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Preface.

Most of the work for this thesis was carried out
between October 1969 and June 1970, during my final year
at St. Chad's College, Durham,prior to ordination. The
final writing was resumed after a break of fourteen months
due to personal circumstances, and has beeh completed in
the writer's spare-~time. _

Note should be taken of the fact that quotations are
glven in English in the text. Where the English translation
is my own the French original 1s given in the footnotes.

My sincere thanks are due to Dr. Heywood Thomas who
has acted throughout as personal supervisor} giving much
encouragement and guidance. Thanks are also due to my wife,

C1lla, for typing the manuscript.

Darlington}
April 1972.
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ms e - < - Abstract.

The purpose of this study 1s to examine the nature
of the influence of the philosophy of.3031ah Royce (1855-1916)
upon %he thought of Gabriel Marcel (1889- ). 1In following
the development of Marcel's philosophy it is possible to see
how hls acquaintance with Boyce's philosophy was the
intellectual counterpart to the influence on him of his
experience as a Red Cross worker during the Great War.
Royce's peculiar'style of 1dedlism was both the point of
- contact with Marcel‘s 1de§1ist background and the source of
inspiration for hls new philosophical condition.

Marcel's main concern was to establish a philosophy of
personal relafionships which would distinguish personal
knowledge from empirica1>know1edgé. He achieved this in
his notion of 1ntérsubject1v1ty, with,its distinction between
I-it relationships and the I-thou enéoﬁnters. The latter are
the realm of all personal values such as fidelity} love and
hope. ..

- From an analysls of Marcel's study of Royce, made during
the Great War, one can see how Marcel was impressed'bw Royce,
partlcularly by hls theory of interpretation. From a survey
6f both Marcel's notion of intersubjectivity and Royce's
theory of interpretation common aims and 1nterests are
clearly seen. But-the main influence of Royce's work stems
from Royce's theory of triadic relatiqns} which made it
possible for Marcel to reinstate the central importance of

personal values.
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Abbreviations.

B.H. Being and Having. (Marcel)

E.B.H.D. The Existential Background of Human Dignity. (Marcel)
H.V. Homo Viator. (Marcel)

M.A.H. Men againit Humanity. (Marcel)

M.B. The Mystery of Being - Gifford Lectures. (Marcel)
M.J. Metaphysical Journal. (Marcel)

P.C. Problem of Christianity. (Royce)

P.E. " Philosophy of Existence.  (Marcel)

P.I. Presencé and Immortality. (Marcel)

P.L. Philosophy of Loyalty. . (Royce)

R.I. Du Refus & 1'Invocation. '(Marcel),

R.M.M. BRevue de Métaphysique et de Morale.
W.I. The World and the Individual - §ifford Lectures. (Royce)



CHAPTER ONE

Introduction

A cursory perusal of Marcel's philosophy may lead one
to sugggst that-there'is little point in embarking upon such
a study as'this.. It may appear positively presumptuous to
claim that Marcel was 1ndebted to Royce, when there seems to
be little evidencg.to.sﬁbport the contention. 1In all his
philosophical dlaries and essays only thirteen references to-
Royce can be found, and nine of these are to be found in the
Metaphysical Journal.. Nbrlis there any support forthcoming
from those scholars who have wfittén about him. All,except
one, are silent on this 1ssue._ There is no mention 6f Royce's
name in any of the studies by Marcel de Corte (1), Pletro
Prini (2), Eduard Sottiaux (3), Roger Troisfontaines (4),

John O'Malley (5) and Sam Keen (6). F.H.Heinemann (7), it

is true, does suggest thét Marcei_considered his critique of
idealists such as Bradley, Bosanquet and Royce very similar

to Kilerkegaard®s own appralsal of Hegel. ”Igt'H91nemann does
not see Royce as in any*wéy'an espécially significant influence
on Marcel's development as a philosopher.

There are of course othef pltfalls involved in fhis
exerclse. In discussing the influence of one thlnker upon
another it i1s very easy to imply that the work of one peréon
has been transferred 'en bloc' by someone else into his own
writings. One must never forget that whatever has been adopted

" has usually been fully integrated into the writer's overall

{1; De Corte (1939) 2. Prinmi (1953) 3, Sottiaux (1956)

4. .Troisfontaines (1953) 5.0'Malley (1966) 6. Keen (1966)"
7. Helnemann (1958) ' .



scheme., Therefore, if there are any themes or ideas within
Marcel's writings that have been inspired by Josiah Royce, ¥
they will. have been-assimilated into his own philosophy.
'Again. it is very difflcu;t to assess the extent of such an
influence within a phlloéophy. and Marcel was aware of this
_himself. Although The Philosophy of Existence was written
shortly after Marcelfs study of Jaépérﬁ% philosophy; John
O'Mglley polnts out that Marcel could not tell the extent'of_
JasperSE influence : " he cannot say how far that work
favoured the development of its piincipal themes." (8) This
acts as a warning not to overstate the case for any posslible
influence of Royce, and to proéeed with extreme caution.
Another difficulty arises from the very nature of Marcel's
work. In expanding-Marcel'slphllosophy it would be éo easy to
look for a principle upon which the development of his work
proceeded. Marcel himself répeatedly emphasized that this 1is
impossible, for such a philosophical principle would suggest
that one's conclusions were ieaéhed by preconceived assumptions.
Any discussion of how his thought developed.must guard agalnst
such dangers. | | ' '
Having admitted at the outset the hazards involved in
thlis study, it is now‘possibie to consider the encouraging
arguments-for_proceeding. Admittedly there are few references
to Royce in Marcel, but this is hot necessarily an indication
of the extenﬁ of his influenée;' Moréove:} Marcel d1d write a
series of four;artiéles called La_Mé%apgxsigue de Josiah Roxcé
and they appeﬁred at aniimportant point in his philosophical
career. Surely it may be.possible fo detect an appreciation

by Marcel of the American philosopher.

8. O'Malley (1966),page 6. -
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It haslalready been mentioned that there is one
exception to the lack of evidence from commentators; and
this one 1s very significant. In 1930 Jean Wahl produced
~ an article for the Revue de Métaphysigue et de Morale
concerning Marcel's philosophical diaries, Le Journal

MEtaphysique de Gabriel Marcel. In a footnote he admits

that he did not have time to deal with certaln very 1mpoftant
aspects of Marcel's philosophy. Among the list of topilcs
that he refers to 1s "the notion of the triadic rglationship,
inspired by Royce, but in many ways differing from Royce" (9).
Wahl at 1eas£}recpgn1sed that Marcel was indebted to Royce,
although he did not develop the theme.

Marcel's philosophy cannot be systematised, but it is
possible to recognise an underlying harmony. Indeed, O0'Malley
claimed that the concept of person was just such an important
factor in Marcel's work. He was concerned to find a way of
understanding the human being as a person that escaped the
dangers and fallures of empiricism or lidealism. Inter-
subjectivity became an important principle in his theories.
The concept of the triadic relation proved to be crucial in
understanding the role of objectlvity in connection with
human relationships and values, as they are found in the
lnte:subjective bbpd. In this study we shall seek to show
how central these arguments are to understanding Marcel.

— In the sentence quoted Jean Wahl adds the proviso that
the concept of the triédic relation found in Royce differed

from its function in Marcel. Obviously it is not enough to

9. R.M.M. 2Z:p.105 :. " la conception du rapport triadique,
inspirée de Boyce mais assez différente de celle de Royce"
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demonstrate that Marcel did read Royce's views and was
impressed by them. It is also necessary that one understands
Just how Marcel made use of Royce for his own purposes.: -An
inquiry into these issues may help towards a grater under-
standing of Marcel. )

After a short summary in the following chapter 6f'Marce1's
life, chapter three traces the development of his philosoph&
from its beglnnings through the period when he abandoned
~ 1dealism to the time when his theory of intersubjectivity
came to fruition. After this there follows an examination of
La Métaphxsigue de Josliah quce} from which it may be possible
to ascertain the impression that Royce left upon Marcel. 1In
chapter five the theory of lntersubjectivity is sﬁrveyed, in
an attempt to see how important it was to Marcel. The sixth
chapter discussés that part of Royce's work which particularly
impressed him. The last chapter summarises how Marcel's
theory of intersubjectivity was influenced by the philosoprhical

observations of Josiah Royce.
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CHAPTER TWO
The biographical background of Marcel.

In 1889 Gabriél Marcel Was‘born into a middle-class
home in Paris. His father held‘varlous posts in the Civil
Service} and his work brought him into close contact with
the cultural world of that time. Having given up Catholiéism
early in his 1life Marcel's father was strongly influenced by
current philosophical ﬁriters such as Taine} Spencer and Renan.
In other words}'his position_was that of a nineteenth centufy
agnostic, i1n whom the aesthetic had replaced the religious.
Gabriel's mother, however, dled when he was only four years
old} and her place was taken by his aunt, who soon afterwards
married his father. Aithqugh she was a Prgtestant convert
her ohly religious alleglance was to a very iiberal form of
Christianity} in which dogmatic béelief was of no importance;
religion for her was a matter of strict moraiity.

Neither aesthetics nor ethice was sufficient for the -
restless curlosity of young Marcel} as his autobiographicg;
essay in Philosophy of Existence makes quite.plain (1). Into
the atmosphere of his earlj backgréound there came another}
even more 1mportant} influence. He had few visual memories
of his deceased mother, but he was always acutely conscious
of her ablding presence. This experlence presented the young
boy with a vivid contrast to the physical presence of hlis step-
mother. This personal avareness within.Marcel was to remain
with him throughout his life, and 1t probably was an important
factor in the development.of his philosophy.

Marcel's experiences of school were no less arid than

those of home (2). His father and step-mother had a genuine

1. P.E. p.82. Much of the materlal in this chapter is derived
from this essay. 2. P.E. p.84
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concern for the boy, but neither of thelr attitudes was able
to help him with regard to the experience of his deceased
mother. ‘Sch601 was eﬁually‘unhelpful} as it stressed the
importance of academic adhievemeﬂt} and paid no heed to his
own personal growth. The 1ycéé had little to offer him 1in
comparison to the experiences of his visit to Sweden at the
age of eight; when his father was for a short time Minister
Plenipotentiary at Stockholm: |

"the Swedish landscape of trees, water and rocks, of

which I was to keep a2 nostalgic memory} symbolised for

me, I think, my own sorrowful inward world."(3)

These feelings of dissatisfaction with his own personal
life were accompanied by an impatience with the soclety in
which he lived. France, in the days before the Great War, -
had all the outward appearances of stability, but dullness
and drabness characteriséd.its public life. The pfevalent _
dreariness only aggravated Mércel's.feelingsz

"I saw the banal and femtureless part of Paris in which

I 1ived as an outward expression of a dehumanised colour~

less world in which greatness and the tragic had no place.

In revulsion from such}pedesfrian surroundings my th&ﬁght

soared towards metaphysics."(4) _

..As-he grew up in these early days.his first philosophical
attempts were a reaction against his experlences of the dullness
of life. _Métaphyslcs was a meahs of transcending the tensions
and dreariness of everyday 1life.

However, in 1914 thQ'Grgat War overtook Marcel;: He was
unable, because of'poér héalth, tb enter the army, and so he

o s memams i g

3. P.E. p.8h 4. ETBER.D. p.19
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Jofned the Red Cross, in which he served as an official. He
took his place, along with Xavier Léon, at the head of the.
Information Service; his work involved obtaining news of
missing men, and often the news .to be repofted was the death
of the ﬁerson concerned;..Every daj he was confronted with -
visits from the friends and relatives ef these mlssing men,
With the outbreak of war the stabllity and complacency
of France were shattered.- Hitherto Marcel had seen his -
philosophical quest as an attempt to;transcend the_mundane
trivialities of everyda& 1ife with all 1ts boredom and'
ordinariness. But such an aloof standpoint seemed no longer
eilther necessary or justifiable. The idealist blographer,
Romain Rolland, as an atdent internationalist, had remained
in Switzerland throughout the First World Wer] and'this
appeared reprehensible to Marcel:(5). These-traumatic
events seemed to demand his deepest concern, fer the disaster
that had overtaken mankind called not for his withdrawal but
for his commitment. Hls experiences in the Information
Service made 1£-1mpoes1b1e for him to remailn detached from
such personel tragedy: "so that in the end every index card
was to me a heart-rending personal appeal. Nothing,I think,
-could have immunlsed me better.against the power of effacement
possessed by abstract terms which ill phe reports of
journalists'and historians of the war"(6). The effects of
these experiencee_were cruclal to the development of Marcel's
thoughp; The contrast between the impersonal information
contalned in_the flles and questionnaires of the Information
Service and the personal tragedy that each involved led Marcel
into new paths of philqsophical_thought.

5. E.B.H.D. p.36 * 6. P.E. p.90
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.Henceforth he saw his philosophy as a quest to under-
stand the basic experiences of human existence, such as |
fidelity, faith and love. Areas of concern such as these are
very close to religious thought and exﬁefience, and Marcel
did attempt to establish thé-validlty of religious experience
even though he was not at that stage a believer. In 1929
he became a Catholic. convert, with the help and encouragement
of Charlés Dubois and Frangois Mauriac.,

. His conﬁersion did not alter the course of his philosophy
for he had already admitted that a philosophy must take faith
and hope 1hto consider#tion as important facets of human
experience. In recent yearé he has teken an active interest
in Moral Bearmament;" ,

Marcel's chief work'haé been in philosophy, but mention
must bé made of his other 1nteresté = drama and music. Unlike
Sartre he did not use his plays as dramatic i1llustrations of
his philosophical theories. Rathgr;they were particular
instances of the complexity of human relationships. They
were cohcerned with the same experiences as his philosophy,
but éhey'were 1ndependeht of .any preconceived notlons. His
dramatic work did anticipate his philosophy, for before the
Great'Waf his.playé were a means of exploring the depths of
humgn.existéﬁce. In these egrly years his fathef, as an
important officlal in the Beaux-Arts, stiﬁulated in him a
love. of the arts and this came as a.welcome relief from the
impersonal educational system. Drama, with its instinctive
refusal to ignore the concrete realities of human life,
'_created a tenslon in the young Marcel between 1ts own concerns
and the abstractions of his philosophy. The plays from this
early period, Le Quatﬁor en fa didze and L'Iconoclaste, .
publishéd under the title lLe Seuil Invisible, explore the
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complexities of human relationships. Although they are not
- based on any philosophical assumptions, they do antieipate
a much later rhilosophical development. At the same time they
provided a channel of escape from "the labyrinth into which
I had been led by my abstract thinking”(7).
| His music 1is also of some 1nferest. Marcel's early life
was one of tensions, and in his plays it 1s evident that the |
struggles of different personalities céuld not be neatly
res@&ved at the end of,thrée-acts: humén exlistence cannot be
comprehended so easii_l.yT ‘But in ﬁusicvit 1s posssible to find
and create a harmony that ‘cannot be f;undvin life or drama.

'Marcel's tglents aﬁ@_;ntereéts qpé;wide“and varigd. He
has never been an 'academic philosdphef'; and inifaét he only .
held an academic post} teaching philosophy;.for a short time.
"He has earned his 1living as a free.lahce ﬁritef. editor, critic
playwright and lecturer. Perhaps 1t 1s this variety of
experience that has made Méréel‘s philosophical writings so
fresh and invigorating. :

7. P.E. p.20
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CHAPTER THREE ' )
The development of the gh;losopgx of Marcel.

Having been brought up in a family that was familiar -
with the world of philosophy and literature, Marcel very
soon became well acquainted with those wrifers who enjoyed
great favour 1n France at the end of the nlneteenth century.
Doubtless his father's interest in philosophy played a very
important part in Marcel'sfdevelopmentw That interest 1s
characterised in the autob;dgfaphical essay where Marcel
describes his father as "imbued with the ideas of Taine,
Spencer and Renan, his position was that of the late nineteenth
century agnostics"(1). The spirit of sclentific inquiry
dominated the artistip and phllosophical l1life of France at
that time. Hérbert Spencer's empiricist thought was enjoying
great popularify: refusing to grant any significance to what
could not be verified sCienﬁ;fically he claimed to eliminate
any metaphysical speculation. Positivism, the anti-metaphysical
movement, derived from the soclal philosopher Auguste Comtg:
and recognlisling only the evidence of facts, had spread 1nt6
the world of literature. Hippolyte Taine regarded the writer
as wholly determined in his creativity by heredlty} environment
and the time of his writing. The rigour 6f his theory provided
Zola with a phllosophy for his own naturalism. Ernest Renan
applied a scientifi¢ approach to the history of religion,
especlally in his famous book Hlstoire des origines du
christianlsme..

Positivism had enjoyed a great vogue in nipeteenth
century France, but it did not satisfy,the young-Marcel;

1.P.E.p.81
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Marcel felt his life to be a duil éne. and hls schooling only
served td intensify this feeling. Hlis experience of the
presence of hls deceased mother created in him a deep yearning
to break out of the narrow confines of what he was taught at
home and school. He turned to phllosophy - not to fhat of
scientific empiricism, but to that of metaphysics, which had ..
agserted itself in France in reaction against the sceptieism
of positivism. | |

Both in the philosophical and liﬁérary worlds the
importance of determinism was replaced by an emphasis upon
consciousness.and'freedom in creative work. As the impetus
~of thls movement:increased scholaré and writers turned to the
great Cerman idealists as a sﬁurce of inspiration. The works
of Kant, Fichte, Schelling, Hegel and Schopenhauer were
translated into French, and were wildely read. Also the works
of English idealists, such as Carlyle, Tennyson and Ruskin,
were'availablé. In the literary world the novels of Huysmans
- and Bafrés were a startling contrast_td those..of Zola} while
the.symbolist movemént shows the same reaction in poetry.

However, it was Henrl Bergson (1859-1941) who made the
most important attempt to reﬂect the claims of positivism in
philosophy. .By'asserting'the superiority'of intuition over
intellect as a means of apprehending reality} and by his 1nsis£-

ence on human freedom from systems of materiallistic determinism,

Bergson ghallenged the fundamental assumptions of sclentific
philosophy. His theorles were expounded in Les Données 3
Immédiates de la conscience-k1889), Matiere et mémoire (1896)
and L'Evolution créatrice (1907). The influence of his views
on other writers of this period was immense, for they were no

longer limited to a static view of psychplogy} nor to a
mechanistic analysis of the world. He gave to philosophy a
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spiritual view of the uh;verse that was no longer dominated
by positivism and_naturallsm. The young Marcel came into
contact with Bergson‘s thought at the height of -the latter's
career, and he admitted that the éreat philosopher's work
presented a refreshling cbntrast with the reét of contemporary
French thought: "apart from Bergson's lectures at the College
de France, which I followed wifh a paséionate ihterest and |
admiration, the official phliosophy'of'the time was not a
great deal more inspiring than the political 11fe;“(25

Bergson’was undoubtedly the most significant of French

philosophers duiing.Marcel's.youth. but there were others.
Renouvier was one of them. He was concerned to underline the
importance of the human personality in the problem of
knowledge. Rejlecting the Kantlan notion of a "thing in 1tself"
he malntained that knowledge was limited to the scope of the
knowing ﬁind. Renouvier understood all knowledge to be personal,
as what one knows and believes are pérsonal constructions. 1In
his doctrine of truth and certitude he was nelther a
subjectivist nor an 1nd1vidua11st; but rather, showed affinities
with pragmatism, Indeed,.W1111am James greatly admired
Renouvier and contributed various articles to his Critigue
-philosophique. He had begun his philosophical career as an

Hegelian, but soon abandoned Hegel's synthesis of opposites
as an'impossibility{ His final position was the very opposite
of that of Hegel; the thesis and antithesls cannot be reconciled
for one must be rejected. This law of contradiction became
the basis of his philosophy. (3) -

The term "pragmatism" was used by another Frenchman,
Blondel, to describe the nature of his thought, but he

abandoned 1t when he became acqualnted with the work of Pelrce

2. E.B.E.D. 9.19 | 3. Gunn (1922),p.67
' E C.f- Smith (I‘IG‘.-) r‘?S' '
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and James, both of whom used the term in a different manner.
According to Blondel, man's life is primarily one of action,
sp philosophy must concern itself with the active life as well
as thought. Action cannot be reduced.touother factors,
certginly not tb positive knbwledge.m But this 1is no
subjectlivity, as 1t is a continual striving beyond oneself,’
and therefore presupposes a reality beyond.

Another idealist philosopher at that time in France was
Léon Brunschwicg. In 1897 he produced & work that displayed
considerable Kantian influence, La modalité du Jggement..in
his later works'Les'E%apes de la pﬁilosophie mathématique and .
la vie de 1'espr1ﬁ} he attempted, followihg Boutroux, to reach
an idealism balanced by'positivlsm.

Marcel, In these early days before the Great War, turned
to this idealist phiidsophy} prevalent in France in this périod.
Maybe this would providé him with the richness of experience
denled him by his father's outlook. He tells us at the
beginning of hié-autobiographlcal essay that he eagerly read
the works of post-Kbntian.philosophers. and Schelling
particularly impressed him. waevér. he grew very suspibious
of the systeﬁs of Spinoza and Hggel; and the reasons he glves
are very interesting:

"both seemed to me to immerse the feality and the

destiny of the 1ndiv1dual into an absolute in which

they were in danger of becoming lost" (4) |
Marcel's schooling was an impersonal one;_ As has been
mentioned earlier, he felt that the educationsl system was
only concerned to test his academic achlievement and was not

interested in his personal growth. His freedom was impalred

4., P.E. p.78




-1l

and 1t made a stark contrast with the happler experlences of
the personal freedom he enjoyed in Sweden. Marcel's reaction
against his education displays fhe same concern with personal
freedom. Whatever Weight one attaches to this 1t 1s clear froml
the coﬁmént-on Hegel and Spinoza that in his philosophical
quest his concern was to discover an area of experlence where
the 1nd1v1dual was respected. Obvidusly empiricism did not
fulfil this need, but neither did the Hegellan systems, _
| Where Hegei“ﬁas unable to answer his needs, the philosophy
of an English idealist prdved to be more appealing. He admits
that it is difficult to éssess the extent of Bradlej's influence,
but clearly 1t_an§wered'“a fundamentai concern already manifest
for a number of years - not in my philosophic thinking, but

in the working out of my plays"(5). The English idealist
movement was known in Ffance} and Taine himself had wrltfen

a book called L'Idealisme Anglals, although it was primar11y>
qoncerned with Carlyle. However, In-thg last two decades of

the nineteenth century,England was the scene of important
‘philosophical activity. In 1876.Brédléy(é)'published‘his

Ethical Studies, followed by Principles of Logic in 1883. In

the same year Green's Prolegomené_po Ethics (7) appeared, and
in 1885 Bosanquet's Logiec. .Bradléy's most important work,
Appearance and Reality was published in 1893, and Ward's
Naturalism and Agnosticism (8) 1n.1899. Marcel, in his étudy
of ideallsnm, Was'concerhed to find é way of transcending the
restrictions of the positivist outlobk. For Marcel Hegellian
idealism did not do justice to the importance of the person.
as an individual, and it was this concern that led him to

5. E.B.H.D. p.21 6. M.J.pp.x11,9,41,102,171,190-3,239
7. M.J. p.37 . 8. M.J. p.231 :
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examine carefully the work of Bradley. _

The interpretation of Marcel's philosophical efforts in
these early years (approximately 1910-1914) presents
formidable difficulties,'forfit ié not easy to detect a clear
progression of thought.' He describes thls early work as a
"dfﬁ&ing operation“fé?%r at fhis stage he was in noiway
concerned to write a systematic bhilosophical work. There
are tenslons in his thought[ for, while he. was resolved to
transcend the empiricist assﬁmptions} he did not w;sh to?
forget about the signiflcanqé of human existénce:

"y was ﬁesitating betﬁeen an idealism to which I

still remained falthful, and the trend of my thought

toward transcending this ideallsm in the direction

of an attemptuto reinstate existence....."(9)

However, at this stage 1n hls development, Marcel saw
the plane of immediate existence, the area of empirical
analysis, as incapable of giving any meaning to the world.
Philosophy, thed,'must.search,for 1ntelligitnjj§y on highef
planes of being (10). Hls chief a1m was to formulate these
levels of philosophical_thought; transcendlng mere'empiricél
interests, :while avdiding:tﬁé pltfalls of abstract subjectlivism.

Empiriqism soughf to eét;blish-thenarea.of knoﬁledge that
could be verified. ;Anythingﬁthat lay outside this field was
not true. If an object did not fall within the scpée of
verification, it did not exist. The  philosopher Léon
Brunschwicg accepted the intimate connection between truth
and verification, and Marcel admitted that he agreed with him(11)
Marcel accepted that an object could only be said "to exist"

8a. EB.H.D. p.A2 : ; —— -
9. E.B.H.D. gp.29-30 10. M.J. p.1

11.E.B.H.D. p.25
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when it lay within the scope_of verification. But he
stauhchly supported the view that there were areas of
- experlence that, falling.outside the possibllity of
scientific 6bservation} did in fact transcend qxistence.'

Wﬁat'were theée areas of thought ? Marcelitook the
notlon of "creatlon" and examined it.. According to scilentific
analysls man 1s causally dgtermined and conditioned by the
biological development that has gone before him. But is this
an exhaustive explanation of what man is ? Marcél was critical
of the whole idea of Qausglity, seeing 1t as no more than an .
abstract rationalisation of a world in process of becoming.
Science can discuss observable causes, but it cannot get back
to the beginning of fhe whole creative process. ;t is
impossible to think of time withbut a beglnning, yet such
a beginning is unth;nkable in empirical terms. The concept
of time cannot be restricted to scientlfié investigation;
Marcel called it “tﬁe 1deality of time"(12). Positivism may
retort that, as such quéstions are unanswerable, therefore
they are 1rre1evaﬁtQ§ But the problems of the origin of time
and of creation inevitably arise. How'is one to demonstrate
that such lssues afe meaningless ? Surely only by " a real
employment of pure thought..... and that transcends all
positivism™(13). |

The demonstration of the origin of time is beyond the
scope of emPirica; verification,'and therefore transcends
the realm of truth and falsity.

"We are incapable of not thinking truth about that

which exists, but to speak'of truth regarding what

1s outslde existence 1s;aicontrad1ction 1nvterms"(14).

12, M.J. Pp.,5,7,9,11-13  13. M.J. p.11 14, M.J. p.29
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ﬁétaphysics was an attempt to understand those realms that
lay beyond anaiysis and reductioniém} above the pléne of
what merely exists. ‘

Although Marcel was brought up in a distinctly agnostic
milieu, his dissatisfaction with the tedium of life aroused
in him an interest in religious expe;iénce:'doubtless his
experience of the “presencg" of his deceased mother made an
important contribution to this attitude. Surely_the claims
of religion could not be understood from an empirical stand-
point, and lay beyond truth and the realm of existence. As
truth could only be found where verlficaﬁion was a possibility,
Marcel i1n his ldealist days could not have subscribed to the
noﬁion of "religious truth". He did not conceive of his
philosophical task as one of establishing factual conditions
that would make religious falth possible; this would be to
introduce eiements of contingency and potentiality into an -
‘area that transcends such factors. No scientific treatment
is adequate.

“Tb;pqsit as possible a science of what is actually .

an object of faith is not to thimk faith, but to go

back to what falth has left for ever behind it."(15)
Religious thought, belonging to the absolutely unv-erlfiable',
transcends the conditions of exlstence, and as‘;:ggeds the -
bounds of objectivity. Since it is 1mpossib1e-to decide by
objective criteria whether religion is true or false, one
cannot talk about God as existing. How 1s 1t possible,then,
to proclain rengious~be11efs ? Certainly not by objective
knowledge, but by falth. Now, care must be taken in this

case not to see the relationship between faith and knowledge

15, M.J. p.97
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Ias parallel to that between probability and certalnty.

"Only if 1t-transcends_knowledge can .faith justify

itself - otherwise when.ﬁe assign existence to God

we are realislns'him-in space and time"(16).
It 1s as misleading to deny the exlstence of God as 1t is to
affirm 1t. In agreement with Jules Lagneau and Brunschwilcg,
Marcel denied the existence of God, but this did 'not arise |
out of an atheistic position, but out of a concern to
emphaslse the transcendental nature cf relliglous faith. For
Marcel failth was not an affirmétion of the éxistence of a
deilty; even as early as hils Fraggents Philosophiques 1909-14
he had thls to say: |

"the problem of the existence of God - a problem

completely devoid of metaphysicél meaning = c§u1d

only have occurred to a crude intellectualism

imprisoned in empirical modes of thought concerned

with contingent objects"(17)
In other words, in Marcel's idealist days his philosophical
‘attempts were concerned with transcending the plane of
everyday experience{ this was the only area to which gxistence
belonged,as 1t was the one in which scientific objectivity was
possible. Thereforé} when he denled the existence of God
Marcel was in no way adoptiné an athelistic position.

"In thls way the negatiqh of the existencé of God

~ is converted into an affirmation of the power of
God as transcendent as regards all that is empirically
possible"(18) '

To deny the existence of God is to deny him as an empirical

16 M.J. p.32 17. “Fragments Philosophiques 1909-14“,(Louva1n,
Neuwelaerts 1962).p 93, quoted in E.B.H.D. p.27 18,M.J.p.34
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object, while at the same time it is to deny that anything
in emplirical experience, anything that exists, is incompatible
with God. |

Although, however, he affirmed the realm of faith as
transcending the scope of objectivity, thls does not imply
that it 1s merely subjective. If the object of falth is
truly transcendent then 1t must be radically independent of
the act of falth. The relation between God and the believer
is one of liberty and 1ove}'1n Which.phe bellever 1s free to
accept or reject God. Marcel puts it this way:

"In other words, between Géd-and me there must be a

relation of the kind that love eétablishes between

lovers". (19) '
The relationship, being one of love and freedom, defles all
objective analysis. Falth and its object cannot be related
in the same way as the percelving sﬁbject and the object
perceived. ,

In hls ear}y phillosophical papers Marcel developed the
theory of a notion which he called "participation", and he
realised that this thesis made sense of religious faith.
Looking back on his youthful work Marcel saw this as an
anticipation of his later work. |

"When I refer to that early period of my thought, my

attempt to concelve participation as transcending

positive knowledge appears as an anticipation of the

insight which came to me a little later that existence

precisely cannot be reduced to objectivity"(20).

Fundamental to this theory was hls recognition of the

19, M.J. p.58 20. E.B.H.D. p.26
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crucial mistake of both ldealists and realists who divorce
the subject from the object. - Their error lay in attempting
to treat the object as a sepdrate entity, "without perceiving
that the reality in question owes its being to the participation
of the one who is thinking 1t"(21). The bellever cannot
objectivise the "object" of his faith. Nelther the subject
nor the object can be separated from the free act of faith.
Nor is the act of faith, which is primarily an act of love
and freedom, one of.judgement. Certainly a lover can judge
the person he loves for what he or she actually 1s} but
inasmuch as he loves he goes beyond judgement. 1In other
words, love and falth transcend the limits of objectite
anelysis. _
"The *Thou shalt not judge® of Christian morality
must be viewed as one of the most important metaphysical
formulae on earth"(22).
The act of faith and love puts hwmmbeingsbeyond all determination.
Marcel's theory of participation emphasised the bond that
exists between those concerned. For instance, the subject of
faith cannot be understood when it 1s dlssoclated from the |
object of one's faith. It is misleading to talk of Y"the
object of faith", for 1t cannot be objectivised. For Marcel
God is the reality of falth. Speaking paradoxically he even
suggests that one should think in terms of a "realism of the
object" and "an idealism of faith". Marcel was concerned not
to introduce any bbjective notion 1nto his view of God as the
reality of falth} because this would be to confuse faith and

certitude.

21. "Fragments Philosophiques 1909-14" (op.cit),p.43, quoted
in E.B.H.D. p.22 22, M.J. p.64
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In thése early speculatlons Mardel faced the question :
what 1s the relationship between "I think" (cogito) and "I
believe™ ? For, just as the subject of religious falth cénnot
be objectlvised, so the ego within the cogito 1s unverifiable,
for the coglto 1tself 1s a free act. Moreover} Marcel realised
that there was no objective link between the thinking ego and
ego that can be objectively examined; the relation is established
by an act of faith, affirming that they are united transcend-
entally. This dissoclation may appeaf¥ arbitrary, but it is
inevitable when one reflects about it. - The_subjects of belief
and the cogito are both transcendentally affirmed, but Marcei™
saw that they functioned in a different Waj. The coglto is
concerned with the absoiute ego, while religlous bellef sees
the subject as closely related tosits.experience.

"Through falth I affirm a transcendental foundation for

the union of the world and my thought®(23).
In the act of falth and loveQ as partiéipation} the subjéct
is no abstraction, holding itself aloof from 1ts experiences
of reallty, nor is God to be lsolated from the act of falth.

The theory df_participation:.wtth'1ts deep concern to
ensure the full significance of falth and love (24), sought
to weld the religlious act and the :eality that it affirmed
into an indissoluble transqehdentgl unity, a unity that
" transcended the realm of exiétenge; Marcel was not concerped
to establish a,rellgious.philosophy} nor was he concerned to
Justify religious activity. His aim'ﬁas_to understand the
significance of the human person, and any philosophy with this

intention must not ignore faith and love. His theory of

23, M.J. p.45 - 24, E.B.H.D, p.27
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participation, althbugh not intentionally religious, did
clarify for him the significance of religion in human
experience. _

It could be argued that the theory of participation'
developed during this period reflects-the monist theories
of Anglo-~Saxon philosophers} since 1t can.be shown that this
was preclisely the time when Marcel was most profoundly
influenced by post-Kantian ideslism. In the thought of-
Bradley, for instance, all relations, categories and concepts
are seen to be totally inadequate in defining absolute reality.
The empiricist categories of “fact" and "particular judgement".
ere for Bradley mere abstractions., Use of such words as
"abstraction? and "mutilation" is often made 1in order to
pour scorn on the attempt'to_see tne world qivided into
separate} detachable parts.'iIn fact there is only one thing
- the world itself. The Absolute is attained through
Immediate Experience; by direct contact with things 1in
senéation. There are no relations or feelings, but simply
feeling. ' ..

"All is feeling in the sense; not of pleasure or pain,

but of a whole glven without relations. and given

therefore as one’With its own pain and pleasure"(25).
The immediacy of the experience of the Absolute suppresses.
all external'relations.

Despite the fact that in his early work Marcel followed
posteKantian idealisn, he already had grave misgivings about
the work of phlilosophers belonginggﬁo this movement. As early
as 1911, in an essay}'Marcel faced the problem posed by the

25. Bradley,F H. “gglleg_gg__gggzg ,p.220-1 quoted by Richard‘
Woltheim (1969).p.128
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Hegelian-nofibh of "Absolute Knowledge" and Bradley's
"Absolute Experience". His chlef alm was to show that
neither could be regarded as a’self—sufficient whole, the
-principal mistake belng to hypostatise what was really only
a requirement of thought. One could not 1solate it and regaid
it as a reality in itself. The theory of p#rticipation had
its origin in this very observation. (26) |
But it was the-metaphyéical optimlsm of the 1idealists
~ that most annoyed Mbrcgl; even at this early stage. He judged
their attempt tofintegrate all "phenomenal appearances" into
.the absolute‘as an enterprise strewn with dangers. -
"The loglcal faith with which a philosopher such as
Bradley posits the unity and the transmutation of
appearances in the heart of thg real 1s only an appea;
to the unintelligible"(27).
Admittedly the original purpose of these diary notes, contained
in his Journél, was to prepare for a proposed systematic
formulation of his philosoph&. But. he became 1lncreasingly
aware that thls was impossible, although he admits that it
was not until 1923 that he finally gave up the attempt. (28)
But Marcel, in his search for a transcendental
philosophy, was still firmly under.the influence of post-Kantian
1dealists suéh as Bradiey. In the first place, Bradley's .
fhesis that the subject of every'Judgement is uitimate
Reality inspired Marcel's view of the universality of the
subject of the cogité, althoﬁgh the iatter saw that religlous
affirmations could not be understood on this level. Secondly,

Bradley's ﬁnderstanding of the signlficanpe of feeling in its

26, see note 17 aboﬁe,Pia- 27. M.J. p.9 28. M.J. p.vii
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relation to Absolute Experience clearly appealed to Marcel
and was reflected in hls discusslons of the importance of
"sensation" and "the body" in human consclousness. But it
1s in his treatment of the'pfoblem.of reality that his affinity
with idealism is most clear. ' Objective analysis belongs to
the realm of existence, to the area of appearances, but
metaphysiéal speculation lies beyond this limited sphere;
reality can only be understood on a transcendental plane.
Reallity 1s not something thaf can be objectively verified,
but involves the subject. The reality of God cannot be
separated from the reality'of the believer. Bradley's thought
. of a thing's essence 1é not that of a natural ingredient which
thought unveils, but as something imposed upon it by thought
in accordance with its purpose and interest.

"In brief, the idéality of a thing lles in the view

‘which you teke of 1t"(29).

Although Marcel wés not unaware of the dangers of this position,
he was in sympathy with such a standpoint;®the idea of an
element out of which_thought 1s made seems entirely meaningless"
(30). | '

Névertheleéé, despite Marcel's links with idealist
philosophy, his misgivings,.already alluded to, do anticipate
his later rejection of idealism. In Bradley's philosophy all
exfernal relations are thought to be 111usory; and are only
real in the absolute interliority of the One, This view
greatly disturbed Marcel.

"The idea of suppression thus appears as the fundamental

-constituent condition and ﬁonism cannot be defined apart

from 1t"(31). | - -

29. Pradley,F.H. "Appearance and Reallty",p.63, quoted by
Richard Wolheim (1969),p.29. 30.M.J. p.91 31, M.J.pp.9%=5
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The crux of the arguﬁent be tween moﬁism'and pluralism hinges
on the question of whether juxtaposition has any place in the
real. _

The possibllity of religious belief was ruled out for
Marcel by both solipsism(32) and absolutism. In other wor@s,
falth, as participating in the reality of God, is 1mposs1bie
where individuals remain 1solated from one another, or where
the individual 1s submerged in the being of the Absolute. This
concern of Marcel demonstrates how complex and ambiguous was
Marcel's position vis-d-vis the idealist standpoint.

.~ "The monists, I think, are thoroughly in their rights
as long as they 1limit themselves to stating that the more
we elevate ourselvés in being, the more'the purely
juxtaposed tends to be eliminated®(33).

Both the stribt exfériority of the pluralists and the
interiority of the monists gfe an tnadequate basis for under-
standing the realities of the spiritual life, or for expressing
the full reality of God. | |
' In his early theories Marcel saw participation as a
process 1n which extérnai relations, although necessary, are
left behind as the individual partakes in the full 1nterior1ty'
of the transcendeﬁt; Marcel appreclated the profundity of
Hegel's observation that the life of the mind 1s the suppression
of exteriority. It is realised "in and beyond exteriority"(34)

. Marcel could not agree with the empiricists that know-
ledge merely reflects the rationality of the world, but
nelther did he understand it as the product of a priori
understanding. The relation between knowledge and the reallty

32. M.J. p.61 33. M.J. p.95 3#. M.J. pp.102-3
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of the world 1s more subtle than eilther alternative, Rather
1t suggests “"the 1dea of a thought which is discovered in
discovering the world and has its life in that very discovery"®,
(35). The options presented by the idealist-realist
polarisation of philosophicael attitudes would make the reality
of the world and of the causal relations purely subjective

or else purely objective. This, however, Marcel rejects: for
the mind does not create the world, it "discovers" 1t, and it
is only in this discovery that it seeslitself as independent.

- Thought 1s not something that 1s there already; its internal:
content 1s derived from-external reality. That thought 1is

not pre-existent to its conteht was well appreclated by the
English idealists. (36)

The reallty of the mind, then, 1s constituted by 1its
relation to the world of exteriority, in which all can be
analysed and explained in causal terms. As the mind transcends
this realm, such. external causal relations are "interiorised".

"Now the intelligible, as I pointed out, is defined

in relation to the radical elimination of the pure

causal®(37).

The more the mind participates in being the more exterlority
is interiorised. Intelligibilityjis constituted as transcend-
ing causal existence, outside time and space, but only on
condition that it has passed  through time and space.

One of the principal cencerns of Marcel 1n'these early
investigations was to preserve the human subject as subject
against all objectivisation. When the individual is involved

in participation he cannot be objectivised. Only when the -

35..M.J. p.108 36. M.J. p.113 37. M.J. p.121



20-
subject is reinstaﬁdd is it possible to understand the nature
of human freedom. Objéctivity'and,necessity are limited to
the oonfinés of positive knowledge. The notion of
pérticipation in being provided Marcel with a principle whereby
he was able to escape the reductlonlsm of empiriclst philosophy.
He saw that the reality of human values lay beyond the plane
of mere existence where positive knowledge of truth and falsity
was imprisoned. |
Looking back on these early phllosophical attempts '
Marcel sees them as dull and unrelated to everyday existence. :
On the other hand, his early plays ate more concerned with
human experience. In his metaphysical work his interest in
hunan and religious values was: worked out in dull and abstract
terms, as hié only means of meeting the demards of empiriclsm;
but his plays provided an oﬁportunity to explore these flelds
withbut recourse to idealist schemeé of thought:
“"what seems to me now to be still ﬁorthy of interest is
the way in Which, on the dramatic level, I tried to
counteract this almost bloodless speculation"(38).
Marcel himself feels that these dramatic ﬁorks were concerned
with those areas of experience that he was soon to turn to
in his philosophy. In his Existentialist Background of
Human Dignity he chooses his ﬁnperformed_play}_Le Palais
de Sable, written Just before the First World War, as a clear
example of hls interests. The action takes place in a French
provincial town just before the Great War. The principal
character is a ﬁoiiticiah; Roger Moirans, who is dedicated. to

the cause of Catholicism. However} when hils daughter} Clarisse,

38, E.B.H.D. p.27
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tells him of her wisﬁ to be a Carmeliﬁe} the shallowness
of his position ¢omes to light when he recoilslin horror
at the thought of his attractive daughter shutting herself
away. Clarisse, deeply shocked by his reaction, pleads
with him to withdraw from political life and -give up this
hypocritical stance. Moirané. however} will only 6omp1y
if she glves up her vocation. In cénfusion, consultirig
the wortﬁleséfcoﬁnsel of a priést;lshe ﬁérsuades herself
that ylelding to her father's wishes 1s.her fifst‘duty.
He would have liked her to marry a young' doctor, but she
is convinced that she 1s not fitted for the normal role
of a woman. She feels heréelf’condeﬁned to 1live with‘her
father for the rest of her life. At the end of the play
Moirans realiséé that up till then he has overlooked the
obligations._and responsibllities of the bond that 1s created
when two péople love each other. A
"What.is presented .here as-é.definite'reality is
" the bohd beyweén beings - what I later called
intersubjéctivity"(39). _
Marcel recognised”ih these early plays an outworking of
an area of eiperlence that he wasAUnable to'approach in
his philosophical writings.

However, 1t was the ouﬁbreakfof the Great War that
finally made Marcel abandon ideallst metaphysics. His
search for transéendent values, above the plane of existence}
was rudely shatfergd by the human»cataclysm“that shook the;
stability and complacency.of France,; Existence was no longer
the sphere of thée mundane and the trivial} but of the
important and the tragic. The disaster that had overtaken
menkind called for, not his withdrawal, but his commltment;

39lE.B;H.D. p.34.
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the aloof atﬁitude of somepne:llike Romain Rolland appeared
.to Marcel as utterly iepxehensible.(éq“) |

His work in the Information Service of the Red Cross
brought him‘into direct contact .with the many personal
tragedies of the Great War.. This was to have far-reaching
implications for the development of his philosophy. His work
cohéisted of gathering information about those missing in
the war, and this involved the keeping of flles and
questionnalres. Theselrather 1mperéonal records formed a
vivid contrast with the personal encounters.with the people
cpncerned. This profound. experience raised in Marcel the
whole question of the significance of human existence. If
these. dosslers, in which people had answered questions
concerhing theilr loved 6nes; could nét reveal the full reality
of these personal tragedies.jin what ﬁéy is 1£ posslblexto
understand human experieﬁéé~% This was a paihful problen,
but it was one Marcel felt his prhilosoprhy ought to attempt
to answer. The 1n;ofmation that he gathered in files and
his personal encounters with many of these unfortunate people
made him ask himself - what was the.significance of "information"
and "the question and answer" 1n human existence.

"Interrogating, haking inquiries, and responding -

these were my activities, and, as a philosopher} I

tried to throw éome 1ighf on them."(40)

The answer, the type of information given, depends on
the.kind of question asked. Every question 1s an attempt to
resolve a state of indetermination (41). A disjunctive

judgement 1s involved, implying that only one of the judgements

3q9q, E.B8.H.D. r-36 _ o )
40, E.B.H.D. p.37 41, For detalls of these arguments see
E-oB.H.D. pp. 37-39. and. M.B.l pp. 138-45-
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is correct, and that fhé subject involved is lncapable of .
determining which one it %18y Marcel illustrates this principle
with the example of a pefson confined to bed asking if it 1is
raining. For an answer to be given the question must be
understood and the person providing the information must be
in a position to give 1t. 1In order to understand the question
he must put himself in the.pqsition of the questioner.

"The cohsciousness af the answerer is the meeting-groﬁnd

of the question and answer....."(42).

Certainly this is an obvious consideration when a person
is attempting to gain information from another, but there is
a difficulty when one consideré the more complex activity of
the sclentist. " How can nature answer the quéstion put to it
by the scientist ? The instrument does not "5nswer" him any
more than the thermometer answers the doctor. XA process of
selecting fhe sultable elements necessary for a"specifid
reading is lnvolved here.. In a. sense the questioner makes
the reply} but only by a medlating process. The sclentist
must eliminate everything that would make the answer appear
arbitrary. The question must be free from ambiguity: for
ambigulty 1n the'quest1on results in the impossibility of
answering the problem,. ; ot -

Objectivity, then, 1s bound up with a world of questions
and answers.. The anéwer to any question-is glven by way of
dialectics,"through the medium of & thou; that is to say, by
coming into communication‘wlth a wider and complementary |
experience”™(43). A person may ask himself where his watch is.

Possibly a-friend knows Wheréiit 1:} or he may remember of

42. M.J. p.139 | 43, M.J. p.140
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of his own accord. In either case, the objective information
required 1is mediated through his questioning of himself or
someoné else. There 1s} however, a distinction between the
fact and the answer that conveys 1t. The answer acts as a
mediator between the information and those.interested. Nor
can this distinction be eliminéted; for mediation is always
involved (44). Hence; in regard to sclentific inquiry, the
experiment acts as the mediator and interlocutor.

"In other words it seems that for us reality is something

that never answers but from which all answers must be

derived”™ (45).
When someone asks "when did Descartes die?" and one replies
"in 1650", 1t 1s not the fact that answers, but the.truth "as
transformed in an interlocutor®(46). All objective truths,
such as the statement "Descartes died in 1650" are defined -
as an answer to a possible question.

"Knowlgﬁge}.the knowledge of someone, can thus only be

consldered as a totality of answers susceptlble of

being liberated in this or that given situation"(47).
Marcel's discussion of the implicatlons of the questlon an@
answer had important bearings on his understanding of
" objectivity and its relation to human dlalogue. A question
can only be énswered by a béing capable of answering; and
therefore all objective information is mediated by such a
person. The information that Marcel had gathered in his files
was brought to him by people. Such data could not be divorced
from the source from which it came. Already he had established
a principle that was of the utmost importance for the

L, M.J. p.142 L5, i-b.-;gl-'m. 46, M.J.p.143 47.M.J.p. 143,
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development of his thought. _

His concern was to try and understand the significance |
of one's knowledge of one's fellow-men. How much of it could
be set out in terms of impersonal information? The 1914-18
war»marks the turning-point in his philosophlcal development.
Until then his philosophical efforts were based on idealist
assumptions. He had sought to establish the nature of
transcendent reallty. Man's bellefs and values belonged to
this metaphysical order, above the plane of everyday trivial
experience.. In other words, philosophy was a means of escaping
from the boredom of existence. waéver. the human tragedy of
the Great War set Marcel on a new phlilosophical course. His
primary concern from then onwards was to understand, philos-
ophically, the full significance of human existence. This 1is
the reality that the philosopher must investigate. Emplricism::
had already been seen to emppy-hﬁman experience of all
significance. A philosophicallapproach_was needed that would
not attempt to understand human existence aécording to
preconceived metaphysical conceptlions, while at the same time,
not reducing everytﬁing by eﬁpirical analysls. Marcel's
philosophical alms were directed towards understanding the
reality of human existence according to one's experiences.
Nelther subjectivism nor object;vism was able to meet this
challenée. His understanding 6f the signiflcance'of the
questionnalire ﬁeant that any objective information concerning
human belngs was to be found within the personal encounter
between people. Existence'was no longer seen as the plane
of mundane objectivism, but waslan area that opened up for
phllosophy a whole area of experience that could not be dealt
with by mere scientif;q apalysis._

His phiiosophical.efforts at this time are contalned in
the Metaphysical Journal. The first part contains diary entries
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of those months Just before the outbreak of war. These notes
were intended to form a systematic philosophical work. The
second part, which dates_from after the outbreak of war until
1923, is simllgr'in 1ts layout. These were stlill intended as
the basis of a larger work, and as late as October 31st 1922
he was still considering the nature of his proposed book.

"I am still thinking about my introduction -.1t

might perhaps be called Metaphysics and Reality"(48).
But he soon realised that large-scale treatises were not in
keeping with the exploratory nature of his work. There was
something artificlal and dishdnest in the wish to "en‘_rcram?a.ss
the universe with a set of formulas"(49). His reaction
against i1dealist philosophy brought in its tréin an instinctive
fear of assembling any "system“}.of imposing an artificial
unity and structure on reality. His concern to give priority
to concrete exlstence made the search for a metaphysical unity}
a rational principle, whereby everything else could be loglically
Ainferred, appear artificial, .His intention from now onwards
was to examine the concretg nature of human eXlstence} or to
put it in his own words,"to inquire more and more thoroughlty
into the intimate nature of experience, my own experience™(50).
The inconclusive and fragmentary nature of his philosophical
results is no accldent, but in fact reflects the reality of
man's existence; "for our condition in this world does remain,

in the last analysis; that of a wanderer} an itinerant belng

48, M.J. p.292 49.R,I. p.84: encapsuler 1'univers: dans un-
ensemble de formules®". 50. R.I. p.23:" & m'interroger de plus
en plus anxleusement sur la structure intime de 1l'experience,
de mon experience".
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who cannot come to absolute rest except by a flctiod, a
fiétion which 1t is the duty of philosophic reflection to
oppose with all its strength”(Sl).- Marcel set out to examine
. those intimate and persohal experiences that make up every
_hum#n 1nd1v1dua1. Withoﬁt introducing a priori presupposifions
as to how man is to. be understood. |

'The difference between the twb parts of the Journal in
. phllosophlical approach is evident. This can be demonstrated
by examining one of hils eariier entries in the second part.
In the notes fqr February 1917'Mar¢e1 discusses the question
of 1ﬁmorta11ty. He édmits tha? beforé the Great War he would
have considered the problem in a totally different light. At
that time he regarded immortality} 1like réligious-faith itself,
as beyond the trui‘:,lg vgfs_. :te.;ification. =z Belle§~ in 1mmorta11-ty
could not be proved!, for it was an affirmation of faith; indeed
it arose from faith. Bellef in immortality, like belief in
God. was involved in the act of freedom that transcended
materia; conditions. His only comment on thls now is that
the spiritual ofder séemed to be nothing but the eternity of
Ideas. Now, however, helfeéls the broblemlis to be treated
more and more in personal terms. .A tentative suggestion is
made that the suhject may . best be uhRderstood in terms of love
- that love wishes for the eternity of 1ts obJect He
understands himself to be appealing to a common human experience
which would then beﬂSﬁfflclent verification} but he admits
that this is all very ambiguoué. But this new mood seems to
indicate the direction in which Marcel was now turning. He

was now adopting a new form of reaiism} where immediate

51. M.B,1j.p.133.
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experience was of prime significance.

"Immortality, understood not in the hyper-idealist

sense we were just dealing with, but in the “iealist sense

can only be absolutely personal"(52)

His understanding of religlous belief took on & new
slgnificance. Previously, in his concern to preserve the
non-objective nature of God, he had stressed his transcendence.
Relligious faith was a question-of'particiﬁating in the trans;
cendent being>of God. But now Marcel expressed man's
relationship with God in personai terms. He cannot be
obJectified} he can never be a third person. In other words,
God is the absolute "thou" that can never become a "him". One
cannot obtailn information about God as a "him" through another
person, ‘One can only address God face to face, and thlis must
be the principle with which to understand prayer. In contrast,
scientific knowledge 1is 1imited to the realm of the third
person.

Marcel's investigations intoDthe significance of the
question-answer activity had led him inte a full«eXamination
of the nature of the second person which until then hed only
been understood as being of grammatical'significance (53).
his philosophical work'gathered momentum, once the war was
over when he would presumably have had more time, he worked
. out the far-reaching significance of these preliminary
observations. The function of the "thou" and its relation to
the "he" or "1t" opened up the whole question of the nature
and significance of human existence and its connection, or

rather contrast} with the realm of objectivity.

52;M.J.'p,134 - 53. E-E.H-D-'pp.38—9
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'The.realm of objéétivity is the realm of the third
person. Religlious belief is not to he undérstood. as it was
in the earlier pefiod} as a mode of transcending thils realm..
Rather, faith and beliéf-in God are to be expressed in terms
of the sécond person -~ the "I;thou" dialogue; God 1is no
longer to be understood trénécendentally,.but‘in personal;.
existential terms, and those terms are prip: to, and provide
the context for, objective Judgements. Again} previously
faith, like love, couid not be subjected to judgement becguse
it transcended the objective sphere% now, however} Judgement . .
1s ruled out because Lf.only belongs to the third person. -
Whgn one talks with'spmebne for whom ohe'hés.nq particular
gffection or attachment} that person appears as someone
possessing ahéwers-to.questions cohcerning'ﬁimself - in other
words, he 1s treated as a'source of 1nformation as required
on a quéstionnaire. ‘“But c;early this way of approaching
a person 1is ruled out in a relatlonship of love.

_“The more I love a belng and the more I pafticlpate

in his 11fe:the-1ess adéquate.this way of thinking

is shown to be®™(54).

Such dafa, as where he or she lives or was born, are irrelevant.
The "thou" can never be a mere store of common facts, to be
ransacked by anyone who happens to come along. The notion of
"answer" 1s closely bound up with the “thou", although the
"thou" is that which one can invoke rather than judge to

‘ bé capabie of answering me. Ahy judgement of a person is
.concerned'with "him" as a third ﬁersbn} and does not take

the "thou" into account. Someone who loves this person may'

54, M.J. p.158
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accept the judgements, but because he 1oves he goes beyond
them, He sees his beloved as an‘individual, and an_ind;vidual}
as a unique person} oannot be compared with another. Love,
then, 1s intimately connected, noét with judging or comparing,
but with seeing the other person-ae e unique individual. -For
Marcel love is an appeal of the "I" to the "I",

Marcel made use of the term "appeal® to safeguard the
personal relationship of the."I" and the "thou". God is the
absolute appeal, and prayer is an 1nvocation of God as
- absolute appeal. Marcel was at pains'to stress the incompatib- .
11ity of prayer and speculative thougnf. When one addresees _
God as "Thou" no place can be given to'such-questions as
"what i1s God's attitude towards my prayer?" Such an attitude
immediately reduces God- to the level of a third person, and
then we cease to treat God as-God."The.question of prayer
underlines the problem of how one can speak about God. The
attitude of prayer precluﬂee speculative inquiry. God is
ineffable, not becanse of his transcending all knowledge, but
because he 1s related to the individual as a2 second person.
waever; the constant danger here 1s of limiting God to his
relations with believers (53). God 1s a "thou" for the faithful
because they matter to him, but the objective world is seen
as an "1t", because no direct dialogue can take place with it.
_Iet it 1s pertinent to ask whether the world can be wholly in
the third person to@God} and therefore foreign to him, To
think that the world could be an object to God 1is to deny God
as God. But is it not natural to understand falth as 1ifting
oneself up to the living God for whom one is a thou", away -

from the ildea of the world for which one 1is of no concern?

55.M.J. p.273
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But Marcel would-reply that ohe must beware of elevating
God above the universe.

"I tend to think that this elevation of the soul to

to God'above all that happens 1s transitory and is

only a preliminary step and a preamble so to speak

of religious life"(56). |

'_God} as the absolute"thou", answers prayer, invocation,

appeal; but the object, as the "he” or "1t", can only be
thought of as indifferent to the act in which it 1s thought
of. In this respect Marcel saw the value of the insight of
realism,

"] can only think the object as object in fealist terms,

- and as soon as I think a subject as object exactly

the same applies®™(57). |
Bealism i1s implied in the very concept of an object. No
longer was Marcel concerned mérely to transcend the realm
of the verifiable, but set himself the task of inquiring
into the precise nature of objectivity.. In fﬁcﬁ, religion
itself did not entirely escape the bounds of realism. In
an entry for March 17th, 1920, Marcel admitted the latter's
importance for the believer; " a certain type of verification
1s possible or at least postulated"(58). However, Marcel
was constantly aware of a twofold danger here. ©On the one
hand}_&f the absolute "thou" is not to appear arbitrary, he
is not to be enclosed within the relation he has Wwith me; on
the other hand, there 1is a danger of restoring an objectivity
to God that has rightly been banished.from his sphere.

Marcel saw human existence as characterised by dialogue, and

56, M.J. pp.229-30 57, M.J. p.161  58. M.J. p.238
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in:this theory he sought tO'resolve the age-o0ld tension
between subjectivism and objectivism. Human reallty is
no longer seen as necessitating the transcendence above
existence, but is intimately bound to enistence 1 tself.
Clearly the contrast that he established between the second
and third persons made 1t impossible to maintain the confusion
between existence and objectiﬁity} for objectivity is only
to be understood as a third person in relation to the "I-thou"
dialogue, which is at the basis of human existence. In this
light the following passage takes on significance:

"For more than a year (and in a confused way doubtless

-for much longer) I nave been inclined to effect a

radical dissocliation between the ideas of existence and

objectivity"(59).

His experiences during the war hadnled him to see how
inadequately the 1dealist.philosophies dealt with the
significance of exisfence} for there 1t was reduced to a
minimum role for the sake of-rational principles and definitions,
The more the object 1s emphasised "as object" the more the
existential aspect is left out. The object is treated with
a certain "insularity", its existence not being taken into
account. "In reality existence and the thing that exists
cannot be dissociated"(60). Marcel was acutely aware of the’
chasm that existed between idealist philoéophy and integral
human existence.- | |

But existence is not some obscure abstraction that has
been somehow left aside by the idealists. Rather, it was its
immediacy that had been overiooked} There is in fact an

s
5 TS

59.M.J. p.28% | . 60.M.J. p.321
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unquestionable assurance concerning ejistence} and it is to
be considered primary - in other words, 1t cannot be reduced
or derived. The immediate experlence ef exlistence automatical1y~
rules out any proof or demonstration. A Judgement 1s concerned
with an object distinct ffom'iteelf, but there is no question
of this here: "the fundamental assurance we afe'dealing with
here is of the order ef sentiment or feeling"(61). Existence
belongs to a realm beyond obJectivity.EWherehimmediate |
apprehension and'éarticipation render the traditional relation
between subjeét and'bbject inapplicable. Jean Wahl, in'hie
stbgy of Marcelis journals(éz); compered these theorlies with
those of his earlier work. Instead of what Wahl described
as the "immediate capable of infinite mediation" Marcel was
now propounding a notion that could only be described as
"the non-mediatible immediate". This theory of participation
1s not to be confused with anything inyhis.earlier work. Marcel
was now coricerned to understand personal experlence, and this
was seen as participation 1in the immedieey of existence, not
in the transcendent. ﬂetﬂﬁ@sﬁoke.m ef*»~ "in the First
Part of the Journal is not Equily transcendent} for we are
immanent within it; being in the Second'?art is not purely
immanent; by it we reach_beyond'ourseives: we are involved in
something that is beyond us"(63). Existence{ as participation"
in the immanent, 1s identified in thevprimary order of feeling
or sensation, and fhis is radically opposed to objective
analysis. Hence, the foundation of objectivity and intelligib-
ility is basically unintelligible. -

The importance that Marcel gave to feeling and sensatioen
in human experience is closely allied to the significance he
81, M.J. p.ﬂ 62. Wahm)_‘s 1'immédiat infiniment méd-
iatisable“ "] *1mmédiat non-mediatisable . 63.Wahl p.91:"L*Un de
la Premiere Partie du Journal n'est pas purement transcendant.
nous sommes immanents en lui;l'8tre de la Deuxiéme Partie n'est

. pas purement immanent:; par 1ui nous nous depassons nous mémess
nous plongeons dans quelque chose qui nous dépasse."
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attached to the notion of presehce. It is possible to trace
these theories back to hils constgnt awareness of the pfesence
of his deceased mother. It is also possible - and for the
purposes of_philosophidal séudy more important = to recognise
~an indebtedness to Bradley. Ihﬁeed Wahl suggested (64) that
Marcel's phllgsophy of exiétence was merely a development, or
continuation, of the line thaf 1eads.from'ﬁege1 to Bradley.
' wahl maintained that Marcel drew much.insprratidn from Bradley's
view of the subjective ego, invo¥ving a stress on the lmportance
of sensatlion; also Bosanquet's theory of the unity of the
world and the ego made an impact on him. Marcel, according to
Wahl, finally reached a position that was in fact the very
opposite of neo-hegelignlsm,';nla restoration of the "immediate"®.

"G.Marcel is golng to unite the idea of thé immediate

and the idea of the absolute, which, according to Bradley,

were the very opposite of each other". (65)
One cannot doubt that the Anglo-Saxon ;dealists made an
important contribution to the developmeht of Marcel's thought.
But Wahl's view takes no account of the impact of such an
important historical event as the Great War. It is hoped to
show that these shattering events compélled him to look for
philosophical insplration elsewhere. Bradley and Bosanquet
did not help him to answer the critical questions of human
experience that the war brought to the fore.

That Marcel sti1l appreciated certain aspects of idealist
thought can be seen in his arguggnts concerning the sighificance

of feellng. Intimately connected with Marcel's understanding

64. wahl;p 77  65. Wahl, p.77:"G. Marcel va unir 1'idée d'immédiat
et 1'idée d'absolu qui, chez Bradley, €talent encore les
contraires 1l'une de l'autre™. -
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of feeling was his examination of the role hf the body; both
were not-th be treated objectively. He admits his indebtedness
to Bradley, but Marcel's aims were somewhat different.

"We are concerned essentially with determlning the

metaphysical conditions of personal existence"(66)
Such conditions involve the primacy of sensation: "existence
can only he sensed, as'sensation is the mode in which the
continuity of_anythiné whatever with my hody can be given to
me as a datum."(67)

Consequently, an objective represehtation of the nature
of feeling i1s misleading, and any analogy with the notion of
a message.1ls to be avolded. It is natural to consider sensation
as a kind of communication betweéen tw%ltelegraph stations, or to
imagine 1t to be like the scent of a flower - in other words}
to thinh‘of 1t as a transm;ssidh; But for the event to be
translated into such language, 1t would be necessary for it to
.be'given as a datum, and this-lé clearly not the case. Rather}
~sensation, as a pure 1mmed1ate, is 1ncapab1e of belng deslgnated
or characterised and this 1s doubtless incompatible with the
nature of any object. The existentlal immedlacy of sensation
must not be thought of as an abstract immanence, but rather
as "an effective presence"(68). This" ‘presence is not the
presence of someone or something, for that woiuld be to reintroduce
a duality, a distinction between subject and object. Instead;
if sensation 1s not to be donceived of as é message, as a
communication between two statlons, but as absolute presence,
then "1t.must involve the immediate participation of what we
normally call the subject in a surrounding world from which

no veritable frontier seperates 1t"(69). As mentioned already,

66. M.J. p.255 67.lM.J.p.269 68.M.J.p.331 69.M.J.pp. 331=-2
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Marcel's examination of sensation was aécompanied?ﬁy a
consideration of the significance of the body. ‘Beiﬁé
incarnate, like feeling, is a mode of existence; it is
indispensable to belng in the world. ‘-

InasmunH'aé a human being communicates with otheré
1t would appear that his or her body 1s interposed between
thgﬁ, as a medlator.. But the relation between the éelf and
the body is an elusive one, for there are as many dangers
invelved in thinking of one's body as an instrument or a
machine as there are in imagining sensatlon-as a kind of
message. Nor can it bé treated objectively as one's possessioﬂ,
as if it cah be disposed of at one;s own will. The possibility
of suicide undérlines the problem here, for to dispose of
onetsibody is to dispose of oﬁeself. Incarnation is a.cbndition
of human existence. Admittedly, the person and the body are
-not 1dentica1} but they cannot be separated. To conslider
the body as.anlinst;ument is similarly misleading. Ah
instrument as such is an extenéion of the functibn of the
body. But this would imply that the body 1s an extension
of something else. It may be suggested thét it is the souli
but this would be to convert the soul into another body. The
notion of 1nstrumenta11ty} then} involves an infinite regress.
Instrumental mediation belongs‘to the world of objectivity.
The significance, for Marcel, of the body.is not that it is
objective, but that 1t is the precondition of objectivity:

"The world exists in the measure in which I have

relations with it which are of the same tyﬁe as my
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relations with my own body - that is to say, inasmuch

as I am incarnate"(70). |
The body, then, 1s a condition of our eiiStence in fhe world.
The immediate experience of being bonnd to one's own body,
which is an object(body) and a non-object (one's own body),
constitutes the way existence 1s defined. There is something
in one's ouwn bocy that cannot be(reﬁuced to its objective
qualities. At the same time} the world only exists insofar
as one acts upon it; and thﬁs_action 1s dependent on the fact
that one has a body. An object is something that does not
take one into account, and insofar as it does not take one
into account, one's body docs not seem to be one's own body.

In these.philosophical-inquiries Marcel was attempting
to clarify how sensapion and the role'of one's body were
conditions of human existence. . As a consequence of his'
examination of the significance of question and answer,
dialogue and communication were seen to have central
significance in existential_expériencel All objective
knowledge 1s understood-as a third party 1n relation.to
this dialogue. ?hercfore existence, as it 1s felt and
experienced, does nét belong to the realm of the "1t", and
is thﬁs incapable of being objectivised.

The Question now arises: how did Marcel conceive of the
relationship between existence and the realm of the ”thou"?
The person to whom one refers as ."him" has been relegated
to an object. There is no.direct awereness of that person:
as knowledge of him is mediated by soneone eiée. Only in the
direct exlistential encounter can personal values be found.

In other wordé,'love and intimdcy will not be discovered

where meén treat each other as mere objecté, for  true human

70. M.J. p.269
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relatlonships are based on a direct awareness of personal
qualities. The bond between the "I" and the "thou" is where '
theldepths of humén existencé:are to be found; here the.closégy
connected notions :;;0f presence and value are to be understbod.
Exlstence is no longer for Ma;cel the place of reductionist
objectivisation, but the guarantee of Wbrth and value,"for
our Wortﬁ is decreased to the extent to:iwhich our affirmation
of existence 1s limlited, pale and hesitant"(71). Man can only
be examlined objectively if one only takes his external
characteristics into account; but these considerations are
subordinateto the profound realities of man's inner 11fe;
Sottiaux has described Marcel as a philosopher of the inner
11fe (72). The full actuality of this inner being, this
1ﬁterior1ty as Marcel calls 1f, 18 only recognised in the
dialogue of one human subject to another. External interests
take place only as a third party in relation to this dlalogue.

The development of Marcel's philosophy especially in the
years Jjust éfter the Great Wér} Was'both'a struggle with and
a development of idealist themes. In his concern to penetrate
. the hidden depths of humap experience he reacted with the
i1deallists agalnst the materialist view that man is a mere
body to be examined. Nevertheless he realised that idealist
philosophy was too subjectivisﬁQ The answer to positivism
was not subjectlvist idealism, but an examination of personal
values as they are éxperienced. Man lives by a constant
process of dlalogue and all objective knowledge 1s mediated
within this context. His experienbes in the Red Cross led

him'into new philosophical paths where his primary concern

71, M.J. p.317' 72. Sottiaux (1956),p.9.
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was to establisﬁ‘a_valid theory of personal knowle&ge. The
theory of intersubjectivity, the encounter between people,
fitted nelther into the positivist nor the ldealist categoriés.
Marcel's point was that knowledge of humen beings belongs to
a domain of 1its own.
These preoccupations can be traced back to 1914; yet, to
Marcel's own astonishment, it was not until July 23rd 1918
thét he underteook fo expound the sitbject, the_war years
interrupting his writing. The pauclty of entrles in his
mefaphysical diaries demonstrate this fact. During these years
after the Great War his theory of.inte:subjectivity was
developed. His concern to elucldate the significance of
human dialoéue was accompanied by a determination to deflne
the limits of objectivity. These themes were to preoccupy
him from then onwards; indeed intersubjectivity was to assume
a central role in his philosophy (73).
We have seen that the war years were a turning point in
Marcel's philosophical.development. His experiences in the
Red Cross coincided with his study of Royce's philosophy.
His philosophical development cannot be explained as a simple
development of Hégel or Bradley's 1dealism; coloured by his
experie nces during the war. His work in the Information
.L-Service gave him a new awareness of the purpose of philosophy,
~-'5'ant1 Royce opened up for Marcel}'in this new situatioﬂ. a
whole new fleld of philosophical understanding. 'Royée's
great work}'The-Problem of Christianity,appeared at this
critical time in Marcel's thought. The notion of inter-

subjJectlvity was only possible through his study of Royce,

73. The theory of intersubjectivity will be expounded in
chapter five. :
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for it will be shown in this work that Royce's theory
of interpretation lay behind Marcel®s own theories,
Indeed, #s Marcel returned to serious phllosophical
study, the name of Joslah Royce first appears in his
journal, and this was in connection with the question
of human dialogue and 1ts relationship with objectivity.
In his entry for August 23rd 1918 he touches on Royce's
notion of triadic relations.
"Here lies the profaund importance of Royce's
triadism and I think it has never been made
sufficiently explicit"(74).
Thls reference can be coupled with a simllar comment in
his essay Existence and Objectivity, written in 1925, in
Which he discusses the triadic relation between subject
and objeét. The relation may look dyadic, but this is
only so 1ln appearance: |
"Only :'as Royce pointed oiit with admirable clarity
in his later phildsophiéal work, this is only in
appearance; the relation is in reaiity a triad"(75).
During the war years Marcel had made a close examination
of Royce's work. The latter's book The Problem of
Christianity had not been completed until 1914; it was
in bhis book that his theory of triadlc relations was
fully propounded. Marcel must ﬁave studled this work
between 1914 and 1918, which is when Royce's triadism
is first mentioned by Marcel. Marcel attached great
importance to the notion of triadie relations in his

understanding of human dialogue in relation to the

4. M.J. p.146 75. M.J. p.336
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objective world. The intersubjective bond played a cruclal

role in formulating ong's experience of the external
world. The relation between the subject and the objective
world was triadic: -

The develppment of Marcel's phllosophy has been
traced os *mnﬂ&sthe emergence of his theory of inter-
subjectlvity} in connection with which Marcel first
shows an 1nterest‘1n the work of Royce. But the position
that has been argued in this chapter has much more
evidence to éupport At than the one or two lsolated
references in Metaphysical Journal. The main evidence
is supplied by the serieé of articles which Marcel

published under the title lLa MEtaphysique de Josiah

Royce in the Révue de MStaphysigue et de Morale for 1918
and 1919. In this critical study he dlsplays a knowledge

of all Royce's major philosophical works.
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CHAPTER FOUR

Marcel's "La métaphysique de Josiah Royce".

The circumstances of the origin of this work are very
obscure. As mentioned in the last chapter (1) it appeared

in the form of'féur articles in the Revue de Métaphzslgue

ét de Morale inﬂSiB and 1919 (2), but Marcel makes no

reference to it in his diafies of that time; nor is 1t ever
mentioned in his later works. Therefore 1t is difficult to
asceftain_exactly'what it was that prompted him to write

thls work. After all, if the four articles are taken as a
whole, la Métaghxsigue_@g Josiah Royce constitutes the largest .
critical study that he ever undertook = large enough indeed

for 1t to appear in book-form in 1945,

Marcel conducted this study.at a time when his own
philosophy was undergoling important changes. BRoyce, who died
in 1916, did not complete his last médor work, The Problem
of Christianlity, until 1914; so Marcel mﬁst have read this
book during the war. This would confirm oir contention that
his interest in Royce reflects the thange that was taking
place in his own position. There were certaln characteristics
of Royce's phllosophy that would attract Marcel at a time
when he was searching for a hew understanding of human
experience. Before discussing these basic features 1t will bé
useful to glve a brief outline 6f the work.

The first section of Marcel'é study closely follows
.the arguments set out in the Gifford Leétures, The World and

the Individual} where Royce examined the various approaches to

1. See pp.47-48. 2. The first two parts were published in 1918,
and the 1ast_two in 1919,
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the problem pf_being before he revealed his own theory; the
internal ﬁeaning of ideas. He concluded that to be is to
embody "the complete_internal meaning of a certaln absolufe
system of ddeas ="a systeﬁ,'moreover} which is genulnely
implied in the true internsal meaning or purpose of every
finite idea, however fragmentary®(3). Since the internal
meaning can only be embodied 1n an individual Royce's
discussion lnevitably led him to the notlion of individuality.
He was concerned to uphold the importance of the 1nd1v1dqa1.
Marcel stresses Royce's aversion to an empiricist understanding
of the humah 1nd1v1du51. The distinction that he drew in his
theory of nature between the world of description and the
world of appreciation would in no way permif the individual
to be treated objectively. _

"The theery of nature ellows us te comprehend more fully

this notion which at first appears strange} but which

demdnstrates in a vivid manner the dislike Royce had

for every empirical interpretatioh.of.the 1nd1v1duai;

that 1s, his refusal to adopt in this way an objective

criterion which suggests fhe total misunderstanding of - -

-what 1s in question™(4).

Just as the human individual cannot be objectivised, so human
life as such cannot be defined in terms of an objective soul
or substance. It is not so much a question of possessing a.

soul as of simply being. In stressing this position of Royce

3. W.I. 1 p.36. L, R.M.M.25 p. 384-“La théorie @e la nature

nous permettra de mieux saisir cette 1dée qul paratt d'abord
singuliere, mais qui 111ustre d'une faqonsaﬁlssante la repugnance
de Royce pour toute interpretation empiriste de 1°* 1nd1v1dua11te,
son refus d'adopter en pareille matiére un critére externe qui
impligque la meconnalssance totale de ce qul est en question."




-5t -

Marcei's_vocabulary is very reminiscent of his own philosophical

language.

"In short, it is not.a question of having, but of being,

that is,'of-becoming; and

this self-creation is not a

kind of jump into the dark but 1t is the adherence of

the whole of oneself to an order that one passionately

desires"(5).

Human eiperlence cannot be objectified. The world of

description 1s both inadequate
It is 1mpossible to understand
the categories of the world of
forms a deep relationship with
person as a human belng, and a
this bond of frlendship. .What

interest in Royce's search for

and inappropriate in this respect.
one's friend, as a friend, 1in
description; rather, when one
someone, one "appreclates" that
éfeater unity is created in

is so noticeable here 1s Marcel's

dategories 1n:whiéh to express

the concrete experience of'exiSténce} both in human relationshipS}

and in aesthetical and religious spheres, Scientific positivism

could in no way deal adequately with such intimaclies; neverthe-

less the danger of mere.SubJectivlsm must be avolded at all cost.

Rather, Marcel_séw Royce's Work as a. search for a higher

empiricism, reaching beyond the subject=object dichotomy.

"In fact the objectivity which science seeks to establish

is only the substitute for that higher objectivity which

would be being itself, and which is to be found in the

direct intercommunication of spiritual natures, which are

5. R.M.M. 25 pp.384=5:"En somme 11 ne s'agit pas d'avoir,mais
d'8tre, c'est & dire de se faire; et cette création de sol n'est
pas. une sorte d'élan qu'on prendrait dans le vide: clest
1'adhésion de tout sol-méme & un ordre passionément voulu."
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open to one another™(6).
Man's relationshlip with God 1s no absorption of the
human self into the divine being, nor is it founded on a
pluralistic monadism. It is a relatioﬁship between individuals(?7).
Nor can it be objectively analysed. ~The intimate relation .
between God and the believer is not one that can be explained
in terms of loglcal pecessity. |

“Between God and'myself an intimate relationship is thus

established, which furthermore, where 1t is understood
YEe2properly, cannot be seen as apurely logical connection....

_ but only as a bond based on a common goal"(8).
That Royce was concerned ﬁith the 1ssues raised by religious
belief throughout his philosophical career impressed Marcel
deeply. BRoyce had discerned a close analogy between the
relationshlp between man and God, aﬁd that betweén.huﬁan
individuals. Throughout the Gifford Lectures he was determined
to'presérve the integrity of the individual, resisting pressures
to allow any absorption into the Absolute.

Royce'% theory of belng led on to an examination of certain
issues - the problem of the one and the many} the problem of:ievil,
and the theory of time. Marcel expounded these themes in the
second section of his work. The third part concludes his
examination of Royce's earlier Work} and then goes on .to

introduce the notlon of loyalty as it was found in the Phillosophy

6.R.M.M. 26 p.129'"En effet 1'objectivité que la science cherche

3 réaliseY n'est que le substitut de cette objectivité superieure
qul seralt 1'8tre méme, et qui résiderait dans l'intercommunication
directe 'de natures spirituelles transparentes les unes pour les
autres." 7.R.M.M. 25 p.501, 8.R.M.M. 25 p. 386:"Entre Dieu-

et mol s etablit ainsi une intime solldarite, qui ne peut d'ailleurs
blen entendu &tre regardée comme uneitonnéxionxpirement loglque....
mals seulement comme un lieu de finalite, "
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of Loyalty. Although Marcel recognised in this work the
beéinning of Royce's finai period, culminating in the Problem |
of Christianitz; he did not conslder the ethical theories, -
centred on the notion of loyalty, a radical debarture from-
his earlier ldealist philosophy. For Royce loyalty was to
be found in being itself, as it was def1ned in his Gifford
Lectures. Loyalty is 1n_n§ way an external bond between the
individual and the community - quite the contrary : "it is
the active particlpation of myself in a concrete order}which
one undertakes to serve, and ﬁhich in return bestows upon one
the only reality to which one can aspire"(9). The notion of
loyalty came to‘play an important role 1n the community of
interpretation., The concrete:bias of Royce's discussion of
the nature and slignificance of loyaify in human experience
did not go unnoticed by Marcel. o

"It is falthful to that speculative empiricism which
”“m*lrematnsdoneTGf the dominant characteristics of his

doctrine”(10).
It would be a gross distortion to interpret loyalty in any |
subjectivist manner, accordiné to which the chosen cause
only has its reallity in phé acf‘by which it is chosen as an
object of duty, serviée an@ belief.

Royce's concern for concrete reality and his respect for
qpptriclsm are already in evidence 1in his Gifford Lectures and
Marcel did stress the lmportance of this éﬁaracteristic of

Royce's work. Neverthelesé, Royce's stfiving waards_a

9. R.M.M. 26 p.139 11 est participation vivante du mol & un
ordre concret qu'il s engage a8 servir, et qui en retour lui
confere la seule réalité a 1aque11e i1 pulsse pretendre.

10. R.M.M. 26 p.146:"1I1 est fildéle a cet empiricisme speculatif
qul reste un des traits dominants de sa doctrine".
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concreteness of expression found its maturest formulatipn
in the theory of 1nterpretation that formed the basis of ﬁhis
last work, The Problem of Christlanity. An exposition of this
book was undertaken in the last section of Marcel's study. The
central importance of the community of interpretation in
Royce's thought was of particular significance in Marcel's
assessment of his ﬁhiloséphy, for it is evident that Royce has
_ taken human experience as the formative criterlion upon
which to bulld nof only a theory of knowledge, but the
metaphysical principle of social organisation. Reallty is.
dependent upon a Erué interpretation. Certainly the latter
phase of Royce's career appeared to Marcel to be the.most
original and the most interesting. |

| "Once more it seems that Royce ﬁéd only slowly found

ways of articulating'his most originai and_profound
work...."(11) -~

‘The theory of the community of 1nterpretat10n-appeared to
Marcel as a prbfoundly concrete philosophical expression of
the naturqéf hﬁman experlence and of the unliverse in
general., Interpretation was ndt merely a third form of
epistemology} in addition to conceptidn and perception,
but- was also a basils fqr.understanding the nature of reallity
itself. ‘Royce had made a significant attempt to formulate
a metaphysical theory that did not 1ose‘1t§e1f in abstractiqns}
but remalned totally faithful to concrete human experlience,
Not only is man to be understood in social terms; but the

universe 1itself calls for 1nterpretatioﬂ; and therefore 1s to

11. R.M. M. 26 P.238:"Encore une fols il semble que la pensee
1la plus originale et la plus profonde de Royce n ‘avalt trouve
que tardivement 1es moyens d'expression...."
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be understood in the context of the interpreting community.
The universe 1s dominated by social categorlies. Human
experience fyrnlshes the.model for these theories, for
communication and dialogue belong to the heart of reality:
communion is to be found in the very depths of the spiritual
life:"our profound existence is always a spiritual eoﬂdﬁnqu%iwn,
a discussion or a prayer"(12). Through his study Marcel
characterises Royce's final period as "speculative empiricism".
This, then, is the basic outline of Marcel's study. In
attempting to analyse his main arguments it is important that
one understands Marcel's aims. waéver} this questlion does
ralse a problen, for.the unity of Royce's work does present
difficulties. It may be argued that Marcel left his exposition

of The Pgobiegrof Christianity until the final section because

he'regognised in 1t a radical departure from Royce's earlier
work., Certalnly it does appear to be very much different from
hls former Writlngs} and Royce himself was awaze of the apparent
disunity of his work. Hence, in the preface to The Problem

of Christianity he took great pains to stress how much this

book was in keeping with his former work. "I believe my present
book to be in essential harmony with the bases of philosophical
idealism set forth 1n-various earlier volumeSSQf my own} ahd
especially in the work entltled The World and the Individual"(13).
Marcel traced the development of Royce's philosophy with

enthusiasm,as the latter strove towards a concreteness of

12_R.M.M.. 26 p.213:"notre vie profonde est toujours in commerce
spirituel, un colloque ou une priere. 13, P.C. p.38
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expression. Marcel recognised in this concreteness a move
towards his own position, as he himself had abandoned the
philosophical aqEract&ons of idealist speculation.

"Last, but not least, the theory of the community of

interpretation made it possible foriarmorevivid and Mmaorg

spehif—;icj-mob}ou:ofi:&lcﬁwl’méb&bmtﬁhih &ﬁ‘ﬁ)ﬁﬂiﬁlb bktfarm

than the loglco-mathematiical scheme to which Royce had

recourse in the apbendix of the World ane‘the Individual®(14)
Certainly the Problem of Christianity, preceded by The
Philosophy of Loyalty 1n_1908, marke& an important advance in
hlis philosophical career; and Marcel did consider i¢hhat this
later work "indicates at least a considerable advance in
clarifying the baslc theses of Royce"(15). But it does not
necessarily follow that Mafpel was only interested in the later
work of Royce, snd that there was a definite break in Royce's
philosophical development. 1In a sympathetic study such as
this 1t is only natural that he should reflect Royce's concern
to stress the unity of his work. )

Marcel stated the aim of his study very clearly, and this
purpose applies to the whole of the work. _

. "As the very t1t1e of this study 1ndisates our purpose
here 1s only to give an exposition and,if necessary,to
s':nnbmhf-,f’giscussion of the strictly metaphysical 1deas

af BeofsRoyce."(16).

14, R.M.M. 26 p.ZiB “Enfin et surtout 1a théorie de la commun-
auté d'lnterpretation permet de se former une id€e plus vivante
et plus spécifiable des rapports du fini et de 1'infini que le
schématisme loglco-mathematique auguel Boyce avalt recours dans ,
1l'appendice du Monde et L'Individu". 15. R.M.M. 26 p.218:"marque
pour le moins un progres considérable dans 1l'explicitation des
theses fondamentales de Royce"™. 16. R. .M.M. 25 p. 342 :"Notre but
n'est ici, comme 1'indique Ze titre méme de eette. £tude, que

de donner une exposition et au besoln d‘amorcer la ad1iscussion
des conceptlons proprement metaphyslques de Royce."
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It is important to stress that Marcel did not see the structure
and methodolegy&df his study as determined by chronological
analysis; that 15, he did not begin his account with an exposition

of The Religious Aspeét-of-Philosoggx and work his way through
t6 the concluslion of The Problem of Christianity. On the:

contrary, as an ldealist Royce's philosophical woik evolved
arognd certain central ideas:":ithis philosophy 1s organised
_around a centre"(l?). The unity of Marcel's study 1s based
uponisgifyihg principle of Royce's work. For the latter
active 1ntercommun16ation was the living principle of all
'ieallty} in opposition to monadism wilth its assertion that
each entity 1s self-reliant; and thls theslis receilved its
fﬁllest expression in the theory of the community of inter-
pretatidn. But Marcel did not suggest that this theory
originated only in hls later work. It was a development of
the theory of being, as it Was_expoundedlin his Gifford
Lectures. Indeed, his idea of belng dominates all of his
philosophical writings. Marcel, then, detected anticipations
of his later phllosophy in these earlier writings. Unlike
some 1dealism, Roycé did not present an uncoﬁprbmising monisms;
indeed, 1n the system propounded in The World and the Individual
"finite ébnsciousnesé'appears as one of the members of a
spiritual community, whose futures are in a.sense certain...,
and which however,'in another sense}_fequire improvement within
this fery world"(18). The emphasis upon social awareness in
the theory of 1hterpretation implies that knowledge of self 1;
preceded by knoﬁledge of others. But this is emphasised in

17.R.M.M. 25 p.342:"cette philosophie s'organise d'un centre".
18, R.M.M. 25 p,502:"1a conscience-finie apparait comme membre
d'unecommunauté spirituelle, dont les destindes en un sens
sont assurédes..., et qul cependantenmmautre sens comporte un

_développement dans ce monde méme."
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Royce's earlier work, and Marcel missed no opportunity to

point this out. In his condluding paragraph on the theory

of nature in The World and the Individual Marcel comments on
the priority of soekal consclousness: |

"consclousness 1s social, insofar as 1t HVcS}lf’mé:tﬂt

gagfambgﬂ#‘mnmm&mhmbm which:ik: brariscends,

withdut suppressing them. That 1s because all true
reallty is social"(19).
‘The social nature of being is evident'throughout the Gifford
Lectures, for all finite selves are closely 1nterre1ated} each
being a unique expression of the one finlte will.

The fourth conceptlion of being. as far as Marcel ﬁas
concerned, was an important stage in Royce's pllgrimage towards
his theory of interpretation. In other words, the Gifford
Lectures represent an attempt to understaqd the social nature
of the finite self, and what 1s here expressed in 2hadequate
language 1s formulated in more concrete terms 1n.The Problem
offChristianitx. The ontology of his 1dealism is necessary
for understanding hils later work, and Marcel was convinced that
it underlies the assumptions of this later period:

"the theory of interpretation 1s not a substitute for

the fourth conception of being, but, on the contrary,
naciizneeds 1t as its basis"(20). -

The roots of his philosophy of loyalty are also to be found
firmly embedded in his earlier work. To illustrate this

contention Marcel quotes from the Gifford Lectures a striking

19. R.M.M, 26 pp.134-5 "la conscienchst socidle pour autant
qu'elle vit, si 1'on peut dire, de contrastes. d'oppositions
qu'’elle transeende, mals qu'elle ne supprime pas. Elle l'est
parce que toute réélite veritable est sotlale." 20.R.M.M. 26
P. 237:" la theorie de 1'1nterpretation ne se substitue pas —

g la quatrieme conception de 1'etre mals la requlert au
contraire comme son fondement."w
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anticipation of his later ethical theory.

" Be somebody.....Have a plan; give unity to your aims;

intend.something'definite by your life; set before

yourself ang 1dezal. "(21)
Althuugh- Marcel was deeply impressed by the later developments
of Royce's philosophy, 1t does not follow that he dissociated
_himself from the rest of his work., On the contrary, he
' continually stressed that the earlier theories prepared for,
and found theilr culmination in} the theory of interpretation.

Marcel recognised.Royce's idealism to be an attempt to
abandon arid abstractionism and to regain a more concrete
expression, giving a fuller value to human experience. It-
was the endeavour to find a new speculative empiricism that
Marcel considered to be the most original and striking factor
in Royce's philosophy.

Marcel's exposition:of Royce does not attempt to transform
Royce's idealism but rather recognises 1ts explicitly 1dealist
character. What it does, nevertheless, meke clear is that”-
it is in a “general sense"ithat Royce 1s "resolutely idealist"(22)
Moreover his method was derived directly from Hegelian dialectic,
although it would be misleading to pronounce him a hegelian,

- even in his earliest work. Indeed he was motivated by a deep
sutnwmncrof German hegelianism with all 1ts abstraction and
all-embracing claims Marcel is quite emphatic on this point.

"In various -places he hag taken great care to draw

attention to all that.disturbs him in Hegel's phllosophy:

the suspicion of positive scilence, the misuse of dialectics,

21, W.I. 2;p.288 Marcel's translation is found in R. M M. 25 p. 384
"Soyez quelqu'un...c'est 4 dire ayez un plan, unifiez vos fings;
que votre vie ait pour vous une signification définie; ayez un
1d€al."” 22. R.M. M..25 p. 344'“En ce sens general Royce est
résolument idealiste.
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and also perhaps, more fundémental; all that 1is so to
speak inhuman in the all-embracingllogical scheme such
| as Hegel conceived.™(23) |
Marcel realised that, despite his idealist standpoint, Royce
respected the importance of the empirical in understanding
human experience. He suggested; therefore, that Royce
displayed certain characterlstic; that would place him with
the English empiricists rather than the idealist tradition
stemming from Hegel.
"In Royce, along with bold metaphysics which are from
a different metaphysical climate} there are to be found
that cautious empiriclism and that 1ngen10us and exact
psychology which are very typlcally English characteristlcs“
(24). '
The truth is that Royce sought genuine and intellectual
experieﬁce whenever it was to be found. In this search he
took palns never to lose sight-of that concrete reality with
which one has‘contact in everyday life. Marcel spared no
trouble to underliné the deep impression that Royce's empiriclsm'
made on him. |
"Faithful to the empiricist tradition, although in a
remaxkably profound and fruifful way, Royée on the
contrary is concerned before anything else with concrete

experience, whether it is mine or yours} but under no

23 R.M.M. 25 pp.339-40:"I1 a pris soin en maint endroit
d'appeler l'attention sur tout ce qui 1° inquiéta dans la
philosophie de Hegel: le mépris de la science positive 1'abus
de la dlalectique, et aussi peut-@tre, plus profondement tout
ce qu'il y a pour ainsi dire d'inhumain dans le panlogisme tel
que Hegel 1l'a congu." 24 .R.M.M. ‘25 p.340:"0n retrouve chez
Royce, avec des hardiesses métaphysiques qui sont d'un autre
climat 1nte11ectue1, cette prudence empiriste, ce psychologisme

1ngen1eux et précis qul sont bien des caractires spécifiquement
anglais."
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circumstahces 1s it experience in general."(25).

Royce's concern for concrete reality and his respect for
emplrlcism-aré‘evident in his-bhiloscphical development.
But his was an empiricism that was to be found within an
1dealist framework. His respect for the integrity of the
human individual, founded on an idealist theory of being,
led him eventually to his theory of the community of inter-
pretation. .

It is evident from his study of Royce's phllosophy that
Marcel recognised that Royce belonged to the ldealist tradition,
but this particular type of idealist phllosophy impressed
Marcel for it displayed a serious concern- to explore the full
significance of concrete experlence.ahd the important
implications of‘being an individual. Marcel noted in Royce's
Gifford Lectures a determined struggie against the dangers of
absorbing the individual within an abstfact system of ldeas.
Marcel saw Royce s work as a unlty, although he pereeived that
the empliricist bias of his work evident in a11 his writings,
attained a fuller expression in his theory of 1nterpretation.
An analysis of La M&taphysique de Joslah Royce supports. 1 the

contention that Marcel displayed a Warm sympathy for the whole
of Royce's philosophical writings, but his later work,
particularly-The Problem of Christianiti, constitutes the area
where any direct influence on Marcel is to be located.

Support for this argument can be found in his other

writings, although actual_refeﬁ?ces are very few. There are

25, R M, M. _j p. 373 "Fidéle & la tradition empiriste.
singuliérement approfondle et enrichie, 11 est vral, Roxce est
au contralre avant tout precccupe de l'experienee concrete celle
qul est la mienrie ou la votre, mals qul n'est en-.aucun cas
Erfahrung iiberhaupt."
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two references in Marcel's own Gifford Lectures, The Mystery
of Being; there afe two in his The Existentis] Background of
anman Dignity and one in Homo Viator; the remainder (nine in

all) are to be found in his Metaphysical Journal.

In his own account of the development of his thoughf in .
The Existential Eackgrdund of Human Dignity he acknowledges )
the debt he owes to Royce and American philosophy in general(26).
In his Metaphysical Journal he does occasionally allude to the
work of Royce, and this can be taken as evidence supporting

the impression given by la Métaphysique de Josiah Royce. For

instance, in an entry fdr December 1st 1919 he discusses the
place and meaning of the wlll in the act of falth and love.
Faith is a refusal to compare. In an individual there 1is
something that transcends the Scope_of judgement, and anyone
who loves that person goes beyond any such judgement. Royce
maintained that love individualises, for as an individual 1is
- unique that person is Beyond:compagison. Clearly Marcel was
impressed by Royce's interest in tﬁé concrete.

Nevertheless 1t is quite clearly wrong to regard Marcel
as at all slavishvin.his attitude towards Royce. In his

Metaphysical Eqéiiél he makes i1t plain enough that he is

critical of some of the positions advocated by Royce 1in hils
earlier work. For insténce; in an entry for December 1st 1920
Marcel édmits that Royce's notion of_the-Absolute-All-Knower
pays far too little attention to the importance of human
relationships. The same theme is touched upon in the :entry for
December 3rd 1920 ﬁhen Royce is criticised for maintaining

that an omniscient thousﬁt i1s involved in every search for truth.

26. E.B.H.D.p.1
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What we have  just said does not, however,weakan our
argument that Royce was a formative 1nf1uenée on Marcel, for
it is Royce's later work that represents the point of contact.
This i1s very clear ffom the wgg-in,whichpMarcel speaks of the
théme of lgyalty. On each of the three occasions ﬁhen he
touches on this theme he acknowledges the importance of Royce's
work for hls own thinking on this subject. In a passage
dated December 15th 1920 the value of loyalty as an ethical
principle is admitted. In Homo Viator similar recognition
is given to Royce's notion of Ioyalty to a cause. The true
relation of a person to a community ls.one of loyalty:; Marcel
quotes Royce's teaching that true loyalty is loyalty to logsity,
and this in turnlls Ibyalty'to ﬁumanlty. Marcel acknowledged
the profundity of this, but he admitted that Royce may have
ignored the ethiczal difficulties into Which ldealism runs.
Nevertheless}iﬁﬁspité.of certain inevitable reservations,
Marcel was obviously deeply impressed by Royce¥%s notion of
loyalty; 1t did play an important role in the working out of
Marcel's own views about fidelity. Loyalty to a cause is n§
mere allegiance to an abstract principle: rather} the cause
to which 3oyalty dedicates itself is of a supra-personal
character. That Boyce showed great respect for empirical
reallty when formulating his ethical theories was of great
importance to Marcel's own philosophlcal interests, for the
notlon of. loyalty appeared to Marcel as a serious attempt to
come to terms with .concrete reality, without reducing human
experience tb mere objectivism. Loyalty's place within the -
human community was of the utmoét significance for Marcel';
own understanding of fidelity in the context .of human relation-

ships.
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Indeed, 1t was the stress given by Royce on social

awareness that particularly impressed Marcel. Royce's
metaphysical theories found thelr culmination in the theory
of interpretation, in whiéh knowledge was understbod to 'be
the posséssion of a_community.: In his Gifford Lectures the
object of one's knowmedge is gained according to the aims
of the subject. 1In hils later fheories, set out in ghg.
Pr;blem of Christianity,objective knowlédge belongs to a
community which selecps its 1nformation according to its
needs and purposes.' Ethical principles such as loyalty are
intimately cbnnected with the notion of community. The
community is maintalned by the determination_of the individual
to follow the cause of the community. It can be seen that
these theofies can be_traged back to the principies under-
1ying hié earlier'work} although Marcel recognised that they

found thelr fullest.expression in The Problem of Christianiti.

Marcel did fear that Royce had objectified the universal
community when it could be better reﬁresented as a
discussion of ideas (27). Nevertheless} this small reservation
was vastly outwelghed by the far-reaching impression that
Royce's work 1eft upon_hlm. Royce's own version of 1dea11st
philosophy préved fo'be a lasting influence on Marcel because
1t was different from the idealism that hé had studied before
the war, which was tot#lly incapable of meeting his
philosophical needs. | _ |

Marcel wlshéd to-underétahd the relatiopship between
our personal knowledge of one another, found 1n human

relationships,and the aréa of objectivity. Royce's

27. H.V. pp.206=7
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epistemology, as 1t was developed in his later work, set

out a theory that coincided with Marcel's own requirements.

' La_Métaphyslque de Josish Royce makes it quite plain that

Royce's theory of'triadic relations was of crucial 1mportancé
for Marcel, and this claim is Qorroborated in thé references
in the Metaphysical Journal already ménfioned (28).

In assessing the evidence of Marcel's study of Royce
one can clearly see that Marcel grasped tﬁe essential unity
of BRoyee's work. ' The theory of the internal meaning of ideas
as set out in his earlier work was a définite preparation and
baslis for hls theory of interpretation. BRoyce was able té
establish an 1dealist system that could help Marcel to
formulate a philosophy of exlsﬁence by its insights into
‘the significance of human reletionships. An examinatlion of
La Métaphysique de Josiah.Roxcé does throw important light
on the development of Marcel's philosophy during the period
of the Great War and 1ts aftermath. Duping this time his
theory of intersubjectivity eherged énd_this notion became
crucial to Marcel's concept of a persqﬁ. Having established
in this chapter that Marcel attached much 1mportance to
Royce's theery of'lntéfﬁretation; our aim 1in thé followlng
chapters 1s to establish just how he used the 1qsights_6f
Royce's work in forming the fundamental concept of inter-

subjectivity.

28, See above, page 47.
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'CHAPTER FIVE
Intersubjectivity.

In chapter three we traced the orligins of Marcel's
theory of 1ntérsubjéct1v1ty. We saw how thlis notlon arose
from the contrast between objective knowledge and personal
knowledge. Marcel came to realise that the intimate
knowledge that one galns from encounters with otheér people
cannot be formulated in objective terms, such as could be
found in the files of the Information Service. In abandoning
the ideallism 6f his earl}er years he had come to appreclate
the importance of intercommunication bétween men in their
personal growth. Indeed, we saw in the preceding chapter
that thlis emphasls upon soclal.awareness found great
philosophical inspiration in his study'of Royce. NevertheleSS,
the impersonal natufe of modern society} with its mass
collectivisation, seemed to hinder men from enjoying the
experience of personal communication. In a later work
Marcel stressed the problem of man's identlity in a modern
socliety.

"There can be no authentic depth exCept where there cén

be real communion; but there will never be any real

communion between individuals centred on themselves,
and in consequence morbidly. hardened, nor in the

heart of the mass, within the mass-state."(1)

The dangers of technocfacy and the mass-state are only
too apparent to Marcel. Life 1s bécominé more and more
qrganised. The Stalinist state is an obvious example of
the ever-increasing collectivisation of western ciﬁilisation.

The state functions as a glant bureauvcratic machine, in which

1. M.A.H. p.200
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all that is human and pérsonal-finds né rlace. The effects
upon man's self—under#tandlng are calamitous. The emofive
words "function" and "machine" underline Marcel's deepest
fears. In this automated sbciéty man 1§ reduced tb a
'machine himselfs; he serves a function - a function geared to
efflclency and productivity. As a concrete example Marcel
tqu the case of the ticket-collector on the underground (2).
'This man's life 1s rigldly time-tabled; even his sleep is a
function thgt wlll make possibie his oveféll efficlency.
Everything‘in'his 1ife conspires to identify him with his
functions. Even death 1s seen as the scrapping of a machine
that no longer serves any useful purpose.

There 1s pgthing more grotesque than the modern state's
attempt bo reduce tﬂe significénce of a person to a few
particulars contained 1nfoné or two pages of an official
dossier. Such a document was meant to account for all that.
is important in the man's i1dentity. His personality lies
open to anyone who wlshes to look. But how can these
' particulérs be divorced from the»person 6oncerned? Marcel's
experiences during the Great War have already been seeﬁ to
underlie these observations(B), Such a functionalised world
has the effect of ovérpowering the ordinary person witﬁZﬁneasy
feellng that his personal 1life has been swamped by his
functions, that he is of no slgnificance_as & person.

%225 Thls increasing collectivisation'of modern soclety 1is

accompaenied by a process of atémisétipn. The two are closely

linked. For as the collective sotlal order strips man of all

persbhal sigﬁificance, of everythlng except the functions he
e

performs, soA?inds himself possessing no common ground

. Wwlth his fellow-men except in regard to his functions.

2. P.E. p.2, cf. M.B. 2 p.37f. 3. See above,p.29
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Totalltarian collectivisatlion produces an atomised society,
thiat cannot be considered a true communlty.;

Life, under the new soclal organisation, hasﬂlost its
old intimacy. The personality is gradﬁally coerced’ into
identifying himéelf with an official, public identity. His
interior 1life, his being, is ighored, and consequently the
person himself begins to ignore it. The world we are now
living in is, as Marcel describes it, a broken world (4).

But, it may be objected, has there ever been a time ﬁhen the
world has been intact? Marcel was not meking such a claim,

No matter what the historical .facts, however, 1t is indisputable
that the awareness of this broken state has become acute in

our own time. The technocratic machine has devitalised man;

he 1s being compelled to substitute a funétion for his very
being, the community is being replaced by a machine. Yet at

the same time a protest against this violation wells up from

the very depths of human nature. It is this resentment that
Justifies talk of a broken world.

The situation goes deeper than this. Mentlon has already
been made of man's resentment of the encroachments of
technological thought; he feels that the link that binds him
to his fellowﬁen in a true community 1s threatened. -Yet the
soclal situation as it is today has so fashioned man's life
that he passively accepts this devitaliséd worlds; increasingly
he is losing his awareness of belng threatened. _The problem
of being no longef occurs to him. Everything is reduced to
the purely natural, which is no more th;n a degraded reduct-
ionism. Indeed, this attitude has its foumdation in a wide-

- spread refusal - a refusal to reflect and 1ﬁagine (5), and is

k. See Le Monde Casse published With Positlon et approches
goneretes du mystdre ontologigue (EngIish EransIaEEon in P.E.)
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at the heart of so many contemporary evils. This refusal to
reflect 1s the pathetic outcome of the fragmentation and
functionallsation of mass-society. Such a reduction of all
reallty to the realm of the purely natural is a central
factor in the wldespread degradation of man in our own times.
| Modern techniques} by thelr veéy nature} comprehend man
only in the realm of the proﬁlematic. Anything that cannot
be placed in this category is dismiésed as being of no -
consequence, A problem calls for a.801ufion: when a solutlon
is found the problem ceases to be a problem. ‘It has been
explalned away. Such a high-handed attitude ralsed Marcel's
suspicions, but this is not toldenigrate the rightful place
of the problematic in scienfific analysls; But he did protest
agalnst i1ts encroachments into such flelds that do not admit
of such a treatment. How can the question of man be totallj
subjected to problematic analysis, as any such objectivist
reductionisnm sﬁrips man of everything related to his humanity?
The question of what it means to be a man cannot be ralsed
in a world from which technocracy has banlshed all wonder and.
dignity, a world where the question of being has become
redundant.
Nevertheless, our technocratic world does produce in
some men a resentment, a vague feeling that something has been
lost. There is a lack , an 1mpoverishment} an aridity; Yet
"it 1s by starting from that point thgt we can experience
what I have called ontologlcal exigence®(6). Reductionist
thought has domiﬂated the modern world. Sclentific anaiysis
is capable in theorf of explaining all phenomena,.and this ‘

5. M.B. 1 p.36 6. M.B. 2 p.40
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has resulted in a loss of mystery. Everything cén be
explained, but positivist thbught cannot give any metaphysicél
meaning to the world. It cannot deal with the ontological
question. Behind the apparent confidence in positivist
methods there is a deep longing to find some meaning in life.
There is in the modefn world What Marcel calls an appetite
for being (7). This need for an ontblogy stems from a general
anxiety concerning empiricist techniques: "up to what point
does explanation actually possess the power to eliminate the
thing explained?"{8). This urge to discover an ontology stems
from an overwhelming sense of being threatened by the arrogant
claims of positivism. Whereas curiosity underlies scientific
research, this sense of uneasliness 1s the prime motive
behind metaphysical inquiry.

A word needs to be sald with regard to the distinction
between curiosity and uneasiness. Curiosity} one may say}
1s the attitudesof a scientist in his striving to grasp and
analyse an object, to understand and #solve the problems that
are posed before him, although they do not affeét him as a
person. His own identity 1is taken for granted.

"To be curlous 1s to start from a particular fixed

centre"(9).
In contrast to this} uneasiness 1s basically an uncertainty
of one's own centre. When I am anxious about the safety of
a friend 1t is bound to affect the stabllity of my own self.
Curlosity turns into uneasiness in direct proportion to the
extent that it is concerned with what cannot be separated from

me (10). Unlike curiosity a solutlon cannot be applied to

7. M.J. p.2088 8. B.H. p.bt5 9. H.V. p.138
10, H.V. p.138, P.I. p.2k. :
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uneasiness.

Métaphysical uneasiness takes root in the insolent
claims of the obﬁective empiricism of technocracy, posing
for us the terrifyling danger of reducling everything,especlally
man, to the>pure1y natural. The'maching-like qualities of
modern life ignore oné'é being, rendering it meaningless. The
realm of the problematic tends to exorcise everything that 1is
personal and intimate. - There is a need; therefore, to restore
what ha8 been lost.

"In such a world the ontological need} the need of being

is exhausted in exact proportion to the breaﬁing up of

personality on the one hand and, on the‘other} to the
ﬁiﬁumyhiﬁmph of the category of the 'purely natural' and the
consequent atrophy of the faculty of wpnder"(ll).

The word "wonder" is important. Marcel saw the experience
of wonderment (euu"mse:v ) as a fundameﬁtal datum of
philosophical research (12). This can be linked with the
notion of receptivity} which 1s discussed later. In fact his
clear distinction between problem and mystery helps to
elucidate the nature of the restoration of what has been lost
at the hgnds of objectivisation. A problem, as was seen, 1is
something which 1is éet before man. The natural is the province
of the problematic. A mystery} on the other hand, 1s something
in which one finds oneself involved. It cahnot be set before
one in its entirety (13).

"A mystery is a problem which encroaches upon its own

data"(1l)

Of course there 1is always the danger of a myster& being

perverted into a.problem. The problem of evil is a clear

11, P.E.p.4+ 12. E.B.H.D.p.11 13. B.H.p.109 . 14, P.E.p.8
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example. One may be tempted to view the evil in the world
from the outside, seeing it as the defective functioning of

a machine. On the'dther hand, however, one may_realise that
| one cannot step aside from the fact of evlil; the qﬁestion of
evil involves one's own being. Evil cannot therefore be
analysed objectively. It is a mysfery that transcénds mans;
there is no "solution". However, the mysterilous is not to
be confused with the unknowable,.to be dispelled with the
advance of knowledge. BRather, the mysterious belongs to the
realm of the metaproblematic, where objegtlyé analysis cannot
be practised. . The mysterlous, fhé metaproblematic is the
ohtologicél (15). | |

The problem of belng is therefore a misleading designsation;
"ontologlcal mystery"™ is much m&re preferable (16). Unless the
ontologlcal mystery 15 to be distorted care must be taken as
to how it is approached. The notion of presence 1s an lmportant
factor in Marcel's argument ﬂl?). Presence, like mystery,
cannot be demonstrated, solvéd or anaiysed. In the world of
the metaproblematic presence 1is revealed. Unlike the problematic,
it cannot be reduced to details; Belng can be recognised or
1gnored} 1t can be acknowledgedvor it can be denied} and thils
acknowledgement is a free act. o | |
To recapitulate: metaphysical thought,according to Marcel,

is reflection on the freely acknowledged mystery} the mystery
of being. ‘It arises from a recognitioﬁ of the need for being
in the aridity of today's world. The sﬁarting-point of such

a proposed ontblogy i1s what has been called uneasiness.

15. B.H.p.109:  16. See the essay The Ontological Mystery.
17. B.H.p. 110 . .
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_ But this uneasiness, as has already been pointed out,
involves one's very belng; man.is unsure of hls centre. So
there is an understandably easy transition ﬁrom the question ~
of belng to the questions"What am I? What am I that I should
ask such questions about being? Why should I be led to such
questions?". The need to answer "What am I?" is intimately
linked with the ontological exigence. ,
A1l this is hlosel& conneéted with recollection. Marcel
1s adamant that no ontology is possible "except to a being
who is capable of recollecting himself®(18). The notlon has
been sadly neglected»ln philosobhy} and the word 1is very
difficult to define. Basically, however, it is the_act whereby
one_re-éollects’oheself as a unity, against the fragmentation’
- of posltivlist thought. Yet to withdraw into oneself is not to
be for oneselfs introspection has no place here in the centre
of the mystery of being in which "the I into which I withdraw
ceases, for as much, to belong to 1tse1f"(19f. Metaphysical
uneasiness."resolving.itself in a'act of recollection, is
understood as a search for 6ne's centre}-fbr one's unity. Yet
this 1s not enough. This search 1s not conducted within the
confines of the subject. The realm of mystery 1s the realm
in which the subjeét 1s embraced; the sphere of the meta-
problemat;c cannot be reduced or analysed. As the subject
participateé in a transcendent reality the phiiosbphical
duest.understandably goes beyond the limtiations of subjéetivlty_
into that very reality in which the subject is involved.
| "The most authentic philosoﬁhlc thought, it seems to
me} situates itself at the meeting roint of the self

18. P.E. p.12 19. P.E. p.13
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and the other"(20).

This 1s no contradiction 6f Marcel's clalm that the
fundamental metaphysical question is "What am I?" The question
of others and the question of oneself are one and the same
question. If others do not exist neither does the self.

"If others elude me} I elvude myself, for my substance

is made of them"(21).

Marcel acknowledges his indebtedness to W.E. Hocking's The
Meaning of God in Human erlence for hls thesls that we
cannot appprehend others without apprehending ourselves (22).
This does not imply that the distinction between the domain

of the self and of the other is not justified, but rather that
1t 1s philosophlically sterile.

Although not a pragmatist Marcel holds that there is a
direct connection between need and metaphysics. Ontological
exigency can, of course, be swept aside and disposed of; on
the other hand it canh be acknowledged and appreciated as "an
appeal to a more intimate understanding} to a more personal
communication®(23). Only by communiéatlng with ourselves 1is
1t possible to be free frém the stifling effects of functionalised
automatioﬂ, but the greatest obstacle to this communication
1s self-consclousness. There are only two ;evels where there
1s no self-consciousness, where communicatlon is possible;
one is that of the uninhibited child, the othei 1s. that
transcendent level where the self has in some way overcome
itself. Obviously the philosopher cannot go back to childhood,
and therefore he must alm at that transcendence whereby he 1s
able to regain those modes of communication which have been

lost. -

. P.I. p.26 21, P.I. p.24, ef.H.V.p.138 22. P.I.p.26
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The aim is to 11lluminate the world of concrete relations
and oommunication which the impersonal organisation of
technocratic society almost succeeds 1in destroyling. The Whole
discussion of communication and intersubjectivity hinges
on the need of alienated man to discover his true self.

f The inadequacy of an objective analysis of the erucial
qu:stion "What &mzI?" has been touched upon. -

" AWhat am I?' cannot be converted into the question

'What is he?' without beooming meaningless"(zb).

But granted this} are there no alternatives to considering

the question as involving- other people9 For insgtance, it

may be possible for a person to understand what he himself

1s by an analysis of the contents of his own life. But 1is

a person his own life? Marcel argues'aéainst such a suggestion.
" A diary may be more personal-than the files of the Information
Service}'but it is totally'inadequatexln answering'the quest;on
"Who am I?". The detalls of a diary maybbe very 1nt1mate.and
may reveal how the person concerned was .feeling at that time(
But_a diary 1s very subjective and very-selective in its
contents. Again, as a person matures his attitudes and thoughts
change. Often & person finds it difficult to identify himself
with what was written in a diary a number of years previously;
such a document becomes of purely h;storical 1ntefest. ﬁany

of Marcel's criticlsms apply to the artist and his palntings
for they do not express everyth1ng.that_he was. -Moreover}
Marcel poses the examule of the man who leaves behind no book

or work of art. Is he nothing? Marcel rallies the support

of Sartre's Les Malns Sales to demonstrate the impossibility

24, M.J. p.276
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of recognising oneself in the completed act. The act 1s.over
anﬁ done with, and “thereby any intimate knowledge of it 1s
impossible (25). The argument then that one is coterminous
with one's 1life must be rejected.

The impossibllity of understanding one's true naiure
within #he confines of one's own subjectivity is underlined
by Marcel in his criticism of other idealist notlons of
‘consciousness. So much of the difficulty of finding
traﬁscendent experience is due to the prejudice that has
dominated philosophy.

"The prejudice consisted in admitting that all experience

iIn the end comes down to a self's experience of 1its

own internal states."(26)

Marcel insists that experience is not subjective, for one is
concerned with a reality beyond oneself: "consciousness is
above all consciousness of something which 1s other than
itself."(27) The fundamental error in this respect is in
thinking that opacity is related to otherness. There is
nothing more difficult than attempting to see the true self.
The ldealists were misguided in treating the‘consciouness of
the thinking self as a kind of luminous centre, trylng to
penetrate the surrounding darkness. On the contrary, the
"obscurity of the external world is a function of my own
obscurity to myself"(28).

The considerations Just dealy with only serve to
demonstpate why "What am I?" 1nevitably involves the consider-
ation of the existence of others, and why it is so intrinsically

concerned with intersubjectivity.

25. M.B. 1 p.161 26.M.B.1 p.49 27. M.B. 1 p.52
28. B.H. p.17
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"I cannot think of myself as exlsting except in so far

as'I copceive of myself as not being'the others™(29).
Awareness.and knowledge of self is preceded by awareness of
others. The "I" relies on its sqcial context for lts meaning
and expression. Marcel takes the example of a small chlld to
illustrate this assertion (30). When a child has picked some
flowers his first reaction, when he brings, them to hils mother,
is to shout "It was I who picked these..... nho one else." He
1s asking for admiration and gratitude. HE offers himself to
the other in order to receive a special tribute. A similar
éxample‘can be teken from the adult wérld} although the reality
of the situatlon may be obscured by subtlety and hypocrisy. '
Think of an amateur-compqser. When someone hears him play
one of his pleces he may ask FI§ that Fau:é?“. "No," he
bashfu11§ re?ligs}"it'S;my own dnmposltion.“ The same wish
for self-acclamation 6an bé discerned here as in the smali
child.... And so the exémﬁies could go on. '

‘In all such cases self-awareness”is a prodict of social
consclousness. Butfis this always the case? What about the
statement "I am tired" ? Surely fhat does not involve
anyone else., Here 1s'a simple feeling,a statement in no way
related or medlatised. Yef Marcellwoulé‘claim that even this
absolute immediate presupposes ﬁ kind of dialogue. Someone
is tired. Who 1s? I am. The "I" only has a meaning in the
context of an interlocutor for whom the "I" counts as a person.

"And I only become a given peréon for myself through

the mediating idea of’fhe qthgrlfor whom I am a gilven

person"(31) _ . _ -

29. B.H. p.113 . 30. H.V. p.13f, M.B; ; pp.17557 31.M.J.p. 145




-78-

It is clear that I am énly a given person for mySélf through
the mediation of-another. Certainly self-awareness and self-
love do presupposesa pre-existent "I". But it can only be
postulated; in this vacuum it cannot be defined or qualified.
Awareness of the exlstence of others must precede‘awérehess
of self. | . .

Awareness of others; then, makes khoWledge of the self
possible;.a dlalogue with the self can take place. The "I" .
is discovered as an indefinable presence. One 1s presenf.to
oneself, But thils presencé is more than just Being the:e._
It 1s linked to an awareness of one's existencé, bOuhd up
with a desire to be recognised by chers} to be seen as a
person. The other acts as a means Sf 1n€egrating the self(32).
Awareness of others around one ié integral to any intimacy
with oneself, |

But, on the other hahd, this intimacy can be lost.

"I can become wrapped up in myself to the point of no

longer communicating with myéelf.at all, much less with

others. ¥(33) |
Thi¥s intimacy can be lost because of self-consclousnessl The
young child brought flowers to hls mother, but this was not
really altruistics the Jackion was a means of winning adulation,
of gaining self-confidence. The others exist for the sake of#
the self.;The'"poseur“Q as Marcel charagterises him, appears
.to take an interest in others, but 1h actual fact is entirely
wrapped up with the self. Here i1s a form of flattery, a
pretenéion. |

"From the moment I become preoccupied about the effect

I want to produce on the other person, my every act,

- 32, H.V. p.15 33. P.I. p.15k4
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word and attitude loses 1ts authenticity."(34)

There s a baslic observation to be made here. The
self-conscious I} the egolst, treats the othersperson solely
as a means, not as a person, an end in itself. The other is
a medium whereby the egoiSt can form an 1ﬁage-of himself.

He 1s not concerned with discovering his real self, he never
faces the question "What am I?". On the contrary his sole aim
1s to bolster up his preconcelved notions of what he would
like himself td be; the other person is a means of escaping
his true ldentity. |

Consequently the egolst is very vulnerable. Enctmbered
with his own anxieties he feels the world to be a threat to
his self-image. He closes in on himseif} unable to open _
himself (disponidilité) to the presence of otlers. .The other
is only a means; any idea of treating the other person as a
person is ruled out. This 1s the very opposite of what 1s
termed 1ntersubject1v1ty.. | '

When one treats another merely as a means to one's own
_ends} then there is no communication. In that situation one
1s not concerned with the other person as a humen being, but
only with one's own 1nﬁerests. Marcel saw the chief evil
of modern technocratic soclety as foStering this attitude.

In our competitive soclety man is set as rival against his
fellow-man, - This system inflates self-conscliousness and
perpetuates 1nd1v1dua11sm} so that one's personal interest

in people is obliterated by treating them as mere competitors.
Marcel, as was emphasised at the beglnning of this chapter,

recognised a soclety such as this as a very lmpersonal one}

34, H.V. p.17
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for no real communication between persons takes_piage} for
personal encounter 1is 1gnored'aS"of:gp_signlficanpe. This

1s a world of.self—contained-mdnéds; where tmme self-knowledge
i1s impossible so long as men are wrapped up in themselves.
Authentic self-awarenesé does not come by ;ntr&spection and
self-consclousness. L

Marcel's theory of interéuﬁjectivity is an attempt to

understand philosophicelly the importance of personal
communication between people and its precise location in
human dialogue. If true communication cannot be found in

the superficial acquaintances of impersonal mass-society}
where is it to Be found? 1In order to answer thls basic
problem, Marcel distlngﬁished Between "I-1t" relationshi?s
and "I-thou" relationships. Indeed, we have seen that as
early as his Metaggxsicgl“Jqu;ggl he had come to understand
the full slgnificancé of thgasecond person. Far from belng
lJust a grammatical term}ﬁlt indicates the Whoie aréa of
personal encounter, As_an_illustration of hls theory Marcel
took the instance of meeting a stranger-in.the train. (35)
The conversation may at first be trlviai; but as the stranger
reveals more and more of his.personality; he becomes less and
less a "him". As one becomes aware of the unique qualities

of his perSonality; one addresses him as a_"thOu", So long

as two people take no account of the'depth'of one another's
~ belng, so long as they treat each other as objects, there can
be no personai encounter} no 1ntérsuﬁject1ve bond. Agaiﬂ,
Marcel mainteined thaf so aong gs there is only an impersonal
relat;onship each individual is a prisoner'of his own self-made

lmage. We need to experience the presence of another personal

35. M.J. p.146, E.B.H.D. p.40.
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.being in order to attaln authentic self-knowledge.

"Generally speaking the more my interlocutor is exterior

to me the more I am by the-same token exterior to

myself; the moreI am conscious not of what I am, but

of my qualities and my faults, my ‘particular

characteristics® "(36). | '

As long as 1t is felt that the?othef person'is treating vne
as of no personal importance, one concentrates on one's own
public image. But when twq peéple discover something of
common 1nterest.they are made aware of a bond between them.
When the relationship is transformed into a dlalogue between
two subjects, who are deeply mware of one another's inner
self; the participants discover in the encounter with one
another's being the‘hidden depths of their own being. 1In
other words, the Iintersubjective dlalogue opens up a true
dialogue with oneself, and this is impossible to attain so
long as one 1is shﬁt.up within oneself.

In the "I-1t" relationship the other person is treated
as a third person: what_does he'want? At thils level there
is suspicion, for the other person 1s seen as an outsider.
But when the ice 1s broken} the relationship takes on an
intimate character. Owe ceases to concepnxtrate on oneself
and acknowledges the. presence 6f the other. As he ceases
to be a third perscd, he is dréwn into the direct encounter
of persons. The. "I-thou"” dialogue can bring the persons con-
cerned so close together that they form a personal unity:
"that 1s, he participates more and more in the absolute
which is unrelatednes8s and we cease more and more to be

'somebody' and ‘somebody else!. We become simply ‘us' "(37).

36. M.J. p.146 n.1 37. M.J. p.146
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All human relatlonshlps fluctuate in varying degrees
between_the I-it and the ‘I-thou. Marriage is no exception
to this., At some'time or other one's wife may be just that
"silly creature who should have been darning socks, but there
she was clucking round the tea-table with a lot of vld hens". 63)
On the other hand there are quite mystical momemts When she
is seen as the bearer of a uniqte value.'_Marcel here refers
to & "hierarchy of irnvocations", "ranging from the call upon
another which 1s like ringing a bell for a servent to the
quite other sort of call which is really like a kind of
' prayer“ (383).

In many of the normal encounters of dally life people |
are used as objects; One may stop someone in the street to.
ask him for directions. 1In this case one is treating him
as 1f he were a reference book. No account 1s being taken
of his 1nterior1tY} and it is this form of relationship that
1s being fostered by the technological soclety. Nevertheless,
even in this extreme cese some intersubjective light may
break through. The'strangeerne etops'for-help'when one is
lost may show unexpected'cordiality. The person, that was
once merely the source of-lnformation} takes on,the realityv
of a "thou". | | |

"We must take care to notice that.the_thoﬁ appears

when I put my emphasis not on the idea of information,

but on the idea of answer - which has the implicatlion of

community (us-ness)"(39). | | |
The "thou" is someone that is felt to be capable of replying
to oneself. But 1t 1s essentlally something-one 1hvokes
rather than judges to be capable.of ansﬂering one. This
.answering, involving one's 1nterior1ty, 1s to oneself as a
person, that. 1s, as a "thou" .

38 MBI P-I79  38a. ibidem, ~39. M.J. p.199
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There 1s nothing more irritating fof someone than when
he realises that people are talking about him in his presence.
The person concerned feels that he is being treated as an -
object, a thing. One might saj that he feels that he is not
with the others. "With" is an.operative term in the notion
of intersubjectivity; Marcel in fact compares 1t to the supra-
relational reality that Bradley thought he had discovered in
"feeling” (40). Bradley considered that feeling was of
prime importance. In his idealist philosoﬁhy feeling provides
the foundation on which all higher forms of knowledge are'l
constructed. Also} feeling 1s an instance of what Bradley
called "a non-relational immediate felt unity"(41) - immediate
experience.

The word "with" does not properly belong to the objective
world. Probably "togetherness" expresseé-the reality it |
r;presents better_than-anythlng else, although there is no
French egulvalent. Maybé "entre-nous" is the nearest one can
get in that language. 1In a factory the collectlive mass of
men may be considered objectively merely as the sum of various
functions. Yet there is something that mere arlthmetié cannot
. take account of.- In varying degrees there may be a sense of
coﬁmon.fate, a common task.

"The feeling of community in effort and struggle that

such factory workers have is quite enough in 1tse1f-to

deprive -us of any right to treat them as simple units

of force that can be added to each other%(42)

40, E.B.H.D. pp.40-1. 41, ‘Bradley,F.H. (1914) Essays on

Truth and Reality p.176, quoted by Wollheim (1969) p.128.
42, M.B. 1 p.180.
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_The_experieﬁces of ordeal that men were subjected to in the
German concentration camps served to weld thgm together into
an intimate bohd. This kind of reality, whether it 1s in the
factory, or on the bus, or in a prisoner-of-war camp} is
enriched according to the extent that the people concerned
know themselﬁes and knpw their companions both in their
uniqueness as5persons and in their common fate. _

Obviously the “With“'that.bements'these relationships
tqgether expresses something much deeper than mere juxta-
posltion. When a bthalr 1s placed next to é table the relation
between the two 1s ho more than one of external proximity.
There is no qugstioﬁ of 1t affecting the essence -of either
of them; In coqtrast to this.,howévef.-stands the 1nt1maté
relationship between two peoplé mﬁtually accepting each other
as persons;.unilke'the_fofmer'cgse here the relationship
profoundly affects both parties. In this case an intimate
bond is established between the two, by means. of a common
interest; a unity is created in relation to-which all non-
participants are "third party", intruders. Two men may have
shared common éxperiences 1nia conbentratibn qamp; Even theilr
wives, not having shared théif Hﬁsbaﬁds'.common fate} would
be outslders. To a'third personjthe two men séem to share
a common "secret“. Marcel on vérious occasions cites his
Jiéze"as anticipating this important

play “@Quativor én £

theme (43). Here is portrayed_the_1nteraqtion_of'the;complex
relationships that exist betweén.a woman, hér filrst husband
(a musician)} and the musicign'ﬁ ‘brother, whom she marries -

after the divorce. In the course of the-play the WOmah\bomes

43. M.B. 1 p.180, E.B.H.D. _jpp.us-so.
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to a realisation of a §upra-personal ﬁnity between the two
men, in relation to which she feels herself to be an outsider.

This close bend between people could be described as
togetherness, ﬁut this togethefness is not neoessarily dependent
on spatial considetations. Marcel illustrates this point with
thls example: two people may be eating_togethef, but because
one of them is so engrossed in his food the other feels a
sense of isolation; he feels that hls companion is more
1nterested in eating than in fellowshlip. This irritation can
lead him to think of his greedy companion as a "him"; he
conducts a dlalogue with himself concerning this other person;
As true dialogue between these people is impossible there can
be no fellowhip, such as is to be found in the "I-thou"
relationship. Because one man 1is ﬁninte;ested in the other
the latter is compelled to fall back oninlmself. But the
relationship will be transformed into an encounter between two
people as soon as both parties take notlicezof each other's
_ presence and personal integrity. |
| "From the moment he takes me lnto consideration, he

#aceases to be pure object for myself"(44).
As soon as such a rapport is established then one can say that
these persons are together. But the point is that this
. togetherness 1s not dependent on spatial considerations. For
instance, a long and deep relationship can be maintalned,even
if the two people involved are parted for some time. They
can stlll feel that they belong together, even though many
miles separate them.

Marcel stresses that it is impossible to objectivise

Ly, P.I. p.154
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the "I-thou" relationship. Such an attempt is utterly
inconsistent with the theory of intersubjectivity.
"If we cling to a mode of objective definition it

will always be 1n our power to say that the Thou

S

-~

is an 1llusion"(45).
Intersubjectivity 1s to be defined in terms of “presence" and
"invocation", rather than in objective categories. Only
participants can fully understand the realities of the
rélationship. The importantifeature of the intersubjective
bond is the "secret". By this Marcel means that factor which
binds two people together. The I-thou relationship is
exélusive in that the outsldef has no knowledge of this
secret; he cannot see the essential nature of the relationship.
To use Marcel's terms, the third person is excluded from the
relationship, and is in no posiflon to make an informed
judgement about it.

Marcel uses two extreme cases to illustrate his'point (46).
In the first, a banker has approached someone and the latter
has entrusted him with some money. A friend of his informs
him that the banker is a suspicious character, and his
warning turns out to ﬁe.correct. In the second case a mother
refuses to despair of her son, despite the fact that he is
a crook and a layabout. On the surface the two cases seem
simllar} and yet in the first case there is no personal
relationship between the banker and the other person, while
in the second there 1s the intimate bond between mother and son.
The intersubjective unity is born of faith, hope and love (47).

It cannot be asserted in terms of a logical principle. 1In fact,

45, B.H. p.115. 46. M.B. 2 p.80f. 47, See below, p.M3}
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it cannot be asserted at ali} for assertion belongs to the
world of giveﬂ_fact. But the intersubje&tive nexus cannot
be given to someone intimately involved.

"Without doubt the intersubjective nexus cannot be in

any way assérted:_it can only be acknowledged"(48)..

The paradigm of evefy.intersubjectlve relationship 1is
that between the believer and God. God as absolute Thou
cannot be recognised by:the-thlrd ﬁerson. Any treatment of
God as a "him" is to be ruled out. The presence of God can
only be evoked and aCknowiedged.by.the believer.

It is 1mposs1b1e,however} to continué examining inter-
subjectivity without saying a little more about presence{ It
ﬁill serve to clérify the distinction between objectivity and'
intersubjectivity. Mahy of the arguments, however, duplicate
what was said concernlng the signiflcénce of "with". What is
the distinction Eetween an object and a presence ? It is
possible for one to be-gn a Toom with someone, but he 1is not
really present} he-does not make his presence felt. It is
not because 1t is impossible to commﬁnicate with him, for one
may indéed do so} but there is something missing., Marcel
expresses it as "communication without communion®(49). He
may understand what 1s belng saild to him, but he doés not
take the person whohis addressing him into consideration.
'Consequently this lack of true communicétion affécts one's
relation with oneself: "this sfranger interposes himself
between me and my own realltj} he makes me in some sensé also
a stranger to myself; I am not really myself while I am
with him"(50). |

48, M.B. 2 p.10 49, M.B. 1 p.205,P.I. p.237. 50.M.B.1 p.205.
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On the other hand, the presence of someone can really
make itself felt. It reveals a person to himselfi "the other,
if I feel him present, renewé me interiorly in some way™(51).

To Marcel thils was 6ne of the most profound existential
experiences. In such slituations the words used are ilmmaterial.
The experience of a bereavement is 1lluminating here (52).
Friends that one has known for years may only utter platitudes,
while a2 comparative stranger; by a look} a gesture, an 1ntopat10n
or even a thoughtful silence, may bear witness to his presence.
All this indlicates that there are presences"and loyalties in-
this life that go déeper than wprldly and professional relations.

It may be obJectéd} however, that such cases of a felt.
presence or non=-presence are still based onan objective relation.
Is it right then to dissoclate presence and objectivity ? Buﬁ.
Marcel maintains, there are cases of telepathy where presence
is not concerned with spatial relations. Moreover, the continuing
presence of hils decéased mother had a profound significance for
his philosophy (53).

Is this experience of presence merely private and incommun-
icable ? Certalnly not. But on the other hand it is not open
to anyone. Rather, it is an intermediary position between tﬁe
two: "“this intermediary given is for a concrete us; it is an
open communion of selves}'the kind which is fbrméd around a
work that 1s intimately loved but which we know will remain
a closed book for an infinity of creatures™(54).

All this helps to clarify the reason for the difficulty
in speaking of presence. One cannot teach a person to make

his presence felt. The terms acduiring and grasplng are

51, P.I. p,238.  52. E.B.H.D. p.67, 53. E.B.H.D. pp.2k-5.
54. E.B.H.D. p.68. p-57. _ pp. 24-5
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completely Qut of place here}.being related to self=-consclousness.
On the contrary, presence "belongs only to the being who 1s _
capable of giving himself"(55). 1In this respect presence is -
closely allied to chérm, and nelther can presence be abstracted
from the personal subject. Bﬁth belong.to the world of
intersubjectivity. If presenée is not a quality to be acquired,
then it is misleading to think in terms of a transmission of
presence from one subject to another. The transmission of
objective messages'and the cbmmunioh in whieh presences become
manifest to one another are not the same thing. Rather, 1t
is to be understood as "the expression of a will which seéks
to reveal itself to me"(56). . At the heart of the presence
there is someone who takes the depths of another person into
consideration. | ,

When discussing the example of the two people eating
together 1t was evident that one;s own preoccupations can
act as a barrier between oneself and others. Moreover, one
can be so self-conscious that one 1s unable to open oneself
to the presence of others. Indéed, true communication 1is
only possible when individuals arelwilling to accept the
presence of other beingé; Mércei called this willingness
"receptivity".

The notion of receptivity, which 1s neither purely
active nor passive, is vital to Marcel's philosophy. O'Malley
sees a close link between this notion and 1htersubject1v1ty.

"It also furthers the reconciliation of the person's

distinctiveness with his very real fellowship with

other persons, so providing an experiential basis for

55 P.I1. p.153. 58. P.I. p.153.
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Marcel'§ equally important coﬁcept-of 1ntersubject1vity"(57).
This receptivity is. the act whereby one eﬁens oneself to the
presence of another; “Disponibilité"'is the keywerd here.
Tihisn eduld be translated as "awvaidability” tﬁnﬂé\Marcel himself
prefers "handiness". The opposite of this, "non-@dveilability",
is identical with belng occupled with the self (58). According
to Marcel, where there is. self- consciousness or uon-mmnmuhaiil;ty,
there can be no intersubjective bond. ‘

Intersubjectivity then, is essentially an openness.Marcel
used a varlety of metaphors to deépep our understanding of his
theofy. His distinction between open and closed, found in
Bergson, 1is probably hﬁs.most important one (59), although
he used the 1mggery-of light as well. Intersubjectivity
involves Being together in the light of mutual awareness. All
these metaphors seek to elucidate the notion of presence. The
following extended passage draws out the full connection
between presence and 1ntersubJectivity.

"The other, in so far as he is other; only exists for

me in so far as I am open to him} in so far as he is a

Thou. But I can only open to him in so €&r as I cease

to form a circle wlth myself, inside which I somehow |

place the other, or rather his'idea; for 1ns1de this

circle the other 1s no longer the other qua other} but

the other qua related to me"(60). _

The intersubjective bond is sustalned by fidelity; love
and hope. Marcel gradually came to ébpreciate the importance-
of fidellty. He finally arrived at the éxpression "being as
the place of fidelity"(61). TFidelity, he says} is the -

recognition of something permanent. But how is this possible ?

57. O'Malley (1966) p.11. 58 B H. p.80. 59. P.I. p.239.
20, B.H. p.116 6L BIEH. Fp. 1f’3 2 P-23



=91=-

How, for instence. can 1 remain falithful to someone by means
of a promise_é:Marcel has Gide in mind when ‘facing this
dilemme (62;. From his own experience he relates how} when
visiting someone in hospital,he was moved by compassion and
promised to visit the sick.pefsQn on other occaslons. Yet
he knew that his feelings towards the plight of the sick
person would change. Should he remain'faithful to his
promise} regardless of his own feelings ? Or should he be
honest with hinself as Gide would suggest ? Butfthere are
the even more serioﬁs implicetions of a promise of marriage.
How can one undertake such a betrothal without knowing the
conditions and unforeseen events of the future ? Surely
this deficient knowledge of the full conditions and implications
of such s promise makes 1t basically dishonest R '

Uhderstaqﬁble as thls dilemma may be, Marcel maintains
that it implies a mistaken view of fidelity. The following
passage exponnds his position. _ |

"Faithfulness is} in reality, the exact opposite of

inert conformism. It is the active recognitmon of

something pe:manent} not formally;_after;the manner
% & of a law, but ontologically; in this sense, 1t refers

invariably to a;presence} or to.something which can

be maintalned within us and befofe us as a presenpe}

but which, ipso facto, can be just-asfwell ignored,

forgotten and obliterated; and this reminds us of
ths that menace of betrayal which to my mind, overshadows

our whole world“(63). |

The closeness of fidelity to the-notions of ﬁresence and

62. E.B.H.D. p.66. 63. P.E. pp.21-2, E.B.H.D. p.66.
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intersubjectivity 1s evident. Belng is to be found in
intersubjectivity and being is the place of fidelity. But
if fidelity is linked to the'presenée of;others what about
fidelity to a cause ? For Marcel the latter, if 1t_1s'not,

a form of idolatry, is at least a defivativé of the former.
- Fidelity is active and cfeatlﬁe},it 1s not passivg obedience -
to some abstract prlnciplebdr ideoclogy as fouhd in the modern
totalitarian state. It is the active sustaining of the living
presence of another. A loved'one maj die} but his presence
wlll not necessarily be limlited to the photograph treasured .
by the bereaved. The 1mage} after alll is only kept for
the love of the being himself. Fidelity keeps allve the
intersubjective bond between the two people. Such fidelity
makes 1t impossiblé for the loved one to be.reduéed tq 8 mere
memory or image (64).. Fidelity, therefore, sustalns presence:
"fidelity is never fidelity to one's self, but it is referfed
to what I called the hold the other being has over us"™(65).
Later on Marcel has this to say: | v

"The role of fidelitj consists not in creating anything.

at all, but in unrelentingly dissipating the clouds

which threaten to overéaét - what? an image? Surely

not but a presence..;."(éé).

In modern society the alienation that the individual
experiénces makes 1t 1mpos$1b1é for him té6 owe any alleglance
to 1it. ﬁe does not'recéghise soclety's goals as his own. -
Therefore the relatlionship between the 1ndiv;dual and the
society is an external one.  But Marcel maintalned that true
belng cannot be found in external relsations. Belng, with the

values of faith, love and fidelity carnot be found in mass

64. P.I. p.191, H.V. p.198. 65. B.H. p.53 66. P.I. p.193.
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soclety. It is in the intersubjective bond, where individuals
meet in a situation of mutual respect} that trust and love
can be established. Such relationships happen where certain
individuals share a common concern. They pledge themselves
to a cause. They remaln faithful to 1t} no matter what
happens, because they recognise their own self-fulfilment

in their sharing of this common inspiration. Marcel's
language in the Gifford Lectures is reminliscent of Royce:
nihe'more definitely I am aiming at some purpose or other,
the more vividly I am aware of. being alive" (67).

The cause to which one_is falthful does not merely serve
to bind two people together. ;Fidelity is creative in that
the relationship it creates allows the people concerned to
gain an intimate awareness of each other and of themselves.
Knowledge of an individual cannot be separated from the act
of trust, fidelity and love. Just as in Royce true human
relationships are founded by an act of loyalty to a cause,
so0 1n Marcel the intersubjective bond 15 established by
fidelity. Creative fidelity is bound to the consecration
of oneself to a cause that transcends the individual. The
true belng of human existence cannot be attained by an 1solated
individualy but through the richness of deep relatibnshlps.

Just as fidelity is the unconditional act whereby the
intersubjective bond is sustalned, so 1s love. In the
proposal of marrlage the promlse of fidellity is made no
matter what lies in store in the future; similarly, the lover
in his proposal to the one he loves makes an unconditional

vow: "I shall continue to love you no matter what happens".

67. M.Bo l-! p-162-
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Agaln, when the two lovers are parted by death the bond cannot
be broken. Love.ié in fact an éffirmation: "Thou shalt not
‘die". The departedaloved one is evoked. The acf of 1ov¢
sustains the bond between them. True, the dead person in
this evocation does notcanswer} but all that can really bg
sald 1s that he does not inform: "we have no grounds for stating
that he does not enrich byizhis real presence."(68).

By this connection with §resence, love or charity is
closely linked with @wailwbility. At the heart of love 1s
a presence whlch is the absolute sift of oneself.

The sustaining power of fidelity_and'love in the inter-
subjective relationship would not be complete without hope.
Hope 1s always to be associated with communion. . As a corollary
of tﬁis Marcel identifies deséair with'solitude. Hope 1s to
be radically dissociated from desire. Desire is the expression
of egoism and self-consciousness for 1f arises from an
experience of captivity, or any other ordeal} and the natural
dangers that are entailed. |

"I shall always be exposed to the temptatlon of shutting

the door which encloses mé within myself "(69).

‘The only remedy to such a temptation 1s hope and communion.

"I hope" cannot be fully understood within the narrow confines
of "I", Hope 1s the means of rislng,above the despalr of
solitude towards a more intimate and fruitful communion.

"I hope in thee for us " is perhaps the very heart of
hope's significance for 1ntersubJecf1vit&;' It is here that
the connection between the "thou" and the absolute "Thou"

~can be seen, for the latter is the 1link between "thou" and "us".

68. M.J. p.163. 69. H.V. p.60.
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It 1s the guarantee} the cement that holds us together. To
despalr of the gelf} or of ué, is essentially to despalr of
Thou. (70). Nevertheless, the absolute Thou is not to be
deduced from the finite thou (71),but rather evoked by the
intersubjective communion as a means of sustenance and strength.

This constant evocation of the‘world of 1ntersubjectivity
from which the "I" can truly emerge, by fidelity, love and hope,
i1s in constant danger of degenerating into the world of
designation} of objectivlsation. Marcel suggests a series
of metaphors, especially frdm the world of music, as the
best safeguard agalnst this. |

"It is a world in which everything is in communication,

in which evenmthing is bound togethef,"(?Z)
But this 1s beyond the world of pure reiations} in which the
"I" is reduced to the "status of one element in a numerical
total"(73). 1Instead, intersubjectivity emphasises the
underlying reality} a communlity that 1s fun@amental to an
ontology. Without this community, which the intersubjective
bond evokes, it would be impossible to understand human
relations. .

Clearly this community that has been invoked cannot be
objectivised or verifiled. The secret of the relationship
is hidden from the objective scrutiny ot a third person.

The world in which the question "What am I?" can be
answered is a world in which everything is in communiéatioh,
" 1n which everything 1s bound together. - This lles in marked
contrast to the mass competitive society with 1ts perpetuation

of self-consciousness. Here the human world is reduced to

70. H.V. pp.60-1., 71. M.J. p,284. 72. M.B. 2 p.15.
73. M.B. 2 p.17.
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an agglomeration of non-communicating monads. Yetlln the
world of intersubjectivity, the sense_of community is brought
to the fore.

"Person - engagement - community - réality: thére we have

a sort of chain of notions which, to be exact, do not

readily follow from each other by deduction ..... but of

which the union can be grasped by an act of the mind."(74)
The "we" has priority over the:"I" (75). One cannot constitute
oneself as lnteriofity except in the context of the underlying
community that exlists between oneself and othérs. Only when
we are together in the light‘of one another's presence do ﬁe
galn access to each other. At the same time one is one's true
self-only in connection with this communion. If it were broken
one would lose one's very self{- |

The slgnificance of this community, constituted by the
infinite interweaving of human relationships, is well
illustrated by Marcel's understanding of sin (76){- Sin makes
us aware of the community of mankind, If we are unaware of
the fact that sin involves others we can so easlily become
isolated from them.

"Whenever sin 1S'misﬁnderstood in its essence it can

isolate us. On the other hand, it can bind us and

become the-princlpie of communion."(77)
The problem,'of rather mystery, of sin can only be revealed,
and revelatlion for Marcel 1s concerned with an infinite
communion, while at the same time God is "the place of infinite
communion"(78). |

In relation to this communion the "him"™ is a third person,
an outsider. One does not address a "him"™, one talks about

"him" with a "thou". "He" belongs to the world of objectivity.

e —————————————————

?4. H.V. p.22. 75. P.I. p.201. 76. P.I. pp.99-1i%. 77. P.I.p.109
78. P.I. p.112. '
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Indeed, all objective knowledge 1s understood as a third party
in relation to a dialogue. Moreofer, ;t is only in this
relation that one can understand objective knowledge at all:
"it is in function of this dialogue and ih relation to it that
a he or it can be defined, that is, an independent world"(79).
Marcel concluded that kn6W1edge 1s a product of a
community; men learn by:their dialogue with others. Royce}
of course, maintidined that sclentists belong to a community
in whicﬁ they share their filndings wifh oné another. Marcel
recognised the importance pf this théory in hls own search to
understand the distinction between objectivity and personsl.
knowledge, although 1ts implicétions needed to be developed.
"The notion of this ideal city 1s only a halt, or a |
lodge, on a steép, stony};mOuhtain path that must lead
us much further on"(80). .
Although he criticlised Hoyce for objectivising the 1ldesl
community, when it ought to be under&tood as a dlscussion
of ideas between men with a common 1n£erest: nevertheless
he recognised.his'indebtedhess to Royce's work on this point.
The information forms a third party 1n'reléfion to a
conversation in which both particlpants are mutually enriched
by thelr exchange of 1ideas. Whereas Royce saw truth as the
possession of an ideal community} Marcel argued that men were
continually striving %owéfds it in their.continuing dialogﬁe._
Marcel puts it this way: |
"It is just as if two climbers were tackliﬁg the same
hill, up dtfferent approaches; allowlng that the climbers
can communicate directly with. each other; at any momenﬁ.

through portable radio o television sets™(81).

79. M.J. p.146, 80. M.B.1 p-?s- 81. M.B.1 p.74.
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To sum up his thesls: objeétivity involyes é dialogue, in
relation to which abjectlve knowiedge is_friadic. It has
reference to "an order that implies threefold inter-relations"(82).

In other words, when one 1s concerned with a fact of
information one i& involved in a triadic'relation} not dyadic
(83). 1If the relation were dyadic it would include oneself
and the object of 1ntepest. But.this does not happen, for
Marcel has established that one is continually in dialogue
with someone else. For 1nstance}'if one was wanting to learn
about flowers, one would Qonsult someone else of 2 book. In
a triadic relation there is always.a subjécf, an object and
a mediator; in this case a book or someone else acts as a
mediator between oneself and bne's,object of interest - flowers.
The three terms of the trladic.relation are to be found when-
ever there 1s a dialogue (I-thau)'concérning an object (him
or it). The third party}-fhe-object} could be anything}including
another persoﬁ. One may be discussing someone with a friend
and 1n this situation the friend acts as a mediator between
oneself and the third party.. There 1s never any direct
dialogue between subject and iject.

Of course, it 1is possible?to-have a dlalogue with oneself
concerning something'or someone. "There 1s in me something
intersubjective, that 1ls to say}isome possibilities of intimacy
with myself."(84%). But, as has been stated, there is a constant
dangef of this possibility beiﬂg forfeited by one's own self-
consciouness. In all these variations Marcel is attempting
to demonstrate the all-embracing réach of the intersubjective

dialogue. Objectivity 1s not an 111usioh'as the 1dealistss

82. M.B.2 p.13 83. M.J. p.1§6 84, P.I. p.153
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would have us believe} but it should not dominate our.thought.
It is subordinate to the sphere of personal knowledge; that is,
to the reality of personal communication. Wherever the triadic
relation 1s to be found it is constituted by the three basilc
terms - the "I", the "thou" and the "he" or "it".

_ Marcel'S'céntral aim was nof to demonstrate the importance
of the trladlc relatlon, but to establish the fact that;
important as it was} it was an 1nfertor.form of knowledge to
personal knowledge; The 1étter-can onij be found within the
dyadic relation - the intersubjective bond. On many occaslons
the triadic relation 1é merely & prelﬁde to the dyadic relation.
Within the dyad there 1s no mediator. The "thou" of course
" can act as a mediator to a thirﬁ'party:ibut the latter lies
outside the relationship. ﬂithin the I-thou encountef.there'
i1s a direct awareness of two subjecté. Two people can become
totally aware of théldepths_of another soul as well as théir
own. This; for Marcelglis the pinnaclelof human knowledge.

It is 1ntérest1ng to see how a triad ls transformed into
e dyad. One may have been-dlscussing someone with oneself
or a friend. But when one becomes aware of thls person as
a thou the former.dialogue is ho longer necessary} for one
can gain a deeper knowledge of him personally.

Moreover} as long as this person was a third person a
dialogue continues within oneself. One is not a fully
integréted personality. Yet 1ﬁ the presence of a thou an
1ntegrat;on takes place within the self. Marcel 1slmore
explicit in the following vital passage. _

"Instead of éll objectivity, especilally that of 'him',

being related to a certailn dialogue between me and myself}

which implies a triadic relation, when I am in the
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presence of a thou; an inner integration takes place

within me, by means of which a dyad becomes possible"(85).
A triadic relation, formed between two peopléI is only stopped
from becoming a dyad because of the self-consciouness of one
or both of them. Once a dyadic relation is established
fidelity, love and hope can be discovered. Intersubjectivity
i1s dependent on all those concerned possessing the quality
"d1sponibilité". The triadic relation, consisting of "I",
"me" and "him" becomes in the intersubjective bond a-dygd}
comprising "I" and "thou". The triad has become a dyad.
Within the community there is a dyadic relation, while, in
regard to objectivity, the community forms a triadlc relation.
: Within the dyadic relation there ls no place for the third
party. The third party lies outside the dyad.

Obviously the integrating process that takes place within
the subject is érucial. Human relations tend to oscillate
between the triadic form and the point where two people become
"one"™, when the primacy of the"we™ is asserted.

At the outset the priority of the question "what am I?"
was asserted. What bearing do the above coneclusions have on
this? Clearly the crisis, the metaphysical uneasiness with
regard to the question "What am I came about because of a
confusion between the personal and the objective. Only when
a true perspective can be restored wlll the question be

answered. An objective analysis was inadequate; but at the

85. R.I. p. 53 AR ] lieu que toute obJectivité’ et notamment celle
de lul, se référe & un certain dialogue entre moi et moi-méme,
ce qui 1lmplique une relation trladique. 1orsque Je suls en
présence du tol, une unification intérieure s'ope&re en moi, &

la faveur de laquelle une dyade devient posiible".
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same time this is not to deny a rightful ﬁlace-to objectivity.

The question,then, first demands that objectivity be
placed within 1ts'true perspective. It 1s to be understood
only with regard'to a wbrld of'communlcation} a world of
dialogue. Here lles the profound significance of a distinction
between the triadlic relation and the dyadic. In intersubject-
ivity the triadic reiation does nof have a "person" as a third
partys; thls is reserved for the fieid of objective knowledge.
True human relatlonships and persons are to be found within
the intersubjlective dyad. The objecfive 1ndg@endenf world
can only be understood in relation to thls dialogue. By firmly
understanding the significance and limits of the triadic |
-relations and the lntersubjective bond, Marcel hoped to
diséovér a meéns of expressing what 1t really means to be a
person, to answer the.question "What am I?"} while at the Same_
time trying to .find a true perspective for the world of
objectivity. | |
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CHAPTER SIX

The Theory of Interpretation..

It has dlready been shown that Marcel, in his attempts
to distingulsh between the realms of objective knowledge and
human existence, found in Roycé's theéry of intefpretation
" a way through the impasse (1);- Knowledge does nét merely
involve a subject and a oblect, bﬁt includes a third party.

It was this conclusion, that knowledge is triadic, not dyadic,
that provided Marcel with so much help. It remains} then,

to understand more fully what Roycé meant when he sald that
knowledge is triadic.

In The Problem of Qhrist;anitx Royce's concern was to
glve a detached appraisal of the 1ssues raised by Christianity,
namely those.of the'indlvidualz the comﬁunity,and atonement.
But these were not to be confined to tbg Church's dogma, no
matter how basic they were to the Chfistian falth. These were
questions that had deep roots in human existence. 1In other_
words, even if Christlanity as a faith did not exist, if
there were no Chriétians in the world, the questions that
Royce ralsed would still be asked. What is the place of the
individual in the wider community? .ﬂow does the commﬁnity
survive if its members are disloyal? A true community is one
that enables its individual members to relate.to one angther}
and for Royce Christianity-mgant the establishing 6f.such a
community. The book,then, wés,concerhed'malhly with examinihg
the nature of this community, and 1t was his theory of
interpretation that provided him with an answer to this

prohlem.

oogefn 20
e

SR

(e

1. See above,pp.b4=5.
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In surveying the geﬁeral trends of western philosophy 
Royce saw epistemology dominated by two baslc schools of
thought. Knowledge was derived either from one's perceptions
or one's conceptions, and philosophers had usually fallen on
one side of the fence or the other. Coghition could be
interpreted ;n elther way, but there was no consideration
given to a third way. This basic claés;fication of philosophies
sees them as either an intultional eﬁpiricism or a rationallsm.
In claerifying his argument Royce chose tﬁo bhilosophers to |
represent these alternative modes of.thought - Bergson and
Plato. The former maintained that unlimited perception would
render conception superfluous, while -the latter considered
perception to be a valn show since conceptidn alone could
bring one face to face with reality.

In either case the.dual'cléssificat16n=of perception
and conception Was.fhought to be an eihaustlve account of
man's cognitive proceSses; But is this right? Royce did
not think so. Both approaches to the'problem of knowledge
did not take into account_importanf aspects of human exlistence.
If everything can be known by perception then all knowledge
stems from observable data. On the other hand, if conception
is the primsry means of knbwledge then-e?erything springs |
from abstract idéas.' But there are some aspects of experiencé
that cannot be explained eilther as data or as abstract ideas.
One of the most cenfral facts of human experience is the contact
with, and understanding of, one's fellow-men; and yet this
cannot be understood in terms of peréeption or conception.
Knowledge of one another is not a question of observing

objective facts about other human beingss nor can intercourse

between people derive from preconceived ideas. To fathom the
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thoughts of someone else involves comprehending his or her
~att1tudes: behaviour} faclal expressions and so on. There
s no direct way in which tﬁw,people can understand one another.
Communication between humans always involves for Royce a
process of interpretatlion. |

Royce goes further than this analysis of the special
case of the knowledge_bf other selves and makes the notion
of interpretation the key fo his whole theory of knowledge;
As communicatlon and dlalogue stand at the very heart of human
,experience. then the theory of knowledge that seeks to
understand thils process must take precedence over other
epistemologies. 'Interpretatioh is not merely a third means
of approach to epistemology, it i1s the most important. The
failure of philosophy in the pést to do full justice to all
aspects of human experience was due to its insistence on
seeing the problem of knowledge 1n dyadic terms. _

Before ﬁroceeding further in the argument a question ar;ses.
Can interpretation be understood as a synthesis between :
conception and perception? To clarify the pecullar nature
of interpretation Royce took up an 1l1lustration from Bergson's
discussion of-conception} for in the course of his argument
for viewing conception as a derivative of perpeption Bergson
used the analog& of a money transaction. The hard .cash of
- gold colns corresponds to perceptions} while conceptions are
represented by mere bank notes. The latter have valﬁe only
so long as they can be cashed into hard currency.

"The notes are promises to pay cash. The conceptions

are useful guides to possible perceptions™(2).

2. P.C. p.282,
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Bergson's pelnt was clear, and it is certainly true that in
some way perceptions do indeed correspond to cash values and
conceptions to credit values. But Royce made an important
observation here: "in the world of commercial transaction
there are other values than simple cash-values and credit
values. Perhaps, therefore, in the realm of coghltive processes
there may be analogous varieties"(B), In order to adapt
Bergson's 1llustration to his own thesis Royce took the
example of the traveller crossing the boundary of a foreign
Eountry. On traversing the border both his coins and his
bank-notes are no longer the legal tenders it 1s necessary
for him to exchange his'money for the currency of the country
he 1s about to enter. This. procedure is neither the presentatlon
of cash values nor the offering or accepting of credit values.
It 1s a process of interpreting the cash values of one country
into the cash values of another;thlis constitutes a much
different style of transaction from the one concelved by Bergson.
By taking up the challenge of the latter®s analogy Royce was
mérely demonstrating that a man's communication with himself
and with others involves a mode of cognition very distinct
from either perception or conception.

"Each .of us, in every new effort to communicate with

our fellow-men, stands, like the traveller crossing

the boundary of a new country, in the presence of a

largely strange world of perceptions and conceptions"(4).
Certalnly it 1s often the case that one's neighbour's thoughts,
intentions and desires can often be regarded with a certain

amount of probabllity as identical with one's own, but usually

3.P.C. p.282.. 4., P.C. p.283.
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one's thoughts and fears are Highly individual, in which
case it is difficult to compare them with a neighbour's.
Just as the exchanée of bankanﬁ&és'for césh.differs from
‘the exchangé of one'é own colns for forelgn ones, so the
process of'verifylng concépts by obtaining corresponding
percepts differs from the process of interpreting the mind
of a fellow human being.

The tréditional epistemologies ﬁnvolﬁed a d&adic |
relationshlp, seeking to define the interaction.between_
subject. and object; but the 1llustration above underlines
Royce's dissatisfaction with this approach. As long as
philosophy insisted on defining the pfoblem of knowledge
in dyadic terms a crucial'feature-of human existence would
be sadly neglected. 1In discusging the relationship of one
human being to another any.attempt to explain it in terms
of one lonely subject'alone with 1ts object would be completely
inadequate, as far as Roype was concerned. Dialogue between
people involves. persons confronting the individuality of ohe
another and trying to undefstand each_ofher} and this involves
2 process of 1nterprétation. In other-wordé, when dealling
With human existence and relationéhips one is concerned, not
with a series of i1ndividual subjects each with their objects}
but with a community. Before the process of interpretation .
is deflned it would be as well to elucidafe the significance
that Royce placed upon the concept of "commuhity".

A community formed by peréons 1nvolvéd in interpreting
one another is no mére agglomefation of individuals, but a
harmonic unity. 1Indeed, Royce saw the nature of a community
~as behaving 1in very much the same way as an mndividual; and in-

this respect he was deeply impressed by the work of Wundt (5).

5. P.C. p.8ir.
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Wilhelm Max Wundt (1832-1920) held the Chair of Philosophy
at Lelpzig for 45 years, and in 1879 he founded' the first
laboratory for psychology in the world, the PBsycﬁologisghes
Institut. It was in the years 1873-74 that Wundt pubkished

his monumental gzgndzﬁgé de Physiolo ischen Psycholo le, in
whith he set out the-findings»of hls research. His 1hf1uenc¢
was tremendous and to him is attributed the establishment of
- the stpdy of psychology as an experimental science (6). 1In
his experimental approach Wundt ﬁas greatly conéerned to bring
psychology into relation wlthlanthropokgy and sociologj.
Indeed he believed that experimnntai psychology would have to
be supplemented by "V61kefpsycﬁolog1e",'and in a long series
of volumes 1in fhe last twenty years of his life he set himself
fém this task as he had done for eXperimentation;- This great
work definitely brought modern psycholggy¥ into relation with
cultural anthropology} to the advantage of both sclences. 1In
his analysis of the workings of the mind he considered the
commﬁnity as important as the individual for our understanding
of human behaviour.. Wundt saw the human community as behaving
'like an entity with a mind of its own, and this was for him
an empiricsal conclusioﬂ,'not a mystlical opinion. Lagguages}
customs and religions are all 1ptelligent mental products} which
can be psythologically analysed.

 Wundt's work equipped Royce for his own theory of the
community involved in 1ntefpretation. How 1s-§ community to
be distinguished from a mere 6fowd ? A crowd 1s a collection
of individuals with no 1nte:na1 coherence, but a éommunity

behaves like an.individual. Just as the latter has a past,a

? Th? information here is based. ‘upon Shipley(1961) and Flugel
1933
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pfeseﬁt and a future;'so,has the former. Both possess a
memory. The commﬁnity has traditions and cusﬁome that are
an integral part of its behaviour; it is this that decides
what 1s a mob and what 1§ a community.

"A community requires for its existence a history and

is greatly aided in its conscioushess by a memory" (7).
A mere crowd} or even mass soclety es it 1s found in modern
civilisation, has no such past to share 1ﬁ,'nor common future
to look forward to. It does not function organically: "hope
and memory constitute} in communities} a basies for an )
unquestionable consciousness of unity, ehd that this common
life in time does not annul the variety of the 1nd1v1duai
member at any one present moment"(8). Royce argued, in
applying these criteria to contemporary experience}‘that modern
soclety ceased to be a true coﬁmunity as soon as 1t lost 1ts
common identity. Unlike the lifeless impersonal qualities of
mass soclety the true community 1s a living organism; here men
can experience conetant communication and diatogue, which is
essential to true human living.

If a community possesses ah 1dent1ty, then all its
individual members can identify themselves with it, andithis
1s something that @embers of a crowd cannot do. It follows
that when a community enjoys a fich history and culture its
members take their inspiration from this, 1den£1fying their
own pasf. present and future with that of tﬁe communitj. Hence}
when the individual members of a soclety are unable to identify
thelr pasts and their futures with the past ahd future bf
society} then fhat fellowshlp degeneretes into the collectivism

7. P.C. p.243, 8. P.C. p.260.
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ofz mass_societyzhwhere'unity is maintained by external
coerclon. The continuity of the true cqmmunity depends on
the ongoing Ainterpretation of 1ts past to its anticilpated
fature,ln which process the pr§sent acts as mediator.

"A community requifes for its existence a history and

is greatly aided in its conscipusnéss by a memory"(9).

Like an individual, the values of a community have their
source in common'ldeals} and traditions and customs.

In his earller work Royce had already underttood self-
awareness as a product of the contrast of oneself with others.
The individual becomes aware of his own qﬁalities}_pepuliarities
and deficiencies by his experiénces of society. As far as
Bojce was concerned the self was to be understood in ethical
terms, and not as some kind -of substance. It is an 1dea1} not
a datum,

"I am whgtever my remembered or anticipated powers, fortunes
and plans, caused me to regard with emphasls as myself

in contrast with the rest of the world".(10)

Social awareness, then, must come before éelf—awareness; However,

i1t was his later work, especlally in The Problem of Christianity

in which this theme was developed.v Here knowledge of oneself
is still the result of the contrast between the self and the
soclal milieu. To take an obvious example}bthe person who has
a limp will only become aware of his defic;enéy when he sees
other people walking normally: "all such_more elaborate self-
knowledge 1is, directly or 1nd1rect1y}'a social product, and

a product of soéial contrasts and dppdsitions of one sort or

another”(11). Only by a comparison with others is it possible

9. P.C. p.243. 10. W.I. 2 p.288. 11, P.C. p.107.
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for a person to discover who he 1s and for what he -1s aimlng.

The individual, then; attains self-consclousness &8s a
moral being in direct proportion to his awareness of himself
as a social being. But a'distinétion has alreédy-been made
between what constitutes a trué community and what is merely
a crowd. The individual is ablé to identify himsgelf with a
community} but how does a person behave when he becomes awére
of himself as belonging to a crowd ? According to Royce
experience of contemporary soéiety involved many tenslons
and strained relatidnships. The individual not only 1m1tates
the trends and attitudes of moderh mass society} but also reacts
agalnst what he feels to be a threat to his own individuality.
Unlike a true community, the crdwd,'far from helping the
individual to find his true 1dént1ty} alienates him. Such a
society can teach 1ts members to be its servants, but as it
becomes more cultivated the soéial will becomes increasingly
vast and oppressive. It breeds-more and more highly self-
conscious individuals, who see the contrast between thelr own
will and the overwhelming power of the sobial will., His self-
assertion as an 1nd1vidua1 is a product of the cqnformism'of
collective society. |

"Cultivation breeds civilized conduct: 1t also breeds

consclous 1ndependence of spirit and deeper inner

opposltibn to all mere external apthofity“(lZ).
An adﬁanced civilisafion, such as western soclety, produces
individual rivalfies} as each strives to assert itself.
Collectivisation, for Royce, goes hand in hand with socilal
fragmentation;:

"It 1s the original sin of ény highly developed civilization

2. P.C. p.113,
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théf it breeds cooperation at the expense of a loss of
interest in the community™(13)

The vicious circle caused'ﬁy ﬁhe constant tension
between mass socliety and theﬁindividual.creates within the
social order both individualism and collectivism, and this
situation leads individuals into increasing isolation and
selfishness as they attempt to escape‘the grip of society's
impersonal power. Not only does cbllectivlsm and tyrannical
conformism strip the 1nd1v1dua1'6f all personal significance,
but the ensuing individualism cuts hiﬁ'off frdﬁ that kind of
social environment in which he can discover himself. If the
1mpersona1 nature of mass:-soclety is not conducive to forming
and nurturing human bonds, then where is the individual to
| find the fullness of human experlence ? Where can he dlscover
his identity ? Maybe his rélationshgps wlth other people provide
a solution. But surely all other individuals are just as
much isolated.

"Escape through ahy meré'multitude:of loves for other
individuals 1s.1mposs151e. For such loves, unless they
are united by some supreme loyaltY} are capriclious
fondnesses for other individuals, who, by nature and
by social training, are as lonely.and as distracted as
their lover himself"(i#);.
People who share no common interest or cauée are 1n no way
participating in the same ekperience} for there 1s no bond
between theﬁ. Collectivism intensifies self-assertion and
introspection. Therefore, only where there is a common factor

linking people can there be found a true relationship.

13. P.C. pp.253-4. 14, P.C. pp.131-2.
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Royce was sufficliently impressed with Schopenhauer to
lay stress on the 1mportance'of expressing the human will;
but cultivated soclety fosters the individual's will in reaction
against the soclal will. 1In other words, the individual feels
that contemporary soclety stifles any individual willl," Royce
saw the necessity of the i1ndividual will to transcend the
confines of the self 1n_order'to attain its own fulfilmébta
However, collective sociéty is incapable of accbmplishing
this task: man must direct his will towards a cause, a social
purpose} to which he éan be hﬁall For loyalty 1s the means
whereby the 1nd1v1dﬁa1 self can break out from the confines
of self-consciousness whilst retaining hié_integrity. Loyalty
makes possible é unity among individuals and is essentlally
social.

"You can love an individual. But you can be loyal only

to a tie that blinds jbu and others into some sort of

un;ty} and loyal to 1nd1§1duals only through the tie"(15).
Through loyalty to a cause it 1s possible to resolve the
tension between the need to be social and the desire to be
an individual. To be loyal i1s to succeed in uniting piivate
passion and outward conformity. | -

But loyalty is more than Jusf'a quésélon éf.controliing
the urge to aséert oneself; nor does the cause to which one |
is lbyal act mérely as a useful channel for'excessive péssions.
The 1deal which a person pursues and the goal for which he _
alms give that same person a unity around which his will can
build his life. Royce}lln facf, defined a person as a life

lived according to a plan.

is5. P.L. p.20.



=113~
Loyalty to a,céuse not only provides the basls for an
individual's unity, but it is also of great soclal significance.
The cause to which one 1s loyal provides a gnity for two or
more 1nd1v1dua1$. for 1t welds them into a higher unity, into
a state to Which_they could not aspire as mere individuals.
But one 1s always léyal to_a_third factor} never just to

another 1nd1v1dua1, for th&s would not offer a basis for

“true unity. 1In his Philosophy of Loyalty Royce attacked the
American mistrust of the notlon of - 1oyalty with this '
Thetorical quest;on.;
‘"Can they corme to see that loyalty dogs not mean the
bondage of one individual to another, but does mean the
exaltation of individuals to the rank of true personalities

by virtue of their free acceptance.of enduring causes, and-

s=a
A
W

by virtue of thelr life-long sefvice of their common
personal ties?"(16).

The relationship of two individuals remains on the level of
1nd1v1dualisﬁ. but the relationship of two people both
_commltted to a common cause, & third factor, provides a true
and leasting human bond. In other Wordé; the unlity that a
common csuse Or purpose establishes is much more than the memre
Juxtaposition of'two.indivlduals: it is mofe than the sum
total of individuals éoncerned; 'Heie Royce found the heart
of the true community. Céllective society, being the juxta-
position of 1nd1viduals} presents no inner cohesion, for it
is held together by external pressure. Until soclety is
united by an inner purpose the individual will not be able
to ldentify his will with 1t. |

16. P.L. p.227.
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As far as Royce was concerned neitheriindividualism nor
collectivism were able to provide a way of understanding the
needs of man's will., The former considers the will as walting
to override the will of others, while the 1a$ﬁé£ appears to
demand the sacrifice of the individual's will. Loyalty is a
way through this impasse} for 1t appeals to the individual's
enthusiasm whilst calling for personal sacrifice at the same
time.
"That union of self-sacrifice with self-assertion which
loyalty expresses becomes éfconséiousness of our genulne
relations to a higher éocial unity of consciousness in
which we all have our being"(17). |
This "higher social unity of consciousness" resolves the tension
between the need for self-fulfilment and the dutles of living
in a society, between the duty to self and the duty to others.
Royce, in his Philosophy of lLoyalty, went on to consider
the various problems that the concept of loyalty raises. For
instance; where there are conflicting demands for loyalty
what 1s the criterion for the right choice? His answer was
to be loyal to loyalty itself. If the cholce made facilitates
the growth of a sbirit of loyalty in huﬁanity} then 1t is the
right cholice. The_true unity of mankind does not reside in a
collective uniformity, . but with thlé'very spirit of loyalty.
"The unity of the world is not ah ocean in which we
are losf} but a life which is and which needs 211 our
one. Our loyalty defines that unity for us as a
living, active unity"(18).:
The unity of the world is ensured by the establishing of the

true commupity} founded on a spirit of loyalty.

17. P.L. p.311. — 18, P.L. p.395.
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_ But what is this“ﬁigher social unltj of consciousness"?
Two individuals without anything in common éannot enter into
a proper human relationship; but if there 1s'a common lnterest
or cause mediating between the two, then a unity can be found.
Loyalty establishes a community and th;s 1s made possible by
the cause of loyalty acting as a third pérty. In other words,
Royce understood the true human community as being triadic
as opposed to the norqal dyadig view., Knowledge of others,
and even oneself, involyes.a third factor which acts as an
interpreter. . ,

Royce saw the full pofentigl of human existence brought
about as the true communify of human beings} founded on the
spirit of loyalty, is established and developed. This
comnunity is characterised by'a éontinuing process of inter-
pretation which makes possible a truve understanding and
knowledge between the 1nd1v1duél members. If there is to be
a true commhnlty} if human belngs aré to enrich their experience}
then theilr knowledge of one another; of themselves and of the
world, must proceed by way of 1nterpretation.

The reasons for Royce's concern to establish the criteria
of a true community and the importance of loyalty have been-
discussed. It 1s now possible to face the cruclal question:
what exactly 1s interpretation ? In other Words} what is
meant when it is claimed that knowledge-is triadic, not dyadic?

It has been seen that bbth conpéptuéi'and perceptual
cognition are dyadic} in that they invélve only the conceiver
and., the concept} or the percelver and the datum. Royce saw
this dyadic view of knowledge as being responslible for the
spirltual desolatlon so prevaleht in contempofary society.

Indeed, theology's current difficulties were understood by him
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as due to its use of deaﬁ conceptual language when expressing
something that is allve and in need of interpretation. The.
hegemony of this dual classification has had dire consequences:
"every philosopher whose sole principle is perception
invites us to dwell in é desolate wildefneés where
neither God npr man exists. For where elther God or
men 1s in question, interpretation 15 demanded™(19).
Where man or God 1s concerned a community is involved, and
the community functions by a process of interpretation. Hence
when the communication of two people is in questioﬁ, the
situation is not dyadic. No direct contact can be made with
another®;; person's mind. Nor, when a person is concerned with
knowing himself; is he in a dyadic relation with himself. 1In
both cases the situation demands 1nterpfetation} involving a
third person. John E. Smith sums up the necessity for a theory
of 1nterp:;'e tetlon:
"{nterpretation is appropriate for the knowledge of
selves and communities} for each is a liﬁing unity of
understanding and loyalty and neither can be known as
if it were a datum of perception or an abstract universal"
(20). |
A straightforward example of this argument makes thls clear.
A man trying to learn the intentions of another person has
no direct way of acheiving this; for this he needs to consult
otherifactors that would help him to make up his mind. These
may be that person's actions or even facial expressions} or
someone else's experiences, and these are termed "signs", which

allow the subject to interpret another's intentions. Hence,

19. P.C. pp.290-1. . 20, P.C. p.31.



-117-

#he process involves three parties;.or} as Boyce puts it:
"interpretation is a triadic relation™(21). Uhleés human
existence is to %lack all spiritual depth an@ vitality the
cruclal importance of interpretation must be stressed.
To say that the triad 1nvolyes three parties 1s a
truism, but the difference between a dyadlc relation and a
triadic is not just a numeriqal question. Unlike the act of
perception whose subject is alone with his object} interpretation
involves the subjeét in a dialogue with an interpreter
concerning the objeét. Aséthere is no direct 1ntu1tion or
perceition of the self;'the susjecf is hot an isolated
individual confronted by its object. AsiRoyce puts 1t:
"interpretation is a conver;ation; and not a lonely
exercise"(22). _
The three parties are 1nvq1ved in the act of interpretation.
waever} "an interpretation is a felation which not
only involves thfee terms} but bringg them into a determinate
order"(23). 1In illustrating what he meanf Royce drew upon
the example of the work of a.translatof. The translator acts
as a mediator between the material he is studying and'tﬁose
who will benefit from his work} the readers. In this situation
the three,parties conéerned-aie in no Way.interchangeable, for
the translator is the only one ﬁho can cérry out the rqle of
interpreting. .It may bé thét in anotﬁer case he may take the
place of the readers} for he may require some material translated
frbm a language that he does not understand} Iike this’ |
instance of translating Royce understood all knowledge as

taking place within the context of a human dialogue. There

20, P.C. p.q8b  22. P.C. p.285.  23. P.C. p.284.
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are three terms involVed = the interpreter, the object
interpreted and the person for whom the interpretation is
intended. Knowledge involves an activity in which a dlalogue
takes place. The major mistake of all dyadic views of
knowledge is that area where direct cognition is out of the
question, that is, human dialogue} is ignoredj these also do
not realise that all human knowledge must eventually take
place within the mllieu of human intercommunication and
experience. There is a world of difference between the limits
of dyadic knowledge and the scope of triadic knowledge.

In the deepening of his understanding'of tradic
knowledge Royce admitted his debt to Pelrce. During his life
Charles Sanders Peirce (1839-1914) was esteemed in various
expert circles for hls original work in mathematical logic,
the philosophy of language, the history of the physical
sclences and the theory of erfors of observation. To readers
of philosophy he was knowﬂ, through the acknowledgements of
William James, as the inventor of the word "pragmatism".
Peirce himself had read and admired Boyce's early work, but
he was gquick to realise that Royce suffered lamentably from
a lack of knowledge of loglec. waever} after the completion
of his Philosopﬁx of Loxaltx; Royce made a close study of
Peirce's earlier paperss (24) which were to furnish him with
the 1ogica1 ammunition with which fo develop hls theory of
the loyal community. Cotton considers that Royce was indebted
to Peirce for four baslc propositions: namely, his theory of
signs, his view of the human self, his conception of truth,

and his theor&#f induction (25). Threugh these studles Royce

24, For a fulleriaccount of Royce's study of Peirce see Cotton
(1954), chapter 5. 25. Cotton (1954) p.224f,
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corroborated his earlier conclusion concerning the social
origin of knowledge and found a way forward to his theory

of intermetation Set out in The Problem of Thristianity.

Peirce's refusal to understand the human self as a self-
explanatory datum, open'fo the“direct apprehension of all
~ those that care toipercéIVe} proved an 1nva1ﬁab1e ally in
his own search for an-epistemology{
"Charles Péirde}lin the earliest of the essays to which
I am calling #our attention, maintained (quite rightly}
I think) that_phere is no'direct intuition or perception
of the self"(26).
Peirce, then} played an lmportant parf in the development of
Royce's understanding.of the tr;adic structure of knowledge.
It might be thought, however, that Royce's view of the
. human community as a séries of_interpretations, or trieadic
relations, réfledts the philosophy of'Hegel. It is well known
that Hegel séw human history as the development of ideas along
- a dialectical ﬁattern_- thesis} antithesls, synthesis; this
progressibn is a triadic_relatioh. But Royce.repudiated any.
such 1nf1uence} aﬁd insisted that his yléw of the triadic
relation w&s 1nde5ted to the'bragmatic philosophy of Peirce..
The latter was a-logician;'who was highly suspiclous of
idealism, including Royce's own "Absolute" in his earlier
Work:- there was no room for metaphysical speculation.' The_.
;friﬁdism of Peirce and that;ofaHegel.are not to be confiused.
| "Peirce's concept of interpretation definés an extremely
general érécess,.of which the Hegellan dialectlical triadic
process is a very spec¢ial case."(27)
Far from belng attracted bylHEgel's 1dealism, Royce was deeply

impressed by Peirce's eﬁpirical approach, and indeed he

26. P.C. p.285. 27. P.C. p.305.
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recognised in the theory of triadic relations a strong
empirical foundation for h¥s own philégophical theories.
The empirical orientation of Peirce's triadism oﬁened up
for Royce flelds unknown to Hegelian speculation.

"Peirce's theory,with its explicitly empirical origin

and 1ts very exact 1ogical working out, promises new

light upon mattexs which.Hegel left profoundly problematic”.

(28). -

Royce saw the development of his later @@rk as a combknation
of this deep influence of Péirqe and hié voluntarist tendencies.
"My present interest liesi;pplying the spirit of my
absolute voluntarism to the new problems which our
empiricial study of the Christian ideas, and our
metaphysical theory of 1nterpretation} have presented
fior our scrutiny."(29)
Clearly, Royce applied the insights of Pelrce's loglc to his
own needs.

%It was Pelrce's own "theory of signs" that enabled
Boyce to develop and deepen his understanding of the triadilc
structure of knowledge. Not that Roycé merely traﬁspianted
Peirce's views without modification. Peirce ﬁay have been
a formativeiinfluénbe, but Pelrce's own nétlon of a sign
was just part of a loglcal theory of categorles, and Royce
realised that his own development Wa; peculiar to himself.

"My own metaphysical use of Pelrce's doctrine of signs,

in my account of the Wdrld of Interpretation at the

last time, is largely independent of Pelrce's

philosophy"(BO).

28. P.C. p.305. 29, P.C. p.350. 30. P.C. pp.344=-5,
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Peirce pointed'to_the peculiar loglic of a sign. A datum
br-object of sensory experlence is undersfobd by a process
_of perception; a thought or abstraqt universal is an object
of conception} but a sign belongs to neither cognitive process.
The sign_is-reiated t6 interpretation, fdr a élgn needs and
determines an act of interpretation. | -
i "A sign, tﬁen} is an objeét whose belng consists in

the fact that the sign calls for an 1ﬂterpretation"(31).l

But whét‘is a sign, as Royce understéod it ?2 He

defined it as expressing a mind} or és a miﬁd itself, or
what he called a "quasi-mind". The sign belongs to the world
of human dialogue and nét to the sphere of impersonal object-
ivity. - For instance} a clbck'is'an'oﬁvious sign in that it
Iexpresses man's way of calcu;éting the time and relies on
other people-being capable of'Interpréting what 1t means.
Similarly a sign-post expresses the intention of someone else
to help others to find their way,and therefore requires
another mind to 1hterpret 1t;

The sign by its presence establishes an interpreting
situation in which the scope of either percgption or conception
is very limited. 1n fhe triadic situation fhe interpreting
mind acts as mediator between the sign and the mind for whom
it is intended. PFor example} a cartographer sees the map
that he has drawn as an interpretation of his knowledge of a
geographical area, and this 1nterpretation'becomes a sign
which needs to be interpreted by another interpreter 1f the
map 1s to be of use. The translator stands as a mediator

between what he sees in front of ﬁim and the interpretation

31. P.C. p.345.
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he 1s to give and this interpretation, or in his case,
translation. becomes another sign or object to be interpreted.
Peirce expressed his view of the function of a sign in the
following way. |

"It (the sign) addresses somebody, that 1s, creates in

the mind of the person an equivalent sign, or perhaps a

more developed sign. That sign which it creates I call

the 'interpretant' of the first sign{“(jz)
Pelrce was using the word finterpretant' to signify any such
development of a sign, for it in no way duplicates the sign,
for simple relteration does not constitute interpretation.
The sign does not stand in a dyadic relation like an object
and its meaning. The slgn functions as s sign only insofar
as 1t 1s part of a working.system of signs. Gallie explains
Peirce's thesis:

"jit (the sign) means What it does only in virtue of

the fact that other signs belonging to the same system

mean the slightly - or immensely - different things that

they do"(33) |

Royce recognised Pelrce's category of the sign as a
corroboration of his theory of social experience; Of course
he was fully aware that Peirce was interested in it primarily
as a category of loéic} but he foresaw its value and importance
for hls own theory of “The'World of Interpretation".  The world
can be percelved and it can be conceived but 1t can also be
interpreted and this 1s made possible by means of signs.

"The universe consists of real Signs and of thelr

interpretation". (34)

32. Gallie(1952).p.110 quoting from Collected Papers of Charles
Sanders Peirce,vol.2,p.231,ed. by Hartshorne and Weiss,Harvard. (1931
=5). 33. Gallie(1952)p.125 34.- P.C. p.345.
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Men are always interpreting thelr experiences; this may
involve relationships with others, or knowledge of themselves,
or they may be seeking to undérstand the world beyond themselves}
which 1s the object of scientific enquiry. These acts of
interpretation produce further needs of interpretation in an
ongoing:: activity. This”éteady seéuense of signs and thelr
1ntefpretations constitutes'the history of the universe.
Where Bergson saw the world in a constant state of flux in
which intuition was the appropriate mode of cognition, Royce
understood the khowledge of tﬂe world as an ongoing process,
in Whléh mankind progreéses from past experiences through the
present towards a deeper knowiedge in the future. 1In this
process the memory is the_sign of the past and one's anticipations
are the sign of the fﬁture. Man's knowledge of the universe
is governed by_fhése signs.

To return to the example of the sign-post; its function
can never be understood 1f'1t is seen merely as an object. As
a sign it 1s used to help other human belngs and therefore
requires interpretation. lIn other Words} i1ts function as a
sign depends on human beingé understanding it; it would not
be a sign if 1t was only underiatood by one individual} as it
ﬁould then be superfluous. It needs a cemmunity to 1nterprét
it, and the minimum number here 1s'thrée.. Firstly, there is
thermind whose intention is expressed in the sign; secondly,
there .1s the person for whom tﬁe.sign 1s intended; thirdly}
there must be a third who will 1nte:pret the 51gn; for 1t is
. not self-explanatory. Signé are important factors 1n the life
of the community.
,@ﬁ At this point 1n the argument-éertain points can be

summarised. As a theory of knowledge interpretation has proved
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to account for huﬁan-experience more fully than the usual
modes of cognition. Insfead-of the subject being alone with
his object} as in all dyadic processes} the object is understood .
within an act of interpretation, and thlis implies a community.
The relationship between the world of human dialogue and
the world of knowledge is a ?riadic one; in thét knowledge-
involves three parties. What then 1s this triad ? Peirce's
theory of signs enabled Royce to solve this problem. The
object of one's knowledge} whether it be inanimate nature
or other people or even Oheself. behaves.as a sign &n that
it points to and needs an interpretation, and hence requlres
an interﬁreter., If these three basic areas of knowledge -
of other people;'of oneself, of objective data --belong to
the context of a community, if 1nterpretétioh is the
Tundamental mode of cognition, then man's knowledge 1s the
possession of a community, néver merely of an individual.

If man 1s seeking greater self-awareness} then he must |
learn from his fellow—meﬂ, and“this can.only be achieved by
entqring into a deeper relatiénship-with.them. Interpretation‘
can succeed here Where}the'usual dyadic epistemoiogies are
wholliyinadequaée. Once this unity is achleved and a
commﬁnity is operating, then it can share its common experiences
and its common knowledge. wa; then, does the triad function
in these reglons ?'

First of all, interpretation binds~ind1v1dua1s_together
1ﬁ a triadic relation. When one is endeavourling to interpret
a neighbour's mind the interpretation is never perfect. The
1nterpreter: the person to which the 1nterpretation.is _
addressed} and the person who 1s the object of this 1nterpretation;

may be in our social ﬁorld three distinct persons, and it is
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likely that the gulf between these individuels may appear
impossible to bridge. Certainly, in contemporary society
this gulf between persons has been described as alienation.
One's neighbour. although not totally incomprehensible,is
estranged from'one to a certain extent. But, as social
'beings} human pérsons could not allow thils situation_to
continue. |

‘"I am discontent with my.narrowness and wlﬁh your

estrangement. I seek unity.with.you."(BS)
One particular‘act of interpretation may noa bring those
concerned very.fag} but the continuihg indefinite process
of 1nterbretation does have as its goal the harmonisation
of mankind in a true cpmﬁunity} although this may'be very much
an ideal. | |

“I am ideally aiming at an»ideal event - the spiritual

unity of our commuhity”(36);
The aim of the interpreting'community 1s nothing less than .
the unity of humanitj, and-this unity is a unity of conscious-
ness. Royée séw the-élm of ihtérpretation as the reconclliation
of those who were once estranged. |

Collective society with its fﬁceleSS'numbers could in
no way achlieve a unity of donsciousness: _Nbr can the dyadic
modes of knoﬁledge; so prevalerit in technoiogical society}
bring people closer_together. Fragmented SOciety contains
individuvals who coﬁtinuélly misunderétand one another} and
such faillures stem from an 1nab111ty'to recognise the intentions,
interests and ﬁdtives of theilr fellow-men. The interpreter.
can be; quite liﬁefally} énything or anybody. It has already
been seen that a qommon-loyaltylﬁrings men of different
backgrounds and 1ntéresté ﬁogether._ The common loyalty of
33: P.C.,p.§TE.-' 36. P.C. p.317. .
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two individuals acts as a mediator-between them. Formerly,
when they were strangers, they were unable to understand |
one another as persosns, because the dyadic relation made 1t
impossible to bridge the gap Between them; but in this new
triadic relation in which loyalty functions as mediator} they
are able to meet on a new plaln of discernment. Royce
maintained that only through these mediating processes can
men come to understand one another in a true community. Where
any number of lndivlduals meet;togéther with a common #i#nterest
acting as mediator, then a community is formed baéed on the
triadic relations that can be found. The founding of a true
community of men 1s dependent on the reélity of such relations,
and on the effectiveness of mediating ideas and interests to
bring about mutual understanding. Such a cbmmunity with its
basic triadic structure is only possible when the individuals
involved identify themselves With.these_mediatlng ideas.
This common denominator may be a friendship, in which
case two lovers are loyal to their relatlonship. But it may
also be é soclal cause, a common task-or an interest. When
two men actively cooperate in-a common-task; as their
involvement increases,so the task becomes part of them.
Cooperation becomes more than mere juxfapoéition of men when
the task involved beéomes paft'of their lives.
‘"They form a community, in our present limited sense,
when they not only cooperate, buf accompany this |
cooperation with that ideal extension of the lives of
individuals®(37). | o _

Loyalty and its cause not only graht:an individual his self-

‘fulfilment, but also weld a living bond between him and his

37. P.C. p.263.
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followers. The 1oya1tj, or commorn cause,  that a person sees
in another acts as a sign} pbinting to the lnterpretation
of his or her mind. |

The comﬁunté& 1s unlimited in its scope.- The alim of
interpretation 1s the unity of fhe whole world, even though
the final_reconciliafion of 21l men could only be achieved,
as far as Royce was doncerned, by the mediation of God. This
is indeed how he viewed the role of Christ - as the interpreter
of the uﬂiversal cpmmﬁnity.

or course; the community} with 1ts'10ja1 cause} not only
provides knowledée of other people; 1t.alsd acts as an
interpreter for.oneself. Not only is each individual in
dialogue with His-fellow-men, but he is also in constant
dialogue with himseif. The community provides him with self-
knowledge; because his cbmpanions act as mediatofs between
himself and his self. To return to the example of the lame
man: he is not wholly aware of his impediment until his contact
with other men has shown him how others walk. The same
principle applies to his knowledge of his personality. The
closer to’a true community that human relationships reach,
the more successful they are in alding self-awareness. Royce
malntalned that collective soclety could reveal to the
individual merely the superficlal aspects of his persoﬁ,whilét
the true communitj’was capable of making him fully aware of
the 1nnerﬁost depths of his belng. The self is not a mere
static nature that caﬁ be scrutinised by the scientific
analyst} but 1s a constant process of interpretation. Man
has a memory and aanticipated future to look forward to. His
present self cannot be separated from his past and his future:;

the self comes down from its own past. It 1is 1tself its own

history. HRoyce sets out his theory in the followlng words:
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"the self 1s no mere datum, but i1s in 1ts essence a

1ife which is interpreted, and which interprets 1tself,

and which,apart from some sort of ideal 1nterpretation,

is a mere flisht_of ideas; or a meaningless flow of

feelinggs or a vision that sees nothing, or else a

barren abstract conceptlaﬁ“{BB).
The constant interpretation that goés on within an individual
1s parallel to the behavibur'of_a community. In fact each
individual is himself a microcosm of the'universal community.
Since the individual is so much 1dentified with the community
in that he shares ﬁhe latter's past and future, both are
dependent on one'aﬁother. In ‘other Words} the community
needs 1ts members fo partake fully in the process of
interpretation.

"The concept of the community depends upon the

1ntérpretation which each 1nd1vidua1 member glves to

its own self - to his own past - and to nis own future"(39).

According to:Royce: knowledge is mediated through the :

interpreting community. Firstly} 1t has been seen that the
loyalty of the comﬁuhity 1s the sign that points towards a

knowledge of otheré; and secondly; the community acssiab::

interpreter of onesélf. In both cases the loyal community

constitutes the third party in the triadic relation.
This,then, 1s how khbwledge of people aé individuals is

structurgd. But according to Royce} not‘onlxzﬁuman dialogue

triadic 1n@§trﬁcture} but‘ali knowledge is triadic also.

So how is sclentific knowledge to be understood ? Surely

the relationship between a subject and his object is a straight

38. P.C.p.253. 39. P.C. pp.248-9.
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‘dyadic one, as Bergson inslisted. .But Royce maintained that
this was not enough. All knowledge belongs to people and
people belong to a community, in which true dialogue is.
already teking place, It is true that individuals do-discover"‘
scienéific facts} ahd they often reach their conclusions byia
laborious proéess of 1hduétion and deductidn, with perceétion
and conception playing an 1mportgnt‘part. TBut Royce, 1nsp1red'
by a papér;Prdblem-of Age, Growth and Deafh} by Minot (40),
suggested that altﬁough individusl zesearéh 1§ essential; -
nevertheless theéeanew discomérmeéhﬁust be corroborated and
confirmed by the sclentific community - that 1s, by those -who
are bound together by a loyaléy'to scienfific truth. In this
way sclentific knowledge becomes.not so much the possession

of the individual concerhed, bﬁt the hefifage of a community,

so that future.geneiations can draw on these sources. Slnce

it 1s obvious that empirical knowledge régutres observgtlon

and experimentation, percebtion and concéption have their

place. At the saﬁe time, Royce fully éppreciated the value of
the pragmatist's position in thils conteit} since the scientist's
theory must be seen to work;’ For scientif;c discbvery to

become scientific knowledge it must be used, tested and verified
by the sclentific cOmmunity.. Sclence does moré than simply
provide perceptual  answers for conceptual questlons; it lnvolves
a process of interpreting data within a community so that it |
can be assimilated and used. Minot's own bellef in the
paramount'importahce pf the communiﬁy served to support Royce's
theories. For just as a common cause can act as mediator in

a triadic relation between men} so a common object of knowledge

40. P.C. p.321.
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can perform the same functlon.

"Our social consclousness is, psychologically speaking,

the most deeply rooted foundation of our whole view of

ourselves and of the world."(41).
Because objective knowledge operates within the context of
a cbmmunity Royce stressed that interpretation, not perception
or conception, is the principal mode of cognitioﬁ. Any
objective fact becomes the'experienqe:of the community. In_.
Royce's philosophy ﬁis chief category was the community} not
the self nof the one and the many} for one's experiénce of the
whole world was dependent on the community:

"the physical world is an object known to the community

and through interpretation"(42).

Royce, following the idealist tradition, saw the

relation between the knower and the objéct of knowledge as
an internal one. In other words he disagreed with the realist
standpoint that reality 1s totally indépendént of the act of
knowing. Indeed} Royce maintained that an object of knowledge
is selected according to one's own purpose. Ewing, in his
Ideélism:A Critical Survey, emphasises the importance of
purpose in Royce's eplstemology. -

"According to Royce, progress in knowledge consists in

the advance from a less determinate fo a more determinate

purpose® (43), |
Royce saw the possibility of effor arising from a failure to
find one's true purpose} gnd a purpose 1s true only if it
conforms to the will of the Absolute. Knowledge is dependent
on the will of the individual. It can be seen that this

L4i. P.C. p.330. 42, P.C. p.361. L43.Ewing,A.C.(1934) p. 50.
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ideallist principle-lies behind his epistemology in the theory
of interpretation. Here knowledge, as the third party} is
dependent .upon the purpose and interest of the community.
Reality is neither 1ndepéhdent of human dialogue, nor 1s it
purely subjective. BRather, it is attalned through the constant

process of interpretation. -This theory was 1ndéed the '

culmination of all his earlier work.

What} thed, in summary are the conclusions of Royce's
thesis ? 'Knowledéé is triadic in structure in that an
individual needs the mediafion of a third party in order to
reach the object of his knowledge. If a man is trying to
underétand his companion then he needs a third factor, such
as a common cause or love between them, in order to penetrate
through to him. Again, if he wishes to learn more about hls
natural environment he needs the.help of other members 1nihis
community. The work of the translator is an example here. Or
finally} if he wishes to galn greater self-awareness he needs
the mediation of othefﬁﬁéople to interpret himself to his self,

Royce's theory of 1nterpretétiop; as 1t is found in

the Problem of Christianity, was the culmination of his

philosophical career} and i1t was this which was his main
contribution to the philosophy of Marcel. Inasmuch as that

is a Jphllosophy of the meahing of soclal existence} a concrete
philosophy of knowledge - neither rationalist nor emplricist -
and an ontology of personal relationships, it has clear links
with Royce. We now turn to the task of showing these links.
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CHAPTER SEVEN

Conclusion.

As we followed the development of Marcel's philosophy
we were able to sée how his acquaintance with Royce's
philosophy was the intellectual counterpart to the powerful
influence on him of his expe:ience as a Red Cross worker
during the Great War. What we have tried to show is how
Royce's peculiar brand of-ideaiism was precisely the kind
of philosophy which at one and the éame time made contact
with Marce13s ideaiist background and spoke to his philosophical
condition. Until then he had acceptéd an essentially idealist
outlook, the aim of which was to_transcend_the limitations
of mundane existence: but the events of the war. shattered
these assumptions. From this period onwards his philosophical
work was charactefised by a concern to understand the
significance of human existence.

waever} chaptef three showed us that Marcel, even in
hls idealist phase, was not unconcerned about personal values.
He soon rejected hegelian idealism because it immersed the
individual into an abstract absolute} although he eagerly
read the works of post-Kantlan philosophers such as Sdhelling.
But Marcel himself realised that his philosophical attempts .
were worked out in dull-and abstract language; although he
saw 1n_his prlays an interesting anticipation of his later
philosophical woTk. '

The tragédy of thé Great War was a turning point in his
career for these events forced Marcel to look £6r a new |
philosophical language. Wahl was mistaken in ignoripg the

importance of Marcel's war experiences, for his philosophical
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development was not a smooth progression from hegelianism
through post-Kantian idealism as he maintained. The
autobiographical passages in Marcel'’s writings make it quite
plain that he regarded hié work in the Information Service
as a crucial factor in the formation of his philosophy'of
existence} and it 1s equally manifest that philosophers such
as Bradley and Bosanquet could not adequafely help him %o
answer the critical guestions that the war brought to the
fore. 1In his efforf to establish the significance of human
relationships and the sphere of personal knowledge he followed
neither an idealist nor a matefialist approach. He was
enough of a realist to Tecognise the validity of objective
knowledge, but this was ndt to be confused with personal
knowledge} which only comes from the direct encounter between
people. It was at this point in his development that he studied
Royce and discovéred in the latter's writings a philosophy
that had struggled wlth the'very problems that he himself
was then facing.

There are various general considerations.that can help
us to understand why Marcel was so impressed by-Royce; even
though the latter was an 1dealist; Firstly} Royce‘s idealism
bore the stamp of a highly independent mind, Marcel fully
appreclated this} for he continually embhasised Boyce's
respect for the empirical in understanding human exXperlence.

Indeed he suggésted in his Métaphxsigue de Joéiah Royce that

certaln characteristics of Royce's philosophy could place
him within the traditlion of the English empiricists. Moreovér;;
we have seen that the empiricist tendencies of Royce's thought
were reflected in his use of Peirce's insights; Secondly}

Marcel was searéhing for a phllosophical understanding of
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personal relationships, and this was a central theme of

Royce's work, especlally his Problem of Christianity. 1In

the latter work Royce demonstrated the inadequaclies of
traditional epistemologies} whether rationalist or empiricist,
in dealing with the complexities of human dialogue. Neilther
conception nor perception could account for that intimate
knowledge of othefs and of oneself that is gained from
personal relatidnships. This was precisely the experience

of Marcel} for he too realised that neither idealism nor
‘empiricism could make sense of personal experience. Royce's
theory of interpretatlon showed Marcel the way forward by
corroborating his own view thaf the mq#t pressing task of
philosophy was to reinstate the importance of personal
knowledge, as distinct from objectivity. Thirdly, and this
1s closely connected with the second polnt} both philosophers
considered socia};awarenéss to have priority over self-awareness,
for the forméf aéﬁérmined the latter. Indeed, Marcel saw
this theme as pervading thé whole of BRoyce's Work} for

social awareneés was to be found in the Gifford Lectureé,
although 1t was in the'theory of interpretation that it
reached 1ts culmination. .

Thesé. then, are the general reasons for Marcel's
appreciatiﬁeness of Royce's work, It is now possible to
state the precise nature of Royce's influence on Marcel's
philosophy. We have argued alread& that Royce's philosoph&
of social relatlénships} culminating in the theory of
interpretatioﬁ, provided inspiration for Marcel's own work,
especlally his theory of 1ntersubjectivity. In the last
two chapters we consldered the arguments of both philosophérs

~

separately; SO0 wWwe can now summarise the extent of Royce's
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influence.

Both Marcel and Boyce engaged 1n a vigorous criticism
of the impersonal nature of modern socilety, for they both
saw that the dr&ft towards collectivism produced a fragmented
and individualistic socliety. Behind the observations of
both philosophers a common alm can be detected - to define
the nature of authentic human relationships and to clarify
the . distinctiveness of personal knowledge} which they saw
as belng threatened by the impersonal structure of society.
Marcel and Royce saw the need for a fresh theory of knowledge
for both recognised that the arrogant claims of empiricism
were the chlef cause of the diminished status of personsal
values. Throughout our study of Marcel's development it 1s
possible to detect a struggle to make a clear distinction
between the realms of objectivity and personal knowledge}
for only by differentiating the two modes of cognition can
one safeguard the validity of empiricism and the distinctive
reality of personal knowledgé. The encroachments of
objectivism on the personal in modern soclety have created
a crisis of identity for many individuals. Certainly in
our sﬁudy of Marcel's notion of intersubjectivity we saw the
importance of the question "What am I?". It was Royce's
theory of interpretation that provided Marcel with the means
of articulating the distinction between the objective and .
_the personal. We have seen that Royce saw phe relationship
between subject and object as triadic, in that the object
of one's interests needs to be interpreted by a mediator.
Objective reality 1s always a third party in relation to
a dialogue. Marcel selzed upon this as a solution to his

own problems.
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It is at this stage in our argument that we can see

how Marcel has used Royce's work and how they differ from each
other. Royce's tpeory of interpretation was an epistemology
that tried to do full Justice fo.all types of knowledge.fBoﬁh
objective and personal knowledge need to be interpreted and
are triadic in structure. But Marcel wished to make a bolder
distinction between the two modes.of knowledge. Unlike Roycé,
Marcel restricted the triadic relation to objective knowledge.
Personal knowledge cannof be triadic, fbr it 6annot be
interpreted. The I-thou dialogue is a direct encounter between
two people involved in an intersubjective bond - 1t is dyadic
inastrueture. This-fs not the dyad that can be found between
subject and dbjegt, but a much more intimate dyad that 1Is
formed betﬁeen subject and subject. Marcel's thesis was
based upon the observation that_bbjective knowledge} that is
the I-1t relationship, is indirect in that it is dependent
upon human dialogue; wheréas'personal knowledge is thé most
direct and 1nt1méte modé of cogniyion, for 1t 1s achieved

when men are willing to égknowledge the depths of one
another's being. Marcel saw the validity of both types

of cognition, but he maintained that personal knnwledge took
priority over empirical data.! But, to admit these-crucial'"
differences is not to undermine the importance of Royce's
triadism for Marcél'é own philosophy. BRather, the theory

of triadic relations made 1t possible for'Ma_réel to

articulate the distinction between the two modes of knowledge,
and heﬁce he ﬁas able tq;formulate his notlon of the
 intersubjective dyad. Ro§ce's_theory of triadic relations

and hls-obéervations on the characteristicsz8f a true community

made it possible for Marcel to reach this important conclusion.
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Although Royce's true community and Marcel's inter-
subjective bond are not fhe same, in that the former is triadic
whilst fhe latter 1s.dyad1c, they do have many common
characteristics. Both theories acknowledge the aim of
authentic rélationships = the attainment of personal unity,
a feéling of togetherness; in which all those coﬁcerned are
truly aware of each other'as unique individuals. In Roycebs
argument loyalty was é éruciél'factbr in this unifying process,
for without loyalty Royce saw that a 66mmunity would degenerate
into a collective socigty.. Marcel agreed ﬁith Royce's
observation that the'unity of mass society is false, in that
it is maintéihed by eiternal pressure, and .he followed Royce's
argument that an authentic unity of persons is based on an_gct
of will on the bart of the 1hd1v1dual. It.is natural,theh!that
we should find in Marcél a parallel notioﬁ to that of Roycefs
loyalty. Indeed, we saw in chapter five_that Marcel's
description of fldelity is véry réminiscent-of Royce's
| language concerning loyalty. Naturally Royce's theory of
: loyalty and Marcel's notion of fidelity ére not identical,
in that Marcel does not-underétan@ fidelity as playing the
role of 1nterpreter'in a tfiadlc'reiatiqn. for we have seen
that he xrestricted the triadice relation to objective knowledge;
But hé'did follow Royce in. seeing fildelity as a charapteristic
of personal relationships. Just és.Royce sew loyalty as |
 binding people together into é true community, so Marcel
realised that the 1ntersgbjec§ive bond felies on fidelity for
its continuance. The intersubjective bond, as the place of
_belng, is where personal vaiaés_are-to be found. We .saw thdat
to enter into a close relatioﬁship with someone involves

being faithful to a bond, and-this is an act of personal faith,
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hope and love. It can be seen that both Royce and Marcel

maintained that self-fulfilment lies in establishing
personal relationships, and this needs an act of commitment
on the part of the individual.

Differences indeed there were between the two
philosophers, for,after all, Marcel had abandoned idealism
while BRoyce's work never strayed frqm that tradition. But
we have shown that there is plenty of evidence to indicate
that Royce's brand of idealism was of a highly original
style and was concerned with many of the lssues that were
preoccupying Marcel during the war. BRoyce's work, especially
his theory of 1nter§retation} was without doubt a major
formative influence on Marcel, for he was able to draw upon
the insights of Royce's philosophy of personal relationships
in order to formulate his own philosophy of existence.
Marcel's study of Royce at a crucial moment in his life
gave him a fresh understanding of the depths of human
existence, whereby he was able to ackhowledge the just claims
of empiricism whilst réinstating the central importance of
personal values. The clarificétion of these issues became

the basis of his later work.
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