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manner as to diminish freedom. His far more penetrating vi- 
sion protected him from becoming embroiled in the absurd 
conlroversy "de nuxiliis" which was soon to cast a cloud over 
his order. Indeed, Ignatius's vision was far removed from the 
semipelagian worldliness for which Pascal so cruelly castigated 
his religious descendants. The absolute freedom left to God's 
grace and the concern not to impose any rules or restrictions on 
divine action in the spiritually mature places him closer to the 
more spiritual (and the more moderate) among both the Jan- 
senists and their Quietist adversaries than to the "laxist" cari- 
cature of the Jesuit attacked by both. 

Selves and persons: I 

A difference in loves? 

Kelz~zettz L. Sch~rr itz 

We partake out of our need; we share 
out of our abundance. In coining to be 

more in the image of God we move 
from partaking to sharing, from 
participation to communication. 

It is not unusual to receive in the mail "personal" letters tliat 
have been "personalized" to catcli the prospective buyer's at- 
tention. In bold letters they decare that YOU, Kerrrreflr L. 
Schnritz, or Alice Morenzi, or whomever, have been selected for 
this exclusive attention, and that you can merit such interest by 
a simple purchase of one or several products. Presumably, the 
initiators of these schemes aim at increasing the self-esteem, 
perhaps even tlie self-importance of tlie addrrssees. Now, there 
is something electric about these words, "persoli" and "self" 
which the promoters Iiope to parlay into profit. I t  goes without 
saying, of course, that popular speech often interchanges tlie 
words "self" and "person."' For a word, after all, is at the 
niercy of its spcakcr. I t  call hc sr~bstitutcd for aiiotlicr oti tlie 
basis of a hazy intuition or a colitiligent affinity or an arbitrary 

'This is especially true of derivative forms. 'Personality' has taken on the 
meaning of 'tlie appearance of tlie self in its regular behavior.' What i s  'per- 
sonal' is taken to be what is private, or at least what belongs to 'myself.' I t  is 
interesting that a note of popular moral disapproval has crept into the adjec- 
tive 'selfish.' See "The geography of the human person," in: C(~r~rrrrrrrrio, vol. 
13, no. 1 (Spring 1989): 27-48. 



effect. This is the prerogative of living speech, which can be 
creative and enlightening in showing forth a hitherto unrecog- 
nized connection, but it can also sometimes be confusing and 
deadening, muffling the nuanced differences of earlier mean- 
ings. Perhaps the scholar can provide some small service, then, 
by seeking to be precise and to respect the deeper meanings of 
the terms used. Clarity of thought and consistency of expres- 
sion demand such precision; but even more is at stake in the 
use of words. For the original sense of a word usually remains 
alive within it, and that original sense may then deflect the 
mind towards tlie word's half-remembered associations and 
away from tlie new sense intended by the speaker, thereby 
~iiuddying the linguistic waters without benefit of meaning. 

Now, each of the words "self" and  "person" has a 
history, a career in the various languages of our culture and its 
!7ackgrou1id. Each has a tangle of associations whose clarifica- 
tion pro~iiises to deepen our  understanding of the human re- 
ility which each means to name and to illuminate. It is well 
k ~ i o ~ v n  that the term "person" bears a special weight of mean- 
Ing and value in Christianity, since the word "person" plays a 
pre-eminent role in addressing the mystery of the Incarnate 
Christ and the glory of the intimate life of the Trinitarian 
Sodliead. On the other hand, the term "self" is current in 
such designations as "self-help," 'lself-realization," and "self- 
~vortli." Let me explore, then, what I take to be the root mean- 
ings of self and prsorr. 

The search for identity in Western thought has 
taken various subtly different directions, which reduce, how- 
ever, to two. To speak in metaphor, I want to attend to two 
very different threads tliat are woven into the cloth of our 
Western cultures. These threads diverge from one another and 
rcntai~i h i r  distinctive color; and yet, from time to time, they 
liave co~ivcrged in some great thinker's synthesis to express the 
pattern of liuman identity. Both threads are essential for the 
whole cloth of human identity. They make u p  the warp and 
woof of one human reality, in both its individual and collective 
existence. 1 will call the one thread self, the other person. 

Consider first the thread of human identity that is 
measured by iirsisteirce zryoir self. Now, by "self" I do  not mean 
only the human self. For I take the meaning of the word back 
to its native sense, back to the Greek ~ u t o s .  We derive such 
words as ~trtoitoi~ry, ~ictlrority, and ~zctlreirticity from that root, as 
well as flrrtocmcy and nlrtistic. At the center of such words there 
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abides a resilient insistence upon an identity tliat preserves 
itself against others. The word "against" is too harsh, for this 
identity may preserve itself'by cooperation with others out of 
enlightened self-interest.* Still, in order to preserve itself and 
retain that identity, .such a self niiist at some poilit exclude 
others, or even repel them. At such a margin, self-identity is 
itself at stake. Now, let me insist that I do  not speak of this 
ontological "selfishness" with disapproval. On  the contrary, it 
is an observable phenomenon in nature. Thus, on the very 
condition of their survival, organisins-including the human 
organism-both expand and contract, and they expand in or- 
der to contract. In so doing, they nourish the vital center. This 
rnythm of self-preservation may be taken to be a law for all 
physical beings, and perhaps even for all limited beings. 

Of course, some theories take truths to untruthful 
extremes. Thus, a theory such as ancient atomism converts the 
core of natural self-preservation into a hard center that resists 
further analysis, and is simply posited without further ado. The 
Roman poet Lucretius brings out the toire of such a view.3 And 
Hobbes has sung to the same key with great influence in mvd- 
ern political thought. In the natural sciences, until recently, the 
sense of impenetrable identity has fueled the search for ulti- 
mate particles-corpuscles, minima, atoms. The search for ab- 
solutely simple units has dominated physics and chemistry un- 
til the turn of this century, and the construct of "building 
blocks" still retains imaginative force in the popular mind. In 
modern epistemology, un ti1 recently, sense-data theories ap- 
pealed to "givens" that yielded to no further analysis. Some 
positivists leaned, like drunkards to a lamp-post," upon ernpir- 
ical facts that submit to no further questioning, but tliat instead 
turn the questioner back ripon himself. So, too, Dickens's char- 
acter, Mr. Gradgrind, in I-inrll Tiiirl~s insistcd upon tho facts: 
"Just the facts, sir! tlie 'ard fax!" 111 all of tliesc versions, we 
meet the resistance of an unassailable center. 

2For further development of this point, see "Is Liberalism Good Enough?" 
in: Libcmlisttr ntrd tlre Good, ed. G. Mara et al. (New YorWLondon: Routledge, 
1990). 33-54. 

3 ~ f .  I. Singer, The Nnftire of Love: Plnfo lo Luflrer, I (New York: Random 
House, 1966), 126ff. 

41 have taken tlie image from A.E. Ilous~~iann's observatioli tliat certain 
editors (predecessors to his own edition) clung to every variant in the manu- 
scripts of the Latin poet he was editing. 
























