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ABSTRACT

The major finding of this study is that Whitehead is engaged in
a religious as well as a metaphysical inquiry. This religious inquiry
is not confined to the dogmas of one religion but seeks to outline the
logical structure of rational religiocus inquiry itself. Whitehead
tries to show through an examination of phenomenological evidence that
the basic question addressed by high religions is "What is the character
permanently irherent in the universe?” The religious answer is not a
dogmatic formulation but an intuiticn that settles conjointly the value
of individuals for themselves and for each other and the value of the
objeciive universe. But there can be no confirmation of the validity of
..a yeligious intuition apart from some definite metaphysical way of
conceiving the universe. Thus raticnal religion must have recourse to
metaphysics for a scrutiny of its terms.

Examination of Wﬁitehead's metapbysics reveals that it is not
a deductive system based upon self-evident premises. Deduction can only
magnify the testability of premises. Before systematization begins and
after-it has been concluded the speculative philpsopher must continue
to confront his tentative formulations with the circumstances to which
‘they should apply. Metaphysics is an ongoing adventure in the clarification
-0f thought. Examination of Whitehead's metaphysical inquiry indicates
that while religion may serve as a scurce of suggestions as to how to

conceive the ultimate features of everything that is, the final judgment

as to what sorts of things there are and how they are interrelated



are metaphysical decisions to be made on the basis of metaphysical
criteria and not upon the basis of peculiarly religious evidence.

The major instance where the generality of Whitehead's metaphysics might
seem to be compromised by the introduction of a religious presupposition
is the use of the concept "God"” within his metaphysics., It is

concluded that God is not introduced into his metaphysics as the logical
subject of a particular religious intuition. God is intreduced as a
derivative metaphysical concept and the question of héw this concept is
to be understocd and whether it refers teo anything real is to be
determined on the basis of metaphysical considerations.

At the point at which metaphysics is introduced into the structure
of religious inquiry the question arises as to whether Whitehead's
metaphysics compromises the generality of his religious inquiry. The
first peint to note is that any rational réligion must have recourse
to metaphysics to affifm the objective validity of its doctrines. It is
clear that a metaphysics will not adjudicate seriocusly conflicting
metaphysical presuppositions of different rational religions and find
them equally valid. But this does not mean that serious discussion
between conflicting religious traditions is arbitrarily terminated by
the imposition of a metaphysics. In these instances a basic religious
disagreement deepens into a basic metaphysical disagreemeht. Thé conflict
is an invitation tic a discussion of the first principles of metaphysics.
This study aiss suggests that in his postulation of first metaphysical
principles Whitehead does not arbitrarily dismiss divergent metaphysical

conclusions.
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Given the validity 6f Whitehead's metaphysics the question arises
of how much can he affirmed solely upon the basis of an abstract
general metaphysics and whether religion in any sense can be said to go
beyond metaphysics. In Whitehead's view metaphysics does. go beyond
a meré intellectual unity of experience. The intellectual unity discerned
by metaphysics is only a bringing to self-<reflective awareness a unity
that is already present at a more fundamental level of experiencing.
However, in this study no adéquate answer is found to the question of the
extent to which metaphysics is demenstrative of more than an abstract
intellectual unity in experience. It is concluded that in at least one
sense religion does go beyond metaphysics. What escapes metaphysics is
the concrete particularity of personal experience and the uniqueness
of great religious insights whose "ovriginality is the very element in
their expression which remains unformularized”(RM 131). Religions
claim more definite and concrete knowledge'of the nature of things than
can be ascertained on the basis of a general metaphysics. Given that
these ciaims are consonant with the conclusicns of metaphysics it is
appropriate to assess thesé more detailed claims on the basis of more
special evidence religious or otherwise (RM 107).

Thié thesis has found sufficient evidence to conclude that
Whitehead is engaged in a religious inquiry whose purpose is to identify
'the sphere of religious activity in human life and to present an
analysis of religious inquiry'itself. The introduction of metaphysics
into that inquiry has been examined in some detail. A partial answer
has been suggested to the question of the degree to which religion may

be said to go beyend truths discerned in a general metaphysics. The
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precise nature of the relation of.ﬁhis analysis of religious inquiry

to Whitehead's fully developed discussion of the notion of God is

2 topic awaiting further exploration as is also the question of.the
degree to which Whitehead's metapﬁysics may be considered demonstrative

of more than an abstract intellectual unity of experience.
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INTRODUCTION

In broad terms the purpose of this thesis is to clarify the
relation between metaphysics and religion in the thought of Alfred
North Whitehead.

Whitehead does not restrict himself to a single perspective in
examining the relation of metaphysics and religion. He inquires
about religion from the standpdint of metaphysics (PR 521) and he
inquires about metaphysics from the stahdpoint of religion (RM 49-65).
And he inquires alout both metaphysics and religion from the standpoint
of their capacity to justify the ideals of civilization while remaining
consonant with the truths discerned through natural science (SMW 181;
Al passim). Despite the diversity of perspectives from which Whitehead
examines the relation of metaphysics and religion it is my copinion
that his fundamental approach té the question is from the perspective of
the metaphysician. ‘

For Whitehead metaphysics is not a deductive system based upon
self-evident premises. Deduction can only magnify the testability of
premises. Their applicability must be tested "over the whole chain of
consequences” (MVG 69). The metaphysician does not merely stand within
a system and look out upon experience as data to be interpreted. He
actively searches out experience that will challenge and test the
limitations of systematic metaphysical proposals (MI' 1-19). He stands‘
on the side of experience and challenges his own system and he stands on

the side of his system and challenges the accepted interpretation of

1



experience. The metaphysical perspective requires continual movement

from experience to imaginative generalization and from imaginative
generalization back to experience. There is no point at which the
certainty of the dystem precludes the pnssibility of a new challenge from -
experience (PR 12).

Metaphysics as understood by Whitehead involves an inevitable
circularity in reésuning. The systematic characterization of experience
is tested in terms o¢f its capacity to do Justice to the facts of
experience and the report on the facts of experience is tested in terms
of the adequacy of its underlying metaphysical presuppositions. All
circlés need not be vicious. For example, my understanding of the notion
"family" may be shaped by my understanding of the notion "parenthood” and
I may understand "parenthood” only in the context of "family". The two
understandings grow crganically and are complementary. Clearly it is
Whitehead's view that if metaphysics is to be considered a constructive
““endeavour it must‘involvevsuch a complementary form of growth in
understanding (PR 13f.); Historically, what has vitiated the
effectiveness of metaphysiCS has not been its circularity but the un-
fortunate notion that deductive procedures could guarantee the unrestricted
relevance of its primary notions. Whitehead argues that there is a
complementary growth in understanding of the primary and general notions
‘metaphysics seeks and of the concrete and particular facts and
circumstances to which the metaphysical scheme must apply (PR 4-14).

This understanding of metaphysics requires that it incorporate
a diversity of logical types of statements. If the relation of

metaphysics to religion is te be elucidated then the different types of



statements used in Whitehead's metaphysics must be distinguished. His

metaphysics incorporates nonsystematic, systematic and postsystematic

statements.l The Yogical subjects and predicates of the nonsystematic

statements are teyms taken from ordinary discourse and receive their
meaning in that context. "There ave many finite things" and “primitive
experience is emoticonal feeling” are examples of nonsystematic
statements. Systematic statements concern relationships within a
constructed scheme. Both the logical subjects aéd predicates are terms
taken from the scheme. Systematic statements are not directly about the
world nor ave they derived deductively or inductively from nonsystematic
statements. "A preliension has a subject, a datum, and a subjective

form‘"zis an example of a systematic statement. In postsystematic

statements systematic terms are used to interpret nonsystematic‘terms.
Postsystematic stdtements intevpret various phenomena including sense
experience, art, morality and religion and put tham into a certain
perspective. "Finite things that endure'tﬁﬁﬁgh time are nexlis of
actual éntities,”3is an'exampie of a postsystematic statement.

The purpose of this thesis is to make explicit what Whitehead

lThis typology is derived from an article by William Christian.
Christian speaks of nonsystematic terms and presystematic statements. T
have'used nonsystematic with reference both to statements and to terms.
While the adjective presystematic correctly suggests the logical
character of these statements it is misleading insofar as it suggests
" that their relevance is restricted to a period prior to the construction
of a categorcal scheme. See Christian, "Some Uses of Reason”, The
Relevance of Whitehead, ed. Ivor Leclerc {London, 1961), pp. 74-75.

2Ibid., p. T4.

31bid., p. 74.



has discerned about the logical diﬁferences and logical connections
between religiocus and metaphysiéaljinquiry. There is no chapter in
Whitehead's writings entitled "Important Logical Differences Between
Religious and Metaphysical Inquiry". MNevertheless his writings do offer
a subtle and cégent account of this relationship. It is not to be
expected that Whitehead’s account will be simple or conclusive. For
Whitehead metaphysics is not static but an ongoing adventure in the
clarification of thought (PR 14). The continuing interaction between
metaphysics and the human interests which suggest cosmologies namely,
science, aesthetics, ethics, and veligion (SMW vii) defies definitive
analysis. However, it is to be expected that careful study of Whitehead's
discussion of the relation of metaphysical and religious inquiry will
yield conclusions important to the clavification of Whitehead's thought
and important to the elucidation of the differences and connections between
religious and metaphysical inquiry.

I have accepted from William Christian the suggestion that
Whitehead is engaged in a religious inguiry as well as a metaphysical
one.4 ‘But I have reached a somewhai different conclusion as to the precise
naturé'of their ihterconnection.S Independent of his discussion of
Whitehead, Christian has written a most useful analysis of religious

inguiry to which I am indebted.é To my knowledge Christian has not
\

41bid., pp. 84-85.

SSée below, pp. 89.

6 . :
William A. Christian, Meaning and Truth in Religion (Princetosn,

1964).



attempted to apply this rigorous caalysis to Whitehead's later writings
as a whole.7 An important feature of the present study is its attempt
to clarify the structure of Whitéhead’s religious inquiry. Several
factors contribute to its obscurity. His religious inquiry cannot be
understood apart from an understanding of his metaphysical inquiry.
Religious expereince incorporates metaphysical presuppositions and the
objectivity of religious intuitions is trusted only to the "extent

that the metaphysical doctrines are well founded"™ (RM 84). The degree
of autonomy granted to religion cannot be discerned until the scope and
the pature of metaphysical inquiry is made clear. For Whitehead the
metaphysical perspective is the primary one. It is the "foundation of
thought and life" (MT 63). Unfortunately, readers of Whitehead's

most extensive discussion of religion, Religion in the Makinqg learn

little about Whitehead®s metaphysical system. Stylistically the book is
difficult. The first half of most chapters is a phenomenological

surﬁey and commentary upon evidence whose relevance is not made clear
until the termination of the theoretical discussion that comprises the
second half of the chapter. These theoretical discussions are dense

and cryptic and in many cases incomprehensible apart from a previous

7Whi&e Chyistian has dealt with Whitehead's notiocn of God in
"The Concept of God as a Derivative Notion," Process and Reality, ed.
William L. Reese and Eugene Freeman(lLasalle, 1964), pp. 181-203 and
pointed out differences between Whitehead's basic religious and
metaphysical questions in the article, "Some Uses of Reason” cited above,
his account is not comprehensive. Specifically he has not applied his
proposals to the interpretation of Religion in the Meking: »

8Reliqion‘in the Making was first published in 1926, one year
after Scicnce and the Modern World and three years previous to Whitehead's
major philosephical work, Process and Reality.




acquaintance with PR.
I offer as a suggestion and not as a criticism of other
analyses that a preoccupation with %God® as the middle term linking
religion and metaphysics in Whitehead has overshadowed the relevance of
his writing for énswering the wider questiocn of the relation of
religious inquiry to metaphysical inquiry. When "God® is the starting-
point of the analysis there is a tendency to~reduce the metaphysical
evidence to Whitehead’s systematic and postsystematic statements concerning
God and the religilous evidence to the nonsystematic statements wherein
"Ged" is identified as the basic religious dogma in dispute. Concentration
on the specific question of ®God? does not lead to the recognition that
Whitehead saw the religious and metaphysical inquiry and their relation
in some disengagement from the specific conclusicns of his own systematic
thought. In short a different starting-point will permit a different
question to be considered. This is the justification for the structure
of the present study.g
In the first two chapters I have focussed attention on the
metaphysical perspective and specifically upon its nonsystematic
features. Two reasons have prompted this decision. First, it is a sound
heuristic principle to precede from the known to the unknown. The
structure of Whitehead's metaphysics is clearer than that of his religious

inquiry. Further, his religious inquiry presupposes an understanding of

91 have in mind Charles Hartshorne's discussion of Whitehead in
©PSG; pp. 273-277 and 282-285 as a positive result of a precccupatien with
the question of God. A misapplication of this preoccupation is to be
found in John Cobb’'s discussion of Whitehead's religion. Cobb assumes
that the religious significance of Whitehead's work is to be entirely
defined in terms of its analysis of the concept "God'. See A Christian

Natural Theology (Philadelphia), 1965, pp. 215-251.




his metaphysics. ‘Second, while the relevance of Whitehead's systematic
and postsystematic metaphysical statements for religion are often
considered, the importance of the nonsystematic both for his metaphysics
and for the relation of that metaphysics to religien is often overlooked.
In the third chapter evidence for Whitehead's interest in religion is
examined. It is argued that Whitehead®'s intention is to present an
analysis of religious inqﬁiry. He considers .2 variety of answers to the
basic religious questions he identifies through a phewnomenolegical survey
of the history of religion and religion as a factor in individual

human experience. I have attempted to show that in intent and in
execution his analysis of religiocus inquiry is not closed by a narrow
prejudging of the relevance of evidence. Specificglly I have argued

that his analysis 'does not preclude a priori the relevance of non-
theistic answers to basic religious questions. In the fourth and final
chapter the question of the relaiion of religion to metaphysics is
re-examined in light of the proposal that Whitehead's discussion of
religioﬁ is an analysis of religious inquiry. An attempt is made to
distinguish what is clear and remains problematic about the relation of
religicn and metaphysics in Whitehead's thought. The study terminates

with a synopsis of my conclusions.



CHAPTER 1

THE METAPHYSICAL PERSPECTIVE

1. Introduction

The purpose of this chapter is to examine Whitehead's
understanding of the nature of metaphysics. As a first step it is
important to clarify the status of the various works used as
evidence. I concur with Hartshorne's view that prior to the writing

of Process and Reality "Whitehead was groping toward his philosophy”.l

It is only in Process and Reality and the twe later works, Adventure

of Ideas and Modes of Thought that he was free te expound his pasitien.z

- In-much of Whitehead's writing the words "metaphysics™ and
"philesophy" seem te be used almost interchangeably. To my knowledge
Whitehead nowhere defines their interconnection. 1 accept Ivor
Leclerc's suggesti0n3that for Whitehead ﬁphiioscnhy” is a generic

term encompassing a number of interdependent endeavours including

¢s and ethics. But

[N

metaphysics, epistemology, cosmology. aesthet

lChar]es flaxtshorne, "Whitehead and Contemporary Philoscophy",
Ivoery Lecleré”{ed.) The Relevance of Whitehead {London, 1961), p. 26,

Zprocess and Reality was first published in 1929, Adventure
of Tdeas in 1932 and Modes of Thought in 1938. Two eariier works,
Science and the Modern World (1925) and Religion in the Making (1926)
while important for this paper, cannot be taken as complete .
statements of Whiteheud's subtle understanding of the relation betwsen
metaphysics and religion.

2o

3Ivor Leclerc, Whitehead's Metaphysics (London, 1958), p. 29f.




metaphysics is the fundamental endeavour. It determines the basis
for addressing the more special problems that are subdivisions of the
genus of philosophy. For most purposes the terms speculative

philosophy and metaphysics are synonymous.

2. The Task of Metaphysics

The task of speculative philoscphy is to

endeavour to frame a coherent, logical,

necessary system of general ideas in terms

of which every element im our experience

can be interpreted . . . everything of which

we are conscious, as enjoyed, perceived,

willed or thought, shall have the character of

a particular instance of the general scheme (PR 4).
Such awn endeavour seems to presuppose that the worid is raticnal, for
it secks to understand everyihing that is in terms of one set of
rationally co~-ordinated principles. For Whitehead the claim that the
world is ratiomal is not a premise peculiar to metaphysics. "It
is the faith which forms the motive for the pursuit of all sciences
alike, including metaphysics (PR 67}. The peculiar task of metaphysics
is to justify that faith by enabling us to grasp "the rationality

of things" (PR 67). All attempts to seck comprehensive explanations

presuppose the ultimate intelligibility of being itself. In this

sensé Augustine's formula, gredo ut intelligam applies to science as
. well as théolegy. But man caﬁ subject this impiicit confidence in
rationality to reflective analysis. This reflective reason or
fheoretical reason is then "faith seeking understanding” (fides

quaerens intellectum), While this faith may be in some sense

unaveidable this does not guarantee that it is accurately discerned
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4
or expressed in reflective analysis. In this sense rationalism is not

premise but "an ideal which is seeking satisfaction™ (PR 67).

The metaphysical task is not susceptible to quick completion regardless
of whether it is true that the world is rational. The limitations of
finitude prevent amything but an asymptotic approach to a scheme capable
of displaying the rationality of everything that is. Hence "rationalism
never shakes of its statué as an experimental adventure" (PR 14).

But however partial the success in coherent explanation it is
of far reaching importance. For the essence of civilization is the
surveyance of "the world with some large generality of understanding"”
(MI' 4). To expand the scope of generalization is to broaden the ba51s of
civilization. But grewth in rational power demands that explanation
be pushed to its utmest limits. This is the task of speculative
metaphysics.

Regardless of the thoroughness of explanation some element of
brute fact must remain. ,Metaphysics must endeavour to explain all

that is explicable but explanation requires that there be some given

4In Whitehead's view metaphysics, along with other forms of
rational activity rests upon a faith that reality is intelligible.
But at a later poipt it will be shown that Whitehead repudiates the use
of specifically religious evidence as the basis for metaphysical
conclusions. Prima facie these contentions may appear incompatible.
The key to & consistent interpretation of his position is Whitehead's
use of the phirase ﬁSﬂLC]fiCnlly religious eVJdence” rather than
simply“religious evidence". Whitehead accepts the relevance
of religious evidence for mﬂuaphyblcal formulaticn insofar as that
gyidence is based upon and supported by the general experience
of mankind. Insofar as it arises from specific moments of
"supernormal insight® (RM 31) peculiar to an exceptional individual
or a religious traditicn and does not find support in the experience
of a1l men it is not to be used to support a general metaphysical
theory. Whitehead's account suggests a distinction apalogous Lo that
between general and special revelation in Christian theology.
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elements to be explained. Given the hope of rationalism, these final
final facts must all exemplify the same generic features (PR 168). The
rationalistic ideal reguires "a one-substance cosmology” (PR 29).5

For Whitehead the final real things of which the world is made up
are actual entities also termed actual occasions.6 "There is no going
behind zctunal entities to find anything more vreal"” (PR 27). Actusal
entities may have "gradations of importance and diversities of function”
but actual entities qua actual entities are "all on the same level"” (PR 28).
If rationality is an all pervasive feature of the world then connectedness
is the essence of things. While rationality is not a premise peculiar to
metaphysics it is the task of metaphysics to show that this supposition
is not incoherent with the deliverances of expefience. Metaphysics secks
to find that pattern of things that justifies the conviction that
ultimately things do cohere in a rational manner. Whitehead must show
a basis in experience for asserting the oneness of the generic features
of the experienced external world and the experiencer. He must also
endeavour to show that the generic features are indeed genevric, i. e.
that no item of experience is incapable of interpretation in tervms of

these features.

5The generic features the metaphysician seeks must apply not only
to the actual world but teo all pessible worlds. These features are .
completely general and invariant. Metaphysics is the attempt to discover
the completely general features every cosmic epoch must demeonsirate.
Cosmology, im contrast to metaphysics, is the attempt to understand the
present cosmic epoch in terms of the completely general or metaphysiéal.
nature of things. See Ivor Leclerc, op. cit., p. 224f.

6“Actua1 entity" is the generic term. The term "actual occasion"
applies only to actual entities that have temporal beginnings and
endings.
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MetaphysiCs is the search for the characteristics of an
actual entity that should apply to all actual entities. The nature of
finitude poses restrictions upon the achievement of this goal. This
does not imply "that there are finite aspects of things which are
intrinsically incapable of entering into our human knowledge" (MI 42).
But things are known only in some of their perspectives. "The totality
of perspective invelves an infinitude beyord finite knowledge™ (MU 42).
There is a second obstacle to achievement of the goal. What the
metaphysician seeks are the invariant features of the actual world,
including ourselves. But in actual experience the variant not the
invariant catches our attentien. "Facility of observation depends on

the fact that the cbject observed is important when present, and
sometimes is absent®™ (PR 7). But generic features can never be absent.
They can only be discovered by imaginative penetration and generalization

controlled by the requirements of coherence and logic,

3. The Method of Metaphysics

The method of discovery is the method of the "working hypothesis”.
The purpose of this method is "to coordinate the current expressions of
human experience, in common speech, in social institutions, in actiouns,
[@nq:gin the principles of the variocus special sciences"” (AT 222). The
meihod is like the flight of an aeroplane. "It starts from the ground
of particular observation; it makes a flight in the thin air of
imaginative generélization and it again lands for renewed observation
rendered acute by rational interpretation"(PR 7).

It must be recognized that "the accurate expression of the final



generalities is the goal of the discussion and not its origin" (PR 12).
An imaginative generalization or a'working hypothesis must meet'the
test not only of internal coherence and logical comsistency but alsc of
acequacy. Adequacy does not mean adequacy ovexr such items of experience
as happen to have been considered. Adequacy means that no item of
experience may be found incapable of interpretation in terms of the
scheme (PR 4-5),

All systematic thought including imaginative generalization in
metaphysics is inhevently selective in its choice of evidence. The
goal of metaphysics is to display all of the self-evidence "concerning the
fundamental nature of things and théir connection®” (MT 48). “Philesophy
can ex¢lude nothing®™ (MI 2)., Hence systematization is but a part of the
procedure. It cannot be either the starting point or the termiﬁus of
metaphysical endeavour if it is to aveid "the narrowness inherent in all
finite systems” (MI 2). Before systematization begins and after it has
been concluded the speculative philosopher must continue to confront
his tentative formulatiéns with the circumstances to which they should
apply. The metaphysician must attend to those general uncoordinated,
nonsystematic characterizations of our experience evidenced in the

directed activities of mankind. This is the endeavour Whitehead calls

"philosophical assemblage® (MI 2)n{

[

Crhe term Ynonsystematic” is applicable to philosophical assemblage
in two senses. The endeavour itself is nonsystematic in the sense that

ne particular metaphysical scheme dictates the relevance of the evidence
in advance. Second, the statements which are considered in the process

of philosephical assemblage and the conclusions reached within the

process are expressed-in nonsystematic terms.



‘While the first step in ph.losophical assemblage is to examine
*ultimate notions, as they occur naturally in‘daily life" (MT 1) in
seme disengagement from inherited modes of understanding, it is clear
that this dses not represent the entire scope of the undertaking.

"“Men can be provincial in time, as well as in place” (SMW vii).

Philoscphical assemblage as set forth in Modes of Thought inveolves

constant consideration of the history of ideas and what it teaches about
the metaphysical endeavour. It is clear that the truths discerned
through this procédure provide the groundwork for Whitehead's systematic
endeaveur. There is no sharp distinction between the conclusions arising
irem philosophical assemblage and the starting-point of systematic
coordination. But insofar as conclusions are expressed in texrminology
that is not pari of the categorical scheme and insofar as the conclusions
are supported by an appeal to the séli-evidence of experience rather than
an appeal to their consonance with a coordinated system, these conclusions
are conclusions of philosophical assemblage,_ This interpretation of
philosophical assemblage is not to be construed as a broadening of
Whitehead®s terminclogy for the purposes of this thesis. It is meant

to be an accurate description of Whitehead's own understanding of the
scope of philosophibal assemblage. Clearly, any attempt to set forth
accufately Qégtehaad°s understanding of metaphysics cannot ignore the
central importance of systematic thought in Whitehead's metaphysics.
Later sectiocns oé‘this thesis focus upon conclusions about the relation
betwesen religion and metaphysics that are clearly derivative from
Whitehead's systematié thought.

While it is clear that Whitehead regards his own system as a
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genuine and significant characterization of a wide range of the facis
of experience, he also views its adequacy as a formulation of the
ultimate generalities as no more than transient. Whitehead does not
exclude his own system when he declares that "in its turn every philosophy
will suffer a deposition" (PR 11). There is no question thatl
Whitehead believes that philosophic systems do express a variety of truths
about the universe. It is equally clear that theve are no grounds for
a simple equatien of Whitehead's understanding of the metaphysical
endeavour with his own working hypothesis. The working hypothesis does
not comprise the total content of Whitehead’®s metaphysiﬁs. It is an
imaginative flight that begins and ends upon the ground of observation
he calls “philosophical assemblage”. The starting-peint and unending
task of metaphysics is to test the adequacy of its systematic
formulations against "the current expressions of human experience, in
common speech, in social institutions, in actionsiénd‘ in the principles
of E?iverséj sciences” (AI 222). It is through this procedure that
questioﬁs vequiring systematic elucidation are identified and discrepancies
in systematic answers are éxposed. Through philosophical assemblage
philosophical systems are kept open.

Thefe are grounds to conclude that Whitehead regarded his
contribution to philosophical assemblage as no less significant than his
contribution to systematic philosophy. It is noteworthy that his final

book, Modes of Thought, and much of the bocok preceding it, Adventures of

Ideas, are dedicated to demonstrating the procedures and resulis of his
own attempts at philosophical assemblage rather than to the clarification

and resclution of difficulties discerned in his systematic formulations.
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It is of more than passing interest that he claims the greatness of
Plato, Aristotle, Leibniz and William James, despite their impoftant
systematic endeaveurs, rests more upon their achievements in

philosophical assemblage (MI 2-3).

4. Conclusiong

In this brief introductory chapter I hqve endeavoured to show
that for Whitehead metaphysics is an ongoing adventure in the
clarification of thought. Its goal, which can only be approached
asymptotically, ig to identify the generic features of the actual
world and all pesgible worlds. The methed of metaphysics incorporates
both systematic and nonsystematic elements. Imaginative systematic
generalization and philescphical assemblage are no£ two distinct ways
of doing metaphysics but ratﬁer two aspects of one continuing métaphysical
endeavour. It is of considerable importance for the interpretation
of what follows that the nature of the contrast suggested by these terms
be understood. The systematic aspect of Whitehead's endeavour is
readily identifiable. It is comprised of the content of the categorical
scheme and those propositions that can be logically derived from it.
Philosophical assemblage is the compilation of general truths that
emerée uncoordinated from the store-house of chde evidence on which
'philosaphy bases its discussion. The main source§ of evidence are
"language, social institutions, and action, including thereby the fusion
of the three which is language interpreting action and social
institutions” (AI 226). Philosophical assemblage is the starting-point
and terminus of systematic endeavour. When a working hypothesis fails

1o achieve adequate generality it may nevertheless comprise a useful
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contribution to philosophical assemblage: a generalization awaiting
conciliation with other genevalizations by the production of a
working hypothesis with 2 wider sweep. At the same time the truths
of philosophical assemblage are n¢ more than half-truths. .

All gererel truths condition each other;

and tHe limits of their application cannot

be adeguately defined apart from iheir

correlation by yet wider generalities (PR 13).
One effort therefore of any systematic scheme is to challenge the
half-truths emerging frpm phi?nsqphical’assemblage.

Gne purpose of this thesis is to examine the role of religion
within that ongoing adventure Whitehead terms "metaphysics”. Another
purpose of this thesis is to consider the impact of Whitehead's
metaphysical conclusions upon the interpretation nf religinn; In this
chapter the bare structure of that metaphysics has been outliweé. In
the chapters that follow consideration will be given to various aspects

of the question of how religion emerges as a factor within metaphysics

and how metaphysics emerges as a factor within religien.



CHAPTER 11
RELIGION WITHIN THE METAPHYSICAL PERSPECTIVE

1. Introduction

The preceding chapter indicated the general structure of
Whitehead®s metaphysical endeavour. This chapter examines in considerabla
detail how religion emerges as a factor within that metaphysics.

The purpose of this examination is to show that religion makes a
significant contribution to Whitehead's metaphysical endeavour but

at the same time does ﬁot compremise the generality of that inquiry.

A second purpose of this chapter is to demonsirate the importanpe of
the nonsystematic in Whitehead's metaphysics for the interpretation

of its relation t¢ religion. 1In order to facilitate these objectives

I have divided what Whitehead calls "philosophical assemblage” into
three stages. The firsf stage is Whitehead's informal consideration of
the broad generalities underlying experience. The sécond stage is his
criticism of curreﬁt presuppesitions about the general character of
experience and his alternative formulation of these generalizations.
The third stage is Whitehead’s tentative evaluatign of what comprises
the essential features of an adequate metaphysics and what realm

of experience most accurately reveals them. This chapter deals not only
with philoséphibal assembiage but also with Whitehead‘s imaginative
systematic comstruction. In this context attention is directed to the

emergence of the concept "God" and its logical status within Whitehead's

18
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systematic metaphysics. The final section of this chapter sets forth

the conclusions to be derived from this examination.

2. Philosophical Assemblage: Stage I

Whitehead®s final book, Modes of Thought is his clearest and most

extensive demonstration of the findings and techniques of what he

calls philosophical assemblage. The purpose in examining Modes of
Thought is to conceive Whitehead's understanding of the relation between
religion and metaphysics in some disengagement from the implications

of the categorical scheme, Whitehead's own systematic endeavour at

imaginative generalization.

Importance, Matter—OfmFact, and Religion

Not surprisingly in the labonr of philosophical assemblage
Whitehead follows his own advice. He examines broad generalities
underlying common speech, activity, and natural science. He ideuntifies
the notions of importance and matter-of-fact as two contrasted ideas
undérlying "all widih of experience"”. "The {wo notions are
antithetical, and require each other"™ (M 4). Importance is such an
all pervasive notion in human experience that it appears to be generic.
Morality, logic, religion and art are but sub-species. But none of
these exhaust-the whole meaning of importance. Religion and morality are
but twoe particular types of value experiencé. There are perspecitives of
the universe to which one or both are irrelevant (MT 11). For example,
the beauty.éf'tﬁé‘opera Cérmen is not depéndent on the morality of ifs
characters. In limiting the generality of religious and moral

congidertations Whitehead suggests a fundamental differentiation between
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morality and religion. Morality is‘the aim at perfection of importance
for the immediate occasions. "Religion emphasizes the unity of ideal
inherent in the universe (MT 28; see also, M 14). If this is what
religion is, it is clear that its validity is contingent upon
affirmation that there are grounds for postuléting a "unity of ideal ’
inherent in the universe" (MI[ 28). Religion emerges as a sub-species
of importance. It is clear that the necessary, if not sufficient
condition for affirming the objective validity of religion is a
metaphysical justification of the premise that value experience is
reflective not merely of the directed activity of mankind but of thel
very nature of the universe. If reiigien is a "direct apprehension of
a character exemplified in the actual universe"” (BM 84) it is clear
that that character includes in itself metaphysical presuppositions.

To trust the objectivity of religion is to hold that its metaphysical
doctrines are well~founded. This proposal as to the nature of
religion is not derived from Whitehead's categoriczl scheme. It is an
empirical generalization conceriing the nétufe of religion. The
implication to be drawn from it is clear. Religion presupposes
metaphysics and the necessary condition for the validity of the religion

is the validity of its metaphysical presuppositions.

-,

Finitude, Inconsistency and Process

In Modes of Thought, Whitehead recurs to a theme already

.

IWhitehegd“s statement that Christianity "has always been a
religion seeking a metaphysic” (RM 50) is not to be consirued as an
exception to this conclusion. See below, p. 82,
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familiar, the incompleteness of finite understanding. He draws the
conclusion that understanding is fuller when it is recognized that "it
always bears the character of a process of penetration, incomplete and
partial™ and that any completion attained is a completion in relation to

an "undefined environment, imposing a perspeciive and awaiting exploration”
(MI 43). The incompleteness of knowing suggests a general character

He

of experience whose special forms are temmed -"frustration", "disorder",
Yincompleteness", "evil", and "errcr” (MT 50). It has been a
temptation to philosophers not to acknowledge this character as
fundamental. There is a tendency to "weave a fairy tale of the
adjustment of factors; and then as an appendix introduce the notion
of frustration, as a secondary aspect™ (MI' 30). On the basis of a
display of self-evidence and apart from any systematic inference
Whitehead upholds the claim that "there is no reason to held that
confusion is less fundamental than is order (ML 50). It follows that a
philosophical working hypothesis must alleow room for both and at the
same time account for the possibility of enlargement of understanding.
Understanding, however imperfect, is the identification ef

pattern, so far as it has been discriminated.

A partialiy understood pattern is more definite as

te what it excludes than as to what its completion

-would include. As to inclusion there are an

infinitude of alternative medes of completion, But

so far as there is any definiteness attaching to

the incomplete disclosure, certain factors are

definitely excluded (MT 32).

The whole basis of logic may be derived from the concept of

inconsistency. It provides a definition of ihe finite as "that which

excludes other things comparable to itself” (MI 52). It suggests that
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frustration and incompletencss are intimately connected with finite
mentality. This basis for logic elucidates the role of process as
a2 fundamental fact in our experience. We experience an always shifting
present derived from the past yet shaping and passing into the future.
This is the inexorable fact of process in the universe. The interweaving
of change and permanence is a primary fact of experience. The
definiteness of finite experience involves exclusion. It involves the
notion that"two states of things which constitute the respective
meanings of a pair of propositions cannot exist together”™ (NI 53).2 Yet
in the judgment of inconsistency these two states are somehow bfought
into juxtaposition. This suggests that the notions of connectedness
and disconnection are highly ambiguous. Process suggests a way whereby
the universe can escape "from the exclusions of inconsistency” (MI 54).
Exclusions belong to a finite environment but process is infiﬁite.
Since process is infinite every contradiction can become a contrast
within an infinitely vast spectrum.

lThis understanding of logic, incomnsistency, and process has
very important implicationé for the transferal of ideas applicable in
one environment to another environment whether it be of wider or
narrower scépe. The growth of a specialization in any topic changes its
meaning from top to bottom. “For it presupposes a mofe strictly
defined enviroament” (ML 55). There are two kinds of growth in

understanding. There is advance in the use of assigned patterns to

2This is Leibniz's doctrine of incompossibility.
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- coordinate detail. But the pattern restricts the choice of details.
An equally important form of advance is the introduction of novel
pattern into conceptual experience. Intelligence is dwarfed wherever
dogmatism arises concerning the pattern of connections. "The characters
of the things connected enter into the character of the connectivity
which joins them™ (ML 38). Hence the validity of a pattern of connection
is not determinable apart from consideration of the degree of abstraction
involved. "Consistency grows with abstraction from the concrete”™ (MT 59).
The closer one moves to the concrete the more incossistency rules. |
There is an ambiguity in the notion of inconsistency. For
example, if a patch of cauvas is scarlet it cannot be alse pale blue (M 59f.).
There may also be a distinction in aesthetic enjoyment. If blue is
a factor in & great work of art its substitution by red in the same
geometrical position could destroy its aesthetic value. If geometrical
relations alone are considered, red or blue may equally well mark out
the area. The fundamental difference between logical and aesthetic
inconsistency is the dedrée of abstraction involved., "By reason of the
greater concretenass of the aesthétic experience, it is a wider topic
than that of the logical experience” (MI 62). Both logic and aesthetics
concentrate upon closed patterns of fact. But life is "passed in the
experience of disclosure™ (M[ 62). Hence a metaphysical woriing hypothesis
must account not only for detail, system, and continuity but also the

emergence of novelty.

The Implications For Religion
811 the notions introduced here with only the slightest element

of systematization ave of high significance not merely for the metaphysical
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endeavour but for the characterization of its relation to religion.

The working hypothesis of a metaphysics is not a dogmatic statement"of
the final generalities” (PR 12). It is only a partially understood
pattern. In relation to the topic of religion it will be more

definite as to what it excludes than as to what it includes. A
metaphysical system defines the limits of religion but it leaves open an
infinitude of pessibilities concerning its detailed content (M 52).3
Implicit in the notion that disorder and frustration are fundamental

is a critique of amy religious fermulation that denies the fundamental
character of disorder as well as order in the nature of tkings.' Another
feature of this discussion is a clear warning that the interpretation of
the nature of any phenomena presupposes an environment that is
fundamentally altered by the . pursuit of specialist interests. A primary
function of the present endeavour is to identify the eaviroament relevant
to the assessment of Whitehead's conclusions about religion. A clear
implication of his philosophical assemblége is that any particular topic
including religion will be affected as knowledge increases. 'The
principles of religion may be eternal but expressions of these principles
requires continual development" (SMW 189). There is no "sphere of

human knowledge characterized by unalloyed truth” (ML 69).

3This is perhaps suggestive of a way of interpreting the
perennial probiem of the relation between general and special revelation
in Christian theolegy. In the third chapter the effects of
adoption of Whitehead's metaphysics upon the openness and generality
of religious inquiry will be examined. See below, p. B1ff.



3. Philesophical Assemblage: Stage IT

In the second stage of philosophical assemblage attention
shifts from the nrive interrogation of daily experience to the
interrogation of daily experience in conjunction with our inherited

ways of understanding it.

Whitehead®s Attack on Descartes and Hume

The only perspective for understanding the world is the
perspective on the world available in human experience (MI 70}.
It has already been noted that central to Whitehead's metaphysics is
the search for pattern in things that justifies the conviction that
vltimately things do cohere in a rational manner°4 The crucial step
in metaphysics is the question of "the character to be assigned to the
datum in the act of experience' (PR 238). The distinctive feature of
post-Cartesian philosophy that Whitehead calls intc question is what
he terms ﬁthe subjectivist principle”(PR 238). He accepts from
Descartes the notion tha v”subjects enjoying . . . experiences
provide the primary data for philosophy, namely, themselves as in the
enjoyment of such experience{PR 241). But it is Whitehead's conviction
that Descartes and his successors, Locke and Hume, did not grasp
the full significance c¢f Descartes’ discovery. They assumed that
“the datum in the.act of experience can be adequately analysed purely
in terms of universals®™ (PR 239). This is the “subjectivist principle".

1t reduces the datum of experience toc a universal quality qualifying the

43ece above, p. 11.
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nmind of the perceiver. When achered to consistently it leads to what
Santayana termed the "solipsism of the present moment". Whitehead
“"reforms" the subjectivist principle by balancing it with an objectivist
principle. He holds that experience reveals not simply universals but
actual entities., This is Whitehead's reformed subjectivist principle.
It is the claim that "the ‘content® of experience is not a purely
private qualification of the mind, but is constituted by the immanence
of external.things".S Unless the subjectivist principle can be reformed
there is no basis for the claim that human experience provides a ground
for the conviction that things do ceheré in a rational manner. It is
Whitehead's contention that the subjectivist principle is based upon
an inadequate account of human experience. Whitehead contrasts his own
account with that of Hume. .
Whitehead sccepts from Bume "the principle of the derivation
of concepiual experience from physical experience” (PR 382) but he
rejects the identification of physical experience with “sense-perception”.
Whitehead identifies instead two modes of non-conceptual or direct
human experience. He calls one "the mode of 'presentational immediacy’
and the other the mode of ‘causal efficacy'” ( S 17). By "presentatiocnal
immediacy” he means "what is usually termed 'sense-perception” (S 21).
Whitehead accepts Hume's dictum that perception of clear and distinct
sense data immediately present discloses neither causal connection nor
anything beyond what is immediately present to the senses. His

argument against Hume is that there is more to perception than what is

SIvor Leclerc, Whitehead's Metaphysics, op. cit., p. 121.
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grasped in the-mode of ”presentati9n81 immediacy". "Hume's error

was not in what he inferred from presentational immediacy, but ihat

he argued from a faulty analysis of perception as a whcle".6 Both
Descartes and Hume agree "that sense-perception of the contemporary world
is accompanied by perception of the ‘withness' of the body” (PR 125).
We see "with out eyes" and we hear "with out ears”. But in their
theoretical accounts Hume and Descartes mistakenly ignored this
"withness of the body"” and "confined perception to presentational
immediacy" (PR 125). For Whitehead "withness of the body” is the
starting-point for knowledge of the external world. “We find here our
direct knowledge of ‘causal efficac&'" (PR 123). There is a “sense

of qualitative experience derived from antecedent fact, enjoyed in the
personal unity of present fact, and conditioning future fact® (MT 71).
There is a "sense of devivation from without, the sense of immediate
enjoyment within, and the sense of transmission beyond™ (MI 71). The
primary perception is "feeling the body as functieming®” (PR 125). It
is the experience or feeling of bodily uﬁity.(MT 158). But the body
is only "a peculiarly intimate bit of the world™ (PR 126). And we
cannot determine éxactly where a body ends and where external nature
begins (MI 21). Human experience is not detached from external things.
It reveals Boéth causal feelings of an external world and the influnence
of the past as well as clear and distinct sénse jmpressions of the

immediate contemporary world.

éﬂonald W. Sherburne (ed.), A Kev to Whitehead's Process and
Reality {(New York, 1966}, p. 99. .
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Hume®s aralysis of experic.ice 'does violence to that immediate
experience which we express in our actioms, our hopes, cur sympathies,
our purposes, and which we enjoy‘in spite of our lack of phrases for
its verballanalysis" (PR 79). Hume's distinct sensa are not the most
stable but "the most variable elements in our lives” (MI 112). Despite
their importance these sense experiences are non-essential to the
existence of the eorganism. '"The blind and the deaf are capable of the
ultimate greatness of life” (Ml 30). The description of the essence of
experience

mﬁst apply to the unborn child, . . . to the state

of sleep, and to that vast background of feeling

hardly touched by consciousness. Clear conscious

- discrimination is an accident of human existence.

It makes us human. But it does not make us exist.

It is of the essence of our humanity. But it is

an accident of our existence (M 116).
The fundamental form of experience is "emeotional feelings, felt in its
relevance to a world beyond” (PR 247). A further objection to Hume's
characterizatinn is that it fails to account for "our ordinary beliefs,
in which he shares"™ (PR 229). He thereby violates "the metaphysical
rule of evidence: that we must bow to those presumptions, which, in spite
of criticism, we still employ for the regulation of our lives. . . .
Rationalism is the search for the coherence of such presumptions”™ (PR 229).
Insofar as ﬁ;%e may be construed "as remaining content with two
uncoordinated sets of beliefs, one based on the critical examination of
our sources of knowledge,.and the other on the critical examination of
beliefs involvéd in fpractice,' [he] reaches the high watermark of “

anti-rationalism in philosophy” (PR 232). Both Hume and Descartes are -

guilty of an arbitrary disconnection of first principles.
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The Implications for Religion

Hume makes clear what follows if sense perception is takeni
as the model for interpreting the ultimate principles underlying
natural occurrences (M 73). Concentration upon mere sense data
reveals nothing but a mere succession of details. There is a
qualitative subjective experience and nothing more. The universe as
a whole is a meaningless hotion. If experience is analyzed primarily
in terms of an initial clarity of sensa "the mass of our moral,
emotional and purposive experience is rendered trivial and accidental"
(M 109). Tt follows that religion ard all questions concerning value
are cut off from the scope of rational understanding and thexefore
are irrelevant to philosophical inquiry. Philosophy becomes the con-
sideraticn of"quantity and number” and all attempts to extend rational
knowledge beyond these bonds is "mere sophistry and illusiom”.7 Rational
religion is then a contradiction in terms and books purporting to
reason about religion are nothing but sophistry. Their proper fate is
to be committed “to the flames".B

If perception in the mode of causal efficacy is taken as
fundamental, a diffevent conclusion arises. The claim metaphysics seeks
to justify is that a one-substance cosmology is possible (PR 29). The
*direct evidence as to the connectedness of one‘s,immédiate present
" occasien of experience with one's immediately past occasions, can

be . . . used to suggest categories applying to the connectedness of all

7David Hume, Enquiry Concerning Human Understanding (Oxford, 1951),
p. 165.

algig., p. 165.



occasions in nature” (ML 115).--The final facts have then.the character
of occasions of experience. Nature is “constituted Ey innumerable
*drops of experience', each of which enjoys its ocwn 'subjective
immediacy’".q Immediate experience is "a fact in history, derivative,
actual, and effective"™ (MI 72). Each occasion of experieﬁce is a
perspective unification of the whole of things in one‘complex unity 6f
feeling. It follows that independent existence is a myth. This is

the explanation of experience that emerges if pefception in the mode of
causal efficacy is taken as fundamental. It is Whitehead's centention
that "emotional feelings, felt im . . . relevance to a world beyond”
(PR 247} is the primary form of experience and that sense-experience

is derivative from it (MT 73).

The Bole of Religion in Metaphysical Debate

The fundamental move for the determination of the relation

between metaphyvsics and religion is the metaphysical decision as to

what aspect of experience most fully exhibits the universal necessities

of existence. The peoint of immediate interest is not whether Hume

30

or Whitehead is correct. The point of interest is that Whitehead firmly

contends that the basic decision as to what are the broad generalities

undexrlving existence and what aspects of experience most fully exhibits

them (MI 114) is a metaphysical decision to be made on the basis of

metaphysical considerations and not upon the basis of special religious

considerations. Whitehead has unkind words for the Leibnizian attempt

C)Schubertm. Ogden, "The Structure of Whitehead®s Philosophy",
(unpublished paper), p. 1.
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to characterize the disclosures of human experience as evidence for

the conclusion that this is the "best of all possible worlds™. It

was "an audacious fudge produced in order to save the face of a Creator
constructed by contemporary, and antecedent, theologians . . . the
actual flux presents itself with the character of being merely 'given.'
It does not disclese any peculiar character of 'perfection.'" (PR 74).
In Whitehead®'s rejecticn of Hume's and Descartes'.characterizatioa of
experience his practice is consistent with his tenet that metaphysics
is the highest court of arbitration (AI 162). The reasous offered for
the rejection are metaphysical and in no way peculiarly religious.
Whitchead takes issue with Hume not because Hume is impious but because
he chooses to interpret the underlying necessities of existence on the
basis of the “most variable elements in our lives" (MI 112). Despite
the importance of sense expevience they are non-essential to tﬁe
existence of the organism. "The blind and the deaf are capable of the
ultimate greatness of life” (M 30). At a later point the significance
for the structure of reiigious inquiry of the fact that metaphysics and
not religion determines what aspect of experience most fully exhibits

. el . . . , 10
the universal necessities of existence will be examined.

Whitehead's Account af.Experience
In his philosophical assemblage Whitehead concludes that
sense percepta are not the primary form of experience or human knowing.
The study of human knowledge should start with

a survey of the vague variety, discernible in the
transitions of human experience. It capnot safely bhase

0ges below, p. o1,



itself upon simple arbitrary assumptions, such

as this assumption of spsitio-temporal patterns

of sensa as the source of all knowledge (MI 74).
Whitehead suggests three principles of division dominate our experiencing.
They are three pairs of opposites-=-clarity and vagueness, order and
disorder, the good and the bad. Order and goodness are associateé.
Ye.. . there can be no excellence except upon some basis of order.ll
Mere disorder resulis in a nonentity of achievement® (M 75). Animal
life depends upon the predominance of certain forms cflﬁrder. The
uniqueness of man rests in his capacity not only to enjoy structure
but alse to understand its underlying principles. He can abstract
dominating principles from the welter of detail and apply the principle
in the construction of alternative realizatiocns. "Hankind enjoys 2
vision of the function of form within fact, and of the issue of value
from this interplay™ (MI 77). A vivid sense of geod and bad cannot
arise apart from discernment of diffevences and a discernment of
differences requires the identification of definite patterns. Implicit
in definiteness are the notions of exclusion and finitude. Whitehsad
suggests that in discussion of religious experience "an unbalanced
emphasis has been placed upon the mere sense of infinitude" (MI 78).
There is no realization of value apart from some sense of finitude.

Importance requires the fusion of the finite and the infinite. The finite

alone is trivial. The infinite alone is vacuous. Clarity and order

1Earlier it was noted that Whitehead insists that confusion
is no less fundamental than ovder. See above, p.21 . Whitehead is
arguing neither that disovder is derivative from oxder nor thet order
is derivative from disorder. Rather, both presuppose an essential
interconnectedness of things. "For disorder shares with order the
common characteristic that they imply meny things interconnected” (AI 288).
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are closely associated with the good for they provide the stability
and predictsbility necessary to the achievement of high goals. But
"the universe refuses the deadening influence of complete conformity"
(MI 87f£.). Apart from change creation is a meaningless notion. Where
there is not change there is no time. '"The universe is reduced to
static futility--~devoid of life and metion™ (Mf 87). In actual
. : , . 12

experience there is never complete order nor complete disorder.

There is a transition within the dominant order;

and there is transition to new forms of dominant

order. Such transition is a frustration of the

prevalent dominance. And yet it is the realization

of that vibrant novelty which elicits the excitement

of life (MI 87).
Philosophy and religion, as influenced by orthodox philosophic thought,
have ceonceived changeless order as the firal perfection. As a
consequence the most evident characteristic of our experience has been
subordinated to the status of a partial reglity. Without transition
and turmoil the world is frozen, motionless and meaningless. What is
required is a metaphysical account that takes seviously the fundamential
role of change, iransition, and novelty in the universe as it is
discerned through human experiencing (MI 80f.)

In accounting for the presence of order iun experience western

philosephy has presupposed "the necessity of static spatio-temporal,

and physical forms of order" (MI 88). However, increasing scientific

knowledge has swept away any ground for the assumpticen of a necessary

lzﬂartshorne suggests that there is a "good deal of support in
experience, logic, and intellectual history for what Morris Cohen called
the ‘Law of Polarity'. According to this law, ultimate contraries are
correlatives mutually independent, so that nothing real can be described
by the wholly one-sided assertion of simplicity, being, . . .and the
like . . . independent of . . . related contraries” (P5G 2).
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static order. Whaﬁ science discerns is not "transition of static forms"
but "forms of transition” (MI' 82). The metaphysiciaﬁ must account

for the overwhelming indications of orxder in experience and at the

same time the continuing frustration of order and the absence of
necessity in any particular form of order (MI 88). Too mﬁch attention
has been focussed on mere datum and its issue. "The essence of existence
“lies in the transition from datum to issue" (M[ 96). It is in transition
itself that the interconnection of permaneace and novelty, clarity and
vagueness, order and disorder is to be discerned. Process is then the
fundamental category for the interpretation of experience.

Whitehead's vejection of sense perception as the basic mode of
experiencing leads him to focus attention on perception in the mede of
causal efficacy as that "aspect of experience whicﬁ most fully exhibits
the universal necessities of.existence” (MP 113}). “The main chéracteristic
of such experience is complexity, vagueness, and compulsive intensity"

(MI 72). It is the experience or feeling of bodily unity (MI' 158). The
human body provides the closest experience of the interplay of

actualities in natuwure. How we experience our bodies ié then a fundamental
source of evidence for the elucidation of that interplay, transition, or
process that characterizes all our experiéncing (M 159). To accept
this.statement is to grant that human experience embodies the generic
‘feétures of reality. It is also to grant that "tﬁe ‘objects’ of experience
are external things which are in some respect immanent in the subjective
occasion of experiencing. "Unless that be se, there cannot . . . be a

L . 13 sl .,
valid inference to a world of external things".”> This is Whitehead's

<
ldLeclerc, op.cit., p. 121.



"reformed subjectivist principle".l41t permits Whitehead to conclﬁde
that "the key notion from which [@etaphysicai}construction should
start is that energetic activity considered in physics is the emotional
intensity entertained in 1ife" (MI 168). It now remains to examine
in nore detail the characteristics of experience in the mode of causal
efficacy. Bodily experience is not primarily an experience of clear
and distinct sense data.
The internal functioning of a healthy body provides
singularly few sense data, primarily associated with
itself. When such sense data appear, we send for a
doctor. They are mostly aches and pains (M 114).
The underlying necessities of animal experience are nct discerned in
its primary experiencing. The identification of the functien of the
internal organs requires a high degree of abstract thought. Yet the
feeling of bodily unity is a primary experience. "It is an expérience
so habitual and so completely a matter of course that we rarely mention
it. Mo one ever says, Here ay I, and I have brought my body with me"
(MI 114). The divect feeling of the derivation of emotion from the bedy
is also a primary experience. This feecling is not a mere reflection
on sense data. Emotional states of enjoyment arise from the sheer
absence of sensa directly associated with parts of the body. We enjoy
vision because thare is no eyestrain. The sense of bodily well-being
arises as "a positive feeling only casually associated with particular
sensa™ (MI 159). There is a basic feeling of the derivation or
modification of mental and emotional experience from bodily

functioning that is not sharply defined by sense data. This feeling

14
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See above, p. 25f.



of derivaticn is the basis for the conviction that there is a unity
of body and mind. The bedy is a part of nature. So long as nature
was conceived in Newtonian terms there was a sharp division between
a material world conceived as bits of matter located at point
instants and human experience. The elimination of this conception
in favour of a view of the world as characterized by forms of transition
makes it possible to construe the world in terms of activities disclosed
in intimate experience (MT 1153). The primary experience which precedes
and is presupposed in sense perception is the experience of value.
Cur enjoyment of actuslity is 2 realization of worth,
.good or bad. It is a value experience. Its basic
expression is--~Have a care, here is something that
matters: . . . the primary glimmering of consciousness
reveals, something that matters (NI 116).
The primary characterizations of “that which matters" are "totality”,
Mexiernality,” and "internality"”. "There is the totality of
actual fact; there is the externality of many facts; there is the
internality of this experiencing which lies within the totality™ (MI 116)
These three divisions are on a level. DNo cne in any
sensc precedes the other. There is the whole fact
containing within itself my fact and the other facts.
Also the dim meaning of fact--or actuddity--is intriasic
importance for itself, for the others, and for the
whele (MO 117).
Religion in Whitehead's Account of Experience
Actuality is the self-enjoyment of importance, but that
enjoyment includes the enjoyment of others and transitions towards

the future. The most vivid example of this is the sense of the

causal efficacy of our immediate past upen cur immediate present and

6

.
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its determination of cur future. Actuslity is in its essence composition
and power is the compulsion of composition., To feel the contrast
between the details of experienced reality and the totality of
experiencing is teo grasp the intuition of the holy.

When we survey nature and think however flitting

and superficial has been the animal enioyment of

all its wonders, and when we realize how incapable

the separate cells and pulsations of each flower

are of enjoying the total effect--then our sense

of the value of the details for the totality

dawns upon our consciousness. This is the

intuition of holiness, intuition of the sacred,

which is the foundation of all religion (MI[ 120).
- In essence Whitehead is pleading "that our whole experience is composed
out of our relationships to the rest of things, and of the formation
. . . . . . 15
of new relationships constitutive of things to come” (ML 31).
Whitehead identifies nonsensuous perception as that division of
experience which mostly fully exhibits the underlying necessities of
things. It follows that the sense of worth is central to actuality
(MF 16). It is therefore meaningful to ask in what sense is there
importance for the universe. There are grounds for postulating "a unity
of ideal inherent in the universe" (MI' 4). Hence there are grounds
for considering the possibility that veligion is not devoid of objective
validity. It is clear that if sense data is taken as the fundamental

form of experience questions of worth and rational discernment of

religious truth are excluded from the purview of philosophical

15qu Whitehead experience is "the 'self-enjoyment of being one
among many, and of being one arising out of the composition of many'"
(PR 220). "The many become one, and are increased by one” (PR 32). This
is what Charles Hartsherne terms Whitehead's “novel intuition”. See the
essay so~entitled in Alfred North Whitehead: Essays on his Philosophy,
ed. G. L. Kline, (New Jersey, 1963), pp. 18-26.
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consideration. Whitehead's conviction that nonsensuous perception
is the primary mode of experience permits him to examine questions
of value and questions concerning the rationality of religious conviction
in a positive manner within the context of metaphysics. But the
conclusion that nonsensuous perception is the fundamental mode of
experience does not guarantee the objective validity of value experience
in general or the universal validity of religious claims about particular
value experiences. Nonsensuous perception suggests that process is
a fundamental categery for undevstanding actuality. But the notion of
value or importance for the universe is unintelligible apart from some
sort of notion of order in the universe.

LLife on this planet depends on the order observed

throughout the spatio-temporal stellar system, as

disclosed in our experience. These special forms of

order exhibit no final necessity whatscever. . . There

is no necessity in their nature. But there is

necessity that the importance of experience requires

adequate stability of order (MI 87).
The overwhelming indications of order have to be explained along with

the presence and disorder and the non-necessity of any particular form

of order{MI 88).

letaphysics and Whitehead's Account of Experience

One of the main implications of Whitehead's interpretation

P

of experience is that "the notions of process and existence presuppose
each other"” (MT 96). Process cannot "be analyzed into compositions of

final realities, themselves devoid of process" (MI 96). But at the
16

same time process requires the notion of individuality. "In separation

A

165ee Leclerc, op.cit., on Whitehead's "epochal theory of time™,
pp. 74-78.
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all meaning evaporates" (MI' 97). Precess cannot be considered in
abstraction from the individual things invelved in the process.

It follows that no absolute generality of application can be ascribed

to logic, mathematics, or induction. '"The limitation of rationalism

is the inescapable diversity” (M 98). But the diversity is not absolute.
The individuals are formative of the process, but the process affects

the character of the individuals. “The actualities of the present

are deriving their characiers from the process, and are bestowing their
charactersvupon the foture™ (MI 99). Induction is possible because

the "form of process chiefly derives from the dominant facts involved and
thence tends to sustain itself so as 10 govern realizations in its

own futuxe” (ML 100). But the problem remains of how to explain the
means whereby a characterization or form dominating a process involves

in its own nature "reference to the realization of other forms in other

occasions” (M 101).

4, Philcsophical Assemblage: Stage 111

What Whitehead has attempted to do up to this point is set forth
"generalized statements of the commonplaces of experience” (MI 101).
What he is seeking to identify avre the underlying necessities of
exisfence. These are not found on the surface ?f daily experien;e. The
. vériant not the invariant is what catches our attention and bscomes
;he focal point of our verbalized communication.

We do not have to indicate foxr each other the
necessities of existence, Language mainly presupposes
the necessities and emphasizes the accidents. We

rarely mention what must be present (MI 101).

The third stagein Whitehcad's philosophical assemblage is a tentative
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consideration of what the underlying necessities of existence are.

It is only afer the focus of attention has shifted from the commonplaces
of experiences that the notion of God first arises in Whitehead's
philosophical assemblage. In Whitehead's view the title of a book

by Samuel Alexander, Space, Time and Deity, introduces three notions

that serious reflection suggests are basic for any account of experienced
actuality. It is most important to chserve that these notions are
reflective notions. They are not deliverances of immediate experience.
Without time there is no historic process. Life and moticn and therefore
purpose are lost. Without space there is no actual attainment and
accomplishment. Time and space are the prerequisites for transition and
success of achievement,

Finally, there is déity, which is that factor

in the universe whereby there is importance . . .

beyond the actual. It is by reference of the

spacial immediacies to the ideals of deity that the

sense of worth beyond ourselves arises. The unity

of a transcendent universe, and the multiplicity

of realized actualities, both enter our experience

by this sense of deity. Apart from this sense

of transcendent worth, the otherness of reality

would not enter into our consciousness (MI 102).
It is Whitehead's couviction that we experience a relationship te
2 universe other than ourselves and that "human experience explicitly relates
itself to an external standard" (MI 103). This external standard
could not arise unless the universe is "understood as including a source
of ideals"™ (MI 103). This source of ideals means that "the form
of process is not wholly dependent upon derivation from the past”
(M 103). The "deistic impulse of energy" (MI 104) provides novel forms

of order and new ideals when "epochs decay amid futility and

frustration™ (MU 103).
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It is the religious imulse in the world which

- transforims the dead facts of science into the
Jdiving drama of history. For this reason science
can never foretell the perpetual novelty of
history (MI' 104).

It is my contention that Whitehead's interpretation of
philosophical assemblage incorporates more than a mere examination
of the commonplaces of experience. It also involves a comparison
of dail ith inheri "+ und ting itd7

1ily experience with our inherited ways of understanding it
together with an informal examination of what necessities must underlie

. 18 . . . .
these experiences.” It is therefore possible to interpret certain

sections of Whitehead's bock, Adventures of Ideas, as part of his

contribution to philosophical assemblage. It is my suggestion that

the second of the four parts of Adventures of Jdeas may legitimately

be considered as an exe%cise in philesophical assemblage. The question
“of an adequate systematic account of the underlying necessities of
existence is raised and examined in the light .of the more general
cosmological and scientific ideas that have influenced Western thought.
But in this section Whitehead refrains from setting forth his own workiﬁg
hypothesis. The third-and fourth sections of this book clearly incorporate
metaphysical notions that are derived from Whitehead's-systematic thought.
What these later sections suggest about the relation between religion

and metaphyngs will be dealt with in the context of the discussion of
the systematic aspect of Whitehead's metaphysics.

The previous discussion has pointed out the importance of ovder

]7See above, p. 14,

1859e above, p.39.



for the realization of significant value experience and the presupposition

of such oxder im all inductive reasoning.l9 The second section of

Adventures of Ideas begins with an examination of the notion of "laws

of nature" (AI 103). *"Apart from a certain smoothness in the nature of
things, there can be no knowledge, no useful method, no intelligent
purpose. lLacking an element of Law, there remains z mere welter of details
(AL 109). But an accuraté expression of the motion of Law is extremely
difficult. The exireme generality of the concept readily lends itself

te misinterpretation of specific features of particular applications

as generic features of the notion itself. From earliest times the
reflective thought of man has expressed discernment of "the interweaving
of law and capriciousness in the mystery of things" (AY III). ‘Sometimes
the law is good and the capriciousness evil; sometimes the law is iron
and evil and the capriciousness is merciful and good {AI IIX).

Whitehead suggests that there are four main doctrines concerning
the laws of mnaturc. These doctrines characterized law as immanent,
imposed; descriptive, or simply conventional intexpretation. The doctrine
of law as immanent presuppéses the essential interdependence of things
and that the law is explanatory of the pattern in things and in their
mutual reiaiions. While law is explanatory exact confirmation to'the
law is not expected. It will have a statistical'charaéterl Since the
‘laws of nature depend upon the individual character of things within
rature as things change so does the law. Laws of nature evolve with the
things constituting the enviromment. This interpretation permité a

limited trust in induction for some knowledge of the laws of nature

195@@ above, p.33.
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dominating an environment is.possible. The doctrine of law as immanent
is only fenable if it can be demonstrated that "the characters of the
relevant things in nature are the outcome of their interconnections,

and their intercomnections are ihe cutcome of théir characters" (AI 113).

The doctrine of law as imposed presupposes ultimate existents
upon whom there is imposed the necessity of entering into relationships
with other constituents of nature. These imposed patterns are the laws
of nature. These imposed patterns cannot be discovered by any study
of the intervelation of the self-subsistent entities., This doctrine
supports and also suggests a form of Deism. It requires a correlative
doctrine of a transcendent imposing deity. Since laws are divine
commands it follows that they are exactly cbeyed. -Siatistical notions
are not applicable to ultimate impesed laws. Whitehead believes that
the doctrine of imposition cannot be entirely dismissed. Historically
it provided the conviction necessary for the search and discovery of
definite laws beyond the limits of meticulous observation. The doctrine
of immanence without the inclusion of some notion of imposition provides
Yabsolutely no reason why fhe unjverse should not be steadily relapsing
into lawless chaos®™ (AT 115).

The third interpretation is the dectrine of law as mere observed
persistence of pattern throughout a series of observations. Law is
understeod as merely descripiion. "The laws of nature -are nothing else
than the observed identities of pattern persisting throughout the series
of comparative observations. Thus a law of naturce says something about
things observed and nothing mere (AT 115). Certainly science does

elucidate "observed correlations of observed fact” (AI 116). But this
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doctrine which claims to confine philosephy to the given facts is

"the oné'which can least bear confrontation with the facts"™ (AI 124).

It provides no basis for induction whatsoever. As David Hume effectively
demonstrated sense data do not reveal any evidence concerning their
interconnection. In Whitehead's view scientists and philosophers simply
use poesitivisim to avoid metaphysics but at the same time defend tﬁe
significance of science "by an implicit recurrencé to their metaphysical
persuasion that the past does in fact condition the future"™ (AI 125-126). .
Whitehead contends that speculafive extension beyond direct observation
requires "some trust in metaphysics, however vaguely these metaphjsical
noticns may be entertained in explicit thought™ (AI 128). The
dissociaiion of science from metaphysics presupposed in this doctrine

can be proved demonstrably false by the history of science.

The fourth interpretation isvthe doctrine of law as conventional
interpretation. It emphasizes that systems of ideas are elaborated in
detachment from any direct or detailed cobservation of matter of fact. Yet
subsequently nature is interpreted in terms of these patterans. This
doctrine helds "that nature is patient of interpretation in terms of
laws which happen to interest us" (AI 136). The arbitrariness of choice
of interpretation seems to be confirmed by the variety of geometries that
are applicable to the same subject-matter. This is a misconception.

It simply demonstrates that there are “diverse systems of relationship
within the subject-matter, so relatgd that if one be present then the
others are present™ (AI 136). While there arenﬁabably many abstract
sciences with laws, regularities and theorems as yet undeveleped and while

it is probably true that convention may deteximmine what sciences are
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developed this does not mean "that any facts of nature can be interpreted
as illustrating any laws that we like to assign'" (AT 138). Whitehead
'concludes that only some combinaticn of the notions of law as immanent
and imposed can do justice to the facts of experience and the actual
practice of scientists. Immanence deveid of a transcendent element
provides no reason why the universe should not continually relapsevinto
chacs. The histoxry of science and philosephy leads Whitehead to the
-conclusion that the effective agency in the transformation from
medieval. te contemporal science was largely develdped apart from
consideratiqﬁ”of physical observation. The primary agent has been the
develcopment and co~ordination of thesretical constructions in
mathematics (AI 155f.). The breakdown of Newtonian cosmology underlines
for Whitehead the impoertance of developing imaginative possibilities

as yet unutilized in the service of scientific explanation.

Systems come and go and each limited mode of understanding is at
length exhausted. To claim dogmatic cexrtainty for statements of ultimate
generalities is sheer folly but to attack the endeavour to systematize
is treason to civilization (AT 159, 162). Systems decay but new
systems are not repudiations of earlier efforts. Rather they attempt
to define more clearly the scope of earlier co-ordinations and set them
within the perspective of wider truths. On the basis of these
reflections Whitehead concludes that in dealing with the neotion of
laws of nature the metaphysician must take account of but need not
confine himself to the theories underlying centemporary science. In
attempting to combine the notions of law as immancnt and as imposed

Whitehead thercfore feels at liberty to re-examine the teachings of Plato.
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A Suggestien From Theology

In Plato there appears the suggestion that the "degree of
orderliness which the world exhibits™ (AI 147) depends upon a
transcendent elemeént that is persuasive rather than a coercive
agency. But Plato failed to co-~ordinate this intuition with the rest
of his metaphysical theory (AI 166).20 The Alexandrian theologians
“have the distinction of being the only thinkers who in a fundamental
metaphysical doctrine have improved upon Plato" (AI 167). They
adumbrated the doctrine that "the trend towards order does not arise
from the imposed will of a transcendent God. It arises from the fact,
that the existents in nature are sharing in the nature of the immanent
God™ (AI 130). While these theologians did not develop a general
metaphysics they pointed to a means whereby Platonic metaphysics could be
modified to provide "a rational account of the role of the persussive
agency of God” (AI 169},

This is the second reference to the notion ¢f God to arise within
the confines of & discussion of philosophical assemblage in Whitehead.
In both instances it is introduced as a reflective notion required
to account for the degree of stability discerned in the physical universe.
In another context Whitehead makes éxplicit his conclusion that not only
within metaphysics but also within religion, iﬁsofar as it is rational,
God is introduced at the level of reflection. e sharply rejects the
introduction of God as an obhject of experience rather than an inference

from experience. ‘He also suggests that Christian theology has been fairly

ZOIn Whitehead's view"Plato always failed in his attempts at
systematization, and always succeeded in displaying depth of metaphysical
intuition-~the greatest metaphysician, the poorest systematic thinker™ {(AI 166).
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consistent in its adherence to this position (RM 64). It is important

to nete that withim philosophical assemblage neither God nor religion
are granted a special status. Religion is introduced as a genuine
modality of human experience but it is a sub-species of value-experience.

"God" is introduced as a reflective notion required for a rational
q’

account of experience. "God" does not denote the logical subject of a

particular religious intuition. God is introduced as a metaphvsical

concept and the question of how this concept is to be understood and

whether it refers to anyihing real can only be answered on the basis of

metaphysical considerations. This does not mean, of course, that there
can be no God until there is a systematic metaphysics. It means that

develonped systematic metaphysics.

In this first section I have attempted ¢ examine how religion
emerges within Whitehead's metaphysical endeavour in some disengagement
from the implications of his systemati@ formulations. This survey
of how religion emerges within the context of ~philosophical assemblage
makes clear that flor Whitehead the question of the objectivity of
religiors conclusions is contingent uwpon the validity of its metaphysical
p%esuppositions. In Whitehead’s view the fundameﬁtal move for the
determinotion of the relation hetwsen metaphysics and religion is a
metaphysical decision as to what aspect of experience most fully exhibits
the universal necessities of existence. This decision musi be
made on the basis of metaphysical considerations and not upon the

. .. . . 20 . . .
basis of special religious considerations.  Vlor Whitchead process 1s

218@@ above, p.30.
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a {undamental categéry underlying all experience. Given the foundational
nature of process order must be explained. But order need not ﬁresuppose
a universe governed by necessary and static laws. Science discerns

not transition of static forms but forms of transition. Whitehead
identifies nonsensuous perception as that division of experience which
most fully exhibits the underlying necessities of things. The sense

of worth then becomes central to actuality and questions concerning the
rationality of religion may be examined in a positive manner within

the context of metaphysics. The success of this tentative formulation
rests upon providing an adequate, coherent, systematic account of the

underlying necessities of existence. A reflection upon the history of

ideas suquests to Whitehead that successful execution of this metaphysics

will reqguire g notion of law that combines elements of transcendence and

immanence and that Plato®s notion of the persuasive agency of God as

medified by the Alexandrian theologians provides the best clue for

development of a rationgl explanaticen of the stability of the experienced

world that is conjoined with the continuing frustration of order and

the absence of necessity in any particular form of order.

The next section turns to an examination of how religion emerges

within the systematic aspects of Whitehead's metaphysical endeavour.
R

6. Religion and Metaphvsical Systematization

In the preceding section it was noted that determination of
what are the bhread genevalities underlying existence and what aspects
of experience most fully exhibit them are gquestions to be adjudicated

on the basis of metaphysical criteria. It was emphasized that this

decision which determines the very possibility of incorperating "the
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final values of eXéstence" (AT 118? within the sphere of reflective
thought is to be made on the basis of evidence derived from the'experience
of men in general and not -upon the basis of special religious evidence..
The aim of this seéction is to examine the general structure of Whitehead's
speculative metaphysics. More particularly, attention is focussed upon
how God is introduced into speculative metaphysics and whether it
compromises Whitehead®’s dictum that such decisions are not tc be made

on the basis of special religious evidence. This section terminates

with a consideraticn of the importance of religious inquiry as an

adjunct to metaphysical inquiry.

The Structure of Speculative Metaphysics

We have already seen that for Whitehead metaphysics cannot begin
with systematization,z2 But he recognizes that there can be no substantial
progress in metaphysics without production of theories that dictate
the relevance of evidence. Without a theory there is no criterion for
the evaluation of eviderice beyond separate appeals to experience in
each instance. A theory has the status of a working hypothesis. A useful
analysis of a theory does not begin with the question, true or false,
but rather with an expleration of the scepe of useful application of a
theory and its failure beyond that scope (AT 221).

The requirements for an adequate metaphysical scheme or theory
are rigorous. Agequacy is not restricted to such items as happen to
have been congidered, Adequacy means that no item of experience may;be

found incapable of interpretation in terms of the scheme. "The scheme

28
2See page 13.
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is formulated through imeginative qeneralization and rationalism (PR 7).
There is no simple path either of deduction or inductive generaiization

from the conclusions of philosophical assemblage to the statements

of the categorical scheme. The scheme consists of definitions of

concepts, not propositions about the world.23To interpret the world

in terms of the concepts of the scheme derivative notions must be introduced.
The scheme itself consists of analytical statements of relationships

within the constructed scheme. The scheme is used to provide an
interpretation of what is learned from experience. We learn from experience
that some things endure through time. The categorical scheme does not
presuppose that this is necessarily'so. But it can be used "to interpret
the contingent fact that there are enduring things".

It is important to distinguish between Whitehead®s categoreal
scheme and a cosmology. The former is a2 description of the abstract
generic featuvres of any and all possible worlds. The latter is a
description of this particular (logically contingent and arbitrary)
world. While the world we experience musi bé no exception to the general
principles if these principles are indeed generic, it is to be expected
that a world will illustrate them in a unique manner. For this reason
the categoreal scheme leaves rcom for and gives very general rules for
the Tormatior~of non-categereal systematic statements that interpret
de facto features that obtain in the presenf cosmic epoch. Thus

derivative notiods are introduced when the categoreal scheme is used

v

23Christian, "Some Uses of Reason”, Ivor Leclexrc (ed.)
The Relevance of Whitehead (London'.1961). p. 75f.

4 . . .
Christian, "The Concept of God as a Derivative Notion",
William Reese and Fugene Freeman (ed.) Process and Divinitv (Illinois, 1964),

p. 186.
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to develop a cosmology to interprct the facts of experience,

The Introduction of God

Whitehead introducés the concept of God as a derivative
notion. In this instance Whitehead does not begin with a common fact
of direct experience but rather with a problem. He has used the
categorical scheme to interpret succession in terms of actual entities
that have temporal beginnings and endings. But actual entities are
processes of selfwcreation that must have a final cause inherent
within them. The actual entity embodies a "decision” or a "subjective
aim" (PR 224) as to what sori of entity it will make itself. But there
is not first a subject and then an aim. The problem is how can the
subjective aim of a temporal actual entity originate? The scheme requires
that actual entities be.the only reascns. If unrealized possibélities
are to have relevance to the formation of nqvel temporal actual entities
then these possibilities to be relevant must reside within the
constitution of a prim@fﬂiai and everlasting actual entity. The scheme
also requires that there be only one such non~derivative actuality (PR 48),
This actuality Whitehead terms God. He uses this denotation “because
the contemplation of our natures, as enjoying real feelings derived from
the timeless source of all order, acquires that 'subjective form® of
refreshment and companionship at which religions éim" (PR 47). VWhitehead
does not use religious expevience as the basis fof the introduction of
the notion of God. 1In appealing to experience for the introduction ¢f
derivative notions:Whi}ehead restricts himself-”to common and public

9" L] o~ > ]
facts®.“ But clearly he regards religious experience as genuine.

25 . .. s . .
Christian, 'The Concept of God as & Devivative Notion" op.cit., p. 188.
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"God" is primarily a rrligious term; an essential feature
of religious experience is a sense of "refreshment and
compan@onship"; apprehension of the primordial and
everlasting actual entity generates these qualities; hence
it is justifiable to call it “God".26

God is introduced f'as an explanation of an interpretation. It gives

an explanation of the concept of a temporal actual entity, which is

.. . . w 27

itself used to interprei the fact of successiveness"”.

In the categoreal scheme there are no direct references to the

world as experienced. While religious experience and various other types

of experience may have inspired the scheme it does not logically presuppose

them. The scheme is used to analyze and interpret cur experience.

Statements which perform this function are postsystematic. A successful

speculative scheme permits us at the postsystematic level tc express in

a coherent way the various elements of cur experience and their . relations

to each other. The scheme is meant to be applicable not only te established

scientific theories but alse to concrete perceptual experiences as well

as moral, aesthetic and religious intuitiens. It must provide an

adequate explanation of all aspects of experience. The metaphysical

endeavour involves exploration in two directions. There is a nonsystematic

exploration of the underlying and constant fentures of experience and

there is an exploration of the resources of the categorical scheme to

A somewhat dialectical process is involved, "To look at the fact in

27Ibid., p. 189. Cf. alsc Charles Hartshorne's article entitled

"Whitehead's 1dea of God" in The Philosophy of Alfred North Whitehead, ed.
Paul Arthur Schiipp (Chicago, 1941), pp. 513-539. :
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the light of the gcheme is to re-examine the fact"28 It calls for
a decision as to whether particular postsystematic statements are
an adequate interpretation of the presystematic facts. A negative
decision means that while the scheme may remain highly comprehensive
it fails as an asdequate metaphysical account. Even if the scheme
is judged adequate in accoﬁnting for all the facts we have considefed.
it does not seem possible to make a final judgment cf the truth of
the scheme, 5We never can be in a pbsition to say that we have
29

considered all the facts.™ ~

In this study attenticn is being directed to the question
of the relation of religious inquiryv to metaphysical inquiry. In the
present section an analysis has been offered as to how the term "God"

"speculative

emerges within that form of reflective reason termed
“metaphysics”. It is clear that at the level of refiective analysis 2
clear conception of God arises at a late stage in the process of
cerehration. It is in Christian's words "an explanation of an

4 . . t 30 te LK hd E 11 : .
interpretation’. God" is an explanation of the concept “primordial
and everlasting actual entity" which in turn provides an interpretation
whereby the notion of temporal actual entities can be ratioenally

FRaiutauiat EPti avitasivniy

accounted for. What should net be forgotten is that cerebration itself

is a late arrival upon the scene and that even within human experience
it is a transient phenomena that is overwhelmed much of the time by
sleep, sickness and indifference to reflection (MU 112). In Whitehead's

view it is not the primary mode whereby we experience the universe around

«Q
zoChristiwn, "Some Uses of Reason®™, op.cit., p. 79.
29
Ibid., p.80.

3¢ . i . . . X
Christian, #The Concept of God as a Derivative Notion", op.cit., p.189.
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and withis us. It but brings to self-awareness an already

present interconnectedness of the experiencing subject and the Qorld

he experiences. If the concept "God” has any relevance to experience

as interpreted by Whitehead then God is "felt" by creatures in a more

fundamental mode of experiencing at all times regardless of whether

or not that experience is brought to self-conscious reflective analysis.
In his analysis of Whitehead's system Christian makes clear that

he is attending strictly to the logical structure of that systenm.

He notes that Whitehead uses aesthetic experience as a paradigm for

his theory of actual entities but experience is not strictly speaking

a systematic term. He does introduce the notion of "feeling" but

"'feeling' is defined as a prehension; a prehension is not defined as

a feeling."31 The movement of thought is toward abstraction. 'We

should nat‘read into his systematic terms stronger meanings than they are

given in the categoreal schemeu“32 It is legitimate to ask whether the

scheme is adequate to agsthetic experiences. The fact that Whitehead

takes aesthetic experience as a paradigm‘doeé not guarantee that the

constructed scheme is applicable and adequate to interpret all aesthetic

experience. Whitehead's scheme assumes that there is a plurality of things

comprising the universe none of which is absolutely unconnected with

everything €I8e. There is nothing entirely beyond our experience. This

is what justifies construction of a categoreal scheme rather than a mere

listing of existénts. This supposition of interconnectedness permits

3lenristian, YSome Uses of Reasen”, op. cit., p. 83.

321nid., p. 831.



discussion of integrated values inhering in the universe and of a logical
harmony of being. Christian arguég that "the supposition that all

things are interconnected in some systematic way does not . . . justify

. . . saying there is a harmony of béing in some other and sironger
sense. Yet it is clear Whitehead does go further".33 In the final

sections of both Hrocess and Reality and Adventures of Ideas this harmeny

is identified as the basis of morality and the object of religious
. 34 . . . . . .
experience.” - The question to be considered is what is the precise
nature of this going beyond mere logical harmony. Hartshorne has observed
that
logic «construes our concepts, not our intuitions. In
the step from intuitions to conceptual formulae is where . . .
diffevences lie . . . . All philosophy must be more than

Just Yogic. Bat . . . it seems to be an unsolved problem
how completely logic can be purified of intuitive elements.

33
In the final chapter attention will be directed again to this quandary.
(ReEdl LEAPWEL < 4 q
It is Christian's suggestion that together with a speculative question
as to the nature of things Wnitehead is asking a2 basic religious
question, namely, "What is the (uliimate) source of refreshment and
. T 1 e .
companionship?y Whitehead presupposes that there is such a source,

according to Christian's account. The analysis of Whitehead's religious

inguiry that comprises the next chapter confirms this conclusion.

4
3 Ibid., p. 85.
35@harles Hartshorne, "Interrogation of Charles Hartshorne”,
Philosophical ‘Interrogations, ed. Sydney and Beatrice Rome (New York, 1964),
p. 346. ‘ :

2 4 ~ ’ . .
d()"Christia:n. “Some Uses of Reason™, op.cit.. p. 86.
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The Logical Status of the Concept "God"

Christian states that the concept of God in Whitehead's
philosophy both permits and requires systematic refevrences. By
reference he means “an answer to a question of the form: 'What do
you mean by M?' when M has been used to stand for the logical subject

37 _
of some propositien”. In Whitehead's philosophy a systematic answer
can be given to the question, "What do you mean by God?" To answer
such a question systematically is to give meaning and inierpretation
to the term by reference to the elements of an explicitly elaborated
categorical scheme. According to the norms of Whitehead's metaphysics
any meaningful nonsystematic expression musi be interpretable in
systematic terms. "The concept of God in Whitehead's philosophy is
categoreally contingenf, systematically necessary, and existentially
continc\;em.”3{j This requires explication. If the proposition "God
exists" is true, it is contingently not necessarily true. It is a
conclusion which follows from the initial claim that the real world is
made up of temporal actual entities. But thé claim that real things
have temporal beginnings is not characterized by Whitehead as 2
necessary truth. It is not deduced from premisgs which are thought to
be clear and indubitable. Indeed Whitehead does not belicve that suck
premises aré available for speculative philoscphy. He does not claim
alternative understandings of the nature of}things are absurd but rather

that his philosabhy is superior to the major alternatives. Hence

STcnristian, "The Concept of God as a Derivative Notion™, op.cit.,
p. 191. ' . .
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conclusions derived from his starting~point are to be taken as contingent

in the sense just now explained.Bg“
While the‘concept of God is existentially contingent this

does not mean that God exisﬁs‘centingemtly. In two senses God is

understood by Whitehead as a being who exists necessarily. God has

noe temporal beginning or end and is effectively relevant everywhere at

all times. God is an essential condition of the existence of any

actual entity that has a temporal beginning. Since all actual entities

but God have temporal beginrings, if any actuality exists, God exists.

God is conceived as a necessary being. Bﬁt the existential truth

of the concept depends "not only on the consistency and coherence of
Whitehead®s system but also on its adequécy”%gand its adeguacy remains
existentially contingeﬁt. The important aspect of Christian's anaiysis
-of Whitehead for present purposes is his conclusion that in terms of

the internal logical structure of the system, God is a derivative concept
permitted but not required by the categoreal scheme. If man's experience
were different from what it is in a funddmenfal sense, for example, if
there were no experience of things coming into being and perishing, then
different derivative concepts would be needed in order to make the
categoreal scheme applicable. Not only is God a derivative notion the
denotation BY the cognomen God is a further interpretation of the notion.

God is an interpretation of the concept "primordial and everlasiing

actual entity”. It is important to observe that religious experience

g

404bid., p. 199.



58

is not the basis for the infroduction of the notion of God in any direct

sense. The interpretation of common and public facts requires Whitehead

to posit a timeless source of all order and novelty. Logically

this is a rather difficult step. An adequate interpretation of the

contingent facts of existence requires ihe notion of something that

is a mecessary ingredient in all experience. This something is a

timeless source of all order and novelty. The further explanation that
41

this timeless source of all order and novelty is God invelves Whitehead

in an assessment of the meaning of God in a religious usage. Tt

requires Whitehead to present and defend a theory of religion that

identifies essential features of God in the religious comtext with the

features of the primordial, non-temperal 2ctual entity posited in his

systematic metaphysical account and explanation of the experience of

temporal succession.

Religious Inquiry as an Adjunct to Metaphysical Inquiry
‘Whitehead's introduction of God intn his metaphysics suggests

that at least part of what is meant by God in the religious context is
identical with what is meant in the metaphysical context hy the timeless
source of all order and novelty. It also suggests that the notion God

has ﬁore than a peculiarly religious significance. Whitehead makes this

: e#plicit. "The seculavrizatisu of the concept of Ced*s functions in the
world is at least as urgent a requisite of thought as is the seculerization

of other elements in experience. The concept of God is certainly one

1 - . . . .

While this is correct it may be misleading. For Whitehead
God is in one sens¢ non-tempoval and in another sensé temporal. It is
probahly correct to suggest that God for Whitehead is only "timeless”



essential element in religious feeling. But the converse is not irue;
the concept of religious fecling is not an essential element in the
concept of God's function in the universe . . ."(PR 315-316). This
passage calls forih two different but related questions. While it
demonstrates that for Whitehead the notion of God has more than
religious significance, it by no means provides an adequate clarification
of what Whitehead means by religious significance. It might seem to
suggest that whatever in religion is not metaphysics ié simply é species
of emotion. R. Das and Victor Lowe have concluded that this is indeed
Whitehead's position.42 In the chapters that follow Whitehead's
analysis of religion will be considered and it will be argued that the
conclusion reached by Das and Lowe is a misleading -simplification

of Whitehead's subtle understanding of religious inquiry. From the
standpoint of metaphysical inquiry this passage raises a different
»question.' If God is a notion fundamental to metaphysical constructicn
yet derived from religion. it suggests that religicus experience is in
sonme sense a genuine modality of human experiencing and that it is a
significant contributor to metaphysics. It has already been shown that
at the level of philosophical assemblage Whitehead also concludes that
religion contributes significantly to metaphysical cogstruction.43
If'religious experience is used &s a source of évidence fdr metaphysics,
it presupposes an explication of what experiences are religious and if

those experiences vield conflicting evidence it presupposes a means whereby

from the standpoint of his primerdial nature., Cf. Charles Hartshorne,
"Whitchead's Idea of Ged"”, op.cit., pp. S541ff.

42Vict0r Lowe, Understanding Whitehead (Baltimore, 1966), p. 95.

See above, p. 46.
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to adjudicate the relevance of evidence. It follows that a metaphysics
that incorporates religious evidence as relevant to its constructive
endeavour must adopt or develop a general theory of religien in order

to demonstrate that its selection of evidence has not been arbitrary

and has not compromised the genevality of application that is
inseparable from the metaphysical goal which is te provide an adeqﬁate
interpretation of every element of experience in terms of a "“coherent,
logical, necessary system of general ideas”™ (PR 4). Therefore
Whitehead®s metaphysics invites'and requires g general account of religion
as an adjunct to its constructive endeavour. For example it is not
clear that all religions provide evidence for the reality of God

as understood in Whitehead's metaphysics. Some religions are theistic,
some agnostic and some atheistic. Whitehead's use of the term "God"
invites a clarification of the normative grounds for adjudicating the
relevance of religious evidence to metaphysical ingquiry. It may seem

to the reader that, with the introduction of religious evidence, the
civcularity inherent in metaphysics cannot fail to become vicious.
Metaphysics is the final arbiter of truth in religion yet metaphysics
adobts suggestions from veligion as to what sorts of things there are and as
to what is the character inherent in the ﬁniverse. It is the task of
the next two chapters to demonstrate that the generality of Whitehead's
metaphysics is not compromised by the introduction of peculiarly
religious evidence and that the openness of his religious inquiry is

not compromised by the intrcduction of his own metaphysics as a basis

of adjudication of the metaphysical presuppositions of divergent world

religions.
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7. Conclusions

In this chapter I have attempted to examine in some detail
how religion emerges as a factdr within metaphysics both at the level
of philosophical assemblage and at the level of imaginative systematic
construction. It was discovered that for Whitehead religion is
defined as a "unity of ideal inherent in the universe” (M 28). It is
clear thét the necdessary, if not sufficient condition, for affirming
the objéctive validity of religion is a metaphysical justification of
the premise that value experience is refleciive not merely of the
directed activity of mankind but of thelvery nature of the universe.
The justification of this premise is to be made strictly on the basis
of metaphysical considerations and not upon the basis of special
religious considerations. It was observed that it is only when
“attention has shifted from the commonplaces of experience te a reflection
upon whatlnecessities must underlie these experiences that the notion
of God first arises in Whitehead®s metaphysics. A reflection upon the
history of ideas suggesfs to Whitehead that Plato's notion of the
persuasive agency of God as modified by the Alexandrian theologians
provides the best clue for development of a rational explanatiocn of
the stebility of the experienced world that is conjoined with the
continuing frustrdtion of order and the absence of necessity in any
particular form of order. Tt is a conception that accounts not only
for order but alsc for the emergence of novelty. In Whitehead's
systematic metaphysical consruction God is again introduced as a

reflective notion required for a rational account of experience. God

is introduced as a metaphysical concept and the question of how this



concept is to bg understood and whether it refers to anything real

can only be answered on the basis of metaphysicql considerations.

This does not mesn,o0f course, that there can be no God until there

is a systematic metaphysics. It means that there can be no clear
reflective ggggggg.or experience of God apart from a fully developed
systematic metaphyscis. It was further observed that in Whitehead®'s
systematic metaphysics Gnd is introduced as a deyivative notion and
that it requires two forms of supportive evidence. God is an explanation
of the notiqn "primordial and everlasting actual entity". The evidence
for the necessity of a "primordial and everlasting actual entity" is
the evidence that real things have temporal beginnings. But the
identification of this notion with what is termed ''God" in religious
traditions requires the presentation of a theory of religion that
identifies essential features of God in the religious context with the
notion of a "primordial aand everlasting actual entity". This
identification requires Whitehead to engage in a general religious

inquiry as an adjunct to his metaphysical inquiry.
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CHAPTER TII

THE RELIGIOUS PERSPECTIVE

In the preceding chapter veasons have been offereé as to why
Whitehead's metaphysics requires him to engage to somé degree in a
religious inquiry. The aim of the present chapter is to investigate
the nature and logical structure of Whitehead’s feligious inquiry, the
status of the question cof éod within it, and the relationship of
religious inquiry to metaphysics. The ultimate goal is to examing in
detail the nature and degree of independence his religious inquiry has
from the metaphysical inquiry. In order to understand Whitehead's thought
on this subject it is necessary first to understana (1) the nature of
his interest in religion, (25 how for him religious questions Jiffer
from metaphysical questions, (3) whether religious questions in his view
differ froﬁ each ¢ther in logical status, (4) the manner in which
metaphysics enters into the structure of religious inquiry and (5)
the degree to which metaphysics determines the range of religious answers.

This last question is the starting-peint for the chapter that follows.

1. Whitehead's Interest in Religion

The sources of evidence for the nature of -Whitehead's inté:est
.in religion are scattered thrdughout his later writings. Despite the
diversity of contéxts a common characteristic of these references is their
generality. Nowhere can Whitehead's interest in feligion be defined in
texms of the outlook of a particular religious community or its

specific doctrines. Perhaps the most convincing implicit evidence as to
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the generality of his interest is his usage of the word "religion"
in the majority of references as opposed to more specific denotations.
Explicit evidence bof the generality of Whitehead's religious interest
is found in numerous passages. At the termipnation of PR he indicates that
his investigation of the nature of God is made "apart from any reference
to existing religions as they are, or as they ought to be" (PR 521).
In AT he argues that "if dogmatic finality of verbal expression is a
mistaken notion” then religions should learn and borrow from each other
in order to improve their "common modes of procedure" (AI 172). For
Whitehead the goal of religiom is not parochial. "It should be the
common basis for the unity of civilization(AI 172). Throughout RM
there is an insistence that his consideration of religion is directed
toward a discernment of general truths rather than specific doctrines
(RM 14). He wishes to delineate a religious consciousness that is
universal rather thar tribal or social(RM. 48, 57, 63). Attention is
directed to evidence"with a certain breadth of extension throughout
mankind” (RM 107).

The evidence for the general nature of Whitehead's religious
inquiry provides evidence for two corollaries. The first corollary
is that Whitehead is interested in religion in terms of its universality
"hecause it is either that or a passing fancy" (RM 133). Without a
widespread basis of agreement religion loses its objectivity. Emotion
supersedes reason and "then you can prove anything, except to reasonable
people” (RM 63). In examining religion he seeks that general coherence
that is "denied to hysteria™ (BM 63). Universality and rational

coherence are not only requirements of “"reasonable people”. It is



65

integral to the religious quest itself that an adequate answer must

be a universal answer (RM 58f.). The second corollary is that it is
clearly not Whitehead's intention to prejudge the relevance of one re-
ligious answer. He criticizes both Christianity and Buddhism for
sheltering themselves "instead of looking to each other"™ for insights
that would bring forth "deeper meanings" (RM, 141). He warns re-
peatedly that "dogmas, however true, are only bits of truth" (RM 139).
The fundamental position of that inquiry Whitehead denotes by the term
fireligion® is "that we know more than can be formulated in one finite
systematized schemé of abstractions, however important that scheme may
be in the elucidation of some aspect of the order of things" (RM, 137).
Two suppositions underlie Whitehead's religious inquiry. (1) From

the standpoint of the religious believer as well as from the standpoint
of the metaphysician religion can only be true if its truths are un-
iversal in application. (2) Religions can learn from each other in

terms of modes of procedure in seeking religious truth.

2. Religious Questions

An inquiry is defined by the questions it addresses. While
the questions Whitehead addresses are relatively clear, what those
questions presuppose and how those questions are related to one
another is much less clear. William Christian has provided some use-
ful insights into religious inquiry that can be used as heuristic tools
to elucidate both the structure and intention of Whitehead's religious
inquiry. Heé distinguishes doctrinal questions from basic religious
questions. Doctrinal questions "arise primarily within some more

or less erganized religious community and are concerned with what shall
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be taught in that cbmmunity".1 "Argument about some doctrine can go
on significantly only within the community whose faith the doctrine
expresses."2 Only the community can establish rules of relevance in
doctrinal arguments. The following are examples of the doctrinal
types of questions:

a) Are the persons of the Trinity separable?

b} Is Brahman alone in the universe?

c) Are ex cathedra statements infallible?
An answer to a doctrinal question elucidates the internal logic of a
particular religious scheme and how its various statements are inter-
connected. But not all religious questions are of this type. Questions
may be raised as to what is the point of a doctrinal scheme or what it
is that it seeks to assert. It is particularly appropriate to a general
religiousinquiyy to frame questions of this type, "questions to which
various doctrinal schemes, epitomized in basic religious proposals, might
be taken as relevant answers".> These are what Christian calls basic
religious questions. The following are examples:

d) What is worthy of worship?

e) What is the ultimate source of the value and meaning of existence?

f) What is the holy?

g) What is the ultimate source of order in the universe?

lWiliiam Christian, "Some Uses of Reason", op.cit., p. 48.

2Christian. Meaning and Truth in Religion, op.-cit., p. 16.

31bid., p. B2.
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To formulate such questions it is necessary to identify predicates
that are capable”of being applied to (though not true of) more than
one"4logical subject. These logical subjects to which the predicates
must apply are those having cemntral positions in the major religious
traditions. The predicate must be formulated so that "its application
is not restricted, a priori, to some one logical subject only".5 The
predicate characterizes a class of objects, "any one of which might

be taken as the religious object without absurditx".6 An acquaintance
with the phenomenology of religion is a necessary first step in
constructiné such predicates.

It now remains to clarify the néture of the relationship between
doctrinal and basic religious questions. The answer to a doctrinal
question presupposes an answer to a bésic religious question. It expands
and explains some answer to a basic religious question in a systematic
manner. A doctrine attempts to formulate in precise terms the truths
discerned in the basic religious proposal it presupposes.7 In contrast
to a doctrinal question a basic religious question does not presuppose
the superior relevance of one among several traditions as an adequate
answer. It invites consideration of a variety of proposals as relevant
answers to the question. If the question is basic, then it cannot be
framed in such a way that its application is restricted a priori to

some one logical subject only. The term "a priori™ has been used

4
Ibid.,p. 35.

Ibid., p. 57.
61bid., p. 57.

7Chfistian, “Some Uses of Reason", op. cit., p. 48f.
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advisedly. Christian suggests that a notable feature of religious
inquiry is that it demands a unique religious object. There cannot
be two adequate answers to a basic religious question.8 Christian
suggests one further criterion for basic religious questions. It is
that the predicates of these questions must apply "directly to the
religious object, not to the religious person as an experiencing
subject".9 What is sought is the essence of religion not the characterization
of religious states. The religious inquiry is not without pre-
suppositions. It presumes that there is something which is the logical
subject of basic religious predicates.

It has already been broadly hinted that Whitehead is engaged in
a general religious inquiry whose purpose is (1) to identify "the domain

*1030d (2) to present an analysis of

of religious activity in human life
religious inquiry itself. There can be little doubt as to what for
Whitehead comprises "the religious domain". In his philosophical

assemblage he identifies religion as a sub-species of the genus

"importance”. In Religion in the Making he states: "the peculiar

character of religious truth is that it explicitly deals with values . . .
It . . . provides a meaning, in terms of value, for our own existence,

a meaning, which flows from the nature of things" (RM 120). Not all

value questions are religious questions. A notable feature of Whitehead's

account is that the religious domain is effectively distinguished even

8Christian, Meaning and Truth in Religion, op. cit., p. 61f.

9bid., p. 35.

101pid., p. 35.
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f;om the domain of moral questions. Whereas "morality emphasizes

the detailed occasion religion emphasizes the unity of ideal inherent
in the universe" (MI 28). But it is impossible to affirm "an ideal
inherent in the universe" apart from a decision as to what are the
broad generalities underlying existence. It has already been pointed
outllthat for Whitehead the decision as to what are the broad
generalities underlying existence is to be made on the basis of
metaphysical considerations and not upon the basis of special religious
considerations. It happens that Whitehead's metaphysical analysis

does provide grounds for postulating "a unity of ideal inherent in the

universe” (MI' 28). Given that metaphysics determines whether the basic

religious question is meaningful, it might be asked: What is the point

of religious inquiry? The point is two-fold and bears repetition.
(1) Religious inquiry determines what question is basic. (2) Religious
inquiry assesses what answers are relevant and what answer is most nearly

adequate to the basic religious question.

3. How Religious Questions Differ
from Metaphysical Questions

It has just been observed that for Whitehead religious questions
are value questions. Specifically the question concerns "the value,
for its own sake, of the totality of historic fact in respect to its
essential unity" the awareness of which is "the intuition of the sacred,
which is at the foundation of all religion"™ (ML 119f.). A review of
what has already been said indicates that for Whitehead the starting-

point for metaphysical inquiry is not a question about value;, Metaphysics

Hgee page 30.
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is "the endeavour to frame a coherent logical, necessary system in terms
of which every element in our experience can be interpreted" (PR 4).

It seeks to display all of the self-evidence "concerning the nature of
things and their connection"” (MT 48). The question addressed in the
metaphysical inquiry is: What sorts of things are there and how are
they interconnected? Whitehead's metaphysics seeks to discern an
essential unity in things, but it does not presuppose that the unity

to be discerned is a unity of value. As set forth by Whitehead
religious inquiry presupposes a unity of value; metaphysics does not.

If Whitehead has in fact found a unity of value, it is a conclusion and

not the starting-point of his metaphysics.

4. Whitehead's Religious Inquiry

I have identified in Whitehead what Christian would call a

basic religious question, namely, "What is the ideal inherent in the

universe?" 1In section 1 of this chapter it was argued that it is not
Whitehead's intention to prejudge the relevance of one religious answer.
While the precise nature of the relation of metaphysics to religion has
yet to be determined, it has been shown that basic religious questions
differ from basic metaphysical questions in Whitehead's thought. There is
at least a prima facie case that Whitehead is engaged in an

investigation whose purpose is not to prejudge the adequacy of one
religious answer but to analyze the religious inquiry itself, particularly
the basic question it addresses and the relation of religpbus inquiry

to metaphysical inquiry.

Whitehead's systematic discussion of religion begins with a
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genetic account that stresses its origin in ritual and myth and its
function in primitive society as a cohesive social force and emotional
bond between individuals. But he does not identify the essence of
religion with its starting-point. On the contrary the purpose of his
account is to argue that "the heart of religious importance” is not
discerned until beliefs have been well-established and there is an
"adjustment of these beliefs into a system, internally coherent and
coherent with other beliefs” (RM 18). In short he is presenting a
developmental argument to support his contention that religion at its
height "is religion whose beliefs and rituals have been reorganized with
the aim of making it the central element in a coherent ordering of

life"™ (RM 30). He is excusing in advance the presentation of a theory
of religion applicable only to religions "who have rationalized their
outlook™ (RM 65). It is outside the scope of the present study to consider
the merits of Whitehead's genetic account judged by anthropological
criteria. It is not possible to consider Whitehead's claim that the
only truthful way for man to speak of reality and the universe is in
conformity with the principles of rationality or to consider Whitehead's
understanding of the impact of history upon the foundations of
rationality itself. For the present study it is suffficient to note that
Whitehead's concern is focussed upon what he calls "rational religion"
and that his analysis of it is not inextricably tied to the genetic
account he proposes. "Theoretically, rational religion could have risen
in complete independence of the antecedent social religions and mythical
beliefs"(RM 31-32). That Whitehead's analysis of religious inquiry is

limited to "rational religion" does not argue against its significance
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as a general theory. There is no reason to prescribe a single theory
of religion. It should be assessed in terms of the way it is to be
used. If, as I have claimed, Whitehead is elucidating the relation of
religion to metaphysics, it is most appropriate that he should restrict
himself to religions that have "rationalized their outlook" (RM 65).

It must be emphasized that Whitehead is restricting himself
to the consideration of rational religions. The presupposition underlying
both his metaphysical and religious inquiry is made explicit. It is a
"trust in the ultimate power of reason as a discipline for the discernment
of truth™ (RM 74). What is under consideration here is not the validity
of that supposition. What is sought is a clarification of the relation of
a metaphysical and religious inquiry when both accept that presupposition.
Two points of clarification must be noted. For Whitehead the phrase
"rational religion" in no way implies that the source of religion is
ratiocination. Whitehead asserts that "religions commit suicide when
they find their inspiration in their dogmas. The inspiration of religion
lies in the history of religion" (RM 38). Whitehead characterizes high
religion as "that metaphysics which can be derived from the supernormal
experience of mankind in its moments of finest insight™ (RM 31). The
truths discerned in the particular moment of insight"are amplified into
a coherent system and applied to the interpretation of life. They stand
or fall-~like other truths--by their success in this interpretation”
(RM 120). At the same time Whitehead holds that the full meaning of an
intuition need not be funded into one set of logical propositions.
For example, "we know more of the characters of those who are dear to us

than we can express accurately in words" (RM 123). The second point to
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be noted is that it is not customary to distinguish sharply between

the phenomenological evidence relevant for Whitehead's genetic account
and the phenomenological evidence relevani for his analysis of religious
inquiry.12 But it is clear that Whitehead himself insists on this
demarcation. He explicitly excludes evidence "from unrationalized
religions {asT]. . . not to the point" (BM 64) and he explicitly
acknowledges the relevance of evidence from those religions who have
rationalized their outlook. He identifies Buddhism and Christianity

as "the two main rational religions" (RM 42).

5. Whitehead's Analysis of Religious Inquiry

In RM Whitehead consistently follows the procedure of starting
chapters with a phenomenological survey and a commentary upon evidence
whose relevance is not made clear until the termination of a theoretical
discussion that follows it. It is these theoretical discussions that
will now receive close consideration. On the basis of evidence derived
from Buddhism and Christianity Whitehead offers a definition of the
general character of what he indiscriminately calls "religious experience",
the point of origin of rational religion" and "the moment of religious
consciousness" (RM 57-60). This starting-point is not a question but
an experience that provokes a question. It is the experience of
solitariness (RM 58).

The great religious conceptions which haunt the
imaginations of civilized mankind are scenes of

12por an example of the failure to make this distinction
clear, see David Hall, "The Autonomy of Religion in Whitehead's Philosophy",
Philosophy Today, wol. 13, Winter 1969, pp. 272-273.
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solitariness: Prometheus chained to his rock,

Mahomet brooding in the desert, the meditations

of the Buddha, the solitary Man on the Cross.

It belongs to the depth of the religious spirit

to have felt forsaken, even by God (RM 19).

In its solitariness the spirit asks, What in the

way of value is the attainment of life? (RM 59).
Whitehead is not trying to reduce all religious greatness to the
declaration, "Be Solitary!" He is arguing that religion is a response
to a question of individual worth that can only arise to-gether with
a consciousness of the separateness and aloneness of the phenomenological
self (RM 16). His argument that this is the starting-point of religious
inquiry dees not presuppose that religion must affirm the ultimate value
of the individual self. Buddhism is used as evidence for his argument
but Whitehead interprets Buddhism as a negative answer to the question of
the ultimate value of the individual self (RM 49). The initial religious
question for Whitehead is "What in the way of value is the attainment
of life?" 1In Whitehead's view this question cannot be answered apart
from the question of what value inheres in the universe itself. The
answer to the question of individual worth is tied to the question of
the value of the universe. "Religion is world-loyalty" (RM 59). Earlier
in this study it was noted that Whitehead argues that there is no

13 "Mere disorder

realization of value apart from some basis of order.
results in nonentity of achievement"™ (MT 75). The question of the ultimate
value of the universe and of the individual must be answered in terms of

"an apprehension of character permanently inherent in the nature of things"(RM 60).

13
See page 32.
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Using Christian's terminology14the basic religious question for Whitehead

is "What is the 'character of permanent rightness’ (RM 60) inherent in

the nature of things?” or alternatively "What is the unitv of ideal

inherent in the universe® (MT 28) =2*

A proposed answer to the basic religious question yields:
three allied concepts . . . whose separate relationships
to fact and whose mutual relations to each other are .
settled jointly by some direct intuition into the
ultimate character of the universe. These concepts are:
1. That of the value of an individual for itself.
2. That of the value of the diverse individuals
. . . for each other.
3. That of the value of the objective world
. . derivative from the interrelations of its component
individuals, and also necessary for the existence of each
of these individuals (RM 58).
These statements are the first conclusions to emerge from Whitehead's
examination of the structure of rational religion. Whitehead begins
by proposing a basic religious predicate and he invites comsideration
of its applicability to logical subjects which have central positions
in the religions of "the civilized world" (RM 61). He is proposing that
what rational religions intuit and seek to elucidate is "a character
of permanent rightness, whose inherence in the nature of things modifies
both efficient and final cause™ (RM 60). He is denying that what
rational religions intuit and seek to elucidate is "a direct vision of a
personal God™ (BM 64). In Whitehead's view the critical case for his

proposal is Christianity. He argues that while "Christian theology . . .

maintains the doctrine of the existence of the personal God as a truth,

[itJholds that . . . belief in it is based upon inference. . . and not

14
Christian, Meaning and Truth in Religion, op.cit., p. 81f.
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[bpon a direct intuition" (RM 61). Whitehead does not attempt to verify

the applicability of his proposal. This task is also outside the scope

of the present study. What is of immediate interest is that Whitehead

names the relevant sources of evidence for testing the applicability

of his proposal. These sources are Confucian philosophy, Buddhist philosophy,
Hindu philosophy and the theology of the Christian churches "which more

especially claim the title of Catholic" (RM 62). There is clear textual

evidence that Whitehead is seeking to identify a basic religious predicate

applicable to those religions “"who have rationalized their outlook™ (RM 65).

There is an important corollary attached to Whitehead's proposal for the
basic religious predicate. It flatly contradicts any interpretation of
the role of religion as an evaluation of the worth of the individual in
disjunction from the worth "of the objective universe" (RM 59). The
linking of human salvation and the salvation of the universe is not merely
a phenomenological pattern to be recognized in high religion. It is also,
in Whitehead's view, an essential precondition for any rational account
of things. Without this interconnection a fundamental disconnection
emerges in the nature of things that precludes a coherent and rational
grasp of the character of the universe as a whole. It would leave
religion "outside metaphysical rationalization™ (RM 68).

Whitehead also provides a general characterization of the structure
of the answers rational religions provide to the basic religious question,
"What is the character permanently inherent in the universe?" Basic
religious proposals for answering this question first emerge as intuitions
in moments of religious insight and not as doctrinal formulations. The

insight receives expression through action, words and art. The
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expression is more than an interpretation.

It is creative. It elicits the intuition which

interprets it. It cannot elicit what is not

there. A note on a tuning fork can elicit a

response from a piano. But the piano has already

in it the string tuned to the same note. In the

same way the expressive sign elicits the existent

intuition which would not otherwise emerge into

individual distinctiveness (RM 128).
In terms of Whitehead's example most men are like the piano and unlike
the tuning fork. Theirs is not a first-hand expression of intuition.
They express intuitions that have been called forth by the novelty
of expression of a few persons who have articulated original intuitions.
Novel intuitions that answer the basic religious question or attempt to
answer it are the starting~-point for the development of religious
dogma (RM 132).

The dogmas of religion are the attempts to formulate

in precise terms the truths disclosed in the religious

experience. . . . (RM 57).

The dogmas are statements of how the complex world

is to be expressed in the light of the intuitions

fundamental to the religion (RM 133-134).
In Whitehead's view the religious, if they are reasonable, cannot be
content with a beautiful vision. "Religion claims that its concepts,
though derived primarily from special experiences, are yet of universal
validity"” (RM 31). If religion is an apprehension of the character
inherent in the universe it must insist "on its universality, because
it is either that or a passing fancy" (RM 133). It follows that while
a religious intuition emerges from a particular moment of insight the
truths discerned in that intuition cannot be accurately expressed apart

from a consideration of all the other evidence bearing upon the question

of the character of the universe. Dogmas are attempts to articulate the



78

relation of that religious vision to the other relevant evidence.

Having set the stage for the analysis of basic religious inquiry
and its relation to metaphysics Whitehead seems to terminate abruptly
the generality of Bis discussion and restrict himself to the articulation
of a dogma appropriate to the interpretation of but one answer to the
basic religious question concerning the character inherent in the universe.
He announces'that there is but one religious dogma in debate: What
do you mean by 'God'? . . . This is the fundamental religious dogma,
and all other dogmas are subsidiary to it" (RM 66). Without a close
consideration of the context this announcement suggests that for
Whitehead the term "God" denotes a unique logical subject the apprehension
of which is the starting-point for the answer to the basic religious
question. The only question in debate would then be a doctrinal
question. It would be a disagreement about the appropriate elucidation
of one answer to the basic religious question. But the basic religious
intuition would be agreed upon. Stated concretely it would mean that
Whitehead had concluded that God is the answer to the question of what is
the character permanently inherent in the universe. It would also mean
that any non-theistic answer to that question had been ruled out. To
reiterate, it would mean that Whitehead views God as the answer to the
basic religious question and that he is only concerned with the accurate
formulation of that answer.

It is my contention that this interpretation is mistaken. It has
already been indicated that Whitehead explicitly identifies the
starting-point of the religious answer as an intuition and not a

dogma (RM 58). It is also clear that Whitehead explicitly denies that God



79

is an object of direct intuition (RM 64). There is a further piece

of relevant evidence. When Whitehead begins to discuss alternative
renderings of what he calls "the fundamental religious dogma™ it is clear
that he is not using the term "God" in any specific sense. The term
"God" is stretched to cover concepts that are elaborations of the diverse
notions "Nirvana", "Brahman", "the Absolute™ and “Yahweh"™. It is somewhat
unconvincing to interpret this panoply of answers as doctrinal variations
to a generally agreed upon answer to the basic religious question. The
scope of formulations Whitehead includes as possible answers to the !
question "What do you mean by 'God'?" (RM 66) are so wide that it

would make sense to speak of non-theistic formulations of the fundamental
dogma concerning "God". 1In short the term "God" as used by Whitehead

in this context does not identify a particular religious answer. I
suggest that he is using "God" as a predicate expression. It does

not refer to a unique logical subject but is an equivalent for the
predicate expression, "the character permanently inherent in the universe".
If this is correct, then when Whitehead says that the fundamental
religious dogma in debate is "God" he is simply saying that the
fundamental religious dogma in debate is the character permanently
inherent in the universe. Whether this interpretation is correct or not
one point is clear. Whitehead's use of the term "God" together with his
use of the basic religious predicate leave no queétion that in his view

there can be only one true object of religious inquiry. There can be only

15Christian provides a similar analysis of a passage from
Paul Tillich, ibid., p. 38, footnote 4.
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one character permanenily inherent in the universe. But this conclusion
is not an invitation to the intolerant expostulation of religious
dogmas.

In human nature there is no special organ that infallibly
grasps religious truth. "Religious truth must be developed from knowledge
acquired when our ordinary senses and intellectual operations are at
their highest pitch of discipline"™ (RM 120). But a general truth may
be intuited before it receivgs "accurate verbal expression®” (RM 122).
It is in Whitehead's view fundamental to religious inquiry that the
supposition be granted "that we know more than can be formulated in one
finite systematized scheme of abstractions” (BRM 137). The basic
religious predicate is that "there is a wisdom in the nature of things,
from which flow our direction of practice, and our possibility of the
theoretical analysis of fact™ (RM 137-138). But at the same time
dogmatic formulation is necessary. It is the only way to assure that an
insight grasped in a special moment or occasion has relevance beyond that
horizon. Since the focus of attention of religious inquiry is the character
of the universe itself it is not to be expected that accurate and precise
dogmatic systematizations will be easily attained or that they will expose
an inherent simplicity at the heart of things. "In the physical world
as science advances, we discern a complexity of interrelations. There is
a certain simplicity of dominant ideas, but modern physics does not disclose
a simple world" (RM 74). 1In Whitehead's view religious dogmas have

failed more often because of extreme simplicity than because of undue

complexity. Simplicity in religious dogma has led to overstatement of

the applicability of certain notions to the character inherent in the
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universe. Overstatement has led to contradictory accounts of the same
fact. What is required is a more careful analysis that reconciles
contradictory accounts by striking "more deeply into the root of reality"
(RM 127). It is impossible to reconcile conflicting accounts apart

from "some definite metaphysical way of conceiving the most penetrating
description of the universe. Thus rational religion must have recourse
to metaphysics for a scrutiny of its terms. At the same time it
contributes its own independent evidence, which metaphysics must take
account of in framing its description” (RM 76). The goal of the

present discussion is to provide suggestions for the explication of this
synopsis of the relation of religion and metaphysics. The remainder

of this chapter will consider the role of metaphysics within Whitehead's

religious inquiry.

6. Metaphyvsics Within the Religious Inquiry

In RM, the role of metaphysics in religion is first introduced
in the context of an examination of dogma and the need to fix the sense
of terms by reference to some definite metaphysics. But there is a
logically prior interaction of his religious inquiry and metaphysics.
The meaningfulness of the basic religious predicate is adjudicated by
metaphysical considerations and not peculiarly religious evidence. It
is a metaphysical question whether it is possible to speak of a "character
permanently inherent in the universe"™. It is a matter of religious inquiry
to determine whether that predicate is applicable to "rational religions".
Applicability is to be determined: by a phenomenological investigation.
Whitehead would consider it a cogent criticism if it could be shown

that his basic religious predicate does not apply to a logical subject
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that is central within one of the high religions. Among the religions
Whitehead regards as relevant tests are Christianity, Buddhism,
Hinduism, and Confucianism (RM 61). There is another point where
metaphysics enters the religious inquiry. If, as Whitehead claims,
the starting-point of religion is an intuition of the character
permanently inherent in the universe then that intuition cannot fail to
incorporate metaphysical presuppositions. "In so far as we trust the
objectivity of the religious intuitions, to that extent we must also hold
that the metaphysical doctrines are well founded” (RM 84). It has been
clear from the outset that not all high religions are compatible with
all metaphysical schemes and vice versa. In this context Whitehead's
remark that Christianity is "a religion seeking a metaphysic" (RM 50)
is somewhat qualified. Certainly Whitehead would think:it very difficult
to reconcile Christianity with a metaphysics that denied any possibility
of affirming the existence of God.

At the level of dogmatic formulation the relationship of a
religion to a metaphysics becomes definite. Implicitly or explicitly
a metaphysical interpretation is involved. It is only a question of
whether the metaphysics is critically or uncritically appropriated.
Virtually nothing can be said about the validity of a religious intuition
apart from "some definite metaphysical way of conceiving the most
penetrating description of the universe” (RM 76). That religious
ignuiry cannot proceed without metaphysics does not mean that religious
inquiry terminates with the adoption of a metaphysics. It is not a
peculiarity of religious inquiry that it "requires a metaphysical

backing” (RM 81). 1In numerous passages Whitehead effectively argues
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the importance of metaphysical presuppositions in scientific and
historical investigation.l6 The peculiarity of religious inquiri is
that its relation to metaphysics is more immediately apparent.
Religion seeks to justify its intuition of the character permanently
inherent in the ratuve of things. Without metaphysical backing reliéious
"dogmas are merely pleasing ideas for the purpose of stimulating . -
emotions" (RM 83). Whitdhead's account of the necessary intraduction(
of metaphysics into religious inquiry is not understood by him to deséribe
a situation peculiar to his own metaphysical and religious inquiries.
It is intended as a general description of how metaphysics enters into
a rational religion. At this point Whitehead introduces his own
metaphysics "for immediate comparison with the deliverances of religious
experience"” (RM 87).

If metaphysics is the final court of appeal‘for adjudicating
religious truth (AI 162) then it is important to show that its power
of judgment has not been compromised by the acceptance of a specific
religious propesal a priori. However, inéofér as the metaphysical
presuppositions present in the intuitions fundamental to different religious
traditions are in conflict it is to be expected that the metaphysics
taken as the basis of judgment will deal more favorably with one set of
presiippositidis than another. In these instances a basic religious

disagrecment deepens into a basic metaphysical disagreement. It is no

longer a question of whether the religious inquiry has dealt fairly with

16 ,
AT, 144-146, 154-158; PR 471, 499, 502: SMW 183: M 154-155.
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a religious tradition. It is a qvgstion of whether the metaphysics
adopted as the basis of the religious inquiry has dealt fairly with

an alternative metaphysical vendering of the facts. In the case

of Buddhism it is Whitehead's view that its disagreement with other
rational religions siems from a radicalvmetaphysical disagreement.

The “aims of Buddhism are dir ct@d to altering the first principles

of metaphysics™ (M 135). It is not apparent that Whitehead regards
the divergence among other religious traditions as of such a radical
metaphysical nature (AT 161). The point of immediate interest is not
whethey Whiteliead has accurately assessed which religious disagreements
have the depth of metaphysical disagreements. The point of immediate
interest is that his eanalysis of religious inquiry does not avbitrarily
dismiss high religions whose metaphysical presuppositions conflici with
the metaphyvsics adopted as the basis for judoment in the religious
inquiry. The conflict is merely aa invitation to a deeper discussion,
a discussion of the fxrst principles of metaphysics.

hat now emerges is whetner Whitehead's

1
(x4

The questic
consideration of the first principles of metaphysics has dealt fairly
with divergent metaphysical accounts. particularly those identified
with major religicus traditionﬁ. This question cannot be answered
adeqiately inthe present study, but there are at least indications
that if Whitehesd's consideration of alternaiive metapnysical schemes
is unfair it is ﬁoﬁ OﬂVlOuS}V unfair. In Chapter Two of this study
William Chr 1st1an s argument that God is a derivative notion in
Whitehead's metaphysics was considered. The erux of that argument is

that God is only rvequired in Whitehead's metaphysics if it is
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concluded that "some real things hgve temporal begiﬂnings".l7 That
conclusion does not appear to have:the status of a necessary truth.
"Whitehead does not seem to claim it is a deduction from clear, certain,
and sufficient premises; and he does not seem to claim that ali its
alternatives are absurd. Though there is no doubt he believes it is-
true”, 18 There ave significant indications that Whitehead would not
arbitrarily rule out metaphysical schemes that deny that real things have
temporal beginnings (PR 208). It is noteworthy that nowhere in hié
account of religious inquiry does Whitehead dismiss the relevance of
evidence arising from a consideration of the Buddhist tradition. The
passages fn which he enceurages a cross-fertilization of Christianity
and Buddhism occur in RM after the introduction of his own metaphysics
into the religious inquiry as a ground for adjudication of religious
truth (RM 140). In summary, the introduction of Whitehead's metaphysics
into his religious inquiry is not intended and does not appear to
compromise the gemerality of that inquiry. But it does serve to
distinguish what elemenﬁs‘in a disagreement between religious traditions
are a matter of disagreement in "explanatery formulations'" (AI 161) and
what elements are a matter of disagreement in metaphysical first
principles (RM 133).

It now remains to be seen whether acceptance of Whitehead's
metaphysics so narrowly defines the range of religious possibilities

that acceptance of the metaphysics is a de facto acceptance of cne

7 . n - - v - .
-17christian, "The Concept of God as a Derivative Notion", op.cit.,
p. 196. . g

181p3d., p. 197.
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religious proposal as the only possible answer to the basic religious
question. It is clear that Whitehead himself does not think so.

In his own view his metaphysics has only taken into consideration
"evidence with a certain breadth of extension throughout mankind”

(RM 107). It is characteristic of religions to interpret their
fundamental insights "as leading to a more definite knowledge than can
be derived from a metaphysic which founds itgelf“upon general
experience” (RM 143). Having assessed the validity of the metaphysical
presuppositions of a reiigious insight by metaphysical criteria it

is quite appropriate in Whitehead®'s view to assess other aspects of
that insight on the basis of "more special evidence, religious or
otherwise™{(RM 107). It is clear that on Whitehead's view acceptance

of his metaphysics does not involve necessarily the acceptance of any
religious view whatsocver, at least at an explicit level. He argues
that there is nothing peculiarly religious about the intrcduction of
the congcept “God" intc his metaphysics. "The concept of God is
certainly cne essential element in religious feeling. But the converse
is not true; ithe concept of religious feeling is not an essential
element in the concept of God's function in the universe"(PR 315-316).
The question of the extent to which acceptance of Whitehead's metaphysics
.détermines the validity of a particular religious proposal is

examined in the next chapter.

7. Summary
In this chépter I have attempted to show that Whitehead is

engaged in a genewxal religious inqguiry whose purpose is to identify
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the sphere of religious activity in human life and to preéent an
apalysis of religious inquiry itself. "The peculiar character of
religious truth is that it explicitly deals with values (BM 120)"

and that it addresses itself tc the question of what is the

character permanently inherent in the universe. The answér to

this question "provides a meaning, in terms of value, for our own
existence, a meaning, which flows from the nature of things" (RM 120).
While metaphvsics determines whether the basic réligious question is

meaningful, religious inquiry determines what question may be

legitimately taken as the basic religious question and it assesses
what answers are relevant and what answer is adeguate to the basic
religious question. It has been argued that Whitehead is presenting a
theory of religion applicable only to religions "who heve rationalized
their outlook" (RM 65). Fo:.Whitehead the starting-point for religion
is that experience of solitariness that provokes the question, "What
in the way of value is the attainment of life?®” This question can
only be answered in terms of “an apprehension of character permanently
inherent in the nature of things" (RN 60). This appreﬁeﬁsicn

provides the foundation for the interpretation of the value of the
individual to himself and others and the value of the objective world.
Whilé religious concepts may riginate in speciél moments of imnsight,
it is characteristic.of religions to proclaim universal validity for
their truths. These truths cannot be accurately expressed apart from .
consideration of all the other evidence bearing upon the question Of‘
the character of the universe. The product of the attempt to express

accurately religicus truths are dogmas. It has been argued that the
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"God" dees not denote a unique logical subject in the context of RM

but is an equivalent for the predi;ate expression, "the character
permanently inhevent in the universe". Religibn cannot justify

its intuition of the character permanently inherent in the universe
apart from metaphysical backing. If metaphysics is the final court

of appeal for adjudicating religiocus tryuth then it is important to

show that its powsr of judgment has not been compromised by the
acceptance of a specific religicus propesal a priori. It was found
that the evidence so far presented does not suggest that Whitehead

has adopted a spec¢ific religious proposal. However, it is to be
expected that any given metaphysics'will not adjudicate conflicting
metaphysical presuppositiocns of different rational religicns only to
find them equally valid. 1In these instances a basic religious
disagreement deepens into a basic metaphysical disagreement. By
introducing his own metaphysics into his general religious inquiry,
Whitehead does not intend to dismiss high religions whose metaphysical
presuppesitions cmnflictvwith his metaphysics. The conflict is merely -
an invitation to a discussion of metaphysical first principles. It was
noted that there are indications that Whitehead's consideration of
alternative metaphysical schemes is far from arbitrary. The final
questicn to he raised was whether acceptance of Whitehead's metaphysics
so narrowly defines the range of religious possibilities that
acceptance of the metaphysics is in fact acceptance of a single religious
proposal. The next qhaptér considers the extent to which accéptance'
of Whitehead's metaphysics is the cqpfirmation of a particular

religious proposal.
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CHAPTER IV

THE RELATION OF RELIGIOUS AND METAPHYSICAL INQUIRY

In this chapter the relation of religion to metapﬁysics is
re~examined in light of the proposal that Whitehead's discussion of
religion is an analysis of religious inquiry. An attempt is made to
diistinguish what is clear_and what remains problématic.abouﬁ the
relation of religion and metaphysics inlWhitehead's thought. The
following questions will be examined: (1) the extent to which
metaphysics is demonstrative of more than an abstract intellectual
unity in experience, (2) the extent to which religious inqguiry
is not co-terminous with metaphysical inauiry, (3) the novel contribution
of Whitehead's analysis of réligious inquiry, (4) the extent to
which this study leaves incomplete and unclear Whitehead's analysis
of the relation of religion to metaphysics, and (5) the conclusions

that may be drawn from this study.

1. What Does Valid Metaphvsics Demonstrate?

In a previous chapter it was noted that William Christian
has attempted to analyze Whitehead's metaphysical system strictly

: » . - . L I PN
from the standpoint of its logical structure.” It is a supposition of

Whitehead's speculative philosophy "that there is nothing which is

1See above, p. 54.



absolutely unconnected with everything else". 2 This Justifies the
construction of a categoreal scheme rather than only a list of sorts
ef things. IL also justifies the use of the paradigm of aesthetic
xperience for conmstructing the notion of actual entities. It is
Christian's conclusion that Whitehead's metaphysics can demonsirate
at most that "there can be an intellectual unification in experience
which is something like the unity of an esthetic experience”. 3 1t
can only support the claim fer "a unity in thought. The supposition
that all things are interconnected in some gystematic way does not,
of itself, justify . . . going further énd saying there is a harmony
of being in some other and stronger sense. Yet . . . Whitehead does
go further . . . . he speaks of a "Harmony of H@rmonies' which is both
the basis of morality and the object of religious experience".4
Christian appears 10 be accusiag Whitehead of what he himself
terms the“fallacy of misplaced concreteness”. '"This fallacy consists
in neglecting the degree of abstraction involved when an actual entity
is considered merely so far as it exemplifies certain categories of
thought” (PR 11). He is suggesting that Whitehead has failed to
appreciate the abstractness of his own metaphysics when he attempts
to postulate on the basis of that metaphysics a “Harmony of Harmeonies".
Whitehead has considered experience only insofar as it exemplifies.

categories of thought. He has ignored aspects of actuality which make

S0

2Christian. "Some Uses of Reason™, op. cit., p. 84.

3Ibid., p. 85.

Lo

Ibid., p. 85,



a difference tec the possibility of a unity of value and purpose but
cait be successfully ignored when the uhity is restricted to
intellectual or thought categories. For example, the characteristics
of a cat and mouse might suggest a harmonious co-existence for they
both exemplify features that may be classed as mammalian. But
unification under the genus mammal ignores rather significant
nonharmonicus features of the interrelation of cats and mice, at
least from the point of view of the mice. Christian's analysis is
mistaken in two respects. Whiiehead does not postulate the existence
of a "Harmony of Harmonies™ as something capable of metaphysical proof.
He explicitly describes it as a notion which requires for its support
appeal "to occasicens and modes of experience which in some degree are
excepticnal™ (AT 294). He states that in this context he offers

119 1

nothing in the nature of proof" but only “suggestions as to how in
the light of his system it is possible to elucidate "somewhat
exceptional elements in our conscious experience®” (PR 521). This,
however, is the minor aspect of Christian'’s error. Im attempting to
show that Whitehead has fallen prey to the “fallacy of misplaced
concreteness" Christian has himself fallen prey to what Whitehead might
call the "fallacy of misplaced abstractness”. It is a misunderstanding
of Whitehead's position to suggest that he would regard the metaphysical
aspect of his inquiry as productive of an intellectual unity of
experience that did not reflect a more fundamental interconnectedness
of things. Central to Whitehead"é position is the claim that
intellectual modes of experience are derivative of more fundamental

modes of experiencing. To reduce Whitehead's metaphysics to an

91



intellectual uaity is to cut it off from the only foundation

Whitehead is able to discern for the interconnectedness of things.

It is experience in the mode of causal efficacy and not experience in
the mede of conceptual analysis that is the bridge whereby the

essential counectedness of things is maintained. While Christian's
analysis is far from adequate it does serve to raise an important
question about the structﬁre of Whitehead's metaphysics that is
pertinent to any analysis-of the relaticn of that metaphysics to any
religious vision of the character inherent in the universe. Tt raises
the question of the extent to which metaphysics is demonstrative of more
than an abstract intellectual unity in experience. In the present
inquiry no precise answer to this question has been reached. It is
possible, however, to show that Whitehead while claiming that all order
is aesthetic order (RM 101) did not believe that the metaphysical
evidence justified the postulaticn of a "Haymony of Harmonies" or was
sufficient to prove the existence of God as conceived in the religious
traditiéns. He only felt justified in suggesting that certain religicus
interpretations were consonant with the metaphysical picture he had

presented.s In the next section the relevant evidence will be examined.

o1 agree, however, with Charles Hartshorne's contention that
"Whitehead does offer what might with some qualification be called
. 'proofs for God,' even though he alsc declares that ‘nothing like
proof’ is possible". See "Whitehead's Idea of God", op. cit., p. 535.
I am only contending that in Whitehead's view, religion claims and
perhaps legitimately claims "more definite knowledge than can be
derived from a metaphysic which Ffounds itself upon general -experience”
(RM 143).

Bt -
. ” .

M
>\



93

2. Is Religious Inquiry Co-Terminous with Metaphysical Inquiry
It has been shown that Whitehead thinks that metaphysics

is essential within the structure of rational religious inquiry.6 This
does not mean that he believes metaphysics should supplant religion
nor that he fails to distinguish between religious and metaphysical
inquiry. While it is clear that Whitehead does distinguish betweén
religion and metaphysics his explanation is not as clear as might be
hoped. In this section, I shall consider two interpretations that
I think are misledading simplifications of Whitehead's position and

then will elaborate and offer evidence for a‘third interpretation.

Religion as a Species of Feeling
In a previocus chapter7it was noted that R. Das and Victor
Lowe conclude that Whitehead emerges "with religious feeling on the
one hand,‘and philosophic ideas on the other, no place being left for

8 This position seems to find textual support. For

theology".
example: “Religion shoﬁld connect the rational generality of philosophy
with the emotions and purposes springing out of existence in a

particular society, in a particular epoch, and conditioned by particular
antecedents. Religion is the translation of general ideas into

particular thoughts, particular emotions, and particular purposes™" (PR 23).
It is my contention that Das and Lowe have misapprehended the import

of these passages. To say that religion connects the rational generality of

philosophy with certain emotions and purposes is not to say that religion

6See above, p. 81.

7See above, p. 59.

8 .
Victor Lowe, op.cit,, p. 95.
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is only a species of emotion. The preceding analysisgof Whitehead's
ieligioqs inquiry has indicated that Whitehead rejects any reduction
of réligion‘to a function of psychological states (RM 119, If
religion is to be understood as merely a'species of emotion it could
readily be cut losse from metaphysical considerations. But this

is the exact converse of Whitehead's position. He continually insists
that "religious truth must be developed from knowledge acquired when
our . . . intellectual operations are at their higﬁest pitch of
discipline” (RM 120). A refinement of Lowe's position would be to
suggest that religion for Whitehead is ﬁot simply emotion but metaphysics
plus the emotions required to make absiract metaphysical truths
efficacious in concrete daily experience. This appears to be part of
the import of the passage quoted above and similar passages can‘he
quoted in support of this position.lo The difficulty of this position is
that it oversimplifies Whitehead's account of the relation of thought
to experience. It could be taken to mean that the fundamental unity
Whitehead discerss in thé nature of things is a unity derivative from
intellectual and conceptual experience and that the appreheasion of
this conceptual unity provokes emotions that are peculiarly religious.
Such an‘interpretation falls prey to what I have termed the "fallacy
of misplaced abstractness”. It ignores the most fundamental feature

of Whitehead's metaphysics, namely the insistence that the primary

S
See above, p. 64. See also, SMW, 190f..

10pM 31 and PR 23-26.
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mode of experiencing is the mode of causal efficacy. "There is

no such independent item in actudlity as '"mere concept". The

concept is always clothed with emotion . . . the notion of mere

concept, or of mere realization, apart from a relevant emotional
derivation, which is its emotional origin, is fallacious"™ (MT 122).
Metaphysical abstractions may serve to emphasize the unity already
present in experience bﬁt.they do not creéte-thaﬁ unity. Metaphysics
brings to explicitness and self-consciousness the sense of the
wholeness and interconnectedness of things'that isg presupp@sed:in

the primary experience which lies below reflective analysis.

Metaphysics accentuates something which is already there. If metaphysics
is efficacicus in evoking religious feeling it is because it brings to
self-awareness something which has already been experienced. "It

cannot elicit what is not there™ (BM 128). There is no guarantee,
however, that abstractions accurately reflect fundamental expervience.
They may become scparated from the environment that reveals their
relevanﬁe to the totality of experience. "The degeneracy of mankind

is distinguished from its uprise by the dominance of chill abstractions,
divorced from aesthetic content” (MI 123). Having considered the
difficultieé asscciated with Lowe's interpretation a second proposal

will be considered.

Religion as a Species of Metaphysics
The proposal to be considered now is that religion is only
metaphysics "as developed from the standpoint of the faith or the

religious experience of a person or group, rather than from the
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standpeint of the minimal common {1ith or experience of men in

general”.llsuppcrt for this interpretation is found in Whitehe%d's
statement that "the doctrines of rational religicn aim at being that
metaphysics which can be derived ffom the supernormal gxperience

of mankind in its moments of finest insight”™ (RM 31). It is clear

that & metaphysics derived from religious insight cannot coexist

fmbe

with a conflicting metaphysics derived from the experience of men in
general. "It cannot be true that contradictory notions can apply to

the same fact” (BM 75). Regardless of its source a metaphysics must

be applicable and adequate for the %nterpretation of all experience.
Thefe are not two kinds of metaphysics, one for the religicus and one

for the irreligicaus. If meiaphysical truths are indeed truths they must
apply toc the religious.and irreligious equally. Insofar as religious
inquiry must have recourse {0 metaphysics, that metaphysics must be
generally applicable, or it is not metaphysics at all. This proposal

is correct imnsofar as it is claiming thét. while the standpoint

of the religious and the irreligious may differ, their metaphysics canﬁot
differ and both be right. What remains to be considered is whether

it is correct to say that the religious and irreligiocus have different
starting-points, but insofar asvtheir metaphysical inquiry is

successful fﬁéy will reach an identical conclusion about the nature of
things. Whitehead's answer to this question is clearly negative. An

impeortant feature of the present study is its discovery that Whitehead

Hrpis quotati

L 01 is taken from Charles Hartshorne.
See MWVG, p. 73. - -
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distinguishes basic religicus questions from basic metaphysical
questioﬁs. It is possible to engage in a basic meéaphysical inquiry
which asks the question, "What sorts of things are there?" without
engaging in a basic religious inquiry which seeks to discern "What

in the way of value is the attainment of life?" While the
metaphysical inquiry is possible apart fromva religious inquiry the
converse is not the case.' It is also Whitehead's conclusion that
religious answers seek to povide "more definite krowlédge than be
derived from a metaphysic which founds itself upon géneral axperienceh

(BM 143). In two senses then religion can he seen to differ from

metaphvsics. First, it seeks to answer a differenl basic question.

Second, while it is a prerequisite that its answer bhe consonant with

the truths discerned through metaphysics, its answer is more definite

as to detail than any answer derived from 2 general metaphysics could

claim to be. 1In the section that follows evidence from Whitehead will
be adduced to support the intervpretation that has emerged in the process
of criticizing the preceding accounts of the relation of religion and

metaphysics in Whitehead's thought.

What in Religion Goas Beyond Metéphysics
I have argued that religion in Whitehead's view can be rgduced
Ineither to Species of emotion nor simply to a form of metaphysics
that has a different siarting-point than general metaphysical inquiry.
In anvearlier chapier it was argued that Whitehead is engaged in a
general religious inquiry as well as a general metaphysical inguiry.

The question that remains to be examined is how and in what sense
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religion affirms more than & general metaphysics can establish. Before

attempting to answer this question direétly evidence derived from the
closing sectiens of PR and AT will be considered.

At the termination of PR Whitchead sets forth what he terms
the final religious problem. It is "the question whether the process
of the temporal world passes into the formation of other actualitiés,
thound together in an order in which novelty does not mean loss” (PR 517).
It is the question of whether there is any "escape from time in its
character of 'perpetually perishing®" (PR 516). O0Of interest for
answering the question addressed in this section is the way in which
Whitehead phrases his answer. "In the temporal world, it is the
empirical fact that process entails loss: the past is present under
an abstraction. But there is no rveason, of any ultimate metaphysical
generality, why this should be the whole story” (PR 517). What is of
interest here is that Whitehead does not regard metaphysics as the
firal adjudicator of what he has termed “the final religious problem”..
The metaphysician can answer the question of whether a religious vision
of the nature of "life after death”™ or the maintenance of the value of
an individual life is consonant with metaphysical principles. If it
is not consonant with the metaphysical principles, then the metaphysician
can reject its postulation as a rational belief. 'Bgt if it is
consonant, the metaphysician gua metaphysician must remain silent. The
validity of the religious evidence may be legitimately adjudicated on
the basis of more particular evidence than that to be derived from
a general metaphysics (FR 521).

I shall now consider briefly Whitehead's introduction of the



99

notion of a "Harmony of Harmonies”™ at the termination of AI., It is
-of particular interest in the present context because it is upon the
basis of the postulation of a "Harmony of Harmonies" that Christian

finds ground for accusing Whitehead of falling prey to the "fallacy

of misplaced concreteness”. The first point to be observed is that

this phrase does not arise within the context of what strictly speéking
could be called a metaphysical discussion. Whitehead is setting forth
what he considers to be the essential qualities of civilization. Four

of those qualities are readily ﬁdcntifiable. They are: "Truth, Beauty,
Adventure, Art” (AT 284). But apart from a fifth quality the pursuit

of these other qualities "can be ruthless, hard, cruel, and thus . . .
lacking in some essential quality of civilization™ (AT 284). "We are

in a way seeking for the notion of a Harmony of Harmonies, which shall
bind together the other four qualities, s0 as to exclude from our netion
of civilization the restless egotism with which they have often in fact
been pursued. . . . I choose the term "Yeace” for that Harmony of
Harmonies which calms destructive turbullence and completes civilization"
(AT 285). It is to be noted that the term "Peace” is introduced as

a quality of civilization. Tt characterizes not the universe but the
state of mind of those who are civilized. "It is a broadening of feeling
due to the emergence of some . . . metaphysical insight momentous in

its coordination of values" (AI 285). While the sense of Peace is
unattainable apart from a metophysics that does not repudiate the
possibility that “fine action is treasured in the nature of things® (AI 274},
it is not Whitehead's contention that the "Harmonies of Harmonies™ is

snbject to metaphysical proof. It remains a metaphysical intuition that
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goes beyond the evidence arising from “the ordinary; average experience
of mankind, properly interpreted" (AI 295). It is a metaphysical

notion which rests itself upon an appeal "to occasions and modes

of experience which in some degree are exceptional"™ (AI 2?4). Whitehead
is claiming at one and the same time that the notion of a "Marmony

of Harmonies" is not susceptible to metaphys%cal proof and at the same
time is not to be dismissed as mere wishful thin?ing. . It is rather
descriptive of an existential appropriation h&.individuals and
civilizations of the conviction "that fine action is treasured in the
nature of things" (AL 274).

It is now possible to bring teogether my interpretation of
Whitehead's position on how and in what sense reliéion affirms more thén
a general metaphysics can esﬁablish. The first point to note i; that
religion affiyms more detail than a general metaphysics can establish.
What escapes metaphysics is the concrete particularity of personal
experience and the uniqﬁéncss of great religious insights whose
"originality is the very element in their expression which remains
unformularized" (BM 131). 'There is a quality of life which lies always
beyond the mere fact of life: and when we include the quality in the
fact, there is still omitted the quality of thepquality" (RM 77). The
- second point to note is that for Whitehead metaph&sics is an ongoing
adventure. It follews that religious dogmas--"in the sense of a precise
statement-~can never be final; it can only be adequate in its
adjustment of certain abstract concepts” (RM i26). As the scope of
metaphysical understanding grows the dogmatic formulation of religious

truth must be adjusted in light of wider knowledge. The religious



101

intuition if it is indeed a prafoujd insight into the character of
the universe will not be funded without residue into one set of
metaphysical propésitions., "Formulations are the froth upon the
surface. Religion insists that the world is’a mutually adjusted
disposition of things, issuing in value for its own sake" (RM 138).
While dogmatic expression is necessary great religious expression

calls forth an "intuitive response which pierces beyond dogma”™ (RM 139).

3. MWhitehead's Contribution to Beligious Inquiry

The present study has not dealt in depth with that issue
which is usually regarded as Whitehead®s most significant contributien
to religiogs thought, namely his discussion of deity and his criticism
of traditional formulations of that concept. Primary attention has
been focussed instead upon Whitehead®s analysis of religious inquiry
itself. This has brought to attention at least three significant
contributions of Whitehead to the anaiysis of religious inquiry.
(1) Whitehead's indentification of a basic religious question that is
different from the basic metaphysical question in significant logical
ways contyributes to the clarification of the relation of these types of
inquiry.
(2) Whitehead's analysis of the way metaphysics is introduced into a
general religious inquiry suggests a means whereby arbitrary dismissal
of high religions with conflicting metaphysical presuppesitions can
be aveided.- Ir these cases the religious inquiry deepens into &
consideration of the ?irst principles of metaphysics.
(3) UWhitehead's m@taphyéiﬂal an&lygis provides significant support for

the possibility of vaticnal rveligion in many ways. Tt provides an
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analysis of-the nature of things that makes meaningful the basic
religious question, "What is the character permanently inherent in
the universe?" It provides support for what Whitehead regards as a
position fundamental te vational religion, namely "that we know
more than can be formulated in one finite systematized scheme of
abstractions” (BM 137). It also is highly suggestive for more

adequate formulations of answers to more specific religicus questions.

4. Summarv.

At the outset of this study it was suggested that a
preoccupation with “God" as the-middle term linking religion and
metaphysics in Whitehead has overshadowed the relevance of his writing
for answering the wider question of the relation of religioué inquiry to
metaphysical inquiry. At thé ternmination of this study it must be
emphasized that no adequate answer can be given to this wider question
apart from a more thorough analysis of Whitehead's discussion of God
than has been provided iﬁ this thesis. The present study has oaly
suggested a different starting-point for the analysis of the relation
of religion to metaphysics in Whitehead's thought. It leaves incomplete
the tésk of integrating the proposal that Whitehead's interest in reiigion
is té analyze the structure of religious inquiry itself with all that
- Whitehead has written on the question of the natu%e of God. 1In this
. section I must limit myself to corrective suggestions against possible
misinterpretation of Whitehead's notion of God that this study might seem
to invite.

In this study consideration of Whitehead's discussion of God has

been limited to God considered from the standpoint of his primordial nature.
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In this context he spesks of God as nontemporal (RM 88) but God

has a consequent as well as a primordial nature. ‘"God's primordial
nature is abstracted from his commerce with ‘particulars . . . It

is God in abstraction alone with himself. As such it is a meve

factor in God, deficient in actuality (PR 50). It must be

emphasized that the "nature¥ are separable only in thought and not

in metaphysical actuality. It is primordially necessary that God

will be consequent. God in his full actuality is conscious and realizes
“the actual world in the unity of his nature, and through the
transformation of his wisdom. :The primordial nature is conceptual, and
the consequént nature is the weaving of God's physical feelings upon

his primordial concepts™ (PR 524). Thus God is temperal as well as
nontemporal. Charles Hartshorne has concluded "that Whitehead is the
first great systematic philosopher who does mean it when he says that
God is coﬁscioas, i. e. knows the world to be such and such (although

it might have been otherwise) and knows that he knows this". * Thisg
cursory discussion is intended to point to the need for further
investigation of the relation of Whitehead's analysis of religious inquiry
to Whitehead'’s analysis of the nature of God. In itself it does not

comprise such an investigation.

12Charles Hartshorne, "Whitehead and Contemporary Philosophy",
op. cit., p. 24. '
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CONCLUSTIONS

The mgjor finding of this study is thai Whitehead is engaged
in a religious ss well as a met&physical‘inqairy, This religious
inquiry is not confined to the dogmas of one religion but seeks to
outline the logical structure of rational religious inquivy itself.
Whitehead tries to show through an examination of phenomenological
evidence that the basic question addressed by high religions is "What
is the character permanently inherent in the universe?"” The religiocus
answer is not a dogmatic formulation but an intuition that settles
conjointly the value of individuals for themselves and for each other
and the value of the objective universe. But there can be no confirmation
of the validity of a religious intuition apart from some definite
metaphysical way of conceiving the universe. Thus rational religion
must have recourse to metaphysics for a scrutiny of its tewms.

Examination of Whitehead's metaphysics reveals that it is not
a deductive system baséd upon self-evident premises. Deduction is
a tentative proceduvre. Before systematization begins and after it has
been poncluded the speculative philosopher must gOntinue to confront
his formulations with the circumstances to which' they éhould apply.
‘Metaphysics is an ongoing adventure in the clarification of thought.
Examination of Whitehead®s metaphysical inquiry indicates that while
religion may serve as a source of suggestions as te how to conceive
the ultimate features of everything that is, the final judgment as to
what sorts of things there are and how they are interrelated is a

metaphysical decision to be made on the basis of metaphyvsical criteria
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and not upon the basis of peculiarly religious evidence. The major
instance where the generality of Whitehead's metaphysics might seein

to be compromised by the introduction of a religious presupposition

is the use of the concept "God"” within his metaphysics., It is

concluded that God is not introduced into his metaphysics as the logical
subject of a particulay religious intuition. God is introduced as

a derivative'metaphysical concept and the questioﬁ of how this concept
is te be understood and whethey it refers to anything real is to be
determined on the basis of metaphysical considerations.

At the point at which metaphysics is introduced into the structure
of religious inquiry the cuestion arises as to whether Whitchead's
metaphysics compromises the generality of his religious inquiry. The
first point to note is that any rational religion must have recourse
to metaphysics to affirm the objective validity ef its doctrines. It is
clear that a metaphysics will not adjudicate seriously conflicting
metaphysical presuppositions of different rational religions and find thenm
equally valid. But this dees not mean that serious discussion between
conflicting religious traditions is arbitrarily terminated bybthe
imposition of a metaphysics. In these instances a basic religious
disagreement deepens intoc a basic metaphysical disagreement. The conflict
is an invitation to a discussion of the first ptiﬁciples of metaphfsics.
This study also suggests that in his postulation of first metaphysical
principles Whitehead does not arbitrarily dismiss divergent
metaphysical conclusions.

Given the validity of Whitehead's metaphysics the question

arises of how much can be affirmed solely upon the basis of -an abstyract
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general metaphysics and whether réligion in any sense can be said
fo go beyond metaphysics. In Whitehead's view metaphysics does go
beyond a mere intelleciual unity.qf experience. The intellectual
unity discerred by metaphysics is only a bringing to self-reflective
awareness & unity that is already present at a more fundamental
level of experiencing. However, in this study no adequate answer is
found to the question of the extent to which metaphysics is
demonstrative of more than an abstract intellectual unity in experience.
It is concluded that in at least one sense religion does go beyond
metaphysics. What escapes metaphysics is the concrete pariicularity
of persbnal experience and the uniqueness of great religious insights
whose "originality is the very element in their expression which remains
unformularized” (RM 131). Religions claim more definite and concrete
knowledge of the nature of things than can be ascertained on the basis
of a general metaphysics. Given thai these claims are consonant with
the conclusions of metaphysics, it is appropriate to assess these more
detailed claims on the basis of more special evidence, religious or
otherwise (RM 107).

This thesis has found sufficient evidence to conclude that
Whitehead is engaged in-a general religious inquivy whose purpose
is fo identi}; the sphere of religious activity in human life and to
present an analysis of religious inquiry itself. The introduction
of metaphysics.ipto that inquiry has been examined in some detail. A
partial answer has been suggested to thg question of the dégree to

which religion may be said to go beyond truths discerned in a general

metaphysics. The precise nature of the relation of this analysis of
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religious inquiry to Whitehead's fﬁlly develeoped discussion of the
notion of God is a topic awaiting further exploration as is also the
question of the degree to which Whitehead's metaphysics may be
considered demonstrative of more ﬁhan an abstract intellectual unity

of experience.
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