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CHAPTER I

INTRODUCTION

The philosophy of Gabriel Marcel focuses on the individual humen being
whe is groping about in the data of his own existence in a brolen world., His
metaphysics is an appeal to the persom 1o participate in the fullness of being
which move and more is negated in an inereasingly collectivized and function-
alised world, If this very concentrated charscterization of his thought is
correct, and there is no reasen to assume it is not, then it is valid to infer
that for lareel nan is the vietin of an existential malaise made mamifest in
his fevered confusion as to who be is and for what purpose he wanders about in
an existence in whose actualization he was not consulted.

To show that this French thinlosr did not present his philveophy in a
systematic mevmer is not necessary. In the Prefact to his Metaphysical
Journal, he himsell affirms the non-systematic character of his philosophy.

It is true that while lewping my Jommal I had no idea that aw day

1t would be published as 1% stood., T thought of it as a preparation

for vhat would one day bs a systematic exposition. But subseguent

gvents made that seem an optical illusion. For tosards 1923, or at

a slightly later date, I becane aware that I would be unfaithful to

mysslf 1f I tried %o set out in & systematic form what had ocowrved

to me in quite a different way.l

Systematic philosophy, @.g., Cartesianiasm, starting from a fundametal
certainty, proceeds to explain the totality of reality. An inescapsble

1&&&1@1 Harcel, %&W, ical Journsl, trans. by Bermard Vall (Chisago:
Herwry Regnery Company, s Pe Vlle ’
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2
ipplication is that a philosophy of this sort is a completsly roamded formila-
tion of reality. Bul yet apother inference can be drawm. The totality of the
real, of shich, by definition, systematic philosophy claims itself to be the
explicator, must be postulated as being closed. The postulatien of & closed
reality is analogous 4o that of the clossd wniverse of Newlonlam physics in
wiich everything Nwmetionsd with the perfection of a machine. The net result
is that in philosophy one sysiem bagets amother which in tuwrn engerders still
snother. The history of philosoply is replete with exmmples of this swces~
sive pensvating of various and opposed systems. Reaction to Descartes brought
forth the systers of Ieibniz and Spinesa, Thay in turn contributed to the
appearance of that of David Huwe. Dmmamwl Kant, uwon reading e, was
roused Drom his dogmatic slumber and formulated his systen as set forth in the
Critique of Pure Raason, Kantionism, o more exactly, criticism of Kantianism
rasulted in Hegeliamism which eventually became the philosophic wombh which
parmerated Malectlcal Haterialism.

There is solid ground for maintaining that 2 basic and ingvitable diffi-
eulty with gystenatic philogoply is that everything is conclusively proved
axept the wery certainty which founds 4%« One has only to orll o mind Rene
Descartes. In hiz phileosophy everytiding is demenstrated with the certitude
equal to that of methematics, except that everything can and must be proven
mathematically,

Tor Marcel, the trouble wlth systems of philosoplyr lies much desper. His
eriticism is that they attempt the impossitle in that they think of being as
object,

Baing carmot be indicated, it cammot be shown; it can omly be
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alluded to, a little as some third persom now disappeared is alluded
to among friends who lmew him formerly and lmsep his menory green.
The comparison i acceptable only if the invocation does not comvert
the mmmmmmmdlmwmwkctmamww are
discursive and ratiocinative,.
The upshot of such a declaration is that he refuses to travel thwe path of
objectivity to the riddle of being and instaad choosss the more winding road
of concrete approaches.

sesssthe coneorete approaches to the entological mystery should

not be sought in the scale of logical thought, the objective

reference of which gives rise to a prior question. They should

rather be sought in the elucidation of certain data which are 2

spiritual in their own right, such as fidelity, hope, and love.
As he conceives metaphysies, its doors are barred to objective demomatrations.
"hey can be validly applied in the area of the problematic where the Ego is
presupposed bui not invelved, For Marcel, a mroblem is something from which
the problem solver can abstract himself, DBeing, which constitutes the very
subject matter of melaphysics, is not a problem. It is a mystery. By that he
means that the persen thinking about being cammot abstract hirmel{ from,
camot stand outaide of, being. Through his partiecipation in being, the person
ipso facto is included in being, all of which renders his standing outside of
being patently impossible. When the "I" asks, "What is Being?" a second
question muat also be raised, "Who am I who questions being? Any questioning
of being includes questioming of the questioner for the reason that the mystery

of being is a problem that encroaches on its own data, among which is included

11nid., p. VIIL.

20abrisl Marcel, From Refusal to Invocation (Paris: Flamon, 1959), p.

192,




the "I" vwho asks vhat being is,

In taking onto himsell the position that being is a mystery, an imvi.tablq
consequence was that for hin being camot be characterised, and, hence,
ne taphysies was not a body of demomstvated knowledge. Accordingly, Marcelllian
rotaplhysics appeals to man to becoms an autheniic person by a freely and humbly
chopen participation in the Mllness of being through a reflective sffimmation
of the ontological value of fidelity, hope, and love, which find their
sxpression in the I-Thou yelationship of inter-subjsotivity enbracing ome's
fellow hman beings and He Who Ia. ¢

Hareal is an elusive philosopher, and, as such, resists sumarisation.
His olusiveness derives from the non-systematic presentation of his thought
and the capital nlace which the distinction betwsen problem and mystery holds
in his philosophy. Consequently, thers is a darger of misrepresenting what he
has writien.

s should be obvionm hy now, Mareel is inbued with a horrer of obigcts,
Thamistic philosophy being an intellsotualism, is not only not repelled by
objects, but mst of necessity weloow them for they ave the very life blood
of thought. TFor St. Thomes, as for Aristotle, all that really exists is
singular and as such are wmigue and incommmicabls subjects., Iually trus,
however, is that Thomism ruintaing that all existents are cepable of yet
another node of sxistence, namaly, intentimal existence as known by the
intellect. Vithout polng into the details of the Thomistic theory of
incommmunicability, iz, in the act of its being lmowm, stripped of its indivua-
ting characteristics and repressnted by the intelisct under its wniversal noted
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Tn the very act of lmowledge, the subject bscomes object. Thus, a Thowmist is
taken aback by the Marcellian horror of objects. This repulsim is bormn of
mel*s ins;atam that the singularity of the person, as hw exists in
reality, be made metaphysically secure from the threat of depersanalization by
the medistion of the miversalizing natare of the intellect. He secures the
[singularity of the person against this threat by his metaphysics of invocation
and sppeal. The "I believe, hope, and love" take the place of the "I know."
As one reads, studies, and reflects on the philosophical thought of
Marcel, a numbar of fundamental tenets sitand out in bold reliefl. The question
of their validity to serve as the fomdations of' a3 metaphysies inevitably
memwmw&:apemmmmm thoughts Among such temets
are: his detinction botween problsm end mystery; his pesition on belng and
existence; his insistence that subjectivity is the only valid approach to
netaphysics; his assgrtion that the Thomistic proofs of God's existence are
ineffective. In the course of this dissertation, these are subjected to
analysis and evaluation, The resulis of this analysis and evaluation are then
applied to what is really ths main thrust of this dissertation which will be
an atterpt to evolve, in at least a rudimentsry fashiom, a philosophy of
sducation from the thought of Gatwiel Marcel.

In the achigvemsnt of the purposes of this disssrtation, the methodology
of the seliences is Inapplicabls., Its inapplicability derives from the fact
that the subject matter of this study transcends sclence. The written works of
Marcel being representations of his metaphysical ideas are not amenable to the
manipulative methods of sclence, The method to be smployed in this disserta~-
tion will be a ratiocinative analysis and evaluation of his ideas taken in
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thaiyr necessary contents and relationships. This method is not cut off from
preality. It assumes the ontologic presence of singulars, each of which is
endowod with a nature proper to it. It further asswws the ability of the mind
to intentimally represent this nature and to yestere 1t thus represented to
the exisient singular by the act of judgment which proclaims ite este

In bringing this introduetion to a close, it should be noted that this
dissertation is repsrded as a creative work. The pwrposes behind it take on
the charscter of exemplary idsas. In agresment with Maresl, it is maintained
that purposes fwmish the gulding light in &1) forms of creative work and that
they provide 2 zlimpse of the form into which creativity is to cast it tmt
which bacomes manifest only when that work has besn cogpleted.




CHAPTER IX
MARCEL: HIS BACRGROUND

It i3 & trulsm, but 2 significant one, that each of us carries his past

with hi;m as he ongages the present ad will encounter the future. Thisz is

existonce successively and ave therefore subject to a develo
the enduring attitude-value systen that lies at the core of ow personallties.
Az we lodk back over owr livws, cordtain es pes and our reactiom to thenm
gtand out &g significantly deterwinant end explanatory of ouwr dynamically
organised adjustmemt to envirorment which i3 termed our personality. It is
vary dilfficult to miversalisze sbout the individual impact of such exparisnces
other than to say that they do ocewr. As lived by us individually, thess
experisnces are unigue, and having mm thelr course, mre forever pone. But
owr wigque reactions to them endure; they becow permanent sceretioms which
are encapmilated in the ever expanding shell of o pevemnality and are
rendered contyributory to our 1ife style 23 unious
It seems highly probabls that Cabriel Marcel would agree with what has
Just been said., The whole tentr of what he has written about his life gives
evidence of this noe. then he sets forth experiences that had
occowrred to hinm in the years gone by, he does not do so just to reveal thanm to
whopver reads his blographisal accoumt; on the comirary, his main purposs
exposing these ocouwrrences o public view 1s to show how they contributed to
7




the shaping of that unique person - (alwriel Mareel,

s brief autoblograply is included in the coomemorative work written Ly
a growp of French thinkers and critics and edited by Etierme Gilam,
Ixistentialisme Chretien. Marcel emtdtles his contribution as Regard en
Arriere. The English version of his auteblography is included in the
Philosophy of Existence. I!%nya Harari, the translator, renders Marcel's title
as An Pssay in Autoblography. In reading this title, one is Wrought up short
by the expression "Bssay in." When "esaay" appears in a title, either of two
prepositions, namely "on' or "concerning” uwsually immediately follow it. For
example, Montaigne's Essay on Presuwption and Locke's Dssay concerning Humem
Understanding, The usual msaning of "essay" in such titlea is that of a short
treatise or exoursus upan the partioular subject involved. Hararl's use of
“assay” is significant in that it evinces that Marcel is in effect disclaiming
that his autobiography is a treatise or exoursus on his 1ife and manifests
subtly his intention of maintaining & consistency between the mamer in which
he handles his autobiography and a previously assumed position in regard to
his life, and more particularly, his past 1ife.

Yy life presents itself to reflgotion as something whose
esmtialmm is that it related to a story ("If I Mdgw
the stowy of my life, then you would really be astonished!™

sessssacesbut to tall a tale ia QQm@iﬁlw to mf@ld it. Ylet

us start at the begimming. First this happenad to me, then

that. About my earliest yoars, I can only spesk from May, for

I have no persomal memories,” and 80 Meseesessss But all this

changes when I got in touch with my earlicst memorigs.....

Canceived or imagined in this way, my life presents itself, quite

natwrally, in the shape of a series of episcdes along the line of

timeesese To narrate can cnly be to swmarise, and yet the

sumarising of the parts of a tale is in a certain sense obviously

an oppoeite kind of operation frow the wnfolding of a tale as a

mubouo.actnm tharefore it is maim (w

impogaibility being implied in the very notion of nmrration) for me
to tell the story of my 1life just as T have lived fteseeeeess.Howaver
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concrete Ey thinking may be, we have 10 aclnowledge that my life as
it has oeen really lived, falls outside my thinking's present grasp.
essssseoThe past cannot be recaptured exvept in Sragrents made
luminous by a lightning flash, a sudden glare, of memmry for whioch
the fragmentis are presant rather than past.eesceecesFor though we
are given certain such luwinous fragments out of the past, the mind,
all the same, has to work hard %o rebuild the rest of the pust
around them; and in fact this rebuilding of the past is really a
new building, a fresh coamstruction on an old site, wodelled more o
less on the Toymer edifice there, tut not identical with 4it. Uhat
I meen is that it would be an illusion to clainm that my life, as I
turm it into a story, corresponds at a1l complately with my 1ife as I
have actumliy lived it.l

Applying these remarits of Marcel to the Englich title of his autobio-
graphical work, it becams clear that the meaning to be ascribed to “essay® is
that of "attempt." Hence, the title, An Fssay in Autcbiography, is meant to
eonvey that what larcel is doing 1s an "attonpt" in telling the story of his
life in full cognizance of the inherent lack of correspondence
characterises such a tale. TFurthermove, since he maintains that his 1ife is
not his belng, yet another inference to be made is that lMarcel is in effect
saying that, because he does set forth the story of his 1ife, this dows not
mean that the reader lmows the being of Cabriel Marcal.

These introductory remerks, whils lengthy, are necessary. Their
necessity derives firom the essentlal importanee of the gaining of m adequate

Toatwiel Mareel, The Mystery of Jeing, Val. I: ZReflection and I
trans. by G. 5. Fraser (Chicago: Henry Regnery Company, 1990), pPe 1 "
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grasp of the pevspective and the motaphysiocal position Irom which Harcel
weate of his 1ife. I Nopmishes vz with caparatively few biographical
datails., In this commectlon, it scerm rather odd thai he does not fwrmish the
notes of those who had so great an influvence on him, his fathar, mother, and
ambs The bulk of his work is comerned with setting forth the overriding
effect of certsin selected past axperisnces

assentially In the steps whereby eogperience, ingtead of evolving teclmics,
mwad to the realisation of itoelf,™
Gehriel Mevesl, the only child of a bourgeois French fanily, was born
durdng what is now considered by some as the halcymn years yreceding World
Yar I. The yemr of his birth was 1889, As he looks back over his life,
Yarcel cannot help but feel that his early experiences in the famlly and at
ining effect on the character which his vocation as a

hypienie m@aﬁm, I can m “ m m mw'tém was the

maﬁeafwﬁwlypéﬁlmmm thoughts and sy I was almost
ceonterpiuously hostile to Dmpiricisnm. This attitade seams to e

the direct mmzmwmﬁmm@mtmmmm
beon bwed in me from ny earliest years wowards.?

In addition, loooel folt that as a <hdlid he had %o find a shelter Trom the
Hing contosls of everydsy life which, at e practical level, preved his
kwardnass, The shelter which he created was that of Ideas,

“Gabrdel larcel, The hilosoply
{Tlow Yok ﬁmmm%' T

amfics Do 77e




11

pot archetypal, tut swper-sensual. But abstraction as such nover appeared to
him s a desirable place of abode. The Empiricist's interpretation of
expeyience appsared to Marcel to be such that spirit or the spiritual is
panished from existence. Decause of his wwasiness with abstraction as such
and his rejection of experience as conceived by Bmpiricism, he was later
imwessed pofoundly by the post-Eantien philoecphy of Schelling. For lavcel,
the conorete Ego, which is to say that Ego which is tied to the material (but
not exelusively) level of reality must be understood in ite reality and
existence.

Trom his earliest years, Harcel was attracted to the theatre.

48 I have sald elsewhere, I sxperienced very early a kind of

intoxcisation, not nly in concelving characters distinet from

myself, but in identifying myself with them sufficiently to become

their mouthpiece. It 18 difficult to say how I came to have this

bent; one reason uaa, mmm, my father's immate sense of the

theatre mad his incomparable way of reading plays. But I hawe

thought that the me with whor I held silemt

amﬁmmdfwmiﬁwwaﬂmmdsiammxm

cruelly missed in real life.
There was ywt another factor which he ls convineed comtributed to the growth
of hizs dramatic powers. This factor was his sarly childhood mwmreness of
what he calls the insolubilia of opinion and tempsrament involved in famdily
relationships and even the most simple humen relationship. The inability of
recolving these insolubllis by s judgemental prescription led bim to the direct
percaption that there wag a radicsl weakness in the facully of Jjudgment. This

perception prefigures in a very trun sense his later poeition that objective

llbid., Pe 780




imesledee as found in the Judgement has no place in metaphysics as he consel
it to be. In any event, Marcel thought it necessary o essww the existence
of a realn beyomnd languspe and, consequently, beyond reason in which hevmony

Unlike Sarire, lareel did not concelive the dramz as being a bottle, az it
were, into which he poured the wine of his philesophic thought. As a matter of
fact, his prowth ond {lowering ez a dramatist was separate from his develop-
rans and matering as e philsoovhey. But avownd 1930 it becmwe patent to hinm
that his desas were bub the concrets epression of his philosophy, and that
they illustrated and comfivesd his laier philosophical stance concerning the

ige to go baymnd objectivity. Ilhwosl is hard put o i3 to

axplain the sspamratensss of his drematic and philosophical development other
than o supposs thal a personsl awarensss of the comection botween these o
raxies of expression would have pevhaps destroyed what was vitsl and authentic
in each.

The problem with vhich Mareel was so desply concernw
the natare of reality, or more axacily, of vhat is reant whem the existence of
reality is asserted. Ib saw in tw drams a means of escupling fran the |

There io no dowbt that dramatic work appeared to ms as the

way out of the labyrinth inve which I had besn led by my abstroct
thinitings wough it T hoped to emevge into the light of an
ergandsed hunan landscepe. Neverthelass, the pattern of this
mmmwmwmwmwmmaﬁwswm,wz
drew it in Semil Invisible :m * )
mﬁsﬁiﬁf«muﬁm%%af’ 1 wol

1tapl? and to ensu
itad

e, p. 00,




13
that Hareel is in effect saying is that abstract thought which ex natura
involves obhjectivity can in no way reveal the reality that liss behind the
hpan situation and the insolubilia which inevitably are discovered therein.
Bt what is particwlarly clea to vwe now is that the dramalic

mode of thowhb, dealing as it dees with subjecte as such - that is

S T e T,

plane concerning knowledge in its capacity to transecend objectivity.:
In a very true sonse then, Hareel's perceptien of drama as being in the redin
of subjectivily wac an Lmportant factor in his later phil
of objectivity in faver of subjectivity, of hiz forsaking
favor of conerete approaches to being.
¢ of his home wag such that Harcel received no religious
training. Hs father, reared a Cathelie, bocame an agnostic. As an agnostic
he was grateful fer all that the Catholie Churoh had done for art, but he
reparded ite dootrine as cbsolete and ridden with superatition. After the
death of his mother, Mmreel was remred by his awmi. She was 8 Jewess who had
been converded to Protestantism but accepiad only it mest liberal interprota-
tion. In addition, her attitude was permgated by a pessimism which was
In the face of what was to her an abswurd existence, her modus vivendi wes to
Torget omesell, to be of service o others, md to submit to 2 severe self-
discipline. Iarool agys that an Snvineible agnosticisnm was comon to both his
father and Ids mmt. Yot osch exmvsssd it differently; his father esthetic-
#lly, his munt porally. As Marcel now locks back at the agnosticlsn of his

lm;, Pe ?9&




1k
guardians, he feals that he was swrownded by m arid and stale atmosphere
wirieh, in part, contributed to the incesssnt moiety which beset him as a
youth.

s memories of his school years sre not pleasant cves. The demands fop
scholastic excsllience which his parents irmposed on him and the fact that the
achool ignored the modalities emd variables of human development prodused in
Horosl an areciely which he asserts was at the root of the hatefnl memordies of
his school yesmrs. ihen he entered the Iyvee, he wus repelled Ly the abstract
chavacter of vhat he wag taughd, embittered at the abstract or ilmpersomal
relationships which prevailed among and betwwen his teachers and fellow
gtudenta, and dlspusted with the materials and mothods of instruction becawse
in his view they ignored the need for expression and creativity.

A strange duality rendered his universe a desert. That was the dwality,
cmsociously felt by him, between his mother and his amt. Harcel always felt
that his mother, a very gifted and exceptional person whose sudden death was
so shattoring an experisnce to him, remained present and mystariowsly with
him, His awnd, a swrogate parent, was also a very gifted person tut her
character was in sharp contrast to that of his motherts. Marcel's aunt was
dominating and self-assertive and convinced of her duty to shape his mind,
Harcel was wnder a dual influence; that of his mother who had vanished in
death, and that of his aumt vhoge domination of !hrosl was pervaded by her
agnostieism and pessirdaw. The not reasult of this duality in his 1lile was
such that the anxlety which was his during his fermative years was tinged with
the semse of death axd the irrevocable.

School holidays, providing as they did the opportunity to exercise his
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1ove of travel, were a means of escaping from what he calls "his wasteland.”
It hecame evident to Marcel much later in his life that his love of travel to
distant and unknown lands was not akin to that of the tourist, but, rather,
was really a deep longing to establish the reality of being at homs in these
lands. Disecovery vwhich is so intimately bound up with travel awoke in Marcel
the desire for the conorete, the philosophical explication of which has been
his vocation for =0 nany years.

When Marcel bepan his philosophical studies, his then present condition,
if such an expression is permissible. was hewn out of the past. There can be
no question but that he was gifted with brilliant intellectual, dramatic, and
musical talents. His intellectual potential was actualized under the pressure
of parents who themselves were brilliant students, and in the scholarly but
arid environment of abstract personal relationships and subject matter which
stlfled ereation and axpression. His dramatic talsntsz blossomed out of the
loneliness of an only child who missed having brothers and sisters co
desperataly that he created imaginary characters with whom long comversations
were held. }ﬁfe misical gift cams forth out of ths need to move in a supra-
sensual world in which the insolubilia of character, outlock, and temperament
were made harmonious., Marcel, so variously gifted, wss reared in an atmos-
phere of agnosticism an essential note of which is the conviction that reli.
gious faith lacks the experientisl proof so necessary o render it accepitable
to an agnostie. His loneliness, his perception of the insolubles of personal
relationships, parental preasure for scholastic excellence, his lack of
religious faith, the sudden death of his mothsr produced in him an objectless
fear tinged with a sense of death and the inexorable, Thus inwardly
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accountared, he entered the domain of philosophy to seek a resclution of his
interior turmoil: a resclution, perhaps at this time only obscurely felt,
eventuating in the approach to being through fidelity, hope, and love.

Is it not possible that from an atmosphere of familial agnosticism Marcel
absorbed, in 2 negative fashion, a lesson in the value of faith? Is it not
possible that out of his familial apnosticism with its almost inavitable
discussion as to the existence and nature of God came a later realization of
the omnipresence of God and Ilis presence in each of us? Does not his assertion
that fidellty is the place of being have its negative roots in what can be
deseribed as the immedigcy of a parental agnosticism which was the partial
architect of his youthful anxiety which ultimately was existential, comected
with being, and the value of his participation in i%. In view of what Harcel
has written about his life, an alffirmatire answer can be given to each of the
questions just posited.

Marcel alludes %o his morally and hyglenically rigorous upbrin;ing as the
reason wiy abstraction was the mode of his early philesophic thought and
conterpt for Prpiricism his attlitude. His rejection of Empiricism remained
only to be accompanied by hisz rejection of abstraction as a mode of metaphysi-
cal thinking. Fetaphysics, as he was inally to concelve it, is concerned with
Tthe person in all his concreteness and the attendant implications of concrete-
ness. This being so, a legitimate inference is that at the root of his
philosophical rejection of abstraction as the proper node of metaphysical
inquiry is his early perception of the inability of the judgement to rrovide
forrmlae resolutive of the insolubilia found in the character, oublook, and

temparament of human belngs as they engage in relations with one another.
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Thus the contention of this chapter, and one which Mavcel's oun bio-
gropidcal exposition would uphold, is that kis wnique reactions %o various
and extremely significant experiences of his youth snd childhood were
asgimilated inte the very core of the personalifty that was hisz when he
ascuwed the vocation of philosopher. Tha startling fact is that as & matwre
phiilosopher Harcel made the personal experdences of subjectivity and inter-
subjectivity grist for the wheol of reflective mulysisz as it grinds mwy in

vies of invosation and appeal.

In 1923, Marcel beoame 2 Catholic. He had engaged in a debate with Leon
religions faith so impressed Prancods Mawriss that he wrote an open letter to
Marcel in which he wrote, "Come, Maroel, why are you not one of w?" Ib
decided to accept the invitation. (n March 5, 1520, he wrote the following,

e f}:%?zﬁ”xwm«% o g, E sareitle thing 0 says

A zmmammmtwmmtynm, fathoms deep.
Gy to be so! But I will write no nore.

mx‘tmfeﬂamwmmmm. mmxmaw
seese Thim is indeed a birth. Iverything is different.

His Cathalicism in no woay cansed Marcel to modify his philosophical
position. I rerained philosophically independent. His indepsndence was
Justified in that his philosoply did nob in any way mm combter to the
theology of the Church.

Youriel larcel, Deing and Having, trans. by Katherine Farrer (New York
larper ad Row, 1965, p?% Bk v ( ;
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To swn up my position on this diffioult and fmportant point,
i wmxmmmﬁmwm antologlonl mystexy,
it vere the central redoubt of metapiyeics,

m, mdmxbtmlgr poesible through a soet of radiation which proceeds
mmmamummumm&ymnmwaﬁMt

B
§
Hw
38‘
’%‘
%

religim; m%itmablw mmmammmuwmm
mmmw@ammﬁmmawmmmﬁmmﬁm
who have pever ventured beyed the frentier of the problema
mwmmmszmwmwmmtmmmmw
of being can be seen and recognised. veoply of 1
mmmmwwmmmmmtwmlmtmm
perceives from ofayr and of which it suffurs the secrei attraction.l

larcel wrote some thixdy plays. They stand in eloguent testimony to his
greatness as a ploywright. Harcel himself has characterized his dramatic work
as the drama of the soul in exile.

It was, in fach, & few weeks ago, whils sselding for sume gemeral
yet ressonably scewrats desigmation :wwmm worde, that it
ocoourred to e to call it the Drame of the Soul in Bxile...so For me,
the soul in exdle is the soul vhich has becas stranger to itself, who
has lost it8 WAY.«eseessIt 18 cortainly trwe that most of my haross
are wnare of what they mme and of their own worth, and that they
gmmmmwmmwmmwmmmm s |
be known a9 he really is; yet obvicusly ourtain s ¢
selves, however tragio, mmmmmwmammmmw
condition, could mot in itsell constitute the basic pinciple in
druma. mawmmm,mmmwmmmmwma
mﬁwwgﬁmmaxﬂa mmmmm mmwm@
mmmnagmammwmmwmmwm
bewilderment.

To enter into o discussion of dramatic works with the intention of furihex
delineating the desipnation of bis dramatic work as the drama of the soul in

loatwiel Harcel, Thres Plays, . by mam Heywood and Marjorie
Gabain (m Secker ant ward 3140 m}; ?n a

2Gabriel Marcel, Homo Viator, trans. by Dmma Craufaed {Chicago, Hery
Regnery Company, 1951); p. 103, ’




being attempted; that point being the parallelism that exists between the
arama snd the philosephy of Mircel. This parallelism becomes apparent when a
comparison is made botween the quotation clted above and what e stated in the
essay on Value and Tomortality which is included in Homo Viator.

Parhaps a stable oxdar can only be established if mmn is ascutsly
aware of his condition as a trawller, that is ¢o say, if he
mmeﬁMaMmammtmwm@mmmtwa
dangerous path across the umsteady blocks of a universe which has
collapsed and seems to be crumbling in every directiom. This path
leads t0 a world more firtdy established in Being, a world whose
WMWMM@lM%MMm&H
balow,

Therefore, the canter of Marcel's dramatic and philosophical attention is
nan the wayfarer who, having become strenger to himself and having lost his
way, mst out 2 new and dangerous path throwgh a cellapsed md crumbling
wiverse; a universe in shich betrayzl, despair, and hate ave nore md nove
becoming its characteristicas. The path wlilch leads to the new world af faith,
bope and lowe is the freely chosen s of the existential altyulism of being
with others in the intersubdjective nexus which 13 the trus basis of the
disponsibility, engagement, and muthenticity that lsad to that participation
in the plenitude of Being for whom the haewm soul hungers. If swoh plays of
Maycel as A Man of God, The Fuveral Fyre, mnd Ariadne are read against the
backgromd of an undarstanding of his metaphysics, it bacomes manifest that

the parallelism of these differing modss of expression, dramatic and

%ﬂwm:m Homo Viator, Wwens. by Doms Craufurd (Chicago, Henry
Regnery Company, 1951); PoToTe !
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philosophical, merge in a common subject matier - the exisential travail of man
the waylarer.

Gabriel Marwel is also a musical composer of some note. However, his
status as & composer is not as great as those of playwright and philosopher.
nut his msical work does bear a velatimmship to his drama and philosophy.

sesseecett the same time, music offered me an Lrrefutable

example of the kind of supra-rational ity which I belleved to

ba the essential funciion of drama to establish and provote.
Msmmwmm@wumﬁmmzwmamm,

But what is particularly clear to me now is that the dramatic
node of thought, dealing as it does with subjects as such -~ that is to
gay, with their reality as subjects - illusirated and confirmed in
advance all that I was later to write on the

mmwm&mmwmmm
ilogophy, drama, and music of thia men give evidence of a deap need-
denoe. By this is meant the exigence tagabaymiﬁﬂ
going beyond, however, that is always situsted within

e iz a going
beyond the rational wmmwmmmamﬁwwammmq
exporiences participating in the plemitude of being.

Larcel, Philosoply of Hxistence, p. 79




CHAPTER III
FARCEY. AND THE ROLE OFF THE PHILOSOPHER

Cabriel liavesl is very forthright in stating wherein he thinks the duty
of the philogsopher rests,

I have a deep conviction, at least, that the fate of philosophy
and civilisation are directly and intimately linked. Perhaps one
might say that between the world of tackniques and that of pure
spirituality, the mediation of ths philosopher is becoming more and
more indispensable, Otherwise, there ia the techmician's attitude
irmpinging on a doradn that ought to remein inviolate; but, on the
other hand, toough 2 patural but dangerous reaction, there is a risk
of those who mursue the purely spiritual life pasaing a verdict of
condermation on all tecknigques, a verdict that will not and cammot be
b inte prastical effect, but that might, neverthelass, plunge
many minds into a state of terridle camfusion. There, no doubt, :a.m
the greatest evil of owr timm I have sald in the firet wolwme of
uy Clifford Tectures, The I a:zi’ Being, that we are living 1:; a

3 e reftzal to reflsct. It is hig
placs, mmd, perhaps, his plm mly, to attack this contemporary
confusion, not in a2 preswpiuous cartainly, not with any
illusiens about what the effect of his attack is likely to be, but
with the feeling that herve liss a duty from which he cammot withdraw
himself without betraying his true mission.l

Though he maintained that the philosopher, and therefore philosophy 1tself,
should confront the diffieuliies and confusions of the world, the philosophic
confrontation should always be such that it remain within the bounds of

philosophical competency. 4 philesopher worthy of the name should not indulpe

IGalriel Marcel, Man Agsinst lass Soclety, trang. by G. L. Fraser
(Chicago, Hemry Repnary y 100D)s Do 131-132.
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4 what larcel describes as "mental mascchisms® of shooking and offhand state-
ments such as, "OGentleman, God is dead.” Such atatememis as this and others,
seaningly profound, are but parodies of the originsl utterances devoid of the
anguish in which they were pronounced. In such cases, these staterants are
but cheap sensationalism which strip the originel expreassion of sll meaning.
Hor should a philosopher identify himself with movements of whose muorposes he
is only dinly cognisant and of the area with which 1t is concerned he possessed
no professional cempetence. The true philosopher, according to Mawcel, is in
the world, but not of it. He is not a mare spectator to what amounts Yo the
oxistantial absurdities of a non-reflscitive world. For Marcel, such a

position is impossibls to assums for the veyy reason that, being in the world,
the philosopher camnot stand outwide of 1t and observe its travail, ls is a
participant in the realities of civilisation and is therefuare inseparable from
what is happening not only o oivilization 1tself but also to the teotality of
those singular and wnique persons who are deeply afiecied by what is ocowrring
in the civilimation and cultwre in vhich they sre immersed. is such, ﬂnwfwr,
the philosopher, squivped with special mental aptitudss and seised by uwrgent
inner demands or exigencies, has the imescapable duty of mediating, the
affaciivensss af vitdeh i3 unimowm and indeterminable, the existemtial
confusion arising fron an obseure longing or demand for the fulfillment of
being in face of cultawal elements thab atbenpt to suppress Whis urge in favor
of the evanescent pleasures that accrue to the human persm in a mmmw
and non-reflective world.

By Marcel's standords, the true philosopher is not a man of comgresses,
Heither should he, as does the peasant who werks and guards his small pateh of
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i1and, cultivate philosoply as an inviolate patch of the intellectudl preserve.
Iscape into the heighis of mysticism is also umearthy of the muthentic
philosopher. Gabriel Hareel, unlike Heidegper who fled to the solitude of his
nombain top, has chosen to continue as an acilve but recollected participant
in the reallty of the world comatituited as it iz by suwch overvhelning
conusion that seerms to counsel betrayal, despalr, snd hate. As laroel
conceives it, the role of the philosopher is besi perfermed not by an hermeti-
eal isolation from our exlatential travall but, vather, by pericdic zolitude
so gsseniial to philogsophical reflection on personal sxperiences in a troubled
world; reflection that reweals their hidden meaning and exposes to light the
suppressed demand for the plenitude of being.

It mast be canstontly borne in mind that the metaphysics of Imreel is
peraonalist. Another way of putiing 1t is that subjectivity iz at the core of
s metaphysics. Netaphysical analysis takes place within recollection and
conters on one's persmmal experiences. In a very true seuse, each rerson
regards himpell as the center of existence and tends to think that his reality
as an existent is that vhich comflers importance and oomosrn to all that is
ccowrring in the world. No inference of Dgo-santavism is to be dram Irom the
existentially radial position of the individnal pereon. From the centrality
of individual experisnce, philosophleal reflection reveals that to be is to be
with others. In other words, Marcel's philosophy is the exposition and
delinsation of an existential altruism whose recognition and acceptance
ultinately leads %o a seimue of Being Far Excellsnce.

By this time, the inevitable question will have ocouwrred; the queastiom as
to how MYoreel views the world, The snswars to that question are not difficuli
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to find. Using a spesch by Chriatiane, the heroins of le Mode Casse, he
prasents ong of his characterisations of the world,

Don't you feel sometimes thad we are living....e..if you can
gall 1% 1ivingeesseooin a broken world., Yes, 1ike a Lroken watch.
The mainspring has stopped working. Just to look at it, nothing
tas chanped. Iverything is in place. But put the watch to your
ear, and you den't heay ticking, You lmow what I'm talking about,
the world, what we call the wopdd, the world of hwman oreatures
essssvell seors it muwt have had a heart at m tire, but today you
would say that the heart has stopped beating.l
that Harcel is pointing out here is that the wnity of the warld is only
apparent. Deneath this surface Wity liss the true pictuw of a world that is
at war with itsel?, and the wur towards whiosh it is pushing will be an
mgpedon such as will result in the mudeidium mundi, the suicide of the
vorld, In speaking of the wity of the vorld, Marcel seems to be pointing up
the wnily that results fron the developmant, refinemsmt, and application of
nodern selence to commmmications, transportation, industry, and the military.
Hot only has national and international interdependence incrsased, tut also
distance and time between what heretofore had been widely separated meas of
the world have decreased, These factors, which have contributed to the world
s ynity which it formerly in the vrecant past did not posssss, have now beconm
tools in a deadly and divisive strugple of the will to powsr. Propsganda
fills the airwaves. DBombers and rockets capable of delivering the "bemb"
have becomm decisive political instrumemts in the power struggle that engulfs
the world., Insvitably, the dllisnces of yssteryears have devolved into the

argritiss of today. It is conceiable that a single conqueror's seizing

Ytarcel, lystery of Peing, I, p. 26-27.
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control of all military and civilian technical equipment would make both
rebellion and opposition futile. Uere this possibility to come to pass,
slavery and terror would be the lot of mankind for an indefinite period.
George Orwell's “Blg Hrother” would then be a reality.

But, as Marcel says, these remarks do not show how deep and how wide the

break in the world is,

The truth of the matter is that, by a strange coincldencs and
one which will not cease to exercise us during the course of these
lectures, in the more and more collsctivized world that we are now
living in, the idea of any real commmity becomms more and more
inconceivable.l

To put it in quite general terms and in simpler language than
Thibon's, I would say that we are living in a world im which the
Wﬁﬁm "with" - and I might also mention Whitehead's

"togetherness” -~ seems nore and more 40 be losing its meaning; ome
might put the idea amother way by saying that the very idea of a
close lman relationship (the intimate relationship of large
families, of old neighbors, for instance) is becoming mamu%ly
hard to put into practice, and is even being rather disparaped.

It i3, or so 1t spems Lo me, by starting Trom the fact of the
grovingly complex and unlfied social organisation of hmman life today,

that one can see most clearly wherein lies the loss, for individuals, of

life's old intimate qualities. In what does this growingly complex
organisation ~ this soclalisation of Jife -~ really consiat?
Primarily, in the fact that each one of us is being treated more and
more today as an agent whose behaviour ought to contribute tousrd
the progress of a certain social whole, a something rather distant
and rather oppressive, let uws {yrankly say rather tyremical. This

presupposes a registration, an enrollment, not once and for 211,
like that of the new born child in the registrar’s office, but again
and again, repeatedly, while 1ife lastS.csesscesscesin the end T am
in some danger of confusing myself, my real personality, with the

l??bidw, P 313&

27bid,
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1
State's official record of my activities,

The point here is..........that this strange reduction of a
personality to an official idemtity mmst have an inevitable
reporcussion on the way I am forced to grasp myself; what is going
to become of this immer life on which we have been comcentrating
so mach of our attention.

Thus does Marcel picture the world of human beings and what each individ-
uwal can expact when he encounters it. The human person becomes increasingly
enmashed in the organisation of a soclety that is becoming mm and more
collectivized and engaged in & deadly struggle of the will to power. As a
momber of such a society, he is asubjected to repeated enrollmemts which enlarge
the size of his official dossler with which he is in danger of identifying his
real personality. But this is not the concluding word of Mareel in his aett;ng
forth of the world and its impact on the individual. He has more to add.

Tha characteristic feature of ocur age seems to me to be what
might be called the misplacement of the idea of functiom in its
current sense which includes both the vital and social functions,’

The individusl tends to appear both to himeelf and others as an
agglomeration of fmetions.l

Traveling on the underground, I often wonder with a kind of dread
what can be the inuard reality of this or that man employed by the
railroad - the man who opens the doors, for instance, or the ons who
punches the tickets. Surely everything both within him and outside
him conspire to identify this man with hiz functioms - meaning not
only with his functions as worker, as trade uwnion nember, or as
voter, but with his vital functions as well. The rather horrible
expression "time table" perfectly describes his 1if¢. So many hours
for sach function.

1&&60; Wc 3&*350 212#.&3', p. 35#
%&m&, Philosephy of Existence, p. 1.

brvid,, p. 1. STotd., p. 2.
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It i3 trus thai certain disorderly elements - sickness, accidents

of every sort - will break in on the smooth working of the system. It

is therefore natural that the individual should be overhauled at

regular intervals like a watch.l

As for death, it becomes, objectively amd functionally, the

secrapping of what has ceased to be of use and must be written off as

a total loss.2

It should cause no wonder that Marcel is overcome with sadness at the
gsight of this broken and func tionalized world, a world in which everything
secms to comspire 1iz the suppression of the sense of being. Deep within the
functionalized person there stirs an uneasiness which will not be sasuaged by
the material comfort and ease which this world offers. This uneasiness grows
out of a feeling that some horrible mistake has occurred, some gross mls.
interpretation of what man i3 has been implanted in defenceless minds by an
intuman social order and an inhuman philosophy. The technics of a scientific,
technological, and industrial soclety of themselves are good, because they are
expressions of the power of the human mind, If properly used, teclmics can
ameliorate the sufferings and often intolerable conditioms in which vast
mmbers of human beings live. But shen influwenced by a philosophy which
tramples out with heavy tread all truly human values, when technics are given
a place of superiority, and when these technics are employed by a nation or an
alliance of nations in the struggle for power and survival, it is inevitable
that the human person will be increasingly regarded as a collaction of
functions, as a thing devold of any spiritual qualities, and as a functiomal

thing to be manipulated by those in positions of power. Marcel regards

Irvid., p. 3.  2Ibdd.




28
technical progress as a sin, as a manifestation of pride in a world which, for
the most part, has rejected 1ts dependence on Uod and finds its power and
strength within 1tself. Lacking a true sense of hwman values, this world of
tachnics has lost control of its controls, and progress outatrips the wisdom
as to what should or ought to be done with it.

The crisis vhich confronts the world is retaphysical, and one which will
not be obviated by social or political sclutioms. According to Marcel, there
1is a crisis of being which camnot be solved by the problematic approach of
science and politics. The human person, individually and collectively, must
becoms aware of the mystery of being. This awarsnass transcends objectivity
and the problematic., then the world of human beings aspire to being, then
function and technic will be put in their proper and subordinzte role, namely,
that of previding for the material well being of the human being who, possess-
ing a sense of being, seeks the spiritual joy that ensues from a conscious and
freely chosen participation in the plenitude of being.

There can be no question but that there is a manifest and essential
commeciion between the thought of Marcel and the condition in which the world
finds itself., However, granted the assurption of a world pervaded by a sense
of being, one wonders what form Maresl's thought would have taken. Would it
perhaps have been a phi}umiaal commgntary on the world's sense of being?
Or would it have metained, with certain modifications, its present form and
have besn propounded as the metaphysical explication and justificatien for what
was already in evidence, namely this sense of being? Leaving these specula-
tions aside, the fact is that the damleile of Marcel's thought is not some
ivory tower set apart from the twrmoil of mankind, bui, rather its home is this
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troubled world of human persons. Marcel's philesophy iz an appeal to the
human person 5o reflect on his experiences in this world in order to penetrate
1o the mystery of, and participation in, being. |
At this juncture, it should be noted that Marcel no lomger regards himsel?

as an Dxistentialist in philosophy. Through the abuse of popularization,
Bristentiolisw as a temm has bsen empiled of any real meaning. In his Preface
to the English edition of the letaphysical Journal he wrote:

One of my puplls asked me whether my phllosophy could not be
considered to be a kind of neo~Socratism. The term stmuck me very
mech, and on reflection, I wonder whether the description would not
be the least inexsct that could be applied to me. The tern
existentialism brought with it the worst of misunderstandings, and
I now consider I have repudiated i1 onece and for all., I pointed this
out in Milan several months ago - and it was in Italy that the label
of "Christiar Pxistentialist" was first attached to me,l

For Harcel, the term neo-Socratism implies first and foremost an attitude
of non-~sceptical interrogation; seoond, an emphasis on conmmmication in a
“I-Thou" dialogue in which the "Thou" is given credit by the confident
reliance which the I comfers; third, a negative attitude towards the results
that can be expected of any physics which deals with the purely natural and
cammot escape objsctive categoriss. TPerhaps another dimension of Marcel's
admitted role as the Scerates Novus is the image of him, both personally and in
his writings, wardering through the turbulent mariet places of a troubled world
in the mgmh for an audience of "Thou's” with whom he can carry on the

dialogue about being. 4 further reason for the aptness of his designating
himself as neo-Socratic is that his philosophical writings are in the first
person; which necessarily implies that he is addressing himeelf as an "I" to
an audience of "Thou's” on whom he can count, in whom he believes, and for

iiarcel, Netaphyvsical Jowrnal, p. xii-xiil.
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whon he is the mediator between the world of technics and the world of pure
spirituality.




CHAPTER IV
PROBLEM AND MISTERY

In the opening lines in the third chapter of The Philosophy of Cabriel
Yarcel, Kenmeth Gallagher desoribes as classical the Marcellian distinction

betwesn & problem and a mystery. IExactly what Gallagher meant to conway by
the term classical is not teo clear. If he meant that the distinction was of
the highest excellance, not much seems to be gaimed. If, however, he neant
that 41t was lrportant, he has understated the centrality that this distinction
holds in Marcel's philosophy. Gallagher’'s uwse of the term classical is
unfortunate because of 1%s ambiguity. A more exact designation of the
distinotion between problem and mystery would be that it is a cardinal
distinetion because the whols of Marcel's philosophy hinges om it. It is the
basis on which he sets up a demercation between philosophy and sclence; the
latter deals with preblems, the former with mysteriss. Undermine the
diatinetion between problem and mystery, and the very foundation of Marcel's
me taphysics crmumbles., If, on ths othsr hand, this distincotion resists the
assanlt of philosophical scrutiny and retains its force and authmmticity, the
net remult is that all objective philosophies, including Thomiasm, are consigned
to the ash-heap of the history of Philesephy.

In a very tmue senss, there iz a similarity between Kant and Marcel. In
the Critique of Pure Reasom Kant had set out to determine if metaphysics was

Wsible.. Now the validoity of the Critique was directly proportional to the
31
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validity of the synthetic a priordi judgement. Kant never doubted for a moment
that his formulation of this type of jwigement was truly representative of the
omly kind that could yield truth based om a fact of experience and clothed with
universality and neceasity. It was on the basis of the validity of the
syntheeuic a priori judpement that he was ultimatsly led to declare that
speculative metaphysics was empty, illusory, and, slthough a natwral tendency
of reason, imposgsible. Xantlanism, as dememstrative of the impossibility of
speculative metaphysics, 4f not dead, ia largely diseredited; tine reason being
the inherent inability to validate the synthetic s priori judgement. In like
fashion, larcel’'s delineation of the nature of a problem and a mystery is never
for a moment boclouded by the thought that the distinction that necessarily
arises betwsen them could be wromg. Marcel has founded the credibility of his
netaphysica on the validity of his cardinal distinction. I he iz wrong, he
has played a losing grame Irom begimming to end.

Whether or not Hareel is included in Maritain's assertion that Existen-
tialiste have a hely horror of objects, the fact is that Marcel makes extensive
use of the term object. The meaning which he attached to that temn is
essential to & grasp of the distinction wnder discussion.

As object as such, as I have said, is given as datum to a thought
which sete agide the individual element in Lt. The object as such is
defined as being indepsndent of the characteristics that make me to be

this particular person and not another person., Thus, it is essential
to the very nature of object not to tale "me" into account.l

Itarcel, Vetaphysical Jowrnal, p. 261.
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In stating that an object i3 a datum given 4o a thought which sets aside
she individual elemsnts in 1%, what Marecel means to convey is that thought in
confronting the object strips it of the individuating characteristics that con-
stitute the object as simgular, and, in 30 doing, seises it in its universal
aspects or in those charecterisilcs that make it common to all those in its
class. An imesecapable inference is that an object, whose very existential
singularity and particularity constitutes its uwniquweness in reality, cen only
be grasped intellectuslly by the thought (for which it is a datum) of human
beings under the aspsct of a universality which, by defimition, excluies a
nowledge of the object in its singwlarity., The object, presented as a da‘um 9
thought, can never be known qua singular.

Marcel's position that thought universalises the object bears a striking
resenblance to that of St. Thomas.

On the contrary, the Philoscpher says that the universal is
knoun by reason, and the singular is knmown by sense.

T answar that, our intellect cannot Jmow the singular things
directly and primarily. The reason for this is the prineiples of
singulaprity in saterial things is individusl matier; whoveas ouwr
intellect, as we have sald above, wnderstands by abstracting the
intelligivle species Irom such matter. Now that which ie
abstracted from matter is wiversal., Henoe, our intellect knows
directly only universals,l

thile Marcel i3 no Thomist and St. Thomas would not be comforiable with Marcel'p
mataphysics, these two philosophers, desplte differvences in vocabulery, are in
apreement that the object has & doubls mode of existance; in the real order as
singular, and in the intellectual order as universal,

15t, Thomes, Swwa Theologise, I, Q. 85 ad. 1.
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Etymologically, the term object is derived from the Latin verd objicere,
meaning to throw in the way. Hence, &n object is something that existentially
is threwn in our way, something that confronts us in reality, something that
presents itself to us in the order of existence. For example, a persom taking
a walk comes upon saething that by its very presence confyonts him and by so
doing is rendered object to him. In thinking about thia object, it becames a
datunm for his thought. His thought about the object iz such that in forming
it the person, or more exactly, the intellect of the person, strips avay the
individusl characteristics of this object in the very intellectualization that
pronowces, "this flower is a rose." The essences apprelwnded by the
concepte and affirmed as identical by the existential judgement do not seise
what malkes that particular flowsr to be that partioular flower. In short, in
the pronouncerment of judpement, "this flower is a2 rose,” the singularity of
the flower eludes oo grasp.

Implicit in the nature of the object is that its confrontation with the
person is a Juxtaposition, a state of being side by aide. Now, when Marcel
says that the object iz independent of the characteristics that comstitute his
singWlarity, what he mems to convey is that the juxtaposition invoelved in the
vary nature of the object necessarily entalls & mutual standing outside of, a
mitusl standing away from, each other., In its being side by side with an
observer, the object i3 in no way existentially affecied by the singularity of
the observer, is in no way circumscribed by, or emeshed in, the singularity
of the person to vhom it is present. Hence, 1t follows that the objest does
not take the "me" into account.

Such is Mareel's view of the object, and a view essential to establishing
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the distinction between a problem and a mystery.
vhen Marcel discusses the problematic and the meaning of pmhlm, it 1s

gosential to emphasisze that he always does so in terms of his definition of
object, and particularly that part of the definition which declares the
independence of the object in relation to the subject to whom it i= present,
The reason for emphasising the definitional declaration of the relationship
of the independence of the object from the chssrving subject lies in the
perfect correspondence of the words from which each is derived. Problem is
derived from the Oresk verb proballo which means to thorw in front of.
Object, as was previously noted, comws from the Latin verb objicere which
means to throw in the way. Hence, both problsm and object, for Marcel, are
things which coniromt us. Howsver, the usage of the terms differs and rests
on the notion of solutiom indigenous to a problem. We encounter many

objects which for us present ne difficulties. Vhen we do meet an object whic
is cbstructing our progress towards a goal, we then sncounter the object umlaj
the aspect of its being a problem because the difficulties of the object call
for, or demand, & selution on our part. Brisfly put, we solve problems but
do not solve objects.

When a porson is confronted Ly a problem, he works on the data intrinsic
to the problem in order to arrive at a solutiom. But since both the problem
and the data intrinsic to it are independent of his singularity and possesses
no intrinsic necessity to take the "me" of him into account, the net result
is that the problem asdlver is able to stand outside the problem, inspect it
from all sides, and engage in the manipulation of the data in the attempt to
achieve a solution. The point which Marcel is trying to make is that the
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gingularity or being of the person is in no way involved in a problem. The
problem solver and the problem-object, while side by side, as it were, are
nevertheless outside each other. The being of the problem solver does not in
any mamer encroach on the data of a problem.

Al thongh Marcel discusses at some length the problematic, he does not
furnish us with a direct definition of the term problem, Perhaps he felt
that the essence of a problem is s0 obvious that no definmition of it was
necessary. Howsver, this dows not appear to be the case with the quiddity of
a mystery.

A mystery is a problem which encroaches upon its ewm data, in-
vading them, as it were, and thereby transcending itself as a simple
problem,l

What is intended in the citing of this definition is to point out that in the
thinking of Marcel a problem is nscessarily the negative side of mystery. In
other words, a problem doss not encroach upen its data. To understand, or
nore exactly, to dslineate a problem in this mamner, while legitimate, is not
entirely satisfactory. The non-encroachment of a problem upon its data
bacames clearly understood only in relationship to an explication of what is
meant by the encroaclment of a mystery upon its data. Uhat is sought, then,
iz the setting ferth of a more positive definition of problem, using, and
fairly, it is hoped, Marcel's thought about object.

Accondingly, a problem is something which is a barrier to progress that
has been thrown in front of a person whose thought about it and the data
intrinsic to it sets aside the individual elements that constitutes the
problen in its singularity, and, like the object, the barrier to progress in

1Marcel, Philosophy of Existence, p. 8.
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no way involves the singularity of the psrson whose progress it is obstmoct-
ing. BHence, z problem, because of its juxtaposition to the individual
confronting 1t, is independent of that individual; it is the independence of
the problsm which enables the person to work on the data intrinsic to, and
available in, the problem without his Ego in all its singularity encroaching
on that data., On the basis of what has just been stated, it is reasomable te
conclude that Marcel would maintain that in the area of the problematic the
singularity of both the problem and the psrson escape detection and
consideration. Thought about a problem in the real order universalizes it in
the order of knowledge. The 2ame holde true for the solution to a problem; iy
ias also universalised. Since the persoem, in all his singularity, is not
involved, another person, or any mmber of other persons, with their
universalizing tendency of mind, could be substituted for the ariginal person
who first encountsred the problem. Solutions to problems are therefore
available to anyone possessing the necessary skills to solve the problem. In
other words, scolutions to problems, since they are universal ave impersonal,
Being universal and verdifiable, solutions become public property for any and
all,

Marcel's position on the nature of problem is not merely academic; it
invades the proscenium of the world as he conceives it to be. It is well to
recall to mind that for him the world is a functionalized world; a world in
which the idea of funciion has been so misplaced that the individual tends to
appear to himself and others as an agglomsration of functions.

It should be noted that this world im, on the one hand, riddled

with problams and, on the other, determined to allow no room for
MYBLeTYasssnssss.There exists in such a world, nevertheless, an
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infinity or problsms, since the causes are not known to us in detail
and thus leave romm for unlimited research. And in addition to
these theoretical pussles, there are ilmmmerable technical problems,
bound up with the difficulty of knowing how the various functioms,
once they have been inventoried and labeled, can be mads to work
together without deoing one another harm.l

Thus, this problematical world of function impinges on the individual in such
wise as to strip him of his unique singularity and reduce him to the impersonall
gtatus of “anyone" or "everybody.” The individual, submsrged in his functions,
is identified with them. Thus, he becomas the teacher, or the clerk, or the
union member, and so on, as the case may be. This functionalised world stamps
out the singularity of the persen and reduces him to an object. In such a
world, the individual is always opsn to the danger of fallinmg into despair,
As Marcel states:

I have written on another occasion that, provided it is taken

in its meltaphysical and not its physical sense, the distinctiomn

betamen the Mdll and the empty seems to me more fundamental than

that between the me and the many., This is particulerly applicable

t0 the case in point. Iife in a world cemtered on function is

liable to despair baecause in reality this world is empty, it rings

hollow; and 4f it resiscts this temptation, it is omly to the extent

that there comas into play from within it and in its favour certain

hidden forces which are beyond its powsr to conceive or recognise.?

The fact that the functionalized werld rings hollow to the individual who
has been reduced to an agglomeration of fumetions indicates the presence of an
cbseure but deep inner urge for transcendemce, 2 vague but profound wrge or
demand to go beyond his experiance as a collection o universalised fumctions

which have bgcome the mark of his identity in a functiomalised world.

"Totd., pp. 3.

2Tuid., p. 3.
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But besides the sadness felt by the onlooker, there is the dull,
intolerable unease of the actor himself who iz reduced to living as
though he were in fact submerged by his fumctions.l

let us notice in the first place that the need for transcendence
presents itself above all, is deeply experienced above all, as a kind
of dissatisfaction.?

There would be no meaning in treating transcendence as a sort of
predicate which could belong to one reality and not to another, on the
contrary, the reference of the idea to the pgeneral human condition is
fundamental.3

These deep immer sitirrings of the fwnctionalized man inevitably lead him to
ask himself towards what this need for transcendence is directed and in what
it will terminate? Mareel would answer that this trenscendence, this going
beyond, witich is always within the limits of a deeply lived experience, is a
transcendence to being. VWhen the fumctiomaliaed person, from the depths of a
lived exparience of the erptiness of the world that bas 8o shaped him, becomes
censcious of a deep urge to transcend or go beyond his present conditiom, at
that momont he asks himself, "that is being.” "that am I?" "tho am I vho
questions being?" Frem the moment that the individual poses these questions,
he has left the realm of problem and has passed into the domain of mystery.
It sears judicious to inltiate an incursion into Marcel's conception of
nystery by immediately clearing awvay certain obfuscations that might come to
mind. Hystery, as Marcel conceives 1%, is not to be confused or identified
with a theological mysiery such az the Tncarmation, or The Boly Trinity.

1Ibid.., pe 3

darcel, Mystery of Being, I, p. 52.

3rvid., p. 56.
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Speaking more particularly to Catholics, I should like to note
that fron my own standpoint the distinction between the natural and
the supernaturel misi be rigorously maintained. It will perhaps be
objected there is a dangsr tlmt the word "mystery” might confuse
this very issue.

I would reply that there is no question of confusing those
mysteries which are enveloped in lnsan experience as such with those
which are revealed, such as the Incarmation or Redemptiom, and to
which no effort of thought bearing on experience can enable us %o
attain.l
Since Marcel has restricted mystery to the natural plane of envelopment

in human experience, what is his definition of mystery? The answer is
provided in the twe following quotatioms.

A mystery is a problem which encroaches on its own data, invading
them, as 1t werw, and thereby transcending itself as a simple problem,2

A mystery, on ths other hand, is somthing in which I find myself
caught up and whose essence is not to be before me entirely.3

vhat 1 being? Vhen the individual puts that question to himself, he is
in the realm of mystery; he is confronted by a problem which encroaches on its
own data and whose essence is not entirely before him, The individual is
enmashed in being. It is impossible, aceording to Marcel, for the person, who
himself is a being, to stand outside of and away from being widle pursuing its
meaning. He is a datum which is encroached upon by the problem of being. His
encroachment derives from the very fact of his participation in being., The
ossence of being 1s not only outside him, it is also within him inasmuch as he
is a being. then 2 person asks, "What is being?" he, as questioner, in all hiqg

aresl, Philosephy of Deistence, p. 30.

21pid., p. B.
%mel, Being and Having, p. 100,
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gingularity 1s involved in the question itself. The singularity of the
individual enmbraces not only his particnlar intellect, but also the whole
camplexus of those physical, emotienal, commative, and volitional characteris-
tics that make him to be the wnicque individual that he 1a. And it is in the
ness of his singularity that the individual emeroaches on the data of
the problem which Mareel calls the mystery of being. Unlike a problem, 1% is
of the very essemce of myatery to tale the "me” inte account. then the person
is seised by the realisation that he himself is involved in his question as
t0 the meaning of being, he is forced to ask the guestion, "tho and vhat am
I?" Once again he finds Mrwel! confronted by a mystery becauss he cammot
stand outside and away from himself in the attempt to find the answer. W
who and what he 1s, is essantial to an adequate anower as to vhat being is.

Doubtless it is legitimate to establish certain distinctions
within the unity of the being who thinks and who endgavors to
think himself; dut it 4s only beyond such distinctions that the
ontologlical problem can ariass m it must relate Lo that belng seen
in a1l his coprehensive wnity,l

s are now enbaricing upon the question on which, really, all
the other questions hang: 1% iz the maﬁ.mimttomlfm
I ask myself who I am, and more deeply still, when I probe inte my
meaning in asking myself that question,2
Hetaphyniocs, as Mareel cemcedives it, is grounded in mystery; the mystery

of being, the mystery ol the person or the sell, the mysteries of f{aith, hope,

and love, and the mystery of God Himeelf., DBut what must be emphasised above

all is that the person, in the all embracing unity of his singularity, is the

Litarcel, Philosephy of Existence. p. 7.

Atarcel, lystery of Deing, I, p. 103.
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existential fulorum of metaphysics. In brief, subjectivity is the hallmark of
Marcel's metaphysics.

An inescapable result of Marcel's position is that the problematic, which
ex natura is enveloped in objectivity and universal characterisation is,
excluded from metaphysiocs, Now the problsmatic, by definition, involves the
notion of result or solution. Once a solution has been achieved, the problem
i3 no lomger a problem. However; an achieved solution not only obviates the
probilem, it also contimes to live a life, as it were, independent of the
means by which 4t was accomplished. It becotws public property avallable to
anyore equipped with the esseniial skills to employ 4it. In Wriel, solutions
to problems, according to Marcel, are not only terminative of the preblem, but
are alao {mpersonal in that they are objective and universal. He cites the
reavlta of selentific experirents which are used by scientists and techniclans
who are totally unacquainted with the experimental pwans which the original
discoverer employed in arriving at the particular selution in question. For
Narcel, metaphysics yields no final resulis. The mysteries of entology
constantly renmew themselves and are possessed of a profundity that defy
definitive and final results, Uhatever the resulis that may occur, they are
private and personal, rather than public and impersonal; they are inseparable
from the mediating work that achieved them. lhat Harogl is trying to convey is
that the motaphysical quest of being 43 intimately personal and that, az a
consequence, the ontological results are inseparable from the work and travail
of the unique person involved in their formulatiom.
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To both Optimiem and Pessirmism I snower that: there 1s no
objectively valid judgement bearing on being.l

It behooves us to rencunce, once and for all, the paivoly
rationalist 1dea that you can have a system of affirmation valid
for a thought in general or for any consciousmess whatsoever.

Such thought as thiz is the mubject of scientific knowledge, 2
subject which 15 an idea, but nothing else. lhereas the

mtological order can only be recognised persunally by the whols of
a being, involved in a drama which 4s his oun, though it overflows
hin infinitely in all direciions - a being to whom the strange

power has been {mparted of asserting or denying himself. He asseris
hinself insofar as he asserts belng and opens himeelf up to it; or he
dentes himself by denying being and closes himself to it., In this
dilemma lies the very essence of freedom.2

A recapitulation of the epposed charaecteristics of problem and mystery is

offered ac & summary which may serve in obtaining a firmer grasp of the
distinetion which Marcel has made.

1. A problem is a datem glven to thought whioch is
impersosal and wiversal.

2, A mrstery is a datum given %o thought which ia
personal and subjective,

3. A problem does not take "me® into account.
L. A nmystery does take "me" into account.

5. A parson, bwim outside the problem, escapes encroach-
memt by the problem.

6. A person, being both inside and outside the mystery is
encroached uwpon by the mystery.

7. A problem pareiis inspection frowm &ll sides.

B. 2 mystery sllows no such inspection since the very being
of the persen is invelved in it.

9. A problem iz capablas of a final solution.

%m}., Being and Having, p. 120-121.
Zarcel, letaphysicel Jowrnal, p. 98,
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10. A mystery iz incapable of final results and in constantly
renowing itself,

1l. Solutions to problems live a life independent of the means
of achievement,

12. The resulis of myatery are not final and ave inseparable
from the means used to achieve them.

It i5 on this basls of these opposed characteristics that Marcel draws
his distinction between problem and mystery. The distinction between them is
ontological; it holds in the order of reality. The natwre of each is such
that neither one can become the other. The world of the problemastic is the
world of science which, dealing as it does with objects, is impersonal, is
concarned with the wniversal, sand adopts the mandipulative methodology of
gxperimentation in order to establish that in vhich it is most interested,
namely, the conirol of objects. The realm of mystery is the metaphysical world
of being, the existential Mlerum of which is the &iugtﬁmpamm»
participation in being renders metuaphysics a subjective and personal appeal to
yield to the deep and personal immer urge to transcend this problematic world
and to enter into a fuller partioipation in the plenituds of being.

Is the distinction between problem and mystery valid? At this peint, a
personal observation must be stated. In setting forth Mamsel's distinction
and the bases on which it is foundad, a certain unsasiness was experienced;
an uneasiness which centered on the vague and obscuwre feeling that somohow
the distinotion did not ring true, that somehow it was defective., This
uwasiness can be ascribed, no doubt, to a bias which derives from a Thomistic
background which holds to the objective validity of intellsotion and
metaphysics. It was quite natural, therefore, for one adhering to an abjwtiver

epistemology and metaphysics to feel 111 at sase with a metaphysics which, by |
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definition, excludes any Pom of objectivity. Hence, it must be emphasized
that the quesiioning of the walidity of the distinction between problem and
nystery 15 perveded by the feeling that somehow the distinction rings hollow.
thving set Torth a personal reaction, which in a1l honesty sheuld have been
declaved, a personally more comfortable approsch can now be made in the attempt
to exarine the validity of the most fundamental distinetion to be found in the

that, precisely, is meant by the statement that there is a distinction
between problen and mystery? The most obvicus mnswer is that one 1s not the
other; in other worda, a problem is pot a mystery, and a mystery fa not a
problem. But thies respmmse, which, out of courtesy, ls designated as super-
fielal, leaves untouched the basic yeason for the difference between them. Im#
ws add Lnmediately that for Marcel the distinetion is not one of reasom. On
the comtrary, it 18 a resl one; ong which helds in the ontologic order.
Perhaps a definition of distinction will be of service. A distinetion is the
lack of unity or oneness betwsen two or more things. The basis for this lack
of unity is a difference in essence, In other words, & distinction is the
lack of wity or oneness, haaedmammmwwmamémmmwm
they are, batwesn two or move things, According to Harcel, the essence of
problem is that 1t doos not encroach upon the “me” or the singular being ofthe
problan solver as 2 datum intrinsic to it; the essence of myntery is that the
"met i3 a datum intrinsic to it and wpon which mystery encroaches. It is on
the basis of their lack of onsness, due to differing sasences, that Haroal
maintaing that mystery and problem axe really distinet from esch other.

Before comdng to grips with the question of the validity of this
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distinetion, the meaning of the term valid, in terns of the context in which
1t iz being used, shewld be set down. In relation to the term distinetion, it
means well founded, soundly based, capsble of being defemded, not opem to
objection, Hence. when the question whethor the distinctlon beiween problen
and mystery is valid is posited, the meaning of that question is this; ls the
distinetion between problem and mystery, based as it is on & lack of onencas inf
ousenwe, wll founded, capable of being defended, not open %o objection?
Parhape 4t will be objected that the explication of what is meant by a valid
distinction 18 a pedantic grasp of the obvious. In response it can be said
that what leads oftentinmes o uonecessary lacunas of thought is the very
assumption of ebviousmsas. The aws of pedaniry is willingly assumed 17 1%
obvistes poszible intellectual obfuseation.

As ome examdnes the mpanings which Marcel asuigns to problem and nystery,
it becomss patent that the person as a singular humen being is the criterion
by which a problen is a problem and a mysiery 42 a myotery. IT the "me” of
the person 1o in juxtaposition to the problem and merely presupposed, the
problem remaine simply what 4% is -~ & problem. If, however, the "me" of the
person 18 not outside the problem but iz inescapably and intrinsically
invelved, the problem as problem is transcended and rendered & mystery - a
protden which encroaches en its own data. Accordingly, the position of the
"me" of the person is that by which scientific (problematic) Imowledge is
demmracated from philosophical (meta-problematical) knowledge. Since the
singularity o "meness” of the person i wmerely presupposed and Jjuxtaposed,
gselentific Imowledpe 1s legltimately objlective. In other words, the
objectivity of selentific Imowledge is valid only on the condition that the
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singularity of the subject is not taken into account. When, on the other hand,
the singularity of the person is involved as being an intrinsic elament in a
situation, then objective imowledge is ruled out, and, if the knowledge gained
iz denominated as objective, it is not in this instance valid. In brief,
metaphysies, for Marcel, is not and cammot be problematic and objective; it is
neta~problematical and non-objective, The reason that Marcel maintains that
metaphysics ia mota-problematical is that conceptual knowledge of the
singularity qua singularity of the persom intrinsically involved in a mystery
is not possible. Not only is thiz not possible, but it is not even desirable
because objestive imowledge or knowledge by mode of concept reduces the
peraon, as singular subject, to an object.

Marcel's insistence on the metaphysical centrality of the peraom or,
rather, the singularity of the person 1s understandable when studied against
the backgrounds of Idealism and Empivicism. The former would make the person
but a mode of the Absolute in alisnation from itself in the finite world of
nature., At base, the person is ut a mode of the Absolute Idea and eventually
will be reabsorbed into the universality of the Absolute. In a very irue
sense, Idealism has never granted to man either his singularity or its
parmanence;: the reason being that he is but as aspect of Universal Mind, which
aspect was engendered by the triadic process by which Universal Mind becomes
once again aware of itself, Pantheisticelly speaking, the person is an
infinitenimal and finite speck of the infinite. At base, man is Universal
Find. FEmpiricism, which, asccording to Marcel, centers on essence to the
exclusion of existence or the existential aspesct, treats the person as a
scientifically universalized object subject to ressarch, experimentation, and
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eventual control. The approach of Empiricism is such that the singularity and
the existential aspect of singularity not omly eludes its grasp but, ox natura,
are excluded from consideration. What should be pointed out here is that
contrary to what Marcel meintains, modern science is not interested in essence,
whether it be that of man or anything else. It is concerned onmly with
quantifiable and verifiable phenomena. Therefore, the inescapable conclusion
is that not only does modern sclience disvegerd the existential aspect of man,
it does not even consider man in his amﬁigl aspects., The objective
universalizations of science center on appearances. Thus neglescted in his
existence and essence, the singularity of the persem is lost in the univer-
salizations about appearances. The objectivity of both Idealism and
Bmpiricisnm i85 a distortion that should be rejected out of hand. The upshot of
the whole situation was that Marcel not only rejected the distorted objectivity
of Idealism and Fopiricism but also objective knowledge as such; it could gain
ne foothold in his metaphysics.

To both Optimism and Pessimism alike I answer that: There is
no cbjectively valid judgement bearing on being.l

During the last two chapters, but particularly during the last
e, we have coms gradually to acknowledge how impossible it is not
only to give, on tne's own account, an objective answer to the
question, "Who am I?" bui also sven to imagine the valid giving of
such an answer by anybody else who was considering ome's life from
the outside, Iittle by little, we have baen forced to insist that
my 1ife is eesentially ungraspable; that it eludes me and indeed
lea; in a1l dmt&ms, 1“3’2

11171(1 2y Pe 98,

tarcel, Mystery of Being, p. 210,




L9
Without using the words necesaarily in the scholastic sense,

we may now say that the object of our inquiry is being par excellence;

but we must also admit that, inasmuch as it is bLeing, this being re-

fuses to allow itself to be posifmd &8 an object, as & quid, as some-

thing that can be garnished with a given mmber of predicates.l

As was previously stated, Marcel maintains that imowledge by concept of
the person in his singularity is not possible, metaphysically speaking. To put
1t another way, subjectivity as subjectivity is not imowable conceptually.

This applies not only to oneself as subject but also to all other existent

subjects gqua subjects. Certainly there can be no disagreement on this, As

Maritein says:
Subjectivity as subjectivity is inconceptualisable; is an

unknowable abyss. It i3 unknowable by the mode of notion, concept,
or representation, or by mods of w science whetseever - intro-

spection, psychology, or philosophy.?
The thrust of Marcel's pesition on one’s conceptual knowledge of himeelf

as subject is not only to affirm 1te impossibility but also, becanss of this
impossibility, to excluds objeotive inowledge from metaphysics which he
grounds in the mystery of being. If the subject is incapable of knowing him-
self as subject, and if he is involved as an intrinsic datum in the mystery
of being which, by definition, exaludes objective knowledge, cemceptual
imowledge of either subject or object has no foothold in metaphysica. Hence,
then, does the subject ascend to being? The answer for Marcel is that the
ascent to being 49 achieved through faith, hope, and love which are themselves
mysteries.

luarcel, Mystery of Being, II: Faith and Reslity, p. 57.

27acques Maritain, Existence and the Existent, trans. by lewis Galantiere
and Gemld B. Phelan (Now York: image DOOKS, 1%85, p. 77,
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The following question might arlse: i3 there any way by which we may
mow ourselves as subjecta? The answer i3 that there are three ways. Jacques
Haritain sddresses himself to this and states that we do have soms knowledge
of ourgelves as subjects. According to him, there are three distinet forms of
knowledge that yleld a imowledge of subjectivity as such; practical Imowledge
which judges both moral matters and the subject itself; poetic knowledge in
vhich subjectivity and the things of the world are revealed in a creative work;
nystical knowledpe in which love of God baocomes the vehicle by which the
subject comes to 8 seizure of himself as subject. But in reference to thase
forms of Inowledge Maritain states:
But in nome of these instances is the knowledge of subjectivity
as subjectivity, however real it may be, a Imowledge by mode of
knowledge, which is to say, by mode conceptual objectisation.
In nome of these instances is 1t philosophical mowledge. It
would be a contradiction in temms to seek to make a philosophy of
that sort of knowledge, since every philosophy - like it or not -
proceeds by conceptS.seeseess.Philosophy runs agsinst an
insurmountable barrier in attempiing to deal with subjects, becsuse,
while philosophy knows subjects, it lmows them omly as objects.l
I7, as Marcel maintains, a mystery carmot be reduced to s problem, how is
it thinkable? All thought objectises the singular existent subject. It would
appeay that there is a problem of mystery. Mareel's attempta to reply to this
chjection implying, as it does, the cantradictiom involved in thinking of a
nystery. He draws a distinction between thinking and thinking of.

In brisf, thinking does not come %0 bear on amything but sasences.
Hote the depersonalisation, whils perfectly allowable in this case,

"moad., p. 79,
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is impossible in the order of thinking of. Only a certain person can
think of a certaln person or a certain thing.l

Hiz response is just that - & response. And that iz its defect because it
fails to settle the issue st stake in the objection, In thinking of & certain
person, that certain person or subject is still Imoun as object and not as
subject. The structure of the mind is suoh that both the act of thinking and
thinking of ebjectizes what is thought. Further, the writings of Msreel bear
witness to the inescapable necessity of objectising what is thought. Nowhere
in his works can there be found a single sentence, symbolic of the act of
judgement, which does not contain at least one universal term. KNor could this
be otherwise, since the very nature of our minds is that it is impossible to
form a juigement entirely devold of a universal idea., To wiversalize is to
objectise, Maritain has truly stated:

Philosophy is registered whose and entire in the relation of intelligence
to objact.?

Yiarcel, Being ami Having, p. 31.

®Maritain, Existence and the Existent, p. T9.




CHAPTER V
HEINC AWD THE DEMAND FOR BEING

Marcel's doctrine on being is certainly not a rethinking of previously
formilated positions. In terms of his insistence on subjectivity, this is
obvicusly trus. His doctrine is original with him, It is interesting o note
that he had develeped his position while Sartre was atill a child, Original
az 1t 13, itz delineation was suwrrounded with the diffioulties isherent in
any non-gsystematic presentation. What 49 really a comclusion is here used as
a compact and sumuary description: HNarcel's metaphysics is not a metaphysios
of being as such, bui, rather, a metaphysics of being.

Since the individusl person is the existential fulorwm in Marcel's
netaphyesics, a pertinent and relevant begimming can be made by situating an
imaginary individual in his place in the modern world. It may be objected that
this violates the spirit of the "I-Thou" dialogue so dear to Harcel. With this
there can be no disagreement. It might be added, however, this dissertation,
written in the third person az it is, but yet another violation of that spirit.
Hotwlthatanding, the reason for so situating an imaginary individual is the
godning of a greater unierstanding of Marcel's thought, arnd that ia its only
Justification.

In the view of Mareel, each individusl is free to engage in the quest of
being., The choloe iz his; he may accept or refuse the quest. Deing is present
in the world in which he lives. The world of technics, although it appears
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intent on trampling ocut being, can never succeed in this suppreasion. Belng
is, has beon, and always will be present in the world. Modern man can
discover, or, more axactly, recover being if he will be refleoct.

Thonas Jones is marpied, the fathey of two children, and lives 4n an
expensive home in an upper-middle class suburb, He is a college pgradvate with
a degree in enpineering and M&a@lmﬁ by a large corporation as a salemman
of their heavy indusirial equipment. His style of living testifies to the
fact that he esrns a very excellent salary. He is rapidly paying off the
mortgage on his home, owns two cars, and belongs to a very exclusive countyy
club, His wife and children have all the advantages that afflucnce can
provide. She is a member of a varlety of clubs, and i2 chairman of the
entertainment cormittes of the country club. One of the children is a sophomory
in collepe, and the other is & jJunior in high achool. Jomes has no religious
affiliations.

The nature of his work is such that he travels quite extensively and is
therefore away from home a good deal of the time. The continulty of his
maryied 1ife, those intimate relatiomships between husband and wife and
father and children, is comsiantly being interrupied. This has resulted in a
cartain eoolnsas and distance on the part of both him and his wife. His
children have grown wp without really inowing him az a father. The upshot of
the whole situation is that his wife regards him as the provider of the hearth
and the surely of her contimuing those expensive soclal activities which have
become so lmportant to her. The children regard him in much the sams way.

In ths course of his position, his contacts with his customers are such
that he is reparded as an excellent and efficlent salesman; ome with wvhom it
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is a pleasure to do business. His firm is highly pleased with his work and
rewards him accordingly. In fact, Jenea is about to be premoted to the
position of assistant general sales manager which emtails a handsoms increase
in salary.

His social life, which centers about the country club, involves going to
a variety of parties, towrnmmsnis, and cocktall gathsrings. At all of these
affairs there is & great deal of talking but little that could qualify as real
comversation., It is alwayr the same faces that greet him whengver he goss to
the club, and they regard him as Tom Jomss the successiul salesman, the fellow
who ovms ome of the best homes in the subarb, the ardent party goer, and the
club's best golier.

Jonas has reaped the rewards which sn aifluent techmological, industrial,
and soientilic society bestows on those who lsad in the competitive race for
sucosss. Jonss, seemingly, has it made. But only sesmingly. for deep within
him there siirs a vague weasiness or dissatisfaction. For the last few years
this sense of unease has been gnawing at him at home, at work, and during the
course of his social activities., Nore and more, the life he is leading
rings hollow, He is beset with a tedium which he cannot fathem and which is

inclining him more and more to view life as an absurb race, the reward of
vhich is a further incentive to centimug. He iz on the werge of despalr which,
whan and 4 he reachss 1%, will manifost itself in the exclamation and
attitude that nothing is, that theve is nothing that can withatand oritical
reflection, that nothing is of value.

Dogs Jonws have a way oul? Marcel would say that he has., It will be the
thrust of this and the following chapter to show how Marcel, as a mediator
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betweon the world of technics and the world of spirituality, preffers the
ascaps route a:z' an appeal constituted by his existential and persomalist metaw
physics of being. The objection might arise that the situational example lis
peculiar only to Tom Jomes and therefore lacks the characteristic of
wiversality. But that is precisely the point. There can be no question but
that each individual's experiences are uniquely his. For Maresl, the 1ifeblood
of metaphyeicnl reflection is the experiences of the individual as a singular
person. The commonality in any ymwber of examples of what smounts to thw
eristential travall of & coeplete man of tecihmics, of a man sghly shaped
by the modern world, resides in the deep dissatisfaction which these
experiences induce. The sing gua non of the ascent to being is metaphysicel
reflection on the ontologienl import of those experisnces.

In The Gifford Lectures Marcel statee that the meed for transcendence
the mainspring of his metaphysical enguiry. The term need is to be interpreted
89 & deep immer demand; transcendence as that of golng beyond., Hemce, the
begiming of the quest of being is situated in the individual's demand to go
beyond, To go beyond whet? This will be answered shortly, but what is
fsportant at the moment is to point out how the need for transcendence
manifests itself,

Iot us notice in the first place that the need for transcendence
ﬁnmgwgim all, is deeply experienced above all, as a kind
Relerring back to our example, we see that Jones, in looking back at his 1ife

a3 he has thuws far lived 1t, experiences a feeling that his life is empty,

Iarcel, Mystery of Beimg, I, p. 52.
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pxperiences a demand, that surges from the depths of Jomes himself, to pgo
beyond his present condition. It is within recollection that Jomezs encounters
hinself and sees the gap between himself and his buing. There is a reluctance
to accept the identiffcation of his self with his fumctions. Function simply
will not stand up to oritical vellection as possessing intrinsic value such
that it would be worthy of being that which he is. Hence, there is a demand
to go beyond. To what? To thet which he 1s, Marcel would say. But there ia
more than a horisontal aspect to this need for itrenscendence; there is also
the demand for vertical trenscendemcs - 10 go beyond to being per excellence.
But this demand for going beyond to being must, according to Mareel, ecowr
within experience because outside of experisnce there is nothing. As a free
agent, Jomes is at liberty Lo scoept or reject this need. In other words, he
can choose to contimw leading the functiomalised 1ife that has been hiz, or
he can opt to go beyond to being, His final cholce will be manifested in
whether or not he reflects, for reflsction is easential to any grasp of the
ontological.

Perhaps, this iz the opportune time to bring out shat Maroel means by
recolleation. It seems best to let him aspeak for himself.
ghly, we can zay that where primary reflection tends to
axmw thn unity of experisnce which is firat put before it, the
fmetion of secondary reflsction iz essentially recupsrative; it
reconquars that unity.l
The word reans what 1% says ~ that act vhereby I re-collect

myself as a wnity; mt this prasp upon mysell is also relaxation
and abandon.2

Imd., p. 102,
%arcel, Philosophy of Existence, p. 12.
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It is within vecollection that I take wp my pesition - op,
rather, I become capable of taking up my position - in regard to
my life. I withdraw from it in a certain way, but not as the pure
subject of cogrditien; in this withdrawal I caryy with me that which
I am and which perbaps my 1ife is not. This Lrings out the gap
batwsen by belng and my life.

Jones is free %o deny this need for transcendence. Marcel would say that the
rery strocture of the world would seen to counsel such a deniszl by the faet
that it encourages the refusal o reflsct. A refusal to reflect is a yefusal
to allow for mystery which is tantamount % a refusal of being. This denial
of being carrices with it certain dangers. An unreflected 1ife is always ringed
about with the very mal pessibility of tediun vhich couwld Lecome so pervasive
that it conld eventuate in despair and suicide. Bub what is being? Since
Jomgn is invelved in the question, another question must be pesited., Who am I
who questions being? Jones soon discovers that the opacity of his being
diagqualifies hinm Irom answaring the question as %0 who he is. lMamcel would aay
that not only i3 he not qualificd to answer Wit also that nobody else ism.
Vhen I ask ryself, "Who am I, I who interrogate mysel! about

my own being?” I have an ultericr motive, there is a mome

fundamental question I want to ask myself: 1t is this, "Am I

qualified to anower this question?” Ought I not be afrald, in fact,

Just becsuse the answer to the question, “Who am I?Y will finally be

ry own answar, that it will not be s lagitimate anewer. But cuch a

fear implies an assweption of the following sort: that if a legitimate

answoy can be finally given to the question, “Yho am IT" it camnmot

be given by myself but only by someone 8l8€......ss. But in this case

as in the preceeding mme it is I who bestow upon my supposedly

pitiless judge the necessary authorily to pronounce against me what,

let me repeat, ImzalmhwecMntamMMnmwm

which there iz no appeal.?

The conclusion which Marcel draws is both expected and inevitable

11bid., pp. 12-13.
2Marcel, Mystery of mgg, I, pp. 182-183.
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We st reject the idea of there actuslly being a legitimate

answer, an objectively valid answer to the question: "Who am I?" -

which 43 as much to say, "What am I worth?" - is a riddle that at

the luman level, simply camot be solved.l
Because neither the individual nor anybody else can supply the answer to the
quesiion, "tho am I?" the question is transformed inte an appeal sent out
bayond those who were thought to possess the right to answer; it is a supra-
erpirical appesl sent out beyord the limlis of experience %o an Absolute Thou,
the last resource for the troubled mman spirit.

Accordingly, the net result as fur as Jones is concerned 1z that neither
he nor any other lman bsing knows who he is. Deep within himself the humanly
unanowerable question now becomes an appeal, an entreaty to the Absclute Thou
who can be none other than Cod Himmelf. Only God can supply the answer; only
Giod knows who Jones really is. In effect, what Marvel is saying is that only
God can know the person as subject and thus do justice to his belng. It is
thus that Marcel safeguards the person from the Sartrean world from which the
Absolute Thou is excluded; a world in which man, the project, wonders about
asking "vho am I?" and knowing full well no answer will be forthcoming because
there is no one who knows him in the depth of his being.

It seems that the whole of his metaphysicz is permsated by a belief to
whioch ha firply adhered ani which was prior to his ontological formmlations.
That belief is the belief in the existence of God and His omipresence both
within and without us. In fact, for Mareel, the need for trsenscendence is the
need for God.

lrbtd., p. 1684,
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Wo could say, I believe, in future that the exigence of God 1a
simply the exigence of transcendence disclosing its true face, a
face that was shown to us before shrouded im veils,l
Honce, the need for transcendaence, which, for Marcel, is the springboard of
netaphyaics is the exigence of God; an exigonce which is deeply and obscurely
axperienced prior to any metophysical quest of being, Marvel's metaphysics
does not terminate in a theodioy whioh establishes the existence of o Supreme
Being. On the contrary, God's existence runs, as it were, before metaphysies,
and 2 bellef in Rls existence underpins the whole of Marcel's ontological
dootrine. But he is emphatic in declaring thhat caly a believing consolousness
can decide what can or carmot be regarded as God.
Lot us accordingly lay it down once for all, as emphatically
as possible, that 1% is only the living witneas, that is to say,
the believing consciousmess wiich can decide what can or cammob be
regarded as God. I shall lay it down as a principle ~ and thie

postulate will doubtless bocoms clarified later « that it i3 beyond
the power of any philosophy (we can lesave theology oub of 1%t for the

noment) to force a coup e'etat which installs God as something which

the believing consciousness refuses to recognize as such.2

This is an amasing statement. It asppears to evince, without equivocation,
that the characterisation of that Being which i®m the Term of the need for
transcandence is left up to the belleving individual in whom Ms Being is
already present and for Whom he experiences such & deep demand. Marcel seems
0 be saying that God as existent and present in the individual is opaguely
believed in but that stating what He is or is not is a matter for the belisving

individuwal. But this only seems to be the case. What Marcel really means by

‘ma., 11, pe ke

2Yvid., p» be
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that statement is that OGod is beyond all characterization. Ood simply is., His
position in this regard is understandable in terms of what he understands an
object to be. An object is that widch is capable of characterisation and,
therefore, judgement about it is possible. To characterise God is to reduce
him t0 object. DBut, in the thinking of HMHarcel, this is patently impossible
bocauss Cod is not an object; e i3 a mystery.
God cannot and must not be Judped. For judgement is only

posaible regarding essence. That explains why every kind of

theodicy must ba condeymed becsuse 8 theodicy mecessarily implies

8 judgement, 1t i2 a judgement of Justification. Now Cod eannot

be justified. The thought that juwstifies is the thought that has

not yet bean elsvated to love and to faith that claime to transcend

mind (belief). Theodicy is atheimm,l
In saying that no jJjudgerwntal characterization about what God is, is possible,
Farcel seems to be implying either of two things: elther God's essence eludes
hwan intellsctual seisure, or, that, identical with His existence, God's
gasence io beyond chavacterization. Marcel's assertion about so fundamenial
a matter as whai Ood is seems cavalisr. DBut having posited the basic
distinetion between problem and mystery, he has no other choice. If he wishes
to remain consistent with it, he has no cholece but to accept the necessary
implications invelved in it. For him to ssy that God is characteriszable would
be to vitiate his entire metaphysics, His treatment of theodicy is harsh. Hisl
declaration that theodicy, as Jjudgemental characterization of Ood, is atheism
is an assertion without demomsiration. But then it should be remembered that
Marcel i3 safely ensovonced in his position that his metaphysics 1is not

demmmstrative but appellate, And for that reason how could he prove that

Ivarcel, lotaphysical Journal, p. 6h.
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theodicy is athelsm? DBat is not Marcel himself guilty of characterizing God
vhan he says:
gzg g_?:gi%{;g.? only as an Absolute ?mmc.l

By faith, I affirm that Cod is the Father of all men.’

God is the Absolute Thou who can mvarbeahiu.h
It would appear that, despile whatever Justification he pro-offers for so
doing, he is caught in the wheels of his own condsmmation. If God's nature is
beyond essemce and thevefore beyond objective characterization, and i Cod's
oxistence or presence 1s inconcepturlisable, how can Marcel say, as he does,
that God is an absolute, a Thow, a Pather. or any other aittribute, These are

designations of essence or nature. It appears that characterization has
invaded the proscenius of mystery from which Lt was to have been excluded,
Viewsd from the strict spplication of Marcel's distinction betwesn mystery and
problem, all that can be said sbout the Term of trenscendence is that He is;
what He is escapes us in all dirgcotions in much the same fashion as does
Inmowring who we aye.

Having set forth what ave hopefully described as the essentials of his
position on the meed or demand for being, it is now time to turn to a
conalderation of Marcel s dootrine on Boing, What does he mean when he says
that being is plenitude? Uhen he says that being is freely affirmed, is

%Marcel, Metaphysical Jowrnal, p. 65.

BIb’i,d», Ps ééc l‘IM.d., D 137.
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fullness, and will not fyustrate our expectations, what does he mean? then we
affirm or deny being, what is Hareel's conception of what we are affirming or
denying? In short, what does he mean by being?

Harcel's view of being is that there is something in reality that resisis
the eriticsl =nalysis of a nihilistic pessimism that declares that nothing
matters, that reality iz a tale told by an idlot.

Being 1= what withstands -~ or what would withetand - an

exhaustive analysis bearing on the data of experience and aiming

to reducs them step by step to elements increasingly deveid of

intrinsic or significent value,l |
in examination of Marcel's statement shows the intimate relation of being and
valus. DBeing is of valus. DBeing and valus are not to be thought as
convertible and, thereby, ldentical. Actually Marcel holds that value is not
aought because it is being, but rather that being is sought because it is
valwbls or of value, The valus of boing i3 obsowrely manifested in the need
for transcendence which ultimately is the sxigence of God. HMareel defines
boing in temms of the appetite of being. Unlike an object which can be thought
of without the appetite for 4% entering in as constitutive of ths intellection
of the object, he seems to hold that the thought of being is inssparable frewm
an appotite for it. This raises the question how his definition can be clothed
with the roben of le;itimacy sinee appetite is distinguishable only in terms
of 1ts ebject. 4 resert to appetite to deline beling is of doubtful propriety,
and the best that can be said is that such s resort clessifies the definition
as dialectical in that that which is defined is defined in terms of what is

Larcel, Philosophy of Existence, p. 5.
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extrinsic to 1t. Appetite is extrinsic to the intellect. However, 1t must be
remembered that, taking into account Marcel's oversll position, he had no other|
place to go. Metaphysics, as hs concelvens it, is exclusive of ehjaeﬁiw
knowledge, and it appreaches to being are love, faith, and hope, with all of
which valus 1o egssentially connected., Faith im, love of, and hope Tor being
weild be axerciszes in fMutility 4if being is develd of value. So 1t ssens
reasonable to say that Marcel probably meintains that we can comogive being
only in the funotion of appetite for it. In other words, being iz unthinkable
apart ‘vom appetite far it,

What, then, does Marcel wean by being? Ouatside éf his provisional
dafinition, he really doss not say. The lack of a clear statement of what he
means ‘o a source of Lyritation and Trustration in the attempt to obtain a
elgar grasp of his thought. His refusal, and no other word is move
appropriate, to reveal his mpaning is understandable in the light of his
fandamental posture that to define is S0 reduce the defined to an object, It
goes without saying that for him being is not and samot ever becoms an object.
Perhaps soms degree of understanding cam be gained through the oppogition of
being to Having, Existence. and "my Iife."

Bedng and Having.

Marcel sets wp a2 mmber of opriteria vhich rmust be met before Having can
be regavded as such.

I can emly have, in the strict sense of the word, something
whose existence i3, uwp to a certain point, indspendent of me

sessunevsesst OBLY have what I can in some mamer end within
cortain limits dispose of., Ve can only tyansmit what we have.l

“tiaveol, Boing and Having, p. 155.
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Ve can only express ourselves in terms of having when wo are
poving on a Jevel whare, in whaltever mamer and whatever degree of
transposition, the contrast between within end without retains a
meming.}

The characteristic of a possension i3 being shewabls. There is
a strict parallel betwesen having drawings by ¥ in one's porifolio
which can be showm to this or that visitor, and having ideas or
opinicns on this o that question.2

It seems: that this order is manifested to owr t.%ﬁ as
essentially invalving the reference Lo another gua other,-

The order of having is the ceder of predication or the
characterisable.

A simple exaeple, such as owning a house, will suffice in the application
of these eriteris. But the protolype of all having is the "myself." Having
is most clearly experienced by the "I" rather than the "he."” let us then
m the exampls to: I own a house. Now, the house ls independent of the
YI" prior to possession. However. censegquemt upon poasession, the house,
which prior to being owned was not of the "I," iz now added to the cirele of
the "I's" selfhood and enters into a relationship with 1t. The "I," by the
fact of possession, has pow the power of disposition which includes
tranami $tibility. In shewrt, “I," the posasssor, can now, 1f the "I" wishes,
dispose of the house. The house can be regarded as a gquid which is external tof
the qui or the "I" And yet by the relatlonship o possession which is
seamingly within the “I," the house, although in reality external to tha o
is somehiow within the "I." The house, as possessed, certainly is showahle to
others. In addition, since the heuse is an object amd is therefore %iit!_iin the

1rpid., p. 160, 2nid,, p. 151

3%«:; P l&* hm;, Ps 3.%0
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order of characterization, the "I's" ideas and opinions about the house are
also in the order of possession. or, more exactly, having.

Having is most clear cut when the possensed is an object which in weality
is distinet and separate from us. Bubl what of owr ideas? Do we possess them?
Varcel answors affimmatively.

Having-as-possession can itself develop varieties that are very
different, and arranged, as it were, in a hierarchy. But the ,
poasesgive index is as clearly marimd when I nay, "I have a bicycle,”
as wvhen I assert, "I have my own views on that,” Or even when I say
{and this takes us in a slightly different direction), "I have time to
do so and so0.l

I note that there is a strict parallel between having in one's
portfolio drawings by X which one might show to a visitor, and
having ideas on this or that subject which one will put forward on
oacw%m. Yhat one has is really by definition something one can
Knowledge as a mode of having is essentially emnziaabla.B

T« showability of ideas and their cormmunicability are, in final analysis,
identical. In a very true sense, to show one’s ideas is to commmmicate them,
and to communicate them 1ls to show them. But showability which includes
commmication, a® a specifie, is essentially related to disposability. In
other words, showability and cormmnicabilily are modes of disposability. This
being 20, and 1if at the same tims disposability is of the essence of
possgasion, them wa can conclude with Marcel that we have, as possessions, owr
ideas. |

But can we possess velng? Marcel's response would be a resounding denial

of the possibility of so doing. The reasons for his denial arv not difficult

lrbidt, Pv 155; zmd»o, pﬂ 1,313-
3mad., p. s,




o find, First, possesaion by osmership and posse
anmmt to having objects. Having is sitmated in the yealm of the problematic.
But baing iz a mystery. As such, 1t 48 not external 4o ths possessor, oy,

more exactly, the alleped posmgssor. In fact, as Marcel emphasizes, a
possegsger of being is an sbesurd fietlon, because thisz would entail his standing
outside of being. Dut being is not external to an alleged possess Hs is
ingscapsbly involved in being. In other words, being is not a quid that is
independent of 2 qui, and because of this the distinction betwsen within and
withoul, so vital to true having, loses all meaning, FRurther, according to
tiarcel, being, whother it be that of an individual, of God, or of yeallty in

general, iz not chammoterisable and therelure cannot be possessed.

Haroel holds that there is an intimate relationship between having and
desire., Desire, as he saes 1%, is a form of having without having. The
grwing that tears at the individusl iz in direct proportion to his desire -
his having without having. Desire vhich is consumated glves rise %o fear - WW
fear that vhat is possessed will be torn from the possessor, that it will be
lost, or Wat it will dbe irreparably damaged. The tuin offspring of having -
desire and fear - dominate the world of the problematic which iz that of
fmetion and technics, and bacause of them the individual in lost in and

conmped by his possessions. If desire centers on the possessor, desire 1o
auto-cemirle. However, it can masquarade under the specious clesk of holaro-
centaieity if the sttention of the desiring individusl centers on the other not
qua subject but qua other., The deceptivensss of hetorocentric desire consists
in concantrating on the other as object and not as subjlect, as a "hin" rather
that a "thow.”
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Being can never bs sought as that which is desired becavse being transcendp
that which desire seeks - the object. Bui does not the exigence of being imply
that being can be attained? How can the individual experience an exigence for
that which cannot be poasessed? How can wnpossessible being be approached?
threel answers that it is dome thyough love which rises above the auto-
centriolty and apecious hetearo-centricity of desive.
Dedstence axl Delng

Harcel, for whom the relation betwean being and existence has long been a

meoocupation and a worry. sayst

then I recognive, when I salute the existence of anyihing, I
recognise at the samg time thet beloe a day has gone 1t will mo
1%&?%:5.@%&:1% sense that I shall no longer exist mymel! bodily,
Yo can seo this most clearly when we oommsider things which are bound
muimh&mnlifm the house in which such and such a person was
boin ne longer exists, 1t was pullad down at such and such a date,

, - vemaing in 4its place but elememis that have been scatierwd
to 4y, nothing but a hasdful of dust,l

The central ariterion to which all Judperents of sxistence muast be
referved is the body, pot Just as belng corporal, but as "my body.” In uwaing
the term "my body," Marcel iz referring to the incarmate condition of man. To
put 1% another way, ha is saying that the self (it is fslt that he means the
soul) is rooted in the flash and indivisibly writed te it. It is as incarnate
that the melf iz inseried into existence, amd it is through the body, insofar
a3 it is his body, that the self comes inte sontact with reality. The
existential indubltable is the sell as incarnate, and the awareness of
axistence 13 an awapersss of an Lsmediascy of the "I" with the “oxist” such
that there iz no chink into which doubt can insert Ltself. There is thws an

Ltarcel, lvater g 1T, p. 20,
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ontologleal identity of the incarmate self and its existence such that there
can be no doubt of the sell's existence. Not omly is the incarnate sell awsre

¢ 1ts own existemce but it is also aware of the existence of other incarnate
selves. This indubitable awareness of the sell and oither selves as oxisting
iz the fouandation of vhat Troisfonitalnes refers to as cowamity, FPor Hareel,
cage ent co-gase, 0 be 43 %o be with. The body as "my body® or the body of
the self comes into combtact with physical reality through fesling as a mode of
participation. I7 the participatory mode of feeling were denled to the seli's
body, then the self would bs out off frem contdet with all other existence
cxvept 1ts aun. In any evemt, lHarcel ascyibes a centaal position to "my body*
precisaly because through it physical existence 43 attained. This is similar
to the position that nothing i3 in the intellect which iz not pricr in the

ording to Marcel, the body, as the bedy of the self, is endowed with
a density that 19 lived or felt; vhen the persm brings other things before it,
ws them with a density analogous %0 his falt density. The veason for
this beilng that the existent ie o thing and yot more than a thing. Such wonld
he the case with one's own body or other peoples' bodies. Insofar as the body
is subject to 1llness or sccidemd, it can and shonld be treated 1ike an
object. But illness and acoident can omly hapren to a subject which hag an
interiority of 1ife, a 1ife of its eum. Nothing could possibly hapren to a
thing becsuse 1t is objoct and not subject. Ionce, Harcel holds that, while it
iz true to say that the house which has been torn down no longer exists, there
is rgason to ask if 1its ever existed. In other worda, the house, or any other
object rought before the pell, has been incorrvctly assimilated to the self's
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vody and is really, on that account, a pseudo-existent. Consequently, %o say
that the house no longer exists is meaningless becauss it never oxisted in the
spue sense of the word in the fret place. UYhat Marcel seems to be leading wp
to is that existence seems %o lim to be indistinguishabls from authentic being.
The identity of existence and authentic being becows cleaver if it is
related to miologleal exigence. Haxcel points to the emptiness of the
funotionalized world and the fmmer ddssatisfsction of the individual which
ensuss from 1%, It iz the experience of empiiness and aridity that mohes
mandllent the demand for being. But since %o be lo to be with, the demend {
being rust not and, if it is to remain 2 trwe demand, cammot e auto-ceniric.
The foundation for the satdsfaction of this demand can only be owxd in inter-
subjectivity, which is bub to say that it can only be found in love, Now
sl that which is witheut

being is o protest against the Pessimism which proclaims that nothing is, that
there iz notldng thail can withstand the corrosive analysis which negotes
axistential vdlue., The satisfaction of that demmd i foud in M1Lillment

widch is being. Witheut love there can be no ffillment. Without inter-
subjectivity the demand for being can never be mmmuﬁ*

How iz entological exigense related to the identity of existence with
authentic being? lMarcel provides the answor,

The fact, however, that being camnot be separated {rom the
exipence of being, st never be lost sight of. Therein lies the
fundamental rosson for the lrxpossibility of severing being from
valws., Iooking at 4t from this point of view we soe that the
problen round which owr recent enquiries have mevolved lien in
finding the moweyr whether the exigence of perermialness is or is
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not involved in the exipgence of being, or whether on the contrary the
gxigenclen can be separated from one another. Owr analysis of
the protden of existing snd ceasing o exist hes, in fact, led us %o
rocognine that the bomd between the two cannot be broken, "To say
that oo loves & being," says mw of ny characters, "means, thou, at
least theu shall not die,"

How does Maresl deline peremnisliity or, which amownts to the same thing,
mortality? Me defines it in termz of love.
Por my pert, I should be inclined to give a negative definition
of pererdality: the veal mesning of "o say that one loves a being is
to say thow, at least, thou shalt not die” i3 rather "bscause I love
you, because I aflirm you as beins, there iz something in you which
o bridpe the abyves that I vagmely call Death, 2
lovwe 12 mot mutocentric or subjeciive; 1t is heterocentyic and inﬁawmbjwetiwL
Then the alfTiymation of being becosws love, this affirmation resigns in faver
of the affirmed; thle consiitutes the refusal of love to hecome subjective.

There is ne doubt that lMarcel would agpres without ressrvation that the
incarnate person i3 2 being and thet Dns Realissirmm i3 a being. But he would
stoutly maintain that neither of these is a quid or that which can be Wmd;
with a given mmber of predicates. In short, neither is capable of being
raducad to object about wiich objective affimations can bs made.

Wihont using the words necessarily in the scholasiic sense, we
may now say that the sbject of onr empiry i being par excellence;
but we must also admit that, inasmuch as 1t 13 being, this being
refuses to allow itwell Lo be posited as object, a2 o quid, as som-
thing that can be garnished with a glven number of predicates.3

Yo have reached a point vhere the quostion that should concern us

es in knowing whather thers is any way in vhich I can have
xparience of mywelf as being - being in & sense which is not that in which

lmvzy 333 6&«-

2%*3 Do 69,
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I grasp myself as existing. ‘hen the question is flrst asked, it
segnn indeod an obacure one. A little light is tloown on it AP
m&yw atress the schual etymoloty of the werd "to exist®: if we

. Hhat iz, that to exist is Lo emerpe, o arise. Bub it iz
mmmfxnmmmwwﬁmxummmmmw
oereeived by others. ao also I can withdraw into my omn frmer being.
Thai, in faet, iz what happens as soon a2 I an in 8 ntate of
mmnm%am This act appears %o be bound wp with e forelmowledpe
of a reality which is mine, or perhaps, nmove exactly, gives me s
foundation on which, $n as much as I an ryself, X cen atend: the
movement of turning tomard this reality helps me o approuwch 1t, bud
it can never enable me Nully to coincide with 1%, If 1% 48 fWruwe that
I can in & certain sense talm hold of my existence, ny being, on the
othar W, camot ba the an %j@u@ of ny ﬁmﬁm“anuumﬁ
Da Boa here calls the sol, ig in reality my being: conversely, it
mist be apparent mzmmmgm@hwmmwmemm
on om enly bo qualified as »y soul.l

It would appear thet lhresl has plven his partionlar descripilon of what "to
exiat” means, It is quite different fron the Thomisile wnderstanding of what
signifies. Maritain sskes reference to this in a foolnote in Bddsience and

eriomenology elected gratultously to recast concepts
mamﬁng m m; mothod, the resuld, as concerns the existentialist

mormnolocists, was o vold the mm&w o exist of its
mmral content. As Mohael Sora tly cbserved {Du dialopue
interiewr, Parls, 1947, p. 30), toxe dees not mean "to atand
outside oneaali™ but "to stand mm&ﬁa of one's canswa” or “"eutaide
nothingness,” o emerge frem the night m? mn~baing, or from that
of more poasibility, or that of gmamy

hile 11 i3 frue that MHarcel doos not say that to exlst means to stand outaide
onesel?, neverthelesa, laritain's criticlsm would otill spoly. Harecel's
interpretation, asz has been stated, iz that ex-sistere means emerge so as to

bacome wore readily perceived by othors; and conversely, 4if one can rise wp,
50 also can ome withdvaw inte ome's inner being., Thus it would seem that for

lm», P 35,
2aritain, Bdotence and the Brlatent, p. 22,
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hinm existence has a double thrust; wising up and withdrawal., Existence as
emargence or rising up mekes one manifest to others; existence as withdrawal
into ouwr immer being is vhat makes apparent the non-coincidence of m

exiztence with owr being.

As I wrote a few years agoe in my Diary (193L): “when I say not
that T am but that I exist......l glimpoe more or less cbsourely
the fact that my being is not enly present to my own awareness bub
that 1t 43 & manifest being., It might be better, indeed, instead of
saying, "I exist," to say, "I am manifest.” The Latin prefix ax-v
meaning out, outwards, out from ~ in exist has the greatest impor
I exist -~ that is as much as to say: zmmmmmmu
gm d recognized by others and by myself, even if I wear borrowed
WS,

As one ponders over Marcel's position on existence, it seews that he has
restricted existence to being and that objects have only a pseudo-existence.
In restricting existence to being, the being he has in mind is incarnate being.
For Marcsl, God does not exist, He simply is. Now the reason for limiting
existence to incarmate beings would appear to be that only they have an
interior 1ife, the possession of which enables them {0 meet the doubls aspeot

of trus existence - emergence as a manifestive rising wp and withdrawal in
recollgetion into immer being., As incarnate beings thay can be perceived by
others, and having an interior life, they can withdraw into their immer being.
Objecta, because they possess no interior 1ife are incapable of withdrawal,
and 17 they carmot withdraw, neither can they emerge. The existence of objectdq
is a psevdo~existence.

What, then, does being, considered in opposition to sxistence mean to
Marcel? On the basis of what has just been said, the meaning of being is that

lMarcel, Mystery of Being, I, pp. 111-112,
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1t iz that within the "I," as subject, about which the "I" can make no
affirmations and on which the "I" can get no geip. Msmme,‘ on the othar
hand, 12 that which the "I" can affirm as a2 manifest being, manifest, that is,|
to himself and others. By extension, the truth of this applies to all
incarnate beings.

In considering Marcel's doctrine on being and existence, there is a
question which is comstently thrusting itsels forward. The question is this:
is not what Marvel calls being really essence? It would seem that it is. ¥
the self, that existential indubitable, asks, "Who am I" is this not m%mhj
to asking, "what is the essence of my singular being?” or "What is it that
makes wmy being to be my being." Betwesen essence and existence non datur
tertiun, Hence when Marcel declares that exlstence can be affimmed but mot
baing, what he must necessarily mean is being, in the sense of essence, cannot
be affimmed in terms of objective knowlédpe. There seems to be no other way
of explaining it. The basic yeason why Marcel refuses to allow an objective
affirmation of the essence of an incarnate subject is that an affirmation of
that sort wmld reduce him to object and retumn him to the world of the
problematic. (

My Life and My Deing ,
Marcel leaves no room for doubting that ome’s life iz not one's being.

Tt is doubtless a metaphysical falsity to say, "I am my life,"t

Yo can find no salvation for mind or soul unless we see the
difference between our being and our 1ife. The distinetiom may be
in some ways a mysterious one, but the mystery itself is s source
of life. To say "my being i3 not identical with my life" is to say
two different things. First, that since I am not my life, my life
must have been given to me; in a sense unfathomable to mun, I am
previous to it. I am comes before I 1liva. Second, my being is

YMarcel, Deing and Having, pe Tl.
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something which is in jsopardy from the moment my life begins, and
mist be saved; my being is at stake, and therein perhaps lies the

vwhole meaning of life. And frimthiasecmdpe&atefvm,xm
not before but beyoend my life. ‘

I an not my 11fe.2
From the comtext of the second quotation it is clear that the life to
which he is referring is the life of the incarnate individual. This should be
related to his sarlier position that "my being" is "my soul.” Therefore, when

Yarcel declares, “I am comes before I live,” what he 1z in effect saying la
that my soul is previous to my life as an incarnate individual. DBut even with
this interpretation, Marcel's statemsnt is atill vague. Its vagueness ligs in
the failure of Marcel to explain in what way and on what basis one's being is
previous to one's life, Perhaps his fallure to do so is inherent in the
phenomenological method which he haa adopted. In any svent, 1t seems that the
only way to remove the vagueness of his statement is to resort to the
distinction of priority in time and priority in nature. Certainly, Marcel
would not agree that that soul is prior in time to incarnate life, To hold
that the soul iz temporally previous to life is an sbsurdity; in that case,
gssence would be before it exists. On the other m, 1% would seem reasonable|
that he would agree that the soul is prior in nature to life. If the soul is
understood to be that from which life {flows, which 1s as much as to say that
the soul is the principle of life or mt. action, it becomes clear that
the priority of soul to life is the priority of substance to its action. Such
priority is not one of time but of mature. In all likelihood, Marcel would be

111314., .Pv 196,

PMarcel, Philosophy of Existence, p. 13.
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somevhiat repelled by such a thoroughly objective explsnation but he has hinted
at it.

If we sgparated life from the soul, we should inevitably tend
to turn 1t into essence, and this would be a subtle way of beiray-

m’.‘z’m}‘
vhat he seems to be saying heve is that to remove life from the soul would be

to reduce it to a state of possibility in which are found unactualized essences}
This is pretiy close to the Thomlstic position that an existent essence must
exercise its existences 4if 1t is to continue in existence; which is precisely
what subsitent beings do. The soul, as principium vitas, exsrcisas its
existence through its subsistence, amd the only priority which the soul has in
relation to the incamate life of a subsiatent persoen 1s that of principle to
action.

Marcel's assertion that ome's being is beyond one's life i3 more easily
understood when 4t i3 related to the necessity of saving it from the Jeopardy
in which incarnate 1life places it. In other words, salvation mekes manifest
that one's being or soul is beyond incarnate life. What Marcel seems to be
alffirming, without really saying it in so many words, is the fmmortality of
the soll, This becomes even more apparent when comsidered in terms of Marcel's
assertion that the exigence of being i3 the exigence of God and demands
peronniality ~ asternity for God and fmmortality for the aoul. Honce, owr
being is beyond our 1ife in the sense that our lives as incarnate are tmnsiwq
and our souls immortal.

Marcel amphasizes the distinetion between ome's being and ome's 1ife from
another point of view, namely, the fact that a person can more or lges waluateﬁ

liarcel, Having, p. 95.
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his life. UNot only can he condemn it by an ahstract verdict, but he can put
an effective term to it by suicide which, in the last analysis, is the
ultimate and irrevocable manifestation of despair and a confirmation that the
soul is what Marcel calls "ths ontological hasard. The act of suicide is just
what the tern implisz - putting and end to one's life. But what of the soul?
Marcel would respond that in suicide the soul suffers a losu of being. Ioss oy
the level of being 1s perdition. In other words, the soul, being immortal,
perdures, but does so in a state of being cut off from being because his
sulcide is the ultimate denial of being., By sulcide imncarnate life is
destroyed but not that being which is the soul.




CHAPTER VI
THE CONCRETE APPROACHES TO BEING

In the last chapter, the possibility of sulcide was pointed out as a
meason why "my belng' is not "my 1ife.” But Marcel also maintaing that the
posaibility not only of sulocide but also of despair and detrayal is an

oasential reference point for all metaphysical thought.

The fact that sulcide is possible is in this sense an essential
reference point for all genine metaphysiocal thought. And not omly
suicide: despalr in s1l its forms, betrayal in all its aspects
insofar as thay appear to us as active demials of being, and insofar
as the soul which despairs shuts itself up against tw central and
mysterious assurance in which we believe we have found the principle
of all positivity.

It iz not enough to say that we live in a world vhere batrayal
is possible at every nomembt, in every degree, and in every forw, It
seems that the very constitution of our wordd recommends, if it does
not foree us, to betrayal..... Bat it seems that at the sams time,
and correlatively, it is of the essence of despair, of betraysl, and
even death itself, that they can be refused and denied...eoves

If this is mo, ths concrete approaches to the ontological mystery

should net be found in the scale of logical thought which gives rise

to a prior quesiion, They should rather be sought in the elucidation

of certain data which are spiritusl in their om right, such as fidelity,

hope, and love where we see men at grips with the temptations of

denial, introversion, and hard-heartedness.)

To be told that the possibility of asuicide, despair, and betrayal is an
omsential reference point for all authentic metaphysical thinking, that
betrayal and despalr, along with suicide, are not only real possibilities,

but they also seem to be recommended by the very structure of the world in

arcel, Baing and Having, p. 119. o,
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which wo live, hits one with an emotional impact which, when first reflected
upon, i3 irritating and frustrating. What place do they have in metaphysics?
By what right does Marcel gven mention then? These are questions that quite
naturally arise as reactions to the emotional shock resulting frem these
assertions. However, it must be remembered that Marcel has & very definite
rurpose in mind when hs mentions them in the perticular context he has chesen,
The fact that they are resl possibilities is not only mecesaary but insvitable
in metaphysics as Marcel conceives it. His is a metaphysics not of demonstra-
ﬁmbgtofappealg Appeal to whom? To the individual person who has been
endowed with freedom of cholce. Freedom is inextricably bound up with the
vhole of his metaphysics, A confirmation of this is implicit in the quotation
cited above. Vhen Marcel states that suicide, beitrayal, end despalr are
atarkly real possibilitiss, he follows this up with the assertion that they
can be denied. Thelr denial can be only that of a being who has the inner
power of cholce. Now, if the denial of sulcide, betrayal, and despalr is an
act of freedem, so also is thelir acceptance., The person who faces the
emptiness and aridity of the world of technics and i3 overvhelmed by the
pessinlistic caviction that nothing i3, is not determined, in the final
analysis, to a course of sulcide, bDetraysl, and despalr, Indeed, the wordd
whose habitus is increasingly that of teclmics may recosmend them by its very
absgedity, but the final decision rests with the person. Whether he embraces
suicide, despalr, and betrayal is his, and only his, freely made decision., If
this were not true, Marcel's philosophy would be sn appeal to the impossible.
A3 has been said again and again, h&amt@hynwismmalmmfmdim&
vho is caught in the existential quagmire of the problematical world to reject
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suicide, to refuse betrayal, to deny despair, and to participate in being
through a freely posited embrace of fidelity, hope, and love. And this appeal
cmmmmmammm,mmﬂaamwmmn; The
freedon of the individual makes possible the metaphynics of Marcel.

Az it is with suicide, betrayal, and despair, so also is it with faith,
hopa, ad love. They too not only can be rmejected, but once freely chosen,
they may stil1l be freely denied. The nan of hope can becoms the mam of
despair; the man of faith can become the man of beltrayal; the man of love can
bacome the man ol hate., The possibility of & denial of the freely placed
acceptance of faith, hope, and love wnderlies the whole of Marcel's meta-
physics. The ascent %0 being is made along the perilous road of freedom.
Vhere wo ose man at grips with the temptations to denial is in faith, hope,
and love.

In erder to gresp what Marcel means by conerete approaches te being,
certain aspects of his thought must be kept in mind, Pirst, metaphysical
thought is possible only for a person who, in a state of recallection, reflscts
on the ontological import of ks exporiences. Second, the person as an
axistential SLxmdubitable is possessed of a blinded intuition or assurance of
being. Thiz becomes manifest in a deeply experienced dissatisfaction
degscribed by Marcel as the meed for transcendence or the exigence of being
which, in final analysis, is the inner demand fer God. Thind, the individual
not only exists but exists with; he is part of the commmnity of man. Fourth,
the singularity of the person, while not patient of objective characterisation
any more than 1o being, rmst never be neglected., Fifth,God in Hs omipresence
is not only present everywhsre outaide us but alpo within ws, In other words,
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the Transcendent is not only transcendent but it is alap immanent within us,
These facets of Marcellian thought can now provide the bases for a qusstion,
the answer to which will provide a cleaver understanding of what is meant by
conerete approaches. How can the indubltably existential and singular being,
one among others in a commnity, possessed of the assurance of being and driven
by the exigence of God, and incapable of cbjective affirmations about elther
his being or any other being (including God) approach the citadel of being in
such wise that his singularity and the singularity of others will not be
neglected and his exigence for baing will be satisfed in Joy and fulfillment.
Rejeocting the avemme of abstraction as demadative of personal singnlarity,
Marcel wonld respond that the acess to being is found in the concrete
approaches of love, faith, and hope which render the singularity of the
believing, loving, and hopeful person more transparent to himself not through
nowledge by mode of conceptuslization bub by mode of what they are - faith,
love, and hope: only these approaches will elevate persoms from a2 commmmity in
commamication t0 & comymmity in communion, But Marcel would remind us that
these approaches to being are paths to be cut through a world which suppresses
being: are paths that are winding, tortuous, and exposed to the dangers of
sulcide, betrayal, and despair; are paths the cutting of which can be halied
at any moment by the rejection of a freely posited emtrace of fedth, hope, and
love.

According to Marcel, faith, hope, and love are inseparable.

The most Lmportant of these possibilities comsists, I think, in
asserting philosophically (that is to say short of any theological
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specification) the indisselubility of hope, faith, and charity.l

Irplicit in this assertion is that the interrelations of faith, hope and love
are such that a diminution or increase in one resulis in & corresponding
dimlmition or increase in the other twe., To say that one loves without faith
is 3 lie. To say that one loves without hope is an absurdity. An absence o
lessening of love is also an absence or lessening of faith and hope.

Nol only must 4t be borme in mind that love, faith, and hops constitute
an indissoluble wnion, but also that an analysis is really a splitiing of
their inseparable wnity. Vhile analyuwis is legitimate for purposes of under-
standing, it must be exphasized that what is dissolved by analysis is
ontologically a wmity, or, as in this instance, the indissolubility of faith,
hope, and love as lived expressioms of the singular person. Faith, hope, and
love are mysteries. This is so because as lived expressions of a singular
person who i3 himself intrinsically involved in the mystery of being they are
no more capable of objective characteriszation than is the being of whom they
are the expressions. and expressions as affirming baing.

Tnextricably linked with his position on the concrete approaches to being
iz Marcel's view of the person. According to him, the person creates himselfl
a3 4 person. How can this be? How can an alweady existent person create
himself as person? OF course, there can be no doubt that the subject, for
Marcel, is an indivisible unity of body and soul. In that sense, his position
is analogous to the Thordstie econcept of the rational supposit. Nevertheless,
vhat does Mascel mean shen he says, in effect, that the peraom, as sn already

li»’ml, Ystery of Peing, II, p. 191.
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gristent and indivisible wity of body and soul, creates himsell as a persom?
that Gallagher has to say may be of service.

Yore pertinent for us, however, are the words of Royce vho,

here as glogvhere, 1s douwbtless the oripginal sowrce of Marcel's

thought. The person, declares Royce,; s an ethical category:

there i3 only a person inasmuch as there is acceptance of a

cerialn task asslgnaed to us by the Absdlute: you know that you

are a sl mrecisely %:nmfm* as you intend Yo accorplish God's

will by beconing one.
Thus, it seems logical to infer that Marcel, when referring to the creation of
the persen by the person, ig adverting to actualising what is potentiully
within the person. The subslstent subject creates his person as an ethical
category when he brings forth within himself those abiding ontologioal and
myaterious reslitiss of love, falth, and hope which are demanded of us, as
imagires Dig, by Cod Himself presont within hin. The creation of ourselves
ag persons cennot be accomplished within the narrow confines of ego-centrianm
because scli-centeredness is a denial of the true natare of faith, hope, and
love. To love iz to love stmecme other than opsself: to have Taith is to
believe in someone other than ongself: to hope is to hope in someons other than|
opasell. It is only by going beyomd the bordars of ego-centyrism and entering
into commpdon with otheve in love, faith, and hope that we engage in the
craative act of bringing forth ow true parson. In the participation of loving

believing, and hoping we come %o a lnoledge of ourselves in our sinpularity.

Iove
That love is central to the melaphysics of Marcel is beyond dombt.
It 15 trus that T have seldom used the word Ycharity” in my

-

ssophy of Gabeiel Marcel (New York: Fordhan
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sarlier lechures. Bat we canmot fail to see that intersubjectivity,
wiich it is increasingly more evident iz the cornerstone of a
eoncrete ontology, is after all nothing but charity itself,l

But while central, love escapes definition because it is intrinsieally involved
in the myastery of being. love, vhile not subjective, i3 certainly not non-
objective; it is inter-subjective. Vhen Marcel declares love to be inter-
subjectivity, what he i3 asserting is that love can only be the self-domation
of an "I" o a "thou." In other words, when & person loves another person,

the "I" of the lover cmmnot love the beloved as a "him,” According to Marcel,
i7 this were true, then the lover would love an object, and his love would
really be a desive for something that can be characterized and manipulated.
Love cam occur only betweon an "I" and a “thow.”

Inextrdicably linked with intersubjectivity are presence and availability.
Perhaps an exanple will clavifly thde, A young man vho iz deeply upset at the
death of his mother is flying home for her fuperel. He i3 seated next to a
ayny captain who is not much older than himself. To pass the time, the young
man bagine & cowersation with his fellow passenger. As they talk, he has the
feeling that the captain is not really with him, that he is not really present
to him, He fecla that to this captain he is an absent third, 2 "hinm." As the
comersation, or, more exactly, this commmication without presence contimes,
the captain's relationship with the young man suidenly changes, He discovers
that the young man had not anly served in Viet Ham but also had been in a
partiowlarly savage fMre fight in which he himself had taken part. The young
man now feels that the captain is peally with him, that for the captain he s
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now a thou., The shaved intimacy of battle renders the capiain present to him,
and both he and the captain have
and have enlered into a relationship in which the being of each is not only
external to but is also within the other in the co~presence that is a welcom
ing. The pregsence of the captain je manifested in his avallability to the
young man in terms of his sympathy, empathy, and condolence. However, this
commple lingers on the threshold of intareubjectivity. It is in friendship
e and avallabdility are clesrly evident. A word of caution seems
necessary. Presence is nod evident in the sense that 4t can be grasped in a
concapt; the evidence of prosence shadows forth in such things as a amile or
the waramth of a greeling. Presence can only be glimpsed., Availablility is the
trenslation of disponsibilite. Marcel would have preferred the temm handiness
in the sense that the dispemsible person has his resources at hand. It would
seen that presence is momdfest in availability. To retwrn to friendship. The
intersublectivity or love that 1is friendship is evinced in the friend's
presence made manifest by his availablity or, if 1t is preferred, handiness.
s resources are avallable not only in times of joy and happiness but also,
and much mowve isportsily, in times of meed, trouble, and sadness. The true
friend makes & pift of Mimoelf. And in the giving, hwe is not concerned with
hinmsel! o what ho gains for himself in giving himsel! to his friend, Hia
solf inberest is obliterated in the altrudlanm of glving himself to a thou whom
he loves not as that which can be objectised but as a thou whose being iz
beyond  Judgmemt,

It would seem that the differenco betawen presence and avallability

transcanded the ego-centricily of non-presence

sxamis 0 a difference without a dastinetion, The person of presence is the
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dispomsible person: the disponsible persom is the person of presence. And
love is the intersubjectivity that is presence and availability. love can
£ind no foothold in the world of the object or the "him"; love can only be
between an "I" and a "thou.” Hence, the lover can make no judgment on the
“thou" o beleved. Of course, the lover is also a thimidng subject. But if
he Juiges the beloved, he thereby reduces the beloved to an object.

Lova bears on what is beyond essance,....love extends beyond

any possible julgment.......Inasmuch as he loves (that is,

inasmmch as he converis the object into a subject he must

absolutely forgo making & Judgment.l

When Marcel states that love creates the self, what he means is that the
lover creates the loving self. Loving creates the lover bacause real love is
loved love. It iz in this senss that the oreativiiy of love is to be under-
stood. love iz the basis which creates the loving “7." It is the "thou"
which, in commmnion, fomds the "I" as lover. In fact, for Marcel, love, as
the intersubjective act of sglf-donation, creates a commpity in transcendent
freedom. In love is found the Mlfillment of being.

But how doss love at the laman level attain to the "I's" love of God? In
other words, how do we rise from the love of the finite to the love of the
infinite? For the answer to thet question wo have te fall back upon the
exigence of being uwhich, for Marcel, 1s uliimaisely the exigence of COod. Now,
God is not 2 "hin"; he cannot be characterised by jJudgment as can an object.
God is an "fbsolute Thou" whooe entire creation, including us, im a gift, and
2 gift which is one of love becauss God, the "Absolute Thou,” is a loving God.

Marcel, Motaphysical Jowenal, p. 6h.
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Aooording to Marcel, Ood, as the "Absolute Loving Thou," 19 the Cod for whonm
we have an exigence., Implicit in the exigence of a loving, creative, and
absdlute "Thou" is that such a being brought forth, ex nihilo swi et subjectd,
ereatures in vhose being love is primary, or, more exactly, oreatures made o
love. Just as God has given us the loving gift of ourselves to ocurselves, we
can do no less at the finite level by making s dovation, az unconditionsl as
possible, of o being to another being in the intersubjectivity which is love/
In loving owr fellow man in the “I.thou" relationship of intersudjectivity we
manifest owv love and extend 1t, as it were, %o the "Absolute Thou" who
created ua, It is in loving that I oreate mymeli not only as lover of finite
“thou's" but also as lover of the "Absolute Thou."

God 13 the “Absolute Thou" who can never became a "him."

xmmmwwmnmmumtwmmmm
zmiﬁﬁliﬁmﬁn

But doss love invalve the affirmation of a olosed. exhaustible
cmmw On the contrary - mbemmmmﬁxﬁhu.uumz
prperience nothing resembling love, he
awtomasammww&Wm%%awmthw
answers (what is his nane, when and where was he bom, eto.) He
himself, if you like, is a2 filled up questiommaire, The move I love
a being end the more I participate in his 1life, the less adequate
Mamaﬁt&&nﬁﬁwmmm&.; The beloved iz beyond all these
et $s

Frem this we can deubliess comclude that to love someome tauly
i3 to love hin in God,3

love as thought iz no longer love. Objsotising it destroys it. The

Irgd., p. 137,
2Twid., p. 66.
3%*; P 1581
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wnowledge of love i3 found in lovimg. The “I" and the "thou" of love are
themselves incapable of chsracterization inasmuch as they are beings. This
holds true whether it be the love of a person for another or for God himself.
Trug love {8 mmoonditional; such love will be possible for human beings omly
in eternity. Using Mareel's thought, we might describe lowe as the uwn-
characterizable, uwconditionsd, ani intebsubjective domation of one's being
which 1tself escapas objective predication to another being who is also bayond
cbjoctive alfirmations. love is opposmed o desire because only the W@Mbﬂ
san be desived: being camot be possessed and hence cannol be desired. love,
in addition to being a dmation of being, i alse a welcoming of baing., And
in intersubjectivity the being of both the lover and the beloved enter into a
mysterious relationship of interiority: which 1g to say, an interis interpre~
tation of being.

Falth and Fidelity
Gallagher, in stating that "fidelity® is but a substitution for “faith,"
affives that there is really no distinetion between them,

The subsiitation of "fidelity® for "faith" is a precision, since
it removes the suggestion of supermatural dogmatic beliel which the
sarlier oxpression wmecsssarily carried.l

Purther alomgs, he declares that we do not rise from fMinite fidelities to
Absolute Fidelity but that Faith or Absolute Fidelity makes all other
fidelities possible. He invorporates into one of his sentences a phrase from

Marcel's DRefusal axd Tnvosation. The phrase 1s as follows:

Toallagher, Pilosophy of Gebriel Marcel, p. 71.
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eevsn By starting out from that Absolute Fidelity which we can
gimply call Faith.l

thile not intended, that phrase could be interpreted as an indirect corrobors-
tion of his assertion that there is no distinction between lidelity and faith.
This assertion, although ssewingly supported by Harcel himself, cammot be
accepted. The Justification for this rejectiom iz lMarcel's position on the
rolation between faith and fidelity.

In the fifth chapier of the second volume of The Mystery of Being, Marcel
discussey what he means by Taith., Falth is belief., But belief 45 an

The verbd to balieve iz comomly used in an extremely vapue and
fuctwating way. 46 can simply mean "I presume” e "it ssems to
me." In that comtext to believe appears as some thing smch wesker
and more uncertain than to be comvinced. But in owr domain, if we
wish to reach greater precision of thought, we shall have to
concentrate our attention not on the fact of believing that but on that

of helieving.2
Faith, then, is the act of balieving in. But believing in what? Marcel
replies by asserting that we cam belleve omly in a "thow.”

‘ To believe in sowone, on the contrmry, to place confidense in
him, ia mw%- "I am suve that you will not betray ("que tu ne
trahiras pas®) my hope, that you will respond to it, that you will
Mifill it.® I have purposely used the second persen singdar ~ cue
camnod have conlidence except in 2 "toi,® in a2 meality which is
capable of Munctioning as & "tol," of being involed, of being soue-
thing to which one can have recourse.- |

11;31(3, s Do T2
31’&1&3” p. B9,

II, p. B6.
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Accordinely, falth or beliel in a "thou"” reans to lave cmfidence in a "thow,”
In this comtext, confidence is veally a credit or trust that has been plasced
in a "thou,"” |
But as soon a3 we are comceyned with speaking of belief in its

propor memming, we have io get rid of the material ballast, 4f T

may call it such. in this cpening of a credit. If I believe in

something, 4% seana that I place myself at the disposal of something,

or agam mg I pledgs Wlf ﬁuﬁmwily, an! this pledge alfects
not oply what I have but also what I am,
flence to have faith in someone (a "thou") is to place confidence im him (as a
ithou'). a coniidence which entails placing oneoelf at his disposal, This
confidence and this dlsposal is secured by a pledge of what one has and what
one is. In short, an sssential element of faith in someons i3 the promise to
be faithful to him.

In termn of what has just been sald, how is Marcel's phruse,” from the
Losolute Fidelity vhich we can simply call Yeith,” 4o be interpreted?
Cortainly, Paith does not refer 0 Uod in the sense that He places his
comfidence in us. It 12 impossilbie for God to be the subject of faith. On
the contyary, CGod is the sbsalute Theu in whom we place owr faith as both
confidence and pledpe. To put it another» way, Faith is not & relatiom of
Croator to cyeature, bul of creature o Creator. I, thevelore, God camot be
the subject of Faith, he 18 not, 2 fortiori, and commot be the subject of
Absolute Fidelity. This becomas clexr 47, for the moment, we suppose that
God puts his Taith in us and secures it with a pledge to be faithil to that
confidence with his entire Being. According te the thought of Marcel, God

1rvid., p. 87.
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would then presuppose an assuremce that we will not botray Him, Again acoord-
ing bo Maresl, an ascurance is a bet, and ons that can be lost. Ve ocan
vetray Cod. Now 1f betrayel entails a loss of assurence, and if that
assurance i3 in Cod, then He ig subject %o change. To say that God is change-
able iz to ublier the impossible. Therefore, Falth and Absolute Fidelity ave
not to be identified with Ceod.

To return once again to Maresl’'s pheese: by setidng forth from that
Absolute Fidelity which we can simply call Faith.” The temm simply is
significant. If by pimply Mercel meant that Abmolute Fidelity was just Faith,
or i by simply he maand that Absolute Fldelity i= oo move or no less than
Pajth, Gallagher would be corgeot in declarivg thelr identity. But 4 by
Sizply Harcel pmant that Absolute Fidelity's identification with Falth is 2
way %o avoid aubtlety, then Oallagher's position is mot temable bacsuse it is
ctrary 8 cltation from Marcel which shows that he lwld to & distinetion
botween faith and fidelity.

#f mmty. m W be faith u&%mt Pidelity. mm :w

itoelf iz not a movement of soul, a transport, or a ravishment; it is

slmply unceasing ahwamﬁm*l

Marcel is there reflerring to the close coamection between falth and
witness., lNow, what must be lopt in mind is “the veally important point about
witness: iis amwwm,ﬁ% To give witness is to attest., Faith is

biarcel, Deing and Havisg, p. 211,
2md., p. 20,
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attestation in the sense of giving witness to the "thou® in whow we have placeq
our pledged coniidence. Take the instance of the mariyr. Hb has abmoluie
faith in Ged, The witness that is his faith is conswmated in the freely
placed sacyifice of his life., His sacriflicing his 1ife i3 a monifest act of
fidelity %o the “ibsclute Thou' 4o shom he has bound himwel? in falth., In the
given clirounstances of mardyrdan, the Ilmwely placed binding of Mmself by &
pledge of his being to Him in whom he hes placed his trust would be betvayed
if the martyr's attestation of his falth did not beocome manifest by fidelity,
evinwed and actuslined in the sacrifice of hs life. In other words, a psrsm
facing mariyrdom can renepe on his Minding plsdge by refusing to fulfill his
comd 2wt o be fatthivl by the sacyifice of hiz lMfe. The point iz that
true faith is unceasing atitestation, i the attestation that is falth is
mapdiated by fidelity. Im shord, teue falith as attestation is impossible
without Didelity. To uwaw a popular phrase: "I you have falth, put yowr
nongy where your somth is." Falth and fidelity, although inseparable, are not
thereby idontiesl, Therelere, Gallaghsr's comtention is rejected.

If faith is a pleadge Yy which 2 person frealy binds hmself, or more
concisely, 5 a comitment, does the comd tment originmate solely with the
person making 457 laresl answers megatively.

There is no covmditment purely Oram my own side; it slways Lplies
that the other baing has o hold over me. A1l comssltment is a vesponse.

awmmmzmmmmmm@mmmm@
W; e

E‘Mﬂr 2 P 6.
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The hold that the other being has lles in the faet that the one who coowdis
Wnoelf has placed not only his confidence in that other being but has also
placed his belng at his disposal and guaranteed it with a pledge. In effect,
the belisver is saying. "Becaunse I belisve in you, be sure that whan you need
m I will te present.” DBecauss of the faith thus placed in the other being,
he is appoaling o hin to be falthM) to his promise when he cdlls wpon the
ong she bolleven in him. The commlteent te fidelity is & response to that
appesl .,

Cosmi tment, that o wholly one-oided is pride. According to Maveel, pride
can maver be the basis of a coomitient for this would devolve inte being
fidality to onguell which is & negation of true fldelity.

As T ses 1%, and despile appesrence

s mever Tidelity to onesell, mm,amw tﬁﬁﬁ‘bfiaaﬁm m

hold of ome being over another.l

Hot only i fidelity not fidelity to opesell, but the cormitrent to
fidelity 13 unconditional and therefove camot depend ou what the Tuture holds,
In fact, ignopance aﬁ*mmwmawmmwam¢

In swmearing Sldelily o 2 perean, I do not lmow what fubuve
awaits us or even, in & sonse, what the person will be bemorrow;

the very fact 9fwmﬁimwing£a%t gives worth and weight

t0 my promiee.e

As Mareel points out, we do not lmow vhat the person to vhom fidelity has
bean pladped will b like in the Duture or gven tomorrow. Despile possidble

ﬁmdcp T L7,
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shonges in that person, we o1l propdae to be faithful to hinm. But what aboud
the peroson who coepite himsell to fidelity? Can he comit himself, as
presently consiituted, to the fwture? Marcel discusses this question, and

sslf on the bLsasls of either hiz prosemt feslings o present
desires. To do 9o is to assume a consiancy of desire and Deeling shich is mot
The wild desire to help a friend in need o
the ocemn of gyrpathy and convern cannol be guaranteed to be curs tomorrow.
The constancy of our feelings and desives is simply somothing that we camot
voucheafe. If, as MHarcel points oud, we subscribe to the position that owe
ogo La constituted by & present sisie of consciounsneas, oo present ago
sirply campt comit to fidelity an ago whilch will be existent wmﬁw
Tuture. I, then, we cammot owsprdt owrselves to future Iidelity on these
bases, m which is 2 cormitimnt o the fubtine to be fomded? In vefarring to
MAelity on the ontological level, Marcel says: '

It 42 in fact the recognition -~ nodl & themetical or verbal
racopmition - of an entolo noney.t

In the contaxt of Haveel's thought, the ontplopical perman
he vefars 19, at the human Jevel, that being which i the soul of man that
wnseands Sire beceuse it is fassoprtal and that moken men Yo be an image of
God, Therefore, coomitoent % the fulwre is to bo founded on the soul becouse
1t i3 a permenemcy that transcands time by its Lmortality. Ultimately, the
compd tment of Didelity to owr fellow man rust be anchored in an abasolute

6 ’;G-:‘MH 3

corpd teemt to Ood,

ind., p. 120.
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I see 4t like thias. In the end there must be an absolute cowmits
went, entered uwpon by the whole of myself, or ab lsast by something
roal in myeell and whilch could not be repadisted without repuwdiating
the whole - mm&mmmwmm oiaoé‘%i%m
nale in the presence of that whole. That is Faith.

T would not seom So run coumnter to Marcel's thinking to say that if therd
were no God in vhose divime reality we cowld bhelieve and to whom w could make
an absolute corpfitment, then there woild be nothing in man in which we could
amchor ouwr faith in hin and nothing in nan to which we could commit curselves;
the otologicsl permanency uhick is the soul of mon would be as non-existent
as would the beling who oreated 1t. In bries. the entological basis of belief
at the horimental level of luman 1ife is a beliel that is, as it werve,
rerticad ~ a foith in & Tram

In commection with Mdelity sz being creative, Murcel writes:

It is mwmmafammwmnm a2t any soment

e wiped out o danied. I% ia an attestation whlch 15 creative as

mmwwMWemtzwmmmm&mm&

what it attests is move outetanding.?2

In vhat sonse is fidelity ereatiw? It must be recalled that we ave nob
iy cnpable of commdtoant to fMdellity but &loo capable of denying it. Bat
if wo fresly posit that corsgdliment, 17 we say, "7 will be fadthivl to my
rronioe,” then we must honor that peorise to Tidality by the very act that is
falthiiness 1isell. I wo promise to parform a cerdain deed, the proof of
the pudding 1les in the actual performance of that deed, because prior W the

perlomeaee of the prodsed desd 4% is still within our power to renege on 1%

KM” Ppe US=lit.
2Ibid., pe 120,
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by ihe denial constituted by the active refusal to perfomm as promised. Faith
in pmanifested in fidelity, As it is with love in which loving creates the
lover, o also it 45 with faith in whish 7idelity creates the person of living
and asitmal faith, Pldelity creales ths peroon of falthiul faith, and faith is
the faith lived in fdelity. And simoe, according to Haresl, fidelity is move
evpative in proportion to the ontological worth of the "thou" in vhom we
velieve, fidelity to God, the "Absolute Thou,” creates us in a proportionately

Is there o realiion belmeen faith md love? OF this larosl leaves no
doubt. Although his remarks are contored om God, they cam by exbtension be
spplied o human falth and love.

And go, glds by side with faith we powit love. I have said
elsovhere that love i3 the condition of faith, and in & sense this
i trum. Dut it iz enly ae aspect. I belisve that in realily
lowve and falth cannot be disessociated, then falth ceases 4o he
love 1% coogeals into objective beliel in a power that is compeived
mwhwmm And love which i3 not faith (which doss
not posit the transomddence of the God that is loved) is m&y sors
of an abstract g, thﬁw%mmeW
fadth (the former cap wnly o thought in funetion of the latter) so
diving perfection covresponds m love. Ard the wiity of veality m:i
mfeat&mimm, fmmmwmwwmmm
mmwfwwm e nie mmmmemmmma
anphasized. I cease %o im&iew ia God the momemt I cease o Jowe:
m W‘wt God camn® b weal.

Ay ,‘431' W{

To hops withouwt love and without falth 19 not %o hope but to deapair,
Indissolubly linked with faith and love, hope beoomes s impossibility: when

Yarcel, lolaphysical Journal, p. 5.
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they are ot present. According o Marcel, as wes previously stalted, the
ahoence of any ong of Wwse (faith, love, o hope) results in the absence of
the other two. Hence, if either faith or love 13 not present, hope is not

Presente

Tain is vhat determines the ontolorical position of hopg «
amlnw :fmgae insgparatle from a faith vhich is likewise sbsolute,
rensoanding 21l laying down of conditions and for this reason every
m m? mmmmm vhatevmy it oight be. The only possills
aource from which this mﬁa hope speings st moe ynore be
ptrensed. Tt as & mesponwse of 2 rmam to the finite Delng to
whor 1% 19 conscious of owing everyiling that it has and wpon shom
it cmnot Lrmpose any condd tions mwmr without scandal. From
Wm%xammmwmammmtm Tore the sbsolute thoo
o in hiz infinite condescensien has brought mo forth out of
nothinemess 14 oooms ap ﬁkm@sx Torbid mn‘ to despalir, or, nore
gxaotly, that I faplieitly accept the possibility of despair as an
mam af ma&m, m t:&m; I could not glve way to 14 without

Once agodn we are led to draw attention %9 the indisseluble
commpetion wich binds together hops und love.?

aoody 49 to expect somathing fvem hinm, something
mmmm:*baﬁwmﬁsdmfmmm it 4o st the saw Lime
in some way %o make 1t possible for Mim to £alPill this expectaltion.
?M, mmc:m:!.mitmm, w«mﬁm&n@wwwg&w;

amm%ﬁz mwmmmmmmmm wmm, % i
than in sow way to deprive him o 1o take fras hin in advance what io
surely a certain posasibility of inventing or creating. Dweryihing
looks as though we con only opeak of hope where the intersction
grists belween him who gives and him who receives, where there i
that exchanpe which is the mark of 811 spiritual 1ife.3

Hince love of Cod and faith in God are the basen of all falth and love which

Narcel, T Viater, p. 4647,
m44,, p. 66.
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hman beings have for each other, then it is true to say that we love and have
faith in our fellow creatures in Cod. Marcel's vhose excursus on hope is
founded on this, m&tmmmtemmmmmmmmimm
of his doctrine on hope.

Hope 45 a responss 0 a situation., Bub not every situation calls for
its expression. The situstion that evokes the act of hope is one that
possesges the characteristics of a trial or captivity, e.g.. sickness or exile|
Hope then is the responss to & situation of trisl fvom which liberation is
sought. Hope 1s directed toward salvation.

It is obviously impossible in such cases to separate the "X

hope' from a certain situation of which it is really a part. Hope

is sitmated in the framswork of a trial, not amly corresponding

to it, tut constituting our being's veritable vespomse.l

According to Marcel, being situated in & trial does not mean that acting
is a relatively free mawmer is no longer possible, bud rather that it is
impossible to rise to a certain Mllness of life which should be ours. For
oxarple, the invalid hopes for a recovery that will liberate hinm frem the
capativity of his illness so that he might riss to a fullmess of life which
would be his if his heslth were restoved. But to restrict hope to being a
response to 8 situation e.g., the response of the invalid te his illness,
cottld lead to an anguish from which there may be no escape., To hope is not
nevely to respomd to a situation, it iz also to hope in a “thou," If the
invalid were merely reaponding to a situation, his hoping that he will vrecover
is but the expression of a desire.

11pid., p. 30.
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Marcel drews & distinetion betwesn "I hope” and "I hope that.” "To hepe
that® is the same as to desire or to wish; the opposite of “hoping that® is
“fgaring that,” How, as wes juat mentioned, when the invalid hopes that he
will mcover, what he is really dodng is expreossing his desire for health.
Acconpmying overy desive iz fear. In the instance of the invelid, his fear
iz that he will not vecover. lbnoe, in hoping that be will be swed, no
matier how strong 14 may be, he 1o alwayw pitting his desive spainst his femr.
A furthor consequence of his hoping, as comptitutive of a desire, i8 that he
is Mevly sntrenched in the world of technics.
Dt 1% is now possilile to appreciate the dlstinetion in tome
batweon VI W*tin Q,ﬁn the absolute &%ﬂwtq and % hﬂm that
eseee” This ddstinction runs cloarly parallel to that which
obtains in all MIW& philosouphy and whioh opposas "I believe"
to T bolieve that,”
e might oay that hope omly escapes a partioular metaphysical
mling on condition that it transcends desivre ~ that is ﬁ” BRY
that 1% does not remsin contered on the subject hinmself,
A world vheve wehniques are paramount is a world glven over
o desive and four; because evary technique ig there (o serwe som
desire or few.3
It us add bo the oxmple of the invalid and gay that hw is incwraile. Vhat
technigues can cwre this mam? that medical tochnigues can Nl {41l his desire
and assoage his fear? The sower in that there ave nome. The uwpdwi of the
shole oitmation 1o that his wwetislisd desire and realized fear could change
to despalr. Hence, "to hope that® is (o desive: W desire, whick iz an act

E’m*; Z)u 38&
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enveloped in ego-cantricity, is alvays t0 desire an object. As we shiull see
later, to hope iz to hope in a "thou.®

Iet us assume that this incwrable invalid loves and has faith in both
God and his fellow creatures, pariicularly his family, {riends, and
acquaintences, In addition, he Imows he is incurable and sccepts e fact.
How, then is 1t possible for hinm to hore with a hope that is not desire? The
answey, accoprding to Mavcel. is only when the poasibility of despalr exists.

The truth is that there cen stricily speaking be no hope except
vhen the possibility te despalir exists. Hope is the act by which

this temptation is actively or vistmdously overcoma.l
Implicit in this statement is the affirmation that the opposite of hope is not
fear. Fear iz the opposite of desire. OSince hops is not desire, its
opposite is despair. Conversely, 1t can also be sald that there can be no
degpair gxcept when the possibility of hope exists. Hence, what Mapcel is
declaring iz that in a situation of trlal a free cholee can be made betwesn
hope or despair. Henoe, the invalid’s fredly posited response to his
situation can be either hops or despair,

Hepe can only be a vietory over despair when linked with faith and love
vhich themsslves are freely ombreced. As was sald savlier, the invalid loves
@ has falth in God and his fellow mon. He therefore initlally chooses to
hope. But his ipvalidism presses dowm on him like a2 crown of thowns; his
love, faith and hope begin to slip away wnitil finally they are no more.
Seeling no end to his siclowess, he engulfs himself in self.pity sand in the
angmish of interminability. He capitulates before his fate rendered by &

Iaroel, Homo Viator, p. 36,
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Juigment that is echosd by the words Besme in Claudel’s play, La Ville, and
which Marcel himsell quotes.

Nothing is...
Iisten: T shall) repeat the word I have sald

Rothing is.
T have seen and I bave touched

Tha horror of uselsssness, I have added the

Preof of my hands to that wiich is not.

That Nothing does not lack the power 4o anw

Immimlftmvamthwmmmws
am,

This is 1y prey, this I have tﬁisalwad.l

For the invalid, then, there ie nothing that can resist the dissolution
wrought by his experience; nothing in reality that is of value; nothing in
shich he can believa; nothing which he cen love: nothing in which he can hope.
Under this judgement, ho succumbs to despair., But what does it mean to
despaixr? Marcel would sey that it is capitulation, which is to say,
surrender.

It seems aa though it were glm;vs capitulation before 3 certain
fatun laid down by owr Judgmont.

To capitulate, in the sirongest semse of the word, is not only,
parhaps is not at all, to accept the given sentence or even to
recognise the inevitable a3s such, it is to go to pleces wnder this
sentence, to disarm before the inevitable.l
Devoid of the intersubjectivity that iz love, lacking in feith, and with-

out hope. the invalid cerries his despair into the core of his ego-centricity
which is the domicile of non-aveilability. And from the keep of his ego-

mes and in them can ses no aaﬁiaipat&a#

centrisn he gases at interminable tomory

Litarcel, lystery of Deing, II, p. 65,
“varcel, Homo Viator, p. 37.
3muid., p. 37,
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no expectation that will give him sweceass fyom his freely embracad despair
which grows deeper as his 1ife and time itsell slips away.

The point to be made is that love mud faith which can be freely accepted
or rejected is able to guarantes hope, which iteelf may be fwely accepted or
rejected, an the condition that thelr free acceptonce mammw resists the
assault of rejection. In this eemtext, hope; as freely chosen, is inevitahly
wsequent upon the free positing of faith and love. Thus, hope is W
jolned o love and faith.

To return once again to the invalid. Iet us presume that his love and
faith have omouered the tempiation o despair and he opts for hopa. Hiz hope
iz not 2 "hope that" which is the same as desire; rather, it iz a "hepe in.”
The object of his hope 19 the Abavlute Theu whom he loves and in vhom he
believes. e hope in God, the Absolute Thou, is an sssurance interior to
him, an assurance “that however black things may seem, my present intolereble
situation is not final: there must be sowe way outb. ot It is always concerned
"with the restoration of a certain living order in its integrity,” and %mJ
with 1t the affirmation of eternity and eternal goods, o BDence, what the
invalid’s hope conters on s the integrity not of himself as an organlsm but
of himself in his being, which iz to say, his soul,

It in therelore of her very gsoence that when hope has beoen
doceived in the realn of the visible. she showld take refuge on

a plang whore she can no longer be disappointed.

' m m m%&@iﬁy e 33 W YR B - m :ﬁ W M m
recovery of an invalid - s, as it were, the peafigwing or
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aymbolic apression of a suprepw intoprity.

In this sense, I say that &1l hope iz the hope of salvation.
There is no place for salvation except in o universe which adedte

of real injurigs.t

bayons B11 sata, veyend a1 nientarios i ol caleulations, &

myaterious principle vhich is in commivance with me, which canmob

bt will that which T will, ii’ﬂm%i%@ms % be willad and

i3, in foct, willed by the whole of my deing.2

Thus, although it i3 a response to a situatiop of trial or captivity,
hope is alsays an affimation of truet in a "thow." In the instance of the
invalid, his hope is an affiwmsation of trust in an "Absclute Thou" who is none
other than God in whon he believes and whom he loves and Iprom wvhon he has the
gxpuotation of the integrity of his soul bocawse he loves Him.

Hope iz Wmile. He who hopes realises that his hope does not depend
entively om himopld Wt rather, if he perseverns in it, on the very assurance
that God vouchsafes the integrity of his soul inasmach as it i3, in the words
of Mareel, "a hasmd - in danger of being lost - that mmat be saved,

Hope is patlent, and the patience thai belongs to hope is 2 relacation in
the sense of Saking one's time.

Dawzammma, m,mwmm,m wmmzi w&,*m

inmwwmaa

mw his.z immamﬁm age, the agamw«a mamag

and conirolling. Above all lw never lsis 1t coptract but, on the othsr
hand, he doas not allow it to kick over the traces of take comirol

pravaturely or uomarrantably.3

1%#5 Tte ?fi:u
%Marcel, Philoscphy of Existence, p. 16,
Mareel, Homo Viator, p. 39,
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‘Tha most olaborate statement of the hope of the incursble invalid is
peavhaps best expressod in theos words of Faresl: "I hope in Thes for us,.®
This assertion direcily opposes a monadist point of view on hope. The invalid
is not an island unto himeell who beses his hope on either the edlewlations
or probabilities or on experionce which shows that in the end thimgs twm out
for e better. NHor is his hope like that of the Stole whose response to a
teial is the acooptance of an inevitable fate which he sdamanily refuses to
anticipate and who boars himsel! as though he had no neighbors, as though he
wery concerned only with himsel! and had no responaibility towards
eslm.l In the problematic wordd the invalld was a mewber of a comwnity in
commmication in which he was but an object to be charecterized, mamipulated,
and comtediled; all of vhich was detrimemial %o his singulsrity and being.
Through low, faith, and hope, he has farsaken his membership in this
ool in commiocation and has joined the higher ove of a commamlity in
asopmmion. Perheps a commmity in comamion can be described as ome In which
its mewbers share in the intisacy of that higher participatien in being

ol love, Talth, and bops. Thoough these they engage in the oreative

process of founding thenselves as perams and of comfeibuting to the creation
of other percons. Thus they are jJoined in s wilon whose indostructibilily is

guaranieed by God, the Absclute Thou, who is the ultimate tem of their love,
falth, axd hope. Homce, o love, to believe in, axl to hope in ome's fellow

craatares 42 Lo do so in God. Therefove, when the incurabdle invalid, as a
manbar of his corsamity in ctepmmion, hopes, he can truly sey, "I hope in

Iﬂﬁé&.., p. 3.
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oo for us - for the Yus® enbrecing mysel? and those others who love, belisve
in, and hope in each other, and all this in You,” In zo saying, this invalid
is bub proclaiming thet at the heart of reality there is a Being of
ient Valws who will not fwusirate our falth, love, and hope, and

vhose attelmuemt as revbers of ihis copunity in comsmed
brings the Soy and Nl iliment of being in the suthenticilty of owr tave
qualities as persona of love, faith, and hope.




MARGEL'S PHILOSQPHY: AN LVALUATION

I: pay seen strenge %o say. bub one has the wmmistakable feeling that to
sbudy Marcel's philosoply S5 at the same tinme 4o lnow Marcel as a person. His
personsl qualdties ave interitwined with his metaphyaics. Teb, thw asseriion
that %o stady his thousht iv %o lnow hin as & person is nol as strange as it
might sppesr vhen 1% i3 recalled that for hin philosophy beging in reflsctiom
on the entological woizht of persmmal experionces. The record of these
rollections thms plves evidence of what Iind of man e is. Partheroore, the
works of Harcel ave always wiltten in the Tirel persom or, memw exactly, in
the atyle of an "I-Thou" diglogue. The elffect of this namner of presenting
formlations and positions resuliing from rellections wpon his experisnces is
that ene has the Yeeling of being addressed not as a "him® ub as a4 "thow¥a
"thou' vhe i invited to backirack with him, as it were, over the long and
winding path of his experiences as lw has lived them, reflecied on them, and
fopeadlated & motephysics as non
the study of Marcel's ontology 1s a retracing of the long and personal journey
which he uniertook to arrive at tha seisure of his being and its valug and
indeed belng itself and its valuwe. Inavitably, thevefore, his qualities as &
person shine forth from his metaphysics. Marcel ie anything but a spectator;
which is to say, he does not look at the confusions snd dangers of ths world
as though he were comfortably distant and uwninvolved. On the contrary, he is

105

aystematic az they are. In & vary trag senss,
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a participant who has coms to the realisation of the perilous situation in
which the world now finds itself. He has come to sse that he can ssve himeelf
from despalr, betrayal, MMQWMEW&MWWiMW of
the indissoluble trinity of faith, hope, and lows whose foundation is God
Himself., The irmpression which one gets is that Marcel is & man who liws his
philosophy and is indeed & man of faith, of love, and of hope. Harcel, the
philosopher, and Marcel, the man, are joined as one in the indissolubilia of
faith, hope, and love. A4s such, he extends to us a personal invitation to
forsake the path 1o being of the abstractions of objective philosophy and,
starting from the subjectivity of personal experience, to travel the road of
the cancreis approaches of faith, im, and lmpu

It canmot be denied that Maveoel's insights into the perfections and
perversions of spiritual life are both beantiful and prefound. Ome cammot but
be struck with a deep sense of admwiration at his analyses not only of faith,
hops, and love but also of despair, suicide, and betrayal. They are master-
rieces of thought wrought by a master of the art. His opposition of the world
of mystery to the realm of the problematis carries with 1% a sense of concern
and urgemey that is almost palpable. His analyses of being, existence, and
having are likewlise profound, original, and brilliant.

Despite these sccolsdes to a brillisnt philosopher, it must be stated
that his philosophy is fundamentally circumscribed by the damger that derives
from the very subjectivity upon which he bases his metaphysics., The danger
inherent in a metaphysics founded in subjectivity becames all the more apparent
when coupled with the fact that such a philescphy denies any place in it for
objective imowledpe that is properly philosophical.
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What is subjectivity? Perhaps the begimning of an answer to this
question is provided by a personal exmmple. On the top of the desk at which
this dissertation is being written is s desk pad to which this writer is
emotionally attached, It was his during his days in the major seminmy from
1937 to 1939. Subsequently, it was on the desks at which he did his work as
an undergreaduate and graduate student, teacher, assistant principal, and
principal. During the courss of the thirty two years it has been his, a whole
host of associations and attaclwents have come to be permanently linked with
this pad; associations and attaclments which camot be put in objective terms
bacause to do so destroys them. They can be personslly experienced omly by
this writer; they can rmver be communicated in their meality to another
becanse they are subjective and there is really no way of rendering them
oxterior., The same can be said of a person who loves, believes in, and hopes
in another. These are subjective, and asccording to Marcel, are beyond any-
thing which we can call objuctive.
Father Troisfontaines, ths author of an outstamnding study of Marecel's
philosophy, gives the following definition of subjectivity.
Subjectivity, then, is the realm of those realities which belong
nost profoundly to my parsonal being, those which constitute it in
its immerwost reality, and which, for that reason, I camnot ssparate
o mle, Bl dr pryemy b mian T o e o b
without altering its very nature.l
This definition of Troifontaines is clearly based on the thought of Marcel

and brings into sharp focus the relation batween mystery and subjectivity.

lRoger Troifentaines, "dhat is Fxistentialisa?' Thought, Fordhan
University Quarterly, Vel. XXXII, Ro. 124, Spring 1957, D.50.
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The realities that comstitute a person in his subjectiviiy are wysterious
pecause they are inseparable from him and therefore beyond objectisation, But,H
as Marcel states, it is always possible to degrade & mystery by the objectis-
ation of thought which comverts it into a problem. To detail in conceptual
terms the love, let us say, one person has for another is to degrade ita
subjectivity from the mysterious to the problsmatical. Love iz loved love,
ard love thought about is no lorger love, just as the svil thought about is no
longer the evil sufferved. The whole of Marcel's mataphysics centers on the
individual persm constiinied in the subjectivity of those mealities in vhich
he is intrinsically and inseparably involved; which is to say, in the
subjectivity not only of the mysteries of his being, his love, faith, and
hope, and God, but alse and conversely in the mysteries of a denial of being,
despair, betrayal., and hatred. It might seen unwarranted %o say that a denial
of being, hatred, despalr, and batraysl sre wmysteries, Bubt can & person
stand outside and awsy from his denial, betrayal, despair, and hatred? They
are as inseparably subjective as are love, faith, and hope, and thought about
thanm destroys them; thay are lived acts inseparable from the person who posits
them.

Troisfontaines’ definition contains an anbigwity that needs to be vemoved
When he states that subjectivity is the reslm of those realitiss from which I
camot separate myself does he wean that 2ll or only some of them are
inseparable under all clrcwmstances? Ascording to Marcel's thought, the
individual, as an inearvnate being, is uwder all cirowmstances inseparable from
those mysterious realities of being, his soul, and God as present within hinm
but only under certain conditions (& perduring and freely posited embrace) ave
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the nysterious realities of love or hate, faith or betrayal, hope or despalr
inseparable from him. In short, 1t would seenm neceasary to postulate for the
inseparability of the mysterious realities of being, one's own being, and God
a cortain ontological impossibility, and to postaulate for the inseparability
of the mysterious reslities of love or hatred, faith or betrayal, and hope o
despalr the condition of their being freely and perduringly embwaced. Their
rejection, therefore, would nocessarily entail thelr sepavration fyem the
innermost being of the individual.

The inevitable queation then arises: on what baves are the mysterious
realities of faith, hope, and love to be preferred to those of hatred,
betrayal, and despair? To pubt 1t even nore specifically: thy is Mawel any
nore metaphysically correct than Sartre? If one's philosophy i3 exclusive of
objective imowladoe ~ and Mareel's is - no criteria of preference and truth
can be furpished. let us remsmber that Mereel asseris that his metephysies is
not demonstrative, that the subject matter of his entology is beyond charac-
tevisation of objective knowledge which is wniversally valid for all men, that
his philosophy is an appeal to the individual to reflect o his subjective
arpariences, that the work of metaphysics is the work of freedom, HNow, if a

hed threugh love, faith, snd hope - is fownded on
subjectivity, vhat claime can be bwought forwerd to prove at the philosophical
lavel that this philosophy 13 true and that a philosephy of non-being which
gventuates in despair, hatred, betrayal, anxd nausea is fundaremtally in error?
If subjectivity is the only eriterion for determining the truth or error of a
philosoply, then both a philosophy of being and a philesophy of non-being ean
claim equal velidity from the point of view of their respective subjectivities.




As Troisfontaines statest

Bach claims to be right from his own point of view. Yho will
decide? tho will determing the hierarchy of these perspectives?
tho will show where truth and goodness lis, or wlere, on the
conirary, thers is a perversion? Under the pain of falling into
subjectivianm, subjectivity has to place itself on an objective
foundation, @ 1% must do so according to noyws wiieh, far from crushing
feasdas, will be the sole msans of enabling it not to degrade iteself,

Subjectivity and objectivity have complementary roles to play, and

mmmmmmmmmmtzwmmwmmamm

Thus, the danger isherent in subjsctivity which is exclusively founda-
tional in Marcel's metaphysice becomes apparent. He has no answer or rebuttal
to the person who denies the truth and validity of his metaphysics other than
to say to that pergon that he is right from his point of view. In effect he
is saying, "I have shut mysell off from the seiting forth of any objectively
valid depomstrations of the tmath of my philosophy, but I asppeal te you to
follow the path I have chosen in the belief that T am right."

It would seem that Mercel has set up an wwmecessary dichotomy between
demonytration and sppeal. YNow, it is possible to appeal to scmeons to tell
vou sasething you need to know. Again, it is possible to appeal to somecnme to
follow yei even though you adwmit that you camnot demomatratively establish the
reasons for se doing. But sc also is it possible to wmake an appeal for the
acoeptance of a metaphysics on the basis of ite demonstrability. In bedef, it
is aotenmded that Maxrvel's sppeal ss exbodied in his ontdlogy should be based
on a body of objectively dememsirated trths in order o safegusrd the truths
foundad on subjectivity. An appeal without demensiration and based on

refllected subjectiviiy i3 always opun to a denial which camot be refuted,

Ippotafontaines, "that Is Dxistentialism?®
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then Harcel grounled his metaphysics in systery and maintained that it
was bayond characlaerization, the met result was thel inosledge by pode of
comeepiualization had no place in it. There is no claim mede that his
phenomenclogical descriptions are statemenis of ihe nature of petaplysical
mysteries. Now statememts as to what tho nature of things are constitute
thelr definitions. Dut, according to Marcel, %o define is %o reduce to object
and were he to permit the charactsrisation of definition & place in his
antology, his philesophy ‘s ultinate grounding would no longer be subjsciiviiy
but, rather, objectivity. This Marcel would mot allow. The upshot of this
votoing of concepiual seisure is that his philosophy is not a speculative
formilation. Having excluded his metaphysics from the realm of the specula-
Wve, ho had no other cholog but %0 seek a place for 1t in the domain of the
practical; the credemtials of his philosophy were such that it was readily
WM sdmd salon.
Pinally, the existentialists make common cause in defense of
the practical origntation of philosophy. There is & jJejune sense
in vhich most thinkers admit the nwed for both specnlative and
practical philosophy. DBut becauwse of the close conmection
established betwoen awarencss of human “reedam and philosophizing,
the exiotentialists are cbliged to lreak down this clasalcal
distinction. Their polemic against naturalism has led tham into a
simdlar exaggeration of the prectical factor, although consideved

this time in 2 moral context. They are forced to deny thad
speculation is penuinely philosophical (in the sense of having
exlstential impori) unless 1t tekes formal cognizance of man's free
actions. They have introduced a practical moral differeniia into

the very conception of philosophy az such, because of thelr 1
inability to discover a distinctively apeculative aspect of axistence.

That the truth of Collins' statements appliez to Marcsl becomes evident when

1 | | |
James Collins, The Existentialists (Chicago: Hemry Re ‘
1952), pp. 118119, T nry Regnery Company,
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it is recalled thal Narcel himself asserted that "no objectively valid judge-

1l
ment bearing on belng is possitle.”

That Mareel ‘s metaphysics is practical becomss patent frop o consideraton

of the dillevences betwesn the speculative and practical functioms of
intellec* and the application of this to Marcel's basic posiiiom.

The differences between the speculaiive and the practical are cloarly set

forth bty both Aristotle and S%. Thomas.

Hind, that is, vhich caloulates means to an end, il.e., mind
pmmmi {1t differs from mind speculative in tia character of
its aond.

Vhat affirmation and negation are in thinking, pwrsult and
avoldance ave in desive; so that since moral virtue is a state of
character concerned with cholce, and choice is deliberate desive,
therefare both the ressaving mast be true and the deuire right, 47
the choice is to be good, and the latter mst puwrswe just whai
the former asserts. Now this kind of intellsct and truth io ;
practical; of the intellect which is contenplative, not practical
nor productive, the good and the bad are truth and falolty

respgetively (for this is the work of everything intellectual);
m@mmtmhumummmm stual the good
state is truth in agresment with right appetite

T answer that, the speculative and practical intellecis are mot
distinet powers. The reagon for this is, as we have sald above,
that whal is accidental Lo the mature of the object of a power does
not differentiate that power; for 1t is accidental to a colored
i:mngm‘@aam,nrmhemaﬁwml Hence all such things

PP shended by the same power of sight. Y¥ow, to a thing

hended bar the intelleoi, it is accidental whether ii be divected
m ammtim or not; but 1t is according to this that the speculative
and praciical intellects differ. For it is the speculative intellsct
which dirvects what 1t apprebends, not to operation, tut $o the sole
consideration of m‘&; while the practical intellect is that which
directs what it apprehands to operation. And this is what theo

Ixarcel, igtaphysl
2Arigtotle, De fnima, TIT, 10 (h33elh).
3hvistotls, Etdes, VI, 2 (113%a 21).




is being; being is that which the intellsch sseks to kmow. Implicit in this
is that each singular and existant being has a nature which is proper to it and
by virtes of this nature is what it 45 and exclusive of what it iz not,
Purthermore, man 12 endowed with an intellect which is capable of intentional
represantation of these matwres. And because things in the real order are
vhat they are and exclusive of what they are not, the principlas of identity
and contradiction hold in both the real and logical order. Now when through
the aveme of the senses the intellsct represents the nature of a thing, and

13

Philosopher sgys, namely, that the speculative differs {rom the
practical in its end., VWhence each is named from its end; the one
specvlative, the other practical - i.e., opmrative.l

Truth and good include ome another; for truth is something
good, or otherwise it would not be desirable, and good is somee
thing true, or othorwise it would not be intelligible. Therefore,
Just as the object of the appetite msy be something true, as having
the aspect of good (Por example, when some ong desires to kmow the
truth), so the object of the practical intellect is the good directed
to operation, under the aspect of teuth. For the practical intellect
¥nows truth, g\m: as the spsculative, but it directs the kmown truth
to oparation.

As ia stated in Ethics vi, truth 45 not ths same for the practical
as for the specwlative intellect. Por the trath of the speculative
intellect depends on the conformity of the intellect to the thing. And
since the intellect cannot be mmmyiammwwm things in
contingent matters, bui enly in necessary matters, therefore no
aspeculative habit about tmﬁm‘b things is an intellectusl virtue, but
enly such as is about mecessary things. On the other hand, the truth of
e prectical depends on eonformity with vight apretite. This conformity
has no place in necessery matters which can be affected by wa, wether
they be matters of interior action o the products of external work.3

In the Aristoltelian =nd Thomiotic tradition, the object of the intellect

1St. Themas, Swma Theolopiae, I, g. 75, a. 11,

254, Thomas, Swma Theologise I, q. 79, a. 11, ad 2.
33t. Thewes, Dwma Theologiss, I~II, q. 57, a. 57, ad 3.
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when that re-presentation is in conformity with the natuwre of the thing ap it
exists in redlity, then this adequation of mind to thing is constitutive of
AT IS ﬂiﬂ)m nature

epovulative truth. Thervefore when our intellset is oo
of a thing, this is a gpeculative fuction of mind. As both 3t. Thoes and
Avistotle say, the end of the speculative intellect is the truth of things in
their nature. |

Not enly are things true in thelir intelligibility; they are alaso good in
go far as they ave desipable and object of appetite. Things, in so far as
thay are good, are the objJect of appetite precisely because the object of
appatite is the pood. Bab will follows the intellect, whish is to zay,
knowledge of the pood rmst precede the operation of the will., Tt 48 the
function of the practical intellesct to comsider the good thing in so far as it
iz good and object of appetite. The practicsl intellect is ordered to what
cam be dome, what can be pursusd, of means to an end a3 ohject of the will,
brdef, the practicel is wdered %o the operable. By definition, therefere, Oj
of the nature of a thing in so far

practical is not converned with o ouledps
as its truth is igvolved; it i concermed with & Inowledge of things as

Waxmm,mmwwmg;mm&,wmmwamy The
truth of the practical consists in conformity with appetito which wltimately
mst be rectified to what God has demanded of us. Hemce, the practioanl, unlikg
the speculative, iz intervested in Wwinging o work or a deed into existence., 4
word of cantion shovld be given heve. It must be remembered that acts of the
will and the speculative and prectical intellect are attributabls to the

peroon. It i3 not the will that wills but the pereon that wills; the smmw

holds true for the operetion of intellect. Thiz iz based on the old Thomistic
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axiom that actiones sunt suppositomum.

The whole of Marcel's mataphysics is pervaded by his insistence that
mtologically being $s of valus, In connsotion with this, it must be
remerbered that for Marcel being is not patient of speculative and objective
affipmations, and that, consequently, the only alfirmations that can be made
of baing ave practicsl judgoments of valus. Now, by defimition, value iz that
which 13 or cap be sought or pweewed. Honce, that which is value is capable
of being the object of the will. But beling sz an ontological value can bacome
that which the will seeks only on the condition that there 1s an apprebension
by the prastical intellect of baing &5 a value in oo far a8 1t i8 & valw. In
large part, the nmetaphysicsl anslyses of Marsel are but practical considera-
tioma of being 45 a valus, as object and end of appetite. However, these
considevations are not formalated morsly for their own sshe. They form
Harcel's metaphysical bases on which the free cholce betwesn better or worse
altarpatives are to be made, namly the negation of being hy a fyeely posited
denial o ite afliwmtion by a freely posited acceptance of baing. The
masticsl nsture of Harcel's thought makes freedom not only an imevitable but

is a work of Dreedom based on the practical recognition of being as a valve and
the valuve of the corerete approaches to being as end and object of appetite.
As was said previously, Marcel's pidlosophy begins in the need fop
mee which is made manifest in a deeply experienced dissatisfaction,
Two things atand oud clearly in Mareal's position: Qirst, the practical
recognition of this need; second; the fact that by definition meed is conneocbeq
is directed Lo being as a

'ﬁi‘%’&l W‘hﬁ.%s &W; m’h 0 mﬁ,ﬁ;ﬁ L ANBNETe IR
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value, Horizontally, this tre
fellow creatures;: vertisglly, it is to thal Being of value widch is God
Hmmel!, Having excluded any objective alMimmatlions about being, finite and
infinite Leline can be comsidered only at the praciicsl lavel of valwe, In
addition, the concrete approsches (love, faith, and hope) to objectively and
spaculatively nen~charscterisable but valuable being are thenswlves objectively
and speculatively non-chavacterizsble but valuable. Thus, being end the
concrete apmeaches (o being, imversed iz and inseparable from valve, aw
shended by the practical intellect in so far as they are values and thereby
end and object of the will. And the crilerion of the truth of Marcel's
wotaphysice is it melation to the satisfaction of the appetite of being and,
wWitimately, to the appetlite being reciified to the order of the Abaciude Thou.
Harcel is deoply and profoundly counscious of the metaphysical mywiery of
boing, tut at the same time he iz distrustiul of the objectivity of the
intellect. This convietion and attitade, b his own sdmission, mardfested
iteell early in hls youthful pereeption the® judpement was radically deflective
in obviating the ingolubilis of dilfferences in charmoter, temperapsmt, and
outlook operative in the relations between lnmmem belngs. This distrust of the
intellact wan sivenpthened by his sojowrn in Idealim where the intellect is
eomcgived g5 contoring on scsence %o the disregand of existence. The neplect
of existonce caused hin to forsale Tdealism, But his rejection of Jdealisnm
did not result in his overcoming his distrest of the objectivity of the
intellect. He dogs not allow room in hiz ontology for the speculative
intellset fop the veason that he still regards it as contering on egserces to
the doregaxd of existence. This bias apainst the intellect i the reason vhy

denoe 1s o our oum being and that of our

o

L2
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he denles that we have an intellectual intuition of being as such.

rewato be told of an Intultive Imowlaedge of being is like being
inelted to play on o soundless piano. Soch an intodition cannot be
brought into the Lipght of day, for the simple reason that we do not
possess it.k

Mt in Dedng and Heving Marcel states, "I fesl that I am today rid of whatever
traits of Tdealian rerained in my philosophy.”> But there is cause to wonder
how thopoughly vid of Idgalistic traits be really is. In fact, Maritain
atiributes his donial of the intultion of being to hiz Idealistic prepodses-
ions.

I? 2 philosopher who i powerfylly aware of the ontologiocsl
wyutery is convinced that it canmot b on intuitiom, 3% is
. beesuse idenlistic prepossessions do not suffer hin to aldress
himsell to hiz intellsct as such and trust it to satisfy hls
mm':h. Yo cammot bub see in thiz attitude the effect of an
msuwmunted prejudice sgainst the objectivity act‘ &w intaellact,
uhi@h iw idealistically comreived, In the comsequences of thie
prejudice he will sesk io make comiact with the mml»gmal
mw so to spesk hy a clrouitous routs shich lesads througl
Wﬁﬁ%%ﬁv@ &m&tx, therefure spacifically by way of the cbsoure
apprehension of love, and thus sideits the dbject we term being.
'ﬂ:s,a ahjeet, however, is not & screen, 1¢ is belng iteslf. Thereiore
love does not really sitirt it but enters it aﬁ?m* its fashion, as
doss the intellect after its own.d

The existential charecter of Nareel's thought now becowmss evident. IHis

osophy pertains not to the realm of the intellect but to that of the will.
3y it refusel to submit thought to objestive being according to the laws of
the mind, 1t slmply doss ot know the tewth. On the eontrary, Marcsl lives

Mavoel, Philoaoghy of Exlatense, p. b,
%W: m‘%‘ LIS . P 27

3Jmm Haritain, 4 Preface to Metephysic
K%E}Q P i )

Sheed and Vard,
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this truth and asginilates it into the swbjectivily of his being.

Having eliminated the speculative Ivom his metephysics, he had no other
recourse b o adept the prectical. But even this adoption was nolt complete.
He rejected the wniversal characterizations of sclence which, twrednatively

spaling, ere practicsl, And they are pracilcsl becmise sclence iz intervested
in quandifiable, verifiable, predictable, end controllabls phenomena. lHodemn
seionece 18 not initerested in essence but only in appeavances. Hemve, Harcel
was guite right in his rejection of sclentiflic knowledge widch when spplied to
man reduces bhin not o an essentiddl object mb to a phenoesnal object. The
point 0 be made, however, is thet this dovhle rejection resulted in his
pogsition that contact with the onbtolegical mystery can he made enly through
lore, falth, and hope. Theoe palre this contect becsuse thoy meet the
somdition necessery for so doimg - attaimant o subject as subject. The
objective alTirmations of the speoulative intellect and the prectical
charocterisations of scismee are consigned to the world of the problematis
The reason being that they reduce the swbject exisientislly enveloped in his
singularity and subjectivity to the status of an objeot. Purtherwmove, they

ding to Harcel, juxteposed Lo the "me" of the swbject amd therelore

stand outoide of and away from it. ‘
Taomlstic metaphysics iz an intelloctual existentialism. Iis object ia
bolng as such., It 1s not concermed with semsible being, nor partioularized
being of the sciences, nor being of logle. It is comcermed with being in
quantus est ens ~ being in 8o far as it is being. For 5t. Thomas, as for
Arigtotle, being az such is that which ja. In this deseripiive definition of
being the concopiualizable has been jJoined to the inm The
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ithat” melars %0 conceptualisable essence, ad "ig" refers to incencepiualis-
able existence. Deing is essenes aciualized by exlstemce. It 15 pot essence
alome; it is not existence aloms. In belng essence and existence, although
really distinct, are Belng o o a belng must be & essence
acinalized by existence. It is the intellectual intuition of being as such
that founds Thomistic petaphysics.

Thus, Themistic and Aristolelian wmetaphyal
is found in Plato, discovered again in Descartes, operative in Idealism, and
as work im the philosophy of Mareel; the error, namely, that the cbjectivivwy
of the intellect besrs solely on essences., Dssence snd existence are
inseparshly conjoloed in being., and existence is the superinielligible which
confers intelligibility on essence. Harool's disteust of the objectivity of
the intellect and its aceospanying denial of an intellgetusl intuition of
being ave radical weaknasses in hls metephyoics.

This leads into Marcel's view of the classical proels of the existence of
God, This ho sets forth in Faith and Reality, the seoond volume of The
Hystery of Boing. IHis contentiom in that the classical demonsird
God's existence are tal clardfying formilations of an already adhered to
belial in o existence. This to him is s paralopism; the demomstrations rest
on the previous acogpiance of the beliel in Mo exisience. He Durther holds
that these prools are imelfectunl because the beliswer has no meed of them,
sl the non-boliever will not accept them. In respunse, 1t can be said that
welie! o non~beliel is axtringle to the forca and validity of dememsivative
preol. o dewonstration can ocgpel assen’ 6o 1%, Tor that master tho apoeal

5 18 opposed to an error that

of ome whe belisves in GCod's exwistonce io wable to force azsent. A9 Harcel
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31f agrees, the only wey to change non-bolief into bellef is Huwough the
grace of a conversion, AL a deoper level, Harcel will not accept the
classicsl proofs becauss of his position that judgement bears on essence,
There 15 a double thrust in his nalntaining
Prat, gince Cod is beyond charecterisation, no objective Judgements about s
o what is under discussion,

esgsenon are possible. Decond and more germaline
it doss not bear on existence., Therefome, no objective Judgeve
gxistence sre possible, Now, i demonsivation, 32 & process of reasoning, is
coomposed of the jwigements of the pajor vremise, wminue premise, and the
conelusion, and 1 Julgement bears ouly on sosence, ihen no denonsirative
prool of God's existence is possible. Onow again Narvel's digtrust of the
objeciivity of the intellect is made mamifest. It pot only condemms him to
ing sbout God's gssence; it also condemns him to
precluding the possibility of demonsiratively establishing Hls Existence. ot
only that, Wi his peculiar usege and signilication of the Yerm existence
provents him from seying that ho believes In the existenve of Oed. All that
he can say is that be believes that God is He Vho is. Murocel's distrust of
the intellect vitiates e eriticisn of the proofs of God's exlstence.
Laphysios of morality ~ of the mopality of faith,

‘ : 8 concerned with the things nan can do;
aamml sclence i ammd ﬂmhmmta and architecture with
wuildings,l

13'3% Thooes, Swma I, 9. 1, ﬁah&
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Marcel's metaphysics is a moral metaphysics. And man’'s will and its freedom
rmust necessarily enter into his doctrine because morality is concerned with
the quality of man's free and deliberate acts. Mis ontology is the appesl to
the individual to freely choose faith, hope, and love rather than betrayal,
despair, and hatred. The first principle of the moral order - do good and
avold evil - perform the regulative task in metaphysics which for St. Thomas
and Aristotle was performed by the first principles of being. While 1t is
trus that Marcel's philosophy is the attempt to elucidate the ontological
import of one's persomal experience, the resultant import evinced is always
subordinate to the salvation of one's being - that "hasard" which is our soul
and whose loss at the level of being 19 perdition, Instead of transcending
ethica, his philosophy becomss emmeshed in i1t. In speaking of Heiddeger and
Marcel, Maritain says:

The mmmbumgmmpmuenmmmm.l

Marcel's philosophy is open to the charge that the individual's love of,
faith in, and hope in God and One's fellow creature are bu*t the means to
ascape the desperation of despair, betrayal, and suicide. This would seem to
be borne out by his assertiom that they are essential reference points for all
sound metaphysical thinking. Not only that, but he links despair, betrayal,
and sulcide with the world of technics when he maintains that the latter seems
to comsel them. Hence, the omly way to sscape these starkly real
possibilities is to ascend to being by participation in it through love, faith/

lyaritain, Preface to Metaphysies, p. 51.
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and hope, In conection with this Ssiscca states:

mwmmmmm then, mm(m%maf
moblematic as 2 problen) and mystery (the meteproblematiocal )
mm m«m I an sealuded. Yet the melationship is aaa,wd in a way
datrinental Lo mystery: as vegands the somw of the problesatical
(of reason), mmmwmmmmm thus the relationship
non-problen (pystery) snd the problem; in this relation-
m;:; ﬁ?m zmm “m of wmeion pushing me toward mystery is glven by
oduced by the soma of ﬁ?& mroblematical, that iz, by the
‘ neoblen (scepticism) which L9 charged with Null
mmﬁwmmwmwmwammm sonoe and
a{aw%wmm are given solely by the problesms. In such relationshi
aproblematical receives &1l its poaitivity (and evem its
migm) ram izhs “intensity” of the protlem. In other words, the
axasperation oF the provlematical (namely, of the doubiing and
ohjective thought) give it an "intensity superior to that of nystery
which almost yocoives its intenwity from the other. Then, wmx the
intonality and stvength of faith are mwot given positively throug
lova for God who 15 entively for the creature, ut through w
intensity of a desperation that iz aw and infinite, since it is
Wm %‘mat t!m objective as such is despaiving to point of smicide.
problematical and fadth in God, also Ood Mimself ave wndmportant
) I love God and believe in Him intenssly in oxder
to gscape despevatiom.t

Hareol's motaphysics of participation, based in subjectivity, distrustiul
of the objectivity of the intellsct, and seeking to make contact with being
through the concrete approaches of falth, bope, and love, 12 not iy mete~
physical. As for the concrele approeches, they can bring us to the thweshold
of being and, in so doing, perfomm & valuable seyvice. Mt for a metaphysics
to be teuly motaphysical, 1t sust meke the leap o an intellectusl intuiiion
ol wing. Otherwive, it remaine in the domain of morals and is & wixic of

metaphyeics. Commeniing on concrete approaches %o being, Maritain declares:

«« 0 She mout serious donger which all MWWWW
ing being involwes is the Janger of remaivdng inpyisonsd i

Lifichela I'. Sciascca, Phdloswphical Tremds in the temporazy Uor
Dare, Indiana, Univereity of Nolre Dame rross, 4004), DD. Jo9
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the other of the conorete mﬁw ai‘ hamg, dhichevayr one his

chosen a9 a path to 1t The exparience in cquestion gives

information only of itsell. 'ﬁ;ﬁ,a ﬁ.ﬁ indeed the drawback of pure

experionce in philosophy and the pitfall of every metaphysical

system which atbempts to be metaphysical. The experionce, though

valid for the domain covered by the particular intuition, cammot,

sgve by an arbiirary procedurs, b extended to a wider !

of the intellizibtle world, and be erploped to explein Lt.1

Thus. we aee that the profound and insplripy incighte of Hareel inte love
faith, hope. mrosence, snd avallability are becleunded by the philosophical
diffienliies inherent in subjectivity, weakensd by the rejeciion of an
intelloctunl intwition of bolng, and to @ degres distorted by thelr inclusion
in the realm of ryotery. Bul despite all of this, who oan gain agy the valog
of mach of his vhilosoohical labours? ‘tho ocwn deny the truth value of mmch
of what he has %o sny of the comerets aspprosches to being? ‘ho cam demy that
his elucidation of these spiritusl data is natdent of application to the
insolubilia of character, tenperament, and outlook which pervade so many human
gituations? The foroe, profwmdity, and beauty of his philoswphy is such that
in eriticinin: 1%, this wriler felt comewhat like Plate who acoused himself of
particide whom ho ralsed the hand of oritdcism apainst Parmenides. The study
of Haroel's philogophy has bean, in all honesty. 2 labor of love. The veward
of that labor has been a deeper realisation of the meaning of the words of 3t.
Aumntine who seld that man 1z an wbnowable abyss. Certainly, we can aiiain
an objeciive Imowledss of owr essence as human beings, but then %o know that iJ
to lmow the sublest as object. Bul one’s persmal subjectivity as subjectivi
is beyond nowlledge by mode of conceptuslization and to that degree is an

Ymrt tain, Preface to ie letaplysics, p. 52,
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unknowable abyss. The edges of the depth of svbjectiviiy can be skiried by a
gelf mmponsss, btut swh consciousness is an affirmsstion of mbjectivigy which
gives rise to no distinet act of thought representative of subjectivity as
gubjectivity. If it is not possible for the individual %o lmow himsel! in his
subjectivity; a foridori, he cannot know by comcept the subjectivity as
mubjectivity of others, Truly, as persons we ave incommmmicable belngs. ‘e
carmot really pive owr swbjectivity as such to others either by node of
copnedication or miltiplication., UWe can commmicate with others abwut ow
subjectivity. That we do this is confirmed by the various kinds of discourse
that is carried on ad infinifmm. In this commmication about our subjectivity
what iz given iz not our subjectivity as subjectivity; it is rather the
objectisation of owr subjectivity that is trensmdtted. Our subjeciivity aa
such escapes these commmications. Nor can we commmicate our subjeciivity as
such by mdtinlication., YWe cunot give to another onr emotions, onr
expectatimms, owr thowhts, ot velitions just a3 we have lived and are living
tham. The penass of our subjectivity 4s fovwver contalined in and
circumsoribed by owr parsonally exerelsed subsistence as persong. The in-
escapeble feot i3 that in owe mblectivity we are imdeoed isolated by the vary
incommnmdoability invalved in being a porsos. Yo cam possess no ope in his

subjectivity, nor con amyone possess ws in owes. Couwmmication by objective
discourse will not bridge the gull betweun isolated centere of subjectivity,
The spamning of the gap that is the isolation of one's subjectivity from
another is more closely bub never corpletely accomplished by love, faith, and
hope. I% ie in these that we come to knowledge not omly of the subjectivity
of others but also owr om. lovertheless, thiz lmowledge of subjectivity
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preciudes that by mode of conceptualisation gnd is knowledge gatheved by the
coymaturality of love, Faith, and hope. Inowledoe of subjectivily ig pained
through love that loves, faith that believes, and hope that hopas, which is
o say & lived love, a lived faith, and a lived hopg. The Wwridging of the pap
of the isolsition of subjectivity is cmpleted by God. Owr subjectivity stands
gxposed belore the infinite gase of Indinite Being. He alome imows u2 as
of oar subjectivity. Vho nows us as we really are?

subject and in the depths
o om do justice to our being? The answer is and mmot be that it can only
be God. Ve are finite, contingent, snd dependent centers of subjectivity whe
2t the hommn level are wikmdsmble abyases both to ouwrselves and others;

Wle abysses, wnever, who are twransparent to the Inmdedge which is God

Hmeell whe not only luows us budt loves us in the wry depths of our

subjeciivity ag persons.

aphy has been the guiding light wiich illumined the way to
these personal seisures of subjectivity and ite implications. It has been an
fnviting and friondly light even though dependient upon a fusl that is
phillesophically conteinated. Db desplie the quality of the Tuel, Harcel's
light 19 well wordh the use. There can be no doubt that he offers a wlque
axplicabion of haman existence in which hoan integrily is saleguarded and God
iz nob denied. HHa philosophy venders mate the &ngnﬁ.m ary of Metssche thai
Jod is Jdead and deatroys kis pyth of the Superman. NMercel s philosoply is an
mtidote to the philosopldcal polsen of Sartre who proclaims the absolute and
wguided atonory of uan, the project, whe is what he is not and will nover
come Yo be what he is; of man, the project Jor whom genercsity is a fom of
destyuction and the basis of the socisl owder io hatred; of nan, the project,
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for whom existence is an absurdity and bad faith the order of ths day.




CHAPTER VIII
IMPLICATIONS FOR THE PERSON IN EIXUCATION

A philosophy of education is a formulation that derives from the applica-
tion of a given philosophy to that development of human potentialities which
is termed education, The phrase "given philosophy" is used purposely because
there are almost as many various and opposed philosophles of education as
there are various and opposed philosophies. Thus, we have philosophies of
education vhose respsctive philosophical roots are in Thomism, Idealism,
Pragmatism, Scientific Realism, or Humanistic Aristotelianism. Only within
the recent past - the 1950's ~ have sattempts been made to formulate a
philosophy of education whose philosophical foundation is Existentialism.

Such men as Harper, Kmeller, Soderquist, and Van Cleve Morris have striven to
apply Fxistentialism to education. In each instance, the resultant formmlatioy
derives not from a particular existentialist position but, rather, from a
syncretistic melange of agreement and disagreement within the body
Existentialism., The upshot of the situation is that the atheistic
existentialism of Sartre iz likely to be companion to the theistic version of
Marcel, or, at least, both may be quoted with equal facility in order to
explicate an FPaxistentialist philosophy of education. The result is that the
particular flavor (if such an expression is permissible) and muances of
thought in a given existentialist's philosophy are lost in the philosophic

commonality in which they are immersed.
127




128

Thersfore, the question is whether a philosophy of education can be
evolved from Marcel's metaphyeics. The answer is in the affirmative. However,
from & Thomistic perspective, a philesophy of education based uxelnéivcly on
Marcel's philosophy would suffer the same deficiencies that plague the very
philosophy from which it originates: distrust of the objectivity of the
intellect and the inability of the intellect to intuit being. Such a philoso-
phy of education would be like Minerva, somewhat debilitated, springing ferth
from the head of Jupiter. TYet, there can be no doubt that Marcel's metaphysicqg
ie applicsble to education. To evolve a fully rounded Marcellian philosophy
of education ie beyond the purpose and scope of this dissertation. Therefors,
the attempt in this chapter is to set forth in s rudimentary and limited
fashion some implications for education of Marcel's philosophy in the hope tha
the resultant formulation will be of immediate and practical use to those
engaged in the task and profession of education.

At this juncture, it would be judicious to stress several points which
vwill then serve the purpose of indicating the status quaestionis, i.e., what ig

and what is not discussed in this chapter. First, education is restricted to
formal or institutionalized education. Second, the thrust of this chapter is
not primarily concerned with setting forth the educationsl ismplicatiouns of
Marcel‘'s philosophy. This certainly could bs done. But the danger is that th
resultant philosophy of education might well be a systematic and objective
presentation which furnishes us with but a dessicated version of Marcel's
personalism., It seems best, therefore, to emphasize that the educational
implications of his philosophy are to be applied primarily to the person as he
ie engaged in developing human potentialities within the institution called




129
the school. Finally, what is presented applies to educand and educator
throughout the entire range of formal education.

The most striking educational implications of Marcel®s philosophy are
those derived from his analyses of the person, subjectivity, love, faith, and
hope. The writer makes thies assertion not as a philosopher of education whose
experience in the process of education is limited to the peripheral and
vicarious contsct of scholarly study, but as one who has been directly engaged
over the last eighteen years in the field of education as teacher, assistant
principal, and principal, The implications of Marcel's philosophy have a
startling relevance to those human agencies in education - educand, teacher,
and administrator-—-through and by whom there comes into existence that effect
known as education.

Education or, more exactly, formal and institutionalized education is in
danger of becoming as broken as the larger world which has brought it forth
and of which it is a part. The world is broken in the sense that the wisplace-
ment of the idea of function has resulted in an increasing tendency to view
the person in terms of his functions. The roots of this tendency to so regard
the person are to be found in the habitus of technics sc prevalent in a world
which is becoming more and more scientific and technological. The ascendency
of science and technology, which are concerned only with objects and their
functions, has resulted in sn ever growing predisposition of people to
disregard themselves and others as persons and centers of mysterious
subjectivity and to view others and themselvez as agglomerations of functione;
agglomerations whose purpose is to serve some larger social goal of material

prosperity, progress, end security. Thus, we regard the man from whom we
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purchase something as the salesman; the woman who works in an office as a
clerk; the man who drives the bus as the bus driver. Even persons with whom
we are acquainted are viewed by us in terms of various functions such as
father, union member, executive, lawyer, and so on. The individual, caught up
in the activities and pursuits of an industrial and commercial society based
on acientific and technological operationism, is wore and wore inclined to
view himself as & collection of functions. The upshot of the whole situation
is that the person in the uniqueness of his singularity and in his subjectivity
tends increasingly to be reduced by himself and others to the universalized mJ
functionalized status of an object. It is this reduction of subject to object
that has stopped the heart of the world from besting. To the degree that the
person in education tends to regard himself and others as agglomerations of
sducational functions which can be enumerated, collated, and registered, to
that degree doss the person and his subjectivity disappear and the danger of
identifying the person with his educational functions increass.

There can be no gainsaying that science and technics permeate education.
Profound changes in education have not only taken place but also sre now
considered desirable and normal.

Let us first consider some of these changes as they relate to and have
an impact on the educand. Materials of instruction, particularly at the
elementary level, are designed so as to promote efficient learning as
determined by empricially derived norms of experimental psychology. Scientific
theories of learning, and there are a rumber of them, are based on & purely
naturelistic concept of the individuasl human being and are validated by

experimentation either in animal learning or in the learning of human beings
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who are regarded aa‘so many soientific objecte. Now that testing has become
an indispensable educational tool, the educand is subjscted regularly to
gcientifically standardised tests of scholastic aptitude, achiuvomnnt,
personality, and vocational interests. Pitted against scientifically objectivel
norms, the student is hewn and hammered into the statistiocal perspective of
weasures of central tendency and variability. OGuidance services are devised
according to the canone of empiricael evidence. Counseling services are based
on scientific theories of personality, and counseling techniques center on
either a given personality theory or an eclectic ensemble of such theories.
The school record of the educand is entered on scientifically devised forms and
carefully preserved, like an effigy, in a filing system emperically derived.
If anyone wants to become knowledgeable about & atndcht, all that is necessary
1s to look in his folder and there he is a1l neatly wrapped up and recorded.
The desks at which the educand worke, the classroom, and indeed the very
buildinge have been designed according to the empirical oriteria of heslth,
confort, and meximum utility. Finally, the dossier of the educand has become
a part of a total plan of computer programming. Cybernetics has touched him
with its cbjective and inhuman hand.

Teachers have also felt the impact of science and technics. In the coursq
of their training, they are subjected, in most instances, to a philosophy of
sducation based on either the tenets of a scientifically oriented Pragmatism
or those of Scientific Realism which regards philosophy as a body of
generalizations of the empirical findings of science. They are grounded in a
psychology of education that is thoroughly scientificy are exposed to various
subjsct matter methodologies whose validity is based on the results of long
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and extensive experimentation. In addition, they are inoculated with the
findings of experimental research inte group dynamics, end are familiariszed
with the empirical bases of guidance and counseling. Thus equipped; teachers
take up their positions in the classroom. And the scientifio bias of their
training is reinforced by the school staff itself, the professional materiale
they read, their in-service training, the professicnal groupe to which they
belong.

Administrators, who themselves wers teachers, have superimposed upon an
alreedy established scientific approach te teaching an orientation to adminis-
tration and supervision based on the behavioral eciences which are concerned
with the actions, reactions, and interactions of individuals and groups as
they prosecute some determinate goal. Like teaching, adminietration is a akilﬂ.
Bat skill does not work in & vacuum. For the administrator, his skill is
enhanced by his knowledge of administrative theory and research, scientifically
and objectively conceived. ‘

All of this may sound like a jerewmiad against science in education.
Neither a condemnation nor a denigration of its presence and influence in
education is implied or intended. There can be no doubt of the value for
education of much of what science has oanxributod. No one can gainsay the
valuable contributions of educational psychelogy which has dene so much to
promote ctficiancj in learning. Research into methods of teaching have
providsd excellent teools waiting for the hand of the teacher who can use them.
The testing movement and scientific insights inte personality have been of
ineetimable service in the guidance and counseling of the educand. Neverthe-
less, the contributions of science, valuable though they be, are accompanied
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by a growing spirit of science in education. Vhen coupled with the fact that
the larger society served by education is itself characterized as scientific
and technological, it is no wonder that education is becoming increasingly
scientific both in operation and spirit. Further, what should be kept in
mind is the purely naturalistic orientation of science. Based on the philoso-
phy of Naturalism, the bshavioral scliences' view of the human person is that
there is no essential differemce between man and brute except that of degree,
In addition, science is operational, and inevitably the human person on whom
the behavioral sciences lavish so much attention and effort is concelved
operationally as a functicmalised object offering wnlimited opportunity for
oxperimental research, On the basis of this research, the persen, as an
agglomeration of scientifically concelived functions, can be tabulated, collated
arranged, and harmonized so that predictions can be made and controls devised,
The behavioral sciences are striving to evolve a unified science of man (n
which all the uncertainty and unpredictability of human behavior will be
overcome. This striving is seen at work in such diverse areas as marketing,
sales, executive promotion, and work-foree productivity. And there is aolid
ground for aaserting that ths era of socisal enginsering is well on its way.
The fleld of education offers a fertils domain for such enginsering, and the
behavioral sciences have undertaken an inocursion into that domain,

Thus, the person in education, bs he educand, teacher, or administrator,
is increasingly in danger of the sams reduction that is ocewrring on all
too broad & scale in the larger and broken world of technics. He labors
under the constant threat of being reduced to a scientific object.

Semeone may object that the person in education, the educand for instance
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is not regarded as ontologically constituted ae an agglomeration of functions,
tut conceived functionally to promote his proper and efficient development.
The objection, while in the main probably true, misees the point at issue.
The danger in conceiving functionally the person in education so as to
facilitate his development is that, quite unwittingly and quite without
realizing it, such s conception can shade into one that is ontological and
representative of the nature of the educand. A further point must be msde.
The educationslly facilitating view of the educand as a funoticnaliged object
necessarily precludes a grasp of his eubjectivity, which is to ssy, of that
interiority of 1life which ie incommunicably hie. The consequence may well be
that the educand, throughout the time of hie formal education, is stripped of,
or neglected in, his subjectivity. The educand, therefore, is exposed to the
everpresent danger of a purely natural obliteration of his subjectivity and
his quality as a person., Marcel would and does reject the "purely nstural®
and the consequences that flow from its adoption., The singuleirty, the worth,
and the subjectivity of the person must be preserved, protected, and defended
by those in educstion who are aware of their monumental importancas.

Someone slse, however, may raise this further objection: granting the
danger to the persom and his subjectivity in reducing him to a scientific and
funotionalized object, 1s it not true that at the level of intellection as
sach the subject has alwaye been known as object? If this is true, has not
sducation, since it proceds by way of conceptuslization, always known the
person as object? This objection is unanewerable, and its truth and validity
are founded on the very structure of the human intellect. As stated previously,
our intellsctual knowledge of the person proceeds by way of objective concepts,
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The inescapable result is that intellectually we can know the persen only undey
the aspect of univeraality. Vhen we say of a student that he iz cooperative
or indifferent, bright or dull, well beshaved or a discipline prublasx, responsid
ble or irrespongible, the judgements thus formulated have garnished the
singularity of the student as a person with wniversal and objective predicates.
These certainly qualify as kncwledgs, but what eludes their grasp is the
person in his singularity and subjectivity. Again, when an administrator says
of a teacher that he is satisfsctory or excellsnt, cooperative or mmr&ﬁvﬁ,
professional or unprofessional, enthusiastic or dull, vhat is true of the
stadent 13 true also of the teacher: his subjectivity as subjectivity escapes
these judgmental pronouncements of the administrator.

Perbaps a situational example, based on the experience of the writer as
an administrator of an immer-city elementary school will oclarify much of what
Just has boen said.

The school serves s neighborhoed which, although it is part of the Black
ghette, is not a slum. Broadly speaking, the families whose children attend
the school belong to the lower class. Without ¢xception, they bear the
socially imposed burden of being Black. As ia characteristic of lower class
neighborhoods, regardless of race, the housing is substandard, a large musber
of ymuth gangs are active in the srea. The incidence of crime is high and
results in a great degl of police activity. In additiam, a preponderance of
families are welfare reciplents who for a variety of legitimate rcasons find
it ditficult or impossible to find adequately remunsrative erployment. A larpe
percentage of the children come from broken homes where the mother has the
impossible task of being both mother and father to them. By and large, these
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¢hildren are frees to wander farther from home at sn age when middle olass
children are still confined to the backyard. In many cases, children,
particularly girls, shoulder adult responsibilities around the home. They
cook, clean the house, do the laundry and ironing, do the shopping, and take
care of younger brothers and sisters. The children are wise in the way of the
street and have developsd survival techniques unknown to their middle class
counterparts. Outbreaks of violence, in varying forms and degress, are ever
present possibilities. These children, therefore, are reared in what is
euphemi stically described as a depressed area. In response to situstions
indigenous to this area, they develop an orgsniszed body of overt and covert
culture patterns. Out of their experiences of living in an inner-city area,
and out of their reactione to them, the children develop an attitude-value
system which forme the apringhoard and explanation of much of their behavior,

It mst never be forgotten that these children, existentially immersed
in their aituatioﬁ as they are, possess an ontological permanence and worth,
They are imsges of OGod and, as incarnate beings, are constituted in an
indivieible unity of body and scul. As such they are persons. Their
subjectivity is the realm of those nmysteries inseparably linked to their very
being, and as centers of subjectivity they are unigue and irreplacesble. From
the vantage point of their subjectivity, they view their existence and the
world about them. There is nobody quite as interesting to them as they
themselves sre, and their destinies are the most important of all destinies.
Within esch of these children there stirs a tangle of hopes, fears, desires,
anticipations, expectations, and feelings not only of frustration and distrust
but also of alienation and isolation. In common with all human beings, it is
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beyond the power of these children to share, transmit, or communicate their
subjectivity as subjectivity, which 18 to say that there iz no way for them to
render exterior the interiority of their subjectivity ss they have lived and
are living it. The interiority of their subjectivity has its source in the
depths of their being, and its specificity derives from the cultural milieu of
which they are a part.

When they come to school, their quality as persons and their subjectivity
are not deposited outside the school door and picked up at the end of the
school day. On the contrary, they br.hig them right with them, and as unique
subjects and centers of subjectivity they undergo the process of being
reduced to objects. Placed on the proorustean bed of science and common
Judgement, they are stretched or hacked into conformity with the objectivity
of intellectual knowledge. Their unigqueness as persons and centers of
subjectivity can thus be obliterated in the commonality of objectivity.

This is not to suggest that children are the victims of an educational
conspiracy bent on reducing them to objects. As subjects, they mat to some
degree be treated as objects if the instructional sims of education are to be
realized in them., This is snalogous to the person who is 111, His body is
part of his very person and subjectivity. But in order to cure his illness,
the doctor treats his beody not as his body but as sn ilmpersonal object
capable of being cured by the impersonal and objective techniques of medical
science, In like manner, children, &s persons and centers of subjectivity,
whose intellectual capacities stand in need of development, will necessarily
be treated as objeots according to the objectivity and universality of sound
instruction. Wwhat must be recognized and borne in mind at all times is that
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ontologically the educand is & person and a subject.

The conceptualized objectisation of the person in education becomes a
realized danger when it is held to be an adequate representation ct‘his
entological reality. For then the person is not really a subject known as
object but is, rather, an object known as object,

Furthermore, it should be borne in mind that the educator, be he teacher
or administrator, is & person, like the student, hé camnot know himself in
his subjectivity as such through knowledge by wmode of conceptualization., Just
as it is with the educand, so also is it with himt he is to himself the moat
interesting person in the world and his destiny the most important of all
destinies. The net realisation should be that, conceptually unknowable in
their subjectivity ss such, he, the rest of the staff, and the student body
are mtually engaged in the task of education which, to & degree difficult to
determine, necessitates the objectisstion of the persem in education. However|]
a oconstant awareness of the subjectivity of the person in education is the
guarantee against the danger of his reduction to an ontological object.

How, then, dces the person in education atiain not only a knowledge but a
seizure of the anjcctivity of both himself and otharé? Marcel would reply
that this is done through love, faith, and hope.

The teacher who love s believes in, and hopes in his atudmti says to them,
"I freely make a donation of wy being to each of you. And becsuse I love you,
I affirm that there is in each of you something of inestimable worth and
value. My love for you is not a maudlin, sentimental, and emotional concern
for you in your condition of need. On the contrary, wy love, as constituted
by the free donation of my being, is directed to that in each of you which is
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of value beyond measure. Nor is wy love conditional. I believe in each of
you. In so doing, I freely and unconditionally place my trust in you and
secure it with a pledge of what I have and what I am. I am sure that you will
not betray my trust., I hope in each of you and my hope is directed to the
integrity of your being.® like love, faith, and hope, these affirmations of
the teacher are indiseclubly linked together; one cannot be made without the
pogiting of the other two, These affirmations are not statements verbally
proclaimed to the students., They are lived expressions surging uwp from within
the depths of the teacher's being, are expressions lived deeply within his
subjectivity, and are evinced in his oommitment, presence, and availability.

In affirming his love of, faith in, and hope in his students, the teacher
realiges that he is gambling, that he is making a bet that can be lost. He
Inows full well that his love can be a love rejected, his faith a faith
betrayed, and his hope a hope unrealized. PFut even though it should happen
that some or all of his students refuse his love, faith, and hope by their
actions, he does not cease loving them, believing in them, and hoping in them.
His love, faith, and hope are not directed to their actions but to their
beings from which their actions spring. And inasmch as their very beings are
images of God, loving, bslieving and hoping in them is to do so in God.

The commitment of the teacher i1s not to his students as objects or a
collection of "hims.® It is, rather, to them as an ensemble of "thou's." His
commitment is a response to the appeal each human being somehow makes to be
loved, believed in, and hoped in. In the meking of this commitment to his
gtudents, the teacher is willing to run the risk of hardship, trial, and
difficulty. This calls for courage, loyalty, and service. The teacher as a




140
person of engagement is a person with strength of will. He does not reckon
with possibilities.

To will is to refuse to ask the questieon of possibility, or

at least to treat it as primary. In this sense volition implies

the question of & judgement indontestably demonstrated (for when

I say "this or that ie necessary,” I do not ask myself whether this

or that can be). To will means in some way to place ourselves

beyond the point at which we can distinguish the possible from the

imposeible,l

The cowmitment of the teacher, therefore, reveals a conviction that sdverde
educational situations which both affect end arise from the student can be
changed., Consequently, the committed teacher is a determined teacher,
determined to affect those educational and personal changes so essential to
his students. This calls for arducus work, non-mediocrity, and often heroic
virtus. As & person delivering himself to the "thou? of each of his studente,
the tescher is not only engaged in their educationel advancement but also in
their fulfillment as persons. The commitied teacher is a person of concern.
But his concern is not that of an ego-centric individual who is interested
enly in hie own comfort and well-being and who walls himself off from the
1life of Ma students., He is actively engaged in working for the betterment of
the "thou® of each of them. Through commitment he makes manifest his love,
faith, end hope and in so doing transcends the world of objective existence
and enters into the realm of being.

The committed teacher whose very commitment gives evidence of his love,

faith, and hope, 13 aleo a person of availability., WwWith all the resources at

1Gabriul Marcel, Metaphysical Jowrnal, p. 18L.
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his command, he responds to appeals from his students for help, sympathy,
ampathy, and understanding. He does not regard their questions, whatever they
may be, a3 challenges to his wisdom and campetency but as calls for help. He
is sensitive to the overt behavior that indicates difficulty or twrmeil
within the impenetrable barrier of a student’s subjectivity., He is quick to
respond to appeals for empatly and understanding. The defects of humsn
conduct, no matter how serious, are not occasions for any lessening of the
teacher's love, faith, and hope. In a very trus sense, thase defects are
appeals for help to which he responds with all the resources of his being. In
availability, the teachers demenstrates that he does iwndeed truly have love,
faith, and hope for his students. Through responsive disnonsibility, the
teacher atiains not omly a knowledge but also a seiswre of both his and their
subjectivity. And the knowledge achisved is knowledge by wode of love, falth,
wxd hope.

Through the hetero-centricity of commitment and availability he transcendq
the ego-centrism which venders a person blind not only to himself but also to
others.

The love, faith. and hope of the teacher is made manifest by his presence.
He is not present to them in the sense in which, for example, & chair is
present to his students as though they were an assemblage of objects or a
eollection of "him's." Hls pressnce, on tha contrary, is the presence of
himself as an "I" to the "thou" of each of them, Uhen he is instructing them,
he comveys the impression that he is really "with" them, and not imparting
knowlodge in a mamer that is detached, impersonal, and objective. He
further evinces his presemce by such things as a friendly smile, a wvarm




2
gesture, & sense of humor, and the ability to laugh with, not at, his students|
The teacher of presence is quick to preise, slow to censure; shows pleasure
with their progress and is patient if it is slow in coming. His préagnce is
both an opening of himself to his students and a welcoming invitation
to them to be ™with" him in the educational eituation in which ﬁhey find
themselves.

Thus far, we have spoken of the love, faith, and hope of the teacher.
¥hat about the students? Can the tescher bring forth the love, faith, and
hope of which they, az incarnate beings and images of God, are capable? The
answer is a conditioned yes. love, faith, and hope cennot be taught for the
reason that their intellectusligation destroys them as lived expressions of
incarnate being. However, as revealed attitudes of the teacher, they can be
caught. The love, faith, and hope that a teacher has for his students are
exhibited in the concrete activities of his commitment, availability, and
presence. Students are very perceptive. It does not take long to realize
that & teacher likes them, trusts them, and has hope in them. Whether or not
the implications of these perceptions, sre applied to themsslves sc as to
become persons of love, faith, and hope depends on the freedom of choice that
is theirs. The hetero-centric creation of themselves as persons of love,
faith, and hope is a decisive option only they, as individuals, can exercise.
The teacher who gives his love, laith, and hope to his students and munifests
it in concrete action is offering aids to them to create thewmselves as persons
and to come to a knowledge and graep of their subjectivity and that of others.
These side (love, faith, and hope as shown by cowmitment, availability, and

presence) are freely offered and may be just as freely sccepted or rejected
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by the students. In this connection, the overriding charscter of these
revealed attitudes of the teacher is that they are appeals sent out to the
nthou" of each of his students to freely embrace faith, love, and hope and
thus participate in being and transcend the world of objectivity.
Vhat has just been said of the teacher can be said, mitatis mtandis, of

the administrator in his relations with his staff, the students, parents, and
the community., By his lived faith, hope, and love and their embodiment in
coumi tment, evailability, and presence, he in turn is appealing to them to
create themselves and to contritmte to the creations of others as persons of
love, faith, and hope.

Perhaps someone will object that this Marcellian view of love, faith, and
hope, as applied to the schools, is an ideal which ocan never be schieved. In
& sense, this objection hes some merit. lLove, faith, and hope will never be
perfectly realized in this life. But the objection, as stated, seems to imply
the assumption that because they carnot be pertocily ruliza& in the here and
now, the concrete approaches to subjectivity and being of love, faith, and
hope have no place in the school. If that is true, neither do the attempts
at intellectual development since they would be involved in the same
assumption. In our condition as finite, {mperfect, and incarmate beings,
there will always be a eonflict carried on in the very depths of our being
between love and hatred, faith snd betrayal, hope end despair. In whatever
shape, degree, or form, and in our present existence, we shall at all times
be subject to the fall and rise, the victories and defeats, the sorrows and
joye that ensue in the never ending and interior struggle between faith, hope,

love, and their negative correlatives. Rt we are creatures capsble not only
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of knowledge tut also, and more importantly, of love, faith, and hope. If they|
be our destiny, as images of 0od, the school can do nc less than to
incorporate them within itself, Thue, the schecol would be not enly a

commnity in commnication hut alse a commnity in commnion,
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