion
that children are little animals who
acquire the characteristics of rational
humanity through education, whose
personalities are ‘formed’ by the
pressures brought to bear upon them
as they grow up—if this notion seems
to us simple common sense, and
matter of everyday observation—it is
because we share the traditional out-
look and attitude of a culture which
has been moulded by Greek and in
particular by Aristotelian ideas . . .
Whatever its origin, this view is
radically false; and our first task is to
uncover the error upon which it rests
and to replace it by a more adequate
view.

The root of the error is the
atterapt to understand the field of
the personal on a biological anal-
ogy, and so through organic cat-
egories. The Greek mode of
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thought was naturally biological,
or zoomorphic. The Greek tradi-
tion has been strongly reinforced
by the organic philosophies of the
nineteenth century and the conse-
quent development of evolution-
ary biology. This in turn led to
the attempt to create evolutionary
sciences in the human field, par-
ticularly in its social aspect. The
general result of these convergent
cultural activities—the Romantic
movement, the organic philoso-
phies, idealist or realist, and evo-
lutionary science—was that con-
temporary thought about human
behaviour, individual and social,
became saturated with biological
metaphors, and moulded itself to
the requirements of an organic
analogy. It became the common
idiom to talk of ourselves as
organisms and of our societies as
organic structures; to refer to the
history of society as an evolution-
ary process and to account for all
human action as an adaptation to
environment.

It was assumed and still is
assumed in many quarters, that
this way of conceiving human life
is scientific and empirical, and
therefore the truth about us. It is
in fact not empirical; it is a priori
and analogical. For this concept,
and the categories of understand-
ing which go with it, were not
discovered by a patient unbiased
examination of the facts of human
activity. They were discovered, at
best, through an empirical and
scientific study of the facts of
plant and animal life. They were
applied by analogy to the human
field on the a priori assumption
that human life must exhibit the
same structure.

To help towards the eradication of
this fundamental and dangerous error,
it may therefore be advisable, at this
point to issue a flat denial, without
qualifications. We are not organisms,
but persons. The nexus of relations
which unites us in a human society is
not organic but personal Human
behaviour cannot be understood, but
only caricatured, if it is represented
as an adaptation to environment; and
there is no such process as social
evolution but, instead, a history
which reveals a precarious develop-
ment and possibilities both of
progress and of retrogression. It is
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true that the personal necessarily
includes an organic aspect . . . This
organic aspect is continuously quali-
fied by its inclusion so that it cannot
even be properly abstracted except
through a prior understanding of the
personal structure in which it is an
essential, though subordinate compo-
nent. A descent from the personal is
possible, in theory and indeed in
practice; but there is no way for
thought to ascend from the organic to
the personal. The organic conception
of man excludes by its very nature, all
the characteristics in virtue of which
we are human beings.”

Macmurray’s rejection of the
biological model for the person
with its ‘evolutionary’ credo in
inevitable progress for the human
condition has been hauntingly veri-
fied. The recent massacres in
Rwanda and Bosnia coupled with
the Nazi atrocities of a half-century
ago remind us that the quality of
life in human society ultimately
comes to rest in the choices people
make. Respect for the dignity of
each human as a person is what
keeps us from the jungle mentality
where survival of the fittest pre-
vails.

No, the biological image of
person does not serve in represent-
ing what is essentially true and best
about our being human nor does its
‘evolutionary’ canon about inexora-
ble betterment hold up. The recent
bloody stream of world-wide vio-
lence gives the lie to that. In his
final university lectures in Liver-
pool, John Macmurray detected the
basic motivational factors that un-
derlie all human history for better
or worse: ‘Where people are bound
together in an unavoidable interde-
pendence, they must either develop
a sense of friendship or institute a
struggle for power’-8

The biblical image of Cain
courses through the ages down to
our own time in a Hitler or a Tojo,
a Stalin or a Pol Pot; but these
dismal silhouettes are counterbal-
anced by the image of Charles de
Gaulle and Konrad Adenauer
putting aside the ancient enmity
between their neighbouring peoples
and celebrating reconciliation in

1963 at Mass in Rheims cathedral.
The altruistic concerns of these
towering leaders kneeling before
God confirmed the insight Mac-
murray had also expressed in Liver-
pool just three years before:

Religious problems cannot be solved
by political means. The reason is
simple: Religious problems are prob-
lems of free personal relations; they
are problems of friendship, of fellow-
ship, of reconciliation.?

The pursuit of power must
needs be modulated by respect for
each person which ultimately be-
comes a question of religion, not
politics. No society can long find
harmony within itself or its neigh-
bouring nations unless there is
sufficient altruism to sustain peace
and co-operation in their reciprocal
dependence upon one another. Hu-
man history flourishes or deterio-
rates not according to evolutionary
processes but in terms of the
pivotal choices of critically posi-
tioned persons acting for the weal
or the woe of their fellow human
beings. In 1932, in the very year
Adolf Hitler would wrest the power
of German chancellor from the
ageing Hindenburg, John Macmur-
ray’s quiet voice implicitly alerted
his audience over the BBC network
to the misplaced faith the people of
Germany were about to embrace:

Science can be applied for good or
for evil purposes, for destruction or
for construction, to minister to hu-
man greed and selfishness or to
human love and sympathy. I imagine
that when you talk of putting your
faith in science you mean that you
trust that men will apply the knowl-
edge that the scientists gain to valu-
able, constructive activities and re-
frain from using it for small, selfish,
mean ends. But now notice that it is
not science you are believing in, but
the fundamental goodness of human
nature, that love is stronger than
bate, that unselfishness will conquer
greed, that brotherliness will triumph
over envy and antagonism. Is that a
scientific belief? What has the science
of history or sociology or psychology
to say to it? It isn’t a scientific belief,
but a religious one!10




In seven short years the British
would suffer from the worst apphi-
cations of advanced science for evil
purposes that the world had known
up till then. The photo seared into
the memory of all freedom-loving
peoples was that of St. Paul’s
Cathedral surrounded by the night-
glowing flames of a burning Lon-
don. The moderm faith in human
advancement based on an illogical
leap from the biological sciences
literally went up in smoke with the
technological application of the
physical sciences from blitzkrieg to
Buchenwald. The image of the
Madonna and Child at the side-altar
in St. Paul’s is where Macmurray
located his faith for human im-
provement; for as the bombs were
dropping over England in 1941, he
was proclaiming that ‘a Christianity
which was true to its own essence
would undoubtedly be adequate to
the salvation of the world in our
time.’!! John Macmurray partici-
pated in this effort by proposing
the mother and child relation as the
philosophical prototype for the hu-
man person.

2. Macmurray'’s analysis of

mother and child relation-
ship

The first point in his premise is
that, unlike offspring in the animal
world, the human infant is born
with no instincts for survival:

The most obvious fact about the
human infant is his [her] total help-
lessness. He has no power of loco-
motion, nor even of co-ordinated
movement. The random movements
of limbs and trunk and head of which
he is capable do not even suggest an
unconscious purposiveness. The es-
sential physiological rhythms are es-
tablished, and perhaps a few auto-
matic reflexes. Apart from these, he
has no power of behaviour; he cannot
respond to any external stimulus by a
reaction which would help to defend
him from danger or to maintain his
own existence. In this total helpless-
ness, and equally in the prolonged
period of time which must elapse
before he can fend for himself at all,

the baby differs from the young of all
animals. Even the birds are not
helpless in this sense. The chicks of
those species which nest at a distance
from their food supply must be fed by
their parents till they are able to fly.
But they peck their way out of the
egg, and a lapwing chick engaged in
breaking out of the shell will respond
to its mother’s danger call by stop-
ping its activity and remaining quite
still.12

Macmurray underscores two
conclusions from this primary find-
ing. The first is that ‘all purposive
human behaviour has to be learned’
13 since ‘to begin with our re-
sponses to stimulus are without
exception biologically random,” 14
i.e. the baby’s response to external
stimuli is not ‘biologically effec-
tive’ to sustain him in life. The
other conclusion is that the baby’s
sole adaptation to his environment,
given his utter dependency upon an
adult person to attend to all his

- needs, is

his capacity to express his feelings of
comfort or discomfort; of satisfaction
and dissatisfaction with his condition.
Discomfort he expresses by crying;
comfort by gurgling and chuckling,
and very soon by smiling and crow-
ing 15

John Macmurray has already
come to the critical point: The
baby’s capacity to communicate is
the only equipment he is endowed
with to stay alive. But since this
survival depends upon another
adult human’s listening and inter-
preting his cries as to what his
needs are, whether it be removal of
a pinching diaper-pin or still an-
other go at breast-feeding, the nec-
essary context for his communica-
tion is a home; the most idyllic
lakeside glen in summer won’t do
unless a caring person is there
listening. In this respect, I cannot
help but turn for a moment to the
madonna image of Christmas and
cite Civil War poet John Bannister
Tabb’s quaint ‘proof-verse’ for the
doctrine of the Assumption:

Nor Bethlehem nor Nazareth
Apart from Mary’s care;

Nor heav’n itself a home for Him,
Were not his mother there! 16
A baby needs a home if he or
she is to maintain life. My own
definition of home is “Your wel-
coming shoulder’ where 1 first
came to know belonging—cradled
by my mother just after birth. A
baby’s cry of distress and smile of
contentment each presume the com-
passionate presence of a human
‘mother’” —whether the responding
other be Mum or Dad or a New
York City policeman who, having

just rescued an abandoned infant,

warms the little one with his em-
brace as his partner rushes them to
St. Vincent’s Hospital where a
loving nurse will take over and
attend to the mfant’s every need as
only an adult human can. Macmur-
ray describes the mature human
intention and attention that are the
essential response to the human
infant’s communication:

He depends for his existence . . .
upon intelligent understanding, upon
rational foresight. He cannot think for
himself, yet he cannot do without
thinking; so someone else must think
for him. He cannot foresee his own
needs and provide for them; so he
must be provided for by another’s
foresight . . . The infant’s cry is a call
for help to the mother, an intimation
that he needs to be cared for. It is the
mother’s business to interpret the cry,
to discover by taking thought
whether he is hungry or cold, or
being pricked by a pin, or ill; and
having decided what is the matter
with him, to do for him what he
needs. If she cannot discover what is
the matter, she will consult someone
else, or send for the doctor.!”

Macmurray is careful to empha-
sise that the baby’s communication
is not merely the expression of
discomfort but of the need to be
understood by someone listening
who can do something about re-
solving his distress. Without in-
stincts for survival and totally de-
pendent upon the care of another to
meet his essentials for sustenance
and initial development, the baby
needs to be understood by an
intelligent and loving nurturer who
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can look after these elemental re-
quirements. Consequently, the in-
fant’s communication carries the
profound implication that the other
to whom he cries is called upon to
share his distressful experience on
the premise that this other is in a
basic loving relationship with this
baby. This is the heart of Macmur-
ray’s primary premise:
He [the baby] is made to be cared
for. He is born into a love-relation-
ship which is inherently personal. Not
merely his personal development, but
his very survival depends upon the
maintaining of this relation.18

3 Motherchild relation-
ship as prototype for hu-

man persons

Based on this analysis of the
mother-child relationship, Macmur-
ray makes the twin claims that
become the pillars of his theistic
personalism: The first is that the
human person is bomn not primarily
an independent individual but a
member of a personal relationship:

He [the baby] cannot, even theoreti-
cally, live an isolated existence; . . .
he is not an independent individual.
He lives a common life as one term in
a personal relation. Only in the
process of development does he learn
to achieve a relative independence,
and that only by appropriating the
techniques of a rational social tradi-
tion. All the infant’s activities in
maintaining his existence are shared
and co-operative. He cannot even
feed; he has to be fed. The sucking
reflex is his sole contribution to his
own nutrition, the rest is the moth-
er’s. 19

The other is that this mother-
child relationship is constitutive of
all personal existence as personal
and becomes the one adequate
paradigm for the person:

In the human infant—and this is the
heart of the matter—the impulse to
communication is his sole adaptation
to the world into which he is born.
Implicit and unconscious it may be,
yet it is sufficient to constitute the
mother-child relation as the basic
form of human existence as a per-
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sonal mutuality, as a ‘You-and-I’
with a common life. 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 frame-
work, and are fitted to it. Thus
human experience is, in principle,
shared experience; human life, even in
its most individual elements, is a
common life; and human behaviour
carries always, in its inherent struc-
ture, a reference to the personal
Other. All this may be summed up by
saying that the unity of personal
existence is not the individual 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 unit of
the personal is not the ‘T, but the
“You and I. 20

John Macmurray reinforces his
position as definitive for the person
by drawing attention to the impor-
tance of the relationship itself for
the baby:

There is from the begiming an
element of symbolic activity involved
which has no organic or utilitarian
purpose, and which makes the rela-
tionship, as it were, an end in itself
The relationship is enjoyed, both by
mother and child, for its own sake.
The mother not only does what is
needful for the child: she fondles him,
caresses him, rocks him in her arms,
and croons to him; and the baby
responds with expressions of delight
in his mother’s care which have no
biological significance. These gestures
symbolise a mutual delight in the
relation which unites them in a
common life: they are expressions of
affection through which each commu-
nicates to the other their delight in
the relationship, and they represent,
for its own sake, a consciousness of
communicating. It is not long before
the baby’s cries convey, not some
organic distress, but simply the need
for the mother’s presence to banish
the sense of loneliness, and to reas-
sure him of her care for him. As soon
as she appears, as soon as the baby is
in touch with her again, the crying
ceases and is replaced by a smile of
welcome.?!

Humans are meant for belong-
ing and from the beginning cel-
ebrate it. This relationship is consti-
tutive of the person not only be-
cause our origin as persons depends
upon it but also because it is only
in the context of a personal rela-
tionship that we can come to know
ourselves as the unique person each
of us is. Only another person can
let me know that I am a person, as
Macmurray points out in his small
gem of epistemology, Interpreting
the Universe:

Only in a fully personal relationship
with another person do I find a
response at my own level . . . My
self-consciousness is my conscious-
ness of myself as a person, and it is
only possible in and through my
consciouysness of a person who is not
myself. It is only in personal relation-
ships that I can be conscious of
personality. The basic fact about
human beings in virtue of which they
are human is that they know one
another and live in that knowledge.
On this everything else hinges. 22

Macmurray reiterates this el-
emental insight into personal reality
in the Gifford lectures:

The ‘" and the ‘You’. . . are
constituted by their relation. Conse-
quently, I know myself only as 1
reveal myself to you; and you know
yourself only in revealing yourself 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. 23

So it is by grace of the mother
that the child comes to know
himself as a beloved member of
their relationship; similarly the
mother becomes keenly aware of
herself not only as a deeply caring
person but as the beloved of her
baby which his smile of welcome
tells her. Macmurray makes some
solid but deft moves herc that we
should reiterate. His basic premise
is that mother and child are in a
primordial bonding constituting
them as persons in an ‘T’-and-‘You’
relationship. His data for this are
four-fold: that the human infant
cannot survive except by sharing




his experience of distress and de-
light with another person with
whom he is thus bonded in a
common personal existence. He
follows this up that the baby’s
delight in the company of the
mother and desolation at the ab-
sence of the mother indicates that
this relationship is the focus of his
rudimentary communication. He
ties these together with the insight
that we only become conscious of
ourselves as persons in and through
this constitutive relationship in a
mutuality of self-revelation. Finally,
and most significantly, the central
bonding in this relationship is one
of care, of shared love—the baby
in soliciting the affection of his
mother and the mother rejoicing in
the loving response of the infant to
her own giving.

Macmurray extends his premise
even further in asserting that our
very existence as persons resides in
our awareness of the other person
and of oneself in the ‘I’-and-“You’
relation—

If self-consciousness is merely the
inner aspect of our consciousness of
other persons, it follows that person-
ality is constituted by, and does not
merely imply, personal relationship
between persons. Personality is mu-
tual in its very being 24

My self-awareness comes in and
through my awareness of the per-
sonal other and, therefore, of the
bedrock of this mutual revelation
that is our necessary relationship.
John Macmurray retraces over this
clemental terrain of our personal
mutuality to banish any ambiguity:

My own existence as a person is

constituted by my knowledge of other

persons, by my objective conscious-
ness of them as persons, not by the
mere fact of my relation to them. The
main fact that has to be represented is

not that I am because you are, but

that I am I because I know you, and
that you are you because you know
me. My consciousness is rational or
objective because it is a conscious-
ness of someone who is in personal
relation to me and, therefore, knows
me and knows that I am I. I have my
being in that mutual selt-knowl-

edge 25

Again, we go to the Gifford
lectures for John Macmurray’s
clinching summation:

If we did not know that there are
other persons we could know literally
nothing, not even that we ourselves
existed. To be a person is to be in
communication with the Other. The
knowledge of the Other is the abso-
lute presupposition of all knowledge,
and as such is necessarily indemon-
strable 26

4. Implications of indi-
viduality as member of
relationships

But what of our individuality as a
unique member of an ‘I’-and-‘Y-
ou’relationship that constitutes us
persons? Macmurray replies:
The personal involves the essential
individuality of all persons as well as
their differences. Two persons in
personal relation are not complemen-
tary. They do not lose their individu-
ality to become functional elements in
an individuality which includes them
both. In fact, in the personal field the
only real individuals are individual
persons. Groups of persons are not
individuals. Nevertheless, the indi-
viduality of a person only exists in
and through his relationship to other
persons and the more objective his
relations become with other persons,
the more his individuality is en-
hanced. 28
John Macmurray over the years
expressed four basic implications
contained in this early insight of
his:

The first is that since we are
persons at all only in terms of an
original relationship, there is no
such human as a consummate indi-
vidual, since no person can dis-
pense with a personal other. Mac-
murray does excoriate ‘individual-
ism’ as inherently atheist for being
egocentric 27; but, in practice, even
self-proclaimed atheists have loving
relationships with personal others
and, implicitly, are bonded with the
‘infinite of the Personal’ who is
God.

The second implication is that
we become especially conscious of
ourselves as separate individuals
when our relationship with another
is threatened—forcing us to stop
and think and take measures as to
how to restore the relationship that
is at the heart of our living.
Macmurray describes the clash of
wills between mother and child,
presumably at the ‘two-year-old’
stage—the favourite mapping ter-
rain of child psychologists. Since
relationship with the mother is
‘everything’ to the child, the fear of
losing it brought on by the infant’s
refusal of the mother’s wishes
makes the baby -desperate for the
return of love; else, he is ‘out in the
cold,” fully conscious of his sepa-
rate individuality. The child is
‘alone without love,” to use Eugene
O’Neill’s phrase from his too little
known play, Days Without End,
that deals with the problem of
hatred against God.

This brings up the third implica-
tion: hatred, which, for Macmurray,
is ‘love frustrated by fear’. 2°

Since my realisation as a person
lies in relationship with the other to
whom [ make full gift of myself in
love, when this other portends to
cut out of the relationship alto-
gether, 1 am threatened absolutely
and thrown back on myself. I need
“Youw’ in order to be myself. Con-
sequently, when you raise the pros-
pect of abandoning me, I fear for
myself and strike out against the
removal of your love. This primor-
dial fear of isolation prompts the
hatred that is directed against the
particular other in whom I have
entrusted all my hopes and longings
for belonging. My hatred, in which
I am keenly conscious of my shorn
individuality for being rejected by
you, is actually a dire demand for
the return of your love wherein I
find personal realisation in belong-
ing. Isolation from you frustrates
me at the core of my being for
depriving me of my fulfilling bond
with You. Hatred is a derivative of
the fear of isolation that is the
converse of our essential ‘love’ to
belong that has been our joy,
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contentment, and personal peace
since our first moments on the
planet.

Macmurray explains:

Since the ‘You’ and ‘I’ relation
constitutes both the “You’ and the ‘I’
persons, the relation to the ‘You’ is
necessary for my personal existence.
If, through fear of the ‘You’, I reject
this relation, I frustrate my own
being. It follows that hatred cannot,
as a motive of action, be universal-
ised. It presupposes both love and
fear, and if it could be total it would
destroy the possibility of personal
existence . . .This mutuality of hatred
as the motive of a negative relation of
persons is clearly an evil Hatred
itself, as an original and necessary
motive in the constitution of the
personal, is perhaps what is referred
to by theology as original sin.31

Macmurray’s final observation
looks to personal growth:

The development of the individual
person is the development of his
relation to the Other. Personal indi-
viduality is not an original given fact.
It is achieved through the progressive
differentiation of the original unity of
the “You’ and ‘T". 30

Each member of the relationship
‘informs’ the other as to his or her
unique difference. We know our-
selves through revelation by the
other and in contrast from the
other. As individual members of
the relationship, we take our mean-
ing from the relationship itself. It is
the mother who ‘informs’ the child
as to the child’s meaning; and it is
the child who ‘informs’ the mother
as to her signficance as mother in a
mutuality of self-revelation.

5. Consciousness of indi-
viduality as I’ in affirma-
tion of You’

Before applying this relational
model of the person to the doctrine
of the Trinity, we need to address
some concerns that may have sur-
faced in setting out these implica-
tions of individuality within the
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constitutive relationship. If divine
persons—as divine—experience no
fear of losing their mutual relation-
ship, as we humans do in a way
prompting the reflection that makes
us keenly conscious of our indi-
viduality as persons, how do the
divine persons become aware of
their unique identity within the
relationship? [One is inclined bor-
row a page from the Jesuits of old
in their debate with the Dominicans
over free-will versus divine provi-
dence that the latter matter must
ultimately be left to God in the
mystery of divine doings. So too,
we humans must in the end relegate
to God the mystery of how the
divine persons become aware of
their uniqueness within their divine
relationship.]

First of all, fear is a built-in
human limitation since human com-
munication is not perfect and our
relationship with our friend is al-
ways in jeopardy because of the
on-going possibility of wrenching
misunderstanding or of desolating
sin arising from our hatred or
desperate fear of the other, or
finally because of the unabating
prospect of biological death that
eventually deprives us of the com-
pany of the beloved. In his human
dimension as Jesus, the divine Son
also knew fear and was quite
sensitive to threats to belonging.
After his discourse on the ‘Eucha-
rist” in the Capernaum synagogue
when, in the evangelist John’s ac-
count, many disciples ‘walked with
him no more,” Jesus puts the
question to his friend Peter: “Will
you too go away?’ In the garden of
his agony, Luke reports that Jesus
literally sweat blood in his prayer
to the Father that the bitter cup of
death might be removed from him.
That very hour, in encountering his
betrayer, Jesus recalls for Judas
their former bond in asking,
‘Friend, why are you here?’ Finally,
in mid-afternoon of that same Jew-
ish day when darkness covered the
earth, Jesus in his utter desolation
cried out the opening lines of the
22nd Psalm, ‘My God, my God,
why hast thou forsaken me?’

Though, in his divine personality,
Jesus was still and always one with
his Father, the imminent separation
from his mother and close friends
in his death at so early an age
coupled with the abandonment and
betrayal by former friends induced
in him the same dread that humans
feel. So we can say that in his
human nature, the divine Son was
quite aware of his individuality
through fear of isolation in the
same basic mode as the baby’s in
the mother-child prototype.

But though the infant first be-
comes aware of himself as a sepa-
rate individual through fear for
himself when his relationship with
his mother is threatened, this is
presuming that we are not con-
scious of ourselves as distinct
members of a relationship except
when it is in jeopardy. Macmurray,
however, was invoking this early
experience to explain why the no-
tion of ourselves as independent
mdividuals—separate—from the re-
lationship becomes so dominant in
the growing child and why we
humans resort to the individualistic
devices of comntrol or escape as
negative ways of dealing with oth-
ers in our apprehensions about ever
becoming their friends. From the
very start, the baby, in his smile of
welcome upon the return of the
mother for whose presence he has
bellowed, knows himself as that
‘other’ who is the beloved of the
mother.

Missing someone does not im-
ply fear of losing that someone, but
rather confirms the vital meaning of
that someone to our personal exist-
ence. Longing for the company of a
friend who is absent does not imply
fear but rather trust in the relation-
ship and becomes an affirmation of
the friend as essential to one’s
well-being as a person. It is in this
affirmation of love that I am being
most true to myself as a person in
drawing upon what is most charac-
teristic of myself—my reservoirs of
interest and love unique to my
person. It is in this focusing upon
the other as Other to whom I make
the gift of myself that I am most




conscious not only of the Other as
my beloved in his or her unique-
ness but of myself as lover in my
own uniqueness. Macmurray hymns
this positive way in which I be-
come conscious of my uniqueness
as a personal ‘I" in the loving
relationship with a personal ‘You’
in his Dunning lectures:
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, inteflectual and emotional. T’
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 ourselves; to have the centre of
intention and realisation outside our-
selves, 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.32
In this complete affirmation of
the other, a person is never more
completely conscious of himself or
herself as a unique member of a
loving relationship—which is why
every marriage whether in St
* Patrick’s Cathedral in New York or
a tiny chapel in rural France is ‘the
wedding of the century’. Yet, a
retarded child evokes the same
consciousness in a caring mother
like Julie Newman or listening
father like Charles de Gaulle. The
actress in regard to her son exulted,
‘It is such a fulfilling experience to
be loved unconditionally’. For his
part, the late great leader of France
spoke of his daughter Anne—°‘ma
petite fille sans espoir’—as the

source of his individual courage
when he bore the burden of Free
France during World War II: “This
child was also a blessing: She
helped me overcome every setback
and to go beyond other men, to set
my sights higher’. The infant or
retarded child’s smile of response
or delight in sharing a walk or an
embrace with Mum or Dad is his or
her own affirmation of the other in
his or her own incipient gift of self
in which, in being aware of bring-
ing joy to others, becomes quite
conscious of himself or herself as a
member of a loving relationship.

6. The Divine Spirit of
love as person ‘

The relationship of love, signifi-
cantly, is the evangelist John’s
designation for God: ‘God is love’.
[1John 4.16] Through the insights
of John Macmurray, we can de-

~scribe the triune God as the consti-

tutive relationship in which the
Father affirms the Son and the Son
affirms the Father in the mutuality
of the Divine Spint of love whom
Matthew names the Holy Spirit.
But, is this Spirit, indeed, a person?
Perhaps, the difficulty we have in
conceiving the Spirit as a person is
that we mnaturally revert to the
anthropomorphic image for both
Father and Son and, thereby, im-
plicitly call up the age-old ‘animal’
prototype as prerequisite for our
concept. At the personal level of
existence, however, the personal
spirit of love need not be hobbled
with the ‘animal rationalis’ accou-
trements. The spirit of love uniting
a couple on their wedding day is
the one spirit of shared love their
sick child experiences when both
parents hover over her bedside—as
did my parents over my dying
baby-sister Patricia. That same
bonding spirit of love kept many a
World War II wife literally inspir-
ited as her soldier husband was an
ocean away in Europe or the
Philippines fifty years ago, risking
his life in freeing the oppressed
peoples. This mutual spirit of love

is the most personal dimension of
the human bond of relationship—so
that there is profound personal truth
in the song-line:

In time the Rockies may tumble,
Gibraltar will crumble—

they’re only made of clay,

but our love is here to stay.

Yet, in spite of the sincere
dedication extolled in these lyrics,
human love—in being fettered with
a concomitant dread of isolation-
—will falter, turn intermittent, or
even sputter out entirely, should
such fear come to characterise a
person’s outlook. The divine Spirit
of love, however, is not so strait-
ened: ‘There is no fear in love:
perfect love casts out fear’. [1 John
4.18] The Holy Spirit, for being
unaffected by human fears either of
individual survival or of personal
isolation, is the shared life of the
Father and of the Son, in whom
and through whom as divine love,
they are aware of one another,
respectively, as the initiating Father
and as the only-begotten Son. This
eternal spirit of love that is the
personal exultation of Father and
Son is the ‘heart’ of the divine
relationship that is the God of Jesus
Christ. In God, the Spirit is a
person because the Spirit is infinite
love untrammelled by those self-
protective concerns fostered by the
fear that—as such—can neither cre-
ate nor sustain a relationship of
belonging but can, if dominant,
make the dreaded isolation more
likely. Only infinite love can be a
person in being the creative and
responsive Spirit that eternally enli-
vens the Father and the Son and in
whom they rejoice forever.

This is the Holy Spirit that
overshadowed Mary in response to
her ‘fiat’ through which the
grandeur of the mystery of the
Incamation transpired. It seems al-
most in keeping with this Nazareth
girl’s unassuming, down-to-carth
character that the U.S. Catholic
university named for her should
garland John’s proclamation of this
greatest event in human history on
the library wall facing its stadium
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for all Notre Dame football fans to
see—‘God so loved the world that
he sent his only begotten-Son’.|
John 3.16] Mozart celebrated this
event in setting Mary’s Magnificat
to glorious music; and Macmurray,
too, in making the madonna and
child relationship the prototype for
personal existence, fulfilment and
peace.

7. Macmurray’'s paradigm
of person as appropriate

for the triune God

Allowing for the exceptions in God
we have already spoken to, we can
now lay out the four key compo-
nents in Macmurray’s notion of the
person as the appropriate paradigm
for the triune God. First, a person
exists only as a unique member of
a constitutive relationship with a
personal Other. This is the core
meaning of Jesus’ avowal to Philip
at the Last Supper: ‘Have I been so
long with you, yet you do not know
me? Philip, he who has seen me,
has seen the Father; how can you
say, ‘Show us the Father?” Do you
not believe that I am in the Father
and the Father in me?” [John
14.9-10]

Jesus was reiterating the claim
he had made publicly in the temple
on the previous Hanukkah—and for
which the religious authorities had
wanted to stone him— ‘I and the
Father are one’. {John 10.30] Since
the Apostles were to be the wit-
nesses to his identity as the divine
Son and to his constitutive relation-
ship with the Father, Jesus focuses
upon these eleven and all those
who would believe in him through
their testimony in his prayer ending
their Seder:

Father, the hour has come; glorify thy
Son that the Son may glorify thee,
since thou has given him power over
all flesh, to give eternal life to all
whom thou has given him. And this is
eternal life, that they know thee, the
only true God, and Jesus Christ
whom thou has sent . . . Father,
glorify thou me in thy own presence
with the glory I had with thee before
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the world was made . . . Holy Father,
keep them in thy name, which thou
has given me, that they may be one
even as we are one.

I do not pray for these only but also
for those who believe in me through
their word, that they may all be one;
even as thou, Father, are in me, and I
in thee, that they also may be in us,
so that the world may believe that
thou has sent me . . . Father, I desire
that they also, whom thou has given
me, may be with me where I am, to
behold my glory which thou has
given me in thy love for me before
the foundation of the world. O
righteous Father, the world has not
known thee, but I have known thee;
and these know that thou has sent
me. I made known to them thy name,
and I will make it known, that the
love with which thou has loved me
may be in them, and I in them. [John
17.1-3, 5, 20-21, 24-26.]

That each one of us who believe
in Jesus’ identity as the divine Son
through the Apostolic word should
be included in his final prayer for
his own before his redemptive
ordeal is our ultimate blessing. If
Jeremiah had voiced God’s promise
of a new covenant that he would
‘write upon their hearts’ [Jeremiah
31.32], then this prayer of Jesus is
the inscription. The incarnate Son
who had become human as Jesus
proclaims his identifying relation-
ship with the Father in their mutual
spirit of love, the Holy Spirit,
whom Father and Son communicate
to each one of us as grace—the
Spirit that is the life and love of the
Father and Son binding them in
eternal union is shared with us and
makes us one with the triune God
forever, if we do not turn our back
on this gesture of total affirmation
towards us. The Son—as the eternal
reflection of the Father, as the
beloved of the Father, as the only-
—begotten of the Father who was
in and with the Father before the
world was made and who, as the
expression and respondent of the
Father’s love, is the co-principle of
all that has come into being through
that mutual Spirit of love—knows
the Father totally even as the Father
knows him as the Son.

This brings us to the second
fundamental component in Mac-
murray’s notion of the person: A
person becomes conscious of his
(her] own unique identity in and
through the revelation of the per-
sonal Other with whom he exits in
their constitutive relationship. It is
through this mutual revelation that
each member of the relationship is
not only aware of his personal
existence through his awareness of
the personal Other, but of the
relationship through which each
‘live and move and have their
being’. Jesus’ valedictory prayer
clearly corroborates Macmurray’s
axiom. Jesus had anticipated this
crucial disclosure of his Last Sup-
per discourse earlier in his public
life with the declaration:

I thank thee Father, Lord of
heaven and earth, that thou has
hidden these things from the wise
and understanding and revealed
them to babes; yea, Father, for
such was your gracious will. All
things have been delivered to me
by my Father; and no one know
the Son except the Father, and no
one knows the Father except the
Son and any one to whom the
Son chooses to reveal him. [Mat-
thew 11.25-27]

This mutual divine awareness
that Jesus asserts is validation for
Macmurray’s insight since the Fa-
ther knows himself as Father and
his constitutive relationship with
the Son through the eternal expres-
sion of himself that is the Son. The
Son, reciprocally, knows himself to
be the Son and in essential relation
with the Father through his knowl-
edge of the Father. Jesus alone
could make the Father’s name
known to the Apostles as he speaks
his prayer in John because from all
eternity he has known himself to be
the only-begotten Son in and
through his divine relationship with
the Father.

To invoke the terminology of
the Prologue of John’s Gospel, the
divine Son as the Word of God, in
becoming flesh, therein reveals to
us humans the inmer life of the
eternal relationship that is the triune



God. The Jesuit theologian, Karl
Rahner, asserts that the Word as
‘the immanent self-utterance of
God in His eternal fullness is the
condition of the self-utterance of
God outside himself*.33

But since ‘God is love’ [1 John
4.16], the self-disclosure of the
Father as loving initiator and of the
Son as beloved expression of and
self-response to the Father tran-
spires in and through the Spirit of
divine love etemally inspiring the
relationship as the gift, joy and
glory of God.

In reaching the heart of the
triune relationship that is God, we
come to the third component in
Macmurray’s notion of the person:
The spirit of this personal relation-
ship as personal is that of love—a
love inspiring a complete self-
transcendence in which each I’
‘comes to know the “You’ totally as
the beloved through affirming the
‘You’ totally even as the ‘I’ be-
comes totally aware of himself as
lover. As Macmuray emphasises,
‘My knowledge of another person
is a function of my love for him’ 34

Consequently, to be a person is
to be in communication with You,
in which sharing each member of
the relationship affirms, reveals,
and responds [listens] to one an-
other in the spirit of total love that
constitutes the relationship.

What, for Macmurray, hampers
complete human communication
and reciprocal self-revelation is
self-protective fear as the dominant
disposition in a person that either
has a person screen himself behind
a facade or project his own dread
upon the other in a biased percep-
tion of the other as threat:

To know another person we must be
in communication with him [her], and
communication is a two-way process
.. . 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 to me
you consistently ’play a role,” you
hide yourself from me. I can never
know you as you really are . . . And

in proportion as my knowledge [of
another person] is a function of my
fear of him, it is illusory or unreal. 35
Since the characteristic disposi-
tion of self-protective fear is what
blocks personal communication in
smothering the mutual self-revela-
tion that can only transpire in the
love that is ‘giving oneself away’ to
the other, Macmurray contends that
the function of all religion is to
overcome the dominance of fear as
the characteristic disposition of a
person and to replace it with the
trust of the other that love alone
can inspire: °‘All religion is an
effort to create a normal, a com-
plete human life; to achieve an
integration of personality within
itself and with the world in which it
lives. For this reason, it is con-

cerned, primarily, with the conquest
of fear’.3¢
Consequently, Jesus’ primary

intent in bringing the ‘good news’
to our world was, in Macmurray’s
interpretation, to overcome this fear
in the hearts of humankind and
replace it with other-centered open-
ness and trust toward others: “This
was the mission of Jesus as he saw
it. To conquer fear in the hearts of
men and replace it by confidence
and trust; to relieve us from life on
the defensive and replace it with a
life of freedom and spontaneity’. 37

He would accomplish this with
the grace of his love as his ‘way’ of
transforming humankind into a uni-
versal community or, as he called

it, ‘the kingdom of my Father’.

Therefore, his one mandate to any
follower of his was ‘Love one
another as I have loved you’. [John
15.12] Divine love has come to the
human world through the Incarnate
Son as the sole ‘salvation’ for
humanity: Macmurray recapitulates:

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 youw’. 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. 38

Macmurray brings us back to the
divine spirit of love in and through
whom the Father affirms the Son
and the Son affirms the Father in
their totally responsive communica-
tion with one another as eternally
creating and sustaining their rela-
tionship as God. It is this same
Holy Spirit that the Father commu-
nicated to us humans as grace in
sending his Son as one of us in the
Incamnation. And, if Macmurray’s
earlier allusion to fear-fomented
hatred as ‘original sin’ is a valid
insight, then the love conquering
fear and instilling trust, that he
speaks of, is the divine spirit of
love overcoming hatred and pat-
terns of sin as the redemptive grace
we humans radically experienced in
the divine Son’s becoming one with
us.

J.Rahner’s corroboration
of Macmurray’s paradigm
of person

These last two ‘Rahner-styled’
statements prompt an observation
about divine love from that fine
theologian which can be summed
up in saying that God fashions a
being who can draw forth his love.
God instilled the unique spirit in
each human that identifies him or
her as persons beyond their biologi-
cal dimension as a communication
of his own divine Spirit of love:
God wishes to communicate himself,
to pour forth the love which he
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himself is . . . . Everything else exists
so that this one thing might be: the
eternal miracle of infinite Love. And
so God makes a creature whom he
can love—he creates man. He creates
him in such a way that he can receive
this Love which is God himself and
that he can and must at the same time
accept it for what it is: the ever
astounding wonder, the unexpected.
unexacted gift’ 39

Further carefully-plotted tracking
by Rahner leads to his profound
insight that God could create hu-
mankind at all only because in the
Incarnation humanity becomes the
symbol of the Word—the one and
only focus of his etemnal love: ‘God
makes a creature whom he could
love!” Rahner calls attention to the
splendour of this doctrinal insight:
We only radically understand our-
selves for what we really are when
we grasp the fact that we exist at all
because God chose to be human and,
thereby, chose that we should be
those in whom he as human can only
encounter his own self by loving us.40

Like all true theological pilgrim-
ages, Rahner’s not only brings new
radiance to the meaning of Mac-
murray’s axiom about the mutual
relation constituting us persons be-
ing one of love in which each
person affirms the other in total
reciprocal communication; it also
brilliantly enlightens each of us as
being the beloved of God to whom
he ever attends as to his only Son.
The Someone, always listening in
response to our pressure to commu-
nicate that is the God John Mac-
murray believes in, is, for him, the
Father whose divine love creates
and sustains the personal universe
and, for Karl Rahner, the God who
sent his only-begotten Son as one
of us so that—to cite from a
Preface in the Roman Catholic
liturgy—he could ‘see and love in
each one of us humans what he
sees and loves in Jesus’.

The fond delight of God in his
only-begotten Son become incar-
nate is remarkably disclosed at
Jesus’ baptism as reported by all
three Synoptic evangelists: ‘And a
voice came from heaven, “Thou art
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my beloved Son; with thee I am
well pleased”. [Mark 1.11] Scrip-
ture scholars agree that Jesus’ di-
vine identity associated with the
text could only be fathomed after
his resurrection. But the joy in the
relationship with no ulterior motive,
as reflected in this astonishing
intertude ‘with the Spirit descend-
ing upon him like a dove,” serves
to verify the final component in
Macmurray’s notion of the person
as a paradigm for the triune God:
For human and divine persons
alike, the focus, the joy, and the
glory of this relationship is the
spirit of love that is the very life of
persons in belonging always. If in
Macmurray’s mother-child proto-
type for the person, ‘the relation-

ship is enjoyed by both mother and

child for its own sake,’4! the divine
Father and Son rejoice in the
relationship of their mutual love
that is the Holy Spirit. In his Last
Supper discourse, Jesus refers to
this elation as the crowning point
and focus of his mission on earth:

As the Father has loved me, so have 1
loved you; abide in my love. If you
keep my commandments, you will
abide in my love, just as I have kept
my Father’s commandments and
abide in his love. These things I have
spoken to you, that my joy may be in
you and that your joy may be full
This is my commandment, that you
love one another as I have loved you.
[John 15.9-12]

Jesus’ commandment is not a
mandate but an invitation for us to
find personal joy and fulfilment in
a loving relationship by making a
total gift to my beloved as he has
to each one of us. There is only one
love in the personal universe, the
love of the Son for the Father and
the Father for the Son that is their
Holy Spirit of love. We humans
share in that spirit when we love
one another, as John’s First Epistle
attests:

In this is love, not that we loved
God, but that he loved us and sent
his Son to be the expiation for our
sins. Beloved, if God so loved us, we
also ought to love one another. No
man has ever seen God; if we love

one another, God abides in us and his
love is perfected in us. By this we
know that we abide in him and he in
us, because he has given us of his
own Spirit. [1 John 4.10-13]

Consequently, when fiancés af-
firm their love for one another in
their mutual communication of total
love, it is the divine Spirit of love
through whom we all are graced in
the Incarnate Son that wells up
within them. No one has captured
the nuances of this glorious truth
better than the late Pére Duval, the
French guitar-priest in his lyrics:

Quand tu m’a dit, ma chére, des
choses aimantes,

Le Ciel n’était pas loin de nous;
Quand tu m’a dit, ma chére, des
choses aimantes,

C’était déja Sa tendresse qui chante!

This love is the final word in
John Macmurray’s prototypical
mother-child relationship—the love
that the mother imparts to her child
is God’s own. We have come full
circle back to the créche with the
madonna and child as John Mac-
murray’s paradigm for understand-
ing the person, whether human or
divine. For, on Christmas day, the
Divine Son was born as Jesus into
a loving relationship with his
mother Mary through the divine
Spirit of love through whom he is
eternally bonded to his Father. The
child in the crib would grow up and
one day sit by Jacob’s well and say
to the Samaritan woman: ‘If you
knew the gift of God and who it is
who is saying to you, ‘Give me a
drink,” you would have asked him,
and he would have given you living
water’ [John 4.10]. That gift we
now appreciate as the Spirit of
divine love through whom we be-
long always to our constantly lis-
tening God and to the Son he sent
as one of us that we might experi-
ence peace in our human relation-
ships wherein we find our identity,
fulfilment and ultimate joy in being
person.
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increasingly accepted among modern
Christians. Within the last six weeks I
have heard two broadcasts telling me
that Marxism was the right prepara-
tion, and indeed the only preparation,
for a true belief in the Christian
revelation.5!

Polanyi outlined his case, at length
(3 pages) and in strong language,
against a Christian- Marxist alli-
ance. This elicited two requests
from Oldham that Polanyi should
formulate such ideas as a paper for
the upcoming Moot session:

I should like you to develop what
you wrote in your letter of June 25th
to me in the form of a paper. What
you said in that letter seems to me of
the first importance and I think that
we should give one or more sessions
at the meeting of the group to
consideration of the issues you
raise.”2

What Polanyi ultimately produces
is the paper ‘Forms of Atheism’
which Oldham is ecstatic about as a
contribution to the December, 1948
Moot: ‘T am profoundly grateful to
you for your paper. You could not
have written anything that goes
more to the heart of the situation or
more deserving of discussion by
the group.’>3 There is quite an array
of material circulated for the meet-
ing in December 1948: a forthcom-
ing Christian News Letter ‘Supple-
ment’ titled ‘The Misery of Man
and the Fatherly Love of God® by
Walter Dirks; a paper by H. Krae-
mer titled ‘Modern Atheism’; and a
host of responses (mostly to Krae-
mer) by Middleton Murry, George
Every, A. R. Vidler, Michael Fos-
ter, and R. H. S. Crossman.>4
Nevertheless, it is Polanyi’s paper
that seems to have caught Old-
ham’s eye; his agenda allocated the
first evening’s discussion and that
the following morning (even allow-
ing that some discussion on ‘the
fiduciary mode’ may carry over to
a still later session) of the meeting
on December 17th-20th 1948 to
‘Forms of Atheism.>>

The three meetings on God and
history are not really out of phase
with Moot meetings which pre-
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ceded and followed them. Earlier
meetings touched upon Christianity
and contemporary culture and poli-
tics; later meetings retum to similar
religious concerns. Nevertheless
these three meetings do seem to
probe issues from a peculiar direc-
tion which it seems likely helped
Polanyi fill out or enrich his read-
ing of modernity. In some ways,
they set the stage for later reflec-
tions such as the ‘Religious Doubt’
discussion in Polanyi’s Personal
Knowledge (279-286) and the third
Lindsay Memorial Lecture in 1958
(published in 1959 as the third
chapter ‘Understanding History’ of
The Study of Man, a book dedi-
cated to Oldham) ~which probes
questions about how to interpret
history. All of the Moot sessions
are to some degree an incubator for
Polanyi’s developing thought, but
these three sessions seem particu-
larly to have engaged Polanyi.

D. Concluding comments on the
Moot meetings and influences

Fifteen meetings convened by Old-
ham between 1944 and 1960 (see
the chart in the Appendix) are
mentioned in the Oldham-Polanyi
correspondence (sixteen, if you
count one that clearly was can-
celled). It is not clear that all of the
meetings mentioned (planned) in
the correspondence actually oc-
curred and it is not always clear
that Polanyi attended every meeting
that did occur. But it is very likely
that Polanyi attended eleven and
possibly as many as twelve meet-
ings of the Moot or its successor
groups over the period. The meet-
ings from 1944 through to the early
fifties seem to be ones that Polanyi
was deeply involved in; they were
probably more influential upon Po-
lanyi’s developing perspectives.
Correspondence between Polanyi
and Oldham has significant gaps in
the fifties and thereafter, but Po-
lanyi does continue the correspond-
ence; he occasionally visits Old-
ham, values his opinions and
clearly is quite close to Oldham.
There is less information, however,

about Oldham’s later meetings. But
what information there is suggests
that Oldham was more and more
interested that Polanyi’s ideas and
writing be a direct source for his
gatherings. Some of the later meet-
ings seem to have been put together
primarily by Kathleen Bliss who
worked closely with Oldham and
was involved in the Moot from the
time Polanyi began attending; Old-
ham still chaired these sessions and
seems to have been the primary
contact with Polanyi. By the time
of the later meetings, Oldham
would have been in his eighties!

It is clear that after the initial
meeting in 1944, Polanyi and Old-
ham become friends (and eventu-
ally close friends) and that Oldham
thinks that many of Polanyi’s ideas
are quite interesting and important.
Remarks in the final section below
convincingly show the affection of
these friends and their readiness to
credit each other as powerful influ-
ences. Oldham came to think that
Polanyi’s philosophical ideas ought
to be basic to any effort to make
Christianity relevant to the modern
world; in some ways, Oldham does
not much distinguish philosophical
thought to which he is sympathetic
—and this includes Polanyi—and
theology. Oldham often solicited
Polanyi’s feedback on his own
writing, and especially on topics
concerned with science. Polanyi
seems, for example, to have been
especially useful in providing ideas
and criticism to Oldham in the
period in which Oldham chaired the
British Council of Churches’ Com-
mission on the Era of Atomic
Power which made a report in the
mid forties. Oldham’s writing does
make some direct references to
Polanyi’s publications. But Oldham
read very broadly and his writing
often seems directed toward synthe-
sising a great array of contempo-
rary authors. In a book like Life is
Commitment (1952), for example,
there are several Polanyi citations,
but Oldham draws upon many
authors. In fact, Oldham’s letters
reflect that he was constantly rec-
ommending one or another philo-



