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John Macmurray as a Scottish Philosopher :

The Role of the University and the Meansto Live Wdll

Abstract

JohnMacmurray (18941976)was born in Scotland and began his philosophical education in
a Scottish universityAs an academic philosopheollowing in the footsteps ofCairds
Scottish idealism a reaction against the debate between Hume’s scepticism and Reid’s
‘commonsense’ -Macmurray holdsthat a universityeducation in moral philosophys i
essential for producing virtuous citizer@3onsequently, Macmurray philosophy of human
natureincludesa ‘thick’ description of the persomwhich is more holistic that Cartesianism
and emphasizes the relation of persons. Hence, Macmurray focuses on community, but, as
this chapter revealdieis not a communitarian in the contemporary semather, he shares
Caird’s focus on philosophy as the means to living well. Thusppmosesincreasing
specializatiorin university education anfgighlightsthe limits of science, which, Davie notes,

is represptative of the Scottish metaphysic of Macmurray’s &acmurayis the last irthis

line of the Scottish philosophicaladition
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John Macmurray(1891-1976)was borninto a Scottish Calvinist family. After a school
education in Aberdeen, he studli€lassicsand Geologyat Glasgow Universitywhere the
focus was on Descartes, Kant and Helgglon his graduation in 1913 Macmurray madve
Oxford, havingobtained a plact study Greats at Balliol Collegevhere he was tutored by
A. D. Lindsay a former student of Edward Caifdee Costello, 2002, pp. £8. Although
Macmurray’s tudies were interrupted by the First World War, he subsequently conhplete
the course and emba#t on his philosophical career, staying in Balliol as John Locke
Scholar in Mental Philosophy. Over the next ten years Macmurray ebi@isuccession of
posts in the University of Manchestére University of Witwatersmd, Johannesburg, South
Africa anda second post d@alliol College, Oxfordbefore hesetted for sixteen years as
Grote Professor of Mind and Logat University College, Londofpreceding A. J. Ayer and
the turn to linguistic philosophypuring his time in LondonMacmurray’s engagnent in
left-wing politics brings him into contact with John Mildtbn Murry and Karl Polanyi
(Costello, 2002, pp. 2484). It is not until 1944 that Macmurragturnedto Scotland to take
up the post of Professor of Moral Philosophy at the University of Edinl{stgiteeding A.

E. Taylor to work alongside Norman Ker§mith), where he remaed until his retirement in
1958 and became personally acquainted with Gabrielcklaand Martin BubeKCostello,
2002, p. 322).

Between the 1920s and the 1970s, Macmurray publightairly large number of
articles and monographs, the majority appearing in print between 1930 and186Q.the
1930s he also gave a number of popusatio broadcasts, with the intention of expressing
philosophy in terms that the general public could comprehend, on the grounds that
philosophy is borne out of ‘common human experiefidEicmurray, 1932, p. 68Df more
academic interest, however, are @Gifford lectures that Macmurrayas invited tadeliver at

Glasgow University in 1953 and 195%hese lectures, originallgntitied ‘The Form of the



Personal'and published a few years later as tlve volumesThe Self as Ager{il957) and
Persons inRelation (1961) are Macmurray’s most welkinown works (and have been

reissued several times, most recently in 1995).

The Function of Education
From this brief biography, we can see theEcmurray spent most of his philosophical career
in England; neweheless he maintained a pride in his Scottishness and a belief that his
formative years in Scotland had imbued in him a Scottish mindset that was distim¢hat
of his English contemporarig€ostello, 2002, pp. 108). However,in the midst of the
Second World WarMacmurray is clear that nationalism is dangeraisce it breeds
exclusivityanda lack of tolerance (1941a, pp. 421 Instead, he praises the Commonwealth
in so far as it has produced political cohesion across diverse nations, SBatifugtering the
differences of national culture and combining them, we enrich the commoxili#la, p.
472).In fact, it is perhaps Macmurray’s concern to produce a philosophy that enriehes li
that links him most closely with the Scottish philosophical tradition that precedes him.

Historically, philosophy was an integral part of the curriculum in Scottish universities
for seveal hundred yearssee Graham, 2007)n addition, in contrast with English
universities, as Walker explains, higheatucation in Scotland was democratic rather than
elitist, formed on a principle of offering a generalist rather than (oast kefore) a specialist
education, in which philosophy had a central (4/@94, ch. 2)At the root ofthe compulsory
study of hilosophy in Scottish universities was a respect for intellectual inquiayrasans
to living life well: the study of philosophy was seen as a means to improving teaogc
increasing wisdom, producing reflective and virtuous citizens.

In fact, & Hamiton and Turner explain, Edward Caird and A. D. Lindsay, who

tutored Macmurraymodernized adult education on the basis of their belief that admirable



citizens require a good higher education (2006, pp.-209). In accordance with the
inference that uniwsities can improve the welfare of society, Caird and Lindsay held that
adult education should be democratmpen to all regardless of financial capaeitgnd that
non-vocational education (which includes the study of philosophy) should be state-funded.

Moreover, Macmurray holds ontbis notion of the universitggainst a rising tide of
university expansion and increasing specializatibi@ maintains thatA university is
primarily a centre of cultural life and cultural progreés944a, p. 278)Consguently, he
contends that a university education is distinct from school education in that binesm
education with an application of knowledge in service to the community, by meanscof whi
culture is sustained and developklénce, he insists that aiuersity ‘must be a place where
knowledge isunified and not merely a common house for disjointed speciali€ifg4a, p.
279, emphasis in original). In other words, Macmurray holds that specialization without
broader knowledge base creates an imbalance; a university should ‘combireneedbal
general education with specialized training in some particular departmendypf(@944a, p.
283).To prevent such an imbalance, according to Macmyrueyversities must, in addition
to teaching undergraduate students, maintain an gmtesencewithin the society in which
they exist and increase knowledge through research. For Macmurraythtess aspestofa
universitys function are inseparabkndgrounded ‘in the perennial needs of human nature
and human society’ (1944a, p. 284)

Macmurray’s emphasis on the cultural significance of universities isibdteeping
with that of the Glasgow idealistshe influenced him and borne out in his written and
practical work in the field of educatiollthough Macmurray’s collection of papers on
education remained unpublished, his work in promoting accessible and holistic education is
well attested. Duringhe 1940s Macmurray, together with Kenneth Barnes, founded the

Wennington School in LancashirBased on the belief that play is a significant tool in a



child’s formal education, the schoslrrvived on limited finances for over thirty years and
was commended fats resultg(see Costello, 2002, pp. 186d374).In addition, during his
time in Edinburgh Macmurray campaigned successfully, on behalf of mature studeets
open their college, Newbattle Abheand he was instrumental in establishing Britafirst

university courses for nurses (Costello, 2002, p. 347).

From Idealism to Agency

At the heart of Macmurray’s approach to education is both his connection with thewlasg
idealists and his critique of idealisMiriting for the fortieth anniversary of the publication
British Weekly Macmurray acknowledges thBtitish thoughthas beerioverborne by the
impulse of . . . German Romanticisi{L926, p. 164)In particular, he notes that this is
‘represented on its philosophical side by Caird’s great work orCthial Philosophy of
Kant, and by the foundation of th@xford School of Idealism undéhne leadership of T. H.
Green’ (1926, p. 165Macmurray was clearly familiar with Caird’s workdhis own work
returns to Kant repeatedly. However, Macmurray is equally aware of thi&tions of

philosophical idealism and claims that it:

raises afresh the problem of Personality, but at a new leaelevel where
philosophy feels the need of segf the religious, the scientific, the artistic, and
the practical and social activities of the human spiri¢ b side on a common
level of validity, and of creating categories of thought which will enable us to
grasp them together as functions ofeo®lf-conscious personal life (1926, p.

165).



In Macmurray’s work the idealistnotion of Absolute Mind is replaced with an emphasis on
agency.Macmurray isdissatisfiedwith the persistence of elements @értesian mindody
dualism in Kant's transcendental unity of apperception. Thawvigle Kant's distinction
between the noumenal and thieenomenamakes room for sense perception, the emphasis
on pure reason reliem a concept omind that is abstracted from its relation to matteor
Macmurray, this philosophical emphasis on the mgthadequate, given that the common
experience of human beings is the interaction of mind and body. A comprehensive
conception of the person must account for our experience of mind and body. Hence,
Macmurray states: ‘I cannot both be a body and have a body, nor can | be a mind and have a
mind’ (1935b, p. 272).

By taking embodied experience asgiven Macmurray makes no attempt either to
prove or to explain the interaction between the mental and the physical. According to
Macmurray, thought is one of the activities of the human person and, thus, it implies th
existence of the sels agent which, in turn, implies the existence of the physical body
Hence, he states: ‘we should substitute the ‘I do’ for the ‘I think’ as out stging and
centre of reference’ (1957, p. 84)acmurray is not denying that thought is a mental activity,
rather he is insisting that thinking and acting are activities of the same indigsibleven
though action employs mind and body more than thought. Not only does action require a
body, it also requires the existence of that which is other than the self. Thus, from the
standpoint of agency the material self and the material world green since, Macmurray
explairs: ‘When | act | modify the world’ (1957, p. 91).

Thought, then, occurs as reflection on what we know from immediate experience, in
order that we might know it bettethat is, we retreat from immediate experience into
reflection when action is thwarted in some way. Reflection, therefore, engatpesur

memory of previous experiences and makes inferences concerning thelitedyne of an



act given the similarity otircumstances to previous actions. Macmurray insists, however,
that the purpose of thought is to ‘enable us to resimeoncrete activity of life’(1933b, p.
38). To put it another waythe conclusions of our thoughteed to beput to the test in
practical activityin order that they beither verified or refuted.

Action is irreversible; it cannot be undone. Thus, to act is to chooseptioa out of
the available range a@iptions ‘a choice of one possibility which negates the possibility of all
others’ (1957, p. 139)Moreover, the reason for acting in a certain way is underpinned by the
agent’s intention, which might not be entirely conscious but will have the possiibging
expressed verballyit the same, action is made possible by a whole host of physical activity
which we have learnt previously and can carry out without concentr&immsequently,
Macmurray distinguishes between habitual activity, which he equates witlvemaitnd
deliberate action, which he equates with intentional activity. He statdsathiais the ‘aspect
of our action, without which the action could not take place. It is integrated and sufistervie
the positive aspect of deliberate purpose in terms of which the action must be’ {@86&d
pp. 1612). It is through the limitation of attention, then, that the agent is able to focus on the
intention and not on the habitual activity.

There is, in Macmurray’s theory then, a ‘rhythm of withdrawal and re(@987, p.
181)whereby the agent ceases acting forghgose of focusing on mental activity that will
enable more effective future action. In this respect, Macmurray’'s ndtithe celf as agent
unifies our mental and physical properties in a continuous pendulum of mental and physical
activity. At its heart Macmurray’'sagencytheory has an empirical basis that requires and
confirms the existence of the material worthat which is acted uponby taking seriously

our experience of ourselves as embodied minds.

! Macmurray’s theory of agency could be supported by Strawson, for example, and has

proved useful to feminist theologys€e Strawsqrii987; Parsons, 2002).



Rationality and the Emotions
In addition, Macmurray’s attempt to balance the relation of mind and body includes an
emphasis on the whole self that takes account of the emotioiss.the emotions that
underpin our choices in action. On this basis Macmurray contends that, as agents: éVhat w
feel and how we feel is far more important than what we think and how we t(iaB2, p.
142).As with thought, it is action that determines whether or not our emotions concamning a
object are accurate or not. In this respect, Macmurray holds that an agprepmiationis
tied to the nature of the object. Macmurray suggests that fear of somethingnihatt lcurt us
IS inappropriate, whereas appropriate emotion ‘grasps the value of what is nbtesuasel
enjoys it or disapproves it’ (1932, p. 147).

A significant corollary of Macmurray’s account of the emotions is his radical
interpretation of reason in relation to them. He contends that: ‘Whatever is atehstiac
and essential expression of human nature must be an expression of (28860, p. 7.
Contrary to the view that the emotions are chaotic and irrational and need to be subordinated
to cognitive reason in order that action be rational and unemotional, Macmurray maintains
not only that the emotions are essential to action but also thatmibgonshave the capacity
for rationality. Emotions, he states, ‘can be rational or irrational in precisely the saynaswa
thoughts, through the correctness or incorrectness of their referencetyd (E285c, p. 11Y:
In other words, both thought aremotion are rational when they relate accurately to the
nature of the object. However, Macmurray is quick to point out that the educatystehs

has favoured the intellect over the emotions to the extent that the development of rationa

2 Macmurray’s account of rational emotion is supported by what de Sousa termsgisipl

rationality’ (see de Sousa987, p. 171 ff.).



thought has not been matched by a corresponding development in rational emotion, with the
effect that inappropriate emotioage acommonoccurrence.

To increase the rationality admoton, Macmurray holds, we need to match the
educational emphasis on the intellect wi#kducation in emotion, through training in
‘sensibility’, which is ‘the capacity to enjoy organic experience, to etf)eysatisfaction of
the senses’ (1935c, p. 1¥ccording to Macmurray, an education in sensamareness will
enable the appreciation tfe intrinsic worth of objects as opposed to merely valuing that
which is of use. In other words, the intellect gives us knowledge of an object’s instrumenta
value, but this Macmurray argues is ‘knowle@dputthings, not knowledgef them. It does
not reveal knowledge of the world as it is. Only emotional knowledge can do that’ (1935c, p.
22, emphasis in original)Admittedly, while our capacity for experiencing pleasure would
increase with emotional education, so would our capacity for experiencing pain. Yet,
Macmurray claims, it is much better to life a life full of capacity than to stgrefvom the

risks that accompany it. He states:

We must choose between a life that is thin and narrow, uncreative and
mechanical, with the assurance that eveih i§ not very exciting it will not be
intolerably painful; and a life in which the increase in its fullness and creaswene

brings a vast increase in @glt, but also in pain and hurt (1935c, p. 25).

Thus, Macmurray’s account of the rationality of emotion and its capacity for
education is reminiscent of Aristotle’s work on the passion¥he NicomacheaEthics

Both Macmurray and Aristotle insist on the potential rationality of the emotimasigh

% Hence, Macmurray holds that the utilitarian attempt to increase pleasure ambdquain

is conceptually flawed.



training that encourageproperly directed emoti@ Moreover, Macmurray asserts that this
does not mean dictating correct emotion and squashing negative emotions, rathée it is t
development of mature recognition and discrimination of the range of emotions. Hence, he
states: ‘Emotional education shouild, therefore, a considered effort to teach children to feel
for themselves; in the same sense that their intellectual training should beratoettat

them to think for themselves’ (1935c, p. 3B). be successful, such an education will have to
overcome an inculturation that subordinates emotions to the intellect in favour- of re
integrating body and mind, reason and emot&ignificantly, therefore, while an intellectual
education has productive and profitable citizens as its goal, emotional educatisesfon

living well and thereby improves the quality of life.

Admittedly, Macmurray’s account of emotional education and its benefits can sound
idealistic, and yet his own efforts with the Wennington School (mentioned above) are
testament to its practicability and igsotential for success. Moreover, contemporary
neurological and physiological investigation now provides a scientific basis ffuah wo
support Macmurray’s claims and more widespread emotional education. Daniela@dtam
example, in his 1995 bodkmotional Intelligence: Why It Can Matter More Than, ii3es
brain science antbngitudinal studies to confirm the significance of our emotional brain,
revealing that our ‘emotional intelligence’ is a better indicator of sscttean our 1Q.
Success here refers to the integration into society and happiness in adulthoodeaniegs
factors such as the ability to retain employment and sustaintéomgrelationships, rather
than materialistic excess or celebrity statwbat Maenurray would refer to as living well
and is more commonly referred to in contemporary studies asbeiall To have a high
emotional intelligence, Goleman explains, is to be ‘able to motivate oneself ramst pethe
face of frustrations; to control imfse and delay gratification; to regulate one’s moods and

keep distress from swamping the ability to think; to empathize and to (@5, p. 34)

10



While schools adopting emotional education focus on each of the above mentioned areas,
empathy is a key fas for improvinginterpersonal skillsand has been found to reduce
bullying and increasing community spirit; the other factors, Goleman satteave been
effective at reducing depression and violent outbursts, and, significantly, impsewaitigmic
gradeq1995, pp. 22987). | suspect that the ability to control impulse and delay gratification
might be useful in reducing financial debt too. For Macmurray, emotional nyatuwild

enable the maintenance of the quality of relationships rather expecting thetiomstitof

family and marriage to sustain them (see Macmurray, 1935c, p. 75).

The Limits of Science

It is worth noting that Macmurray’s understanding of the importance of edgctie
emotions has implications for art; it is a ‘traininganistry’ (Macmurray, 1935c, p. 42). That

is, while an intellectual educatigrovidesscientific knowledgeof the instrumental worth of
objects and, thereforef the means the agent might employ to realize an intention, the
emotions enable discernmenttbé intrinsic worth of objects and, hence, of a desirahté

of an action which is for Macmurray, closely connected to istit reflection (see
Macmurray, 1961b)Yet, Macmurray is concerned that the educational system with which
familiar places much greater emphasis on scientific investigation than artiséitvity,
thereby providing little guidance as to the desirable application of smektidwledge. In

this respect he allegdbat ‘science is out of bounds’ (1961b, p. 23; see also Macmurray,
1939).That is, in Macmurray’'s opinion, the value judgements concerning the use to which
science is put are external to science itself and involve a different sort wiekige. For

Macmurray, science is primarily concerned with matters of fact, whereas @nhcerned
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with matters of value; in other wordsaluable ends are determined by the emotional life and
the sort of artistic reflection that grasps the intrinsic worth of an object.

If we were to take this aspect of Macmurray’s argument seriahgly,the pursuit of
art and the development of an aesthetic appreciation, while often regardeday,atould
be given an educational status equivalent to that of science, on the grounds thaaliins vit
choosing between possible ends and, thesefan the effort to live well.However,
Macmurray’s main criticism of the changes afoot within British universities in 948slis
that ‘the development of science and its applications has disturbed the balance of traditional
university life’ (Macmurray,1944a, p. 277)As we discussed earlidvlacmurray maintains
that universities are places for cultural progress and yet he fearsetlesictioaching sciences
are being studied in isolation from other aspects of the traditional cumciat only does
Macmurray view the separation of scientific study as a demise in the ‘older ared m
important functions{(Macmurray, 1944a, p. 278§ a university- namelyequipping students
to live well—he also blames this shift for increastegsion baveen science anceligion, or,
rather, a conflict betweescience andhe aspects ofulture that maintain social cohesion
(Macmurray, 1944a, p. 280yhus, as Walker holds, while Oxbridge is focusedhmw can
we know’ - the pursuit of knowledge for its own sake, Macmurray is concerned with *how
can weknow what we should do’ — the pursuit of knowledge in order that our action might be
more effectivgWalker, 1994, pp. 139-40).

Moreover, George Davie equates Macmurray’'s concern with the boundaries of
scienceasa characteristic of &cottish metaphysiaf the period, in which the central focus is
the relaton of mind to matter He notes that the spread of philosophy of science from
Oxbridge to Scotland ‘put over the view that philosophy, when it functioned propers

the handmaiden of the sciences, and not as men like Kemp Smith, Campbell and MacMurray

* A work of art, then, is a representation of an artist's aesthetic appwadiiis subject.
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had maintained, their metaphysical critig986, p. 164)For Davie, it is his view of science

that marks Macmurray as thest ina particuladine of Scottishphilosophers.

From Agency to Relationality
Macmurray’s theory of the self as agent rejects the notion of the solgihrgnsl postulates
the necessity of relation. Action requires that which resists and supportsioine laence, the
agent exists in relation to that which is other than the self. He states: ‘We kist@nee by
participating in existence. This participation is action . . . Existence thea githary datum
. . . What is given is the existence of the world in which we parteiga®61a, p. 17).
Moreover, that which is other than the self includes the material, organic and personal
worlds; in acting to realize an intention, the agent encounters resistantether agents
who have conflicting intentions. Hence, Macmurray state’seXist only as one element in
the complex “You and I’ (1961a, p. 24).

Relatioral existence is a permanent feature of humanity, Macmurray arfjoes
birth. Thus, he opposes the Aristotelian portrayal of human infants as animalistiathout
the potential for adult rationality. On the contrary, Macmurray argues tharhunfants are
ill-adapted to survival and exhibit few of the animalistic instincts exhibited by speeies.
The extent of a newborn baby’s adaptation to the environowersists of the ability to relay
‘feelings of comfort or discomfort; of satisfaction and dissatisfac{iptacmurray, 1961a, p.
48). In comparison with other animals, the human infant is totally dependent upon adults for
her or his survival for a surprisingly long timén adult carer has to interpret the infant’s
cries of distress by a process of trial and error; when the child stopg,ahe adult will be

reassured that the child’'s needs have been met. Nevertheless, in addition to @rying t

® He notes, however, that Macmurray’s influence shifted to psychology anddisoxered

in philosophy in the late twentieth century (see Davie, 1986, p. 170).
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communicate a need, a human infant also makes happy, gurgling noises whehnesbeesra
familiar face or hears a familiar voicevhich go beyond those necessary to reinforce the
relationship on which they depend for survivdlccording to Macmurray: ‘This is evidence
that the infant has a need which is not simply biological but personal, a need to béhin touc
with the mother; and in conscious perceptual relation with fE961a, p. 49) More than
employing biological drives for survival then, a human baby is born with an impulse to
communicate with other humans.

It is undeniable that human babies enjoy contact with other humans and suffer
negative effects if they are denied physical intimaapd, moreover, that their survival is
dependent upon the knowledge, thoughts and actions of their carers’. In addition, as the child
gains physical control and attains mobility, rather than becoming adaptedii@bkthe child
is at greater risk of harm. As learned skills become habitual and further skidsquired, it
is up to the carer to direct the child towards their appropriate use. In effeefothe the
child is encouraged to make distinctions between ‘right’ and ‘wrong’ behaviour and to
cooperate with the carer. Hence, rather than learningss#itiency and survival in nature,
the human infant learns ‘to submit to reason’ (Macmurray, 1961a, p.Y&9)positive
relations amongst humanseasomuch more than thidnasmuch as the child rewards the
carer with unnecessary smiles and gigglesers talk to, play with and cuddle their children
to an extent that goes far beyond the biologically necessary. In Macmun@yls: ‘These
gesturesymbolize a mutual delight in the relation which unites them in a common life: they
are expressions of affection through which each communicates to the other thbiridehe

relationship, and they represent, for its own sake, a consciousness of coatimgi(1961a,

® This view is supported by psychoanalysis (see, for example, Guntrip, 1961).
" Macmurray acknaledges that this does not need to be the biological mother, but any carer,

male or female.
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p. 63).Significantly, then, human relations are more than mere matter of facah&in an
intentional element. Moreover, the intention to sustain human relations through
communication is a much more inclusive account of humanity dmenwhich relies on

cognitive capacity andxeludes the profoundly disabled (see Swinton & Mclintosh, 2000).

Growth to Adulthood

During the early stages of human life, the carer is motivated in acting to sheséhild’s
needs by love for the child and fear for the child’s safety. Similarly, Maawdmolds, the
child’s cries of distress and smiles of contentment are expressions ofoanbiorms of
these motives (see Macmurray, 1961a, p. BBese motives persist into adulthood, since
humans do nomature into independent beings but into mutually interdependent lones.
through this germinal awareness of belonging with and existing in opposition tar¢nahat
the child’s awareness of both self and other grows, and leads, in time, to enipathy.
addition, as the child learns to distinguish between carers, he or she becomey aeiaiga
member of awider circle of humans and the child’s behaviour towards those other human
beings will be connected to how much care they provide.

Initially, the young child sees all objects as animate and has to learn to discriminate
betweenthe animateandthe inanimateThis discrimination is a practical one; it is through
active relation with the various others that the child discovers which sodstioh are
appropriate to the nature of tepecificother. Despite the temptation towards dualism here,
the discrimination of the different categesiof other is threefold, since, in addition to human
beings and inanimate objects, the child will become awaiheo category of animals as
others that do not care for the child but do respond and are not of purely instrumental value to
humans. During th@rocessof discriminationthe child also becomes acquainted with the

notion of possessigonlearning toassocia¢ objects with their owners. In this respect,

15



Macmurray explains: “My body’ continues to occupy an ambiguous position inorelst
me. From one point of view i$ me or part of me; from another it is an object which | ‘have’
or ‘own’ or ‘possess’, aspossess my clothes or my fountgien’ (1961a, p. 81, emphasis in
original).

It is essential for the child’'s development that gadternof contact with the carer
follows a ‘rhythm of withdrawal and returMacmurray, 1961a, p. 76YVhile the carer is
absent, the child is anxious for her or his survival and for the continuation of thensai
if which she or he depends for survival. During the withdrawal phase then, the atilidns
are motivated by fear for the self, and, in this respect,beareferred to as ‘egocentric’
(Macmurray, 1961a, p. 89evertheless, the successful growth from childhood to adulthood
is not measured so much by the acquisition of skills during the withdrawal phasayhay
contends, as by the child’s attitude to tager’s return. In other words, growth to maturity
requires that the child learns to cooperate and mutual affection persisisvétpilthe child
refuses to engage in a cooperative relationship with the carer, she or he has ¢tws: opti
‘either run awayor fight’ (Macmurray, 1961a, p. 103).ccording to Macmurray, ehild who
‘runs away from the carer’s attempts at cooperation becosdsmissive andahtasizes
aboutan imaginarycarer who does not require cooperation, while a child \frgbts’ against
cooperation uses aggression in an attempt to force the carer to bend to tisedemidnds.
Submission and aggression are interchangeable modes of interaction stemmirtgefrom
defensive motive of fear for the self; although these modes of relating cart peosedult
relations, the frequency of the rhythm of withdrawal and return provides rmaultipl
opportunities for the motive of love to establigte cooperationnecessary for successful
adult relations

Objectrelations theories provide support for Macmurray’s theory of child

development and the essential nature of eendd relation. As Winnicott states: ‘if you set

16



out to describe a baby, you will find you are describirmply and someoh€l962, p. 137,
emphasis in original).Moreover, psychoangic theories agree that reciprocal human
relations do not simply serve biological functions or childhaather, human relations are
craved for their own sake and are of the utmost importance to human beings throughout
adulthood havinga profound effect on mental healgee Guntrip, 1971, pp. 157). As a
philosopher and not a psychologist, Macmurray demonstrates a intelligiblenasiva
account of human relations and child development, which, according to Jones, ‘provides a

philosophical justification for the retanal psychoanalytic theories’ (1996, p. 26)

Politics and Society
Macmurray’s account of human beings as agents ‘constituted by theirl malati@mn to one
another’ (Macmurray, 1961a, p. 24)as wide ranging politicahnd moral implications. As
mentioned above, when faced with an agent who requires cooperation, the child responds
with love, aggression or submission. These three attitudes are not entirelgt chsid
separable; actions can contain elements of moredhardisposition, in the same way that
the dominant motive of love or fear contains and subordinates the opposing motive.
However, since actions in relation have effects on other agents in therretagre is an
inherent moral aspect to action. A chig, we have seen, might act cooperatively so as to aid
the carer in action, or the child might act with the intention of preventing coapesatd
ultimately aiming to prevent the carer from pursuing his or her intended cours&oof. ac
Hence, Macmurraytates: ‘The moral problematic of all actienthe possibility that any
action may be morally right or wrongarises from the conflict of wills, and morality, in any
mode, is the effort to resolve this conflict’'(1961a, p. 116).

Since the attitudegrevalent in the childarer relation persist into adulthood,

Macmurray’s theory is both descriptive and normative. Children and aekptesstheir
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human nature througteciprocalrelations. Humans who adopt a submissive or an aggression
attitude in their relations with others will frustrate their own ability to exetbisie nature by
preventing mutual cooperation. Thus, we have to acknowledge that our actions can limit the
freedom of others to act to achieve their intentions and, similarly, our frefedachis bound
up with the intentions and actions of other agents. For Macmurray, then, ‘Every individual
agent is therefore responsible to all other agents for his [or her] actiorslofreand
responsibility are, themmspects of one facfMacmurray,1961a, p. 119)We are responsible,
as members of groups, for the effects that our actions have in supporting anthetiaeggr
opposing and weakening the relations in that grolgvertheless, responsibility in action is
limited by the available knowtie and the intention behind the action; an agent cannot be
responsible for the unintended consequences of an action.

Macmurray’s account of the morality of action extends beyond familial setatio
societyin genergl it applies to the relations amofanilies, social groups and across nations.
At the national level, Macmurray contends that the submissive, aggressive and loving
attitudes of the child can be detected a wider scaleas pragmatic, contemplative and
communal nationaNo one nation will operate exclusively from one ofsihecategories of
apperception’ (Macmurray, 1961a, p. 110)t at times the overriding dominance of one or
other of the modes will be detectable. On the one hand, a nation that is dominated by
contemplative concerns valorizes the spiritual over the material and fusati@ccordance
with an aesthetic vision of good practice. On the other hand, a nation that is t@dnfipa
pragmatic concerns valorizes the material over the spiritual and functiorse drasis of
technical merit and regulations. Pragmatic and contemplative modes are egqcentric
concerned respectively with power aintuition, whereas the communal mode is concerned
with positive relations amongst agents; it is, according to Macmurray, ‘hetenat(1961a,

p. 122).
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Pragmatic and Contemplativ&ttitudes

In support of his categorization, Macmurray claims :th@homas Hobbes, the father of
modern political theory, provides an almost perfect example of an analysis df sodige
pragmatic mode of apperception’ (1961a, p. 184en though Hobbes’ makes no attempt to

give an historical account of social interaction, his portrayal of humans as\ysdgarful and
aggressive does fit the pragmatic mode as described by Macmurray. In Hobbea' logi
analysis, members of society recognize the need for cooperation, but coopeyaié¢ onl
sufficiently fearful of the law(Hobbes, 1991, p. 121Hence, the state exists as a pragmatic
tool for ensuring the stability of social unity, by force. Macmurray holds that Hobbes
perception of humanity is at fault, since, for Hobbes, it is human reason as opposed to human

nature that givedse to positive intehuman relations. On the contrary, Macmurray insists

People enjoy being together and working together, quite apart from any
calculation of selinterest, and even at times against their private interests. The
war of all against all is at best an abnormal state of affairs, and ppmaoman]
with no interests whatever in the fortunes of Jus her] fellows is a freak of

nature, and hardly human (1961a, p. 139).

As the antithesis to Hobbes’ pragmatic apperception, but with a similar s@parahuman
nature and reason, Macmurray cites Rouss@auording to Macmurray, while Hobbes’
views human nature as the cause of enmity and reason as the grounds for soci@i@ooper
Rousseawiews reason as the source of conflict and human natitee grounds of social
unity (1961a, p. 140)For Rousseau, humatmsve the capacity for selinprovement, but

seeking it results in both virtuous action and corruption; heheajeed for a social contract
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(Rousseau, 1973, p. 169Ylacmurray claims that Rousseau’s conception of society fits
Macmurray’s description of the contemplative mode of apperception, sincadatisiin the
present is to be found through identifying ‘ourselves with the ideal enddantfying ‘our
individual wills with the general will of societyMacmurray, 1961a, p. 141). In other words,
Rousseau’s social contract bears similarities to Macmurray’'s description dfitten flight,

who imagines an ideal carer as a mechanisraubmitting to rather than resisting the carer

Social Bonds
Thus, social bonds are determined by the dispositions of the members of a fghoupans
act from a negative motive of fear, social bonds will be maintained either byolocoasent.
Yet, Macmurray argues that humans, by their nature, require positive relafitbngheir
fellows for the growth and the full expression of that nature. In short, ‘I need you to be
myself’ (Macmurray, 1961a, p. 150). Hence, the relations in groups with negative motives
might be described as impersonal, in contrast with groups that act from theepositive of
love and might be described as personal. Macmurray emphasizes the distinctiom betwee
these two types of rgups by referring to the former as ‘societiesid the latter as
‘communities’ (1961a, p. 145While, therefore, the term ‘society’ can be applied to any
group of related humans, Macmurray highlights the differences between ‘grdupls w
consist of peo@ cooperating for certain specific purposes, like trade unions, or cricket
clubs, or ceoperative societies’ and ‘groups which are bound together by something deeper
than any purposeby the sharing of a common lif@lacmurray, 1941b, p. 22).

In other words, it is the kind of unity that holds a group together that is of primary
importance for Macmurray. Nevertheless, this does not mean that societiesnamunites
are mutually exclusive; on the contrary, there will be degrees@méty within a commuty

and vice versa. Societies are formed and bound by a particular function, and are therefore
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means to an end (even though communal bonds might develop among the members of a
society). Communities are formed spontaneously asierttemselves, fulfiihg the human
need for companionship (although some operations of the community will involve
cooperating at a functional level). Thus, Macmurray states: ‘The mermbarsommunit/

are in communion with one another, and their association is a fellowd8igla, p. 146)
Crucial to this aspect of Macmurray’s theory is the contention that thensl@mong people

in a society are based on their functions in the group, whereas the relations among@eople i
community are based on their intrinsic worth. When we recognize the intwastd of
another human being, we relate to them as a person rather than as a useful olbpady; iit is
communities, therefore, that we relate to one anabkegyersonsConsequently, Macmurray
argues that societies are necessary for and justified by their eda@communities. He
states: “he functional life idor the personal life; the personal lifetteroughthe functional

life’ (1941f, p. 822, emphasis in original). If we were to translate this into more congaynpor
terminology we might say that our working life supports our family life and thataonity

life is possible because of our working life. In fact, Macmurray argues fot whaow
referred to as ‘workife balance’ insisting that the functional life and its concerns with
efficiency and resources must not override the personal life anchygcity for mutual
enjoyment and shared experience. Such a balance, Macmurray contends, wil tleafui
state exagise justice in running the economy; he states: ‘maintaining, improving and
adjusting the indirect or economic relations of persons is the sphere ofspéliiéla, p.

188).

Justice and the State
Justice isthe least that isrequired of any moral actiomand essential to the morality of

apparently virtuous acts. Justice represents both basic fairness arahttaedsby which acts
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of care, for example, retain their moral character and avoid either smgtherindividual or
neglecting other actions. On the one hand, Macmurray explains, juskpesses the
minimum of reciprocity and interest in the other . . . what can rightly heted’ and, on the
other hand, ‘justice seems to be thiee qua nonof all morality, the very essence of
righteousness, ia sense the whole of moralitf1961a, p. 188)ln a society, where human
beings are functionally related to one another and affected by the actions ofwathers
whom they are indirectly related, morality is maintained by exercising justiceopecatve
activities. In this respect Macmurray advocates a minimalist state arguing for state
intervention in the relations of citizens only when the trust necessary fal sogperation is
lacking. Nevertheless, if the law is either too extensive or too nahst) some groups will
experience injustice and revolt. Hence, the aim of the law is to achieve justiceci@tbffi
as possible, which, Macmurray holds, means exercising ‘the minimum of ietexréewith
the practical freedom of the individual whichniscessary to keep the pead@961a, p. 194).

At the same time, however, he recognizes that large societies or societiesedmpr
of groups with divermng customswill require greater state interventiolor ensuring
cooperation. In particularglobal rade has produced a global economic network of
interdependent relations of cooperation, in contrast with the historicasugtiency of
cities or nations, increasing competition across former boundaries andnggutensive
regulation to avoid expitation. However, Macmurray warns that we must guard against
personification of the state by remembering that it is an instrument afgu$tv erroneously
idolize the state, he argues, is to expect the state to create communig, Wwathave noted,
there is a distinction in Macmurray’s work between society and communifgtiesacan be
organized into existence, communities cannot.

To overlook the utility value of the stathe assertsh)y ascribingto it an intrinsic

value'is to make power the supreme good’ and ‘to invert the logedation between means
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and ends’ (1961a, p. 199Vhile there are some circumstances in which means can be
accumulated rationally in advance of deciding on the ends to which those mednes puitl

to use, in the case of the state, Macmurray argues, the accumulation of powerarae bn

end in itself. If the state is amassing power for its own sake, it will value itsncitady in

so far as they make the state powerful; that is, only in so far as they are matyom
valuable to the state. In such a situatidtacmurray states: ‘Law becomes not the means to
justice but the criterion of justice’ (1961a, p. 20@jth the effect that the interests of state
power override the interests of justice.

For justice to be served, the law cannot be the standard of justice buintensit
justice by limiting the power that individuals, nations and corporations have over others. We
are obliged to abide by the limitations imposed by law, then, inasmuch as teaflawes
such limitations in order that our actions do not have unjust consequences for others.
Morality in action, therefore, is bound up with the intention to create and sustaoe;justi
Macmurray’s words: ‘Justice is an aspect of morality; it is a restriction whinapose on my
own power for the sake of others’ (1961a, p. 201).

Macmurray’s understanding of justice is a demanding one; not only does it require
that we limit our power to act in order that we do not limit another’s ability to act, it also
requires theawe revolt if the laws set by the state are failing to achieve justice. Moreover,
given the reality of global trade, Macmurray suggests that justice caense¢rved in the
absence of a global law that prevents nations from competing for power and gpetege.
Nations will come into conflict with one another if their intentions clash; hencemniiaay
insists that the fair distribution of resources requires that: ‘There musttmatibility of
ends. Our intentions must not merely be possible. Tingst be compossible with those of all
others’(1950, p. 50)In keeping with the emphasis sncialcooperation and compossibility

Macmurray is opposed to nationalism and in favour of international unity. While not denyin
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the possibility of nationapride within international relations, Macmurray is opposed to
nationalism as a political policyn the grounds that it is spurious and divisigee
Macmurray, 1933a, p. 70furthermore, Macmurray believes that the political union of Great
Britain is evicence of the possibility of uniting nations and overcoming nationalsse
Macmurray, 1943, p. 10). He would, therefore, presumably be opposed to the movements for
the independence of Scotland, Wales and Cornwall from theofeBngland, but not
necessaly opposed to devolution, and in favour of greater unity with the rest of Europe
addition, Macmurray does not discuss the difficulties in reaching agree@ss diverse
nations (which we have witnessed over environmental policies, for example)ythidéess,

we have to acknowledge that the wealthier nations have contributed to theg sbfarin
resources when poorer nations have been struck by natural disasters, such as &suham
earthquakes, and that the United Nations represents a form of internationalpmitiesion

and an intention to increase international justice, despite debates overdtiverfiess.

Types of Government

Understandably, Macmurray’s work on international unity stems from his expeoérand
involvement in world war, which convinced him that democratic institutions represent the
only solutions to fascism. Moreover, he insists that the freedom and equality ceimaile
democracy will be realized only if the state exesthe minimum of interference necessary

to maintain soial cohesiorwithout allowing particular groups to obtain special advantige
other words, the key distinction between a totalitarian state and a demoomtg that the
former controls all areas of life, whereas the latter is limited in the afebfe dhat it

controls.He states:
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There are reaches of human Heand these the most essential, the most human
which in the nature of things lie outside the proper scope of political control. The
moment we lose hold of this central issuthelimitation of political authority—
democracy is lost, however seemingly ‘democratic’ the institutions may bé whic

remain(1941b, pp. 9-10).

Again Macmurray expects the citizen to be proactive in its relations with the ,state
remembering thagpoliticians exist to serve the populous and not vice versa. He itisasts

is up to the citizens to set the limits of political control and establish the manner in which
certain areas of human life will remain free of political interference.

Macmurrayrefers to a government whose political power is limited in the interests of
democratic freedom as @dsitive government’, which he contrasts with the notion of a
‘negative government’ (1943, p. 7, emphasis in origindl). a negative democracy, he
suggets, the government exercises limited control over the culture or the ecoroimy. |
essential to democracy that cultural freedenfseedom of conscience, thought, speech
remain outside of governmental jurisdiction, but the reverse is true of econ@mdorin.

That is, the free trade of a capitalist economy benefits only those with caqutarevents

the government from sharing the nation’s economic resources equita@ntieth century

liberal democracy in Britain, however, maintained both cultural freedom and e@nomi
freedom, operating thereby as a negative democracy. Consequently, the progress of
democracy is limited by the nation’s economic inequalities. If we wanincrease
democracy, we have to realize, Macmurray asserts, that ‘whereas culturahfrgemvsas
democracy advances, economic freedom decreés@43, p. 15) In a negative democracy

the government is forced to intervene to prevent riots and exqpbmitbetween those with

labour and those with capital; it might also subsidize struggling business/émpegonomic
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collapse, but it cannot act positively to redistribute the nation’s wealth equitalelgonomic
terms then, a negative democracy patumore of an oligarchy, where the wealthy few have
considerable power and influence, as opposed to producing equality of status and opportunity
for the less wealthy majority.

Macmurray insists, therefore, that more expansive demaqcaapysitive demoary,
would be produced by giving the government greater control of the nation’s economg. Whil
we might be anxious that losing economic freedom would compromise democracy,
Macmurray contends that this would not be the case so long as cultural freedcetawmasl r
He states!we can remove the ban on government control of the economic field and still
remain a democracy, provided always that the cultural field remains@tt® competence
of political authority and we devise the machinery to enforce this limitation upen t
government’ (1943, p. 17).

In this respect Macmurray is clearly influenced by the rising socialist mateofie
the 1940s; nevertheless, he does not retract this opinion even after the real8mseof
Russia are revealed. It seemattMacmurray’'s belief in the benefits of socialism outweigh
his disappointment with the corrupt forms that came about. He remains committed to
economic equalitypn the grounds thalThe means of life are also the means of a good life’
(Macmurray, 1943, p21). In other words, @ltural freedom becomes an unrealistic ideal for
those who do not have the financial means to enjoy it, and this situation is exacerlated by
capitalist system and its free market economy. In fact, Macmurray isiesutfy convined
of the inevitability of socialism in Britain that he focuses his discussion on thesnfer
retaining cultural freedom in the absence of economic freedom. While Macrsueftorts
to guard against totalitarianism are understandable given the era in lehishwriting, he
was mistaken about th@edictability of socialism; indeedhroughout the 1980s and 1990s

Britain hasseen a decrease in state control of the means of prodaatioan increase in their
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privatization. Thus, even though he did natei&ee the current economic crisis, Macmurray

suggests that:

the powerful economic interests . . . could, if they were prepared to do so, disrupt
the economic system upon which we all depend for our livelihood. The threat of
an economic dictatorship is already present in negative democracy, and ia a cris
it might beome actual. In such circumstangebecomes a question whether an
economic dictatorship in the hands of government is not a lesser evil than an
economic dictatorship in the hands of an associatigrieate citizeng1943, p.

28).

Macmurray is not advocating economic dictatorship, but he is advocating a
government that is somehow under public control and able to utilize the economic esource
of the nation for the benefit of all its citizens, according to their needs. Hencejuvtay
promotes extensivaecentralization of government that will allow local decisions to be made
regarding the economic needs and most beneficial use of resources for IpeakciBreater
equality in the distribution of resources, however, is heavily reliant on the commibment

civil servants to increasing democracy for all citizens.

Marxism and Communism

Clearly Macmurray’s high regard for socialist principles and his uratedstg of the relation
between those with capital and those with labour stems from his understahagcsm.

Macmurray is quick to separate Marxism from communism however, givemehgious
underpinningswhich we will analyse in due courg§eee Macmurray1933c) Moreover,

while the adoption of Marxist realism takes Macmurray beyond the idealism &fctitgsh
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philosophy that he inherited, his use of Marxism to argue for socialism is in keepimtnevi
democratigrinciplesof the Scottish universities.

Macmurray is particularly interested in the fact that Marx’s analysis oetsosi
undertaken from an economic standpoint. Furthermore, Macmurray emphasizas thatf
‘the relation betweertapital and labour edly means the relation between theoplewho
won't starve if they don’t work, and theeoplewho will starve if they don’t work{1933¢ p.

47, emphasis added). In other words, while Macmurray is not in entire agreevith
Marxism, he is concerned with the economic relations of groups of people. Heinsainéd
changes in economic circumstances with have a great impact on societal rethtions,
groups of people related to one another on instrumental grounds in their economic lives.
Neverthelesshe suggests that communitiegroups of people related to one another on the
basis of companionship- can withstand economic variation without necessarily being
drastically altered. At first it seems that Macmurraglerestimates the impact of poverty on
communities. Yet, his point is that not all relations are bound up with the economic
arrangements of a society and, therefore, while Marxism offers a helgfglue of the
labour market, it does not account for the relations of perasngersonsin as much as
relations between persons transcend their economic circumstances and tte@nduim
society, they are, Bcmurray claims, ‘superorganic’ (1933c, p. 67).

Macmurray acknowledges that human societies appdag brganic and confined by
their economic status. He admits that societies struggle to amass and controhiiseome
production, and that in capitalist societies there is class division with the mdjeirtg
economically controlled by a few. Moreovesuch a situation frustrates the relation of
persons as persons, encouraging competition for profit rather than cooperation and the
meeting of equaldNevertheless, Macmurray realizes that a government enforced system of

economic equality will not be a ju®ne; instead of eliminating class division, it will
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introduce dictators. Justice, for Macmurray, involves the eradication of econawiliegey,

but, at the same time, the state has to remain a servant of the people. A planned economy and
democracy canrdy coexist, he argues, when individuality is overcome by communal bonds
that are strong enough for cooperation to be voluntary, which ‘indeed, is the real nded of al
human nature’ (Macmurray, 1933c, p. 95).

With the passing of time, Macmurray's refecea to communism become less
pronounced. Obviously the dictatorships that existed in communist countries weakened its
plausibility, while the antcommunist sentiment in the west made it a dangerous proposal. In
addition, Macmurrays critical ofMarx’s acount of society on the grounds that it is based on
an entirely organic conception of human relation#hich, according to Macmurray,
represents a weakness, an incompleteness, in its interpretation of humamateiat
However, Macmurray retains hdissatisfaction with capitalism and his belief in the state
ownership of industry and finance, alongside a strong sense of community for tlenaéa
a democratic, classless socidtyfact, Macmurray’s claim that democracy requires socialism
and thatsocialism can avoid totalitarianism if it maintains democracy has been supported by
contemporarydemocrats and socialis{see Gamble, 1991, pp. -B&). This is a far cry,

however, from New Labour’s private-public partnersHips.

Equality and Freedom
Despte the historical failures of socialistlacmurray’s belief irthe need fosocietal reform
(rather than violent revolutiopersists, because it is founded on concepts of freedom and

equality that areontained withirhis understanding of the human néedrelationality.Here

® That is, despite former British Prime Minister Tony Blair's claims to haem irfluenced
by Macmurray. For further analysis of the disjunction between Macman@ylair, see

Mclintosh, 2007b.
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Macmurray’s emphasis on economic equality is clarified, since equality of apjigrt
requires financial means; nevertheless, Macmurray's primary concerithisegquality of

value and consideration, whereby, all humans are given valued equally and their voise count
equally in society. Freedom, for Macmurray, is bound up with human nature; it refaes to t
freedom to act in accordance with human nature, which, as we havensedres engaging

in relationships of equality. In other words, freedom and equality are nyutoelusive
categories; freedom of expression is made possible through the ietdteouals and being
equal involves having the freedom to act in accordance with one’s nature.

Nevertheless, freedom fgaradoxical;’lt is at once the Alpha and Omega of our
humanity’ (Macmurray, 1950, p. 18More controversiallyMacmurray claims that it not just
economic factors and unequal relatidingt prevent people from exercising freedom; we are,
he contends, afraid of freeaho Rather, we are afraid of the responsibility that accompanies
freedom, craving the safety of security inste@thile ‘Fear is an essential element in our
makeup, without which we should not be humgMacmurray, 1950, p. 28preventing
reckless actiontoo much fear will leave us paralysed in the face of action and unable to
choose which course of action to pursue. As a result chwareness that we cannot predict
all the consequences of our actions and that we could have chosen othemvissek to
increase our defences against those consequences. However, each defence only reveals a
further area of vulnerability, thereby increasing our fear and hampeunffeedom to act.
Thus, Macmurray argues that we are only free in our actions, if we ovemanfear by
accepting responsibility for the consequences, instead of seeking security.

Our freedom to act is maximized if our means are consonant with our ends. In the
west, however, Macmurray suggests that desire has outstripped resdhrtdee effectthat
freedom is decreased. Hence, he states that ‘Hynsilthe handmaid of freedom’(1950, p.

24). Furthermore, thenainenance ofelations of equals means not using one’s freedom to
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act to prevent another from acting; heftbe freedom of each of us is relative to that of the
others’(Macmurray, 1950, p. 24)t is, therefore, futile to attempt to obtain greater freedom
for oneself, since we are interdependent beings whose freedom can be restrithedd At

best, we ca aim not to curtail the freedom of others in the hope that others will do likewise;
we increase our freedom to act through cooperation rather than individualism. Thus, our
freedom is conditionalipon sustaining positively motivated relations with ourofed. In
Macmurray’s words: ‘The primary condition of freedom, to which all other camditare
related, lies in the character and the quality of human relat{@850, p. 26).

Where relations are indirect, such as in the global market place, it i®lehefr
governments to ensure the fair distribution of means; Macmurray refetisist as the
‘socialization of meas’ within and across societies (1950, p. ¥Bt the state cannot control
the ‘socialization of endfMacmurray, 1950, p. 3BIso necessary for increased freedom in
action; this is the realm of community and the relations therein. Freedom in society is
Kirkpatrick holds, ‘atomistic/contractariai1985, p. 568); fear of the other is suppressed by
legal restraints and the appearance of cadma is sustained through legal obligation.
Likewise, equality of value is a fiction, since societal relations measurth @wocording to
instrumental value. Political organizations, therefore, create and maintaltyland provide
the opportunity for communities to grow, but they cannot create community. Acgdalin
Macmurray, cultural freedom, which includes religious freedom, is essemtide¥eloping

communal bonds.

Church and State

[S]ocial unity is not a luxury or an ideal but a desperate necessity fooéas . .

. it can be achieved in two ways. It may be achieved freely, from within, by
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sharing a common way of life, based upon common values. If this fails then it
must be achieved by conformity to external laws which we keep under &ag thr
of penalties. The unity of the social order may be maintained, in other words,

either by affection of by forceMacmurray, 1941Db, p. 26).

We see here a parallel between Macmurray’s description of thecalndd relation and his
perception of adult relations; the motives which underpin those relations ar@ntedove.
Politically organized societies rely on the motive of fear to sustain catoperamong
citizens, whereas, Macmurray holds, the cooperative activitiesligiouscommunities are
motivated by love for one another. Thusoming totalitarianism requires that politics is
subordinated to religion; however, if religion is weak and is failing to sustain corhmuna
bonds, political power will increase, eventually resulting in a loss of detiofmreedom and
equality. On this basis, Macmurray portrays the state and the church as dhatimg but
interrelated roles in procuring a good life for humans.

In the 1940ghough Macmurray’s assessment of Britain is of a society in which a
weakenedeligion has accompanied the rise of individualism and the belief that human value
depends upon an individual's contribution to society; in turn this creates a hiedrchy
workers. This situation, he holds, rests on a functional perception of humawHitd is
false. Rather, many aspects of human life are ‘Atwaiefunctional’ (Macmurray, 1941d, p.
787). While we can eat and drink to satisfy hunger and thirst, we also eat andadrink
celebration andor fellowship; on such occasionsequalities in te workplace can be
overcome and community enjoyed.

In reality though, human beings engage in the functional and thethar&inctional
aspects of life simultaneously, such that one or other will be dominant at any pattioel.

Yet, as we have noted above, Macmurray insistsTHa functional life $ for the personal
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life; the personal life ighroughthe functional life’ (1941f, p. 844, emphasis in original)

Thus, while that which is mottanfunctional is enabled by the working life, the regulation

of the working life by the state is for the purpose of supporting, providing the means by
which, the life of communal relations can exist. In short, ‘the Stdte the community; the
community isthrough the State’(Macmurray, 1941c, p. 856, emphasis in origindh)
reference to church and state, then, they relate to different spherfes tdfdiformer being
concerned with ends of the good life and the latter creating the means for the good life.
Moreover, this implies that the church cannot exist independenthe state; it requires the
material means for its existence. Similarly, the state needs the church to sostaional

bonds; a common purpose is weak in the absence of community, and communal bonds are
weak if not expressed through common purpose. Consequently, Macmurray argues both that
church and state are interrelated and that the latter needs to be subordinate toeahe form
stating: ‘The proper relation of religion and politics is the unresolved problem of our
civilization’ (1941e)?

Macmurray’s #empt to keep politics focused on justice and to give religion a
positive function that guards against the temptation of expecting the governmeat to b
responsible for all facets of the good life is commendable. Nevertheless, ioraddit
leaving the maner in which the economy is to be redistributed from rich to poor an open
guestion, hisaccount of religion as subordinating politics and being motivated by loise
widely at odds with secularization and with religions that operate on the dfafsa. He
acknowledgeghat European religion does little to limit governmental jurisdiction and is
frequently a private pursuit rather than a communal &f@t, his concept of religion is

somewhat different from the notion of individual spirituality that is prevalent ioiaam

® For a more detailed discussion of Macmurray’s relation of church and state, seeskicl

2007b.
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society. He states: ‘individualism is incompatible with religion because it @ampatible
with social unity’ (1941b, p. 16). For Macmurray, religion expresses the human need for

relationality

Reecting I nstitutionalized Religion For the Sake of Community
It is Macmurray’s account of religion that most clearly displays his criticism ahtheence
of Hegelian dealism on Scottish philosophy through his critique of Marx’s view of religion
as idealistMacmurray argues that, whiteany forms of religion are idealist, religion is not
idealistper se(see Macmurray, 1944b, p. &ikewise, Macmurray accepts Freud’s analysis
of religion as reflecting the familial relations, but he denies Frexatislusion that religion is
mere childsh fantasy. He states that it is our relation with another human being that ‘finds
expression in religion . . . but there is nothing illusory about {i861a, p. 154)Four
essential features of relign, according to Macmurray, areeligion has its rots in the
universal experience of human relationalitgligion is a peculiarly human phenomenon;
religion is culturally pervasive; religion is inherently inclus(i®61a, pp. 156). He states:
‘Religion is the primary manifestation of the social cheaof human nature, and it is
concerned with society, not with the individual’ (1941b, p. 17).

Even though western individualism has led to the increased privatization of religion,
often removing from the public arena, Macmurray emphasizes the persisteraigiotis
ritual as communal activity. Not only is religion a fundamentally social pursui from
being illusory, it addresses the primary experiences of humanity; such asaréar
relationships.While certainaspects of the field of empirical data will lend themselves to
religious consideration more readily than others, whether or nat@eriencénolds religious
significance essentiallgepends on particularattitude of mind; in Macmurray’s words, the

religious person ‘comes to worship, the artist to admire, the scientidisterve’(1936, p.
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21). We can limit our attention to any one thfese attitudes, but it is likely that we will
employ a mixture of all three. Since religion is, according to Macmurrayaghinconcerned

with relationships, people are its field of data ‘both as the source of valuation and as the
object of valuation(1936, p. 37)We exist as observers on the world and dependents in the
world; in our relations with other humans we exist as judge and judged. As Macipoirntsy

out, if we regarded all other people as means to be put to use, we would all be acting as
masters; yet, if we regarded all other people solely as ends in themsetvesyuld all be

acting as servants. For cooperative action to occur then, we need to recognize bdtty the ut
and the intrinsic value of our fellow humamghile recognizing that & also have both utility

and intrinsic value. In other words, cooperative action requires relationshipsehautually
beneficial and respectful, which Maamnay refers to as ‘fellowship’ (1936, p. 43)

At the centre of Macmurray’'s definition of religion then lies the conviction that
religion is a primarily practical activity; relations with other people rexjdirect action.
Consequently, Macmurray asserts that religion in its reflective aspect bas rather than
ideal communities as its focus;‘@xpresses the consciousness of community . . . religion i
the celebration of communion’ (1961a, p. 16®3.celebration, religion employs a symbolic
representation of membership and enjoyment of the commimiyhich it refers, thereby
making factuarelations intentional; that is, through reflection on past and presenomslat
future relations can be improved. In Macmurray’'s words ‘the task of religiothas
maintenance and extension of communi($936, p. 63) There is a sense in which
maintainng community might be viewed as the negative dimension in comparison with
community growth, which could be viewed more positively. Further, the extensian of
community has ‘both a quantitative and a qualitative gisleicmurray, 1936, p. 74jhat is,

acommunity can grow by adding to its numberdy deepening the relations of the existing
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members. A community that seeks to avoid stagnation will need to grow in numbers and in
depth.

Consequently,the quantitative extension of community gives rise, Matcay
suggests, to the concept of Geda symbol of that which connedtrge numbers of people.

He states:

The necessity is not primarily for a ruler, but for a ritual head, a repatisendf

the unity of the community as a personal reality, soeaah member can think

his [or her] membership of the community through his [or her] relation to this
person, who represents and embodies the intention which constitutes the general

fellowship (1961a, p. 164).

Similarly, ancestor worship can be seen asntaaing continuity between past and present
members. Thus, it is the sense of belonging to a community that extends fosckvd
forwards in time that is, for Macmurray, the foundation of religious experience.

Moreover, Macmurray argues that the quamite extension of community is
unlimited; the intention behind the growth of community is inclusive and univeitdabugh
the quality of communal relations is under threat the larger a community beclmes
principle, community is based upon the mutually rewarding relation of equalstherefore,
the relation of persons as persons, based solely on their common humanigy. tRemotion
of an exclusive community is irrational and irreligious. Macmurray staiés primary
religious assertion is that all. . are equal, and that fellowship is the only relation between
persons which is fully rational, or fully appropriate to their nature as peisaigs assertion

the whole nature of religion is bound u@@935c, p. 124)Nevertheless, a religis person
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fitting Macmurray’'s description might find that s/he is at odds with an institutionalized

religion that has exclusive criteria attached to membership.

Religion and Science

Thus, inasmuch as Macmurray equates science and art with the means and ernas bkact
equates religion with the morality of an act; as we have noted, a moral action is che whi
intends community and, for Macmurray, community is synonymous with religion. pinkee
with Macmurray’s critique of mindbody dualism and his positive view of the rationality of
emotion he is opposed to theéew of science and religion as antagonistic. That is, the
traditional division between intellect and emotion often regards scientific ip@suhe
former and religious activity as the latter, giving each a separate fieldacf gaing science

the material world and confining religion to spiritual matterand holding them to be
incompatibleIf religion were a set dbeliefs about the spiritual world, it would be in conflict
with science; gt, Macmurray holds: ‘This is surely a misconception’ (1935c, p. 107).
Science and religion cannot be assigned to different arenas, since th&esearaneot
separable in practicehe¢y areencountered by humarsimultaneouslyScience and religion
have the same world as their empirical data.

Macmurray also discounts a number of proposals for rendering science armh relig
compatible(see Macmurray, 1935c, pp. Q80). In addition to dismissing the notion that
science and religion have different fields of data, he dismiksesrgument that religion and
science employ different methodsiamely, qualitative and quantitativeas false in relation
to biology and psychology, for exalep Further Macmurray disputethe claim that science
is concerned with how the world works but religion is concerned with why the worldeis he
on the grounds that evolutionary theory is a scientific account of teleology in the. worl

Finally, Macmurraysuggests that a view of science as an attitude of inquiry and religion as
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an attitude of worship is more fruitful, but still inadequate, since worship witheytursuit
of knowledge of that which is worshipped is merely an activity of superstitth a
imagination.

Yet, he claims that: ‘It is only through confusion . . . that the validity of religion ca
be doubted’ (1961b, p. 9n essence, scientific method involves abstraction and is primarily
concerned with matters of fact and utility, whereglggion reflects on the whole of reality
and looks for intrinsic value therein. In shoi®cience is impersonal; religion is persconal
(Macmurray, 1935c, p. 114, emphasis in origin8gience and art, he argues, provide
knowledge about people, butactually know a person is to engage in religious activity; that
is: ‘Religious knowledge . . . universalizes the problem of personal relapm@std seeks an
understanding of personal relationship as s@etdacmurray, 1961a, p. 168n other words,
we @an gain knowledge about people from observation and investigation as a scientist or an
artist, such as identifying their blood group and the shape of their featurese lmatnwot
claim to know them, since we do not discover the true nature of a person as an onlooker.
People reveal their natures through communication; we can only claim to know a person if
we have a relationship with them. Moreover, communication has to be mutual, since it is
through the process of revelation that humans come to knovsév@s Thus, Macmurray
states!if Peter knows Patrick, then Patrick knows Peter . . . all interpersonal knowdcllge i
revelation | can only know you if you reveal yourself to me, and you can reveal yourself to
me only in so far as | am prepared to dogame’(1961b, p. 56).

Macmurray uses the structure of language to provide an analogy adnshapis and
the knowledge they providsee Macmurray, 1935c, pp.-88; Macmurray, 1961a, pp. 178
83). In the type of communal relationship that Macmurray dtarezes as religious, he
suggests that ‘I’ speak to ‘you’ about ‘it’, with first and second persons beinghateyeable

while the third person, the subject, remains constamists limit their attention to the first
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and third personsn the dialogue; that is, at the time of making the work of art the
relationship between the first person, the artists, and the third persoobj#otfocused
upon, overrides the relationship with the audience who will access the work of @sirigl|
its completion.Scientistslimit their attention to the third person, inasmuch as they focus on
the object under investigation in a manner that minimizes the influence of the observing
scientist (first person) and those who will make use of the results in the {steend
persons).Further, the results of a scientific experiment are, in theory, the samador e
experimenter, whereas aesthetic appreciation of an object is as varied as tharattibeir
creations inspired by it. According to Macmurray, therefore, whalense deals primarily
with matters of fact, it is art rather than religion that deliberates on matteaugf and,
therefore, science that is borne of the intellect and art that is borne obemoti

Clearly people can relate to each other in any of the ways described, butasvhere
since science and art involve a deliberate limitation of the attention as dethied,
relations among persons need not. When two friends converse on a particular subject, at the
same time as sharing information, theg axpressing the interest that they have in each
other; they are enjoying fellowshim other words, there is a reciprocity involved in person
to-person relations that is lacking in the artistic and the scientific modes of geltirereas
scientists amss technological means through observation and artists find satisfactory ends
through contemplation, it is in perstmperson relations that we engage in active
cooperation. Thus, Macmurray states: ‘Religion . is the knowledge which must inform all
action for the achievement of community, and therefore the ground of &}l efadient and

really satisfactory action whatever’ (1961a, p. 185).

Reality in Religion
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Admittedly, the form of religion exhibits artistic and scientific attitudes respaygtiv its
ritual and doctrine; yet, for Macmurray, the validity of these aspects is foubd in their
integration in action(see Macmurray, 1961a, p. 174). Consequentlyessential part of
Macmurray’s definition of religion is the distinction betweehatvhe refers to as ‘real’ and
‘unreal’ religion(1961a, p. 170). He contends that ‘Real religionetetocentric (1961a, p.
170) engaging in communal relations for tharpose of caring for othewhereas unreal
religion exhibits egocentric tendencidecusing either on material power or on spiritual
immortality by instituting dualismHence, Macmurray is interested in whether religious ideas
refer accurately or inaccurately to reality, or whether they refer tohanotorld as a
substitute for referng to reality.In the latter case, Macmurray agrees with Marx that religion
which operates as an ‘opium for the people’, by focusing on an afterlife insteadaufireg

in action towards a more free and equal society, is to be rejected.

Yet, Macmurraydemarcates two differing responses to fear found in religion. In the
first case, religion states: ‘Fear not, trust in God and He will see that noine thiirigs you
fear will happen to you(Macmurray, 1961a, p. 171), but this, Macmurray argues, is unreal
or ‘pseudereligion’ (1935a, p. 48) The second case represents real religion, which deals
with fear by stating: ‘Fear not; the things you are afraid of are quitey likehappen to you,
but they are nothing to be afraid ¢Macmurray, 1961a, p. 171n other words, since death
is an inevitable part of life, a religion that seeks to offer security agésash can do so only
be constructing an imaginary world of immortality. Thus, belief in immortality iexample
of religious idealismpelief in anideal world that distracts from the real world and judges it
to be insufficient. Proponents of immortality might claim to be acting in a mannesetbles
to bring the ideal world into existence, but this, Macmurray explains, ‘is a blind amd va
hope’ (1944b, p. 16) since action is necessarily constrained by the realities of the actual

world. In the idealist religion then, the spiritual life is valorized over the matée, with
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the effect that adherents maintain a belief in miracles without expéotsege any. To persist
in a belief in the illusion of ideal world, the believer must engage irdsekption, denying
the reality of death in the actual world.order to maintain the illusion, therefore, an idealist
religion is likely to be retrospeet, favouring tradition over progress. Marx is rightly critical
of such a religion, but, Macmurray holds, real religion can be ‘a creative fonceaterial
human life’ (1935a, p. 57).

Nevertheless, despite his criticism of belief in immortality, Macnyutaes not
entirely dismiss belief in God. He does, however, declare that belief insGbavn to be an
illusion if it does not result in heterocentric action; that is, if there is a god, dhengorld a
purpose, then believers in that god would haveonfidence in the teleology of life that
enabled them to give up fears for self in favour of ettemtred community. He states:
‘Belief in God is properly an attitude to life which expresses itself in oyswé behaving’
(1935a, p. 19)Thus, a real gligion will be less concerned with the possible nature and
existence of God and more concermath the human fellowship as a religious experience.
Similarly, a real religion will not focus on refining its doctrine, since its pryncancern will

be actim to increase freedom and equality.

Christianity as Real Religion

In keeping with his erdMacmurray assumes the validity of Christianity and is faced with the
challenge of having to salvage from its various forms something that fits kispties of a

real religion. Consequently, he looks to the roots of Christianity, as found in the deporte
actions more than the reported sayings of Jesus of Nazareth, rather thaaxprassion in
postwar Britain, stating that: ‘Christianity is primarily the moverhehat Jesus founded
rather than the doctrines that he taugMacmurray, 1938, p. 4)n so doing, Macmurray

emphasizes that fact that Jesus heritage is Jewish; hence, clues as’ iotéesion (if this is
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discernible at all) are to be found in the culture of the ancient Hebrews. Accoading t
Macmurray, the ancient Hebrews were a religious soeistgpposed to having a religion;
their religion was not a separate sphere activity but pervaded all actilritiether words,
they avoided a dualistic ietpretation of the material and the spiritualrbtaining a religious
consciousnesdMost significantlyconsidering Macmurray’s criticism of idealism in religion
he claims that the ancient Hebrews have ‘no unambiguous trace in the whole of thei clas
literature of a belief in anoth&rorld or in a life after death’ (1938, p. 20).

Macmurray does not address the fact that the Hebrew Bible is a deliyperatel
theological rather than historical portrayal of the ancient Hebrews, nerigoeesolve the
corflict between the theocracy of the ancient Hebrews and his rather different tagttum
roles of church and state. Nevertheless, the purpose of his account of the anmiensHie
to serve as insight into the background and culture of Jesus of Nazeseecially in
reference to religious idealism and practical activity.

It is from an examination of the material in the New Testament Gospels that
Macmurray constructs his view of Jesus life and action. During this ende&acmurray
deliberately avoid engagement with the Pauline material and the centuries of tradition that
have followed it, so as to minimize the influence of distortions and conflictingpratations.
Underlying Macmurray’'s investigation into the Gospel narratives is thaipeethatlesus is
‘the culmination of Jewish prophecy and the source of Christianity’ (Macmut@&ss, p.

42). In accordance with Macmurray’s account of the ancient Hebrews, thereforesigis in
that Jesus has a religious consciousness. He claims that the gfetgmdptation in which
Jesus declines the use of miracles is evidence of his rejection of raspartabl dualism
(seeMt. 4:1-11 andLk. 4:1-13 KJV: cf. Macmurray,1938,pp. 468 andMacmurray,1935a

p. 64. However, the ethical and apocalyptic elements of Jesus’ reported sayirgefteav

been interpreted dualistically as idealism and symbolism. On the comfi@amurray argues
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that Jesus’ sayingsffer insight intothe means for achieving urposeand theconviction
that theintended purposwill be realized; they depict life asig and could be, but they do
not state whabughtto be so.

FurthermoreMacmurray is most interested in the aspect¥estislife and actiorthat
go beyondthe tenets and expectation los Jewish heritageJesus’ missionMacmurray
holds, is the extension of human community, which he starts by choosing discigles a
continues beyond the boundaries of the Judaisee Macmurray, 1938, pp. 54. In
particular the parable of the Good Samaritan advocates p#pspErson community
regardless of racgk. 10:30-37KJV; cf. Macmurray,1935a, p. 65).

Moreover and in support of his own view of humanity, Macmurray finds that Jesus’
sayings regard fear as a stumblioigck in to human community. In the New Testament
narrative Jesus repeatedly asks ‘why are ye fearful’, adding ‘O {itl® faith’ (see, for
example, Mt. 8:26KJV). Thus, Macmurray claims, Jesus is contrasting fear with faith,
because an attitude ofust is required for reciprocal relations. addition, he finds in the
Gospels evidence for the claim that fear is overcome by love, which is ienagne with
Macmurray’s portrayal of loving communal relations. Jesus states ‘lovadighbour as
thyself' (see, for example, Lev. 19:18 KJ\lggesting that love is the basis of human
community, and he adds ‘Love your enemié®e, forexample, Mt. 5:44 and Lk. 6:27
KJV),* thereby advocating the creation of community where there is toiseof primary
importance for Macmurray that Jesus’ command to love is not ideal, but prasitical fear
prevents both action and positive relations. If we pretended to love someone, we would be
engaging in fantasy or sentimentalagd any such refimnships would be based on a false

premise Rather, Macmurray asserts that Jesus renders the command to love plausible b

191n accordance with his Jewish heritage, Jesus also relays the comnmrelGmd (Deut.

6:5).
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example; hence, Jesus states: ‘love one another as | have love@ydB:12KJV). In
essence, therefore, the commands to loveaaomrding to Macmurray, concerned with living
well; that is, fulfilling human naturéhrough positive relationships (see Macmurray, 1973, p.
11).

In contrast with many traditional accounts of sin and salvation that are bound up with
the breaking of moral codes and striving for immortality, Macmurray contendgdbas’
concern is with salvation from fear and the sin of negative relationgbgesMacmurray,
1935a, pp. 1141). Accordingly, rather than punishment or revenge, Jesus urges his disciples
to forgive one another ‘seventy times sev@vit. 18:22 KJV) since it is forgiveness that can
restore broken relationships.

In addition, Macmurray stresses Jesus’ promotion of equality in relationshopgfhr
sayings such as ‘whosoever will be chief among you, let him be your se(Vin®20:27
KJV); through Jesus’ own example of washing the disCifgiest as well asthrough his
attention to the socially deprived and his criticisms of the wealthy. In factmMaay
regards the use of the term ‘disciple’ to be especially significant, sinceahsnfriend’
rather than servant. Again in contrast with traditional interpretations in Chitstizuat
promote seHsacrifice and servanthood, Macmurray insists that friendship, not service, is the
foundation of ommunityand at the heart of Jesus’ messgge Macmurray, 1964, p. 4e
justifies his position by interpreting the statement ‘No one has greater awvehis, to lay
down one’s life for one’s friendgJn 15:13NRSV) as a commentary on the value of human
life as opposed to praise of martyrdohikewise, he asserts that the statement. ‘He that
findeth his life shall lose it: and he that loseth his life . . . shall fin(Mt. 10:39 KJV)is
preferencing heterocentric action and selifelation over defensive egocentric(ty964, p.

5).
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Overall, therefore, Macmurray is suggesting that Jesus, as a religiouplaxem
teaches and practices friendship as the essence of a good human life. Such asuggesti
sharp contrast to much institutionalized Christianity, which concentrates omdaatd the
condemnation of alternative points of view. Yet, Macmurray’s interpretationagreement
with the analysis from Harvey. Harvey critiesstraditions that portray Jesus a moralist,
instead arguing that Jesus’ invites the rejection of victimhood in favour of livetp the
full, by striving to realize one’s potential despite setbacks and hardshipdsesyH1991).

On the grounds of his interpretation of Jesus’ understanding of humanity, Macmurray
refines his perception of real religion baiming that Jesus bringsdanension of maturityo
religion. A mature religion Macmurray holds,comprehendgshe means of creating and
extending communityImmediately afterJesus’ death, his followers took the mission of
extending community seriously; howevthrey lost the impetus for social equality when they
became the official religion of the Roman Empire. Hence, Christianity becomes an
instrument of the state, working for the government rather than the citizens. Hhus, b
accepting the power offered by the Roman authorities, Christianity adtpmedualism of
secular and spirituaFurthermorethe practical problems that the dualism gives rise to have
led to a number okchisms, especially that between the east and west. According to
Macmurray, the Greek Orthodox Church prioritizes the spiritual, engagingantamplative
form of religion that elevates the aesthetic and apocalyptic elements, whereasntae R
Church exhibits a more pragmatic form of religion that focuses on-edhiys (see
Macmurray, 1938, pp. 158). Thereafter, institutionalized Christianity is largely a
conservative rather than a creative force, which, in spite of a few notal@ptiexssuch as
liberation theology, maintains the status quare than it increases equality (see Macmurray,
1938, p. 121)In addition, the manner in which Christianity has developed has led to greater

focus on belief than on social action, with the effect that those who are serious about
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extending community find themselves criticizifgnd being criticized by) the official
churches.Yet, Macmurray states:there is religious irrationality in the limitation of
community to a particular group. There is nothing in the relations of persons that demands, or
even permits, of such limitations’ (1961b, p. 60).

Hence, Macmurray contends that the persistence of madpirdbal dualism in
Christianity is an explanation for its decline in membership and its lack of credibilit
society. He boldly claims that the disjunction between Jesus’ social action anadftha
institutionalized Christianity is ‘pious fraudin which the church has been alternately afraid
and feared1941b, p. 50). For Christianity to be a vital force in the extension of community,
it needs to reject dogmatism, conservatism, hierarchy and privilege, andceroleativity
and equality, supporting the most marginalized members of society ratherthiba
authorities.

In this respectMacmurray’s stresen common humanity over religious doctrieads
him to make a distinctiobetween belief and faith; belief is assenting to creedal statements,
whereas faith is an attitude of mind. A religious person could, therefore, have fitutwi
belief. Doctrine,Macmurray argues, is rooted in the dualism of intellect and emotion and
operates as a static method of ensuring unity, whereas rituals are morenfluad raore

practicalmeans for sustaining community (see 1961b, pf2)71-

Personalism

As we have seerhén, Macmurray's works in continuity with the Scottish philosophical
tradition in the sense thdte retains deeply held democratic principles and a belief in the
notion of virtuous citizendn addition,he adapts the idealism of his predecessors tthét
changing social circumstances of a pwatr generation, primarily by abandoning Hegel's

concept of Absolute Mind in favour of a ‘thick’ concept of the person, which is both
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descriptive and evaluatiydound up with the notion of communitgs Bevir andO’Brien
note, something like Macmurray’s perception of community can be found in the
contemporarworks ofcommunitarias, such a¥Valzer, Sandel, Macintyrand Taylor, who
agree that justice and the good are found in a shared life; that is, not byisgeth and
society, but by forming communitied friends (2003, pp. 322). However, Macmurray is
not strictly a communitarian.

Macmurray’s description of commuwpihas much in common with an Aristotelian
perception of friendship. Both Macmurray and Aristotle describe friendshipedatanship
based on love that is essential to human flourisfseg Aristotle, 1934, 8.1.1 and 995
Aristotle distinguishes dtween different types of friendship, according to whether certain
properties of a person are highly regarded or whether it is the person her/hinisdditter
type, which Aristotle refers to as ‘perfect’ or ‘primary’ friendskagb. Aristotle, 1934, &.6
and Aristotle, 1952, 7.2.38fits Macmurray’s description of friendship as grasping the
intrinsic worth of a person.

Clearly then Macmurray isat a liberal individualist,yet he also guards against the
communitarian emphasis on community over and above that of the individual. Macmurray
critiqgues individualism and promotes community, but he does not tie individual rights and
benefits to the exercising of obligations to the community. Not only Wene Labour
policies more communitarian than Macmurray in their emphasis on the individuaks duti
they were less socialist and they eroded Macmurray’s distinction betwertiesoand
communities(see Mcintosh, 2007b)n fact, it seems that Macmurray’s account of the
significance of human relationality and the emotions might have more in commobawith
Brooks’ 2011 bookThe Social Animalin which it is argued that contemporary brain science
reveals social connectis and emotional maturity to have a greater impact on human

decisionmaking than rationality or 1Q.
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Macmurray is a religious socialist, with the qualification that his definition of
‘religion’ is broad. In fact, his criticisms of institutionalized Christtg, especially the
concept of selbacrifice have proved useful to feminist theology, and his concept of the
person presents a philosophical underpinning for the notion of embodiment found in
feminism (see Mcintosh, 2007a). Consequentihile Macmurrays concept of the person
has nuchin common with thinkers outside the Scottish philosophical tradition, sutieas
relational theory ofLevinas (see Wright et al., 19983nd the description of theThou
relation found in Buber’'s worksee Buber, 1959his veryinterest in the human person is
rooted in the Scottish intellectual tradition. Indeed, as Beveridge and Turtabeil & strong
case could be made that what is most representative of modern Scottish thoymgditiom
which combines a critique of naturalism with the development of personalist +daas
movement represented by, among others, Macmurray, MacQuarrie and &nd@.(1L997, p.

120).

Conclusion

If Cowley is right when he suggests thdginorance of the intellectual background from
which he sprang has become a barrier to the reception of Macmurray’s th@0gdt, p. 5),
then Macmurray’s place in the Scottish philosophical tradition is of paramounttanpeit

is significant, then, that Macmurray was concerned to write his pipiigsin a vernacular
rather than a specialist language with the express purpose of reachoaylabdience, and
that he held that the purpose of philosophy was to make sense of everyday stnugghes. |
words, Macmurray values philosophy as a subject in its own aigghtbelieves that is of
benefit to all peoplenot just those with a specialized educatiétence, in so far as
Macmurray’s philosophy strives to explain the human condition and the means tolljvie we

is entirely consonant with tHgcottish philosophy that preceded him. Similarly, Macmurray’s
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understanding of the rolef emotionhas more in common with the Scottish philosophy he
was taught at Glasgow thawith the emphasis on rationalism foundhigh Cartesiarsm.
Moreover, Macmurray’s naturalistic explanation of the existence, development and
persistence of religion has much in common with the account given by Hume, who
undoubtedly ranks as the most studied Scottish philosopher.

Neverthelessit is also the caséhat Macmurray comes after and does not engage
directly with the most famous tension iscotish philosophy namelythe Enlightenment
debate btween Hume’s sceptism andReid’s ‘School of Commonsense’, in which Reid
maintains that theenses give us deeawareness of worldgainstHumes insistence that we
cannot trust the sensddowever,it is the reaction against thdebate thasees theise of
Scottish idealismwhich, throughCaird, promotes the@duationalrole of moral philosphy
thatinforms Macmurray’s ideasn the subjectlt is apparent that Macmurray shares Caird’s
view of the function of philosophy as producing virtuous citizens, and this view geirsist
the Scottish universitiagtil therise of logical positivism antherevival of Humean thought
in the twentiethcenury. Consequently, in an effort to maintain the Scottish conception of
humane philosophyylacmurray attempts to hold out agaitisguist philosophy,opposng
the appoinmentof A. J. Ayer at University College Londot.In this respecMacmurray
could be seen as the last of a certaieed of Scottish philosopher; yet, the persentred
focus of his philosophy and the Scottish philosophers @dme beforéenim has been far
reachingOne of Macmurray’s better known phrasehis: ‘All meaningful knowledge is for

the sake of action, and all meaningful action for the sake of friendd89p7, p. 15)and,

1 Macmurray suggested George Davie or D. D. Raphael for the post. Ayer was appointed i
any case, but did not mention Macmurray in his augural lecture (see Costello, 2002, pp. 307-

8).
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according to Craig, the heterocentricity at the heart of this quotation ‘lleedoenuch of

modern Scottish writing(1999, p. 114).
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