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ABSTRACT 

The objective of this study is to determine why it is that 

RBmanuja, a twelfth century Indian philosopher, and Charles Hartshorne, 

a contemporary American philosopher, who have essentially the same 

concerns motivating their writing, i.e., that the prevailing philoso­

phical concepts of deity are inconsistent with and not expressive of 

the idea of God held by religious men, and begin with the same religious 

affirmation that deus est caritas, finally arrive at ways of conceiving 

God that are very similar in the unique way they conceive the God­

world relationship yet radically different with respect to the doctrine 

of substance. Ramanuja finds such a doctrine to be a necessary part of 

a concept of deity that is consistent with the idea of God held by men 

who worship and Hartshorne considers it to be the greatest obstacle in 

formulating a consistent, coherent concept of a worship-eliciting being. 

Our thesis is that it is primarily soteriological concerns that 

force Ramanuja to retain the substance doctrine as part of his concept 

of deity and that, while this causes certain ambiguities and contra­

dictions in his conception of the God-world relationship, nevertheless, 

these concerns are an integral part of religious man's understanding of 

the God he worships, at least as far as those of the Indian traditions 

are concerned. 

The development of our thesis begins with a discussion of the 
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concepts of individuals in general in the thought of Ramanuja and 

Hartshorne. Ramanuja's reasons for believing a substance doctrine is 

a necessary part of any concept of individuals that gives an adequate 

explanation of experience and, therefore, of existence, is the subject 

matter of Chapter II. Hartshorne's alternate view, which does not 

include a substance doctrine but is able to account for· all the aspects 

of experience that Ramanuja believes make a substance doctrine necessary, 

is discussed in Chapter III. The conclusion drawn from these chapters 

is that Ramanuja's inclusion of the substance doctrine does not involve 

him in any logical contradictions but, even on his own presuppositions, 

the atman concept seems to be ambiguous, if not inconsistent at certain 

points. There is no reason, other than his concern with the nature of 

salvation, to cause him to say that consciousness is a quality of the 

individual atman or self rather than accepting the Advaitan position, 

which maintains that all ideas of individuality are restrictions within 

the one, undivided, ultimate consciousness that is Brahman. Hartshorne 

appears to be correct in saying that a substance doctrine is super­

fluous to an adequate explanation of experience and thus of existence, 

but we find that the "nervous system" in his concept of an individual 

comes close to Ramanuja's atman principle at significant points. 

In Chapters IV and V, we discuss the concepts of an individual in 

the thought of the tw·o philosophers with reference to the divine 

individual. Again, we find basic agreement on many points. Both 

philosophers agree that the appropriate object of worship defines per­

fection and attribute deity with perfect being and perfect knowledge, 
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and with being infinite, in the sense of not being limited by any 

other. However, because Ramanuja insists that perfection, as the 

being of all beings, the knowledge of all knowing, and therefore 

infinite, must possess these qualities as eternally actual and 

unchanging, his conception of Brahman poses three problems for religious 

men: (1) because Brahman is eternally actual and unchanging, yet one 

with all existence and all knowledge, Ramanuja must insist that the 

becoming, contingent aspect of existence is less than being, so what 

is most real and significant to ordinary individuals has no positive 

value to Brahman; (2) because Brahman is unaffected by the concrete, 

particular acts and deeds of other individuals, the rites, rituals 

and moral lives of religious men contribute nothing to the object of 

worship; and (3) when deity is conceived as an unchanging absolute, 

it contradicts all ideas that religious man has of God as entering into 

dynamic, personal relationships with him, especially as loving the 

concrete, particular individual that he is. 

Ramanuja could avoid these problems by allowing that Isvara, 

whose substance is one with the eternally unchanging Brahman, but 

whose knowledge and mode of being changes with the everchanging world 

that is his body, is the archetype of perfection rather than Brahman. 

In fact, if he thought Isvara to be the ideal individual, who in­

cludes all other individuals in his existence, and considered 

Brahman to refer to the supreme form of the universal categories 

abstracted from Isvara's all-inclusive existence, his concept of 

deity would be exactly the same as Hartshorne's. This is not open to 
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him, however, because of understanding of the nature of the religious 

quest, which we discuss in Chapter VI. 

The religious quest, as Ramanuja understands it, is the quest for 

salvation or the Good. The Good is the realization that the true 

nature of each individual self is non-different in its essential nature 

from the divine individual, that all individuals have Brahman as the 

ultimate ground and cause of their existence. Each individual exper­

iences concrete particularity as restrictions within its essential 

quality, consciousness, but the true being (substance) of the indivi­

dual transcends the limitations of time and space. To realize this is 

to be free of all imperfections, to experience bliss, to know the Good, 

Brahman. When one realizes that his being (substance) is an eternal 

unchanging quality of Brahman (the ultimate substance), something apart 

from the everychanging, impermanent, phenomenal world (saIDsara), he can 

joyfully appreciate its aesthetic value, but not until then. 

In contrast to Ramanuja's identification of the Good with being, and 

his idea that salvation lies in transcending the realm of becoming, 

Hartshorne considers the Good to be the creative increase of new and 

varied experiences, the expansion of awareness (consciousness) until 

it includes the concrete particularity of all experience, which is the 

nature of divine experience. The all-inclusive experience of God is 

always changing, always in the process of becoming; but once something 

becomes, it remains as a part of the divine life forevermore. On this 

view, salvation lies in ordinary individuals realizing that they add 

all the concrete particularity of their novel creative acts and the 
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moral quality of their life to the divine life. Nothing is done in 

vain for nothing is lost from the divine memory. Each creative act 

will be integrated into the divine unity and influence the lives of 

all future selves. 

The Good, to Hartshorne, is to know and to love the whole of 

existence that is concrete and actual at any moment, but only God is 

capable of this. If the Good was realizable by all, as it is in 

Ramanujats conception of individuals, in Hartshorne's system ail would 

be God and individual distinctions would be lost. Perfection is a 

logical impossibility for ordinary individuals as Hartshorne conceives 

them. The Indian traditions have always maintained that the true 

nature of every individual is perfection. But more importantly, from 

the point of view of the Indian traditions, is the fact that in 

Hartshorne's understanding of the nature of God and ordinary individuals, 

religious men are denied the hope of release from the wheel of 

samsara, the realm of duhkha, the pervasive suffering that impermanence 

inevitably carries with it. Hartshorne accepts the idea that tragedy 

is inextricably associated with existence. If religious man can accept 

this and continue to assert that deus est caritas, perhaps a substance 

doctrine is not essential to an adequate concept of deity. 
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PREFACE 

This thesis is born out of a belief that there is much to be 

gained on the part of any religious man (meaning anyone involved 

in the search for Truth), if not all men, by entering into dialogue 

with men of religious convictions other than his own. Man's great 

urge to know what is true gives rise to the propensity to mistake 

some partial truth for Truth itself. But, the moment any man 

insists that he has grasped the whole Truth within his own finite 

conceptual system, whether theological or philosophical, he has 

lapsed into idolatry. The truly great spiritual seers of both East 

and West have tended to agree with the saying of Lao-tzu, "Those who 

know do not speak; those who speak do not know" (Tao Te Ching, Chapter 

56). However, in spite of the ineffable nature of the Ultimate, these 

same sages have not despaired, each one has made his own attempt to 

express, to the best of his ability and in recognition of the limitations 

of language, what is ultimately inexpressible. By bringing these 

expressions together in dialogue one brings out the strengths and possible 

weaknesses of the individual expressions and begins to see more sides 

of the many faceted Being, the knowledge of whom religious man affirms 

to be the supreme goal and end of life. 

For their part in preparing the author for the undertaking vf the 

study of the subject matter of this thesis, and for their assistance in 

its development, he wishes to gratefully acknowledge his debt to Professors 

A.J. Arapura, in consultation with whom the thesis was originally conceived, 

Harold J. Johnson, T.R.V. Hurti and John C. Robertson, Jr., the thesis 
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supervisor. The author also wishes to express his appreciation for 

the assistance he received from Professor Charles Hartshorne through 

personal discussions and correspondence on certain aspects of his 

thought. 
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I 

BACKGROUND AND RATIONALE FOR THE THESIS 

Perhaps the area of greatest disagreement among the various 

expressions of religious truth centres in the question of the 

authenticity of the source of religious knowledge and whether or not 

such knowledge can or should be subjected to the bar of reason to 

have its authenticity judged. This, of course, raises the question 

of the proper relationship between' reason and faith, between cogent, 

sophisticated, rational exposition of the nature of God, man and the 

universe, and the affirmations of faith based on simple, spontaneous, 

emotional responses to life that come out of the living experiences 

of the masses of religious men who worship. 

The question of judging the authenticity of religious knowledge 

and its proper relationship to rational analysis is but one of the 

problems involved in bringing order and structure to religious 

assertions within one religious tradition and of the even greater 

problems associated with making general statements about "religious 

men" as a universal category. This problem is a basic concern of 

this thesis. The concept of deity developed by Charles Hartshorne is 

built around what he believes to be a basic affirmation of religious 

men in general, i.e., that deus est caritas, with which Ramanuja agrees. 

Where these two philosophers disagree is on the question of whether 

personal immortality and justice necessarily follmv from this basic 
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affirmation in the thinking of religious men. 

Background to Ramanuja's Concept of Deity 

The sixth and seventh centuries A.D. in India saw the rise of 

what has been referred to as "popular Hinduism".l Buddhism, with 

its strong ascetic tendency, had been· dominant in the preceding 

centuries in South India but was now beginning to decline. It had 

2 

stripped away all the external trappings of devotional life and pursued 

a path of radical analysis of the nature of existence, devoid of 

piety and emotion. With this decline of Buddhist influence there was 

a revival of Brahmanism, the Vedic religion of the Aryans. But the 

revival also incorporated many elements that were indigenous to the 
, 

Dravidians of pre-Aryan India. Two main sects, the Saivite bhaktas 

(adiyars) and Vai~~avite devotees (a+vars), popularized and developed 

a religious movement that emphasized devotion (bhakti) as the supreme 

method for attaining knowledge of God. Free impassioned expression was 
, 

given of the feelings the devotees felt toward Siva and Vi~~u. Some 

followers of Vi~~u, we know from the Puranic literature, expressed "an 

intensely emotional religion which dwells on incidents connected with 

the life of the cmvherd, K~~I}a Gopa1a, and is at times led into 

eroticism by dwelling on his sport with the herdswomen".2 The influence 

1. S. Radhakrishnan, Indian Philosophy (London: George Allen and 
Unwin Ltd., 1923, II, 449. 

2. Bharatan Kumarappa, The Hindu Conception of the Deity (London: 
Luzac and Co., 1934), pp.9l-92. "The Puravas ('Ancient Stories') are 
compendia of legends and religious instructions •... In their present form 
they are not very ancient, none going back earlier than the Gupta period 
[c. 320-c. 650] and all containing interpolations, but much of their 
legendary material is very old indeed", A.L. Basham, The Wonder That Was 
India (New York: Grove Press, Inc., 1954), p.299. 
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of these sects became pervasive. "Festivals and temple worship connected 

3 with Puranic Hinduism were spreading everywhere". 

In reaction to the austere asceticism of the Buddhists and 

the uncontrolled emotionalism of the sects, another group, called the 

Mlmamsakas, began to exaggerate the importance of performing the Vedic 

rites as the way of salvation. But this emphasis on purity of action, 

in accord with the Vedic prescriptions led to formalistic ritualism 

"devoid of spirit".4 This was the situation to which the Advaita 
, 

Vedantin, Saffikara, addressed himself. 

Samkara appeared ... as an eager champion 
of the orthodox faith and a spiritual 
reformer. He tried to bring back the age 
from the brilliant luxury of the Pura~as to 
the mystic truth of the Upani9ads. The power 
of the faith to lead the soul to the higher 
life became for him the test of its strength. 
He felt impelled to attempt the spiritual direction 
of his age by formulating a philosophy and religion 
which could satisfy the ethical and spiritual 
needs of the people better than the systems of 
Buddhism, Mimamsa and Bhakti. The theists were 
veiling the truth in a mist of sentiment. s 

Samkara was not without sympathy for the passionate, feeling, 

emotional aspect of religious life. He composed many beautiful hymns 

to the gods of popular Hinduism -- Vi9~u, Siva, Sakti and Surya. 

Devotion to God, as expressed through worship, was not unimportant to 

him. An indication of this is the fact that he himself established ten 

religious orders during his lifetime. However, even though there is 

this evidence that Samkara saw value in acts of devotion (bhakti) 

3. Radhakrishnan, Indian Philosophy, II, 449. 

4. Ibid. 

5. Ibid. 
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and the performance of vedic rituals (karma), he saw them only as 

preparatory measures for the attaining of moksa, union with Brahman, --.-
which is the only true salvation. On his view, they make no positive 

contribution to the attaining of the ultimate goal. When one is 

seeking the True, the only viable method is jnana~, the way of 

knowledge. This is the way of dialectical, critical analysis of 

experience, led by the sacred truths of the Upani~ads, that ends with 

the transcendence of all qualities and all sense of duality, i.e., 

the mystical insight that "aham brahma asmi" (Brh. !!E..:.. 1:4:10). In --.---

other words, there is the realization that all thought of there being 

anything other than Brahman is ultimately less than true, so discursive 

thought itself is eventually transcended in intuition, pure thought. 

Brahman is what is and what is True. All qualities and things, whether 

sentient or insentient, are negative principles and add nothing to what 

is Real. Consequently, the phenomenal world (sagu~2) has no value 

except in so far as it is the means toward the self-realization of the 

self-sufficient, eternal, absolute Brahman (nirgu~a). 

The relatively greater importance attributed to jnana by Samkara, 

in comparison to bhakti and karma, in order to counteract the undis-

ciplined emotionalism of the bhaktas and the formal ritualism of the 

Mlmamsakas, led to a disparaging of the common popular religious life 

and practices in favour of a rigorous philosophical understanding of 

religious principles. While Samkara was able to hold together erudite, 

dispassionate, philosophical enquiry and emotional response to a personal 

deity encountered in devout worship, "there was a tendency among some 

of his disciples to make religion more an affair of the head than of the 
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heart or will".6 

It was in response to this subordination and disparaging of common 

piety and devotion that Ramanuja (c. 1027-1137) wrote his commentary 

on the Brahma-Sutras and other shorter treatises. 7 Bharatan 

Kumarappa writes: 

Ramanuja's religion was Vai~~avism. In essence 
it was the worship of a Personal God, conceived 
as Supreme Perfection characterized by love. 
It is in defence of this doctrine fundamental 
to his religion, but essentially impossible on 
the hypothesis of the prevalent advaitic philosophy, 
according to which pure thought alone was ultimately 
real and all else was Maya (illusion), that Ramanuja's 
philosophy arises. 8 

It was not Ramauja's intention to free religion, as expressed 

in the Pura?ic literature, by divorcing it from the order and discipline 

that reason requires, but rather to provide a rationally sound system 

of thought that would support and be consistent with the essential 

principles implicit in the affirmations of the bhaktas. In his 

Sribha~y~, after summing up the conception of Brahman as held by the 

Advaita Vedantists, he puts forward the following reasons for its 

inadequacy: (a) their view is founded on fallacious reasoning, (b) the 

exponents lack "the special quality" that causes one "to be chosen 

by the Highest Puru~a described in the Upani~ads", (c) they "have not 

understood the ways of right logical reasoning" nor "the various 

6. Ibid., p.66l. 

7. Refer to bibliography for a list of his writings. 

8. Bharatan Kumarappa, The Hindu Conception of Deity (London: 
Luzac and Company, 1934), p.148. 
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particular modes of procedure [regarding ritual]".9 Therefore he 

suggests that their view should be "treated with disrespect by those 

who know the rightful nature of sentences in conformity with logic, 

[and] of the functions of all means of proof like Direct Perception and 

others".IO Here we have an appeal for the bringing together of the 

claims and practices of men who worship and the logical consistency 

of reason. 

To determine whether or not Ramanuja's criticisms of the Advaita 

Vedanta's conception of Brahman are justified would involve a whole 

dissertation in itself. The reason for including what we have said 

so far regarding the developments in religious thought in South India 

prior to Ramanuja's time is to provide a description of the context in 

which his thought developed and to indicate the underlying motivation 

for his writing. This motivation is central to the subject of this 

thesis, the comparison of Ramanuja's concept of deity with that of 

Charles Hartshorne, because Hartshorne is also concerned with the 

discrepancy between dominant orthodox philosophical conceptions of 

deity and conceptions of deity held by men who worship. This concern 

is the major contributing factor in the conception of deity that 

Hartshorne develops. 

Background to Hartshorne's Concept of Deity 

Charles Hartshorne (1897- ) published his first book, The 

9. Raghunath D. Karmarkar (trans. and -ed.). Sribhasya of Ramanuja 
(Poona: University of Poona, 1959), p.45. This translation of the 
Sribhasya is the main one used in the thesis. The other is that of 
Georg'" 'ThibaC!t, The Vedanta-Sutras, with the commentary bv R~l[11anuj a 
(Delhi: Motilal Banarsidass, 1962), whicll is used where it affords 
greater clarity and readJ~ility, without sacrificing accuracy. 

10, Ibid" p.45, 



Philosophy and Psychology of Sensation, in 1934. In an appendix to 

the main text of this book, he makes the assertion that "theology is 

now passing through its profoundest revolution since the early 

centuries of the Christian Era".ll The revolution he has in mind is 

due to the challenges that modern scientific developments in the early 

part of the twentieth century were bringing to bear on the traditional 
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beliefs and methods of medieval theology, with the consequence of making 

them less and less tenable for an increasing number of learned men. 

He describes these methods as being non-relative, non-quantitative and 

non-dimensional, and as being associated with the categories "absolute, 

immutable, timeless, ens a se, tatum simul", which have been traditionally 

judged to be more exact and superior to the quantitative, relative 

f " 11 k· 11 11· 11· .. ,,12 concepts a a - nowlng, a contro lng, at-a -tlmes-exlstlng, etc. 

Hartshorne does not share in this opinion, nor, he believes, can anyone 

else who understands modern logic. And, he writes, "I also entirely 

1 
. ,,13 

fail to find in them a plausible referent of re igious experlences . 

Hartshorne sees the conflict between modern science and traditional 

theological concepts as one of the chief reasons for the rise of 

humanistic thought in the late nineteenth and early twentieth centuries. 

In his second book, Bevond Humanism, he explicates the nihilistic 

dilemma that is implicit in humanism and begins to develop a concept of 

deity that he feels is consistent with modern scientific theory and, 

11. Charles Hartshorne, The Philosophy and Psychology of Sensation, 
(Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1934), p.27l. 

12. Ibid. 

13. Ibid. 
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at the same time, provides a reasonable basis for attributing 

ultimate meaning and value to every aspect of life, which, on his View, 

neither classical theology nor humanism affords. His point of 

beginning for such a concept of deity is not in science or in 

philosophy but in the simple affirmation of religious man that deus est 

caritas. 14 The conception of deity that he begins to develop in this 

way in his second book is fully developed in his third book, Man's 

Vision of God, in the preface of which he says: 

The ground .•• for this book is the conviction 
that a magnificent intellectual content --
far surpassing that of such systems as Thomism, 
Spinozism, German idealism, positivism (old or new) 
-- is implicit in the religious faith most briefly 
expressed in the three words, God is love, which 
words I sincerely believe are contradicted as 
truly as they are embodied in the best known of the 
older theologies, as they certainly have been 
misunderstood by atheists and skeptics. IS 

Neither Ramanuja nor Hartshorne claims to be a great visionary 

himself or to be the vehicle for the revelation of any new religious 

truth. Rather they claim only to provide a rational, coherent, 

philosophical base for the affirmations of religious man in general. 

Hartshorne's main attack in his writings is against the concept of deity 

held by those he refers to as the "classical theologians".16 He 

argues that their insistence on a completely absolute, immutable, 

non-relative, non-contingent, simple concept of deity makes God an 

impersonal, irrelevant entity and causes contradictions and inconsistencies 

14. Charles Hartshorne, Beyond Humanism: Essays in the New Philosophy 
of Nature (Lincoln, Nebraska: University of Nebraska Press, 1968, p.3l7. 

15. Charles Hartshorne, Man's Vision of God (Hamden, Connecticut: 
Archon Books, 1964), p.ix. First published in 1941. 

16. Ibid., p. xv. 
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in what even they, let alone the ordinary man of faith, want to say 

about God, the world, and how the two are related. Hartshorne seeks to 

overcome these failings and states as his reason: 

I am confident that the theistic question will 
be rationally settled when, if ever, it becomes 
really clear to educated persons what are the 
possible consistent meanings, if any, of 
"supreme being", "absolute", "perfect", "necessary 
being", and the like. 17 

In developing this point, Hartshorne draws our attention to the 

fact that religious man has attributed to God such characteristics as 

knowledge, personality, will, love, etc., all of which are ordinarily 

associated with contingency, increase, change and dynamic response 

to something or someone other than the individual so characterized. 

However, the traditional understanding of the terms "necessary", 

"perfect", and "absolute", which the classical theologians and 

philosophers consider to be most appropriately attributed to deity, 

are in direct contradiction to these qualities. On Hartshorne's 

reading, such predicates seem to make God out to be static, unres-

ponsive, cold and incapable of any sympathetic participation in the 

lives of his devotees. They seem to be more appropriate to the 

description of a supreme object than a supreme subject (i.e., a person), 

which religious men affirm God to be. To alleviate the contradiction, 

these philosophers and theologians affirm that the characteristics 

attributed to God by religious man can only be used analogically with 

reference to the Supreme Being. And, when pressed with the question 

of what in fact man can know about God, the reply is that we know 

nothing positive about him; we only know what he is not (the via 

17. Charles Hartshorne, The Divine Relativity (~ew Haven, Connecticut: 
Yale University Press, 1948), p.xvi. 
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negativa method). To Hartshorne this is tantamount to saying that 

the knowledge religious man believes he has of Gcd is really not 

different from that of the atheist. Consequently, in his book 

Philosophers Speak of God, he describes his task as an attempt to find 

"a logical structure in our thinking about deity that makes room 

for the ideas thus labelled", i.e. those that the ordinary religious 

man attributes to God. And, consistent with his understanding of his 

task, Hartshorne defines deity as "the supremely excellent and all­

worshipful being,,18 or "the uniquely good, admirable, great, worship­

eliciting being".19 

Hartshorne claims that the idea of God "first reaches vivid 

consciousness in an emotional and practical, not in an explicitly logical 

or analytic, form", and he says this emotional, practical, pre-

analytic concept of deity "is not particularly simple". But, as man 

began analyzing his understanding of deity, he chose the 'best' of the 

contrasting categorical characteristics and attributed these alone to 

God. It was this kind of analytic method that produced classical theism 

in the West and pantheism in the East. 

Briefly stated, Hartshorne's motivation in developing his 

concept of deity is to provide a description of God that is rationally 

sound, i.e., free from contradictions and coherent, and, at the same 

time, consistent with and expressive of the idea of the God men worship. 

Because of this he begins with religious man's belief in a personal 

God who is supreme perfection and characterized primarily by love. This 

18. Charles Hartshorne and William Reese (eds.). Philosophers 
Speak of God (Chicago: The University of Chicago Press, 1953), p.l. 

19. Ib id " p. 7 . 
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is the same point of beginning taken by Ramanuja. From this point 

of common beginning, under the discipline of rational inquiry, they 

both seek to understand the meaning of this religious affirmation about 

the nature of God in relation to the nature of experience in general. 

In doing this they hope to demonstrate the reasonableness of this 

basic religious belief and its significance for every aspect of human 

existence. 

Ramanuja, of course, does not share in Hartshorne's concern for 

the increasing irrelevance of traditional religious beliefs for men 

involved in the modern scientific world as one of the motivating factors 

in the formulation of his concept of deity, but they do have in common 

the broader concern that religion have relevance and meaning for life 

in general and the particular everyday activities of men in the world. 
, 

Ramanuja says of Samkara's position: "Truly, if such were the purport 

of the Veda, what more would the ~eda be than the idle talk of a person 

out of his mind!,,20 Hartshorne has a similar problem with the 

classical idea of God in general, especially as it is expressed in 

Thomas Aquinas' idea that God is unaffected by what men do, which 

Thomas illustrates by comparing God to a stone column and other 

individuals to an animal beside the column. Hartshorne asks: "Very 

well, which is superior, a self-moving organism, or a fixed inorganic 

aggregate of crystals? Which is God more like, a superstone or a 

superorganic individual?,,2l 

The Objective of the Thesis 

With this background to the thought of Ramanuja and Charles 

20. Thibaut, pp.56l-562. 

21. Philosophers Speak of God, p.13l. 
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Hartshorne, we can now state the purpose for thjs thesis. Our 

of substancE:. Ramanuja finds such a doctrine to be necessary in a 

conception of deity that is consistent with the idea of the God men 

worship snd Hartshorne sees it as the greatest obstacle in formulating 

a consistent, coherent concept of a worship-pliciting deity. In fact, 

Hartshorne believes it is the presuppositions associated with the 

substance doctrine that cause Aquinas to conceive of God in a ,,,ay that 

makes the above illustration appropriate. This doctrine, on his vier,', 

is the chief cause for the classical theists ending up with an idea of 

God who is impersonal and irrelevant, and that involves numerous 

contradictions and inconsistencies. 

In general, Hartshorne sees the doctrine of substance as being 

h 1 1 d f d d b h h ' 22 
destructive of t e W10 e i ea 0 Go as conceive y men w 0 wors lp. 

In addition to this, he believes its adverse consequences go beyond the 

theistic question to the ethical precepts that are founded in relj8ious 

man's concept of deity and results in the radical individualism that 

pervades "our entire Western tradition" and threatens "our whole future".23 

Specifically, he has in mind the admonition Lo love one's neighbour as 

22. Charles Hartshorne, The Logic of Perfec~ion (Lasalle, Illinois: 
Open Court Publishing Co., 1961), pp.119-12l. HarLshurn~'s objections 
to the substance doctrine are elaborated on below, pp. 24-27. 

23. Ibiel. 
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oneself. He asks: "How can I love my neighbour 'as myself' if, 

whereas I am simply identical with myself as one and the same personal 

'substance' or 'being' from birth to death and perhaps beyond, I am 

simply non-identical with my neighbour, a second being?,,24 

In this dissertation, we will argue that Ramanuja's particular 

formulation of the substance doctrine goes a long way toward over­

coming the problems Hartshorne raises with respect to this doctrine, 

but that his concept is rationally weakened by certain ambiguities in 

his understanding of the relationship between substances and their 

attributes. On the other hand, we will also argue that there are 

certain basic soteriological beliefs, held by religious men in general, 

that do not find their rightful place in Hartshorne's concept of deity 

because he rejects the idea of a perduring, unchanging substance. 

These beliefs, we will demonstrate, constitute important reasons for 

Ramanuja's retention of the substance doctrine as part of his under­

standing of the nature of the Supreme Person who is characterized by 

love. 

This fundamental difference between these two philosophers is a 

part of the ongoing struggle to fonnulate a concept of deity that is 

both rationally sound and consistent with the faith affirmed by 

religious man. But, before we elaborate further on the subject of our 

study, it is necessary to consider the viability of a comparison of 

concepts held by two individuals so remote from each other in time and 

from such different cultural backgrounds .. 



Justification for This Comparative Study 

One of the perennial problems with comparative studies of 

religious doctrines and systems of thought is to establish a neutral 

ground or point of meeting from which one can decide, with some degree 

of objectivity, what the strengths and weaknesses of any religious 

proposition or set of propositions has. There is always the danger 

of using the presuppositions of one of the proponents in evaluating 

the other and thus invalidating the conclusions so determined. One 

possibility, of course, is to refrain from value judgments altogether, 

simply drawing out some of the possible implications of each position, 

and letting the reader make his own evaluation and conclusions. 

14 

Another possibility is to judge the assertions of each of the proponents 

on the basis of his own presuppositions. In this thesis, we shall use 

both of these methods, but we can go even further than either or both 

of these allow. The reason for this is that Ramanuja and Hartshorne 

have much in common in their understandings of the nature of deity, 

the Ultimate, basic principles about the nature of existence, 

epistemological theory, methodology, and, as we have already noted, in 

the motivation for their writing. It is the fact that these 

philosophers have these points of convergence in their thought that makes 

a comparative study- of their writings a worthwhile endeavor. 

Comparison of Methodologies 

The methodologies used by Ramanuja arid Hartshorne in deriving 

their respective concepts of deity are not the same in all respects 

but their differences are not prohibitive of fruitful comparison. 

Ramanuja's method is primarily that of expositing generally accepted 



15 

authoritative texts of the Brahmanica1 religion -- the Upani~ads, the 

Bhagavad-GIta and the Brahma Sutras. In his commentaries on these 

texts, he first states the views of his opponents and then shows where 

these interpretations are weak or erroneous on the basis of logical 

coherence and consistence with common experience, rational principles 

and affirmations of other authoritative texts. After defeating the 

positions of his opponents to his own satisfaction, Ramanuja goes on 

to state his own view and why he believes it is superior. 

Hartshorne, too, establishes his position by demonstrating the 

weaknesses and inconsistencies of opposing views. However, he puts 

less emphasis on authoritative religious texts and makes greater use 

of formal logic than does Ramanuja. Nevertheless, he accepts the 

essential affirmations of such texts as significant data for under-

standing the nature of God and is anxious to harmonize the ideas 

he derives from the application of reason to the broadest possible 

spectrum of human experience with these assertions. 

In support of the method he uses, Hartshorne argues that if we are 

to arrive at a consistent and adequate conception of God we must first 

of all let religion assert what its claims are, and that this is 

profitable only when we avoid the mistake of supposing that these 

assertions can only be stated in the categories of some particular 

philosophical system. Further, because there are several such 

systems, he makes the following suggestion: 

The only way to avoid such question-begging 
procedure and yet to furnish a philosophical 
scheme in terms of which the religious idea 
can be rationally formulated is to discover 
a logicallv cOJl'.])le~~ classification of 
possible ideas a~0U~ God, a non-controversial 



statement of what the theistic controversy 
might conceivably be about. 25 

In general, Hartshorne's method for deriving an adequate concept 

of deity is to begin with basic assumptions about the nature of God 

that are accepted by all men who are interested in theistic questions 

16 

and who are willing to subject their ideas to rational scrutiny. Then, 

through dialectical reasoning, advance with them toward the most cogent 

answers. But, to achieve comprehensiveness, it is not sufficient to 

consider only the answers· to a given question previously given and 

generally accepted. The accepted assumptions must be tested in relation 

to all the conceivable possibilities. This requires a drawing out 

of "a logically complete classification" of each of the accepted 

propositions about the nature of deity. The advantage of doing this 

can be seen in relation to Ramanuja's method of establishing his 

concept of deity in dialogue with the views of his predecessors. Even 

if his position does prove to be superior to those given before, there 

may still be other possibilities not yet considered. In fact, as we 

shall see, Hartshorne's claim is that this is precisely Ramanuja's 

failing with respect to the doctrine of substance. 

To derive an adequate concept of deity then, according to 

Hartshorne, we must first listen to what religion asserts about God. 

Secondly, we must draw out a logically complete classification of 

the philosophical categories that could possibly express these assertions 

consistently and coherently, and with the .greatest cogency establish 

their truth in the minds of reasonable men, as opposed to arbitrarily 

25. Man's Vision of God, p.x. R~rn~nuja also uses the dialectical 
method for testing propositions by drawing out the logical alternatives 
to determine their truth value. Refer Srlbb::isva I:L,:22 for an example 
of this. 



accepting the categories of some particular philosophical system. 

Once these two steps have been taken, the way he suggests for deter­

mining which of the possible alternatives is most adequate to explain 

the given data involves appeals to two types of non-controversial 

assumptions: (a) "self-evident formal structures of pure logic and 

mathematics" and (b) to the "data of experience so vivid that, however 

one interprets them, they are universally admitted to occur, such as 

'pain', 'memory', 'purpose', 'hate",.26 

Methodologically, Hartshorne's conception of deity is founded in 

what religious man says about the God he worships. He bases his 

arguments for his particular philosophical explanation of these 

assertions on what reason requires and what he considers to be a 

consistent, coherent explanation of experience in general. Ramanuja's 

method is basically the same. The difference between the two phil­

osophers at this point are primarily matters of emphasis. Ramanuja's 

emphasis is on the teachings of scripture; Hartshorne's is on reason. 

Comparison of Epistemologies 

The epistemologies of both Ramanuja and Hartshorne are 

syntheses of idealism and realism. They are idealistic in the sense 

17 

that it is the subject that proves the existence of the object, but 

they are realistic in that the object is not dependent upon the subject 

for its existence. In fact, just the opposite is true. Neither 

philosopher finds it possible to conceive of pure consciousness. To 

be conscious, for both of them, always means to be conscious of 

something, and that something exists independent of anv particular 

26. Ibid., p.62. 
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subject. Ramanuja says for any object to be proven to exist it must 

be the object of ~ conscious subject, viz., an object could possibly 

exist independent of any subject but its existence could not be 

proven. Hartshorne's position is that to be an object is to be the 

object of ~ subject but of no particular subject.
27 

The list of inadequacies Ramanuja finds in the thought of the 

Advaita Vedantans illustrates that he is just as committed to achieving 

a concept of deity that is consistent with reason and experience as is 

28 
Hartshorne. Regarding the supremacy of reason he writes: "If 

logical reasoning refutes something known through some means of 

knowledge, that means of know1edge'is no longer authoritativel,,29 

Ramanuja accepts both sense-perception (pratyak~a) and inference 

(anumana) as valid pramanas or instruments of knowledge, as does Hart-. . 
shorne, but he also considers sacred scripture (sruti), the testimony 

(sabda) of those who possess the "higher knowledge", to be a se1f-

validating, unique source of knowledge, where Hartshorne does not. 

While the Scriptures are subject to the bar of reason, in the sense that 

they cannot affirm contradictory propositons, Ramanuja believes that 

the higher knowledge of the Supreme Being cannot be attained through 

logical reasoning or experience, whether ordinary or yogic. Scripture 

alone is the source of this knowledge. This difference between Hartshorne 

and Ramanuja is exemplified in their different understandings of how 

the existence of God is to be established. While they both reject all 

27. The significance of this difference between Ramanuja and 
Hartshorne is discussed on pages 90-111. 

28. Supra, pp.S-6. 

29. Thibaut, p.74. 
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empirically founded arguments, Hartshorne seeks to establish it by 

the ontological argument, and Ramanuja contends it cannot be rationally 

30 established but as re'lealed in the sacred texts. 

Hartshorne believes the existence of God, because of his unique 

nature, can be affirmed on the basis of what is conceivable, when we 

extrapolate from ordinary experience. And what is the nature of 

ordinary experience? Hartshorne says 

••• reflection upon experience, if sufficiently 
attentive, careful and dispassionate, will 
convince anyone (a) that an ultimate dualism 
of mind and mere matter is an absurdity, and 
(b) that a monism of mere matter is only the same 
dualism in disguise, since no one can effectively 
think that there is no such thing as thinking ..• 
while he perfectly well can think that there is 
no such thing as mere matter, wholly devoid of 
feeling or awareness. 3l 

In sum, Hartshorne's contention is that the subject-object relation 

is really a feeling of feeling, rather than a sentient subject 

perceiving insentient matter, which is the common understanding of 

the nature of experience and is the view of Ramanuja. Hartshorne 

contends that as long as experience is the only means of knowledge 

and all experience is characterized by feeling there is no basis for 

talking about non-sentient matter. He admits that such things as 

colours and other abstractions do not feel and that compound entities 

30. Actually Hartshorne's attempt to establish the existence of 
God is more complex than this. Even though he has given more attention 
to the ontological argument than any other, in Creative Synthesis and 
Philosophic Method, Chapter XIV, he gives a revised form of the ontological, 
cosmological, and teleological arguments and adds "Three Normative 
Arguments" -- epistemic or idealistic, moral and aesthetic. But, here 
again, he concludes: "None of the six arguments is empirical, from mere 
fact; all are arguments from the requirements of concepts, concepts so 
general or abstract that they cannot be simply rejected, though they may, 
of course, be left i~plicit while ~ore special concepts are explicitly 
employed" (p.294). 

31. Philosophy and Psychology of Sensation, p.135. 
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like stones and trees, which are groups of individuals, do not feel, 

but the atomic entities that make up stones and trees do. They are 

responsive to changes that take place in their environment (e.g. 

temperature and humidity), which is but another way of saying they 

have "feeling" for other feeling entities around them. Groups do not 

have feelings or experiences because "they are individuals only as 

particular collective termini for the perceptions and thoughts of 

individua1s".32 He calls this theory on the nature of existence 

"psychical ism" and defines it as "the doctrine that everything concrete 

feels, with the understanding that nothing irreducibly collective is 

33 as such, concrete". So "feeling", on Hartshorne's view is a 'cosmic 

variable', meaning that it characterizes every existent thing. Now, 

says Hartshorne, "something must measure the difference between the new 

local variables and other variables, must indicate the extent of the 

likeness and difference involved. Only a more inclusive, ultimately a 

cosmic, variable can furnish such a measure".34 Then, as we observe 

the objects of our experience, the "most obvious feature of the scale 

[of concrete entities, individuals] is increasing complexity of spatio-

temporal structure. But over at least a part of the scale there is also 

an increase in psychological complexity - complexity of feeling, volition, 

35 and thought". The nature of this increasing complexity is that of 

higher individuals containing less complex individuals and the most 

32. Charles Hartshorne, Creative Synthesis and Philosophic Method 
(London: SC~l Press Ltd., 1970), p.141. In this his latest book, Hartshorne 
says he now prefers to use the term "psychica1ism" rather than "pan­
psychicism',' which he used in his former writings. 

33. Ibid. 

34. Bevons Hurr.~.!.,,-i S::I, p. 113 . 

35. Ibid., pp. 115-116. 
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complex of all is God, the universal individual who contains all other 

individuals as his body. 

God, for Hartshorne is "the integrated sum of .;!xistence" 36 So 

the question of God's existence is really the question: "Is there an 

inherent harmony, capable of logical expression, between the religious 

and the secular functions of the human mind, and the world as portrayed 

in these funct~ons!f? 37 

Ramanuja also speaks of Brahman as the Supreme Individual 

(Paramatman), the Self who has the world as his body, but he does not 

believe that the existence of such a being can be argued for by 

extrapolating from experience. He is not convinced, on the basis of 

experience, that there is sufficient evidence for reason to make the 

inference that there is one supreme creator and sustainer of the 

38 universe rather than many. His reason for speaking of the ultimate 

principle in personal terms is founded in scripture. Early in the 

Rg-Veda there is reference to the primordial Puru~a, from whose body 

the world is created, and the Upanisads have many references to Brahman 

as pervading the world as the soul pervades the body. Ramanuja's reason 

for emphasizing this aspect of the Vedic Tradition stems from the 

strong emphasis given to the personal nature of deity by the Alvars, 

the Vai~~avite sect, and the Bhakti Movement in general, in which he was 

involved. 

Thus when comparing the theories of knowledge of Ramanuja and 

Hartshorne, we find that they both believe a synthesis of idealism and 

36. Man's Vision of Go~, p.72. 

37. Ibi~., pp.78-79. 

38. §rlbh~sva, pp.209-213. 
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realism most adequately explains the nature of experience in general 

and both insist that whatever is said about God must not violate the 

principles of consistent, coherent rational analysis. But, when it 

comes to attaining positive knowledge of God, there is not complete 

agreement between them. Hartshorne is of the opinion that reason alone, 

building from the basic religious affirmation that deus est caritas 

and a rational explanation of experience in general, can derive an 

adequate concept of deity that warrants acceptance by all rational men. 

Ramanuja, on the other hand, does not have such faith in the power of 

reason. He believes that reason must be informed by the revelations 

of scripture if any knowledge of God, including his existence, is to 

be had at all. 

This greater dependence on scripture in Ramanuja's thought, 

we believe, accounts for his giving greater consideration to the 

soteriological aspects of religion in deriving his concept of deity, 

than does Hartshorne, and finally makes his philosophical understanding 

of the nature of God the more consistent of the two with the affirmations 

of men who worship. Concern with salvation is a dominant motif in the 

idea of God as conceived by religious men in general, and it is 

intimately related to the idea that deus est caritas. Hartshorne does 

have what he considers to be a reasonable and meaningful understanding 

of salvation, and it plays a significant role in his overall scheme, but 

the kind of salvation it affords is radically different from that 

expressed in sacred scriptures in general. 

Now, since Hartshorne does not profess to be expositing scriptures, 

we cannot fault him on these grounds. The question that concerns us i~, 

are there certain reasonable concerns, on the part of religious man, 



implicit in the soteriological concepts of his scriptures, that 

Hartshorne does not adequately consider in his concept of deity? We 

will argue that there are and that this is a weakness in his thought 

that is more adequately treated by Ramanuja. Further, we will see 
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that the inadequacy of Hartshorne's concept of deity at this point is 

directly related to his rejection of the doctrine of substance, so the 

difference between the two philosophers regarding the role of scripture 

in obtaining knowledge of God is integrally related to the subject of 

our thesis. 

The brief description of the epistemological theories of Ramanuja 

and Hartshorne that we have given here are grossly oversimplified, but 

it is hoped that they are sufficient to indicate to the reader that 

there is adequate basic agreement between the two philosophers to 

warrant bringing their thought into juxtaposition and to make a 

comparative study fruitful. Also, it is hoped that what we have said 

will give the reader an idea of how the differences in the knowledge 

theories of the two philosophers figure in the development of the thesis. 

This is all it is intended to do at this point. Aspects of their 

theories will be further developed throughout the thesis because of the 

real relationship between what is known and what exists in both systems 

of thought. 

Procedure for Explicating the Thesis 

To justify this comparative study of .the concepts of deity held 

by Ramanuja and Hartshorne, we have briefly outlined the common elements 

in the situations and concerns that motivate their writing, and we have 

indicated the significant points of convergence and divergence in their 
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methodologies and epistemologies. With these preliminary considerations 

before us, we now turn to a fuller statement of the thesis of our 

study and a brief description of how it will be developed. To do this 

we will elaborate on other points of convergence in the thought of the 

two philosophers that we have only mentioned so far, i.e., their ideas 

concerning the nature of existence in general and of deity, what is 

Ultimate. 

In our discussion up to this point, we have noted that both 

Ramanuja and Hartshorne want to derive a concept of deity that will be 

consistent with and give an adequate rational explanation of religious 

man's idea of God as being supreme perfection and essentially character­

ized by love. The particular issue that concerns us is why it is that 

Ramanuja thinks it is necessary to have a doctrine of substance as 

part of such a concept of deity and Hartshorne takes the opposite view 

that the substance doctrine destroys religious man's idea of God. Our 

thesis is that it is primarily soteriological concerns that force 

Ramanuja to retain the substance doctrine and that, while this causes 

certain ambiguities and contradictions in his conception of the God­

world relation, nevertheless, these concerns are an integral part of 

religious man's understanding of the God he worships. Hartshorne's 

rejection of this doctrine prevents him from adequately dealing with the 

soteriological concerns and keeps him from fulfilling the objective he 

has set for himself. 

In our comparison of the epistemological theories of our two 

philosophers we noted that they both propose a synthesis of idealism 

and realism as the most comprehensive and consistent rational explanation 

of experience in general. This synthesis, in both cases, implies that 
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all ideas of existence are founded in experience, because to say 

something exists is to say it is or is destined to become an object 

of some experience. Thus, to understand the nature of existence we 

must understand the nature of experience and an adequate explanation 

of experience must be accepted as an adequate explanation of existence, 

because existence apart from experience is meaningless. 

All questions about the nature of existence, then, are inevitably 

questions about the nature of experience. So, the next logical 

question is, what is the nature of experience? This brings us to a 

second epistemological tenet that Ramanuja and Hartshorne hold in 

. h ° ° I ° f h O 39 common, 1.e., t at experlence lS a ways experlence 0 somet lng. And, 

because every experience is an experience of something, every experience 

has two aspects, a conscious self and what the self is conscious of. 

Up to this point, because of the idealistic tenets in their epistemo-

logies, our two philosophers are in agreement on the way existence is 

to be explained. Where they disagree is in their understanding of the 

nature of the self and what the self is conscious of, i.e., the nature 

of an individual, since they both define an individual as the unity of 

the experiencer and the experienced. 

Ramanuja's conception of an individual (jlva) involves two aspects. 

First, there is the experiencing subject or self (atman), a substan-

ce (dravya) that provides the substratum that is necessarily pre-

supposed in any adequate explanation of experience and primarily 

characterized by consciousness (caitanya).40 To say the experiencing 

subject is a substance means that it is something that abides in itself 

39. Supra, p.17. 

40. Infra, pp.32-37. 



(svani~~ha);41 something that is essentially unchanging and eternally 

actual (asti).42 The second aspect of an individual is what the self 

is conscious of and is able to control for its own benefit, its body 

(~arrra), which constitutes the mode and attributes of the self at any 

given time.
43 

The substantial self must always have some mode and 

attributes but the only particular attribute that is necessary at all 
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times is consciousness. Thus, on R~manuja's view, an individual is the 

unity of a knowing subject and a body, i.e., what the subject knows and 

controls, in a substance-attribute relationship. 

Hartshorne, too, conceives of an individual as being a unity 

with two aspects, an experiencer and what is experienced. However, 

on his view, the knowing subject is not some substance that has 

experiences as its mode and attributes. Rather, the experiencer is 

just the momentary synthesis of experience that will itself become an 

objectified part of what is synthesized by the succeeding momentary 

self in a sequence of such unified experiences. Therefore, when we refer 

to an individual as something continuing to exist over a period of 

time, according to Hartshorne, we have reference to a set of common 

characteristics abstracted from the series of momentary selves. He 

believes the "notion of substance that it is an identical entity 

containing successive accidental properties is an absurdity, a mis-

leading way of describing an individual enduring through change. The 

successive states are not 'in' the identical entity but rather .•. it 

41. Srlbhasva, p.169. 

42. Ibid., p.161. 

43. infra, pp.38-41. 



is in them".44 This statement reveals that the idea of "substance" 

rejected by Hartshorne is essentially the same as that affirmed" by 

Ramanuja. 
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The substantial self, atman, is the self-individuating principle 

in Ramanuja's conception of an individual that establishes an ultimate 

separate identity for each individual, both in relation to other 

individuals and the ultimate individual, Brahman. The counterpart to 

the atman principle in Hartshorne's thought is a set of generic 

characteristics abstracted from the accumulated experiences synthesized 

in a sequence of events that is the life of the individual. It is 

the unique set of experiences that are summed up in the life of an 

individual at any present moment that distinguishes him from other 

individuals. 

Ramanuja's reasons for believing a substance doctrine is a 

necessary part of any concept of an individual that gives an adequate 

explanation of experience constitutes the subject matter of Chapter II. 

Hartshorne's alternate view, which does not include a substance doctrine 

but is able to account for all the aspects of experience that Ramanuja 

believes makes a substance doctrine necessary, is discussed in Chapter 

III. The conclusion of these chapters is that Hartshorne appears to be 

correct in saying that a substance doctrine is superfluous to an 

adequate explanation of experience, and thus of existence, but we 

find that the "nervous system" in his conception of an individual comes 

close to Ramanuja's atman principle at significant points. 

The explication of our thesis begins with a discussion of individuals, 

not only because an understanding of the nature of the experiencer is 

44. Creative Synthesis, p.20. 



28 

necessary to an understanding of existence and thus of the epistemological 

and metaphysical presuppostions in the thought of Ramanuja and 

Hartshorne, but for two other important reasons as well. First, as we 

have mentioned already, both philosophers conceive of deity as being 

the supreme person or individual. I~ developing their concepts of 

deity they both apply the basic principles involved in their conceptions 

of ordinary individuals to the Supreme Person. In fact, because the 

God men worship is perfection, both Ramanuja and Hartshorne believe 

that deity is the supreme form of what it is to be an individual, the 

archetype of all individuals. Also, there is the point that since 

ordinary individuals are all part of the body of deity in both systems 

of thought, an analysis of their concepts of deity cannot be separated 

from an analysis of the nature of ordinary individuals. So, in Chapters 

IV and V, we discuss the concepts of an individual, as held by 

Ramanuja and Hartshorne, with reference to the divine individual, the 

great worship-eliciting being. Again, in these chapters, we find 

that there are some interesting points of agreement between the proponents. 

We have noted that they both consider God to have perfect, unqualified 

love as one of his characteristics. We will see that they agree that 

God has perfect existence and perfect knowledge and is therefore infinite. 

But, whereas Ramanuja conceives of Brahman as being one with all-

existence and all-knowledge as eternally actual and concrete, for Hartshorne 

they are abstractions from all that has become actual and will 

characterize what is to become actual. Ramanuja's position on the being­

becoming relationship, which is the essential issue behind all the 

differences discussed in these chapters, involves hiD in certain 

ambiguities and contradictions that Hartshorne is able to avoid. 
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The second important reason why we begin our study with a 

discussion of individuals stems from our thesis that the primary 

reason for Ramanuja insisting on a substance doctrine as part of his 

conception of both ordinary individual and the divine individual is his 

understanding of the nature of salvation as held by men who worship. 

The way one conceives of ordinary individual and the divine individual 

determines to a large extent one's conception of the God-world 

relationship in general and the way one understands salvation in 

particular. Hartshorne avoids the contradictions and inconsistencies 

that weaken Ramanuja's position, but the doctrine of salvation that 

results from his concept of deity-is unacceptable to Ramanuja, or, we 

believe, to religious men of the East in general. These matters will 

be our primary concern in our concluding chapter. 



II 

RAMANuJA'S CONCEPT OF AN INDIVIDUAL 

In our brief comparison of the epistemological theories of 

Ramanuja and Hartshorne in the introduction, we noted that they both 

propose a synthesis of idealism and realism as the most comprehensive 

and consistent rational explanation of experience in general. Ramanuja's 

position is that all knowledge is knowledge of what is real, meaning 

that all objects of thought have as their cause something that 

corresponds to those thought objects that is external to thought itself. 

Consciousness does not create its objects according to Ramanuja, in 

fact, he contends that consciousness cannot know its own existence apart 

from the experience of something other than itself. l This is the 

realistic side of his theory of knowledge. On the other hand, he is 

an idealist in that he also maintains that it is direct perception that 

2 proves the existence of the objects of thought. Therefore, to say 

something exists is to say that it is, was, or is capable of being an 

object of experience. And, when these two aspects of Ramanuja's theory 

of knowledge are considered together, we can infer that, on his view, an 

adequate account of all the aspects of the various kinds of experience 

will yield true understanding of the nature of existence in general. 

Consequently, through a survey of his anaiysis of the nature of experience, 

1. Sriblli'isv3., p.l43. These objects of thought can be objects in 
the exter~al 0orld, feelinzs within the body, memory objects, or dream 
objects. Rciec bele.:, pp. 33-35. 

2. Ibid., pp.54-56. 

30 
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we will discover the role the doctrine of substance plays in his 

metaphysics and what aspects of experience he thinks makes it a 

necessary part of a comprehensive explanation of existence. 

Because he believes every experience is necessarily an experience 

of something, Ramanuja contends that every experience presupposes the 

existence of two things, a conscious self (atman) and what the self is 

conscious of. These two separate though intimately related entities 

constitute what Ramanuja conceives to be an individual (jlva). In other 

words, he defines an individual as the unity of an experiencer and the 

experienced. 

Ramanuja's conception of an individual (jIva) involves two aspects. 

First, there is the experiencing subject or self (atman), a substance 

(dravya) that provides the substratum that is necessarily presupposed 

in any adequate explanation of experience and primarily characterized 

b . (.) 3 y conSClousness caltanya. To say the experiencing subject is a 

substance means that it is something that abides in itself (svanistha);4 

something that is essentially unchanging and eternally actual (asti).5 

The second aspect of an individual is what the self is conscious of and 

is able to control for its O,ill benefit, its body (sarlra), which 

constitutes the mode and attributes of the self at any given time.
6 

The 

substantial self must always have some mode and attributes but the 

only particular attribute that is necessary at all times is consciousness. 

Thus, on Ramanuja's view, an individual is the unity of a knowing 

3. 

4. 

5. 

Jnfra, pp.32-36. 
'" - -Sribhasva, p.169. 

Ibid., p.161. 

6. .InfrL'i, pp.39-41. 
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subject and a body, i.e., what the subject knows and controls, in a 

substance-attribute relationship. Now the question is, what is the 

relationship between these two aspects? To get an answer to this 

question we must understand the nature of the atman. 

Atman, the Substratum of Consciousness 

The first thing to be said about the atman, as Ramanuja 

conceives it, is that it is the knowing subject (jnat:) in all 

experiencing. It is the permanent substratum of all knowing and 

acting, and it has consciousness (anubhuti, avagati, jnana, samvit)7 as 

its essential nature. Ramanuja rejects the idea that consciousness 

and atman are identically one and the same.
8 

The relationship 

between them is visi~~advaita, qualified non-duality. Consciousness and 

atman are different in the sense that they denote different things, but 

they are not really different because the atman has consciousness 

as its essential attribute and consciousness never exists otherwise. 

Ramanuja takes this position vis-a-vis the monism of Samkara, who 

holds that atman and consciousness are identical. To show the 

superiority of his position he points to the way in which consciousness 

is experienced. If we ask the monist how we know consciousness exists?, 

his answer is that it is self-evident. And, to this Ramanuja replies, 

"what is that self to whom it is proven?" Consciousness is always 

experienced as relating a self to some object or group of objects; 

7. Srlbhasya, pp.61, 70. All these terms refer to the same attribute 
according to Ramanuja. 

8. "The Knm'ier alone is referred to as ,vitness both in the Vedas and 
in the world [and] not mere Juana". (Ibid., p. 77 .) 



"how possibly can that 'Samvit' experience its own nature of its own 

9 
accord?" This argument against Samkara is important to our thesis 
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because of Ramanuja's insistence that it is the experience of something 

that proves its existence and Hartshorne's idea that experience and 

existence are one. With this understanding of the relationship between 

experience and existence, Ramanuja must establish a continuous, unbroken 

experience of being a self in order to establish the existence of the 

substantial atman. Before we enter into a critical analysis of his 

position on this matter we will state all the arguments he puts forward 

to support the positing of a substantial self, because they are interrelated. 

As we reflect on the experience of consciousness, our first 

consideration is the fact that its essential nature is such that it is its 

9. Ibid., p.61. This point presupposes Ramanuja's idea that it is 
the experience of something that proves its existence. From this point 
of view, if there is no experience of consciousness, how do we know it 
exists? The Advaitan response to this is that it is intuited in all 
experience. If it is necessary to posit an individual atman as the sub­
stratum of consciousness to which the existence of consciousness is proven, 
then we must infer that this atman itself is consciousness in order for 
it to experience consciousness. Ashutosh Bhattacharyya Shastri, in his 
Studies in Post-Sarnkara Dialectics (Calcutta: University of Calcutta, 1936), 
p.43, makes this criticism of Ramanuja: "If ••• knowledge is not believed 
to be capable of revealing its own existence and if it is thought to be 
dependent on another distinct kno~vledge for the revelation of its existence, 
the consequence will be a vicious infinite series and so no knowledge 
would be possible." 

The Advaitans maintain that the being of consciousness is logically 
prior to the experience of consciousness. Consciousness is intuitively 
experienced when it is relation to maya. But maya is, on the Advaitan's 
own view, false (~) or impermanent. Therefore, Ramanuja asks, how 
can we prove the existence of a permanent, continuous, unchanging consciousness 
if it is only experienced in what is impermanent, momentary and constantly 
changing. Is it not equally possible that the impermanent, momentary objects 
of consciousness give rise to the moments of subjective consciousness, 
as the Buddhists suggest? In fact, this Buddhist idea is close to 
Hartshorne's idea that the knowing subject is essentially "feeling of 
f-eel ing " , so we will return to this question at the end of this chapter. 
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presence that makes it possible for other things to become objects 

of thought, but it cannot stand as an object to itself. Consciousness 

10 
is the subject of all experience and the object of none. Therefore, 

we can readily see that its existence is evident in every experience, 

because it is the necessary presupposition in all experience. This 

is why consciousness is said to be svayamprakasa, "self-luminous". 

However, consciousness is not self-luminous to consciousness in general; 

it is self-luminous to a self, atman. Just from an analysis of our 

ordinary experience, Ramanuja claims, we see that the nature of 

experience reveals not only the self-luminous nature of consciousness 

but also the atman whose essential attribute it is. 

'Anubhuti' is well known to all as a special 
attribute of the Atman, the experiencer, 
having the nature of conducting favourableness 
for practical usage with respect to its resort 
of something by its very existence ... ; relating 
to an object and having Atman as the Witness in 
the form 'I know the jar', 'I comprehend this 
object', 'I am conscious of the jar' .11 

In the above statement, Ramanuja makes two points. First, if 

consciousness is a self-existent substance rather than a quality of 

atman, it would serve no practical purpose. There would just be 

experience with no moral or aesthetic value. It ~vould be an end in 

itself and one experience ~'lOuld be as valuable as another, which is 

contrary to our actual experience. We think of our experiences as 

10. However, Ramanuj a does allmv that past modes of one's mm 
consciousness are valid objects of knowledge and we can know the 
consciousness of others by inference from" their words and acts. "And if 
the inferential knowledge from the experiences of others is not admitted, 
there would be the undesirable result viz., the whole practical usage in 
respect of words would be rooted out [of existence1 on account of the 
absence of 2p?rehension of the relat ion bet,veen \vords and their senses" 
(tribh~s7H, p.54). 

11. Srlbhasva, p.6l. 



having varying degrees of significance and as conveying varying 

degrees of enjoyment and pain. Cons'ciousness alone does not make 

such value judgments nor does it make aesthetic discriminations, so 

there must be some substratum that unifies these qualities. 

His second point is that we are directly aware of the substrate, 

atman, and the attribute of ·that substrate, consciousness, in such 

ordinary experiences as are expressed in the form 'I know the jar' , 
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when consciousness relates the atman to a jar. If there was consciousness 

alone, rather than the conscious atman, there would simply be the 

experience of the jar rather than the experience of being a self who 

has knowledge of the jar. In other words, all consciousness is 

experienced as being "centered" or as radiating from some point, which 

is its substratum, as opposed to it being some pervasive, self-existent 

awareness. This is why Ramanuja contends that consciousness is always 

the consciousness of some atman, some "I", and insists that the "I" is 

just as real in the experience of the jar as the jar itself. The atman 

is a saksin or witness, by nature, and this witness is what is referred 

to in the first person in the form "I know". This is the teaching of 

the scriptures, as well as being implied in ordinary language.
12 

The 

idea of "I" is an integral part of all experience and not something that 

comes from reflection on experience. 

Ramanuja illustrates this relationship between the atman and 

consciousness with several analogies and derives a second argument for 

the non-identity of atman and consciousness. Consciousness is to the 

atman as the flame of a lamp, together with its lustre, is to the lamp, 

12. §rlbh~sva, p.77. 



and as the lustre of a jewel is to the jewel. In each case the 

substrate and its attribute can be separated in thought and referred 

to as though they were separate entities, but the attribute has no 

existence apart from its substance. 

The attribute is dependent on the substrate, but this does not 

imply that the substrate is in turn dependent upon the attribute. 

They exist in what Hartshorne calls an asymmetrical relationship. 

As in the case of a lamp 

the lustre is the quality of the lustrous 
substance, still it is but the lustrous substance, 
not a quality like whiteness etc. on account 
of its existing elsewher,e also, other than its 
resort, and on account of its being possessed 
of dissimilarity from the other attributes 
whiteness and others, as it is possessed of 
[the quality] colour. And it is a lustrous 
substance itself owing to its being possessed 
of an illumining quality, and not another 
object. And being possessed of illumining 
nature is due to illumining its o~m nature and 
others. The practical usage, however, of it 
as quality is based upon its having that 
permanent resort and being subordinate to it 
[the lustrous object].13 
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Logically we can distinguish bet~"een the flame as a lustrous substance 

and the light emitted from it. In this sense light is a quality of 

the luminous substance, but existentially the light is not something 

apart from the luminous substance. Consequently, light is a quality 

of a luminous substance but not in the way whiteness is a quality. 

Whiteness can be a quality of a number of different kinds of substrata 

but light only of a luminous substances, ~.e., substances that illumine 

themselves and other objects. Because of this, light and luminous 

substance have the sar1.e referend, but 1l'I:linclus substance refers to 

the substratum of liSh;:: plus othc::r qUc11iti2s, e.g., hedt. In the Sdm2 

~"ay, the terms consci8usness and atman refey to the same entity, but 

13. Ihid., p.64. 
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atman refers to the substratum of consciousness plus many other 

qualities. 

The Atman and Its Essential Nature Unchanging and Permanent 

Let us grant that Ramanuja's arguments justify his idea of 

a self that unifies its essential attribute consciousness with the 

other qualities that make up a unified experience. Is it not possible 

that the experiencer of something like a jar is just as impermanent as 

the jar, the object of the experience, i.e., is it nothing more than 

the unity of the qualities of that experience? If it is, it is not 

a self-existent dravya or substance but a complex of interrelated 

qualities and dependent upon them for its existence. Ramanuja refutes 

this and describes the atman as being permanent, unchanging and eternal. 

He writes: "Further, 'being the Knower' does not involve modification, 

for 'being the Knower' is being the resort of the quality of knowledge. 

And the knowledge of this [Atman] which is eternal, owing to its 

being the natural attribute is eternal".14 Assuming that the atman 

is eternal and unchanging, consciousness, as an essential quality of 

the atman, must also be eternal and unchanging. 

We will not take up Ramanuja's arguments for the eternality of 

h - h" 15 b 1 . d h' f' t e atman at t 1S p01nt ut et us conSl er 1S reasons or say1ng 

it is permanent and unchanging. Again he points to the nature of 

experience. It is common for us to speak of having experienced a given 

object on previous occasions. We have two or more different cognitions 

14. Ibid., p.69. 

15. This will be discussed in Chapter IV. 
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( • )16 b h samvedana of an object and we are able to speak of it as eing t e 

same object because they are the cognitions of the same conscious 

subject. Likewise, WG experience change in the contents of consciousness 

(cognitions), as when we say, "I know the Periodic Table"; then, later 

on, when that cognition is no longer present in consciousness, we 

say, "I knew the Periodic Table at one time", or "I, the knowing subject, 

no longer have knowledge of the Periodic Table". This awareness of 

sameness and change in the contents of consciousness is possible only 

because of the permanent, perduring subject (atman). "For there is no 

possibility of recognition by somebody of something experienced by 

17 
another". 

Ramanuja's distinction between consciousness (Samvid) and cognitions 

(Samvedana) must not be misconstrued as meaning they are two separate 

referends. The atman, as knowing subject, remains constant through 

all its experiences. Cognitions are but different modes of 

consciousness, as it expands and contracts. P.N. Srinivasachari puts 

it this way: 

16. Cognition, conation, and feeling are three functions of consciousness. 

17. SrIbhasya, p.61. P.N. Srinivasachari makes the following statement 
regarding the necessity of a continuing self: 

The postulation of a mental series without an 
enduring self behind it is self-contradictory. 
Being is always presupposed in the process of 
becoming. The VEW that consciousness is momentary 
and perishing fails to explain the reality of the 
persistence of the self based upon personal identity. 
The self is not a mere aggregate of the five skandhas, 
but is a permanent subject which makes possible the 
synthetic unity of different sensations. The sensa­
tionalistic view would lead to nihilism as is illus-
trated in the history of European thought in transition 
from Locke to HUI:1e. Philos~1'" of Vis] s t?idvaita, pp .10-11. 



Juana is the determining quality of the atman-; 
but it is also substantive as it is subject 
to the changes of contraction and expansion .•• 
Jnana is ever identical with itself though its 
manifestations are liable to change. It changes 
without losing its nature and remains the same 
entity. 18 

39 

To understand how this is possible, we must realize that for Ramanuja 

the atman is atomic. It is a non-extended point from which its 

attribute jnana radiates. Potentially, the pervasiveness of 

consciousness is infinite, in that it is not essentially limited 

by anything other than itself (a matter to which we shall return).19 

Consciousness is always the same. All ideas of change are but changes 

in the mode of consciousness as it expands and contracts in correspondence 

with the objects of consciousness, causing it to manifest itself in 

different ways. 

With respect to this image of the atman reaching out via its 

consciousness, Ramanuja speaks of- it as "enjoyer" (bhoktr), Le., as 

a passive receiver of the modifications which its consciousness undergoes. 

And, in relation to this, we begin to see the relationship that exists 

between the atman and the body. 

Ramanuja says the atman, "abiding in one part of the body, 

experiences pain abiding in the whole of the body".20 The atman is 

located in the heart and pervades the whole body by its quality 

consciousness working through the pra~as, i.e. the vital breath and the 

five sense organs. Ramanuja quotes the Brhadara~yaka Upani~ad (II:l:18): 

18. P.N. Srinivasachari, The Philosophy of Visistadvaita (Adyar, 
Madras: The Theosophical Publishing House, 1946), pp:285-286. 

19. Infr~, p.143. 

20. SrIbhdS\'Ci, p.729. 
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"In this very way, he catching hold of these vital airs, moves about 

at will within his body". And what is a body? "Any substance which a 

sentient soul is capable of completely controlling and supporting for 

its own purposes, and which stands to the soul in an entirely subordinate 

21 relation, is the body of that soul". 

The physical body then, is a kind of vehicle (sarIra) for the 

atman, which is sensitive to its body because it is by nature a 

conscious subject. Being embodied, in this way, the consciousness of 

the atman takes the form of the body that contains it and experiences 

that body as being its own. Because of this, we can say that the body 

literally informs the soul's consciousness. However, the consciousness 

is not limited to the body, it extends itself through the sense-

organs to the outside world and becomes informed by the objects and 

effects of other consciousnesses it encounters there. Hence, it is 

the particular information of the consciousness of the atman that 

constitutes its self-knowledge (thinking of the self as identical with 

the body) and its knowledge of the world, of which the body is the most 

21. Thibaut, p.424. The significant point to be remembered regarding 
the relationship between the atman and the other aspects of the jiva is 
that the ~tman is of a different order. It is eternal, uncreated and 
essentially unchanging, whereas all the other aspects are temporarily 
created by Isvara out of prakrti. As to· the number and order of the 
categories into which the prakrti aspect of the jiva is divided, as 
Ramanuja conceived them, we need not be greatly concerned. Srinivasachari 
writes: "Visistadvaita defines the self negatively as the purusa different 
from the twenty-four categories of prak~ti". op. cit., p.285.· 

The main categories mentioned by Ramanuj a are pri~ma (vital breath), 
manas (mind), and the five indriyas (sense organs). He describes their 
functions in this way: 

The work of the organs, inclusive of the manas, 
is to act as instrum€nts of cognition and action, 
while the 1dork of breath is to m.::lintain the body and 
the organs. It is for this reascn that the 
subsistence of the organs depends on breath, that 
the organs themselves are called pranas. Thibaut, p.S77. 
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immediate part. In this way, Ramanuja is able· to speak of the individual 

(jiva) as changing, because the essential consciousness of the at man 

does undergo real change in its mode of being (epistemic change), while 

the essential nature of the atman, which is ontological, i.e., 

constitutes its being, remains constant.
22 

Ramanuja thus takes the relationship between consciousness and 

cognitions to be one of substance to attributes. But, so far, his 

description of an individual has only explained how a continuous, 

essentially unchanging consciousness can be proven to exist through a 

series of modes of consciousness. Ramanuja's proposition requires more 

than this. Can one who says that the existence of something is proven 

by knowledge of it speak of something having unchanging, permanent 

being and, at the same time, admit that the knowledge that proves the 

existence of that being changes? There must be consciousness of 

something, viz., consciousness must be informed in some way at all 

times, to intuitively prove the permanent existence of consciousness 

itself. A cessation or lapse of consciousness would leave open the 

possibility that the conscious atman is impermanent and that its 

existence is contingent upon the impermanent objects of its experience. 

Consequently, Ramanuja's idea of a continuing self is contingent upon 

a continuing consciousness of something in all states of existence. 

And, he sees no reason for believing that this is not the case. The 

differences in experience between the various states of existence 

waking, dreaming, deep sleep, and turiya or release, are simply 

22. F.K. Lazarus, in his book Ra:.1::inuja and Bovne (Bombay: Chetana 
Ltd., 1962), p.231, makes the distinction this Hay: "The changeful 
character of finite kno' .. 'lcdZc is o",in;; to its association "lith the body, 
while the capacity to· knm·, at all is associated only with selves". 
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differences in the degree to which consciousness is extended. It is 

not that consciousness is present in some of these states and absent 

in others. After all, in the state of being awake, all experience 

belongs to a knowing "I"; dreams are always the dreams of some knowing 

subject; and even in the state of deep sleep the self "shines forth only 

in the form 'I', because he ·illumining in respect of himself does 

shine forth as 'I' alone".23 This is evident from the fact that "the 

person risen from sleep reviews the thing experienced prior to the 

state of deep sleep in the form 'By me was done this', 'By·me was this 

experienced', 'I myself spoke thus' .,,24 Furthermore, "that inmost Atman 

shines forth as 'I' himself even in Salvation, on account of his 

illumining in respect of himself".25 

The idea of a continuing conscious atman, at least at the common 

sense level of understanding, in the states of being awake and dreaming 

are not too difficult to accept, but when it comes to speaking of the 

atman as being conscious of something in deep sleep or "in Salvation",26 

we are not as willing to accede to the possibility. Therefore, we 

must be more explicit about what is meant by "being conscious of 

something". 

The most important point to be realized in this regard is that 

"being conscious of something" does not mean the same thing as "being 

conscious of an object". Ramanuja says that consciousness in this 

latter sense is not eternal and the knowledge of this is derived from 

23. Srlbhasya, p. 77 . 

24. Ibid., p.76. 

25. Ibid., p.78. 

26. We will take up the meaning of this in Chapter VI. 



"valid non-perception" (anupalabdhi) • 

••• the knowledge from Direct perception proving 
its object, jar and others existing at the time 
of its own existence, is not seen to make one 
apprehend the existence [of the jar and others] at 
all times, the existence pertaining to the prior 
and posterior time of jar and others is not appre­
hended, and that non-apprehension is on account of 
t~e a~7rehension of the cognition circumscribed by 
tJ.me. 
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The point of this being that if consciousness of objects is eternal, 

then the objects themselves must be eternal, since it is the direct 

perception of objects that proves their existence, i.e., to sayan 

object 'exists' is to say it 'exists for consciousness'. Thus, in 

true idealistic form, Ramanuja makes the existence of an object depend 

on the subject. But, at the same time, he maintains that there is no 

knowledge of consciousness apart from objects. "There cannot be for 

the matter of that, any 'samvit' not referring to any object, on 

account of (its) non-perception; for, the self-illumination of the 

'samvit' has been justified by Perception itself (and) owing to its 

having the nature of illumining the object itself".28 In brief, being 

conscious of objects or consciousness in the subject-object relation-

ship is in constant flux, with the existence of objects and knowledge 

of consciousness being dependent upon each other. Added to this is the 

fact that consciousness of objects is non-existent in the states of deep 

sleep, intoxication, swoon, etc., because in these states we 

remember nothing as having been experienced and "the absence of remembrance 

as a rule establishes definitely the absence of experience" 29 Further-

27. 

28. 

" .,. 
SrJ.bha~ya, p.S6. 

Ibid., p.S7. 

29. Ibid. Ramanuja does not take this to be an absolute rule, 
because there is the possibility of the loss of all impressions, as in 
the case of "the extinction of the body, which sets at naught all im­
pressions" (loc. cit.). 



more, this lack of remembrance during the state of deep sleep is 

not a matter of forgetting, because there is definite non-perception; 

"its establishment being done by the reflection itself in the form 'I 

did not know anything during this time' in the case of one risen 

from sleep".30 

Consciousness in the mode of being conscious of external 

objects comes and goes, but consciousness gua consciousness is always 

present. 

In the case of Juana existing even in deep sleep 
etc., there is the possibility of its manifestation 
in the waking state etc., and so, its being an 
attribute persisting in its nature is appropriate. 
Like the (virile) nature of man etc. - Just as 
the virile ingredient etc., the essential charac­
teristic of a man, although existing in childhood, 
is unmanifest, and is manifested in youth, by this 
(one cannot say that) being possessed of the 
virility is only occasional in a man. 3l 

Consciousness is always present, but it is manifested only in the 

waking state and in dreams, when it relates itself to object. We 

could say that in deep sleep consciousness is a potentiality, which 
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it is, but it is more than that, because there is the unbroken, always 

actual consciousness of being an "I" (.'itmanubhava). This "1-

consciousness" is not a matter of the consciousness having the "I" as 

object but an awareness of being. P.N. Srinivasachari puts it this way: 

Jnana is not a mere continuum or a synthesis, 
but is the integral consciousness of the self 
and is more than its partial expressions of 
cognition, feeling and conation. The self 

30. Ibid., pp.57, 58. 

31. Ibid., p.733. 



is different from the knowing processes and is 
presupposed in the subject-object consciousness. 32 

An indication of this "I-awareness" in deep sleep is found in 

the statement "I slept well", says Ramanuja. When we reflect upon a 
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period of deep sleep in this way, it appears that even during that time 

33 the "I" was aware of the pleasure of sleep. It is in this sense of 

consciousness as self-awareness that the conscious subject, the 

atman, is ever conscious of something. Consequently, this having been 

established, it cannot be maintained that to be a knower, a conscious 

subject, is to be something essentially changing. "For to be a knower 

is to be the substrate of the quality of knowledge, and as the knowing 

self is eternal, knowledge which is an essential quality of the self is 

34 Another way of stating what Ramanuja believes he has 
also eternal." 

established is to say that the ontological status of the atman is always 

the same but it undergoes epistemic cha~ge. 

The Atman As Agent 

Having established the permanence of the atomic atman and of its 

unchanging essential attribute, consciousness, Ramanuja proceeds to 

arguments that demonstrate that the atman is also a doer, an agent 

(kartr), and not just a passive knower or enjoyer (bhoktr). This latter 

idea, that the atman is by nature a bhoktr is derived from the fact that 

the conscious atman must always be conscious of something in order to 

prove its continuous, permanent existence. Now the question is, where 

32. Srinivasachari, p.289. 

" -33. Sribhasva, p.7S. Ramanuja appears to contradict this idea of 
consciousness ~8ntinuing in deep sleep in IV:4:16 of the §rlbh~sva where 
he states that the jitTIli'lll_ is unconsc:iou.3 in the states of deep sieep and 
dying. \oJe will til'~e this ffintter up in Chapter VI \·;hen we discuss the 
characteristics of the released atman. 

34. Thib~~t, p.63. 
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is the locus of responsibility for the particular cognitions that 

inform the consciousness of the atman at any given time and constitute 

its self-understanding. and that give rise to the particular behaviour 

manifested by the jiva at that time? Ramanuja insists that this 

responsibility must ultimately rest within the sentient atman itself. 

His insistence is based on three principles: the relevance of scripture 

to the atman's self-understanding. the responsibility of the atman for 

what it knows and does not know. and the responsibility of the atman 

for its existential situation. 

Let us take his arguments based on scriptural significance first. 

Does Scripture have any relevance 'to the atman? If it does. the 

injunctions to do certain acts imply that the atman is an agent. Deny 

that the atman is an agent and you make the scripture irrelevant. 

Scriptures (sastras) prescribe actions for the one who is "desirous of 

heaven" and "the one desirous of liberation". The very word "sastra" 

is derived from the root "sas", which means to command, to order, to 

" / direct. He writes: "the Sastra is (so called) because of its Sasana 
, 

(ordering). and Sasana is - directing (one) to act and the role of a 

" 35 director in the case of Sastra is through producing knowledge". For 

instance, in the case of "the one desirous of liberation", he is directed 

to meditate on Brahm2n. If this injunction is addressed to the non-

sentient aspect of man rather than the sentient atman, the sastras are 

insignificant as far as the latter is concerned. "Therefore, it is only 
, 

when the enjoyer, a sentient one, is the agent, that the Sastra can 

h . 'f' " 36 ave slgnl lcance . 

35. 

36. 

r .' 
Sribh~sva, p.736. 

Ibid. 
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The matter of the atman's responsibility for what it knows and 

does not know, the second principle Ramanuja is concerned with, is 

related to the first. He reminds us that the scriptures say that 

"Knowledge performs the sacrifice, it performs all works" (Tait. Up. 

11:5).37 It is true that these acts are done by the body of the atman, 

so with respect to the mechanics of the act, the atman is not the agent. 

However, "knowledge" necessarily has the atman as its substrate, so 

this verse must mean that the active will of the sentient atman is 

ultimately the agent in the making of sacrifice and the performance of 

all works. 

Furthermore, the conscious atman is responsible for its knowledge 

because of the manner in which knowledge is received. For one thing, 

as mentioned above and as stated in scripture, the atman moves about 

its own body through the pra~as. This presumably requires an act of 

will on the part of the atman, so the degree to which consciousness is 

extended at any time is self-determined. In other words, even though 

the consciousness does not create its objects, it determines what is to 

be accepted into consciousness. And, it determines the manner in which 

it receives impressions of objects external to it. Every cognition 

involves the discrimination of qualities and objects, of truth and 

falsity, or of some ethical or aesthetic value. So each cognition 

involves an act of judgment on the part of the conscious atman. 

If it is said that scripture does not direct the atman to do but 

37. This same text says: "All the gods Vlorship as the eldest the 
Brahman Vlhich is understanding", Vlhich implies that the Brahman is the 
agent in the sacrifice and Harks, rather than the ~.!;rnCl.D. Rarnanuj a 
resolves this ar\~'arent problco::-J through his antar_'ji:l1in doctrine, ,,,hich 
we consider in Cl!.:,.pter IV. 



48 

to realize what is, i.e., to appropriate knowledge of its self, then 

the act of appropriation is at least appropriate for the atman. If no 

act is required, it is what it now knows itself to be. This implies 

that the atman has no responsibility for its present knowledge, which 

includes its present self-understanding. But, considering the way 

knowledge is acquired and the fact that actions are not all shared 

equally by all atmans but are experienced as my acts and the acts of 

others, both experiences involving a responsible, active knower, to 

say that the atman is not this active, knowing subject is to take it 

out of the realm of knowledge altogether. Consequently, practical 

reason requires that we acknowledge that the agent responsible for the 

act of knowing is none other than the atman. 

The atman is responsible not only for what it knows and does not 

know, it is also responsible for its existential situation.
38 

This is 

necessarily so, on the basis of practical reason, because if we attribute 

all acts to the body, the gu~as, and insist that the atman, as non-

agent, is something apart from and unrelated to the existential 

situation upon which the body acts, then we must ask, what is the 

situation of the atman? The only situation that consciousness knows is 

the one in which it performs the sacrifice and all other works. There-

fore, the atman can only be the substrate of that active, knowing 

subject whose situation is that upon ,,,hieh it acts through its body. 

38. The particular existential situation in which the atman is located 
at any particular time is due to a number-of factors other than its own 
determining powers. In fact, the chief determining agent- at any time 
is Isvara, who determines the level of existence in which the atman is 
embocied and to a large degree the kind of experience the atman has. Even 
the dreams he has are produced by i§vara. However, j§vara ~auses the 
i'itT:l::r:'.' S type of e0.bodinl~Ilt arid e:-:pe.riences on the basis of the particular 
1.:3rT:l~l of the i:z1dividu:J.l and this is ",hat r.la~:c-s hi:o1 rcsponsi1Jle for his 
o,vn situation. He will discuss this further in Chapter VI. 
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This point is extremely crucial with reference to the act of 

meditation in the final state (samadhi), which is the instrument of 

release (mukti) , if it does not belong to the atman. But it is just 

in this act that the atman realizes its difference from prakrti (which 

includes all aspects of the self other than the atman). Therefore, 

this act cannot belong to anything other than the atman itself. 39 If 

the act does belong to something other than the atman, then the experience 

of mukti will also belong to that something and not the atman. This, 

according to Ramanuja, would make all human activity essentially 

meaningless in any ultimate, significant sense. And, as already noted 

in our introductory remarks, one of the most important concerns 

motivating Ramanuja's thought, which he shares with Hartshorne, is to 

work out a relationship between the eternal, universal, necessary 

aspect of existence (being) and the temporal, particular, contingent 

aspect (becoming) in such a way as to give ultimate significance to 

the latter. 

We have presented Ramanuja's arguments in support of the thesis 

that the atman is a kartr very briefly because we are not concerned 

with the details or with the particular psycho-physical concepts used 

by him. Our only concern is with the kind of arguments he uses and 

the fundamental principles he is concerned with. All the arguments 

are basically in the form of: given a certain fundamental principle, 

practical reason requires that we affirm that atman is an agent. 

Before we move to Hartshorne, we must notice two more significant 

points about Ramanuja's conception of the atman as agent. The first is 

39. Srlbhasya, 11:3:34-38. 



germane to our comparison of these two philosophers, because, 

whereas we find Hartshorne saying, "To exist is to act upon other 

existing things",40 making the activity of being in relatedness 

the necessary element of existence, Ramanuja makes self-consciousness 

the necessary characteristic and says that activity affected by the 

atman on and through its body is non-essential. 

The Atman, although endowed with the sense­
organs - vak (Speech) etc., acts when he 
wishes, but does not act when he wishes not; 
just as a carpenter even when the tools, axe, 
etc., are near, acts or does not act according 
to his will.4l 

The atman is essentially a knowing subject and is always 

50 

present to itself as a subject, as "I". Therefore the act of knowing, 

in the sense of conscious self-awareness, is essential to the atman 

to prove its existence and the existence of conscious~ess itself. But, 

the existence of the jiva, as the unity of an experiencer, the 

conscious atman, and what is experienced, the intuited substance, 

atman, is not contingent upon it being actively related to anything 

external to itself, as Hartshorne affirms. His existence is independent 

of the external world. The import of this is that the being of the 

self is ahlaVs actual, i.e., transcendental to temporality, and his 

activities are all temporal and particular. Even the activity of knowing, 

in the discursive, subject-object sense, is always temporal and 

particular; therefore they are dependent for their being upon their 

substratum, the atman. 

40. Creative Synthesis, p.113. The meaning of this statement will 
be explained in the next chapter Vlhere the implications of the difference 
between R~~~nujd and Hartshorne on this point will also be dealt Vlith. 

41. 
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The second significant point we need to take note of concerning 

the atman as an agent is that the decision to act in a given way is a 

free decision on the part of the atman. Ramanuja says the atman acts 

"according to his will", and that this is allowed by the Lord (Isvara). 

This is a significant point for our study because one of Hartshorne's 

major criticisms of classical theism is that it does not allow (with 

42 
logical consistency) for real freedom. The reason it does not is 

that freedom is precluded by its understanding of divine omniscience. 

And, the logical consequence of this, Hartshorne maintains, is that 

ultimately meaningful (in the sense of "meaningful to God") moral acts 

are also precluded. 

It is precisely in this context, i.e., of what morality requires, 

that Ramanuja speaks of the kind of freedom the atman has in his acting. 

Those K~etra-Knowers again, with powers endowed 
by him, with sense-organs and body awarded by 
him, with him as their support, of their own 
accord, in conformity with their will, take to 
Karmans of the nature of merit and demerit. And 
then, having known (a person) performing a deed 
of the nature of merit and acting in accordance 
with his ordinance - (the Paramapuru~a) makes him 
prosper in religious duty, material prosperity, 
love and salvation; he unites one transgressing 
(his) ordinance with their opposites. 43 

Using Ramanuja's analogy of the atman as a carpenter, we can say 

that all the tools for any activity and the ability to act at all are 

supplied to the atman (k~etra-knower or "knower of the field") by 

Isvara (Paramapurusa). Because of this, there is not even the possibility 

42. Hartshorne believes the doctrine of a substantial self-identical 
individual is one of the greatest deterrents to a logically consistent 
idea of freedom. This probleo is discussed inf~~, pp. 240-242. 
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for acting apart from the Supreme Lord. In fact, Ramanuja explicitly 

states that without the "permission of the Paramatman" the activity of 

the atman is impossible. However, the atman does have sufficient 

freedom in determining how he shall act on any given occasion to make 

him responsible for the consequences of his acts. And, it is on the 

basis of his acts that the karman of the individual is determined to be 

good or bad. Hence, it is the way the individual exercises his 

freedom that determines the kind of karman he has and Isvara justly 

rewards each individual according to his karman without pity. 

Without this freedom, all injunctions and prohibitions would be mean-

. I 44 l.ng ess. Consequently, on the basis of what morality requires, 

Ramanuja rejects the idea that all activity is totally determined by 

forces external to the atman. 

In the beginning of this chapter, we stated that Ramanuja supports 

the classical substance-attribute dichotomy in his analysis of what 

constitutes an individual. We have seen how, in the case of an 

individual sentient being (jIva) , the atman is the substratum of his 

essential quality, consciousness (samvit), which is always actual, and 

of his non-essential quality, active agent (kartr), which is always 

potentially present but actual only when freely willed by the atman. 

We have considered Ramanuja's arguments as to why the atman must be, 

along with his essential quality, permanent and unchanging. What changes 

is the mode of consciousness and the body~ the second aspect of the 

jIva, in which the atman abides. The body is non-essential to the being 

of the ~trr!an, for he can exist in a bodiless stGte, 45 but some body is 

4[,. Ibid., p.74l. 

45. In the state of release (moksa) the 5tman may be with or without 
a body by an act of ,dll. Sr~?j~ls\'d:-p.1049-:----
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necessary for him to have particular objective experience and to 

actualize his potentially active nature. Furthermore, it is the previous 

acts of the atman that caused his present mode of being. This is what 

gives value to the contingent, becoming aspect of existence. Hence, for 

Ramanuja, the becoming aspect of the jIva is dependent upon the being 

aspect, which is just the opposite of Hartshorne's conception of the 

individual, where the being aspect is dependent on the becoming. 

Hartshorne's Criticism of Ramanuja's Concept of An Individual 

As we turn now to Hartshorne's critique of Ramanuja's concept 

of an individual, the primary question before us is, is the doctrine 

of substance, the atman concept, necessary to a coherent, consistent 

explanation of those aspects of experience that Ramanuja points to as 

evidence of the existence of a continuous, permanent, self-identical 

individual? From what has been said so far, we see that Hartshorne is 

partially right when he states that Ramanuja contends "that it is the 

46 
body, but not the soul, that is touched by infancy, youth, etc." 

For Ramanuja, these are all modes of the body in which the soul abides. 

But Hartshorne is only partially correct, because he does not take note 

of Ramanuja's idea that changes in the body carry with them changes 

in the mode of consciousness and consciousness itself. This being the 

case, Hartshorne's reply would be that the conscious atman is not then 

the substratum of experience but is an abstraction from particular 

conscious experiences. Hence, concerning .the doctrine of the unchanging, 

permanent soul he writes: 

46. Charles Hartshorne 32J ~illiam L. Reese (els.) Philosorhers 
Speak of God (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1953), p.IS7. 



This is an argument not from experience but 
from traditional dogma. No one experiences 
a soul that is mature when the body is in­
fantile or adolescent! (And if the soul is 
neither mature nor immature, then it is ab­
stract.) It is theory that is here trying to 
shape the evidence, not evidence that is 
shaping the theory.47 

54, 

This statement is a direct contradiction of the way in which Rarnanuja 

tries to establish the exist',ence of a permanent, unchanging soul. It 

is true that this doctrine carne to him through the sastras, but he 

believes it to be validated in all experience. Granted, there is no 

experience £f a soul in the subject-object sense, but it is a necessary 

condition for any experience whatsoever, and it is therefore intuited 

in all experience. 

Hartshorne's complaint with this positing of a conscious 

subject as a necessary substratum upon which objects act is that it 

is "uneconomical of principles". It is unnecessary to speak in terms 

of a conscious subject that is contemporary with objects that affect 

it with experiences. "The given things are not effects upon the 

experience, as a kind of stuff moulded by hidden influences; instead, 

the given things are the real things, and the effect is simply the 

experience itself, as experience of those very things.,,48 This 

statement implies one of the two ways in which Hartshorne believes the 

term "individual" can be used, i.e., that it refers to the momentary, 

47. Ibid. 

48. Charles Hartshorne, Creative Synthesis and Philosophic Method 
(London: SCM Press Ltd., 1970), p.106. Following Whitehead, Hartshorne 
is able to overcome Humean skepticism by rejecting the bifurcation of 
nature into nature as it is in itself and nature as it is experienced. 
Ramanuja does not have this problem because of his COP.1mon sense theory 
of knmvledge. 
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concrete unity of experience that is expressed in the grammatical 

form "I know". In this sense an individual is an event and "by 

event we mean a minimal temporal unity, or cross section, so to 

speak, of some actual process, such as the process of experiencing 

in a certain human being".49 This way of defining an individual has 

greater conceptual adequacy than defining it in terms of "substance 

or enduring individual", not only because it is economical of 

principles but also because this is the only way in which the inex-

haustible complexity and concrete particularity of each individual 

can be comprehended in thought. All ideas of substance and enduring 

individuals, like concepts of species and genus, are abstractions from 

the fluxing, concrete particularity of the sequence of events that 

1
. . 50 rea lty lS. Hartshorne also uses the term "individual" in this second 

sense, i.e., to refer to certain abstract characteristics that per-

dure through a sequence of events that are causally related. Such 

abstractions are convenient classifications for the ordering of human 

knowledge, with its human limitations, but, he says, we should not 

allow these limitations to determine what is real. 

The Greeks considered concrete particulars to be incomprehensible 

and unintelligible, because of their variety and constantly changing 

character; so, as far as they were concerned, the only certain knowledge 

is knowledge of abstract forms, which remain constant amid all the 

flux. But they were not content to consider these as abstract forms and 

developed the doctrine of substance. This doctrine maintains that 

49. Ibid., P .173. 

50. Ihiel., pp.173-17 Lf. 
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the abstract forms are what constitutes being, substance. They are 

what truly exists and everything else, i.e., things in the realm of 

becoming, is an attribute of substance and exists only insofar as it 

participates in the substantial categories of being. 

Hartshorne says we must admit that, even in our own time, it is 

necessary for the scientist to use abstractions in order to organize 

data and make predictions about and explanations of the behaviour of 

the natural world. However, scientific achievement comes not from 

taking these abstractions as the ultimate reality but from taking the 

concrete seriously and being content with the uncertainty and inadequacy 

of abstractions, recognizing them as a necessary means for dealing with 

the concrete, which is the real, due to our human limitations.
5l 

Thus Hartshorne accuses substantialism of detracting from a 

serious consideration of the concrete particularity of existence and 

consequently from its significance. This charge is a serious one 

for Ramanuja, if he is guilty (as Hartshorne thinks he is), because, 

as we noted earlier, he too wants to give significance to the particular 

acts and circumstances of existence in the world. 

Hartshorne understands Ramanuja's position to be that the "soul 

is above events, for it is a being, and they are merely becomings". 

Whereas, he says, "Actually, it is being that is given as a mere aspect 

f b ." 52 o ecomlng. However, inspite of the fact that Hartshorne judges 

51. Charles Hartshorne. The Logic of Perfection (LaSalle, Illinois: 
Open Court Publishing Company, 1961), p.llS. Also, Creative Synthesis, 
pp.175-l76. This point involves what vJhitehead refers to as "the fallacy 
of misplaced concreteness" and is discussed in many places in Hartshorne's 
writings. For example, see: Creativ2 Synthesis, pp.22-28. 

52. Philosoph2rs Sneak of God, p.18 7 . 
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Ramanuja to be in error at this point, he still feels justified in 

claiming him as a panentheist insofar as the soul, as he conceives it, 

is capable "of forming a constituent of a body, such as the body of 

God".53 

He grasps the principle, with which all our knowledge 
agrees, that a body is not essentially a single mass 
of stuff forming a single substance with a soul but 
is a plurality of items (cells, molecules) subject to 
the supreme influence or rule of one individual, which 
is the soul. 54 

In the above statement Hartshorne does take notice of Ramanuja's 

idea that changes in the body carry with them changes in the mode of 

the atman's consciousness. He points to this as being a significant 

difference between Ramanuja's conception of the soul and that of 

Western substantialism because it provides for a definite, real re-

lationship between the soul and the body. The soul is the ruler of the 

body. Now the question is, does the grasping of this principle save 

Ramanuja from the consequence of making the becoming, contingent aspect 

of existence insignificant? Hartshorne says, no . 

••• this is only half of the truth, the other 
half being that the soul is ruler, not by virtue 
of a merely one-way influence between it and the 
ruled items, but by virtue of a mutual action 
and reaction in which the soul's influence upon 
anyone item tends to be radically more decisive 
than that of this item alone upon the soul. There 
is a superiority of influence from the soul, but 
this is not a superiority in reference to zero, as 
though the items simply failed to influence the 
ruling item. 55 

As Hartshorne understands Ramanuja, he ha~ not escaped the substantialist 

53. Ibid. , p.187. 

54. Ibid. , pp.187-l88. 

55. Ibid. , p.188. 
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problem because he formulates the body-soul relationship in such a 

way that the soul affects the body and not vice versa. And, the 

consequence of this is that the body has no ultimate significance to 

the soul, which can exist without it (above, pp.37-45). 

The critical question underlying this whole matter of the body-

soul relationship is, of course, the question of the relationship 

between being and becoming. Hartshorne is correct in his understanding 

of Ramanuja when he says Ramanuja makes being primary and becoming 

dependent upon it, and, because of this, the becoming aspect of 

existence does not prove to be significant for being gua being. The 

essential being of the atman is not affected by his contingent, ever-

changing body. But, this does not imply that the body is non-

significant, as far as Ramanuja is concerned, because there is no 

pure, undifferentiated, distinctionless being. Being is always in ~ 

mode of being. Or, to put it another way, there is no substance 

without some qualities. A distinctionless object cannot be an object 

of knowledge and something unknown cannot be said to exist. 

Therefore, because in the case of an object 
definitely particularized by some distinctive 
attribute or other, other distinctive attributes 
are ruled out, there cannot be the establishnent 
of a distinctionless object anywhere. For, in 
the case of consciousness (samvit) there is the 
nature of consciousness and self-illumining 
nature on account of the knower being apprehended 
as having the nature of illumining the object. 
And in the case of the deep-sleep-state, in­
toxication and swoon, the experience is definitely 
a particularized one ••. 56 

To bring out the full import of this statement, we need to draw together 

the major points we have discussed concerning Ramanuja's concept of an 

------------ ----_. 
56. pp.(~S-46. 
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individual. First, we have noted that the atman constitutes the being 

of the individual; it is the substance. This substance has as its 

essential quality, consciousness (samvit).57 Thirdly, consciousness 

is never pure-consciousness but always conscious of something.
58 

Points two and three refer to the essential, differentiating qualities 

of the substance of the individual, point one. This is the bearing 

of the above quotation. These three factors are the necessary 

conditions for an individual and they are the sufficient conditions. 

The presence or absence of a body does not, determine the existence of 

an individual, but the presence or absence of differentiating qualities 

59 does. Therefore, the soul, with respect to the body, is self-

sufficient in its existence. The significance of the body to the soul 

is not in its determining that the soul exists but how it exists. 

As mentioned earlier (p.4l), the differences in the various 

states of existence - waking, dreaming, deep sleep and release - are 

due to the degree to which the consciousness is extended. The 

consciousness is least extended in deep sleep and death, when there is 

only what we have called "I-consciousness". But for Ramanuja, this is 

'" not the ideal state. In fact, in contrast to Samkara, he does not 

consider it to be superior to waking and dreaming. The ideal state 

is that in which consciousness has infinite extension, i.e., awareness 

of all that is, omniscience. This condition of unrestricted 

consciousness is the nature of consciousness in moksa. In this state 

the atman enjoys as many bodies as it wills. 

57. Supra, pp.32-33. 

58. SUl)r~, pp.c'+1-45. 

59. ~upra, pp.38-39, 41-45. 
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When the atman has attained moksa, the body is a source of 

enjoyment, even though it belongs to the realm of becoming and 

contingency, because the atman knows its being is not dependent upon 

any or no particular body and it has any body at its wi11.
60 

Secondly, 

even while confined to a particular body in this existence, the atman, 

who knows its true nature, ~ows that its being is not dependent 

upon the body, but this does not mean its body is insignificant. 

Rather, the body is a useful tool, given by God (Isvara), necessary 

for it to actualize its potential as an agent, and this is not 

unimportant, as we 61 have seen. Acting is necessary for the individual 

to fulfill the precepts of the Vedas. It is necessary to preserve 

the world order, through which the eternal dharma is revealed. Acting 

is necessary for the individual to work out his karma, which is justly 

h · d b h 1· f h· h h· . 1· d 62 1S, an y t e contemp at10n 0 w 1C 1S true nature 1S rea 1ze . 

Lastly and most importantly, the body is significant because, even 

though the atman is self-sufficient concerning its existence, in relation 

to the body, it is not self-sufficient concerning the quality of its 

existence. So, for aesthetic reasons, the body is important. And, 

as we shall see, aesthetic values are ultimate as far as Hartshorne 

63 is concerned. 

Does this elucidation of Ramanuja's idea of how the body is 

60. All the characteristics of the released soul will be discussed 
in Chapter VI. 

61. Supra, pp.45-52. 

62. It is essential that we understand that "knowledge" of one's 
true nature in Indian thought is more than intellectual assent. It is 
primarily intuitive insight. 

63. ~fra, pp. 249-255. 
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related to the soul controvert Hartshorne's objection to his particular 

form of substantialism on the basis of it detracting from the 

significance of the becoming, contingent aspect of existence? 

Perhaps it does. The answer depends on the criterion that is used 

to determine significance. We will compare the criteria used by the 

two philosophers after we have a better grasp of Hartshorne's concept 

of an individual. At the present, there remains the question of whether 

the substance-attribute dichotomy that Ramanuja uses to maintain his 

idea of an essentially unchanging atman that receives aesthetic value 

from an ever changing world involves him in contradiction? 

Focusing the Main Issues 

Does the substance-attribute dichotomy involve Ramanuja in 

contradiction? On his view, a physical organism has two aspects 

an atman or soul that is substance (dravya), and therefore eternally 

actual, permanent and unchanging, and a body that is temporal, 

impermanent, everchanging and expresses the mode and attributes of 

the atman. The essential characteristic of the atman is consciousness. 

It is also the enjoyer or witness in all individual experiences and 

the responsible agent in all individual activities. There is a one 

way dependence between these two aspects. The modes and attributes 

depend on the essential, substantial self, but not vice versa, even 

though substance must manifest itself in some mode and attributes in 

order to prove its existence to itself and others, because the substance 

is the cause of the being of the attributes. It is this need for the 

atman to manifest itself in particular forms and qua~ities that gives 

significcinct? to the Elod,::s of thC' o.t;-,qn; al_~d, in the case of the divine 
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individual, gives significance to the world for deity. 

Now the question is, what is the relationship between these two 

aspects? Ramanuja contends that the atman of the jIva or individual 

knows its body and controls it through its essential characteristic, 

consciousness. Consciousness is informed by the body and through the 

body it knows and acts upon the external world. The "information" 

of consciousness, qualifies it in various ways and is the source of its 

cognitions, but consciousness itself, he insists, remains essentially 

unchanged, just as clay can take the forms of cups, vases, plates, 

figurines, etc. and still be essentially the same substance, clay. 

Does this mean that clay exists apart from all particular forms? 

No, says Ramanuja, it always has some form. Then is it not the case 

that "clay" is an abstraction from the particular clay objects? And, 

in the same way, is "consciousness" not an abstraction from particular 

conscious experiences? Again Ramanuja's reply is negative. Con­

sciousness is the cause of particular experiences, particular exper­

iences cannot cause consciousness, so it is logically prior. Further­

more, consciousness is experienced as actual in all experience. It is 

continuous and permanent, ,vhereas all particular cognitions are 

impermanent, momentary and everchanging. How does he know consciousness 

is permanent, continuous and essentially unchanging? His evidence is 

found in the experience of memory, recognition and, above all, in 

the ever present consciousness of being an "I", a self. If the idea 

of a continuous consciousness is an abstraction, in the sense of being 

a generic quality abstracted from different momentary conscious 

entities, rather than being the experience of a continuous concrete, 

actual conscious self, he does not see how these experiences would be 
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possible. In other words, his argument is that we do not experience 

a plurality of consciousnesses related to each other as having a 

common abstract quality, we experience a unified cor.sciousness that 

illumines the concrete reality of the knower and the known. 

Is there a contradiction in Ramanuja's thought because he speaks 

of a continuous, concrete, actual conscious self and, at the same 

time, insists that its experience of change in the body and the world 

it is conscious of is real? If the change is real, it would seem that 

an individual who is conscious of it must also undergo real change 

and therefore be different. Ramanuja's answer, of course, is that the 

changes are experienced as different modes of the same consciousness. 

Just as a round lump of clay can become a cube of clay and be the same 

actual clay substance with a different mode, there is no contradiction 

involved in saying that the same concrete consciousness continues as 

actual through different modes of its existence. 

We are left with one more point that is related to the Advaitan 

criticism of Ramanuja (refer p.33, n.9). Ramanuja's arguments for the 

unity and continuity of consciousness seem to provide a convincing 

explanation of experience. But there is a problem with his saying that 

consciousness is a quality of the self rather than the idea of self 

being a quality of consciousness, which is what the Advaitans affirm. 

He speaks of the experience of everything else as being in knowledge 

because of the way it qualifies consciousness, but when he comes to 

the experience of being a self he reverses the relationship and 

says that consciousness qualifies the atman and is therefore dependent 

upon it. The purported justification for this is that the experience 

of being , ,:: 
a Se-LL is intuitive, a3 opposed to discursive, To 
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establish his point, he claims it is necessary to posit the existence 

of the atman as that to which the existence of consciousness is 

proven. Presumably the intuition belongs to the atman. But, since 

there is no knowledge apart from consciousness, the atman cannot intuit 

its own existence unless it is consciousness, so they are not different. 

To say that the existence of consciousness is proven to the atman 

implies that there is a prior level of consciousness possessed by the 

atman that witnesses it existence. Then there has to be another prior 

to it to witness its existence ad infinitum. This is the infinite 

regress that Shastri says Ramanuja involves himself in when he makes 

consciousness a quality of atman ~ather than seeing them as being one 

and the same. If existence is proven in experience, as he maintains 

it is, then consciousness must be logically prior to even the idea of 

being a self. 

As to the atman being the substratum that provides the unity of 

enjoyment, witnessing, and action, along with consciousness, Ramanuja 

himself says that consciousness has the functions of cognition, conation 

and feeling, and he admits that the individual atman is the source of 

activity, whereas the actual activity is performed by the body. 

Therefore, even on his own view, there seems to be no reason why conscious-

ness does not have all the characteristics necessary to explain 

experience, without the added substratum. This means that atman and 

consciousness are one and the same. 

Ramanuja's attempt to establish the primacy of the being of the 

individual atman to consciousness is motivated by his religious beliefs, 

especially regarding the nature of salvation. Once it is accepted that 

consciousness and are the :::3,::e, ~E.1,1n ceaStS to be an individuating 



65 

principle at the ultimate level of experience. The Advaitans maintain 

that consciousness is individualized in particular experiences, but 

in itself, it is universal. This being the case, the idea of being 

a self becomes a quality of consciousness, a particular form of 

universal consciousness, an ahamkara, and Atrnan becomes one with 

Brahman. In brief, Ramanuja wants to establish an eternal, actual, 

permanent, unchanging, individuating principle. We shall see why 

later in the thesis. 



III 

HARTSHORNE'S CONCEPT OF AN INDIVIDUAL 

Hartshorne's chief criticism of Ramanuja's concept of an 

individual is that his positing a substantial, essentially unchanging, 

permanent self or soul that controls its body for its own use but 

is not itself affected by the body implies that the body is of no 

significance to the soul. This question of the significance of the 

body to the soul or essential self is important to our thesis because 

both Ramanuja and Hartshorne consider the world to be the body of 

God, the divine individual. Consequently, the kind of significance the 

body has for the ordinary individual is the kind of significance the 

world has for God. If the soul is unaffected by the body, God is 

unaffected by the world. And, if the world makes no positive 

contribution to God, the ultimate being, it has no ultimate value or 

purpose for its existence. 

Our elucidation of Ramanuja's concept of an individual seems 

to controvert Hartshorne's interpretation of Ramanuja's idea of the 

body-soul relationship because, on his view, the body does have 

aesthetic value for the atman. However, he is able to attribute this 

value to the body for the soul only b~cause of his substance-attribute 

dichotomy. If substance is something that is essentially unchanging 

and eternally actual, how can the atm2n, if it is substantial, receive 

anything from the body? If it receives aesthetic value there is some 

66 
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increase, which involves change. 

To illustrate the fact that the body influences the soul as 

well as the soul the body, Hartshorne uses the following example. 

He says, "A man can rule his dog without being simply uninfluenced by 

him. Merely to perceive what the dog is doing is to receive optical 

sensory influence from the dog".l It is this aspect of experience 

that Hartshorne contends Ramanuja does not account for. But, as we 

have tried to demonstrate, Ramanuja is quite in agreement with 

Hartshorne on this point and says that the individual perceiving the 

dog is different from what he would be if he were not. His mode of 

being would be different but not his being, which is in no way affected 

by his perception of the dog. His being is primary and necessary to 

his ~erception of the dog; whereas, the perception of the dog is 

contingent to his being. With certain qualifications, Hartshorne agrees 

with this. The experience of the dog is not necessary, but some 

experience is. Without some experience, there is no being, so 

being is dependent upon the continuation of experience. And, as we 

have seen, Ramanuja seems to concur. If he does, our question and 

Hartshorne's is: why does he continue to talk about substance and 

substrata? What exists is some experience. The epistemic-ontological 

dichotomy is unnecessary, because there is no distinction between 

what an individual is and what he knovs. When we refer to an 

individual as something continuing to exist over a period of time, we 

have reference to a set of common characteristics that are abstracted 

from a series of momentary selves that are no more nor no less than 

everchdIlging, mOI:lentary syntheses of experiences or eTJ"ents. Hartshorne 

1. Philosophers Speak of God, p.188. 
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believes the "notion of substance that it is an identical entity 

containing successive accidental properties is an absurdity, a 

misleading way of describing an individual enduring through change. 

The successive states are not 'in' the identical entity but rather ••• 

it is in them".2 This statement, as we have noted already, reveals 

that the idea of "substance" rejected by Hartshorne is essentially the 

same as that affirmed by Ramanuja. 

Unlike Ramanuja, who maintains that there is the constant, 

unbroken, intuitive experience of being a self, Hartshorne insists 

that there is only objective consciousness or that there is no 

consciousness apart from being conscious of some other, which is what 

we call experience. Therefore, reality is a relationship between a 

subject and an object. The object in this relationship is contingent 

upon an experiencing subject for its existence, as Ramanuja says, 

but the subject is also contingent. It is contingent upon there being 

some experience. The man does not necessarily perceive the dog in 

order to establish his existence, but he must experience something. 

The more inclusive term Hartshorne prefers here is "feeling", and 

he says zero in "feeling" is equal to zero in existence. 3 Thus the 

only necessary existent is ~ experience, and all experience is 

characterized by becoming, not being, as Ramanuja himself says about 

objective consciousness (supra, p.43). 

If Hartshorne can provide a conception of an individual which 

,gives a coherent, adequate explanation of the nature of experience of 

2. Creative Svnthesis, p.20. 

3. Logic of PerL-,C':.tjo;l, r~).123-l25. 
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all types, which is the goal of both philosophers, without a 

continuing, conscious substance, then perhaps he is right in saying 

that Ramanuja is allowing a theory from traditional dogma to shape 

the evidence, and that this results in his being "uneconomical of 

principles".4 To see if this is so, we will have to turn to Ramanuja's 

arguments for a continuing, actual atman and see if Hartshorne can 

adequately explain the characteristics of experience, which Ramanuja 

believes point to the atman, within his conceptual system. 

Hartshorne's Doctrine of No-Soul 

The nature of experience, as Ramanuja understands it, is such 

that it contains three elements -- the substratum of the experiencer, 

i.e., the atman, the consciousness of that substratum, and the thing 

experienced. Hartshorne rejects the first element as being superfluous 

and combines the second and the third into a unitary sequence of 

experiences in which the second continually becomes the third. As 

mentioned earlier (supra, p.54), he contends that experience is not 

something that a conscious subject has as the effects of certain 

causal objects external and simultaneously existent with it; 

... instead, the given things are the real 
things, and the effect is simply the 
experience itself, as experience of those 
very things ... Givenness is a genuine 
relation, and it requires t,vo terms. So 
does the causal relation. The experience 
of a is conditioned by a as antecedently 
there. And a itself is thus given. 5 

In this statement we see that, according to Hartshorne, experience 

4. SUPL~, pp. 53-54. 
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does involve an experiencer and something experienced. We have the 

two factors -- the experience of 0 and the experienced o. But 

take note, "0 as antecedently there." The 0 that was antecedently 

there becomes the experience of o. They are different and they are the 

same, because the latter contains the former. Further, the experience 

of 0, "the given", is the locus of reality; it is not an attribute 

of some substance. Hartshorne follows A.N. Whitehead in this 

metaphysical conception of reality. 

Whitehead's proposal here is that we take 
human experience causally to 'inherit' 
directly from our experiences, inheriting 
in each case implying temporal 'following' 
rather than sheer 'accompanying'. Thus 
the general principle of causality is all we 
need. And since individual genetic identity 
is explicable as a distinctive special case 
of the way in which concrete actualities 
are caused by, follow, and include others, 
sharing abstract factors in common, the 
concept 'substance' is shown to be no 
absolute addition. 6 

The locus of reality is a continuing process divided into 

discrete moments, "concrete actualities", with a maximal length of 

7 about one-tenth of a second. Each of these moments constitutes 

an event, and the succession of such events, asymmetrically related, 

such that the present moment contains the preceding moment and that 

moment the one before it ad infinitum, constitutes an event-sequence. 

Such an event-sequence is what Hartshorne means by an individual. 

When we refer to an individual in the ordinary sense of the 

word, we are'referring to certain common characteristics shared by a 

sequence of discrete moments, which, Hartshorne allows, for convenience 

6. Ibid., p.lO? 

7 . Ib id " p .175 . 



sake and because of the limitations of human comprehension, is quite 

acceptable. However, he contends, and we agree, these factors should 

not influence our understanding of the nature of reality. The best 

explanation for the experienced commonality is not on the basis of 

continuing substance but on the basis of cause and effect. 

The present event, "now", as a cross section of some actual 

process, has a particular, determinate structure in terms of forms 

and qualities. As this moment in the event-sequence causes its 

successor, it produces effects consistent with itself. The effect 

will be different from the cause in some ways, otherwise they would 

71 

be indistinguishable, and they will be the same in other ways. They 

are the same because the effect "inherits" certain structures and 

qualities from its cause. Part of this inheritance is what Hartshorne 

refers to as "individual genetic identity", which is "a distinctive 

special case of the way in which concrete actualities are caused" 

(supra). It is special because of the degree of similarity over an 

extended period of time, which is, in turn, partially due to the level 

of abstraction involved. Our ordinary reference to an individual has 

reference to these abstract, inherited characteristics, but reality is 

much greater than these abstractions. And, it is this greater that 

Ramanuja's substantialism does not take full account of when he takes 

the atman (substance) as satya (true, real, actual) because it is 

continuous and essentially unchanging, and takes the infinite number of 

particular, contingent details of events to be simply momentary, 

changing, dependent modes of being, with no significance in themselves. 

On the other :-,and, '."hen reality is defined in terms of events, because 

they include every aspect of experience, down to the winutest detail, 
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even though everything is momentary, in the concrete sense, nothing 

is insignificant, because every particle of an event is a cause of 

some effect in the subsequent event as its inheritor. 

In light of this difference between Ramanuja and Hartshorne 

regarding the locus of reality, we can see more clearly why Hartshorne 

accuses Ramanuja of sharing in the classical bias against becoming in 

f f b · 8 avour 0 elng. The significance of the contingent, becoming 

aspects of existence have subordinate significance for Ramanuja, and 

fer Hartshorne, every aspect of existence has coordinate significance 

for every other aspect. Consequently, regarding the question of 

which system of thought attributes the greatest importance to the 

concrete particulars of the world, the answer seems to be that of 

Hartshorne. However, we need to note that here we are considering 

significance from the point of view of having the power to be the 

cause of subsequent effects. And, since the locus of reality, on 

Hartshorne's view, is the sequence of causes and effects, every detail 

of the concrete particularity of an individual at one moment is a 

constitutive cause of the reality of the individual in the succeeding 

moment. Later, in Chapter VI, we will return to the question of 

significance, as we compare value theories. 

The real individual for Hartshorne is a sequence of discrete 

events related to each other according to the principle of cause and 

effect, but this is not a mechanical, materialistic process. It is 

a sequence of experiences; this relates to the second important point 

we have before us, i.e., the relationship between being and knowing. 

8. Philosoohers Spoak_of God, p.187. 
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We have quoted Ramanuja (supra, p.S8) as categorically stating that 

something must be known in order to affirm its existence. As he says, 

to exist is to have distinctive attributes, because "there cannot be 

the establishment of a distinctionless object anywhere". Consciousness 

of something is necessary to prove the existence of the atman to itself, 

and we have seen how Ramanuja establishes the continuous presence of 

active consciousness (supra, pp.37-4S). The crux of the matter rests 

on the validity of the statement, "in the case of the deep-sleep-state, 

intoxication and swoon, the experience is definitely a particularized 

one". This is, of course, an intuitive self-awareness, which 

Ramanuja claims to be present in every other awareness or experience. 

Hartshorne agrees with Ramanuja's maxim that existence is 

contingent on experience. He writes, "With peirce, and all the 

idealists, if not all metaphysicians, I submit that we must start 

with experience or knowledge, and in terms of it define 'reality,,,.9 

And what is the nature of experience? First, "an experience is 

always 'of' something, and this relation is essential",lO which is 

precisely what Ramanuja says about experience. Where the two 

philosophers differ is on the nature of the "something" experienced. 

Ramanuja takes the realistic position that in the C2se of subject-

object experiences (the atman related to something external to itself), 

which include ,.;raking and dream experiences, things are experienced as 

they are, i.e., every experience is a true experience. And, in the 

case of deep-sleep, etc., there is the continuous experience of being 

9. Creati~~_~'-T1.r_'-,-~'2i.~, pJ70. ,\1'00, i~~d., p.102, r-!artshorr~2 ?2yS, 

"to be is to De c·,:~~~-iCi.1C'C(11!, ar;d p.t)~ jf2::~1rt fr,,,"\,-~ e~:T)-2ri(·nLC the iJe'tl. 
of rcc.:~lj t~T7 i::.:; t2:'~:=Y!'. 



a self, "I-awareness". This is the atman being "in itself", which 

to Hartshorne is meaningless. 

It is meaningless to ask what a singular is 
'in itself', if this is taken to mean, 
'supposing it were alone in existence'. It 
would then have no character whatever, extension 
or any other. To be is to be in relation; to 
be a subject or experience is to have other 
subjects as objects, forming a world system 
of such objects. ll 

To understand the full import of this difference we must bring 

together all the points we have made about Hartshorne's idea of an 

individual so far. First, an individual is not a conscious substance 

whose mode of existence during a particular experience is the effect 

of certain external causes. The causes of experience are themselves 

experiences as the "given things", and these are "the real things". 

The effect or the subject of experience is "simply the experience 

itself, as experience of those very things" (P.69above). The subject 
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of an experience is a momentary event that has as its object antecedent 

experiences (events) which are inherited from the preceding moment 

and synthesized into a new unified experience. The subject is this 

unified experience and nothing more. This is ~vhy Hartshorne says "to 

be is to be in relation", meaning to be an experience in rela_tior:!;. to 

other experiences. And, since an exrerience and an event have the 

same referend, an individual is a sequence of experiences. 

The Experience of ContinuilY. and Change 

We need to elaborate ~ore fully on the as}T.h~etrical relationship 

between the subject as present experience and the object as past 

11. Ibid., p. l1Lf • 
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subjective experiences. One of Ramanuja's arguments for a continuing 

substratum is the experience of having experienc~d a given object 

on previous occasions. He contends that this is due to the fact that 

the two cognitions belong to the same conscious subject. Similarly, 

there is the experience of having known something in the past and no 

longer being able to remember it. This can only be explained, he 

believes, on the basis of a change in the contents of a continuous, 

conscious subject. Hartshorne, on the other hand, claims that by 

conceiving of an individual as a sequence of momentary subjects, 

related in such a way that the present subject inherits the experiences 

of the immediately preceding moment, he has adequately accounted for 

the undeniable human experience that Ramanuja has reference to, the 

experience that has led so many thinkers to posit a perduring, 

substantial self. 

In Ramanuja's system, we have a plurality of atmans, as well 

as prak:ti (matter), so space can be defined in terms of external 

relations among substances. But, whereas space is due to substantial 

divisions, time is due to adjectival divisions, i.e. changes in the 

mode of a continuing substance. In Hartshorne's system, ~ve have 

plurality in time as well as space. The difference is that space is 

symmetrical relatedness and time is asymmetrical relatedness. 

The distinctive character of time consists ..• 
in this, that the earlier members of an event­
sequence contains only a more or less indefinite 
specification of their successors, while the 
successors are essentially successors of the very 
members they succeed. Asymmetrical dependence, 
or (the same) asymmetrical independence, this is 
the temporal order. 12 

12. Ibid., p.179. 
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There is continuity through time, says Hartshorne, but not on the 

basis of a continuing subject. There is a new subject every moment. 

The experience of continuity is the present subject experiencing in 

memory the actual experiences of its predecessors in the event-sequence 

of which it is the latest occurrence. 

Thinking back now to the example of the adult who has developed 

through infancy and adolescence, we see that, whereas for Ramanuja 

these are different modes of one conscious subject, for Hartshorne the 

individual is, at the time of his infancy, the particular experiences 

of infancy and potentially the experiences of adolescence and adulthood.
13 

Then, when the event-sequence, which is the actual and potential existence 

of this individual, actualizes some of his potential in adolescence, 

the actual experience of his childhood are not lost, they are present 

in the memory of the adolescent and form a real part of what he 

concretely is at this stage of his existence. His childhood experiences 

are and always will be his experiences, as far as memory allows, and 

no one elses. The same will be true of the adolescent experiences, 

when the individual becomes an adult. In this way, the experiences 

Ramanuja sees as indicating a continuous, conscious subject are accounted 

for in a different way. 

Why is it common for us to speak of having experienced a given 

object of a previous occasion? The reason is that the subject now 

experiencing a particular object A2 as an abstracted part of the "now" 

13. The present potential that an individual has for future 
experiences is always vague and indeterminate. The vagueness increases 
in direct proportion to the increase in ti~e before actualization. As 
Hartshorne says: "the DClst but not the future is i c ;>;-incipJ e (apart 
from human limitations) knowa~le in detail". Creati~e Synthesis, p.179. 
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event, which is the actuality of the individual, has as another 

abstracted part, at this same time, in memory, another experience in 

which the same group of individuating, generic characteristics appeared 

I 
as A , and because of this coincidence, the assertion of sameness is 

made. But, and this is the important point, the subject experiencing 

A2 'd'ff f h b' "AI 1S 1 erent rom t e su Ject exper1enc1ng The experience that 

contained Al was independent of A
2

, but the experience that now contains 

A2 also contains Al as an integral part. 

The Identification of Consciousness and Particular Cognitions 

Ramanuja is not unaware of the theory of knowledge that 

identifies particular cognitions with consciousness, with which 

Hartshonre's position has some affinities, but he does not see it as a 

viable explanation of experience. The Buddhists had put forward such 

a theory long before his time and he addresses himself to it in the 

/ -
Sribha~ya (11:2:17-30). Working on the assumption that consciousness 

is eternal, Ramanuja draHs the logical conclusion that, if this theory 

is true, since it is direct perception of particular objects that 

proves their existence, then particular cognitions of objects and 

ergo the objects themselves would be eternal, But this is contrary 

to the nature of experience, \{hen we perceive particular objects, 

like jars, etc., and in so perceiving them prove their existence, we do 

not perceive "the existence pertaining to the prior and posterior time 

of jar and others" (supra, p.43). And, since non-perception equals 

non-proof of existence, these objects and cognitions of them cannot 

be eternal. Cognitions are always circumscribed by time, In fact, 

ti~e is kno;ffi by the rising and possin3 of cognitions in consciousness, 



78 

The Buddhists, of course, were not all in complete agreement on 

the relationship between consciousness, cognitions and objects of 

consciousness. The majority did agree on the rejection of the atman 

doctrine and on the impermanence of cognitions and their objects. 

They took different positions on the question of consciousness itself 

being momentary. This question of the eternality of consciousness need 

not concern us at this point. This matter will be dealt with later. 

For the present, we want to determine the validity of Ramanuja's 

opposition to what Hartshorne is proposing above. Therefore, our 

question is, how are we to explain the fact that past experiences 

continue into the present in such a way as to give rise to the ideas 

of change and time if reality consists of a sequence of momentary events? 

A prerequisite to answering this question, in view of Ramanuja's 

objections, is to consider the possibility of substituting Hartshorne's 

concept "particular experience" for Ramanuja's "particular cognition". 

The first consideration along this line is the distinction 

Ramanuja makes between cognition and the thing cognized. This does not 

prevent the transposition because he maintains that perception is 

always true to its object, but we must extend cognition from the 

experience of a jar, etc., to the whole complex of cognized things and 

their relations that make up a unified, momentary experience, which for 

Hartshorne is the subject now, at this present moment. The reason for 

this is that objects are always experienced as parts of events or as 

being in space. And what is space? "Space ..• is the symmetrical 

aspect of dynamic relatedness, the aspect of mutuality, whether mutuality 

of dcpendenre 0r ... of indep~~donce. • 1 1 ',. 1 b '" 14 lS 111...-:1.T ":-c i2V2 neJ_; 1 (i"urs • 

14. Ibid. 
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Perhaps this can be made clearer with the following diagram: 

space 

A B C D E F G Present moment, 
SUBJECTS symmetrically 
related. 

---4---'-:~ 
Immediate past 

Q) 

C 

moment, OBJECTS of 
present subjects. 

~bjectified, past 
moments, asymetrically 
related, with infinite 
duration into the past. 

As we have noted, an event is a "minimal temporal unit, or cross 

section ... , of some actual process, such as the process of experiencing 

in a certain human being" (supra, p.SS). Relating this to the 

diagram, it has reference to any ~ point, A, B, or C, etc. Now, 

when this cross-section is extended to cut across the processes of 

experiencing of a "society" of individuals, co-existent at any given 

moment, we have the configuration of space at the present. This is 

the actual state of existence now. In this present moment, each of 

the subjects is externally or symmetrically related to the others, so 

they are independent of each other, but they are not self-existent 

substances. As subjective experiences, they are dependent effects of 

their past experiences, i. e., their obj ec.tive causes, part of ,,'hieh is 



the immediate past experiences of their neighbours, to whom they are 

asymmetrically and, therefore, dependently related. This is a very 

brief statement of a very complex matter, but hopefully, it is 

sufficient to make it apparent that space as experienced and space 

80. 

as it presently is are not the same. Space as experienced is always 

past because it is not immediate to experience but mediate. Obviously, 

this has great significance for the question of the relationship 

between being and knowing. But before we draw any conclusion in this 

regard, we must continue to bring Ramanuja's "cognitions" and 

Hartshorne's "experience" into a common framework. 

In opposition to Ra.manuja's idea of a continuing, conscious 

subject, whose experiences are but modal changes, Hartshorne holds 

that the subject of experience is nothing more than a new synthesis 

of the previous moments in the event-sequence that is his individuality. 

In other ~vords, stated more positively, the new sub~ct is a new 

synthesis~_L.2_revious experience.s and in this sense..it is more, but 

there is no substance of which these experiences are modal qualities. 

Experiences are what is and they are of three types: memory, imagination 

and perception. 

Let us look at this more specifically, taking subject C in the 

diagram as our example. C, at the "present" moment is the synthesis of 

(1) all past, objectified moments in his eve"t-sequence, in so far as 

he is able adequately to retain thes>2 in memory, and (2) images of 

anticipated, future experiences or images in dreams or fantasy 

constructed by the mind from memory of past experiences. Both of these 

aspects of expcri,>nce are r2pr.::scnted i:1 the dic:~rdm bv point "e" on 
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the line of immediate past moments. They are within the "body" of 

the subject and are experienced as "physical realities". "Every 

experience, there is reason to think", says Hartshorne, "is in its 

way and degree revelatory of the publ:j..c physical world.,,16 There 

is no radical difference between an experience of something external 

to the body and a dream experience within the body. Both involve 

sensory stimulation. "No experience could simply generate its own 

17 
content." Consequently, with reference to dream experiences, he 

makes the following comment: 

All experience can, and I hold should, 
be taken as response to physical realities 
actually given in the experience. The 
physical real may be within the body more 
than outside it, but what of that? The 
supposition that what is inside the human 
skin is therefore non-physical (inextended) 
is one of the unconscious absurdities that 
sophisticated people easily fall into. 18 

Memory and dream experiences are both experiences of "physical 

realities actually given". They involve extension, i.e., they are 

experiences of "being in relation to something", and their cognitive 

status is that they are no less real than experiences of entities 

external to the body. 

To understand why Hartshorne attributes the same objective, 
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cognitive status to dream and memory objects as he does to externally 

15. Ibid., pp. 75-77. 

16. Ibi<i., p.77. 

17. Ibid., p.79. Ramanuja also considers dream cognitions to be 
real. He says the objects of dream cognitions are false but not the 
experience. "There is seen, verily, the stultification of them [objects] 
alone [and J not of the kno\oTledge. For there does not arise .in the case 
of anyone 0 f the .:l:rrehension I the knol'12ct;e .2:-:perienced by me at 
tt1p .a...~""'~ (If" -'-L;':J. Cl"'l:::''-'-~ c'l-:'s 1i'jr ~).~.~c:'~ 1-), ........ -,_,' (~ .... :;'-'~'-1..,.}'_: ;) '~;) Th2 l~ L.J. ___ .~_ ~_,_ ~~ ~_.'} _'-- ___ -4. ______ ~~L ~'---~-- ~' ______ '::..' t---- • 

reason Hart sLorne CClTI Scl:" this \ViII become clear as -,-:e proceed. 

18. Cred~i\-"o S~!..besis, p.78. 



perceived objects, we must realize that for him "cognition is only a 

way of using the felt qualities of things, taking them merely as 

signs of identities and differences which are structural rather than 

I " "" 19 "h f 1 "d qua ltatlve, as ln t e case 0 va ue JU gments. In other words, 

just as there is no substantial, continuing subject that undergoes 

qualitative modal change on the subjective side of experience, there 

is only the experience of qualities on the objective side, and not of 

b . h 1·· 20 a su stance or matter Wlt qua ltles. All cognition is made up of 

a variety of interrelated "felt qualities". 

In order to deal effectively and meaningfully with our 

experiences, we organize them by grouping the felt qualities into 

language categories with varying degrees of abstraction.
2l 

Part of 

this is the association of certain generic characteristics continuing 

through time, by which we identify individuals (supra, pp.70-72). 

This is temporal extension, which-is itself a felt quality, i.e., 
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change. But there is also spatial extension which involves experiences 

of two kinds. First, there is extension in experiences of entities 

outside the body. 

Given many entities, perceived en masse 

19. Ibi~., p.76. Earlier (p.7l) we spoke of forms and qualities, 
which is not inappropriate from a common-sense point of vie\v, but in 
reality, according to Hartshorne, forms are but one type of "felt qualities". 

20. Ramanuja says the cognitions of dream experiences are real and 
the objects are false, because the qualities cognized are caused by 
Isvara, in concert with the karman of the individual who experiences them, 
rather than being objects in the external "world or "public space", with 
prakrti or matter as their material cause. Hartshorne does not make this 
distinction because he rejects the substance-attribute dichotomy in objects 
as well as subjects. Qualities, according to him are all we ever experience. 

21. This is not a cosp12tcly arbitrary enterprise because causes 
tend to giVe: ~~is(~ to efl~eLts (·onsi~tc.nt i ... rit~:. th f:

I ;-':::-1'-/25, T;ith i.-"ary"i:\; 
degrees of conforr:lity. Definite cluracteristics are carried over from 
one ElOTT'ent to another. They are not "mind creations". 



rather than individually, each entity 
of course in a slightly different place, 
the mass of entities will appear as 
extended. This is the only way in which 
we can ph~sically perceive singular 
entities. 2 

There is the experience of a mass of felt qualities and out of this 

some are grouped together as constituting particular entities. 

Other felt qualities of the experience are the relationships among 

these entities. This experience of felt qualities external to the 

body is physical perception, i.e., what the experiencer receives 

through the senses. Referring back to the diagram, it has reference 

to "d" on the line of immediate past moments. The differences 

between experiences of "c", memory and dream experiences within the 

body, and "d", perception of what is external to the body, are not 

differences in kind but in qualities. The experience of a particular 

object in memory that was previously experienced in the public, 

physical world has many of the same qualities but others are lost 

because the human mind cannot grasp them in memory. Nevertheless, 

the only difference is in the presence or absence of qualities. 

Time is experienced in memory as a plurality of subjects in 

an event-sequence. Public, physical space is experienced in per-

ception as a plurality of entities in relation to each other and 

external to the self. These are two ways in which extension is 

experienced. There is a third. 

The other meaning cannot be exhibited to 
physical perception, but only to self­
awareness, analogically applied to other 
creatures. Even a true singular, e.g., my 
present self or experience, is extended. 
It is not confin2d to a point, it is not 

22. Cre~~iV2 }vnthesis, p.113 .. 
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remains that it is in a region, that it 
is extended, but as one, not as many. 
Since no such unity is datum of sight, 
hearing, or touch, we can have no sensory 
image of th~s mode of extension. But we 
are aware of our experiences as by no means 
punctiform, but rather with internal heres 
and theres and elsewheres, with betweens and 
next to's, and so forth. How could it be 
otherwise, since we directly respond to bodily 
processes whose parts are in different places, 
and since our experience directly .controls 
or influences these bodily processes? A thing 
is where it acts and is acted upon!23 

The third way extension is experienced also involves a plurality of 

entities in relation to each other. But this time it is not an 

experience of relations among other entities but of being these 

relations. This is self-awareness. This is the experience of being 

an organism, a body, "which is simply a system of individuals of 

I h h h b d . " 24 ower type t an t e one w ose a y it 1S • 

As in the case of public, physical space, the body is made 

up of a society of entities - cells, molecules, etc. - that interact 

with each other. These entities, again,as with public, physical 

space, are experienced as being in different places in their 

relationships with each other. Therefore, the quality of extension 

accompanies the other experienced qualities of these entities. The 

difference between extension as a quality of one's own body and 

extension as a quality of public, physical space is that the self, 

whose body the entities compose, is mvare of their extended inter-
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actions by containing them. These relational qualities are experienced 

directly as opposed to receiving them indirectly through the senses. 

23. Ibid., p.114. 

24. Bevond Humanism, p.lll. 
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Because of this, what happens to the cells is happening to the self. 

And, when this idea is linked with the idea that "a thing is where it 

acts and is acted upon", we can define the body of an individual as a 

region of space in which there is a unified, direct awareness of 

actions and reactions among a mass of individual entities. 

These two forms of spatial extension, we have now briefly 

outlined, are related to two kinds of individuals, which Hartshorne 

refers to as "physical" and "psychical". Physical individuals are 

entities made up of groups of felt qualities in spatio-temporal 

relations with other groups. They can be outside or inside the skin, 

i.e., in public, physical space or in imagination or dream ("c" or 

"d"). They are "made one individual, one unit of reality, by virtue 

of some purpose of the observer in carving out that much of his 

environment and treating it as a single object of thought and behaviour".25 

Physical individuals are not self-determined entities; they are 

determined by the perceiving subject who abstracts them from the mass 

of felt qualities he perceives at any given moment, according to the 

purposes he projects for the future of his event-sequence. Psychical 

individuals, on the other hand, are the perceivers. They have their 

own unity and their o,vn purposes. In a very real sense they are 

their own unity and purposes, among other things. "Psychical 

individuals are self-individuated; they actively distinguish themselves 

f h · . ,,26 rom t elr enVlronment. 

A physical individual is an extracted part of a system of 

25. Charles Hartshorne, Realitv As Social Process (Boston: Beacon 
Press, 1953), p.57. 

26. Ibid. 
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interacting entities. A psychical individual is a system of 

interacting entities with self-awareness, and it is a single unit of 

action. It has a purposing mind or will according co which it exerts 

force upon its bodily parts and through them upon the external world. 

With reference to the human organism, Hartshorne says, "when he 

thinks or wills, it is not one or any number of his cells that thinks 

his thoughts or wills his purposes, but himself as an irreducible 

27 unit, as much a unit as any cellar any atom or any electron". 

The reason for this unity of awareness, volition, and action is 

that a psychical individual is more than the sum of its parts. It is 

a "unitary organism" composed of many interrelated parts, like a 

physical individual, but it is more than that because it has one 

"dominant member, which is the synthetic act, or rather act-sequence, 

in the vertebrate case corresponding roughly to, or deriving its data 

28 
from the nervous system". Therefore, the experience of self-awareness 

is a momentary experience "as a synthesis of events which have just 

occurred in various parts of the organism, especially the cortical 

f "t ,,29 parts 0 1. But, this does not mean that the nervous system is 

some kind of continuous substance that is the subject of these 

experiences. The nervous system is the integration of many experiences 

(felt qualities) within the body into one unified experience which is 

h b " h "30 t e momentary su Ject at t e present tlme. 

Now, referring back to "e" in the diagram, "c" and "d" represent 

27. Ibid. 

30. Realitv As Social Process, pp.54-55. 
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all the physical individuals experienced by "e" at the present moment. 

"e" is a psychical individual, the synthesis of all these experiences 

of physical individuals. "e" is a concrete, particular, unified 

experience, the full actuality of an individual "now". And, with this 

explication of a "particular experience" before us, we are finally 

ready to consider the possibility of substituting it for a "particular 

cognition" in Ramanuja's conceptual framework. 

Ramanuja speaks of the atman's essential quality, consciousness, 

as moving throughout the body and from the body, through the senses 

to the external world. A particular cognition (e.g., of a jar) is 

the particular way the consciousness is informed by its encounter 

with some part of the body or some object in the external world. Now, 

if we take all the particular cognitions of an individual, i.e., 

all that he is "conscious of", at a present moment of his existence, 

we have the parallel to Hartshorne's psychical individual. A particular 

set of cognitions in any given moment in Ramanuja's system is parallel 

to the experience of a psychical individual in Hartshorne's. 

The reason for bringing these two concepts into juxtaposition is 

to consider Ramanuja's objection to the idea that particular cognitions 

continue to exist through time, which is essentially ,,,hat Hartshorne 

contends (supra, p. 77). This is important to Hartshorne because it is 

this condition that gives rise to the idea of a continuing self. 

Both philosophers agree that direct perception of objects proves 

their existence. And, from this, Ramanuja concludes that continuity 

of cognition ,,,ould imply the continuity of the object cognized, which 

is contrary to experience. All particuJ~r cognitions of objects are 
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experienced as being circumscribed by time - a time prior to and a time 

after cognition. Indeed, time is known by the rising and passing of 

particular cognitions. 

In dealing with this objection, Hartshorne can accept 

Ramanuja's conclusion that continued cognition of an object implies 

continued existence if cognition proves the existence of its object. 

However, he does not agree that this is contrary to experience. If 

there is no continuity of particular cognitions, how can we say we 

remember particular things? 

A particular cognition (in the sense of everything cognized 

"now") is composed of a multitude of felt qualities in the immediate 

past moment. A particular physical object, e.g., a jar, is a group 

of these qualities abstracted by the perceiver. So, its actuality 

is the experience of these qualities, not something external to the 

perceiver. The experience (subject) is always "present"; the 

experienced is always past. As Hartshorne says, "the events perceived, 

at least if outside our bodies, are in the past quite as truly as what 

b 
,,31 we remem er . Consequently, any particular object of experience 

consists of those qualities grasped by the perceiver. In moments 

subsequent to the initial experience of some object, some qualities 

will be lost, due to weakness of memory, but insofar as the object is 

adequately remembered, its modal state of being actual does not change 

31. Creative Synthesis, p.7S. Here Hartshorne is taking into con-
sideration the physical conditions of experiencing - the speed of light 
and sound. Ramanuja's audio-visual theory is that consciousness extends 
through the sense-organs out into the external world. Hartshorne's 
position is th2 usual western thenry that the stimuli corees to the 
8~-:T_~';_lt-ri-::=_1 => l~~=_--C'c-~~:ln 0: t:~=, bc<:~/.. l~liL; aCCL'ents IC:C th2 cifferei--:'c,:.::: 
in their clefinit]_o'-1S of "body". 
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from the first moment it was objectified in experience. 32 

What about the experience of time through the "passing" of 

things and events, pointed to by Ramanuja? Obviously he is not just 

referring to the fact that memory fails and we forget certain aspects 

of our experiences. If he is, time would be very erratic. Rather, 

he is referring to modal changes in consciousness, motion. Hartshorne's 

reply to this question is that the experience of time is not due to 

"passing", in the sense of something being lost, but to increase 

(supra, p.76). "Succession .•• is essentially cumulative".33 The 

present contains the past as actual and fully determinate, but the 

past contains the present as potential and indeterminate. "Time is 

'objective modality' .•. ; it unites determinate, actual, past reality 

with indeterminate, potential future reality".34 

What this means with respect to the experience of a particular 

object in the past is that during some previous event in the event-

sequence of an individual certain qualities are abstracted by the 

subject of that event to form a physical individual out of his experience 

of the external world. Then, during a subsequent event in the same 

event-sequence, another subject abstracts the same qualities from his 

experience of these qualities in memory. This, of course, is 

recognition. The first experience is known to be "past" because the 

32. Ibid., p.184. Error equals the inadequacy of all other 
perceptions in relation to divine perception. Only divine memory 
perfectly preserves the actuality of all its experiences. Humans lose 
much more than they retain or pass on. 

33. Ibid., p.IS. 

34. Philosophers Speak of God, p.ll. 
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second could, if memory and perception were adequate, carry with 

it all the actual qualities of that first event, of which the object 

was a part, plus a multitude of new qualities, the full actuality of 

which could not in principle have been known by the subject of that 

first event. Hence, there is a gualitative difference between "past" 

and "present". Not that the' present has different qualities but 

more. 

Has Hartshorne successfully met Ramanuja's objection to the 

continuity of particular past cognitions into the present? If his 

objection were directed against the idea of qualities in the past 

being experienced in the present it would be unfounded, because that, 

after all, is the nature of memory. As it is, however, there is no 

reason why he should not accept the continuity of qualities because 

his own idea of the way recognition takes place is very similar to 

h t h ' d 'b d 35 w a we ave Just escrl e . Obviously Ramanuja has something else 

in mind when he raises the objection. 

The Relation of 'What Is Known' to 'What Exists' 

Ramanuja can agree with the idea that the qualities of a particular 

cognition continue to exist through time, but he does not agree that 

existence is made up of sequences of syntheses of qualities. Qualities 

are always attributes of some substance and substance always exists 

with some qualities. Every sentient and non-sentient individual is 

35. Ramanuja distinguishes between non-determinate (nirvikalpaka) and 
determinate (savikalpaka) perception. Against the idea of the apprehension 
of pure, unqualified consciousness, he insists that all apprehension by 
consciousness involves some distinction. "All apprehension is, indeed, produced 
in the fon~l 'This [is] thus' on account of the impossibility. of apprehending 
anythin':c; \·!h,ltsC'c·ver \·ritLout the sl"2ciric configuratio'l such as trian.;ular 
fL"l.·~~~, c:~ ~-: -:~~ 'I (;tc. ~ tl.Cj·2:~,-":·,- ~~!~ I::·l..=<=~:,:iI:.Jt~ [dir,:'ct t-:~r2--=--?ti'=,:·.] i~- th2 

first 3.ppre:lcn.3ion of a body E.;nong homogeneous obj ect:'>; the second and sub­
sequent a?prehension of the object are called the Det2rminate [direct per­
ception 1 ff (Sr ~~l-l~~~, p, 47,) , 
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composed of substance, which constitutes its being, and attributes, 

which constitute its mode of being. Sentient individuals have 

consciousness as an essential quality, and because of this their mode 

of being is qualified by their own qualities and the qualities of 

other substances they are conscious of. Even if we grant that all 

beings are sentient to some degree, Ramanuja still distinguishes between 

the qualities of a substantial being (an object) and qualities of 

consciousness. Both are real qualities, but they relate to a sub­

stratum differently. In the case of dreams, for instance, the qualities 

experienced are real but dream objects are false.
36 

When Ramanuja speaks of cognition as always being circumscribed 

by time, he has specific reference to cognition of objects. We do 

retain the experience of certain particular qualities of an object in 

memory over a period of time, but the experience of qualities and the 

qualities themselves are two different things. If a jar is perceived 

directly in one moment and the jar is removed from perception in the 

next, the continued experience of the affected qualities of the 

previous moment is not the same as the actual experience of the jar. 

Even if memory was capable of retaining all the experienced qualities 

of the jar, the substance of the jar is removed and therefore the 

reality of the jar as an object of experience. The jar may continue 

to exist somewhere else, but it is no longer actual for the perceiver. 

At this point we must clarify Hartshorne's idea of the relation­

ship between thought and existence, because it has great significance 

for his understanding of the relationship between the divine individual 

36 • Sup r a , p. 82, n. 20 . 



and all other individuals who make up his body. What we have been 

saying about his understanding of this relationship up to now moves 

very strongly in the direction of idealism, in which the subject 

determines the existence of the object, and Hartshorne does not want 
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to accept this aspect of this theory of reality. His aim is to work out 

a synthesis of idealism and iealism. Consequently, to bring the 

positive aspects of realism into his theory of knowledge, he asserts 

that facts exist and "by submitting to their influence upon us we 

know these facts correctly. We are moulded to the things, not the 

things to us (apart from fiction).,,37 Here we have a statement that 

is very close to Ramanuja's idea of consciousness being informed by 

the object known. However, unlike Ramanuja, Hartshorne, under the 

influence of Einstein's theory of relativity, believes that knowledge 

of something is not simultaneous with the present existence of the 

object known (refer diagram p.79). Hence, when we speak of the 

actual existence of something, we mean its existence for the subject, 

because this is the only meaningful existence one can talk about. 

"The strictly simultaneous is the last thing we have to worry about, 

for by the time we could think about it it must already have become 

past. We deal with the future by interpreting the past, the 

absolutely present being for our knowledge the same as the nearest 

38 part of the future." 

Experiential meaning is of ultimate significance to Hartshorne. 

When he says "something exists", he means it exists as something 

37. Reality As Social ~~ces~, p.7l. 

38. Creatiye-,~.nt11':,.;is, p.107. 



meaningful in the experience of some subject. On his view, 

there can be no experiential meaning 
to a distinction between what is experienced 
and what is simply not experienced, but only 
to the distinction between what is experienced 
by a given individual or species of indi'lidual 
and what is not so experienced; and this 
distinction has a meaning because the ways 
in which one experience of an individual 
involve an infinite range of values in principle, 
but a finite range in fact. 39 

This is bur another way of saying that everything that exists is or 

is destined to become the object of some experience. Only what is 

experienced is conceivable and meaningful but, and this is important, 
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what is cOllceivable and meaningful is not mind-determined, it is given 

in experiellce. Realism demands "that relation to a particular 

'subj ect knl)wing an entity is extrinsic to that entity" and "that 

relation to subjectivity in general is not thus extrinsic".40 

However, H!utshorne continues: "that an entity could be precisely 

itself were it unknown to 51' or were it unknown to 52' or to any 

other subject you choose to point out, does not imply it could be 

itself were it unknown to anyone, were it simply unknown.,,4l 

This synthesis of idealism and realism is not really different 

from Ramanuja's idea that to say something exists is to say it exists 

for some consciousness (idealism) and that the conscious subject is 

39. Beyond Humanism, pp.12l-l22. In The Logic of Perfection, he equates 
"zero of mind" with "zero of reality" (p.123). Refer also, Creative 
Synthesis, pp.159-167. In a personal letter to me on this matter, 
Hartshorne writes: "I hold the experiential, not the empirical, theory of 
meaning. Only experience of some conceivable sort can give statements meaning". 

40. Reality As Social Process, p.71. 

41. Ibid., p.71. The fact that simultaneously existing entities are 
unknm:able to each other in the present causes lbrtshorne to qualj fy the 
equ3.ticn of "hat exists ",'it11 ','liat is 1(n,)TT:1 i:,? s2yin,:; that ,·.'hat exis::.s 
equals ,;:lat is krw-,,-n or is GC:.3::ii12d to '02 l:i.-'O~;ll (i~i:.l., p. 70.) 
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"moulded" by the object (realism). Also, we find the two philosophers 

in agreement on the idea that experienced qualities of objects 

continue in memory. Again, as we have found all along, their basic 

disagreement is on the doctrine of substance. Ramanuja says we 

experience objects as passing because their substance and qualities 

enter our experience and pass out of it. Hartshorne's position is 

that we never experience substances with qualities external to us, i.e., 

the presence of another co-present with us, we only have the 

experience of their immediate past, and this is an internal relation-

ship, not external. 

John Wild's Criticism of Hartshorne's View 

For our purposes, it is of interest, at this point, to consider 

at some length a dialogue between Hartshorne and John Wild in 

The Review of Metaphysics. It begins with Wild's review of The 

Divine Relativity, in which Wild challenges Hartshorne's conception of 

the knower-known relationship from a substantialist point of view 

that is essentially the same as that of Ramanuja. In this review, 

Wild agrees with Hartshorne's realistic dictum that "knowledge adds 

something real to the knowing agent, nothing \vhatsoever to the obj ect 

42 
known"; but he says Hartshorne's rejection of the doctrine of substance, 

which a realistic analysis of experience presupposes, "leads him to 

the ambiguous and misleading theory that a subject 'includes' its 

relation "" and that the relation also 'includes' its term".43 In 

42. John Hild, "A Revie,v Article: The Divine Relativity", The Review 
of Het22..hLsics, II, no.6 (December, 1948), 68. 

43. Ibicl., p.69. 
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opposition to Hartshorne's theory, Wild affirms that relation "is 

always a reference ~ something really distinct, either to a really 

distinct part of one substance, or to the part or attribute of another 

44 
substance". Here we have a statement to which Ramanuja's position 

gives wholehearted support. 

To support his statement, Wild puts forward the following 

argument: 

It is true that the whole of my substantial 
being 'includes' each of my parts, and each 
relation of one part to another part. But 
one part does not 'include' its relation to 
another part, and certainly this relation does 
not include the other part. Mr. Hartshorne's 
head is no doubt related to his neck. He 
'includes' both these parts and their relations. 
But his head does not 'include' its relation to 
his neck, -- nor does his relation to the great 
nebula in Andromeda make him 'include' the 
nebula. If this were so, an entity would 
include everything and exclude nothing. Such 
an entity could have no relations, for the 
very nature of relation involves a real 
otherness, or lack of inclusion between the 
related entities. 45 

Wild argues that the relational structure of the knowing act is a 

definite whole made up of distinctly different elements -- the known 

object, accidents of this object, the knowing subject, and accidents 

of this subject, some of which have a definite likeness to the accidents 

of the object because of its relation to them. Or, in Ramanuja's 

terms, there is the substantial object, with its qualities, the 

substantial subject, atman,with its essential quality, consciousness, 

which is qualified by the qualities of the object as effects of 

causes and therefore non-different. ~fuere both Ramanuj a and Hild 

44. Ibjd. 

45. Ibid. 
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differ from Hartshorne is that they maintain that the subject and 

its accidents are exclusive of the object and its accidents. Where 

he seems to say that the former includes the latter, they contend 

that the whole is not related to its parts but is constituted by them. 

To use the above example, the whole man, Hartshorne includes a 

particular head and a particular neck, but the head is not related 

to the neck by including it within itself. Nor is the whole man 

related to his neck, it is one of his constituent parts. Again, in 

Ramanuja's terms, in knowing his neck, it is not the whole man in 

relation to it because it is a part of what a whole man is. Rather, 

it is his conscious atman, a part 'of the whole, knowing the neck, 

another part of the whole. Neck and atman are two parts of one body, 

exclusive of each other. 

In his reply to his critic, Hartshorne rejects the idea that 

the whole is just the sum of its related parts and their relations, 

but he concurs with the rej ection of the idea that "the whole is 

something completely organic 'working on all its parts to integrate 

h · h' d· . '" 46 t em lnto somet lng lstlnct . This would lead to a denial of 

freedom to the individual parts, a consequence Hartshorne especially 

does not want to accept when his concept of an individual is transferred 

to the divine individual. Rather, he proposes a third view. 

A third view is that in certain cases the 
whole (or perhaps better, the inclusive 
reality) is not just the parts, but is 
something, W, inclusive of the parts, one 
while they are many: and yet this W does 
not 'work on the parts' or enter into their 
being at all ... the parts are not related 
at all ... to the \-7hole. Only the \,hole 

46. Charles Hartshorne, "The Divine Relativity and Absoluteness: 
A Reply", The Revie,} of Heta.Dhvsics, IV, no. 1 (September, 1950), 52. 



is really related -- as different in certain 
respects, the same in others -- to the parts. 47 

Does this mean that the whole can change without some change in at 

least some of its parts? It does, in the sense that it is replaced 

by a new whole in the next moment and the previous whole becomes a 

part of the new synthesis. As Hartshorne goes on to say: 

The whole, then does not 'integrate the 
parts into something distinct', if that 
means that it changes the parts into more 
or less new entities, or into itself, the 
whole; rather, the whole is itself something 
distinct from the parts, but including them, 
and therefore has no need to alter the latter 
to transform them into something distinct from 
themselves. The whole produces itself or comes 
into being as a free act of synthesis, using the 
parts as data •.. for its prehensions. 48 
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Here we are reminded of Ramanuja's idea of the way in which particular, 

contingent entities come into existence, i.e., the essential, unchanging 

primal substances are brought together to form some object to fulfill 

some purpose, but the essential nature of the elements do not change 

. h' . 49 1n t 1S transact10n. The difference is that in Ramanuja's system 

there is a purposing agent who is but a part of the whole. As we 

shall see, Ramanuja considers this activity to cause real change in 

the whole, but the change is nothing more than the sum of the changes 

in the relations among the parts. This is also the position Wild is 

arguing for. Hartshorne, on the other hand, holds that the whole 

is a purposing agent (supra, p.86) who is different from the parts 

and acting on them, and at the same time, -including them within himself. 

47. Ibid. 

48. Ibid., pp.52-53. 

49. Discussed in Chapter IV, P.159. 



He admits that this conception of the whole, W, may seem to imply 

"that W itself becomes one of the items, along with X, Y, Z, so that 

we need a new whole, WI to contain Wand the part. But this is 

invalid. W is self-~elated to everyone of the parts, and thus the 

inclusive unity is already provided for tl
•
50 This brings us back to 

Hartshorne's concept of self-awareness, partially developed above 

(pp.84ff), but before we can draw all these ideas together we must 

elaborate further on the manner in which the whole is distinct from 

the parts and yet includes them. 

In reply to John Wild's criticism of his apparent idealism, 
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Hartshorne admits the absurdity of his position if it is construed to 

mean that the knower is related to the known by including its existence 

within his experience. 

For one thing, it makes the knower include the 
known, from which it follows (he says) that the 
thing known is 'only' a state of the knower -­
against the realism of common experience which 
holds that things known are 'both independent 
of and external to us, not merely our own 
constitutive states. 5l 

However, Hartshorne contends that this contravention of realism is 

not present in his theory when it is correctly understood. 

For on my theory, being a constitutent of 
the knower is not a real relation, hence 
cannot infringe upon the independence of 
the object. To call the latter a 'state' 
of the subject is not a real description 
of the object at all, but only of the 
subject. It merely says over again, and 
backwards, that the subject has_the object. 52 

50. "The Divine Relativity and Absoluteness: A Reply", p.53. 

51. Ibid., p.54. 

5:::. Ii,:i 1. H2rt.s:h1 1Tcc' (:;_S('11SS~'S this relationship ir. detail in 
Chapter X of Creative Synthesis. 
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When we speak about the existence of objects, we are saying something 

about the experience of those objects as constitutive of ourselves. 

In other words, we are speaking about our existence. We are saying 

nothing about the existence of the objects themselves, though that 

is implied in that they are causes of our experience. They are external 

to the subject and "antecendently there" as the causes of the experience 

of them (supra, p.69). Objects are independent of the subject and 

external to it; but Hartshorne insists, "independence-of" does not 

entail "external to". The former is necessary for individual freedom, 

the latter can be overcome with perfect knowing. 

One of the absurdities Wild believes Hartshorne's theory implies 

is that a person saying he knows Africa would mean he includes Africa 

within himself. Hartshorne agrees that this is absurd. Common sense 

seems to dictate that when we know Africa we know it as being outside 

us. But, he goes on to say, 

•.• both 'know' and 'outside' are not simple 
absolute terms subject to no degree of relativity. 
Man knows always imperfectly, and that means 
that what he 'knmvs', in one sense, he does not 
know, in another sense. But if we knew 
simpliciter, without qualification, what is 
to prove that the 'externality' of the kno,ffi 
would not also be banished?53 

An object is external to the subject in direct proportion to the lack 

of knmvledge the subject has of it. The knower of Africa knoHs it to 

be external to himself because he knows there is a great deal more to 

that continent than what his knowledge contains. However, he does 

contain part of Africa, when "part" is taken to mean something that 

contributes "directly to the value of a single entity, the '.Hhole'. 

53. Ibid., p.55. Also refer The Divine Relativity, p.lll. 
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But the contributing entities need not be internal to the whole in the 

54 sense of spatially smaller and included parts". This form of part-

whole distinction is vitally important, because it is the means by 

which Hartshorne establishes the independence of the object from the 

subject, of the individual monads that make up a "dominant monad". 

We have said that an individual, as conceived by Hartshorne, is 

the self-awareness of being a synthesis of all the experiences within 

the skin of a body at any given moment (supra, p.84). 

My feeling at a given moment is one, that of 
my cells is many. The diverse cellular 
feelings become data for the unitary human 
feeling, and this feeling is the momentary 
'whole' summing up the antecedent states 
of 'the parts' and subsequently reacting upon 
later states of these parts. Thus the many­
one action is turned into a one-many action. 
Not the whole as collection of parts, but the 
one actuality which is my feeling now, and 
which reflects the actuality previously 
constituting my body, acts upon the many 
actual~ties which subsequently compose that 
body.5 

It seems that John Wild is right when he says that the essential nature 

of relational structure consists of something related ".!£ something 

really distinct (another part or another whole) which is precisely not 

'included' in itself".56 The whole individual present now, in a 

quantitative sense, does require Wl to include W, the synthesis of 

x, Y, Z, and the subsequent moments of these parts Xl, yl, Zl. Otherwise, 

we must admit that the "whole-self" is less than the sum of the parts 

54. Logic of Perfection, p.195. 

55. Ibid., p.200. 

56. Hild, "A Revie\,r Article: The Divine Relativity", p. 69. 
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k · h b d .. 57 ma 1ng up teo y at any g1ven t1me. And indeed, this does seem 

to be the import of what Hartshorne is saying, because the synthesis 

which is the self-awa~eness of the individual at any moment is not 

of all the actual entities making up the body but the awareness of these 

entities in the nervous system. He writes: "We •.• feel chiefly our 

bodies, and through these, other things. Just this indirectness 

of feeling, mediated by entities of lesser power and complexity than 

If . h' b h' b d ,,58 onese ,1S W at 1S meant y aV1ng a 0 y. 

Is this idea of the nervous system knowing the lesser entities 

within the body significantly different from Ramanuja's idea of the 

atman knowing the body by moving through the pra~as and through the 

organs of the body knowing the external world? One reason for Hart-

shorne's rejection of Ramanuja's dichotomy of a substantially different 

body and soul, experienced and experiencer (sarlra-sarIri), and his 

opting for experience alone as the locus of reality, comes down to 

his inability to consider the experienced as a separate reality because 

its co-presence is not knowable (\vhat is known is the experience of 

them) and therefore not meaningful. On the other hand, he must 

affirm that objects external to the experiencer do exist, because 

a denial of such would end in pure subjective idealism. Thus, the 

present, as a synthesis of antecedent parts, is not co-terminus 

with all that exists in the body because simultaneity is known only 

57. This point becomes more obvious when we refer to the diagram on 
page79 and take ~ as representing the nervous system of the present, 
momentary synthesis of experiences that is the self-a,vare individual. E 

should be taken to represent the body of the individual. D is constituted 
of the previous experiences internal to the nervous system, ~, and ~, the 
experiences that constitut~ed the bod::, iiI ~he previous rrOT:\ent. But, 
the "",-ho1e-se]f" nol-' act\.nlizecl is not JU3t l2.. but DE. 

58. Logic of Perf,~ctiQ~, p.196. 
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59 in the past, not the present. A possible exception to this is the 

perfect knowledge of God, the implications of which we will turn to 

in Chapter VI. 

If this distinction between the momentary, unified experience 

that is co-terminus with the nervous system of a complex organism and 

the simultaneously actual body is valid, Hartshorne's concept of an 

individual begins to look very much like Ramanuja's sarlra-sarlri 

doctrine, i.e., the idea of a body and a self that abides in the body 

or a body-soul doctrine. The apparent differences are that the soul 

counterpart in Hartshorne's concept, rather than being something 

essentially unchanging, permanent and independent of the body, is 

said to be constantly changing, as it synthesizes the experiences that 

make up its body and what the body experiences in the external world, 

impermanent, because it is a new synthesis each moment, and dependent 

on the body, because it is asymmetrically related to it. We will take 

a careful look at these differences after we learn the nature of the 

synthesizing agent in Hartshorne's concept of an individual. 

The Synthesizing Agent 

There is more to Hartshorne's rejection of Ramanuja's doctrine of 

soul as a distinct substance apart from other parts of the body than 

the impossibility of relations between contemporaries. Hartshorne rejects 

the doctrine of substance per se and we know now the alternative he 

proposes. Both he and Ramanuja agree that all knowledge is knowledge 

of the real and both agree that an object's existence is proved by 

direct perception or experience. For Hartshorne, this is the case 

59. Ibid., p.228f. 



because the experience of an object .is the real -- "the given things 

are the real things", and what is given is experieuC'e (supra, p.69). 

For Ramanuja direct perception proves the existence of an object 

because every cause produces an effect consistent with itself. 

There is equality of nature between an effect 
and a cause, in that sense that those essential 
characteristics by which the causal substance 
distinguishes itself from other things persist 
in its effects also .•. 60 

The cause and effect relation consists of one substance affecting 
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another substance with characteristics consistent with or true to its 

own essential nature. Or, to use Hartshorne's term, the subject is 

"moulded" by the object, when cause and effect have reference to 

knowledge of something, only Hartshorne would not use the term 

"substance". How then, asks Ramanuja, do effects differ from their 

causes, if they are not in different substances? And Hartshorne's reply 

is that they are different because the effect is a new synthesis of 

the causes it synthesizes. "'The many become one and are increased by 

one', a new inclusive unity is born; and this unity forms an item in a 

61 
new many." The experiences of the immediate past mODent cause the 

subject of the present moment because it is just the synthesis of 

these experiences. There are new relationships among the past 

experiences, but the experiences remain the same. These new re1ation-

ships constitute the new subject and a new self-awareness. In other 

words, as we have already indicated (supra, p.86), the nervous system 

or "mind" is not some continuing substance affected by other substances 

making up the rest of the body, it is a synthesis of experiences which 

60. Thib3ut, p.l~6. 

61. Creative Synthesis, p .16. 
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will itself become part of a new synthesis in the subsequent moment. 

Qualities Are Psychical and Creative 

Now the question is, how can such a synthesis take place 

without a synthesizer, a continuous, conscious atman, which Ramanuja 

believes to be presupposed in all experience? The answer to this lies 

in Hartshorne's understanding of the nature of a "quality". In his 

system the synthesizer is the momentary subject who has self­

awareness of being the mass of qualities (experiences) synthesized at 

any given moment. The significant point being that these experienced 

qualities are not configurations of consciousness, as Ramanuja says 

they are, they are conscious, "feeling". 

Mind is the "stuff" that constitutes the essential nature of 

all entities. Why? Because "any quality, to be known, must become 

a quality of experience in some form, sensory or affective, mind as such 

cannot be a mere species of quality; rather, it is the universal 

correlate of quality, and of quantity as well".62 This does not mean 

that mind is a substance that has qualities as attributes. Qualities 

are themselves psychic, dynamic relationships and essentially creative 

in nature. This is why Hartshorne refers to them as "feelings" and 

says: "The feeling tone of a color is not ... some thing over and 

above the color; it is just the color itself seen in its intelligible 

63 
essence." 

Whereas Ramanuja thinks of creativity as a voluntary act of 

the substantial atman who has consciousness and activity as character-

istics, Hartshorne thinks of creativity as being an essenti~l characteristic 

62. Logic of Perfection, p.124. 

63. Phil.0_sC'1)h~ __ and P"y:ch()_~~()-,,-:v of Sensation, p.93. 
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of all existence. It is what existence is. "To be is to create".64 

Knowing is but one form of acting. So the subject is a mass of 

dynamic qualities that evolve new qualities by interacting with 

each other. Certainly each subsequent subject is a new subject, 

because of increase, but it is also the same subject and in this 

sense continuous. This is why Ramanuja thinks of consciousness as 

being "centered". It is when we think of an individual in relation 

to other individuals, but other individuals are only known, and 

therefore meaningfully exist, as they are "included" in the syn-

thesizing subject. Each self-aware individual is really a universe 

in himself, indirectly affected by others. 

Syntheses of experience are the synthesizing agents 

However, even if we grant that experienced qualities are 

dynamic and creative in themselves, rather than inert qualities of 

some vital substance, this does not provide an explanation for the 

synthesis taking place. The synthesis that is the subject now (let 

us be clear that we are referring to psychical individuals and not 

physical individuals, which are synthesized out of experienced external 

data by psychical individuals
65

) is not just a haphazard collection 

of experiences. The synthesis is a thinking, purposing unit 

(supra, p.86). An adequate explanation of this seems to require the 

positing of some agent who experiences the many and synthesizes them 

into one experience. Such an agent would have to exist prior to the 

synthesis rather than being created by it. Furthermore, if purposing 

6 /, 
-r. 

65. Surra, pp. 85-86. 
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is to be meaningful, the individual must transcend the mere sum of 

experiences in some way in order to determine which ~f the possibilities 

66 
of a given moment will be actualized in the subsequent moment. 

RB.manuja provides for this by making consciousness and "doer" 

characteristics of the atman and attributing it with the power to 

transcend particular cognitions and acts and pass judgment upon them. 

It is in the realization of this transcendence that the atman realizes 

his freedom in relation to any and all particular experience. 

In his descriptions of the synthesizing process, Hartshorne 

frequently uses terminology that implies a synthesizing agent. For 

instance: 

In every moment each of us accomplishes a 
remarkable creative act. What do we create? 
Our own experience at that moment. But, you 
may say, this experience is not of our own 
making, since it is produced in us by various 
causes. But, please note, there are many 
causes, not one. This is enough to show that 
the causes alone cannot fully determine the re­
sult. For the experience is one, not many. 
What causal law could prescribe in advance 
just how the many factors are to fuse together 
into a new single entity, an experience?67 

Following this he writes: 

66. At the present time there is an ongoing debate among interpreters 
of Whiteheadian philosophy and its critics on this very point. Refer: 
Edward Pols, Whitehead's Metaphysics: A Critical Examination of Process 
and Reall!Y (Carbondale: Southern Illinois University Press, 1967), three 
articles in the Winter 1969 edition of the Southern Journal of Philosophy 
(Vol. VII) - John B. Cobb, Jr., "Freedom in Whitehead's Philosophy: A 
Response to Edward Pols", pp.409-l3; Edward Pols, "Freedom and Agency: A 
Reply", pp.4l5-l9; and Lewis Ford, "On Genetic Successiveness: A Third 
Alternative", pp.42l-25 - and two articles in the Fall 1971 edition of 
Process Studies (Vol. I) - Robert Neville, "Genetic Succession, Time and 
Becoming", pp.19!1-198, 2nd LeHis S. Ford, "Genetic and Coordinate Division 
Correlated", pp.199-209. Hhile this debate j " related to our discussion 
at this point, it is n~lt ~c:rc~~inc to Oll:: t> ___ 'sls, si:lce r.~T2 are concc~GL~d only 
with \;That Hartshorne has to say on this flwtter and not 14hiteheadian thought 
in general. 



Experience puts together its data; these 
remain several, but the experience in and 
by which they are put together is one. 
Each synthebis is a single reality, not 
reducible to interrelated parts. It is a 
'whole of parts', yet it is more than that 
phrase clearly states: the safest language 
is to call it a synthesis, or an inclusive 
reality. But the including reality is as 
much a unitary entity as is anyone of the 
included items. 68 . 

69 
Thus, "The many become one and are increased by one?" 

The causes of a particular unified experience do not fully 

determine the experience. The full particularity of an experience 

is not predictable. This is the import of the statement that no 

"causal law could prescribe in advance just how the many factors 
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are to fuse together into a new single entity". On the other hand, the 

resultant synthesis is not a matter of pure chance because the 

experience "puts together its data". It is the synthesizer. A 

single experience brings the multitude of experiences together. This 

experience is an "inclusive reality". But how can this be, when that 

experience is not present until the unity takes place? It seems more 

accurate to say that the unified experience is the result of the 

coming together of experiences (data) rather than the cause. 

The resolution of this apparent problem lies in understanding the 

nature of the pervasive self-awareness of the psychical individual, 

which Hartshorne also refers to as the "dominant monad" and "group 

mind", who thinks and wills as an irreducible unit. 70 This is the 

68. Ibid., p.3. 

69. Ibid., p.16. 
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self-awareness of being all the experiences unified "now". This 

unified experience was not present prior to the coming together of 

these experiences, because to do so it would have to be something 

entirely different from those experiences. No, the organizing agent 

of this unified experience was in part the subject of the previous 

moment in the event-sequence, where, as an antecedent condition, it 

limits the possibilities for the subsequent synthesis in relation to 

its prehension of it in its subjective aim. But, Hartshorne insists, 

it "only limits the possibilities to a more or less narrow range", 

71 not in a fully determinate way. 

The definiteness is new; not implied by 
the antecedent or "external" situation; 
but there it now is. Since the deter­
minateness has come about, it is in that 
sense an act. But it is an act of no 
agent unless one internal to the entity, 
i.e., the entity itself regarded as 
acting or free. 72 

Once the subj ect is fully determined it is not free 

anything other than \vhat it is, i. e. , the experiences it 

Its freedom lies in the range of possible experiences it 

cause to be actualized, as the subsequent subj ect in its 

to be 

has synthesized. 

can partially 

event-

sequence, out of the determinate experiences present to it, which 

were also the results of free decisions. "We cannot simply experience 

our present free experience - of what? There must be some content. 

In memory and social experience, each with its own freedom, belonging 

h · h' d' 'd I" 73 to ot er t1mes or ot er 1n 1V1 ua s . 

71. Charles Hartshorne, "Hhitehead and Ordinary Language", Southern 
Journal of Philosoph~, VII (1969), 441. 

72. Ibid. 



109 

The way in which a subject constituted of experience organizes 

other experiences can be made more explicit by referring again to our 

diagram (supra, p.79). C is the present momentary event in the event 

sequence that is the life of an individual, who is identified by 

certain abstract, generic characteristics that perdure from event to 

event. The content of the unitary experience that C is consists of 

£, experiences of the body cells, memory, abstract ideas, thought 

images, etc., and i, experiences of entities external to c in the 

immediate past moment,received through the senses and unknown at that 

time. C cannot change this data, it is determinate and remains un-

changed and actual as long as memory allows. What C can do however, 

according to Hartshorne, and this is the locus of freedom, is to 

prehend the possible ways in which this data can be synthesized into 

a new unity in the subsequent moment and act upon it in such a way as 

to cause a particular actual synthesis out of the prevailing poss­

ibilities. When this new synthesis does become actual, it ceases to 

be subjective and becomes objective, a past event ("Any actual 

occurrence, once it occurs, immediately acquires the status of being 

past,,74) constituting part of the object content of the experience of 

the new subject, Cl , the subsequent moment of the same event-sequence. 

There is a new subject each moment, containing the preceding subjects 

in his event-sequence as objects of the experience he presently is. 

"Each experience is thus a free act, in its final unity a 'self-created' 

actuality, enriching the sum of actualities by one new member". 7 5 

74. Reality As Social Process, p.73. 

75. Creative Synthesis, pp.2-3. 
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Why is there a new subject each moment? Because the event-

sequence is increased by one. But, this new subject is not completely 

de novo. It contains all the preceding subjects of the event-sequence 

and was in fact partially created by the immediately preceding 

subject, who was in turn partially created by the one preceding him 

back to the time this event-sequence became a self-conscious individual. 

This is why Hartshorne says: 

Of course from birth to death I am I and not 
any other human person ... This means (for 
one thing), that the series of experiences 
of which I have intimate memory contains no 
members of the series of which you have (or 
a lion has) intimate memory; and for another 
thing, that the series of states which are 
referred to as the history of a certain human 
organism or body, called mine, contain no 
members belonging also to the series referred 
to as the history of someone else's body, or 
a tree or a lion ... Genetic 'identity', 
simply as fact, is not in dispuge, only its 
analysis or logical structure. 7 

What for Hartshorne is a new subject, Ramanuja considers to be 

an increase in the qualities of consciousness. What Ramanuja refers to 

as the substantial atman, with the essential characteristic consciousness, 

the subject of every experience, Hartshorne believes to be the subject 

of the preceding moment, continuing into the present moment as part of 

the new subject. And, since the inclusion of subjects in their 

successors continues on back to the beginning of the event-sequence, 

part of the subject ~ has been present and actual from the beginning, 

because once something becomes actual and determinate it always is, 

76. Ibi~., p.lS3. 
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according to Hartshorne.
77 

The difference between past and present 

is that something past is part of a more inclusive whole, i.e., what 

- 78 
is present, which nothing possesses as part. Conaequently, it is 

misleading to speak of "momentary subjects" in Hartshorne's system. 

It is true that there is a new subject each moment, but once they 

are actual they continue as -long as memory allows. They have what 

Wh · h d f d " b· .. 1·" 79 lte ea re erre to as 0 Jectlve lmmorta lty . 

This description of the synthesizing agent reveals that the 

apparent differences between his concept of an individual and that of 

Ramanuja may not be as radical as one might think. We suggested above 

(p.102)that the nervous system of an individual, as conceived by 

Hartshorne, is in some respects analogous to the atman in Ramanuja's 

thought. One apparent difference is that the atman is essentially 

unchanging and the nervous system is constantly changing from moment 

to moment. But note the nature of the change. The nervous system, 

which like everything else is essentially mind, changes from moment 

to moment because in each moment there is a new synthesis of experiences, 

new qualities of mind. However, a large part of the new synthesis is 

made up of qualities of mind actualized in the distant past and will 

continue to be actualized and unchanged in subsequent syntheses for an 

indefinite period in the future. So, a significant portion of the 

nervous system does remain unchanged and the essential nature "mind" 

is continually and actually present. The basic difference then is that 

77. Ibid., p.184. Also refer "The Divine Relativity and Absoluteness: 
A Reply"~56. 
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Ramanuja thinks of a continuous consciousness that takes on new 

qualities and that this is the cause of the idea of change, whereas 

Hartshorne believes the idea of change is derived from the addition of 

new mind qualities to other mind qualities that perdure from moment 

to moment. 

The second apparent difference between the at man and the nervous 

system is that the former is permanent and the latter is impermanent. 

However, the points we have just made to show that the changes in 

the nervous system from moment to moment are not radical indicate that 

the nervous system is impermanent from the point of view of continuous 

increase but, because each synthesis, once actualized, continues to 

be actual, the nervous system is fairly permanent. Now, the question 

is, how permanent? 

At the beginning of this chapter we were concerned with the 

question of the significance of the body for the soul in Ramanuja's 

system of thought. His position is that the atman is dependent on 

the body for its mode of existence but that the permanence of the atman 

is such that it can exist in itself apart from the body, which Hart­

shorne rejects (supra, p. 70. His view is that the nervous system, 

which we are taking to be co-terminus with the idea of being a self, 

comes into existence with the body because it is the synthesis of the 

body experiences. Thus, the absolute permanence that Ramanuja 

attributes to the atman is contingent upon the validity of the 

proposition that the atman has "being in itself", based on the experience 

of continuous consciousness of being a self. So, the import of our 

question aboue the degree of permanence possessed by the nervous 

system, as conceived by Hartshorne, is whether or not it is of the kind 
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that would permit it to continue to exist apart from the other 

aspects of the complex organism? 

I - Consciousness 

This brings us to the last major issue that we must address 

ourselves to before concluding this chapter, i.e., the experience of 

"I-consciousness". This is the atman's experience "in itself" that 

Hartshorne believes to be meaningless. According to him, an 

individual is a system of temporal and spatial subject-object 

relations. An absence of such relations equals an absence of 

existence - "to be is to be in relation" (supra, p.74). This spatio-

temporal unity manifests itself in the self-awareness of being a 

particular group of these relations, i.e., of being a body or organ-

ism. Each self-aware individual is "the momentary 'whole' summing 

up the antecedent states of the parts" (supra, p.lOO),and the 

event-sequence of these momentary wholes. 

It is interesting to note that Hartshorne believes this conception 

f . d' . d l' 1 h . d f" f . " 80 o an In lVl ua lS ana ogous to tel ea 0 a stream 0 consclousness. 

This is the "I" in the "I knmv" that Ramanuja refers to. Ramanuja 

claims that this conscious "I" continues to exist in deep-sleep, 

apart from subject-object relations, and that this is proof of the 

continuous existence of the atman as the substratum of all particular 

cognitions. Hartshorne, on the other hand, thinks it is quite possible 

that self-awareness is absent in deep-sle~p and that indeed the 

. d' . d 1 d' d d . 81 In lVl ua as a omlnant mona oes cease to eXlst. 

81. Ibid., p.201. 



Numerical identity seems not to admit 
gradations ••. This makes "light of and 
in effect denies the monstrous breaks and 
shifts in our self-identity -- complete 
breaks, apparently, in deep sleep, enormous 
shifts from virtually mindless infancy (or 
existence in the womb) to adult consciousness, 
from sanity to delirium or virtually-mindless 
intoxication, etc. 82 

Gradations of I-consciousness Ramanuja allows, but not complete 
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breaks. From his point of view there are two questions for Hartshorne: 

first, why is there the remembrance of experiences prior to sleep, 

and second, why is there the feeling of having slept well if the 

individual ceases to exist? To which Hartshorne replies, "It may 

be said that when we lose consciousness we do not in fact cease to 

exist, since our bodily reality persists" 83 In other words, the 

awareness of being the unity of all cellular interaction of the body 

ceases but not all the activity. The individual cellular components 

of the body continue independetly as individual event-sequences, but 

there is no dominant event-sequence that synthesizes them into a 

unity. The awareness of being the unity of body experiences ceases, 

so the 'whole' body, as a psychical individual ceases to exist. There 

is but a mass of psychical individuals making up a physical 

individual, analogous to a stone or a tree. 

If this is an accurate description of the state of an individual 

in deep sleep, presumably the way one explains the remembrance of 

experiences prior to sleep is with the idea that the brain cells that 

carryon the function of remembering past events do so by passing 



115 

their data from moment to moment, synthesis to synthesis, without 

84 
any increase during the period of deep-sleep. Otherwise, all past 

experiences would be Jost. Likewise, one must assume that the nervous 

system, characterized by qualities that make it possible for it to 

become the dominant member of the body (supra, p.86), continued to 

perpetuate its existence, in a sequence of momentary cause and effect 

relationships, without receiving any new experience external to itself, 

i.e., it operates as a closed system. Each moment of the system's 

existence during deep-sleep must find itself internally related as 

subject to its previous moment as object. In this state, nothing is 

lost and nothing is added, so there is no sense of time. This we can 

assume is the way the nervous system continues its existence. It is 

not a dominant monad during this period, but it is continuously present 

to be stimulated by the other cells of the body, which means to begin 

receiving experiences external to its internal event-sequence or, as 

we say, 'to be awakened'. When this happens it becomes the dominant 

monad once again. The consciousness that comes with awakening is a 

new consciousness, but it is also the same consciousness. The essential 

nature of what consciousness is is always present and actual. 

As to the experience of having slept well, this can be 

explained by the fact that the awakened self, or synthesis of 

experiences that follow the period of deep-sleep, has as part of the 

new unity the experience of cells that remember relaxed states of momentary 

existence. 

84. Hartshorne belie'/es d:1 " eClt ity could have 0n2 parent or source 
in tiri:-::", C r~q. t i VC:~ __ S~"JJ_~~.?i ~, p .. :212 . 



116 

Conclusion 

In this chapter, we have seen how Hartshorne provides an 

alternate conception of the nature of an individual that gives a 

coherent, consistent account of all the aspects of experience that 

Ramanuja points to as evidence of a continuing, permanent, essentially 

unchanging substance, the atman, without recourse to a substance 

doctrine. Our analysis has revealed that the nervous system of a 

complex organism, as described by Hartshorne, seems to perform the 

same basic functions of unifying knowledge, volition and feeling that 

Ramanuja ascribes to the atman. Further, we have tried to show, by 

extending Hartshorne's principles, that Ramanuja's idea of the 

continuation of "I-consciousness" in deep-sleep, which is the experience 

of the atman being in itself, has its parallel implicit in Hartshorne's 

scheme if we can conceive of the qualities that define a momentary 

event of the nervous system's existence in the state of deep-sleep 

as perpetuating their existence through a sequence of momentary cause 

and effect relationships. 

Now, because the individual, momentary events in the event­

sequence, ~vhich is the existence of the nervous system, are, like 

everything else, basically psychic or mind in nature, we can say it is 

essentially consciousness, just as the ~tman is, as described by 

Ramanuja. And, because each momentary synthesis, once actualized, 

ideally remains actual, the qualities of the nervous system are 

continuous, i.e., continuous from the time of their actualization. 

Some of these qualities have their beginning in the moment of con~eptjon 

iTl the v,1o~[!b of th2 indivic1'L:.:::.l f s n~ct[l~~-, \"rne:1 the n2rvous systeGl began 

to de\'clcp. 



117 

By extending Hartshorne's principles, we have found that 

there is a sense in which the nervous system of a complex organism is 

by nature a continuous consciousness. It is continuous but not 

unchanging or permanently the same. In fact, each momentary, unified, 

conscious event is different because it is a new synthesis. Some of 

these events are unified conscious experiences that synthesize all the 

qualities of experience that made up the body of the organism the 

previous moment and those that the body cells had synthesized from 

their contact with the external world. Other events in the life of 

the system, i.e., when it is in deep-sleep, will include only the 

defining qualities of the system being in itself. This latter set of 

qualities will be a necessary part of every experience. The degree to 

which the essentially conscious nervous system is extended at any 

moment, we must assume, is determined by the "will" of the preceding 

synthesis in the event-sequence. The maximum to which each conscious 

event can be extended is determined by the kind of organism to which 

the nervous system belongs. In biological terms, this would refer to 

its genetic composition. In terms of Ramanuja's thought, and Indian 

philosophy in general, it .vould refer to the individual's karman. 

This parallel presupposes the term "individual" is being used in the 

ordinary sense of a continuing self, which Hartshorne says is an 

abstraction. However, even when "individual" is used to refer to event, 

as Hartshorne prefers, the particular content of each particular 

synthesis in the event-sequence will also-be determined to a large 

degree by the karman that the individual has accrued up to that 

particular mo~ent, i.e., ~hHt was selpct0J to be synthesized in each 

preceding moment. 



We have extended Hartshorne's principles considerably in order 

to bring out the possible parallel functions between the nervous 

system in Hartshorne's scheme and the atman in Ramanuja's. One 

obvious objection to what we have inferred is that it implies a 

continuing self or substratum of experience and that is precisely 
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what Hartshorne denies. From the beginning of our comparison of the 

two concepts of individuals we have said that the essential difference 

between the views of Ramanuja and Hartshorne is that Ramanuja speaks 

of a continuous, unchanging, permanent substance that has as its modes 

and attributes various changing qualities and degrees of extension, 

whereas Hartshorne does not allow ,this substance-attribute distinction. 

His position is that all ideas of a continuing self are derived by 

abstracting certain common features from a sequence of momentary events 

or selves. Thus, when we say that in the passing of an individual from 

the awakened-state to the state of deep-sleep there is the continuity 

of the defining qualities of the nervous system and that these are 

present in all experience, on his view, what we mean is that certain 

abstract qualities continue to be present in a sequence of events. 

It is not our intention to minimize this fundamental difference 

between the two conceptions but we want to see where the real issue 

lies. For this reason, we should not be misled by the term "abstract", 

as used by Hartshorne. The abstract characteristics he has reference 

to are not abstracted from many disconnected entities or events that 

exist independently of each other. They are indeed abstracted from 

many events but the many exist as actual in the present singular, 

latest synthesis that sums up all that preceded it like a series of 

concentric circles. Tht:'v are abs t:u,c [ in !:llC sense tInt no set of 
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these qualities embraces the full actuality of the concrete, novel, 

present synthesis, which, on Hartshorne's view, must be the point of 

reference when we speak of the reality of an individual, if we are to 

give adequate significance to the full particularity of every moment 

in the process that is the full reality of life. Nevertheless, these 

"abstract" qualities are continuous, actual parts of each new synthesis. 

And, these abstract qualities have the same function as the substantial 

atman in Ramanuja's concept of an individual. 

A further objection that can be raised is that these abstract 

qualities do not function like the substantial atman in Ramanuja's 

system because they do not have other qualities as modes and attributes 

as the conscious atman does. They are but parts of each new synthesis 

and the reality of the individual is defined in terms of the whole, 

not selected parts. There is continuous consciousness, but each 

moment there is a new unified consciousness or mind, because the 

qualities and mind are not different. This point is extremely 

important because it means the karman or previous acts in the event­

sequence that is the continuing existence of the individual constitute 

its defining characteristics. In other Hords, karman is the individuating 

principle. Take awav the qualities and you take aHay everything that 

the individual is. And, since all the qualities are contingent, the 

existence of the individual is contingent. This has profound implications 

when Hartshorne's principles of individuality are applied to the divine 

individual, and for the manner in which salvation is conceived by him. 

In Ram~muja's concept, the atman is the individuating principle. 

As He noted at the end of th~ preceding chapter, his desire to establish 

the existence of a per;nailcnt, unchails::'ng, eternal &t"i3Cl is !Jlotivated by 
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his belief that individuality is eternally retained in moksa, that 

the relationship between the worshipper and the one worshipped is real 

and not the result of ignorance (avidya). To establish the eternal 

existence of a self, once one accepts that experience proves existence, 

there must be a continuous consciousness of some aspect of the self 

that is eternal, unchanging ,and permanent. 

Finally, then, there are the related questions we raised at 

the end of Chapter II. What is the relationship between the continuing 

and the changing elements of experience and does Ramanuja's formulating 

this relationship in terms of the substance-attribute dichotomy involve 

him in a contradiction? The answer to the latter question is no, at 

least no more than does Hartshorne's idea that some qualities continue 

to exist as actual throughout the event-sequence that is the life of 

an individual. The differences between the two philosophers centres in 

their conceptions of the relationship between being and becoming, and, 

particularly, which of these has priority over the other. 

Ramanuja takes the continuing qualities of experience to be 

indicative of a substance that is eternal, unchanging and permanent. 

This is the being of the individual. The momentary, changing, 

impermanent attributes, which Hartshorne refers to as becoming, 

are, on Ramanuja's view, dependent upon the substantial self for their 

existence. They provide enjoyment for the atman, a means for the 

expression of its will, and a way for it to attain salvation, unity 

with Brahman. They have no existence or value in themselves. Being 

is logically prior to becoming. 

llart.s:.on12 t.-:kes tb,' Il~C~2I"lt2ry CV12I"lt that 13 a synthesis of all 

preseEt e:,:p121-ieilL:e and aLi past experience as prir..ary, ancl DE:CaUSe it is 



constantly changing, he considers existence to be primarily 

characterized by becoming. Being is derived from the becoming 

sequence by abstractiug certain continuing qualities. And, since 
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these abstract qualities have no existence apart from the becoming 

process, they are dependent upon it and priority must go to becoming. 

Existence is becoming and, as we shall see (Chapter VI), the aesthetic 

increase from moment to moment is an end in itself. The experiencer of 

each moment is a synthesis of qualities within the becoming process and 

becomes a part of a new whole in the next moment. The value of the 

experiencer is in its being a part of the aesthetic value of the new and 

subsequent totalities that constitute the living experience of the 

divine individual. 



IV 

RAMANUJA'S CONCEPT OF THE GOD MEN WORSHIP 

In Chapter II, we considered Ramanuja's arguments in support 

of his thesis that the atman, as the continuing, essentially 

unchanging self or soul, is a necessary presupposition in all 

experience, i.e., that a complete, coherent explanation of the 

nature of experience requires the positing of a conscious substratum. 

Then in Chapter III, we saw how Hartshorne offers an alternate 

conception of an individual that explains the various aspects of 

experience, pointed to by Ramanuja, without a continuing, conscious 

substratum. He does this by conceiving of an individual as a 

momentary event that is a synthesis of experience, essentially psychic 

in nature, that contains as a part of itself the actuality of all 

previous synthesized experiences in an event-sequence that is the 

continuing existence of an individual. 

The basic description that each of these philosophers gives of 

an individual is considered by them to be applicable to the divine 

individual. Ramanuja considers Brahman to be the continuous, 

essentially unchanging soul of his body, the phenomenal world, and 

Hartshorne thinks of God as being the SUIn total of all experience, in 

all time and all space, with the abstract essence of all experience 

constituting the soul or generic essence of God, i.e., the individual 

characteristics of God. 

Hartshorne defines God as "the suprcT";"lely excellent and all-

122 
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worshipful being"l or "the uniquely good, admirable, great worship­

eliciting being,,2 which is a more elaborate way of saying that God is 

what men worship. And, as we noted in our introductory comments, 

Ramanuja also believes that any adequate definition of deity must find 

its basic presuppositions in the idea of God held by men who worship 

(supra, pp.2-@. The signiflcance of this definition in Hartshorne's 

conception of deity cannot be over-estimated. Many of the arguments 

he makes against classical theism come down to the question of what 

kind of God do men in fact worship? For instance, with respect to 

the polar opposites unity and variety, he sets out three possibilities: 

God equals complete unity, God equals complete variety, and God 

equals unity-in-variety or variety-in-unity. Then he raises this 

question: "Which kind of God is most worshipful?" His answer is: "The 

good as we know it is unity-in-variety, or variety-in-unity; if the 

variety overbalances, we have chaos or discord; if the unity, we have 

d .. l' ,,3 monotony an trlvla lty . There is the possibility of good and bad 

on both sides of these categorical polarities, so "the supreme 

excellence must somehow be able to integrate all the complexity there 

is into itself as one spiritual whole".4 Hartshorne's dipolar concept 

of deity does this by bringing the polar categories together in the 

one entity and giving equal emphasis to both sides. The ensuing 

contradictions are avoided by positing a concrete and an abstract aspect 

to every individual, including the divine. 

1. Philosopher~eak of God, p.l. 

2. Ib_icl., p.7. 

3. Jhj..s!.., p. 3. 

4. Ibid:, p.4. 
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The God men worship is perfection. On this Ramanuja and 

Hartshorne agree. For Hartshorne this means that he is categorically 

ultimate and unchanging in such qualities as righteousness, wisdom 

and power, and that his existence is infinite. Again, Ramanuja 

agrees. However, when we come to Hartshorne's idea that the divine 

is categorically superior an'd capable of unlimited increase by 

continually excelling himself in such qualities as happiness, beauty 

and richness of experience, it is here that the two philosophers have 

their differences. For Ramanuja, Brahman is supreme happiness and 

beauty because he is supreme bliss and the aesthetic ultimate. These 

characteristics of Brahman are also eternally actual and unchanging. 

He writes, "the modifications of the nature of Brahman, as in the case 

/ 
of earth and gold is not at all admitted by us, on account of the Sruti 

(passages) pointed out to (Brahman) not undergoing any modification 

and being free from all blemishes lt
•
5 This affirmation involves 

Ramanuja in the same problems we noted with respect to his conception 

of ordinary individuals, when he tries to attribute reality to the 

changing aspect of existence and, at the same time, claims that a 

conscious self knoving these changes remains itself unchanged. Our 

task is to discover those elements in his understanding of the nature 

of perfection that induce him to rule all change out of the divine 

individual. 

Ramanuja's Idea of Perfection 

Both Ramanuja and Hartshorne describe an individual as having two 

----_. ---------------------- ------.------------------
,- -

5. Sr ib h:l 3 Y.Q. , p. 581. 
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aspects. For Ramanuja these two aspects are an eternal self or 

soul (atman), whose essential nature is consciousness (caitanya), and 

a temporal, contingent aspect, the body, in which the atman abides. 

In the case of ordinary individuals, e.g., a man, the body is defined 

as any "substance which a sentient soul is capable of completely 

controlling and supporting for its own purposes, and which stands to 

the soul in an entirely subordinate relation" (supra, p.40). This 

substance, making up the body of all ordinary individuals, comes under 

the general category of prak;ti or acit, non-sentient matter. 

The divine individual, Isvara,6 has two aspects also. There is 

the eternal, absolute aspect, the divine Soul or Self (Paramatman or 

Brahman), whose essential attributes are existence, knowledge, infinite, 

goodness, and blissful (sat yam, jnanam, anantam, amalatva, and 

anandamaya),7 and the temporal, contingent aspect, the body of Isvara, 

in which the Brahman abides. The body of Isvara is made up of the 

conscious jivas (cit) and the non-sentient prak;ti (acit). Ramanuja 

takes this to be the teaching of the Glta and the revealed scriptures. 

Else,,,here the sruti asserts that, in whatever 

6. Ram~nuja uses ~any of the traditional appellations for the divine 
individual -- Indra, Isvara, Kr~~a, Hara, Hari, Narayana, etc. He also 
uses uperlative type names, the two most prominent ones being Puru~ottama 
or Highest Person and Paramatman or Highest Self. However, even though 
the names are many, they all have Brahman as their ultimate referend. 

There is really no name that specifically refers to Brahman and 
his body as a unit; but, strange as it may seem, there is really no name 
that does not, because they are non-different. Hopefully, this will be 
more intelligible by the end of the chapter. 

There are other names like Brahma and Hiranyagarbha, "who represents 
the soul in its aggregate form" (Thibaut, p.SOO), but these gods are 
instruments through whom Brahman creates. 



condition cit and acit or Subject and Object 
exist, their existence depends on God, because 
they constitute his body and are internalle ruled by him, and that God is their atman. 
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There are three tattvas or ultimately real principles: 1) Brahman, 

the Ultimate Being and soul of the cosmos; 2) cit, all sentient 

individuals or jIvas; and 3) acit, non-sentient matter. These three 

principles are substantially different from each other and together 

make up the totality of existence. They are different yet non-

different. Their relationship is visistadvaita, qualified non-.. 
dual, because cit and acit exist only as modal qualities of Brahman. 

They relate to Brahman in the same way as the quality consciousness 

relates to the atman. Atman is the necessary substrate for 

consciousness, but the qualities of consciousness are not the qualities 

of the atman. They are the effects of its involvement with prakrti. 

In this same manner, Brahman is the cause of all existence, knowledge, 

finitude, morality and bliss. How he is the cause of these will be 

dealt with in this order, the first three in this chapter and the 

latter two in Chapter VI. 

Brahman As "Existence" 

/ . 
In opposition to the Advaita of Samkara, Ramanuja maintains 

that all three tattvas have real existence, but they are not all real 

in the same sense. The reality of the Brahman's existence is unique in 

two ways. First, Brahman's existence is the cause of every other 

existent thing, sentient and non-sentient~ His existence is unique as 

cause, but it is non-different insofar as cause and effect must 

correspond. 

8. J.A.B. Van ~uitcnen, E_~2:il.:t.~~L~ __ r~_U~~r,11'l~:1-,r,:~~~lt\ (\Taranasi: 
Hotilal :),;:1n'1r:ic1ec:,~, J9(13), p.1J9. ;.ls,', ~'::=_~:":':_'_:'-'...:' n;,.1(1,), 155. 



But it is a rule that as a cause we must assume 
only what corresponds to the effect! -- Just so; 
and what corresponds to the total aggregate of 
effects is the highest Person ", who has minds 
and matter in their subtle state for his body.9 

Prior to the creation (srsti) of the world, there is complete 

undifferentiated unity of existence. In the Chandogya Upanisad 

(VI:2:l), there is the statement which says: "In the beginning, my 

dear, this world was just Being (sat), one only, without a second." 
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Ramanuja takes this to imply "that the nature of Brahman only is the 

one Reality and everything over and above that is false."lO But this 

does not mean that cit and acit are non-existent or essentially 

illusory. It means that the sentient and non-sentient aspects of 

existence in the causal, pre-creation state (pralaya) have no 

individuating characteristics and exist solely as undifferentiated 

modes of Brahman. In this state their form is "so extremely subtle 

that it hardly deserves to be called something separate from Brahman, 

of which it constitutes the body".ll This statement is indicative of 

a tension that exists in Ramanuja's thought that defies clearcut 

logical distinctions. He wants to say that in the pralaya state 

"Brahman" denotes and connotes everything that exists, because nothing 

can be differentiated from it, in order to affirm that Brahman is the 

being of all other beings. Yet, on the other hand, he does not want 

9. Thibaut, p.202, Sribhasya, p.2S1. 

10. Srlbhasya, p. 221. "False" here translates the Sanskrit term 
"mithya", meaning something unreal or having only apparent reality, 
untrue or vain. 

11. Thibaut, p.403. 
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to establish the complete identity of Brahman with cit and acit 

because that would imply that their imperfection belong to Brahman. 

His position, briefly stated, is that the essential qualities of cit 

and acit are qualities of Brahman, but they are not all the qualities 

that Brahman possesses. So, Brahman is, at the same time, essentially 

the same as and essentially different from cit'and acit. Similarly, 

the being of Brahman is the same as that of cit and acit because he is 

the cause of their being, but it is different because their being is 

a quality of his being. Ramanuja finds his authority for this conception 

of the Brahman-world relationship in the B;hadaranyaka Upanisad (111:7:3-22). 

He who dwells in the earth, yet is within the 
earth, whom the earth does not know, whose 
body the earth is, who controls the earth from 
within, he is your self, the inner controller 
[antaryamin], the immortal (B:h. Up. 111:7:3). 

Creation is initiated by the thought, purpose and free choice of 

Brahman. 

Brahman modifies itself with the world as its 
body in the order of dissolution, having first 
reflected -- May I, Brahman having the Darkness 
[undifferentiated cit and acit] reduced to that 
state as the body, have the body of worldly 
existence mixed with sentient and non-sentient 
objects with name and form distinguished as 
before ••• 12 

Thus Brahman is the One from which the many evolves because prior to 

creation there is nothing distinguishable from him. With creation 

differentiation takes place and all the categories (nama-rupa) of 

existence are formed. However, it is important that this not 

be construed as meaning the One becomes the many. Creation means that 

what was undifferentiated, formless and nameless, has become differentiated, 
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informed and nameable. Individuals are denotab1e apart from Brahman. 

Brahman, "the highest Person", as the Atman of the world, is 

substantially and essentially different from cit and acit, but 

Brahman, as the cause of all else, is not. Just how he is the cause 

of all else is a matter we will deal with later (infra, pp.l34-l39). 

Brahman is unique in essence, in the manner of his being, in 

that his existence alone is absolutely unconditioned in any way. The 

jivas, as we noted earlier, are not subject to non-existence. They 

exist eternally and cannot not exist. And, the jivas eternally have 

consciousness (jnana) as their essential characteristic. In these 

respects, their existence is unconditioned, and because of this they are 

satya, real and true, i.e., that they are and what they are is eternally 

the same and unchanging. But, the mode of the individual jiva's 

existence is subject to change insofar as his consciousness is modified 

by his contact with prak:ti, due to his karman. Consequently, the 

jiva's existence is not absolutely unconditioned. 

The jivas are satya and Brahman is satyasya sat yam, the True of 

the true or the Really Real. 

In the case of the JIvas, contraction and expansion 
of knowledge in conformity with Karman, do exist. 
In the case of the highest Puru~a, hmvever, who is 
with all sins destroyed, those two do not exist. 
Therefore, this one is Satya, even beyond them. 13 

In other words, the existence, essential nature and mode of existence 

of Brahman are all necessary, in the sense that they could not be 

otherwise. He is eternally unchanging in·that he is, what he is and 

how he is. Other things are true and real insofar as they correspond 

to him as their cause, i. e. insoi:2r as the:' are one ,dth his essence 

.. ---------------

13. Ibid., p.822. 



and qualities of his being. 

When we turn now to the third tattva, prak;ti, we come to the 

important distinction between "being" and "non-being". We find that 

whereas Ramanuja attributes "being" to Brahman and the jivas, he 
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considers prak::ti to be "non-being". It is important that we consider 

carefully the distinction he makes between these) because what is 

"non-being" for Ramanuja is "becoming" for Hartshorne and the locus 

of reality. 

The following quotation from P.N. Srinivasachari's Philosophy of 

Visistadvaita sums up very nicely Ramanuja's understanding of the 

nature of prakrti. 

Prakrti is subject to the law of parinama and 
evolves into the ever-changing phenomenal universe. 
Matter is not merely what is, but what becomes, 
and is a series of particular perishing pre8ent­
ations. It is perpetually fleeting flux without 
any stability. Each object is fugitive, passes 
over into different states, and each later 
state is out of connection with the earlier. l4 

Because of its everchanging nature, when prak~ti is considered by itself, 

Ramanuja claims it is appropriate to refer to it as "non-being". 

The non-sentient thing ... is definitely fit to 
be denoted by the word 'N~sti' [is not] on account 
of its becoming otherwise every moment '" For, the 
object fit to be denoted by the word 'Asti' [is], is 
devoid of beginning, middle and end, [and] being 
possessed of uniform nature, always on account of 
its not deserving the idea [viz.] 'Nasti' [is not].l5 

Following this statement, Ramanuja goes on to say that consciousness 

(jnana) alone is Casti), and he seems to follow the idealists in 

defining being in terms of what is kno~~ or definable, but this is not 

14. Srinivd33ctari, p.103. 

15. ~,.157. 
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the case. Brahman and the jIvas are asti because they are the 

continuous, essentially unchanging substrata of all experience. Being 

is defined in terms of jnana not because the knower establishes the 

existence of the known but because consciousness is the only aspect 

f . h' . db' . h' 16 a experlence t at lS contlnuous an not su ]ect to perls lng. 

Prakrti, on the other hand, ds nasti, because that aspect of experience 

that is differentiated by prakrti is of a perishable nature, i.e., . 
it has contingent existence. It always exists in some form, but it 

does not have a continuous essential nature to give it being, as is 

the case with the sentient aspect of existence. 

Ramanuja attributes being to what is experienced as continuous 

and non-perishing, as is the case with consciousness (jnana), and to 

what is logically required as a substratum for this consciousness, the 

atman, based on the nature of experience. Prakrti is experiended as 

being in constant flux, because it continually undergoes changes in 

its essential nature, so he attributes it with non-being. However, 

even though it is non-being, it is not unreal (mithya). Ramanuja 

clearly states that with regard to "the non-sentient thing, the words 

'Nasti' and 'Asatya' are not used as referring to unsubstantial nature 

and false nature, but as referring to perishability".l7 

The reality of prak:ti is important to Ramanuja because what is 

at stake is the reality of the physical world, the establishment of 

which is as important to him as it is to Hartshorne. As we noted in 

16. This point has significance in relation to the Advaitan criticism 
of Ramanuja's idea that consciousness is a quality of the atman rather 
than the self-consciousness being a notion within universal consciousness 
(supTa, p .. " ). \,:? l,\"ill Q.Isccss th2 il1poL'LmCE' 0::: this T.v-ith respect to 
the divine individual in Ch~pter VI. 

17. Sribha~v~, p.] 61. 
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the first chapter, the primary motivation for Ramanuja's philosophy 

is to prove that a system of thought that takes the world to be real 

is more consistent with the nature of experience and the religion of 

the Vedas than the mayavada of Samkara, which considers the world 

to be ultimately illusory in nature. If the material world is unreal, 

he concludes, so are the Vedas, the religious acts prescribed by 

them, moral behaviour and the attaining of salvation (supra, pp.46-49). 

/ 
Samkara maintains that all difference, i.e., everything other 

than pure-consciousness -- jars, pieces of sloth, and any other object 

of consciousness, is ultimately unreal because it does not persist. 

On the basis of this, he contends that the whole physical world is in 

the final analysis, illusory (maya) and false (mithya). This is 

/ 

erroneous, says Ramanuja, and the source of the error is that Samkara 

does not distinguish between non-persistence in the sense of false 

perception being replaced by true perception, as in the case of a rope 

being seen as a snake in one moment and having that perception 

contradicted by the perception of the rope as rope in the next, and 

non-persistence in the sense of the perception of a whole jar in one 

moment and a broken jar in the succeeding moment. In the first 

instance, one perception is sublated by another through contradiction. 

The sublated object is unreal and false. But, the perception of the 

whole jar in one moment and not in the next does not make it unreal 

because no contradiction is involved and because the existence of an 

object is proved by perception and is the~efore real.
18 

Unreality is 

founded in false judgment. When the rope is judged to be rope and not 

18. Ib~1., pp.52-53. 



a snake, what is false is sublated by what is real. When, on the 

other hand, a whole jar becomes a broken jar, the becoming of one as 

the effect of the other as cause is not false, it is a real becoming 

because of a real perishing and no contradiction is involved. 

There is still one more important aspect of the nature of 
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prakrti that deserves a fuller explanation, and that is the question of 

what it means to say that prak:ti is subject to perishing. In the above 

quotation from Srinivasachari, he states that prakrti "is not merely 

what is, but what becomes, and is a series of particular perishing 

presentations". This is another way of saying that "the words 

'Nasti' and 'Asatya' are not used as referring to unsubstantial nature 

and false nature, but as referring to perishability". The import of 

both statements is that prakrti has eternal substantial existence, i.e., 

that it is is not subject to non-existence, even though what it is and 

how it is are constantly changing. Thus we see that "reality" and 

"being" are not the same. "Reality" refers to that ness and "being" 

to whatness. 

Ramanuja affirms the continuous substantial existence of 

prakrti because its denial implies that the objective, physical world 

is created out of nothing, which he finds untenable. Every aspect of 

the physical world must have a real cause in order to be a real effect. 

Prakrti is the real material cause of every material object that is 

present to the conscious subject. Even though our experience of 

material objects is that they are constantly changing, i.e., that what 

objects of experience are is dynamic, there must be an underlying 

substance th~t is continuous in tll2ir existence. Without the continuous, 

real substance, real change is not possible, because there would only be 
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different, unrelated forms and qualities. If the material cause 

of the broken jar was not presen~ in the preceding whole jar the idea 

of change from wholeness to brokenness would be meaningless. Ramanuja 

•.• affirms the truth that the cause was pre­
existent and non-existent, and that the 
effect brings out the continuity, and does not 
betray any self-contradiction. What is non­
existent cannot beocme the existent and what 
exists cannot be unreal. A substance enters 
into different states in succession. What 
passes away is the substance in its previous 
state or avastha and what comes into being is 
the same substance in its subsequent state as 
effect. 19 

Being alone does not constitute the whole of reality. The 

impermanent, constantly changing, phenomenal world is not being, but 

it is real. Hence, being and becoming together make up the totality 

of existence. Now the question is, how are they related? And, the 

answer is, in essence, as soul to body. 

How the Three Tattvas Are Related 

The three tattvas are all real and substantially different from 

each other, but they are not unrelated as an aggregate of disparate 

parts. In the preceding chapter, we noted that the atman is externally 

related to prakrti, i.e., the consciousness of the atma~ is informed 

by objects composed of prakrti but prakrti never exists within . . 
consciousness. Because these two aspects of existence are externally 

related, a third term is required to relate them to each other if the 

relationship is to be purposeful, as opposed to accidental, viz., if the 

term "universe" is to have any meaning. Brahman is this third term. 

He has ctt and aeit as modes or attributes of his existence and he is 

19. Srinivasachari, pp.102-·l03. 
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their common substratum. The principle by which they are related to 

Brahman Ramanuja refers to as sanlanadhikara~ya or case-eo-ordination, 

20 meaning, "the abiding of several things in a common substrate". 

That all experience involves difference is one of Ramanuja's 

basic tenets. And differences are of three types. They may be between 

different substances, between a substance and its qualities, or between 

the different qualities of one substance. Case co-ordination has to 

do with the way in which a number of different qualities exist in a 

common substratum, with the recognition that these qualities may 

themselves be substances. For instance, a shepherd is qualified by 

the staff he carries and a dancer by the bracelets she wears, but 

staffs and bracelets are substances with qualities of their own apart 

21 
from shepherds and dancers. 

Another basic tenet of Ramanuja's is that every substance has 

some qualities and every quality is a quality of some substance. They 

can be separated in thought and are apprehended as being absolutely 

different, but they cannot be separated in actuality. Substances 

relate to qualities in two ways -- essentially and accidentally. A 

quality is essentially related to a substance when the substance 

cannot exist without it and accidentally when it can. In other "lords, 

some qualities have a necessary relationship to a particular 

substance and others a contingent relationship. When the relationship 

is necessary, the absence of the quality equals an absence of the 

20. Kumarappa, The Hindu Concept_ion of Deitv, pp.180-181. 

21. Sr...:lPhis2.~' pp. 48, Lf9, 169. "For as genns (j ati) and quality 
(gu9 a ), so sub~t2~C~S (drevya) also m~y occupy the position of determining 
attributes (vi~0~~n2), in fO ~~r ~~ 2]V as t~~~ c~nstitute the body of 
something else" ('lilibaut, p.13S). 



substance. On the other hand, when the relationship is contingent, 

the existence of the substance is not affected by the presence or 

absence of the quality. 
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Relating the second of these two principles, i.e., that every 

substance has some qualities, to Brahman, Ramanuja contends that the 

Highest Person is not pure, 'undifferentiated consciousness but is the 

ultimate substance who is "possessed of a host of auspicious qualities, 

unlimited, unsurpassed and innumerable".22 These innumerable auspicious 

qualities abide in Brahman, without contradiction, according to the 

principle of samanadhikaranya. In fact, because Brahman is the 

ultimate cause of all that is, all qualities have him as their ultimate 

substratum. But, not all qualities relate to the same aspect of 

Brahman. The essential nature of Brahman, the Atman of the world, 

the satyasya ~atyam, is composed of only necessary qualities because 

it is essentially unchanging perfection, as discussed above (p.123). 

In this respect, Brahman is unique and different from everything 

else. We have listed these essential characteristics as existence, 

truth, knowledge, etc. Now we must add to these qualities cit and 

acit, which are equally necessary qualities, having Brahman as their 

substratum, even though they are substances in themselves. They 

qualify Brahman in the same way as the staff qualifies the shepherd. 

In other words, the "whatness" of the jivas and prakrti are part 

of the ''>-,hatness'' of Brahman. \Vith reference to the famous phrase 

from the Ch~mdogya Upanisad (IV:8:7), tat-tvam asi, "That thou art", 

Ramanuja says: 

22. Ibid., p.3. 



The case-eo-ordination in passages like 'That 
thou art' does not aim at the oneness of the 
distinctionless thing, on account of the words 
'Tat' and 'Tvam' denoting Brahman with 
qualifying attributes. The word 'Tat' indeed, 
touches upon the Brahman-omniscient, with 
thoughts fulfilled, the cause of the world ••. 
And the word 'Tvam' having the case-eo-ordination 
with 'Tat' propounds Brahman having for its body 
the Jiva [the individual Soul] particularized by 
the 'Acit', on acc'ount of the case-co-ordination 
referring to one thing remaining in two modes. 23 
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Thus cit and acit are absolute, unchanging modes of the essential 

aspect of Brahman, despite the fact that they have substantial reality 

in themselves. They are modes of Brahman because they are non-

different from him. The jIvas are non-different, even though they are 

asti, i.e., they have a continuous, unchanging essential nature of 

their own, because their being (sat) is not different from Brahman 

who is satyasya sat yam. Their unity is in their identity, with primacy 

going to Brahman. Hence, the category jIva denotes a real individual 

apart from Brahman, when differentiation takes place in srsti, but, ... 
at the same time, it also connotes Brahman, because what it is is 

essentially non-different from him. Likewise, prak:ti is real in 

itself, but it is not distinguishable from Brahman. It has no being 

of its own, it is nasti, because it has no continuing essence. What-

ever prakrti is at any time, it is that because it is a mode of Brahman 

and nothing else. In other words, what it is in essence is a mode of 

Brahman. 

The Highest Person is unique in that his essence and existence 

are one. He is unchanging perfection. In pralava, ,,,hen Brahman is 

in the causal state and contains all actuality within hi~self, he is 

---------

23. Ibid., p.163. 



138 

all that exists, and since he is absolute and unchanging, everything 

that actually exists has necessary existence; there is no contingency 

There is Brahman alone, without a second, viz., there is being alone, 

without becoming. The realm of becoming originates with creation or 

srsti. ... 
When the period of' a great pralaya draws to a close, 
the divine supreme Person, remembering the 
constitution of the world previous to the pralaya, and 
forming the volition 'May I become manifold', 
separates into its constituent elements the whole 
mass of enjoying souls and objects of enjoyment which, 
during the pralaya state, has been merged in him 
so as to possess a separate existence (not actual 
but) potential only, and then emits the entire world 
just as it had been before. 24 

This brings us back to the idea that "creation means that what 

was undifferentiated, formless and nameless, has become differentiated, 

informed and nameable", (supra, p.127). From the intervening discussion 

of the nature of the three tattvas, the basic elements of existence, 

and their relations to each other, we conclude that, for Ramanuja, 

the realm of contingent becoming is the realm of names and forms, the 

particular modes of existence that evolve out of the coming together 

of cit and acit. Just how the Highest Person relates to these 

particular names and forms, in determining ,,,hat they are at any particular 

time, will be discussed in Chapter VI, when we consider Brahman as 

the cause of morality. For the present, what we hope to have achieved 

is a description of the way Ramanuja uncerstands Brahman to be the 

being and reality (sat yam) of every aspect of existence. To bring this 

into focus, we need only ask the question of whether the Highest Person 

undergoes re,"..l cho.nE,e? The :1l1s" .. :cr to "d1ich is both yes and no, 

24. Thibaut, pp. 333, 334. 
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depending upon the aspect of the divine in question. No, if the 

question has reference to the essential nature of Brahman, the Atman 

of the universe, because this aspect of the 'ultimate is absolute and 

eternally the same. On the other hand, the answer is yes, if the 

question has reference to the all-inclusive aspect of Brahman, 

having cit and acit as his b.ody. In the latter sense he is the 

subject and object of all change, being not only relative but what 

Hartshorne refers to as "surrelative". Putting the two aspects 

together we can say that being exists within becoming but being is 

primary, because without being, becoming is non-existent and meaningless. 

God, the Supreme Person, is modified by 
all existent beings and things which modify 
him by constituting the body of which He is 
the atman. From this point of view all words 
express God. So, by applying the grammatical 
rule of samanadhikaravya or functional co­
ordination, God, is said to be the quintessence 
of all entities. All these entities with 
their peculiar individuality and characteristics 
have originated from God, are sesas of God and 
depend on God inasmuch as they constitute his 
body, and God himself is modified b~ all these 
entities of which He is the atman. 2 

Brahman Is "Consciousness" 

Brahman is the primordial substance, the being (sat) whose body 

is the causal state is the potentiality of all existent subjects and 

objects --- past, present and future. When Brahman wills to create the 

world, he moves from the causal to the effectual state and the non-

different, self-differentiating subjects (cit) and the non-sentient, 

undifferentiated matter (acit) are differentiated into an infinite 

number of actual, disU net ive, determina te subj ects and obj ects. It 

is beC2.USio of this caus2-e:fect relaLionship bet\·-,~en Brak"cll and the 

25. Van Buitencn, p.10l. 
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world that he is satyasya sat yam, the Really Real or True of the true. 

R8manuja's understanding of Brahman as the sat yam of the 

world implies, among other things, that he is the unity of all that 

exists, but not simply as their aggregate; though he is that in his 

all-inclusive aspect. Paramatman, Brahman as the soul of the universe, 

is also the unity of all other beings because he is that in relation 

to which "being" is defined, i. e., he is the exemplar of true being. 

But Ramanuja's idea is more profound than either of these. Paramatman 

is the Being of all other beings, he is the Real of all that is real 

and he is the True of all that is true. There is no being, reality 

or truth apart from him, just as there are no qualities apart from 

substances. However, an essential requirement for Brahman being these 

things is his having jnana or consciousness as one of his essential 

attributes. 

Brahman could be the unity of all existent entities if he were 

merely a pervasive, homogeneous, non-sentient substance with other 

substances as attributes, but that he is and what he is depends upon 

his having jnana as an essential attribute. Apart from jnana, existence, 

and more especially continuous existence, is meaningless. Brahman must 

have consciousness, in the sense of self-awareness, if his reality, being 

and true nature are to be self-proven, aside from being the "quintessence 

of all entities". Brahman not only is but knows what he is, and 

what he knows himself to be is all that exists. 

This aspect of the Brahman-world relationship will be more 

clearly understood by referring back to the ,atman-world relationship 

discussed in the previous chapters. We noted that on Ramanuja's view, 

an individual's body is made up of many parts -- the five elements, the 

five sense-organs, mind and the vital breath, but the aggregate of these 
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parts alone does not make a body. They become a body when they are 

governed by a unifying principle, the atman, whose body they compose, 

and the agency by which the atman governs his body is through his 

essential attribute, juana. In this same way, the infinite number of 

jlvas and the multitude of particular things prakrti continually 

evolves into do not make a world. They need a controlling principle, 

and this is what Brahman is. Furthermore, the agency by which he 

controls the world is his essential attribute, juana. Consequently, 

when Ramanuja says Brahman and the world are one, he is not simply 

referring to the all-inclusive aspect of Brahman, i.e., his body, 

because that would leave the question of how the body and soul are 

related. Rather, he is referring to Brahman as the soul of the world, 

Paramatman. "And this identity is caused by the invariable association 

on account of its being the Atman in the form of the inner controller, 

and not caused by the identity of objects in respect of the less 

. d . ,,26 extenslve an more extenslve. Commenting on a phrase from the 

Visnu Purana, Ramanuja writes: 

Therefore, you alone are the one Reality on 
account of your being the Atman of all ... 
Because the entire world is your embodied form 
on account of its being pervaded as the Atman 
by you constituted of J~ana, therefore, those 
that are bereft of the association with the 
means of realization of your being the Atman 
[of that], see by mis-apprehension in the form 
-- this is merely the form of gods and men etc. 

27 

From our discussion of Ramanuja's theory of knowledge in chapter 

one, we knmv that all experience is experience of the real. Then, in 

26. 

27. 12.L=-., I1.1L1. 



chapter two, we learned that the way a jiva experiences is by the 

expansion of his consciousness and having it informed by prak:ti 

constituted objects. Thus.consciousness is always qualified by real 

objects. In fact, it is their being objects for consciousness that 

proves the reality of their existence. Add to these points what we 

have said in this chapter about the jIvas and prakrti being non-

different from Brahman because what they are is determined by him as 
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the cosmological principle and we begin to see why it is said, in the 

above quotation, that Brahman alone is "the one Reality". 

However, before the full meaning of this statement is clear, we 

must remind the reader of two other important concepts. First, 

Ramanuja uses the term joana to refer to consciousness as always 

being conscious of something, i.e., consciousness with contents 

(pure-consciousness is never experienced and is therefore non-

. ) 28 eXlstent . So jnana can be translated as "consciousness" or 

"knowledge" because it always has as its contents, knowledge of 

something. Secondly, joana is not self-existent. It exists only as 

an attribute of some atman, having as its function the relating of 

h - . b h k 29 t e atman, lts su stratum, to t e nm,'Il. 

Nmv, since Brahman, as the cosmological principle, is one 

with the forms of "the entire world" and has jnana as an essential 

attribute, the content of his consciousness, his knowledge, can be 

nothing other than the forms that Brahman is. And since consciousness 

proves the reality of what exists, what is real and what Brahman knows 

are non-different. Consequently, Brahman's self-a1;vareness is \vhat 

28. Ibio::.., p.61. Als::J. ::;l'r)l __ ~. pro 31-32, l2lf. 

29. Supra, p.34. 
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jnana is, and jnana equals omniscience when it refers to Brahman. 

To state the idea in another way, we can say that jnana reveals 

sat yam as the real. Without consciousness there is no reality, not 

even for Brahman. This is why it is said, with reference to Brahman, 

"you alone are the one Reality on account of your being the Atman of 

all", and further, this supreme Atman is "constituted of Jnana". 

Now we are ready to return to the idea that Brahman as Juana is 

the "inner controller" of the world, the explanation of which is implicit 

in the last lines of the above quotation. The knowledge that Brahman 

has is distinguished from that of the jivas in that it is always 

uncontracted. "The word 'Juana' speaks of having the nature of Jnana 

alone, always uncontracted. By that are excluded the released souls 

30 
on account of [their] Juana [being] occasionally contracted". 

Ramanuja means by this that the consciousness of the jIvas is not always 

fully extended so as to be coterminus with reality, as is the case with 

the Juana of Brahman. Brahman knows the infinite number of attributes 

by which things are qualified by being them, i.e., his knowledge is 

intuitive and therefore immediate. It is different with the jivas. 

In the case of the individual soul, whose 
essentially intelligizing nature is obscured 
by karman, such intuitive knowledge arises 
only through the mediation of the sense-organs; 
in the case of the highest Self, on the other 
hand, it springs from its ot.vn nature. 31 

In the contracted state, whether due to karman in samsara or an act 

of will in mok~a, the knowledge of the jivas is mediate and of particular 

30. SrIbhasya, p.198. 

31. Thibaut, p.280. 
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things, "gods and men etc." This knowledge is real and true, because 

experience proves its object's existence, but it is only partial 

and does not determine what reality is. What reality is, is determined 

by the JUana of Brahrean. Therefore, what the jivas know is determined 

by Brahman; and, because they can know nothing other than Brahman, he 

is said to be their "inner controller" and the Jnana of all jnana. 

Thus it can be seen that even when moksa is achieved and the jiva fully 

realizes his essential nature of infinite consciousness, what he 

knows, his jnana, is non-different from the Juana of Brahman. The 

jlva becomes Brahmanlike and not Brahman. They are eternally distinct 

entities. Whereas the jiva comes to know the Real, what Brahman 

knows and the Real are one. 

Where the te xts speak of the soul's becoming 
equal to, or having equal attributes with, 
Brahman, the meaning is that the nature of 
the individual soul -- which is a mere mode 
of Brahman -- is equal to that of Brahman, 
i.e. that on putting off its body it becomes 
equal to Brahman in purity. The text declaring 
that the soul 'attains all its desires together 
with Brahman' intimates that the soul, together 
with Brahman of ~7hich it is a mode, is conscious 
of the attributes of Brahman. 32 

Brahman As "Infinity" 

This brings us to anantatva or infinity, the third and last of 

the essential attributes of Brahman to be considered in this chapter. 

It is a quality of Brahman, not shared by the other two tattvas, and 

as such, qualifies the other two essential attributes already 

discussed. Its meaning becomes clear ~vhen ,ve see it as being implicit 

in tbC,32 Gther attribtl~es. If Br.:1h:r.::m is all that e::-:ists (§.~t:..~~~) 

32. ll)in., p.759. 
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and knows all that exists (past, present and future) through his 

self-awareness, it is obvious that nothing exists beyond him and 

there is no knowledge outside his knowing (jnana). We might say 

that ananta refers to Brahman as "wholeness", meaning he is one with 

everything that exists throughout all time and all space. For this 

reason, the term can be translated by "endless", "boundless", 

"unlimited", and "eternal", as well as "infinite". However, it is 

extremely important to note that the use of any of these terms must 

be in a qualitative sense and not quantitative, like infinite number, 

time or space. 

In our discussion of Brahman as sat yam and jnanam, we said that 

these attributes refer to him as the soul of the world, Paramatman, 

and not to his all-inclusive aspect. He is not sat yam because he is 

the aggregate of all existent qualities and entities, nor is he 

jnanam because he is the sum total of all knowledge. He has these 

attributes as a result of being the cause of everything else and the 

ultimate meaning of all knowledge. He is the one in relation to whom 

existence is determined and the one to whom all words refer. This is 

the reason Paramatman is ananta, i.e., he is not limited or qualified 

by any other, because he is the cause of all possible and actual 

qualities and entities. 

Ramanuja says, "The word 'Ananta' speaks of the nature as 

b f f I . f h h·· f d t· ,,33 ere t a imitatlons ate t lngs ln respect a space an lme. 

In this respect, the Paramatman is different from the other tattvas. 

Prakrti is potentially the matter of a multitude of forms, but the 

------.----

33. 
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particular form in which it is actualized at any given time and 

place is constantly changing and is contingent upon factors external 

to itself. The jIvas too, embodied in prakrti, are subject to 

modifications in their mode of existence according to the Laws of 

Karman. They are potentially unlimited consciousness, but their 

actual mode of existence varies from time to time and place to place, 

again contingent upon causes external to themselves. Both cit and 

acit are involved in space and time because they have potentiality 

as well as actuality and because they are subject to causes external 

to themselves. In other words, they have limited existence; they are 

not ananta. They are manifestations of parts of existence and not 

what existence is, as is the case with Brahman. Brahman is not 

subject to space-time, because he is the eternal actuality of all 

existence. He is not subject to external causes, because he is the 

uncaused cause of all else. 

Insofar as he transcends space, time and causality, Brahman is 

different from and excludes the particular forms of cit and acit; but, 

at the same time, he is not different from them, for he is their 

causal substratum. Briefly, he is in all time and space but he is 

not time and space. These are external to him. As "e noted earlier, 

cit and acit have substantial existence apart from the Highest Person. 

Consequently, in the quantitative sense, Brahman is substantially 

limited, but Ramanuja's use of the term ananta permits substantial 

limitation because he uses it in a qualitative sense. In fact, he 

believes a meanini?;ful use of the ter1'1 requires it. To be substantially 



If the principle of difference is not admitted, 
indeed, everything would be absurd on account 
of the absence of discrimination .•• The well­
known nature of endlessness (in Brahman) is due 
to its being divested of limitation in time and 
space, only. If it were divested of limitation 
also in reality, such a thing imitating the hare­
horn would not be found. 34 

Thus, to say that Brahman is ananta, meaning that he is what 

existence is, does not mean that he is the aggregate of all existent 
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qualities and entities, nor does it mean that he is some indeterminate, 

empty generalization abstracted from all particular existing things, 

i.e., that he is devoid of limiting, determinate qualities that are 

uniquely his. According to Ramanuja, the Brhadaranyaka Upanisad uses . . 
the via negativa in its description of Brahman not to deny that he 

has determinate qualities but to affirm that the Highest Person is 

one with all qualities and existent things. To indicate this it denies 

that he is like any particular part of existence. To know Brahman 

one must intuitively grasp the whole existence in a single experience, 

transcending the contingencies of time and space. Such was the 

experience of Arjuna, as recorded in the Bhagavad-GIta, which Ramanuja 

paraphrases as follows: 

Arjuna -- who by divine Grace had been granted 
supernatural vision -- beheld the entire 
universe with all its various subdivisions, 
crowded by the various kinds of classes of 
experiencing beings -- gods, men, animals, 
immovables etc. of all sorts and forms --
and by places, objects and means of experiences 
and consisting of puru~a and prak~ti, this 
entire universe was concentrated in one single 
point of God's body.35 

Brahman has determinate form or substantial limitation, but this 

34. Ibid., p.608. 

35. Van Buitenen, p.128. 
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does hot make him finite, because his determinations are the eternal 

actualization of all possible and actual existence that evolves 

through time and space. He is like a transcendent, ideal universe 

concentrated in one eternal moment. This is why Srinivasachari says, 

"The negative method of neti, neti does not deny the finite, but denies 

the finitude of the infinite".36 Interpreting the statement that 

Brahman is neti, neti, Ramanuja writes: 

This is the sense -- what Brahman is pro­
pounded in -- Not thus, not thus -- Beyond 
that, beyond this, -- there is indeed no 
object beyond. There is nothing which is 
by nature and by virtue of qualities, superior 
to Brahman, Satyasya Sat yam is the name. 37 

Brahman, as the soul of the universe, is infinite and superior 

to all and every other being, because he is the Really real and the 

True of the true. But again, we must repeat, he is not ananta in 

the sense of being the aggregate of all existence, i.e., not infinite 

in the quantitative sense. It is true that he is one with the world 

quantitatively in that the world is his body but a body is determined 

by its soul and not vice versa. The world is his body because he is 

within it as its inner ruler (antaryamin), determining its reality, 

giving it purpose, by being the ideal in which everything else realizes 

its true nature. The world is not identical with Brahman, because 

it is subject to time and space, and more importantly, it is afflicted 

with evil and suffering, \.;rhereas the Highest Person is one "in whom 

38 all the blemishes are by nature expelled". But before we deal with 

36. Srinivasachari, p.117. Neti = "not this". 

37. 11:3:6. 

38. J li.J. , 
, 

p. ). 



this latter point, we turn now to Hartshorne's criticisms of Brahman 

as sat yam, jnanam, and anantam. 

Hartshorne's Criticisms of Ramanuja's Concept of Perfection 
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The first problem Hartshorne has with Ramanuja's description of 

Brahman as Perfection is the idea that the "highest self undergoes a 

change, as a given world is brought into being, but the self, 'is in no 

way touched' by such changes". He asks: "But how does Brahman 

undergo a change without being touched by it ••• ?,,39 He is aware of 

the fact that Ramanuja's answer to this question "is that the highest 

is 'the ruling principle, and hence the self' of the changes; as ruler 

and self, Brahman is free from change, possessing the change only in 

his body". But Hartshorne is not satisfied with this answer, because 

"the distinction leads only to further difficulties, for Brahman, 

as the being of unlimited intelligence, knows of any change within 

his world body ... and the change must then itself become a possession 

of his conscious self".40 At least, as Hartshorne understands the 

nature of a superior individual, these changes should become part of 

his consciousness. Ramanuja disallows this in his idea of perfection 

because its admission Hould mean that Brahman is subject to change and 

something changing, according to his categories, is nasti, non-being. 

Hence, the consequences of allowing change in the essential self of the 

39. Philosophers Speak of God, p.186. 

40. Ibid. 
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Highest Person is nihilism, which Ramanuja would not risk. 

Hartshorne of course, believes it is possible to affirm that God changes 

from moment to moment without this result. His concept of an 

individual, explained in the preceding chapter, is part of his 

answer to this problem. 

Ramanuja, like the classical theologians of the West, identifies 

Paramatman, the soul of the universe and the self-identity of Brahman, 

with being and insists that it is absolute, immutable, non-relative, 

non-contingent, and eternally actual, whereas the becoming aspect 

of existence is understood to constitute the body of Brahman. He 

asserts the primacy of being over becoming because things involved 

in the process of becoming have existence only insofar as they are 

modes of Being. Hartshorne argues that all who insist on conceiving 

the Divine as being exclusive of all change make it impersonal and 

irrelevant to the concerns of men and inevitably have contradictions 

and inconsistencies in what they want to say about it and the way it 

is related to the world. Is this true of Ramanuja? Or, is there 

something unique about his conception of deity that helps him avoid the 

contradictions and inconsistencies of classical theis~, assuming that 

such is the case? 

If one applies only one column of the ultimate categories to 

God, Hartshorne says "it is at best problematic \vhether the superior 

pole retains its meaning under such treatment; whether 'unity', for 

41. P.N. Srinivasachari's statement, quoted above, p.130, has 
reference to this problem in relation to the BuJdhist idea of 
mon:cnt2L~ln'~s.~. 1:1 Ch3r~er ITI, ~'''r~ ~< ~~: :L~~.~ ~r~,:,~-c~t::--~~:l'~ ~_'.'c\=d,s tl12 
nihi 1istic t2!-:,-lc7:C-,' t~Jc:t 1>2"l,~~::~ .:~ is ~'-=-'~':.:~;:.-::I.~ ,:-t- ~l;~~\ri~',;-, i,-~~)-L-i('it in its 

. - - . 
-=_ L L ~ l: _::::; .. 1'~' '~' _ ..: .', 

actualized, continues to exist as an ,3ctU.11 p2rl OL sllbsequent events 
in a~ eV2~t-s~qucncc. 
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example, means anything, save as either a member or an integration of 

plurality; whether 'being' can conceivably be more or less than a 

factor in becoming of experience and its objects, from which we must 

h b d . ,,42 d h ave a stracte lt, an e goes on. He suggests that the solution 

to the problems involved in bringing the polar categories together 

in one entity is to give equal emphasis to both poles and avoid the 

ensuing contradictions by positing two main aspects in the "essence 

of the supreme being". Then, he says, we must "strictly negate of 

both aspects ... any nonsupreme form of either pole, any mediocre or 

merely ordinary unity or complexity, activity or passivity, self-

43 sufficiency or dependence". Mediocrity is very definitely a part 

of God as the all-inclusive reality, but these are the "accidents" of 

God's being, not his essence. Hartshorne writes: "God will, like other 

individuals, but as a supreme case or supercase, have an individual 

essence, and he will have accidents as well, so that what is 'in 

him' need not, for all that, be in his essence". And he defines 

"essence" as "the individual in abstraction from all in him that is 

accidental, or without which he would still be h~mself".44 The essence 

of God, which is his individuality, is the subject of all change, an 

affirmation that is at the heart of R~m~nuja's concept of deity also. 

He is that necessary subject who must exist without beginning or end 

in order for change to be a meaningful idea. We cannot speak of change 

42. Philosophers Speak of God, p. 2. 

43. Ibic!.., p.4. 

44. Ibid. 
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45 
at all unless there is something that changes. Again, this is a 

proposition that is in complete agreement with Ramanuja's thought. 

In fact, he says esselltially this same thing contra the Buddhist 

d t · f . 46 oc rlne 0 momentarlness. 

Ramanuja can give unqualified assent to almost everything we have 

said here about the two aspects of deity as he considers the divine 

-", 

individual, Isvara, the object of worshipping man's devotion, to have 

a soul, the Paramatman or Brahman, and a body, the world. One set of 

polar categories -- being, permanence, immutability, absoluteness, 

necessity, eternality, universality -- will apply to the divine soul, 

and the other polar set -- becoming, impermanence, mutability, 

relativity, contingency, temporalness, particularity -- will apply 

to the body. The differences between the two philosophers is basically 

the same as those of the preceding chapter. Just as Ramanuja posits 

a soul, essentially characterized by consciousness as the substratum 

of all experiences, he posits Brahman, essentially characterized by 

Jnana, as the unity of all existence and knowledge. Hartshorne, on 

the other hand, takes "soul" to mean the abstract essence of a sequence 

of experiences and considers the universal categories (Jnana) to be 

the abstract essence of all knowledge. This abstract essence of all 

knmvledge or experience is what, on Hartshorne's view, Ramanuja should 

refer to as Brahman. He finds the idea of a substantial substratum to 

be superfluous to an adequate conception of the divine individual as 

well as ordinary individuals. We can bring out the implication of 

45. Char} PS 11", r uh lJ:d,c~, l',m I s _\~i~~ i_~,:~~_~_God (II-:: 'den, Cnnnec t ic u t : 
.A.rchc1l. 3cc,l<s, lSl{'!i~), ~.~5~. -~-~~~3 ---'(Lt~ c~:-:::~,::'r d~,;~~~; -.,'i_,~ll [hc~ 11t.?LL:s::-,ity 
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this basic difference for a concept of deity by returning to the 

question Hartshorne raises for Ramanuja, i.e., how does Brahman, as 

the inner ruling principle, know all change and yet remain 

essentially unchanging? 

Briefly, the ans~ver to the above question is that Brahman is 

the cause of which everything else is an effect. This is why it is 

said that in the beginning there was one only without a second and 

out of this one the plurality of things came. And, this is why 

everything is non-different from Brahman and to know Brahman is to 

know the whole universe. We have discussed this at some length 

above. To illustrate the idea that effects are not really different 

from their cause, Ramanuja borrows an example from the Chandogya 

Upani~ad (VI:l:l), "As by one clod of clay there is known everything 

that is made of clay". The meaning of this, says Ramanuja, is that 

"jars, pots, and the like, which are fashioned out of one piece of 

clay, are kno~m through the cognition of that clay, since their substance 

is not different from it".47 This is fairly straightforward, if you 

kno\v the essence of the substance clay, you know the substance of 

everything made of clay. It is the essential nature of things that 

is continuous and unchanging and this is the nature of being. The 

multitude of concrete particulars in particular manifestations of clay 

objects are constantly perishing, according to Ramanuja, and are there-

fore nasti. Particulars have being only by participation in the 

eternal categories of the ultimate principle, Brahman. Therefore, 

he concludes that the changing aspect of experience, becoming, is 

'r':~-licL i-::: ~,,:-j;-<_t·(\.'. . . 

Lf7. Thibaut, p.45!f. 
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is greater than mere essence alone. By knowing the essence of clay, 

we do not know all there is to know about every particular thing 

that is made of clay. Likewise, even if Brahman, through the 

facility of consciousness, eternally knows the essential, unchanging 

categories of existence, he does not know all the concrete particularity 

of existence, his body, without undergoing some change. 

Ramanuja's understanding of perfection appears to be a prime 

example of what Hartshorne describes as the method used by the Greek 

philosophers, and followed by the classical theologians, in their 

derivation of the nature of God. They set up the polar contrast of 

the ultimate categories: one-many, permanence-change, being-becoming, 

necessity-contingency, actual-potential, the self-sufficient or non-

relative - the dependent or relative. Then they decided which of the 

two columns seemed most admirable and attributed it to God, the other 

they attributed to the world. The same basic method, he believes, was 

followed in the East but with a different result, especially in the 

pantheism of Sarnkara. 

The difference between the two is that theism 
admits the reality of plurality, potentiality, 
becoming -- as a secondary form of existence 
'outside' God, in no way constitutive of his 
reality; ,.;hereas pantheism, properly so called, 
supposes thar, although God includes all within 
himself, still, since he cannot be really complex, 
or mutable, such categories can only express 
human ignorance or illusion. 48 

When this method is follo\ved, says Hartshorne, there are two 

possibilities: "either there is something 'outside of deity, so that the 

total redl is deity-and--something else, a Fhole of \Ihich deity is 

~; r j 1 - _' ,-, "), - ~ -' s'· ~ " ') 
1. ••• 
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merely one constituent; or else the allegedly inferior pole of each 

t . 1 . '11 . ,,49 ca egor1ca contrast 1S an 1 usory concept1on. Classical theism 

took the first of these alternatives, according to Hartshorne, and 

eastern pantheism the second. Ramanuja's position is closest to the 

first, but, as we have seen, there is nothing outside of deity as he 

conceives it. However, deity, as the all-inclusive individual, is 

not Brahman but Isvara. It is misleading to say that Brahman is one 

with all existence unless we are prepared to deny the reality of all 

the contingent, changing particularity that is part of our experience. 

Brahman, as the unchanging Absolute, is not quantitatively one with 

it. He may have as a quality of his unchanging knowledge the 

categories "jar" and "clay", but not the mass of particular qualities 

that make up a particular experience of a clay jar. It is Isvara, 

God as inclusive of the changing as well as the unchanging, who has 

all these particular qualities as part of his knowledge. Consequently, 

Isvara, as containing both aspects, is the truly unsurpassable 

individual and not Brahman. Therefore, on Hartshorne's view at least, 

Isvara should be considered perfection rather than Brahman and this 

would explain why it is that i§vara is the object of man's worship 

and not Brahrrrail.. 

If Isvara is Perfection, i.e. what men worship, then he includes 

both columns of the ultimate polar categories. Both are applicable to 

God in a univocal sense, because all 'i\'ords will have God as their 

ultimate referend even though they apply to different aspects of his 

existence. Hm-.'ever, if 'i;e mak~ this shift in R:ir::jnuja's thought, the 



same, permanent and unchanging. And, if we go further with 

Hartshorne and say that Brahman is but a name for the abstract 

characteristics of Isvara's all-inclusive, concrete, particular, 

moment to moment experience, this would mean that being is dependent 

on becoming. Ramanuja will not allow this because, on his view, 

the becoming aspect of existence is impermanent and therefore nasti 

(non-being). 
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We discussed this question of primacy between being and becoming 

in the previous chapter, beginning with Hartshorne's illustration of 

the interaction that takes place as a man rules his dog. At that 

time we noted that Ramanuja allows that the epistemic mode of being 

of the individual perceiving the dog would be different from his 

mode of being if he were not, but his actual being would not be 

dependent upon that perception. His mode of existence at the 

time he perceives the dog is partially determined by that perception, 

but not his existence. He must be conscious of something in order 

to prove his existence but not of anything in particular. In fact, 

what is truly primary is the atman, the existence of which is proven 

in the continuous, unbroken experience of being a self. 

Now, in this chapter, we have learned that, according to 

Ramanuja, Brahman does not experience anything other than its self; 

because like the atman, it has independent existence in itself. 

Furthermore, it does not even undergo epistemic change, as the atman 

does, because in the experience of itself~ while it does not experience 

all qualit ies, Brahman exp eriences all au S Diciou?-.-9...uali ties. I-.Tba t 
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question, what are the implications of this for the status of the 

contingent, everchanging, becoming aspects of experience that must be un-

known to the unchanging, absolute Brahman, because it knows all things 

according to their essence only? Are they real or unreal? Ramanuja 

replies: they are real (supra, pp.130-l34), because direct 

perception proves the existence of its object. But to whom are they 

real. They are not constitutive of the eternal Juana but, nevertheless, 

they are known to Brahman insofar as they are known by the jlvas, who 

are but modes of Brahman, their inner ruler. We must not forget the 

crucial point that the jivas and prakrti are not different from 

Brahman. 

The ruling element of the world, i.e., the 
Lord, finally, who has the sentient and the 
non-sentient beings for his modes, undergoes 
a change in so far as he is, at alternating 
periods, embodied in all those beings in their 
alternating states. The two modes, and he to 
whom the modes belong, thus undergo a common 
change in so far as in the case of all of them 
the causal condition Basses over into a 
different condition. S 

The relationship between J5ana and knowledge of things and 

qualities in the realm of becoming must be seen in the order of 

cause and effect dependence, cause in the sense of nec.essary condition 

or ground. This is i@plicit in the entire description of R~m~nuja's 

concept of deity given above, but we will attempt to delineate this 

order more succinctly by turning again to the relationship between the 

consciousness of a fiva and its being qualified by some particular 

object like a dog or jar. The atman of the jiva has consciousness as 

an essential attribute, and, as such, is eternally the same. In the 



158 

experience of knowing a dog on a particular occasion, the consciousness 

is qualified by that knowledge, but the atman.~ whose quality it is, 

does not change. This is because consciousness exists for and 

external to the atman, not within it. What the atman is it eternally 

is, even though it undergoes modal change. And, as we have said, 

because it is essentially unchanging, it is asti or being and primary 

to all kno1}ring. So the jiva has two aspects, the atman, characterized 

by being, and modes of consciousness (jnana), characterized by 

becoming, with primacy going to being. 

When we come to the Juana of Brahman, we move back another step 

in the order of dependence. The knowledge of particular things, 

dogs, jars, etc., is dependent upon consciousness. Consciousness is 

in turn dependent upon a.tman, as its substance, for no quality exists 

apart from substance. Atman is a self-existent substance, but its 

meaning, what it is, and its existence are derived from Brahman, since 

it is by nature an essential quality of the Highest Person and a mode 

of its Jnana. Thus all existence and all knowledge have Brahman as 

their ultimate cause and meaning. Furthermore, since Brahman is 

essentially unchanging, its essential qualities, Jnana, of which atman 

is a mode, are also unchanging. Brahman, as the Xtman of the world, 

is characterized by being only and excludes all becoming. 

Now, the particular mode in which the atman exists, its jnana, 

is subject to the conditions of time and space; it is limited. It is 

only a partial manifestation of Jnana because of particularization, 

."hich is by nature exclusive. The mode of the Brahman's existence, its 

the essential natu~e of all existent things and qualities. Hence, 
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the Jnana of Brahman and the jnana of the jiva are at once the same 

and different. It is qualitatively the same because it is at no 

time or place more than a particular manifestation of the eternal 

qualities of Juana. It is, however, quanitatively different because 

these concrete, particular manifestations are external to Brahman, 

called into existence at the time of srsti (creation) • . . ' 
Following his statement that all clay objects are knoTNU by 

knowing their essence, Ramanuja says particular objects are created 

out of the essential forms and substance, which are one with Brahman 

as the cause of all things, to fulfill specific purposes, but they 

are not different from their causes. For example, there is the desire 

to draw water in a pitcher. To fulfill this desire, clay material 

is moulded to a particular configuration and the name "pitcher" is 

applied to the effect, Le., "to the end that certain activities may 

be accomplished, the substance clay receives a new configuration and 

51 a new name". But, the clay alone is sat yam, because it alone 

remains constant. "A substance enters into different states, what 

52 
originates is the substance in its subsequent states". In other 

words, the particular, contingent aspects of experience are states 

in which eternal substances exist and are cependent upon the substance 

they manifest. The substance, however, can manifest itself in any of 

the number of different forms it potentially is and is dependent upon 

none in particular. They need only manifest themselves in some 

way to some one. 

With this in mind, we can see how the Highest Person relates 

52. IL,i1_" p. 456, 
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to particularity. Brahman, the primordial substance with his essential 

modes, cit and acit, was in the beginning one without a second. These 

modes are but part of the eternal Juana by which Brahman is se1f-

differentiated in the same way the jiva is self-differentiated by 

self-awareness. Therefore the qualities of Juana are necessary 

qualities of existence. The contingent qualities of existence came 

into being when this primordial being desired to become many. This 

does not mean that something new came into existence ex nihi10; 

"plurality results from a substance giving up the state of oneness, 

d f h f 1 1 " ,,53 an oneness rom t e giving up 0 p ura lty . Nor does it mean that 

the necessary qualities of Brahman become contingent and subject to 

change. The primordial substance remains eternally the same. Brahman 

thought: "Let me make the aggregate of non-sentient things ••. to 

possess various names and forms, by entering into them by means of the 

jIva which is of the nature of my Self". So, says Ramanuja: "The 

possession of names and forms must thus be understood to be effected 

by the jiva entering into matter as its Self".54 That is to say, 

Brahman, through the instrumentality of the jiva~, brings forth the 

particular, contingent aspects of existence by applying names and 

forms to prak~ti. Hence, the jnana of the jiva is particularized but 

it is nothing in addition to the Jnana of the Paramatman. This is 

why we say jnana is partial and Jnana is ,,,holeness. 

Focusing the Issues 

Implic it in the above sUlTmary paragraph ,,,e find the basic problems 
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inherent in Ramanuja's idea of perfection, especially when it is 

associated with the God men worship. On his view, perfection is the 

Being of all beings, the Knowledge of all knowing, and infinite, 

because there is no being or knowledge that does not have Brahman as 

its ultimate cause or substratum. When this description of perfection 

is conjoined with the idea that Brahman as perfection is eternally 

actual, unchanging, permanent and characterized by all auspicious 

qualities, it becomes obvious that Brahman's existence and knowledge 

is eternally complete, not subject to increase or decrease, so there 

is nothing that the world can contribute to it. The creation of the 

phenomenal world is but the movement of cit and acit from their subtle 

to their gross forms, of the one becoming many, of wholeness becoming 

partiality, which raises the question of all things being compossible, 

to be dealt with in the next chapter. 

Secondly, if Brahman is unaffected by the particular acts and 

deeds of men who worship through the rites and rituals prescribed in 

the Vedas and by living moral lives all the activities of worshipping 

men are in vain. Brahman is like the stone column to vlhich Aquinas 

likened the Christian God and there is nothing that man can do that 

has any significance for this ultimate perfection or that is even 

known by it for that matter. Brahman, so conceived, is really no 

different from the cold, impersonal entity that Rim~nuja accuses 
, 
Samkara of making it into. 

Thirdly, as Hartshorne says, such conceptions of deity contradict 

not only Hhat men who worship ",'ant to say about God but also Hhat these 

in the contrDdiction ht:,t'.."ccn the abovL' de::,criptillll Clf Lr2fl:.lan and the: 
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notion that the world moves from the pralaya to the srsti state . " 
when Brahman reflects, "May I ••• have the bodv of worldly existence 

mixed with sentient and non-sentient objects with name and form 

distinguished as before 
,,55 

This statement, if we are to take 

it literally, as Ramanuja does, involves Brahman in an idea of time 

before the pralaya and a time after, which implies a consciousness of 

change in Brahman. Furthermore, when it is said that Brahman "emits 

the entire world just as it had been before", i. e. just as Brahman 

56 
remembered "the constitution of the world previous to the pralaya" 

presumably it was a particular, imperfect kind of world that Brahman 

remembered and knew, including the particular karman of each jiva. 

The three problems we have outlined above are greatly alleviated 

by Ramanuja's idea that the concrete, particular acts and deeds of 

men are known by Isvara as being particular expressions of the body 

of Brahman. Isvara, the supreme individual, knows his essential self 

or soul to be Brahman and knows the concrete particularity of the 

world, his body, from moment to moment as well. Isvara is the receiver 

of the devotion and worship of his devotees and responds to them in 

acts of love and grace. He is the one who appreciates the morally 

good life and gives the appropriate rewards.
57 -,. 

Consequently, Isvara 

is the warm responsive deity to \vhom the acts and deeds of men are 

significant, not the absolute Brahman. And, it is more consistent to 

say that it is i~vara, as the Supreme Lord who has the ability to 

reflect on the karman of individuals, \vho remembers the world before the 

pralaya and creates the new world accordingly. Our question is, 

--------------

55. SllnLtl p. 1 c, C> , "':'.--' '. 
--~-- ----

56. Supra, p .l38. 

57 _Su~ra , p.51. 



therefore, why is it that Ramanuja thinks of Brahman as perfection 

rather than Isvara. If he would allow that Isvara is perfection and 
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that perfection as such has two aspects, the necessary and the contingent, 

his conception of deity would not be very different from Hartshorne's, 

as we will try to indicate at the end of the next chapter. In Chapter 

VI, we will find that it is Ramanuja's understanding of the nature of 

salvation that prevents him from identifying Isvara with perfection 

rather than Brahman. 

To avoid a misunderstanding of Ramanuja's thought at this point, 

we need to emphasize that Isvara and Brahman do not refer to different 

beings but to the same being. Ramanuja often uses the terms inter­

changeably. For the sake of clarity in focussing the differences 

between the concepts of deity of Ramanuja and Hartshorne, we have 

chosen to use the term Brahman to refer to the eternally unchanging 

essence of deity, who has the world as its body, and Isvara as 

referring to that same essential being as it knows the concrete 

particularity of the changing world. Change, however, as we have 

seen, on Ramanuja's view, is due to restrictions within the Juana 

of Brahman, so Isvara, as deity knowing the concrete particularity of 

the changing world, is not knowing something more than Brahman but 

knows it as being something less. It is this idea that becoming is 

something less than being that, from Hartshorne's point of view, gives 

rise to the three problems in Ramanuja's thought we refer to above. 
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HARTSHORNEtS CONCEPT OF THE GOD MEN WORSHIP 

In describing the points of convergence in the thought of 

Ramanuja and Hartshorne in the first chapter and in the beginning of 

the preceding chapter, we noted that both philosophers define God as 

a being who elicits and is worthy of the worship of men. Also, we 

observed that they agree that the reason God elicits and is worthy 

of worship is that he is perfection. For Ramanuja, the object of 

-" worship is Isvara, the Supreme Lord, or Paramapuru~a, the Supreme 

Individual, whose body is the world of sentient and non-sentient 

individuals. The reason Isvara is worshipped is that his true self 

or soul is Brahman and Brahman is perfection. In other words, it is 

not the all-inclusive nature of deity that entitles him to the epithet 

perfection but his essential self, which is eternally unchanging and 

absolute, unaffected by the becoming, ever-changing particularity of 

the phenou:enal ,,,orld. This soul of Isvara, Paramatman or Brahman, 

is perfection in the sense that it is the being of all existence or 

perfect existence, the knmvledge of all knowing or perfect knmvledge, 

and infinite, because there is no being or knowledge that does not 

have Brahman as its causal substratum. 

Hartshorne, too, believes that God, as perfection, is perfect 

existence, perfect knmvledge and infinite, with the latter meaning, as 

164 
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they do to Ramanuja; and these differences, he contends, avoid the 

problems we found in Ramanuja's conception of perfection. 

Hartshorne's Idea of Perfection 

God as Perfection, according to Hartshorne, has two aspects, one 

concrete and the other abstract. As with all other individuals, the 

concrete aspect of the Supreme Individual is characterized by becoming, 

i.e., it is constantly changing, and the abstract aspect, being, is 

dependent upon it, because it is but the sum total of the generic 

characteristics derived from it. Ramanuja, and classical theism in 

general, cannot accept such an idea of the divine individual because 

to allow change in the essential nature of deity is to imply a previous 

b . f . 1 or su sequent ~mper ect~on. But, says Hartshorne, this is a problem 

only when one insists that perfection is something absolute, with its 

content actually fixed for all time. His own position is that "God is 

perfect" means that "he has no possible rival (no equal or superior) 

among individuals.,,2 With this dynamic idea of perfection, it is 

possible to say categorically that God is eternally perfect and, at 

the same time, al101:" for God to change by excelling his own perfection 

from moment to moment, as he receives all that is new and particular 

from moment to moment. "Through such self-excelling the most excellent 

being changes, not into a more excellent being, but into a more ex­

cellent state of the same being.,,3 God is "categorically superior" but 

~ -
1. Sribhasya, p. 546. 

2. Phil~soE.b_e_~_? Speak of God, p. 9 

3. lbi~., p. 10. 
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always self-excelling in such things as happiness, beauty, and richness 

of experience. He is "categorically ultimate" or unchanging in such 

things as righteousness, wisdom and power. This being aspect of God, 

being the abstract, categorical description of the divine individual, 

is perfect and unchanging. The becoming aspect, being inclusive of all 

that exists at any given time, is also perfect, because there is nothing 

at any given moment that is equal or superior to it. In this way, 

Hartshorne claims to avoid the equation of imperfection with change, 

which equation prevents Ramanuja from allowing change in deity. 

God As "Existence" 

Besides avoiding the problems related to ascribing change to deity, 

Hartshorne further claims to eliminate the contradictions involved in 

not allowing for change. God knowing this world, he says, must be 

different from the God he would be if he knew some other world. For to 

know this world in all its particular moments of existence, God must 

know the changes that take place ,.;rithin the time sequence of the world I s 

events. And, since knmvledge is an internal relationship, God knovling 

the 1;vorld of this moment must have a different state of being than of 

the preceding moment and will be different again in the following moment. 

In other ,vords, a God __ Tho truly knmvs the world in all its concrete 

particularity, as we assume an omniscient being or perfect knmver ,vould, 

would not be unchanging but rather subject to all the change that ac-

tually exists. 

The question of the relationship betHeen God and time is of primary 

iPl')-'-'-~,'O;-:ce to unierstanding the re12tionship bet,'leen being and beconins. 



167 

propositions concerning matters of fact", i.e., if it is conceivable 

that God knows eternally what we know as taking place over a period of 

time, the priority of being over becoming can be consistently established. 

But, if God does know all that has being, all that truly is, such that he 

is pure actuality, incapable of diminishing or increasing in knowledge 

or state of being, then there is no significant meaning or purpose to 

what takes place in time. In this case, all that is real is equally 

necessary, all action or inaction in the finite realm is to no avail, 

and we have a pure determinism. "If a whole is necessary, all its parts 

or members must be. But if a whole is accidental, not· all its parts 

need be so.,,4 To Hartshorne, God is the contingent whole with a neces-

sary part, which "part" is his individuality, his essence. He writes: 

God is neither being as contrasted to becoming 
nor becoming as contrasted to being; but 
categorically supreme becoming in which there 
is a factor of categorically supreme being, as 
contrasted to inferior becoming, in which there 
is inferior being .•. The divine becoming is 
more ultimate than the divine being only in the 
simple sense of being more inclusive, of being 
concrete while the other is abstract. S 

4. Ibid., p. 20. Also cf. Divine Reality, p. 86, and Reality As 
Social ~ess, p .121. Hartshorne formalized this argument as follmvs in 
Philosophical Interrogations, edited by Sydney and Beatrice Rome (New 
York: Harper and Rmv, Publishers, 1970), pp.lS8f.: 

p: God knows that the world exists. 
q: The world exists 
q*: q is contingent. 
r: p entails q. 
s: «p entails q) and (q is contingent)) entails (p is contin­

gent) . 
r,q*,s: Inference, modus ponents: p i~ contingent. 

t: That which a contingent proposition affirms, and its contra­
dictory denies, cannot be in something which is in all res­
pects necessary. Therefore, since p is contingent, 
kr;o~I1c::,j?e tl,:,t t:10 ': C'l-l,l:>::ists cannot: be in God, if God is 
an, in 211 ~~3p0CtS. n0C_3S~r! D21ilJ. 
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6 
As we have seen, Ramanuja does not try to establish "a tenseless 

theory of propositions concerning matters of fact", rather his claim 

is that Brahman knows all things according to their essence, i.e., the 

essential qualities that make up particular, concrete "matters of fact." 

His example is that one who knows the essence of clay knows everything 

that is made of clay. Brahman knows concrete particulars through the 

instrumentality of jivas. The problem we noted in relation to this is 

that the jivas are externally related to Brahman as parts of its body, 

Brahman does not become or evolve into the jivas, so, in fact, it does 

not know concrete particularity at all. It is the modes of Brahman, 

the jivas, who have this knowledge and it is unified in the supreme 

jiva, Isvara, the unity of Brahman and the ever-changing phenomenal 

world. 

The crucial point to be grasped in relation to Brahman, as the 

soul of the universe, not including in itself the concrete particularity 

of the becoming, changing ,vorld is Ramanuja' s claim that the experience 

of this aspect of existence is the result of contracted consciousness. 7 

Brahman does not experience becoming and change because its unlimited 

or infinite consciousness is eternally qualified by the essential qual-

ities of all existent things, both actual and potential. When conscious-

ness is contracted to accomplish particular ends, some of the eternal, 

essential qualities are brought together to form concrete, particular 

6. Supra, pp.148-149. 

7. Supra, pp.147-l48. 
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objects, "matters of fact."B It is then that names and forms come 

into existence. These concrete, particular objects are what we 

experience as becoming and changing. Thus becoming is a restriction 

in the consciousness of being. Not the consciousness of the being of 

Brahman but of the atman. 

Hartshorne does not agree that we experience becoming as the result 

of something being absent, the lack of "wholeness". Becoming is more 

than being, not less. 

Temporality, even in the ordinary form is not to be 
stated as a partial abstraction from eternity -­
eternity with something left out. No mere omission 
of anything will give becoming ... Becoming (on our 
view) is something positive and ultimate. 9 

As Hartshorne understands becoming, it is known through the continuous 

change we observe in all our experiences, whereas any idea of being we 

have is derived by abstracting from this constant flux. We do not 

experience being, as such, or non-being. Rather, we experience a 

continuous process. Being and becoming are not two separate, substantial 

realities but a single reality composed of a sequence of experiences, 

causally related, in \vhich being becomes and becoTIing is. Neither is 

more real than the other. He abs trac t COmIlJOn fea tures from several 

moments of the living process and it becomes a category of knowledge, 

"being". But, even though it is an abstraction, it is still "real il
• 

The difference between the category and the numerous particular expres-

sions of it is that: "Process is not the mere identities of 'being'; it 

8. Supra, p.148. 

9. Philosoph(~E_s_Sj~e_~\_~L_C',-~~, p. fi. 
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is the identities with the differences; or rather it is the diverse 

t t . h b t t t f"d . ,,10 s a es Wlt a s rac aspec SOl entlty • Thus, in the act of 

abstracting essential characteristics from the experienced process 

that is life, a great deal is lost, i.e., "the differences". Therefore, 

he maintains the becoming rather than being is co-extensive with reality 

or existence. And, to repeat, becoming is more than being, not less. 

On Hartshorne's view, a theory of reality like that of Ramanuja's does 

not take the "differences" of experience seriously. 

Because the concept of being is derived by abstracting essential 

qualities from the process of becoming, which is our living experience, 

and because the essence of God contains both poles of the abstract 

categories, God is coincident with being. As Hartshorne says: 

In some sense, then, God must coincide with Being 
as such; for he cannot be without existence, and 
therefore equally existence cannot be without him, 
so that the very meaning of 'exist' must be theistic 
(or else theism is itself without cognitive meaning, 
as positivists say it is).ll 

What is involved here is related to the above statement that categories 

like being are abstractions but are still "real". In other 1;vords, what 

do ,ve mean ,vhen \ve say something exists? Above 1;ve said that becoming 

is co-extensive ",ith existence. Are "Te to conclude Hith Heraclitus that 

the real is flux itself? 

Hartshorne distinguishes three lev~ls of existence: 

That I shall (at least probably) exist tomorrow 
is one thing; that I shall exist hearing a blue 
jay call at noon is another. The latter is the 

10. Ibid. 

11. Ibid., p. 8" 



more specific or concrete statement, and it is 
not entailed by the former .•• Furthermore, 
the existence of 'human being' (the bare fact 
that there are such beings) is less concrete 
than the existence of you or of me. There are 
thus at least three levels of existence: the 
occurrence of certain actual states of indi­
viduals; the existence of certain individuals; 
the existence of certain kinds of individuals 
or of certain class-properties. 12 
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There is the existence of a particular entity in a given time and place. 

There is the existence of this particular entity through a series of 

times and places, identified as being the same entity by the continua-

tion of certain characteristics abstracted from the particular occur-

rences. And, thirdly, there is the existence of these abstract charac-

teristics from this particular entity and several others to form a 

property class. Would one deny that men exist, and are real, just 

because the concept must eventually relate to some particular man in a 

particular time and place? 

What Hartshorne is saying is that one aspect of God is coincident 

with being, i.e., the two levels of existence which involve abstraction, 

and the second aspect of God, because it includes all the particularity 

that e..-xists at any particular moment, is co-extensive ,'lith becoming or 

process. Hm"ever, because being is an abstraction from becoming, be-

coming is the primary term. God is coincident with being, as Ramanuja 

and the classical theologians correctly believe, but we need not con-

clude that it has priority over becoming, which is coincident with the 

other aspect of deity. 

The difference bet,vecn Hartshorne and Ramanuja at this point 

------------------ ----------------------------------------------
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seems radical, to say the least, because they appear to take directly 

opposing positions. But, when Hartshorne's position is -clarified, as 

it is in his reply to John Smith's review of his article in Tillich's 

Festschrift, their difference, while not overcome, is greatly lessened 

and their real point of disagreement is brought into sharper focus. 

Hartshorne's uneasiness with Tillich's position centres in his 

belief that Tillich does not take process and relativity, i.e., the 

differences in particular, contingent experiences, seriously. To take 

this aspect of experience seriously, Hartshorne maintains that it must 

be seen as something real in addition to being and not as something 

less. He expresses this in the following quotation, alluded to by 

Smith: 

••• 'what becomes and what does not become', the 
referent of this entire phrase, does it become -­
or not? This at least is clear: merely to say that 
something becomes and something does not ... leaves 
it open what status is assigned to the togetherness 
of the two. 13 

Professor Smith's correct understanding of Hartshorne's point is 

evident in his response to this statement: "The answer to the question 

is, presumably, that the referent of the phrase in question becomes, 

with the result that process is inclusive of being and the converse does 

14 
not hold." And, he points to a critical aspect of Hartshorne's system 

when he raises the counter-question about "the referent of the conjunc-

13. Charles W. Kegley and Robert W. Bretall (eds.), The Theology of 
Paul Tillich (Ne,v York: The Nacmillan Company, 1961), p.169. 

14. John Smjth, "Book Revie,v - The Theology of Paul Tillich", The 
Journal of Philoso~l~Z' L (1953), p.644. 
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tive phrase, the question, namely, 'is it or is it not?,,,15 Smith 

claims it is intelligible to speak of being without becoming but it is 

not intelligible to speak of becoming without being. This point is 

well taken, and, as we noted earlier, both Hartshorne and Ramanuja 

insist that a doctrine of universal change makes change itself meaningless. 

Hartshorne affirms this again in his reply to Professor Smith. 

I not only admit but insist, as the main point 
of my argument, that becoming can and does in­
clude things which do not become. An actual 
becoming is always composed of what, at least 
in that act of becoming, does not become .•. 16 

What Smith does not see is why the togetherness of being and be-

coming cannot be in being rather than in process. Hartshorne's rejection 

of this proposition is based on his contention that philosophies of being 

"digest and denature the idea of becoming", whereas philosophies of 

becoming can include being, i.e., a continuous, unchanging aspect, 

without destroying its positive meaning. He sums up his argument in 

this way: 

••• unless the togetherness becomes, nothing 
becomes; since a single new" constituent means 
a ne~v totality, while a new totality does not 
require that every constituent be new. Thus 
process, as the becoming of new totalities, can 
include whatever there may be that is but does 
not become, ~vhile that ,.7hich is, Hithout 
becoming, can no t include ,vhat becomes. Becoming 
or process is the inclusive category. The 
argument assumes that at least something does 
become, that process is not an illusion. On that 
assumption, process must be all inclusive. 17 

15. Ibid. 

16. Charles Hartshorne, "Process As Inclusive Category: A Reply", The 
Journal of P~Uosophv, LII (1955), p. 96. 
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Following this statement, he goes on to say that the same is true 

of contingency as for becoming, i.e., the contingent aspect of existence 

must be greater than the necessary. The totality of the contingent and 

the non-contingent must itself be contingent, "for had the least item 

in the totality been otherwise the totality would have been otherwise 

but there may yet be something in the contingent totality which could 

18 
not have been otherwise, i. e., which is necessary." 

There is nothing in these statemen~ that Ramanuja cannot accommo-

date within his concept of deity. Brahman (Par-amatman), as being, is 

the eternal actualization of the essence of all existent things and 

qualities. Because of this, he is 'qualitatively unsurpassable and un-

changing, but he is capable of real quantitative increase. His body 

... , 

expands from the subtle (causal) to the gross (effectual) state with the 

creation of each new world and a multitude of particularized things come 

into existence. These particularized entities are external to Paramatman, 

so the sum total of being plus becoming is greater than being. And, 

Ramanuja can quite easily admit that the quantity of real, existent, 

particular things is contingent and that therefore the totality of par-

ticularized existence at any given time is contingent. 

Hartshorne contends that if Bral1man is "the being of unlimited 

intelligence, knmys any change within his ~yorld body ... , the change 

h . If b . f h' . If" 19 must t en ltse ecome a possesslon 0 lS conSClOUS se . And, 

indeed it does, according to Ramanuja. It becomes a part of the con-

18. Ibid. 

19. Supra, p.139. 
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sciousness (jnana) of the body of Brahman in its effectual state, but 

not part of his essential Jnana. 

Brahman knows himself as Juana and he also knows all existent 

particular contingent things through the instrumentality of the jnana 

of the jivas, within whom he abides as antaryamin. The whole purpose of 

creation, as we shall discuss later,20 is to increase the knowledge of 

the jivas until they realize their Brahmanlikeness. They never become 

one with Paramatman, because they are eternally external to him, so their 

increase is a definite, real increase in the all-inclusive aspect of 

Brahman. 

Up to this point, Ramanuja is.in agreement with Hartshorne in 

saying that the totality of existence at any moment has two aspects, 

one changing and contingent, the other unchanging and necessary. But 

his understanding of the nature of the continuing, unchanging aspect of 

experience is different. On Hartshorne's view, a quality of experience 

continues to exist 

•.• either because it has previously achieved its 
becoming, or because it is something wholly abstract, 
like the generic nature of becoming as such. The 
latter, of course, does not become. Not that it is 
real apart from all becoming. Nothing is, in any 
sense, except in conjunction with things that become, 
and this conjunction itself becomes in each new case. 2l 

Ramanuja cannot accept the first of these re2sons because to do so 

would be to deny the reality of perishing which is experienced as an 

essential characteristic of all particular, contingent entities, which 

20. Infra, pp. 229-231. 

21. "Process As Inclusive Category", p. 96. 
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Hartshorne does not admit. This brings us back to our discussion in 

Chapter III of Hartshorne's idea that the "existence" of something is 

not external to the experience of it, i.e., any "entity must be (or at 

22 
least be destined to become) object for some subject or other." When 

we take this principle in conjunction with the idea that something 

continues to exist as long as it is retained in memory and apply them 

to the divine individual, who is by definition perfect in every way, we 

can only conclude that it is impossible that anything that has "achieved 

its becoming" should perish, cease to exist. According to Hartshorne, 

therefore, things do not cease to exist, it is just that ordinary 

memory fails and ordinary knowing is inadequate to grasp all that does 

exist. 

Ordinary subjects, at least do not without 
qualification include the things they experience, 
but then they do not without qualification 
experience them. In memory I experience my past, 
but how inadequately, with what loss of vivid 
detail, accessible to introspection! ..• the 
world we experience is much more complex than 
our experience of it. But again, we experience 
yet do not experience, this world. If there is 
an ineradicable paradox in this philosophy here 
it may be. But the defense is that divine 
experiences can fulfill the principle in question 
that they can adequately experience and hence 
adequately include their objects, and that even 
our experiences include in proportion as the~ 

adequately experience ",hat they experience. 2 

Divine knmvledge is perfect knowledge, omniscience, so God knmvs all 

there is to kno,v; and since the divine memory is also perfect (which 

omniscience also implies), his knowing never fails to retain all that 

22. RCCllity As Socia] P_roce~, p.70. Also cf. Creative Synthesis, 
p.220. 
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is or was capable of being known. Consequently, divine knowledge is 

coterminus with all actual existence, past and present, and nothing 

perishes. In fact, existence, as Hartshorne underst~nds it, can be 

defined as what God knows at any given moment. And, since God knows 

adequately all there is to be known, his knowledge is the truth about 

all existent things. Therefore, he is satyasya sat yam, not because 

he excludes the limitations of time and space, change and becoming, but 

because he includes them with full adequacy. Here we have the real 

reason why Hartshorne cannot take seriously Ramanuja's idea that the 

jnana of the jivas is possessed by Brahman. He knows the jlvas as ex-

ternal modes of his consciousness and what they know is in turn external 

to them. Ramanuja states that the relation between the jiva and Brahman 

is that of "whole" and "part", analogous to "being of the form of the 

lustre and lustrous one, of the form of power and the powerful one, and 

- 24 being the body and the Atman." Then he says, two sutras later: 

"Although the Jivas are possessed of a uniform nature in being the por-

tion of Brahman etc., there would not be commingling either of enjoy-

ment, on account of their being mutually different, and being different 

f 'b d . h' b' . ,,25 or eacn a y, oWlng to t elr elng atomlC. In other words, because 

the limited, the jivas, are different from the unlimited, Brahman, and 

from each other, the experiences of individuals are not mixed up. 

Brahman does not have the experiences of the jivas_, except insofar as 

he has them as parts of his body. So, knowing is an external relation-

24. 

25. }bjc!., p.750. 
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ship in Ramanuja's understanding of it, whereas for Hartshorne, it is 

internal, i.e., the knower includes the known. 

God As "Knowledge" 

We are now ready to continue our discussion of Hartshorne's theory 

of the relation between what exists and what is known, begun in Chapter 

III, and to determine some of its implications for the divine individ-

ual. In our discussion of this relationship, we concluded that the 

object of knowledge is the same as it existed independent of the event-

sequence of the knower in the previous moment (assuming the subject 

adequately grasps all there is to be known about it), but it is not the 

same as the present existence of that object, because simultaneity is 

26 
not knowable in the present. The object as known now is the subject's 

experience of the immediate past moment of that object's event-sequence. 

Regarding this point, we quoted Hartshorne as saying that his theory of 

the subject including the object says nothing about the object but is 

descriptive of the subject only. Further, when he speaks of the known 

being part of the knower, "part" should be taken to mean something that 

contributes "directly to the value of a single entity, 'the whole''', 

and not necessarily to something "internal to the who] e. ,,27 Consequently, 

,,,ith reference to a particular knm"er XY at T
2

, knovling a particular 

object Y and therefore including it, we have an internal relation, 

meaning part of \"hat XY is is the experience of Y. This is the actual 

existence of Y. But, at T
l

, the preceding moment, ,,,hen X and Y were 

co-present, they were externally related and Y, because unknm"n to X, 

"; ;',:) • ~, _' -1 C ~~, . __ I. 



179· 

had no meaningful existence from the point of view of X. We begin to 

grasp what Hartshorne refers to as a possible "ineradicable paradox" 

in his philosophy, when in the light of his definition of existence, 

we ask the question, what then is the status of Y prior to being known 

by X? Does it exist or not? The answer to this question is twofold. 

First there is the doctrine of panpsychicism or psychicalism.
28 

For Hartshorne to say that the existence of the object is de-

pendent on the subject partially commits him to an idealistic theory 

of reality, which, as we have already noted, he is willing to accept 

with qualifications. However, he does not consider idealism alone 

to give an adequate explanation of the nature of experience. He be-

lieves that many of the conflicts between the idealistic and realistic 

conceptions or reality stem from the confusion of two questions: first, 

the ontological question, "How fundamental and universal in reality is 

tmind t , 'soul t, or 'experience'?ll; second, the epistemological question, 

llWhen a given subject knows something, tits object t, does the former 

depend on the latter, or the latter on the former, or are the two 

mutually interdependent?,,29 He contends that the realists have accused 

the idealists of deriving their idealistic answer to the ontological 

question from an untenable anSHer to the epistemological question, and 

he thinks they are right. Hmo/ever, according to him, they are both 

wrong in not seeking the logical relations between the two questions. 

He believes the realist's epistemological position provides the most 

28. In Creative _~nthesis (p.14l), Hartshorne says he now prefers 
the term "psychicalism" to "panpsychicisn". 
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cogent argument for an idealistic ontology and the result is psychicalism. 

Hartshornets argument in support of his synthesis begins with a 

definition of the word "subject", which is: 

a. "anything that can be said to be aware of 
(know or feel or intuit) anything". 

b. does not mean ego, soul, personality, or 
"spiritual substance". 

c. "something that simpliciter or by definition 
is aware of something, something determinate 
or unequivocal. It is the subjective rpole' 
of an actual subject-object relation. Thus 
the state, not the substance, of experience 
(in its aspect of awareness of something) 
not the ego, is the subject"-:-:rO 

Following this definition of a "subject", as he uses the term, 

Hartshorne delineates four epistemological principles, operative in 

various philosophical positions. By proving these to be complementary 

to each other, rather than conflicting, Hartshorne makes his synthesis. 

The principles are: 

1. An "object", or that of which a particular 
subject is aware, in no degree depends 
upon that subject. 
Principle of Objective Independence. 

2. A "subject", or whatever is aware of 
anything, always depends upon the entities 
of which it is aware, its objects. 
Principle of Subjective Dependence. 

3. Any entity must be (or at least be destined 
to become) object of some subject or other. 
Principle of Universal Qbj ec~..ivity. "Idealism". 

4. Any concrete entity is a subject, or set of 
subjects; hence, any other concrete entity of 
which a subject, Sl, is alvare, is another 
subject or subjects (S2; or S2, S3, etc.) 31 
Principle of Universal Subjectivi9c' "Panpsychism" 

The first two principles above constitute "realism" and are not 

30. Ibid., pp.69-70. 
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in conflict with each other. In fact, they are complementary because 

(1) provides the subject of (2) with an object. The object of (1) 

remains independent and the subject of (2) can be dependent upon it 

without any contradiction of the principle of either. Likewise, 

principles (1) and (3) are compatible and can be united without 

contradiction. The object of (1) can be an object under (3) without 

any violation of the Objective Independence principle because a "relation 

to a particular subject knowing an entity is extrinsic to that entity.,,32 

And, since "idealism holds that entities need to be known, but that any 

subject suitable for the function of knowing the given entity will 

suffice", Hartshorne asks, "Why may we not regard X-is-known-by-someone-

or-other as a universal, and X-is-known-EY-Sl as an individual case of 

this universal?,,33 In this way, the necessary requirement of some 

suitable knmver of X is provided and satisfies principle (3). This 

last step is crucial to Hartshornets argument and we shall return to it. 

If we allow that (1) and (3) are compatible and agree that the 

requirements of both principles are met, it is obvious that they are 

both compatible with (2) because the "X-is-known-by-Sl", which is the 

individual case of the universal of (3), satisfies the requirements of 

(2) . So ~ve move on to principle (4), psychicalism, ~"here Hartshorne 

reasons: "If what I knmv is another subject, it may still be true that 

in this knoHing I depend upon that other subj ec t, 1;vhile it does not 

34 depent upon me." In other words, a subject can have another subject 

32. Ibid. , p.7l. --
33. Ibid. , p.72. ----
3~ . 1 ;'::. (' . -, " , r. I.) • 

-.~ - ... 
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as its object without that subject being influenced by it. Therefore, 

the subject, which is the object cf the first subject, fulfills the 

role of principle (1) and the first subject fulfills the role of the 

subject in principle (2), making psychicalism completely realistic. 

Consequently, Hartshorne concludes, "the idealistic interpretation of 

reality as essentially relative to or consisting of mind, experience, 

awareness ..• is entirely compatible with a realistic view of the in-

dependence of the particular object and the dependence of the particular 

b . . h b . b . . . ,,35 su Ject, Ln eac su Ject-o Ject sLtuatlon. 

Having thus established an epistemology that is compatible with 

realism and idealism, Hartshorne sets out to show how his realistic 

thesis provides a cogent argument for an idealistic ontology. He begins 

by pointing out that every actual occurrence immediately acquires a 

past status and that past always means past in relation to some new 

present. And, he notes, there are two ways in which things can be 

considered as being past. One way is their being experienced in memory, 

Le., the experience of some past experience in the event-sequence; the 

second is as cause is past to its effect. These two forms of pastness 

are not unrelated, for it is memory, as we have seen, that affords the 

experience of cause and effect. On the other hand, cause and effect 

relations are not purely mental, because these relations can be experi­

ences shared by more than one rnind,36 and because of the creative, un-

d f 
. 37 

expecte aspect a experlence. This being true then, 

35. Ibid. 

36. Cf. discussion of "public, physical space", pp.76-79. 



the present experience is as subject with past 
experience as its object, in this subject-object 
relation, the particularity of the past experience 
(the obj2ct) is intrinsic to the present 
experience (the subject), while the particularity 
of the present experience is extrinsic to that 
of the past. The two realistic theses are thus 
observed. But also, one may hold, the object 
is bound to be remembered by some future experience 
or other; and indeed, while no experience 
anticipates particular successors, experiences 
do, at least normally, involve a sense that they 
will be looked back upon by some sort of memory.38 

Now we return to the problem mentioned earlier. It is raised 
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again by the latter part of the above quotation, i.e., is the idea that 

an object is "bound to be remembered" by some subject sufficient to 

satisfy idealism? Hartshorne says, idealism has traditionally stressed 

the independence or "absoluteness" of the knower or subject and the 

dependence of the known or object. But, modern logic teaches us that 

the relativity of a subject is more important than absoluteness or 

independence, and a subject, "according to realism, is just such an 

. . . 11 l' . ,,39 lntrlnSlca y re atlve entlty. 

If we object by saying that logically the effect is always relative 

to the cause, that the cause needs to be self-sufficient and absolute, 

and that the cause should explain the effect and not vice versa, making 

it impossible for idealism and realism to be compatible, Hartshorne 

replies that every cause is also an effect, that to know what it is to 

38. Ibid., p.70. 

39. Ibid., p.75. 
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be an effect something must also know what it is to be a cause. 

Cause and effect are not separate entities but integrally related. 

Subjects or experiences are effects of things remembered or contained 

184 

within them. But these things remembered and contained are also causes 

of other subjects and experiences. 4l So, both causes and effects are 

essentially subjects. Consequently, when the question of "how fundamen-

tal and universal in reality is 'mind', 'soul', or 'experience'?", the 

answer is that they are the basis "stuff" of everything that is. 

Present Immediate Past 
Past Independent and Absolute 

S3 - - -~f031 / 

t 
~- - -+-ro2l / 

~ ~1gJ-- --01 

Dependent and Relative 

The relation runs in one direction only. 

The first part of our anS\ver to the question of what the status 

of Y is before it is known by X is that Y is not yet objectified in the 

present moment when it is co-existent with X, it is itself the subject 

of some experience (Hhether a single subject, a psychical event, or a 

40. Hartshorne rejects the definition of "cause" as a "set of condi-
tions, from \vhich only one outcome is possible, or from \vhich, in prin­
ciple or ideally, the outcome is \vholly predictable", \vhich is essentially 
what Ramanuja means in saying that "as a cause \Ve must assume only \vhat 
corresponds to the effect" (above, p.127). Instead, he defines "cause" 
as "a state of affairs such that Hhen granted something more or less like 
what happens subsequently was 'bound to happen', of (if you prefer) could 
safely have been predicted" (Log;ic of Perfection, p.163). The effect 
contains the cause as inc:1etermil"dU' because the relationship is asymrnetrical 
rath2r tt13n syn~'H"trj cal (~~-'~£i:~_~,:~_..:C;'01tJ1C_~:L.§', pp. 213-226). 



group of subjects, a physical event). So, in sum, we can say that to 

exist is to be the object of some experience or to be destined to be 

the object of some experience, because every "object is bound to be 

remembered by some future experience or other.,,42 
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Now we come to the question of the adequacy of subjects to know 

their objects, i.e., the fact that ordinary subjects do not without 

qualification experience their objects. If what exists is only what is 

known or destined to be known there must be perfect knowledge because 

nothing exists outside of being known. This makes false or imperfect 

knowledge logically impossible even though it is an aspect of experience. 

"Experience has two at least verbally contrasting forms; these are, 

partially ignorant, unclear, uncertain, or 'fragmentary' experience, as 

opposed to wholly cognitive, clear, certain, and 'complete' experi­

ence.,,43 In fact, since on Hartshorne's view the present moment of an 

event-sequence of any object is the sum total of all the events that 

have contributed to that sequence, to know an object completely one 

would have to knmv the entire sequence of events it summarizes. However, 

experience ShOHS that this is something we are not capable of grasping 

in the consciousness of our own event-sequence, let alone that of ob-

j ects external to us. Ho\v are we to account for this paradox? Or, to 

put the same question in another way, 1vhat is fallible, imperfect 

knmvledge? The anS\ver to the paradox, says Hartshorne, "is that divine 

experiences can adequately experience and hence adequately include their 

objects . • A4 What is fallible, imperfect knmvledge? It is the inadequacy 

42. ~U_D.E~' P .183. 

[13. ~_-_-_:'_a_: ~<.T ~_._ :=:. ,-_::",~ ~-1_~_:~_~_~_, p. J I-,~, . 
I, I, 
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of ordinary knowing in comparison with divine knowing. Divine knowledge 

contains all there is to be known and therefore all that can meaningfully 

be said to exist. It is JUana, of which our jnana is but an imperfect 

part. From this it would seem to follow that, on Ramanuja's definition 

of anantam, Hartshorne too could say that God is infinite, because he 

is wholeness, unlimited by any other, because he includes all existence, 

but he cannot without qualification, because at any present moment of 

his existence he does not know what co-exists with him, i.e., what is 

destined to be known. 

God As "Infinity" and the Problem of Simultaneity 

Our question is, does the divine individual really include all 

existence if there are existent entities co-present with him and un­

known because of the impossibility of knowing simultaneously existing 

things? They exist because they are destined to be known, but can God 

know them and therefore include them? This Hartshorne admits is a 

difficult problem. It is difficult for at least two reasons. To allow 

that God does kno,v contemporary happenings throughout the universe is 

tantamount to affirming absolute time and space in the face of relativity 

physics. Secondly, it involves a denial of freedom and independence to 

all other individuals. We will not deal with the first of these pro­

blems because it would take us beyond the scope of this thesis, but the 

second definitely concerns us. 

In Chapter III we sa'iv how Hartshorne, in reply to John Wild's 

criticism, establishes the independence and distinctiveness of individ­

uals on the fact that co-present entities arc not causally related. The 
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example used is the relation between the head and neck of an individual. 

The head-now does not include the neck, which is free and independent 

of it, because the head-now is related to the neck by including the 

past moment of the neck and not the neck-now. And, because the head 

cannot know and therefore include the neck with complete adequacy, the 

neck contains much more concrete data than the head knows of it, the 

neck is a separate independent entity. However, when we come now to 

the matter of divine knowing, we have a different situation, because we 

are dealing with perfect knowledge. As Hartshorne says: "Only in God is 

there adequate memory-inclusion. Only in God is the past unqualifiedly 

. h It 45 
~n t e present . So, the distinctiveness of the known from the knower 

cannot be established on the basis of the more concrete and less con-

crete. The remaining possibility is that God does not know simultaneous 

events. But then says Hartshorne: 

.•. I am not able to see clearly that it makes 
sense to say that contemporary events are 
unrelated. For they seem to have the relation 
of coexistence, or rather, of co-occurrence. 
If this is not a real relation in them, it must 
be a relation in some mind considering them, 
above all, God's. But then there is a problem 
of God as, in a certain phase, contemporary 
with us in a certain phase. So I suspect (not 
too happily) that one must admit real relations 
between conte~porary happenings. The conse­
quence, teverything is related to and includes 
everything ... 46 

If this is the consequence of admitting real relations between 

45. "The Divine Relativity and Absoluteness: A Reply", p.59. 

46. Ibid. 
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contemporaries, how are we to distinguish God from the sum total of 

existent things or from anyone of the parts? If Hartshorne accepts 

this consequence he ends up with the strict organicism he wants to 

avoid and the freedom of individual entities is lost, because the parts 

are not distinguishable from the whole. Furthermore, if everything 

includes everything and God is not distinguishable from the sum of the 

parts, God is related to nothing. As John Wild says: "Such an entity 

could have no relations, for the very nature of relations involves a 

real otherness, or lack of inclusion between the related entities.,,47 

And, we have seen how the realistic aspect of Hartshorne epistemology 

causes him to agree with Wild on this point. In his system, "the 

deficient modes of awareness or inclusion serve to distinguish things 

through the endless variations in the items which are most vividly 

'prehended,.,,48 Does this not imply that relations are ultimately 

illusory, because they are the result of ignorance and that when truth 

is kno~vn everything will be seen as being the same as everything else, 

an absolute monism? Ramanuja does not have this problem because of the 

substantial difference bet,veen the three tattvas. Even if the jnana 

of the j ivas becomes equal to the Jiliina of Bralll~an, they only become 

.lik'=. Brahman, not the same entity. Because entities are substantially 

different, relations between them are eternally possible even ~vhen 

their modes of existence are identical and their individual autonomy is 

preserved. Ramanuja tries to establish his particular formulation of 

47. "A Revie,v-Article: The Divine Relatjvity", p. 69. 

48. "The Divine Relativity and Absoluteness: A Reply", p.59. 
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necessary for Ramanuja's understanding of the nature of salvation. 
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In his most recent book, Creative Synthesis and Philosophic 

Method, after discussing the questions of simultaneity and coexistence, 

Hartshorne concludes: "A thing coexists with whatever inherits from 

part of the same past and is destined to influence part of the same 

future. ,A9 Coexistent entities are not known in the present. Then he 

says: "Since deity is not, at least in the same sense, localized 

spatially, the theistic account must somehow alter or complete the 

foregoing picture. But just how I find myself unable to understand."SO 

The problem remains for Hartshorne; but he rejects what he "not too 

happily" admitted in 1950, in his reply to John Wild, i. e., "real 

relations between contemporary happenings." He affirms that "the sub­

ject-object duality is ultimate ... and it involves a real and indeed 

temporal priority of the object in each case."SI 

The rejection of the possibility of God knmving his coexistent 

contemporaries, with the consequences we have outlined above, and the 

acceptance of the ultimacy of subject-object duality, means that, on 

Hartshorne's vieH, the divine experiences, ~vhich cons titute the existence 

of the divine individual, include all other experiences in the same ~"ay 

the nervous system of an ordinary individual, "especially the cortical 

parts of it", synthesizes into a unified momentary event the experiences 

of all the body cells in the preceding moment. S2 In other words, each 

49. Creative Synthesis, p.220. 

50. Ibid. 

51. Ibid. 

5 ') _~.l~_T,,-l~~, p. 8 ~ . 
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moment in the life of the divine individual "is the momentary 'whole' 

53 summing up the antecedent states of 'the parts', all other individuals. 

Insofar as coexistent individuals exist external to the experience 

and knowledge of God, they are external to and independent of him. In 

this respect, Hartshorne's conception of the God-world relationship is 

similar to Ramanuja's. Further, there is a parallel to Ramanuja's idea 

that the jnana of the jivas implies the Juana of Brahman in Hartshorne's 

statement: "If the 'identity theory' of mind-body means only that the 

sensory qualities of experience apply to neural processes, as well as 

to sensory experiences, and that the latter logically entail the former, 

I · l' . ,,54 1nc 1ne to accept 1t. 

On Ramanuja's understanding of the God-world relationship, the 

existence of Brahman contains all the actual and potential qualities of 

the existent world as eternally actual in his self, such that the 

divine experience (Juana) is wholeness and completeness, not subject to 

change or becoming. The experiences of all other individuals , on the 

other hand, are partial and incomplete and this is the cause of their 

experiencing becoming and change. The qualities that make up the 

partial, incomplete experiences of the jivas are not different in kind 

from the qualities experienced by Brahman. In fact, the former are but 

concrete, particular modes of the latter. 

Like~"ise, Hartshorne T s understanding of the God-war ld relationship 

allm.zs him to affirm that God t s experience contains all the actual and 

53. Supra, p.lOO. 

54. Creat~:i,~e_~....:l1th~~.is, p.220. 
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potential qualities of existence, but not as eternally actual. On 

Hartshorne's scheme, God can only know as actual what in fact is actual 

in the existent world hecause he has no "self" that exists apart from 

the world. The qualities experienced by God as his existence are not 

only essentially the same or the same in kind as those of the world, 

they are identical. The change and becoming of the world is also the 

change and becoming of God. This becoming aspect of God is not less 

than being or wholeness, rather it is true ",·holeness because it contains 

not only what is the same and continuous from moment to moment but 

contains what is the same plus the multitude of differences that exist 

from moment to moment which Brahmari must exclude in order to remain 

unchanging. 

The identification of the existence of God with the actual world 

that is actually present as the object of an all-inclusive experience 

from moment to moment does not involve Hartshorne in the monistic 

problems pointed to earlier because the autonomy of the divine individ­

ual and of all other individuals is retained by the non-relatedness of 

the subjective poles of the individual event-sequences. God does not 

include the subjective aspect of coexistent individuals within his 

present knO'\vledge and existence but they are destine.d to be known by 

him in the future moment, just as the experiences of the body cells of 

a human individual are destined to become his experiences. 

Because the divine individual ade.quately knows all there is to be 

knmvn, has perfect memory and everything that exists is part of his 
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body, nothing that has become actual, viz., objectified, is ever lost 

from his knowledge and, therefore, ever ceases to exist. Everything 

that becomes actual continues from that moment to be a part of each 

b . h f h' h d .. l' f 55 su sequent event 1n t e sequence a events t at 1S t e 1v1ne 1 e. 

In this sense, the being of God at any particular moment consists of 

all that is actual in the present unified experience that is the exis-

tence of God now, and that experience includes all that has become 

actual in the beginningless past. As Hartshorne says: "It seems that 

God must eternally have been and be aware of an infinite number of aI-

d 1 · d .. ,,56 rea y actua 1ze ent1t1es. 

It is important to note that the being of God as we have described 

it above becomes a new being each moment. This is why Hartshorne says 

being becomes and becoming is. The being of God, as Hartshorne con-

ceives deity, is subject to constant change, in the form of increased 

experience, as he receives the creative acts of his own subject pole 

and those of every other individual. 

The idea that once something has become actual it continues as an 

unchanging part of the existence of God is one way in ,,,hich Hartshorne 

establishes a continuing, unchanging aspect of experience that makes 

h d b · . f 1 57 c ange an ecomlng meanlngu . We will discuss the consequences of 

55. Stlpra, p.176. 

56. Creative Synthesi~, p.65. Hartshorne goes on to say that the 
"problems which this suggests are baffling enough. But at any rate I 
see no good ground at all for supposing that, besides numbers or 
similarly abstract entities, including metaphysical categories, every 
quality of sensation or feeling that occurs in experience must have its 
eternal duplicCltet! (Ibi<!., pp. 65-66), "lv-hich is, of course, Ramanuja's 
position. 

57 . S '::'_'~ '.' f'. l 75 . 
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such a conception of the God-world relationship for religious man in 

the next chapter, but before we do that, we must give our attention to 

the second way things that do not become are experienced, i.e., 

"because it is something wholly abstract, like the generic nature of 

becoming as such.,,58 

God, the Ultimate Synthesis and Synthesizing Agent 

Here we are dealing with Hartshorne's idea that being is abstracted 

from the common features of existence in several moments of the living 

process of an individual event sequence, which is characterized by 

becoming, the primary characteristic of all experience. In other words, 

we are still on the question of the primacy of becoming to being, but 

in this context, the term "being" has the more classical meaning as 

referring to the essence of something's existence, its defining 

h 
.. 59 c aracterlstlCS. 

Ramanuja, as ~ve now know, believes being is prior to becoming 

because the scriptures state that Brahman can exist without any phenom-

enal world, as he does in the pralaya state. And, experience itself 

shows that the ~tman can exist in itself without depending on the 

58. Ibid. 

59. In Chapter III (p. 71), we outlined two ~vays in \"hich Hartshorne 
uses the term "individual", i. e. as a momentary event summing up all 
previous moments in an event-sequence and as "referring to certain 
common characteristics shared by a sequ~nce of discrete moments." He 
uses "being" in these two ways also. The two uses of these terms are 
not different, because the latter is abstracted from the former and is 
less inclusive. Ram~nuja uses different terms for the t~vo ways Hartshorne 
defines an individual -- jiva and atman respectively -- and different 
terms for the tHO Hays Hartshorne uses-the term "being" -- asti (real) 
and satya (beine:,) respectively. 
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body, as it does in deep sleep'. Har tshorne, on the other hand, rej ec ts 

the idea of a substantial, self-existent, independent soul that 

transcends time, having particular, accidental, contingent qualities as 

dependent attributes, because such a conception of an individual makes 

it logically impossible to attribute any ultimate significance to the 

differences and uniqueness of particular experiences, as is evident 

from the problems we found in Ramanuja's thought in Chapter IV. It 

subordinates the experiences of the phenomenal world to some "higher" 

experience, making them ultimately valueless and results in a depre­

ciation of life in the world. As an alternative, he proposes a concep­

tion of individuality that makes the continuing aspect of existence, 

being, dependent upon the momentary, becoming, contingent aspect, cons­

tituted of concrete particularity, which then takes on ultimate signif­

icance because it is the locus of reality. Being, as the essence of an 

individual's existence, is dependent upon becoming because it is but 

the generic characteristics of all the data in the individual event­

sequence. Becoming is the all-inclusive category, including being as 

an abstracted part, so an individual has being as long as the becoming 

aspect of his existence continues. 

Because the existence of God at any present moment includes all 

actual existent things as parts of a unified experience, the being of 

God, as conceived by Hartshorne, must equal the abstracted cowman 

features of all experiences presently synthesized as the existence of 

God-now', which, we mus t remember, includes' all pas t ac tual experiences 

as they are perfectly retained in the divine memory, part of which 
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The result of this is that what God is now is dependent upon all 

previous experiences and acts, both his own and all other individuals, 

because, as the universal synthesizing subject, he is dependent upon 

them as objects of his experience, as realism requires. As Hartshorne 

declares, "my position is that the higher the being the more dependence 

of certain kinds will be appropriate for it.,,60 Thus God, the Highest 

Person, cannot be consistently conceived as independent and absolute. 

On Hartshorne's view, the "divine is to be conceived as relative beyond 

all other relative things, but this relativity itself must have an 

abstract character which is fixed or absolute." 61 

The obvious question vis-a-vis a concept of God that makes him so 

completely contingent, dependent and relative is whether such a god 

would not be subject to non-existence, as are all other individual event-

sequences. In our discussion of ordinary synthesizing agents in 

Chapter III, we saw how each new subject is created by the subject of 

the preceding synthesis and is therefore dependent upon it as well as 

other contingent experiences and these in turn upon contingent experi-

ences as their causes, ad infinitum. Furthermore, in delineating the 

merits of process thinking over substance thinking in Creativ~ 

... we get rid of the suggestion that a single 
event is adjectival, an abstracted aspect of 
something more concrete. We also make explicit 
the profoundly important truth that genetic 
identity is a special strand of the causal order 
of the world, and rests on the same principle of 

60. Charles Hartshorne, The Divine Relativity (Ne" lbven, Conn.: 
Ya]e Uni'.'ersity Press, 19 t,S), p.-~~----- -~-

61. lJ1}A., p. E3 . 



inheritance from the past as causality in 
general does ••• We also take into proper 
account the truth that a first event in a 
series might have been the last, and then 
there would ~ave been no sequence, no enduring 62 
individual, except an unfulfilled potentiality. 

The first two of these statements apply to the divine individual as 

well as any other. Does the third also? In other words, if some 

event-sequences can come to an end, cannot all? 

According to Hartshorne, to attribute contingent qualities to 

God does not leave him vulnerable and subject to the possibility of 

non-existence. The reason is 

••• whereas other beings are accidental 
products of becoming, we'should think of 
God as qualifying becoming essentially, so 
that he is always certain to become, his 
life being a process inherent in all process, 
in process as such, or within which all 
process must occur, therefore beginningless 
(for his beginning would be a process 
independent of him and with himself as 
accidental product) and for the same reason 
endless. 63 

What Hartshorne is articulating here is just another way of stating 

the classical axiom that God is that 'being whose essence it is to 
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exist'. He says much the same thing in a slightly different way when 

he ,,'Tites, "God is thus the great 'I am', the one "lhose existence is 

the expression of his Q1;·m pm·,er and none other, who self-exists --

rather than is caused, or happens, to exist -- and by \vhose power of 

. 11 h h' . ,,64 eXlstence a at er t lngs exlst. To establish the necessary exis-

62. Creative Synthesi~, p.185. 

63. Philosophers Sueak of God, p.9. 

64 . lE_ iJ. ., r. 3 . 
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tence of such an individual, it is necessary to establish the existence 

of a perfect knower, whose existence includes all past and present 

experiences, and is therefore the potentiality of all future experiences 

as well, and who cannot possibly not exist. This, according to Hartshorne, 

is what the ontological argument seeks to do. 

The question of God's necessary existence is basically the question 

of the conceivability of an individual possessing categorial supremacy. 

In this chapter we have set forth Hartshorne's conception of such an 

individual. We have seen how God can be conceived as having perfect 

knowledge, which means to know all there is to be known, perfect exis-

tence, which means to include the existence of all other existent en-

tities, and, because of the all-inclusive nature of these characteris-

tics, infinite, meaning not limited by any other. To deny the con-

ceivability of such an individual is tantamount to denying any sig­

nificant meaning to the terms "universe" and "world" as wel1. 65 

If we grant the conceivability of an individual with categorial 

supremacy as described by Hartshorne, then to say something exists 

logically implies that God exists and necessarily exists, because he is 

by definition the unified and unifying synthesis of that something. 

Consequently, the first step Hartshorne takes in establishing the 

necessary existence of his supremely relative god is to indicate that 

the all-inclusive, non-restrictive, existential statement that embraces 

all actual and possible experiences and excludes none, "something 

. ". .. 66 H d . d h 1 1 ex1StS, 1S a pr10r1 true. e oes not conS1 er t e comp ete y res-

65. Man's Vision of God, pp.337-339. 

66. Logic of Perfection, pp.156, 292-293. Also, Creative Synthesis, 
pp.159-163. 
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trictive statement "nothing exists" to be a real existential possibility 

because it is falsified by every experience and verifiable by none, 

since to verify it someone must exist. Partially restrictive state-

ments are dependent upon some particular experience for their verifica-

tion, but the statement "something exists" is verified in every experi-

ence and not conceivably falsifiable by any, so it is necessarily and a 

priori true. "A necessary proposition ... is one !implied by any and 

every proposition!. It thus forms an aspect of the meaning of any 

67 statement you please." In other words, Hartshorne establishes the 

necessary existence of "something" on the same grounds as Ramanuja 

establishes the continuous existence of the conscious atman; it is 

implied in all experience. 

To say "something exists" is tantamount to saying "something is 

experienced", for both Ramanuja and Hartshorne. So, if we ask the 

question: "Why does something exist?", continuing our concern with the 

problem of whether God, as Hartshorne conceives him, could cease to 

exist, we are really asking "Why is there experience?", which to 

Hartshorne is a meaningless question. Experience is the given. If we 

mean, is it possible for all experience to end?, which apparently is 

conceivable to Hartshorne, even though he thinks it is not very likely, 

this is a different matter. Hartshorne admits that if God "could 

exist \vithout a world, it is illogical to say, 'Because there is a world 

God must exist ' . In no case can a sheer necessity obtain because one 

67. Creative Synthesis, p.162. 
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. 1 . h h h' l' d ,,68 cont~ngent a ternat~ve rat er t an anot er ~s rea ~Z~ • This 

simply points to something that both Hartshorne and Ramanuja agree on, 

namely, that the question of God's existence cannot be answered on 

empirical grounds. 

As further argumentation against the possibility of contingent 

proof for Godts existence, he asks, who could know the non-existence of 

God? Certainly a divine mind could not experience its own non-exis-

tence, and if God, being that than which none greater can be conceived 

cannot know it, who can? Hence, if "the non-existence of God has no 

conceivable experiential meaning, in terms of divine or nondivine ex-

perience", it is necessary, he believes, to conclude that either 

"(conceivability' has no essential relation whatever to the testimony of 

'bl . h" f G d t •• • bl ,,69 poss~ e exper~ence, or t e nonex~stence 0 0 ~s ~nconce~va e. 

The empirical questions raised by atheism and agnosticism are thus in-

validated by the very nature of the subject matter. 

Here is \vhat Hartshorne believes Anselm discovered: 

Assuming certain (meaning postulates' ... 
concerning the import of 'God' and certain 
related terms, it follows that the existence 
of God is a logical or analytic truth. The 
meaning postulates can be rejected, but the 
positi on then is noc atheisDl, as commonly 
understood (or agnosticism either) but 
positivism (as I shall use this label), the 
view that the divine e.>::istence is logically 

68. Charles Hartshorne, A Natural Theology for Our Time (La Salle, 
Illinois: The Open Court Publishing Co., 1967), p.8S. 

69. Charles Hartshorne, Anselm's Discovery (La Salle, Illinois: The 
Open Court Publishing Co., 1965), p.64. 



impossible .•. No question of contingent 
or empirical fact is at stake. 70 

Hartshorne and the "positivists" agree that all empirically known 

existence is contingent. The question of God's existence is not 
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empirical but logical. And, Hartshorne believes, once the question of 

God's existence is correctly formulated, the answer is logically neces-

sary and undeniable, provided the idea of god has any meaning at all. 

The real issue in the ontological argument is not whether or not God 

exists, says Hartshorne. This question was clearly eliminated by 

Anselm. To have non-existence even as a possible alternative is not to 

be "unsurpassable," which is the unique characteristic of God as Anselm 

understood him, Le., God is such that "none greater can be conceived." 

If God has the mere possibility of non-existence he is subject to 

contingency, and to "exist contingently is to exist precariously, or 

by chance" which is imperfection, an attribute that is inappropriate for 

deity. 

Perfection either could not possibly exist, 
or it exists necessarily. And the necessarily 
true is true. The existence of divine perfection 
is a question not of contingent fact, but of 
necessity, positive or negative. Logical 
analysis, not observation of nature, alone can 
settle it.7l 

~fuen dealing ,vith the question of the existence of God, perfection, the 

question of empirical or contingent truth is inappropriate. Hartshorne 

says this is one proposition that cannot be proven contingently true or 

false, so the question is one of being necessarily true or necessarily 

false, which can only be decided on the basis of logic. 

I 1 • 
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The argument is based on two concepts of modal logic, i.e., 

contingency and necessity. God is defined as being such that "none 

greater can be conceived." Hence, if X)- Y because X is and Y is not, 

i.e., if it is better to be than not to be, it must be true that an 

bl b . . 72 unsurpassa e e~ng ex~sts. Therefore God necessarily exists. 

The questions that can be put to this postulate are: is it really 

expressive of faith?, is it free from ambiguity? and is it free from 

contradiction? In answer to the first question, Hartshorne says Anselm 

assumed that anyone but a fool would necessarily believe that God is 

t h h . bl h· h ld h· h· 73 grea er t an any at er conce~va e t ~ng or e wou not wars ~p 1m. 

In other words, if God could conceivably not exist he would not be 

worthy of worship. So the question of what men worship is important and 

will be our main concern in the next chapter. 

The other two questions get Anselm into difficulty, says Hartshorne, 

because of his classical concept of deity. Ambiguities and contradic-

tions do arise with such a definition of deity. If we take any con-

ceivable number we can think of a still greater number that is conceiv-

able, and this could also be true of entities. "Greatest individual" 

72. A~s~lT11 '~iscovery, pp. 25-26. Because the existence Hartshorne 
has reference to here must be the phenomenal world (since he does not 
recognize any other level of existence, e.g., an underlying substratum 
that is the causal ground of the phenomenal world) Indian philosophy and 
religion, in general, would not agree with this axiom. T.R.V. Murti, in 
an article entitled "The Individual in Indian Religious Thought," in 
Charles A. Noore (ed.), The Indian }lind (Honolulu: East-West Center Press, 
1967), pp. 320-340, ~vrites: "Buddhism and all the systems of Indian philosophy 
(excluding the C~rv~ka) show their keen spiritual insight in beginning 
with the truth of suffering (duhkha-satya). To all of them, not only the 
actual states of painful feelin~, but phenomenal existence in its entirety 
(~~ri~jirrt) is suffering" (p.322). The most fundamental motivating force in 
Indian thought has been to derive wavs and means, as well as an understan­
di-r;; c_<*' t~:=, l'..._tll~~'::' DL- ~-='~:~?,:':-c.c,>~, t~-:.~~ .-l:.:.C,~J,3 fl,,,-~,,-l'_.l ~r~·.~~ t~~~, I/.:.,iL:'~,-ll, 
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like "greatest number" is an abstraction. Taking this in conjunction 

with the fact that "modern logical analysis shows that no existence 

can be necessary," it seems we must conclude with J .:t'i. Findlay that: 

"Concrete or actual existence cannot follow from a mere predicate or 

abstract definition. H d "· f'" 'bl 1174 ence lVlne per ect10n 1S 1mpOSSl e. Thus, 

Findlay's observations create a dilemma for theism when God is conceived 

in the classical form, because a "merely contingent being would not 

deserve worship, for we should be revering at most a big and wonderful 

aCCident; yet, on the other hand, that a mere abstraction like 'all-

worshipful' could necessitate a concrete actuality is a logical ab­

surdity.Il7S The only answer to this problem, Hartshorne submits, is to 

conclude with Leibniz "that 'greatest' must be taken to mean a purely 

I " . ".. ,,76 qua ltat1ve, not a quant1tat1ve, lllaX1mum. Consequently to avoid 

Anselm's dilemma, neo-classical theism distinguishes between "no 

greater individual" and "no greater thing or entity." The latter 

characteristic, when applied to God, excludes all increase from deity 

in an abstract, absolute sense. And, the former means that God in 

the concrete particular sense is surpassable but only by himself, so 

he can include quantity as one of his qualities without its being the 

contradictory, al:lbiguous thing of classical theism, an absolute, actual, 

bl . 77 unsurpassa e quant1ty. Then, to avoid the contradiction involved in 

74. Ibid., p.37. This is Hartshorne's SUlllmary of Findlay's argument 
in Antony FIe", and Alasdair Hac Intyre (eds.), Ne'iv Essays in Philosophical 
Theology (London: SCH Press Ltd., 1955), pp.47-S6, in 'ivhich Findlay 
asserts that Anselm proved the impossibility of God's existence insofar as 
it is necessary. 

75. Ibid. 

I, • 
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bringing the necessary and contingent, the abstract and the concrete 

together in a unified experience, Hartshorne insists that we must 

distinguish between two forms of contingency: 1. where "both that and 

how the predicate is actualized or concretized are accidental"; 

2 " ,,78 • where only the how is accidental, while the that is necessary. 

All existing things, other than God, have accidental, contingent exis-

tence and actuality, i.e., their continuing spatial and temporal exis-

tence is dependent on external factors, as is all the particular, 

actual occasions of their being. God, on the other hand, has necessary 

existence and accidental, contingent actuality, i.e., his continuing 

existence as being one with all space and time is absolute, unchanging 

and independent of any and all external forces, while his·particular, 

actual manifestation at any given time is accidental and contingent 

upon all the forces in actual existence at that particular time. This 

'actual-existent' distinction avoids the contradictions associated with 

classical theism and it is meaningful because it is applicable to all 

78. Ibi~., p.38. Another charge of contradiction and ambiguity that 
is brought against the ontological argL~ent by the positivists is that 
it uses 'existence' as an a priori predicate \vhen it can only be an 
existential fact to be affirmed or denied (see article by J.J.C. Smart 
in New Essays, pp.33-34). Hartshoree agrees that in general 'existence' 
is not-tob~considered a 'real predicate t. However, "the existence 
\vhich in the sole case of God is taken as a predicate is not simply 
existence in generar:-but~nique and superior form or manner of exis­
ting" (Ibid., p.33). God's existence is necessary existence without the 
slightest possibility of non-existence; it is self-existence without 
dependence on any other; it is existence according to essence. Even 
though ~ve cannot infer t e...""'{istence t or t non-existence t from the modal 
status of ordinary, contingent things, it is possible to infer from the 
non-contingent nature of deity that it is "necessarily existent unless 
impos.sible" (Logi c of Perfec ti~.~, p. 57) because it is a logical truth 
rather than empiricaJ. 
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existent things. 

The assertion that deity has necessary existence is a necessary 

proposition in that it "is one whose truth is included in that of any 

th .. h " 79 o er proposltlon w atever • Divine existence includes the 

existence of all existent, actual entities and the knowledge of all 

knowing. Furthermore, it is the source of all creativity . 

••• objective necessity is merely what all 
possibilities have in common, their neutral 
element, which will be actualized 'no matter 
what' course the creative process may take. 
This neutral element is creativity in its 
essential or irreducible aspect, which is 
inseparable from the necessary aspect of deity.80 

Creativity is an abstract category, yet it is, at the same time, 

part of every concrete experience, because, like becoming, it charac-

terizes all particular, concrete, actual entities. If it is conceiv-

able that there is unity, order, purpose and meaning to existence 

as a whole, as religious man affirms there is and attributes to God, 

then God, as that than which nothing greater can be conceived, necessarily 

exists, with each momentary, all-inclusive, cosmic moment constituting 

the actual existence that includes all previous cosmic moments (all 

knowledge, existence and creative acts) and contains each future moment 

as indeterminate potentiality. As long as this 'whole' is not con-

ceived as being eternally actual, complete and unchanging, no contra-

diction is involved in affirming God's necessary existence. 

79. Ibid., p.41. 

80. Ibid., p.43. 
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Hartshorne believes he has met the requirements of conceiving 

God in a way that is expressive of faith and free from contradiction 

and ambiguity. Still, when the questions: "Could God exist, is any 

idea of his nature intelligible?" are asked, he admits that the 

arguments for God's existence do not force affirmative answers. It is 

still possible to deny that the idea "God" has any rational meaning 

just as one can deny that the concepts "universe" or "all inclusive 

existence" are meaningful. 

The final decision derives from the realization 
through reflective experience of the meanings 
in question, and of the impossibility of making 
skepticism in either direction a sincere philosophy. 
All men, it seems, must ultimately or at least 
obscurely feel the religious ideal as the referent 
of all comparisons between interests, presupposing 
an inclusive interest in interests which can only be 
God's and not any merely human interest.Sl 

To deny the existence of God is to deny the unity of knowledge, 

an overarching order to existence, and any ultimate meaning and purpose 

to life. The moral consequences of 'vhich we will consider in the next 

chapter. Up to this point, we have seen how relativity theory seems 

to controvert the possibility of there being an all-inclusive experi-

ence, vlhich in itself seems to deny a unity to kno'C-lledge, an over-

arching order, and therefore a single meaning and purpose to existence 

as a ,vhole. This makes the developments in modern physics a matter of 

great concern for Hartshorne and causes him to say that God's way of 

knowing mus t be different from the ''lay ordinary beings knmv. To 

81. Han's Vision of God, pp.337-338. Cf. Creat:..~ve Synthesis, 
pp.296-297. 
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be required to admit that God must know and experience the world in 

some unique way is not a small matter for one who wants to derive all 

knowledge of God from rational analysis of and extrapolations from 

ordinary experience. Further, on his own admission. he has not con-

clusively demonstrated the existence of God. Nevertheless, his efforts 

are not in vain. He has at least proven that the question of God's 

existence is a "controversial" problem rather than one of empirical 

fact. And, once this is established, he believes it is a matter of 

the existence of God having any "experiential meaning." With reference 

to this, he contends that the experience of the mystics is compatible 

. h h· . f d· 82 W1t 1S concept10n 0 e1ty. In other words, ultimately we must 

resort to faith and intuition, the affirmations of religious men. 

Ramanuja, too, rejects all the empirical arguments for the exis-

tence of God and acknowledges that the world might be caused by many 

h h 1 
. 83 powers rat er t an an u tlmate one. All arguments for the existence 

of Brahman fail, says Ramanuja. 

Brahman is not manifested by other means 
of proof; for Scripture says, 'His form 
is not to be seen, no one beholds him 
with the eye' (Ka. Up. II, 6,9); 'He is 
not apprehended by the eye nor by speech' 
(rIu. Up. II I, 1, 8) . 

Moreover, it is only in the state of 
perfect conciliation or endearment, i.e. 

82. Anselm's Discovery, pp.64-65. 

83. Sribhasya, 1;1:3. The entire co~~entary on this sutra is given 
to arguments that support the contention that the existence of Brahman 
is known through Scripture alone. 



in meditation bearing the character of 
devotion, that an intuition of Brahman 
takes place, not in any other state. 84 

Consequently "worship" and "what men >;vorship" becomes the key to the 

concepts of deity of both Hartshorne and Ramanuja. So, in the next 

chapter, we will turn our attention to the nature of the religious 

quest as understood by our two philosophers. 

Conclusion 

The question that led us into a discussion of the ontological 

argument was whether or not Hartshorne's giving primacy to becoming 

over being would have as its corollary the possibility of God's non-
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existence. In our discussion we have found that non-existence is not 

a possibility for God as long as he can be conceived as having cate-

gorjal supremacy, especially perfect existence and perfect knowledge. 

In fact, if such an individual is conceivable, according to Hartshorne's 

logic, it has necessary existence. However, and this is important, 

"the 'necessity' of deity which follm"s from categori al supremacy 

refers to his existence as an individual and ceases to be a truism if 

it is construed to mean that everything in God's total reality is 

necessary. ,,85 God is the unique individual >-Tho is categorically 

supreme over every other individual at any given mO;TL2nt of his exis-

tence, because he contains every other individual; but God as the 

supreme actuality at one moment of his existence may be (and, indeed, 

Hartshorne thinks he must be) surpassed in some of his characteristics 

84. Thibaut, p.6l7. 

85. P~:~~:_lc'~\~\-'·~,· ___ ~s s·-:<~_,'·. ~,- ~ ~,,-: 
________ ~_T _____ ~ __ ~ ________ _ 
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. h d' 86 ~n t e succee ~ng moment. Without this idea of the self-sur-

passability of deity, Hartshorne finds it impossible to give any 

ultimate significance to the changing aspect of existence. Hartshorne 

agrees with the classical theologians in saying that the form or state 

of his existence cannot change. He writes: "to admit change in God 

d . h' . f . . '1 ,,8 7 nee not mean renounc1ng 1S prerogat1ve 0 eX1st1ng necessar1 y. 

God's ability to adjust to all possible states means he cannot fail to 

exist. 

Unless we understand the full meaning of Hartshorne's affirmation 

that it is the abstract essence of God (his individuating or generic 

characteristics) that has necessary existence and not his concrete 

actuality, the differences between his conception of deity'and that of 

Ramanuja will seem to be greater than they really are. We must remem-

ber that Hartshorne recognizes that a "mere abstraction" cannot neces-

sitate a concrete actuality. And, it is true that the abstract 

essence of God cannot necessitate a particular concrete moment of his 

existence. But, because one of the abstract characteristics of deity 

is perfect existence, which means to exist without the possibility of 

non-existence, it is necessary that some concrete actuality wjll al-

ways exist, the sum total of \vhich, at any given moment, is the con-

crete, all-inclusive actuality of deity at that ffioment. The abstract 

essence or being of deity is abstracted from and has its reality in 

that becoming ,.;Thole. The abstract aspect of deity always exists 

86. ~, p.165. 

87. !,_hiJ oS_SJ.I)~:"f-'.!~---,C:;l?~.:?l,,--g_f_G_od, p .12. Cf. a Iso, .!:o~~s: o()er £ !:s: tL~~, 
pp.99-10:::. 
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within the concrete aspect; consequently, if the abstract exists 

necessarily, ~ concrete actuality necessarily exists as expressing 

the generic characteristics of deity. This is why Hartshorne says: 

"It seems that God must eternally have been and be aware of an 

infinite number of already actualized entities.,,88 Thus, the generic 

characteristics of deity, the essence of all existence (Brahman in 

Ramanuja's system), are eternally actual in some particular form of 

existence. Just what particular form is contingent. "An actual 

becoming is always composed of what, at least in that act of becoming, 

89 does not become." Becoming is the primary category in relation to 

being because the togetherness of being and becoming must become or 

nothing becomes, "since a single new constituent means a new totality, 

h 'l I' d 'h 'b ,,90 w 1 e a new tota lty oes not requlre t at every constltuent e new. 

Briefly, becoming includes being, either as what has already become 

actual, or as the abstract characteristics of becoming as such, plus 

becoming. 

When we compare Hartshorne's conception of the being-becoming 

relationship, as it applies to the two aspects of deity, with that 

of Ramanuja, ,·le find that the crucial difference betHeen them centres 

in the question of >vhether being is abstract or concrete. Ramanuja's 

view is that being and Bral~an are one and Brahman is absolute, un-

changing, and eternally complete. There is no becoming in Brahman 

88. Supra, p.192. 

89. Supra, p.173. 

90. Ibid, 
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because it is the eternal, concrete actualization of all the auspicious 

qualities that can be experienced. In other wnrds, being is related to 

becoming by containing as actual the essence of all possible becomings. 

So, being is in all becoming as Ramanuja views their relationship to 

each other, as well as for Hartshorne, but for Hartshorne it is not 

an eternally unchanging actuality. 

As Hartshorne views the actuality of God from moment to moment, 

it is at once the same and different, unchanged in part, changed as a 

whole. The unchanged part, being, is, on the one hand, a set of 

abstract characteristic that apply to every moment of the divine life, 

i.e., they constitute the essence of all existence. On the other hand, 

they are eternally concrete and actual, since they must have been 

91 
actualized in some form from the beginningless past, and once 

something becomes actual in the divine experience, it remains actual 

forever more as a cause in all future effects. 

With the above points in mind, we can bring the real issue between 

Ramanuja and Hartshorne into focus by a careful look at the following 

statement from The Divine Relativity: 

The infinity of the absolute is the infinity 
of possibility. The absolute form is neutral 
to alternatives, therefore limited to none of 
them, but not because it has something lacking 
to any.one of the alternatives. For since the 
abstract is in the concrete, any concrete case 
contains the entire unlimited form. The form 
is unlimited, not because it has all possible 
cases in actualized form, but because is has 
no actual case within it, being _the common form 
of all actuality, and no actuality ~"hatever. 92 

. '-
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Let us consider this statement in conjunction with Hartshorne's 

psychicalist doctrine, namely, that all existence is feeling for 

f 1 · 93 ee lng. This doctrine denies that there is a soul or self who has 

feeling and that there is matter to be felt. There is just feeling. 

If we substitute Ramanuja's term "caitanya" or "consciousness" in the 

place of feeling, Ramanuja is obviously opposed to the idea of a 

universal consciousness, since this is what he opposed in the Advaita 

Vendantists. However, in our conclusion to Chapter II, we saw that 

even on Ramanuja's own theory of knowledge, it would be reasonable for 

him to accept the ultimacy of consciousness along with the Advaita 

Vendantists rather than make it a quality of atman. We suggested that 

he does not do this and argues for real ultimate distinction between 

atman and Brahman as ultimate principles because of his understanding 

f h f 1 . 94 o t e nature 0 sa vatlon. We will return to this in the next 

chapter, but for now, let us assume that he should accept the Advaitan 

view as far as the ultimate universality of consciousness is concerned, 

where would this put him in relation to Hartshorne? 

We are using the term feeling in place of "absolute" in the 

above quote, because, as a cosmic variable, it is one of the absolute 

qualities (experience, love, creativity are others). Hith this in 

mind, we can say that feeling is a cosmic variab]e because it is im-

plicit in all experience and as such is coincident with all actual and 

possible existence (since existence equals ~vhat is or is destined to be 

93. Suyra, p.19. 

94. ~ypra, 64-65 . 



212 

experienced), and is therefore infinite. The Advaitan's response to 

this would be th~t consciousness is present in every experience as its 

necessary cause (meaning ground for its appearance) but the particular 

qualities of that experience, the experience of things and individuals, 

the subject-object relationship in general, are caused by maya and 

have no ultimate reality. To avoid this ultimate negation of the 

phenomenal world, Ramanuja insists that the qualities of the phenomenal 

world are ultimately qualities within the infinite consciousness of 

Brahman. However, as opposed to Hartshorne, Ramanuja maintains that 

the qualities of the world, his body, do not become qualities of 

Brahman's consciousness, they are eternally actual to him. To avoid 

change in Brahman, which to him would imply a previous or subsequent 

imperfection, Ramanuja insists on two principles: (1) Brahman eternally 

knows as actual the essence of all actual and possible existent 

particular things, and (2) to know the essence of something is to know 

all there is to be known about it. These principles issue in the three 

95 problems we noted at the end of Chapter IV. 

Hartshorne can say with R~manuja that feeling or consciousness is 

unlimited, infinite, but not "because it has all possible cases in 

actualized form, but because it has no actual case within it, being 

the common form of all actuality, and no actuality whatever" (above). 

In other words, universal feeling or consciousness is an abstraction 

and, as such, has no reality in itself, like every other abstract 

category. The reality of consciousness is the concrete, particular, 
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unified experience of the present moment, summing up all the previous 

syntheses of experience in the event-sequence, that is, the life of an 

individual. Each moment in the divine life consists of a unity of 

consciousness that draws together the objectified experience of God 

in the preceding moment along with the experiences of all other 

individuals. The universal consciousness that is the divine experience 

at any present moment includes all that is actual, i.e., all the 

variety of particular feelings experienced up to that moment and all 

the possible feelings of the future, but only as possible, not as 

actual or fully particularized. 

God as perfect existence and perfect knower must include all 

other existence, in all its concrete particularity, in his existence, 

for that is the only meaningful locus of reality, and he must include 

all there is to be kno1;vn in his knowing. It is not sufficient to 

simply know the essence of things because that means the rich novelty 

of the feelings of particular moments is lost. This is the only 

logically consistent way that perfection can be conceived, according 

to Hartshorne. And, besides being logically consistent and coherent, 

he believes, as we have had several occasions to note, it is a 

concept of deity that is consistent with the idea of God as worshipped 

by religious men. We will turn now for a closer look at this latter 

claim. 



VI 

CONCLUSION: THE RELIGIOUS QUEST 

The objective of this dissertation, as stated in the introduc­

tion, I is to determine why it is that Ramanuja and Hartshorne, who 

have essentially the same concerns motivating their writing (i.e., to 

arrive at a conception of deity that is rationally coherent, free of 

contradictions and, above all, consistent with the idea of God held by 

men who worship) and begin with the same religious affirmation (deus 

est caritas), arrive at conceptions of God that are very similar in 
, 

the way they conceive the God-world relationship (the world is the 

body of God) and yet radically different with respect to the doctrine 

of substance. In seeking an answer to this question, for reasons 

2 
outlined in Chapter I, we started with an analysis of the conceptions 

of ordinary individuals in the thought of these two philosophers. 

The conclusion we arrived at with respect to Ramanuj a's vie;" on the 

nature of an individual "las that while his particular formulation of 

the substance doctrine, ,;"hich he considers to be essential to an 

adequate explanation of experience ~ experience, does not involve 

him in any logical contradiction, even on his o",n presuppositions, 

the atman concept seems to be ambiguous, if not inconsistent at certain 

1. Supr~, pp.ll-13. 

2. Su~_~_, pp.23-2S. 

214 
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points. This conclusion is based on the fact that if something must 

be known in order to prove its existence, the "self" must be conscious­

ness or a quality of consciousness. Nothing prior to consciousness 

can be experienced and, therefore, meaningfully be said to exist. And, 

if the atman and consciousness are one and non-different, the notion 

of "I", in the statement "I know the jar", could be a quality of cons­

ciousness (ahamkara) just as well as the cognition of the jar. Also, 

the "I-awareness" that seems to perdure in deep-sleep could be a 

contingent restriction within universal consciousness. Just because 

it is experienced as being a continuous element in all experience up 

to now does not mean that it is essential to experience qua experience. 

There is no logical justification for Ramanuja believing that knowledge 

of everything other than the self is a quality of consciousness and then 

inverting the relationship, making consciousness a quality of the atman. 

If we are to accept the substance-attribute dichotomy, the Advaitan 

view that consciousness is ultimate seems to be the more reasonable 

proposition from the point of view of consistency. 

Ramanuja's rejection of the Advaitan proposition that conscious­

ness is the ultimate reality is not primarily based on logical reasons 

but on the affirmations of religious men. First, it implies that 

consciousness is the essence of all things; and when this idea is 

taken in conjunction with Ramanujafs epistemological premise that to 

know the essence of something is to knmv all there is to knmv, because 

the concrete particularity of becoming existence is but a restricted 

mode of its essence, something less rather than more, it follows that 
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knowledge of consciousness is knowledge of everything, omniscience, 

perfect knowledge. Further, knowledge of anything other than 

consciousness, even the idea of being a self, would be a restriction 

of consciousness and, therefore, less than perfection. Perfect 

knowledge would be consciousness knowing itself to be ultimate and 

free from all restriction, all qualities. The consequence of this is 

that if the idea of being a self, as a quality of consciousness, is a 

contingent restriction within consciousness and, therefore, less than 

perfection, the self must be ultimately unreal. This ultimate negation 

of the individual in Advaitan thought was unacceptable to Ramanuja 

because, on his view, it made the relationship between the worshipper 

and the object of his worship ultimately unreal. 

The second reason for Ramanuja not being able to accept the 

proposition that consciousness is the ultimate principle is implicit 

in his question: "Resorting to what does it produce delusion?,,3 In 

other words, if all is of one consciousness, what is affected by 

ignorance (~vidya) to give rise to multiplicity? It cannot be the 

individual jiva, Hon account of the nature of the individual Soul being 

superimposed by Avidya. Nor again, resorting to Brahman on account of 

its being opposed to Avidya due to its having the form of self­

illumining Jnana.,,4 The very nature of Brahman is such that it cannot 

be overcome by ignorance. After all, it is the knmvledge of Brahman 

(Juana) that destroys ignorance. 

3. srlbha~a, p.125. 

4. Ibid. 



The Highest Brahman is of the form of Juana; 
whatever is fit to be turned away by that 
IJnana] is of a false nature. If Ajnana were 
to screen IBrahman] - who is competent in 
respect of driving that away?5 
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The import of this statement is that if Brahman is one with universal 

consciousness and is the one and only ultimate principle, everything 

else being illusory, and this ultimate principle can be overcome by 

ignorance, then salvation, freedom from ignorance, is impossible and 

what religious men hope for is vain. Ramanuja avoids this problem 

in his own thought by making Brahman and atman both ultimate indivi-

duating principles, with consciousness as an essential quality. This 

allows him to attribute all the imperfections of existence to the 

jivas, whose consciousness can be affected by ignorance, and retain 

the perfection of Brahman, defining it as: "free from all evil, devoid 

of all imperfection, all knowing, all-povlerful; that all its \vishes 

and purposes realize themselves; that it is the cause of all bliss; 

6 that it enjoys bliss not to be surpassed." 

In arguing against the Advaitan position, Ramanuja points to the 

nature of e.,'(perience and concludes that an experience of unqualified 

7 consciousness is not to be had. Consciousness is always experienced 

as consciousness of something, and, above all, the consciousness of 

being a self. This is a fundamental point on which he and Hartshorne 

agree. Hartshorne, too, insists that ~'(perience is always an experi-

5. Ibid. Ramanuja credits this statement to Natha Muni, one of 
his predecessors. 

6. Thibaut, p.218. 

7. SUjlra, pp.32-33. 



ence of something and the unity of experience at any moment is the 

experience of being a self. 8 Their reasons for this affirmation are 

basically the same, i.e., the admission of pure, unqualified cons-

ciousness leads to a disparaging of the qualities that constitute 

the world of ordinary experience and the denial of any ultimate 

meaning and value to the deeds and quality of life of individuals, 
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which are basic presuppositions in the worship of religious men. Both 

Ramanuja and Hartshorne are critical of their predecessors for failing 

to do justice to this dimension of experience. 

The qualities of ordinary experience are significant in Hartshorne's 

thought because he defines an individual as being the present sum 

total of experiences in a sequence of events, causally related, or as 

a group of continuing abstract qualities derived from such an event-

9 
sequence. So, on his view, an individual is not some substance that 

has experiences as qualities, he is a unity of experiences. Conscious-

ness, or, to use his term, feeling, must be qualified in some way 

because it has no existence apart from particular experiences. 

Ramanuja also gives significance to the qualities of ordinary 

experience by asserting that consciousness must be qualified in some 

way at all times, if only to prove its existence. On his vie,v, because 

consciousness is a quality of atman, there is the continuous experience 

of being a self, so an individual can exist, and have its existence 

proven to itself, apart from any subject-object relationship. This 

8. Supra, p.84. 

9. ~~pr_~, pp. 5!f-55. 
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seems to imply that the experienced qualities have less significance 

i~ Ramanuja's thought than they do in Hartshorne's. However, in the 

conclusion to Chapter III, we tried to show that the "nervous system" 

in Hartshorne's idea of an individual performs the same basic functions 

as the atman-consciousness relationship in Ramanuja's scheme. The 

difference is that, in Ramanuja's description of this relationship, 

the minimal experience is the atman's intuition of itself; whereas, 

in Hartshorne's description of the nervous system, a minimal experience 

would be a present moment in the life of the nervous system subjec-

tively experiencing the immediate past moment as object, with no new 

data being received external to the system as a whole. If this in-

terpretation of Hartshorne is correct, we can conclude that it is 

just as possible for the nervous system to live within itself as an 

individual as it is for the atman. But, neither Hartshorne nor 

Ramanuja would say that this is the ideal form of existence. The 

ideal form of existence is exemplified, for both philosophers, in the 

divine individual, "the great worship-eliciting being", and, in each 

case, this involves being infinite, in the sense of not being limited 

by any other, \vhich means to include all existence and all knmvledge. 

In Chapter IV, ",here \ve discussed Ramanuja's conception of 

Brahman (perfection) as satvam, jnanam and anantam, \ve noted that both 

he and Hartshorne attribute these qualities to the ultimate principle. 

Ho\vever, because Ramanuja insists that perfection, as the being of all 

beings, the knowledge of all knowing, and therefore infinite, must 

possess these qualitie-=; as eternally actual and unchanging, his COi>_'· ",-
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order to assert that Brahman is eternally actual and unchanging, yet 

is one with all existence and all knowledge, Ramanuja has to insist 

that the becoming, contingent aspect of existence is less than being, 

rather than more. Consequently, this aspect of existence, which is 

what is most real and significant to ordinary men, has no positive 

value to Brahman at all. The concrete, particularity of individual 

men and things are not known to Brahman, except according to their 

essence. 

Secondly, because Brahman is unaffected by the particular acts 

and deeds of men, the worship of religious men, through rites and 

rituals prescribed in the Vedas and living moral lives, is all in vain 

as far as Brahman is concerned. So, all of Ramanuja's attempts to 

controvert the Advaitan conception of Brahman to bring it in line with 

the conception of deity held by worshipping men seem to be destroyed 

by his inability to allow change in perfection. 

The third problem related to Ramanuja's conception of Brahman is 

that it does not allm" him to say all that he wants to say about 

Brahman without involving him in contradiction. He speaks of Brahman 

deciding to create the gross world of concrete,particular things in 

conformity \"ith the particular karl11a~ of the individual jIvas prior 

to prala~~, Hhich implies some change in Brahman and knowledge of all 

particularity from one state of cosmic existence to another. 

We have suggested that these three problems in Ramanuja's thought 

could be overcome if he would a11m" that Isvara, the Supreme Person 

who has Brahman as his soul and the world as his body, is the arche-
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type of perfection rather than Brahman. - / Isvara is the highest 

individual who knows the concrete particularity of the world of 

ordinary individuals and Ramanuja appropriately attributes to him the 

role of suiting men with their just rewards and punishments. There-

fore, Isvara, and not Brahman, is the appropriate object of man's 

worship. 

If Ramanuja did allow that Isvara is the idea individual 

because he receives with complete adequacy the experienced qualities 

of the phenomenal world as positive increase (and therefore to be 

characterized as becoming) and understood Brahman to be the abstract 

essence or being of Isvara (and because abstract, less rather 

than more than Isvara), his concept of deity would be almost exactly 

the same as that of Hartshorne, who conceives of deity as sat yam, because 

he includes all that has become actual and will include all that becomes 

actual in the future, and j nan am , because he knows all there is to be 

known at any given moment, and will know all that becomes knowable, 

in all its concrete particularity, and is therefore infinite both 

quantitatively and qualitatively. 

However, we have further suggested that Hartshorne's way of 

conceiving the ideal individual is not open to Ramanuja because of his 

conception of salvation, the religious quest. To see why this is so we 

will have to consider the remaining two essential characteristics that 

Ramanuja attributes to Brahman, mentioned in Chapter IV, i.e., amalatva 

(goodness) and anandamaya (blissful).lO These two qualities are integrally 

related, as Ramanuja conceives them,because to know the supreme good 

is to have supreme bliss. 

10. Supra~ p.12S. 
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The Nature of the Good 

Ramanuja's View of the Good 

The religious quest, as Ramanuja understands it, is the quest. 

for salvation or the quest for the Good. This Good is the realization 

that the true nature of each individual self is non-different in its 

essential qualities from the divine individual. 

The individual atman is beginningless and 
endless; it is subject to God, of whom it is 
a se~a [one who exists for the purpose of the 
sesin]; it is a quantity of the category ksatrajna 
[s~bject of any subject-object relationship], 
distinguishable from and not circumscribable 
by the body. It cannot be called sat or asat, 
because it is neither cause nor effect. The 
atman's conjunction with the conditions of effect 
and cause results not from its proper form, but 
from its concealment by ignorance of karman; 
~etra and k~etrajna conjoined may be called 
cause, but not the pure k~etrajfia alone, because 
the condition of cause results from karman. ll 

As we knmv from Chapter II, one of the essential qualities of the atman 

is caitanya, consciousness, which makes it the substratum of all expe-

riences. In its pure form the ~tman has perfect knowledge, i.e., its 

jnalla is one in essence with the Jnana of Brahman, and like Jnana it is 

anantam, infinite in time and space. However, because of ignorance 

(avidya), the at~E. identifies itself ",ith its body, composed of the 

elements of prakrti, and the activities of that body. This union of 

the true self and the body (ksetrajna and ksetra) is the cause of the 

particular, concrete, contingent entities of ordinary experience. The 

acts of the embodied ~tman that produce tllese effects establishes its 

k~nlan, merit or demerit, the'. resul ts of ,vhich the atman is responsible 

1J . 
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12 
for and it is justly required to bear their consequences. So, it 

is the atman's involvement in the realm of cause and effect relation-

ships that causes it to reap rewards and punishment, happiness and 

suffering. Consequently, on Ramanuj a' s vie~", to sugges t that the 

divine individual experiences contingent happiness and suffering is to 

sugges~ that he, too, is shrouded in ignorance and subject to karman, 

which is abhorent to any religious man. 

Because Brahman knows he is substantially different from prakrti, 

the realm of contingency (nasti), he cannot experience the happiness 

and suffering that is derived from it. It is not that Brahman does not 

know the existence of prakrti. On the contrary, it is because he 

knows it as it is that he is unaffected by it. Salvation for the jlva 

lies in his, too, coming to the realization that all acts and the 

fruits of actions are performed by and are the results of prakrti and 

not his own essential nature, which has the form of knowledge or 

consciousness. Thus, Ramanuja writes, "'ifuen a person perceives that 

all different modes of existence of all beings depend on one principle, 

prak~ti, and not on the atman, and that the varieties of new beings 

issuing from these beings again arise from prak~ti, then he will 

,,13 h - h attain the atman in its purest from. ~TIen t e jiva realizes t is 

true self, he realizes that, like Brahman, he t00 is substantially 

different from the contingencies of prak;ti. He realizes that he is 

an eternally unchanging atman, one in essence ~vi th Brahman. 

12. Supra, pp. 51-52. 

13. Van Buitcnen, p.146. 



The Released one experiences himself as not .•. 
separate from the Highest Brahman •.. 
Therefore, he experiences himself as not divided, 
only as -- I am Brahman. The reference to the 
equality and the possession of the same qualities, 
propounds the purity equal to that of Brahman by 
the abandor@ent of the ordinary forms of gods, 
etc., because the nature of the inmost Atman 14 
who is, verily, the mode of Brahman is equal to it. 

Ramanuja gives the primary emphasis to unity and sees variety 
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as something that must be transcended. His reason for this is the same 

as that which would be given by any school of Eastern thought, i.e., 

that it is the identification of oneself with and the love of or desire 

(trsna) for particular things in the realm of flux (or variety) that ... 
is the cause of pain and suffering. On this view, even those events 

that appear on the surface to be happy moments involve suffering 

(duhkha), because the fact that they are not lasting reakes them a 

source of anxiety and frustration. As K~~~a tells Arjuna in the 

Bhagavadg:Lta: "Of the non-exis tent I asa t] there is no coming to be; 

f th ' r] h' . t b ,,15 K d' h a e eXlstent sat t ere lS no ceaslng a e. ~~9a a monlS es 

Arjuna to seek the imperishable atman and know that as his true self, 

because to knmv that is to knm·J the Good. 

Hartshorne's View of the Good 

The very positive attitude toward being, as compared to the 

negative attitude tmvard becoming, that is expressed in Ramanuja's con-

ception of ideal or blissful existence destroys a great deal that is 

14. srib~a~ya, p.1041. 

15. S. Raclhakrishn3n (trans.). The ~~2.za~adgIta (London: George 
,',.lIen and Un: in L tel., 1 9!,Q '), p. lOG. 
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integral to religious experience, as Hartshorne understands it. As 

is evident from the above, it includes one-sided emphasis on unity 

with a concomitant surpression of variety, which is destructive of 

the very nature of aesthetic appreciation, because, as he says: 

" . ,,16 Beauty in the emphatic sense is a balance of unity and varlety. 

Also, it calls for a withdrawal from the concrete, particular, becoming 

aspect of existence because it involves the experiences of happiness 

and suffering, both of which are so much a part of the richness of 

human experience. Hartshorne can agree that God "enjoys bliss not to 

17 
be surpassed," but the cause of God's blissful experiences are al-

ways concrete, particular and changing. To consider the bliss of 

deity as being derived from his experience of his own nature is not 

the kind of God men worship, according to him. 

For religion, as a concrete practical matter, as 
a way of life, has generally viewed God as 
having social relations with man, as sympathesizing 
with him and gaining something through his 
achievements. God was interested in man, therefore 
could be 'pleased' or 'displeased', made more or 
less happy by man's success or failure, and could 
thus be 'served' by human efforts. IS 

God so conceived is far from Ramanuja' s idea of God as one \vho "is not 

bound to do anything, for there is no desire of his that is not ful­

filled.,,19 Hartshorne's God is essentially 'creator' and is therefore 

bound to create. He must have some creation as the object of his 

experience, because the absence of experience equals the absence of 

16. Creative Synthesis, p.304. 

17 . ~1}..Era, p. 217 . 

18. ~_.:-,1i_t_\, __ c\s_5oci'":..1 __ yr~,=-~_s S, p. !fO. 
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existence. Consequently, God is dependent upon there being ~ other 

for his own existence.
20 

This necessity does not impinge upon the 

freedom or sovereignty of God, because "if God could not exist without 

some world or other, this would only imply that with his unsurpassable 

creativity he infallibly provides himself with a world. ,,21 Indeed, if 

our suggestion that the nervous system, as described in Hartshorne's 

conception of an individual, continues as a closed system, during the 

state of deep-sleep, it would seem to be possible for God, as con-

ceived by Hartshorne, to exist as a closed system, with each moment 

of his existence being the experience of the previous moment with no 

addition, i.e., each moment would have one "parent" as its cause.
22 

This would be parallel to Ramanuja's idea of Brahman in the pralaya 

state. 

Hartshorne believes God creates the world of other individuals 

not because of the necessity of experiencing some other but because 

"when God creates, he creates additional contents of his own awareness, 

. h h f' h· . ,,23 enrlC es t e panorama 0 ex1stence as 1S to enJoy. The creative 

increase of new and varied experiences, the expansion of awareness 

until it is all-inclusive is the Good as Hartshorne understands it. 

Consistent "7i th this idea of the rnotiva tion behind God I s creative 

activity, he partially defines worship as a cons2ious effort to inte-

20. The Divine Relativity, pp.72-74. 

21. A Natural Theology, pp.84-8S. 

22. Cf. pp.lOS-l07. 
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grate "all one's thoughts and purposes, all valuations and meanings, 

all perceptions and conceptions .•. Or, worship is individual whole­

ness flooded with consciousness.,,24 To move in the direction of this 

ideal one must love all things, for love is "sympathetic participation" 

in the feelings of others. 25 So, on Hartshorne's view, love and wor-

ship are synonymous. God is the appropriate object of worship because 

he is the integration of all existence, true "wholeness". This is, 

according to Hartshorne, the import of the religious affirmation deus 

est caritas. God's nature defines what love is and it means completely, 

adequate "sympathetic participation" in the lives of all others. Only 

a being such as this is worthy of "unrestricted devotion" or worship.26 

Only such a conception of God, he believes, is consistent with the 

total commitment to God that all the great religions call for. As 

Hartshorne says: 

The idea that worship is love with the whole of 
one's being is correlated, in many high religions, 
with the idea that what we thus wholly love is 
itself also love, the divine love for all creatures, 
and for God himself as including all ... It seems 
impossible to love an unloving being with all one's 27 
being .... Only supreme love can be supremely lovable. 

Hence, one of the important questions related to what men worship 

is: '''vere the early Christians ri;sht - is anyone right - from the 

24. Ibid. , pp.4-5. 

25. Logic of Perfection, p.151. 

26. Ibid. , p.1l3. 

27. A Natural Theology, p.12. 
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d · f I hil h: . bel·· ha d . ?,,28 stan po~nt 0 secu ar p osop Y, ~n ~ev~ng t t eus est carltas. 

Christianity has been traditionally caught in a dilemma in making 

this affirmation, according to Hartshorne, for logically it seems that 

"either divine power or divine goodness must be liITIited.,,29 Philoso-

phers and theologians, both East and West, have gone to great lengths 

to disassociate God from the evil and suffering of the world because 

it seems to contradict the idea of God, whose essence is love. On 

this point Hartshorne says of Ramanuja: "Notable is the energy with 

which our author maintains the immunity of deity to all evil, including 

suffering. ,,30 

The idea that deus est caritas is not foreign to Ramanuja. As 

we mentioned in the introduction to our study, one of the motivating 

forces of Ramanujats writing is his feeling that Samkara's conception 

of the ultimate made it into a "cold stone" and did not express the 

true nature of the supreme perfection, ~"ho is a personal God, charac-

terized by love. In the GIt~, he says the jnanin, one ,,,ho has the 

highest knowledge and therefore achieved the highest attainment, 

"loves God so dear1y that God himself cannot express hm" much he loves 

Him, for his love is beyund quantity; and God loves the j~inin as 

dear ly as the j nanin loves God. ,,31 And yet, in his arguTI1ent agains t 

those who say that if Brahman possesses a body he must e..-xperience 

happiness and misery, R~manuja compares Brahman (Paramatman) with an 

28. Man's Vision of God, p.xiv. 

29. Ibid., p.}"'V. 



authoritarian ruler. 

As in the ';'lOrld in the case of those who comply 
with the orders of the king, and those who 
transgress them, even though there is the 
association of happiness and misery due to favour 
and punishment by the king, there is not, by 
merely being possessed of a body, the undesirable 
contingency of being the enjoyer of happiness and 
misery due to the compliance with, and transgression 
of the orders, in the case of the ruling king also. 32 

Now the question is, do these affirmations of God's love for the 
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worshipper and of a supreme ruler not being affected by the happiness 

and misery of others involve Ramanuja in the same dilemma Hartshorne 

attributes to classical Christian theism? The answer is no, and the 

reason is that what God loves in the worshipper is also unaffected by 

happiness and misery. Following the above quotation from the Gfta, 

Ramanuja writes: 

But the jnanin is regarded by God as Himself, 
that means, God considers the maintenance of 
his own atman to depend on his worshipper's 
atman, for such a one approaches God as his 
highest attainable end because without God he 
would not be able to maintain His atman; there­
fore God is not able to maintain His atman without 
him and so he is His atman. 33 

What the creator loves in the creature is what is satyasza sat yam, 

the True of the true and the Real of the real. Briefly, the purpose 

realize ,,,hat truly is. Brahman eternally has this Jnana, because he 

is satyasya sat yam. This is why he is not "bound to do anything." He 

32. Srlbhasya, p.58l. 

33. Van Buitenen, p.104. God in this quote is Isvara. 



230 

creates the numerous worlds in order to bring the infinite number of 

atmans to the realization of their oneness with him, i.e., that their 

true essence (satya) is non-different from his (satyasya sat yam). Or, 

R- -. "H'" d h ld ,,34 as amanuJa says, e ~s act~ve ~n or er to save t e wor . 

The Relation of the Religious Quest to Life in the World 

Ramanuj a's Vie\v 

Perhaps the strongest point in favour of Hartshorne's concept 

of deity, which is integrally related to his understanding of the 

nature of the religious quest, is that, considering the main objec-

tive of both himself and Ramanuja" it affords ultimate significance 

to the concrete particularity of every experience, because every 

experience contributes its full quantitative and qualitative contents 

to the divine experience. Therefore, it is appropriate at this point 

to ask whether or not Ramanuja has failed in his quest by not admitting 

Brahman to receive anything from the universe he creates? 

One of the reasons Brahman creates the universe out of his subtle 

body is that it is the realm in which the jlvas work off their karman, 

which is the result of the ignorance that blinds them from knowing 

their true nature. Brahman gains nothing from their coming to realize 

their true nature because he eternally knows their reality and is 

34. ~bi~., p.71. Ramanuja's thought is ambiguous, confusing and 
perhaps even contradictory at this point, because of his insistence 
that Brahman is unchanging and, at the same time, speaks of it as ac­
ting in the creation of the world and the saving of the atman. We 
must attribute such acts to Isvara and remember that Isvara and Brahman 
are not different. Brahman is Isvara's true self and it is only 
because of tIds that he is >wrthy of ,wrship. I,Then the f[va~ realize 
that they are one Hi tIl DriJ.hrniJ.n j n oss~:ntiiJ.l nature 2.r..d al.-e free of the 

to ~rat-ln, b~cause 
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himself unaffected by karman or ignorance. Thus the concrete par-

ticularity of the world plays a significant temporal role in the 

attaining of the higher knowledge by the jIvas but it does nothing 

for Brahman. This means it has a subordinate functional role for 

the sentient aspect of the world but has no ultimate significance in 

itself • 

But there is yet another reason for Brahman creating the world, 

according to Ramanuja. Creating the multitude of particular contingent 

things of the world is the sport, lila, of Brahman. 

The motive which prompts Brahman - all whose 
wishes are fulfilled and , .. ho is perfect in 
himself - to the creation of a world comprising 
all kinds of sentient and non-sentient beings 
dependent on his volition, is nothing else but 
sport, play. He see in ordinary life how some 
great king, ruling this earth with its seven 
dvipas, and possessing perfect strength, valour, 
and so on, has a game at balls, or the like, from 
no other motive than to amuse himself; hence there 
is no objection to the vie"T that sport only is 
the motive prompting Brahman to the creation, 
sustentation, and destruction of this world which 
is easily fashioned by his mere will.35 

On first encountering this idea that the concrete, particular entities 

of this , .. orld are but "toys" for divine amusement, the Hestern mind is 

repulsed at tIle thought of taking the things of this world so lightly. 

And, 1;-lith refer-ence to the question we are nm .. concerned with, it 

seems that Ramanuja's concept of deity makes life in this world less 

significant than even a humanist would allow. There is obviously more 

to the concept lila than first meets the eye. 

35. Thibaut, p.447. 
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The first thing we must be reminded of is that Ramanuja was part 

of the Bhakti Movement in India. In his commentary on the Glta, he 

writes: "It is only through bhakti that God may be either known by 

.1- • d d· tl h d he 11· ,,36 sastras, or exper1ence 1rec y, or approac e as rea y 1S. 

In other words, above all else, the one who seeks to know the Ultimate 

must be fully devoted to God and desire nothing else.
37 

Within the 

context of this movement it is no small matter for the devotee to be 

able to participate in the divine play, even if it had no ultimate, 

lasting significance. 

To look upon the world as being the result of divine play would 

be a viable reason for its existence if life in the world were a 

matter of joyful amusement, fun and games, but it is not. There is 

the much larger question of theodicy that needs consideration in this 

context. The matter of justifying evil and suffering with the omni-

potence and perfection of God is a serious one for every theist, and 

Ramanuja has an explanation for why an imperfect creation does not 

contradict the idea of a perfect creator. 

Ramanuja claims on one hand that Brahman is the sale cause of 

the universe. Furthermore, he claims that Brahman is identical Hith 

the world because it is the body of the Supreme Person in the causal 

and the effected state. He admits that this world, the body of 

Brahman, is plagued with evil and suffering, and at the same time, he 

36. Van Buitenen, p.132. 

37. This is certainly in keeping with Hartshorne's definition of 
worship. Su~~, p.22? 
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affirms that Brahman possesses only those qualities that are antago-

nistic to all evil. He believes there is no contradiction involved 

in these affirmations. According to Ramanuja, the "identity rather 

proves for Brahman supreme lordly power, and thus adds to its 

38 excellence." He means by this that one who believes God is the 

cause of all existence is able to attribute greater power and excel-

lence to him than one who tries to disassociate God from the world in 

order to remove him from any relationship with its imperfections. 

To say that Brahman is the cause of an imperfect world does not 

trouble Ramanuja because, on his conception of deity, 

The imperfections adhering to the body do not 
affect Brahman, and the good qualities belonging 
to the Self do not extend to the body; in the same 
way as youth, childhood, and old age, which are 
attributes of embodied beings, such as gods or 
men, belong to the body only, not to the embodied 
Self; while knmvledge, pleasure and so on belong 
to the conscious Self only, not to the body.39 

In other words, the presence of an imperfect clay jar does not neces-

sitate the conclusion that the clay is imperfect. This way of cir-

cumventing the association of the essential aspect of deity with the 

imperfection of the ,vorld is open only to one ,,,ho subscribes to a 

doctrine of substance. It is not open to Hartshorne. 

Even though Raillanuja has extricated the essential self of the 

world (Paramatman) from the problem of evil, he still has the problem 

of the identity of the imperfect ,vorld and the body of Brahman in the 

effected state. If Brahman, having the ,vorld of cit and acit as his 

38. Thibaut, pp.260-261. 

j~O -' . 
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body, is the cause of all things, the logical conclusion would seem to 

be that Brahman is the cause of an imperfect world. Ramanuja explains 

why this is not so. 

The individual souls •.• , which are under the 
influence of karman, are conscious of this world 
as different from Brahman, and, according to their 
individual karman, as either made up of pain or 
limited pleasure. But as this view depends 
altogether on karman, to him who has freed himself 
from Nescience in the form of karman, this same 
world itself as lying within the intuition of 
Brahman, together with its qualities and vibhuti, 
and hence as essentially blissful. 40 

The basic problem of human existence is ignorance, avidya, according to 

Ramanuja, and Eastern thought in general. Ignorance is looking upon 

the contingent, particular entities of the world, composed of prakrti, 

as the real; whereas these are but partial expressions of the real. 

Brahman alone is the Real and the True, Satyasya Sat yam. It is this 

partial kno\vledge of what is real that gives rise to perceptual and 

conceptual error. It is partial knowledge that gives rise to desires 

(t:~I:a) and activities that give rise to cause and effect chains of 

events that result in good and evil deeds, karman. And, it is karman 

that gives rise to pain and momentary pleasures that in themselves give 

rise to suffering. Consequently, the cause of the suffering that 

individuals endure is none other than the individuals themselves, not 

the essential nature of Brahman or even the world in itself, the body 

of Brahman. In fact, 

..• the world becomes an object_of supreme love 
to him who recognizes it as having Brahman for its 
Self, and being a mere plaything of Brahman -- of 
Brahman, whose essential nature is supreme bliss, 

------- - -------- - - ------ -- ------------ ------~-- ------------- ----- ---------
: ,~ -



and which is a treasure-house, as it were, of 
numberless auspicious qualities of supreme 
excellence. 41 

Again, to repeat what we have already said above, to suggest that 

Brahman knows suffering is to imply that he does not know the Real 

and the True. One who knows this cannot suffer pain, anxiety and 

frustration, because he has all his desires fulfilled, blissful 

existence. This is not only true of Bramnan but of the jIvanmukta, 

the released soul, also. As Ramanuja says, "the Released one, 

having enjoyed the modified worlds that are the manifestations of 

the Lord, becomes gratified at his own will. ,A2 Why is this the 

case? 

The Released one realizes the Highest Brahman 
with its manifestations, with all the modifications 
shaken away, of a uniformly auspicious nature 
opposed to everything fit to be abandoned, possessing 
an excessive bliss, and having all auspicious 
qualities. The worlds although within the 
modifications are fit for being enjoyed by the 
Released one, as they are included in the 
manifestations of that. 43 
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This quotation brings us to the significant point in Ramanujats under-

standing of the relationship bet~veen the religious quest and life in 

the world. It has reference to the final full release, which takes 

place after the death of the enlightened individual in this world. 

In that ultimate state, the jlva is free to create or move by mere 

thought or act of will. He can be with or without a body, according 

to his desires. Ramanuja believes that sometimes "the souls using 

their O\vl1 creative will-pmver themselves create their o,m ~vorlds, 

------------------------------------------------
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which however are included within the sphere of sport of the highest 

Person (so that the souls in enjoying them do not pass beyond the 

44 intuition of Brahman)." In other words, the concrete particularity 

of things have their place and value even in eternity. This is 

aesthetic value in that it does not determine that the jiva exists but 

h . . 45 ow lt exlStS. It is not of ethical value, the ethical is trans-

cended, because all particularity is seen as but manifestations of 

the Ultimate unity. However, even though these are conditions of the 

final release, one who has knowledge of his true nature while still 

embodied in this world has an analgous kind of freedom. This freedom 

of self is achieved by dedicating all of onets activities and posses-

sions to God. 

Ramanuja's religion is not a religion of passive inaction. He 

gained much of his teaching from the Bhagavad-GIta, and in the GIta 

Krsna tells Arjuna: 

Do thou thy allotted work, for action is better 
than inaction, even the maintenance of thy physical 
life cannot be effected \vithout action. Save work 
done as an for a sacrifice this world is in bondage 
to ,vork. Therefore, 0 son of Kunti (Arjuna), do thy 
work as a sacrifice, becoming free from all attachment. 46 

Commenting on this passage Raraanuja ,,'Tites: "Therefore one should be 

active in order to acquire the means of performing sacrifices and not 

f 1 · . 1 b . t . ,,4 7 or rea lZlng a persona am 1 lon. His point is that life is given 

44. Thibaut, p.764. 

45. Supra, pp. 

46. Radhakrishnan, The B~gavadrl6i, p.l3S. 

47. Van Buitenen, p.69. 
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with all its variety of names and forms as part of the cosmic play 

and its ultimate value is aesthetic in nature. This is realized by 

those who see the Whoie, those who know Brahman. For them there is 

no suffering, rather, for them the world is a 'treasure-house of 

numberless auspicious qualities of supreme excellence', and it is for 

this reason that Ramanuja can say that the identification of the 

world with the body of Brahman does not contradict its perfection 

but, instead, proves his 'supreme lordly power, and thus adds to its 

excellences' • 

The next obvious question in relation to Ramanuja's theodicy, is, 

if the Supreme Person is omnipotent, why does he allow the avidya, 

ignorance, that results in karman and the consequent suffering? To 

this question Ramanuja provides us with no answer, but he is not 

alone in this. No Indian school of thought has found it possible to 

explain its cause. It just is. Radhakrishnan speaks of this in his 

introductory remarks to his Indian Philosophy: 

If we ask the reason why there is avidya, or 
maya, bringing about a fall from vidya or from 
being, the question cannot be answered. Philosophy 
as logic has here the negative function of exposing 
the inadequacy of all intellectual categories, 
pointing out hm" the obj ects of the world are 
relative to the mind that thinks them and possess 
no independent existence. 48 

Does the fact that the Supreme Person does not annihilate igno-

rance imply weakness in the Divine? According to Ramanuja it does not, 

because, as we have said, his view is that the cause of evil and 
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suffering is not the result of being limited to a body (of having 

upadhis, limiting adjuncts), it is due to the action (karman) of the 

jivas themselves. Isvara is just, because he awards each individual 

what is due him. 49 P.N. Srinivasachari makes this point: liThe view 

of Ramanuja that Isvara is the operative cause and the karman of 

each jiva the material cause of the diversities of moral experience, 

satisfies the needs of ethical transcendence and logical immanence."
50 

Furthermore, Ramanuja contends that "the world is each time 

created to the end of the souls undergoing experiences retributive 

of their former deeds; otherwise the inequalities of the different 

parts of the creation would be inexplicable.,,5l In other words, the 

Law of Karma not only points to the justice of the God, it also 

explains the discrepancies and apparent injustices present within the 

world, giving them some meaning and purpose. 

For still other reasons why Ramanuja believes the atman must be 

understood to be the cause of the wrongness of existence, we refer 

the reader back to Chapter 11,52 where we described his arguments for 

conceiving the atman as being characterized as kartr (agent), as well 

as jnat~ (kno~qer), and bhokt~ (enjoyer). Briefly, his point is that . 
if the Supreme Person did not act toward the jivas on the basis of 

49. Supra, p.5l. 

50. Srinivasachari, p.153. 

51. Thibaut, p.392. T.R.V. Nurti, in The Indian Hind (p.322), says: 
"What other more plausible explanation C01,1]('1 r,"o offer for the inequal­
ities of beings that the doctrine of karma and rebirth, which is con­
sistent ",ith free ,dll and the conservation of moral values?" 

52. Su~r3. p~.~5-52. 
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justice and gave them what they were undeserving of, he would deny 

them of any meaningful role in the attaining of their salvation. And, 

there is the further point that if salvation, the Good, was attained 

purely by the will of Brahman, all scriptural injunctions, which are 

a significant part of every religion, would be to no avail. 

Hartshorne's View 

In his understanding of the relation between the religious quest 

and life in the world, Ramanuja has provided for unity in variety 

and thus overcomes the monotony and triviality which Hartshorne says 

is the result of an over emphasis ,on unity and contrary to 'the good 

as we know it'. On his view, the concrete, particular, contingent, 

becoming aspect of existence has significance in relation to the 

religious quest and the nature of the Good for two reasons. First, 

it is important to the individual actor because the particular 

configuration of life that he experiences now is the direct result of 

his past acts and his acts nmv will determine his future experiences. 

Also, the social situation of the present is the result of his karman 

and that of other individual s like him, all of ~lhich points to the 

justice of God. By doing uhat is right (dharma) each individual moves 

that much closer to fulfilling life's goal and assists others in this 

achievement. Consequently, the life one lives, in all its particularity, 

is significant not because it contributes to the life of the Supreme 

Person but because it leads to the realization of ~vhat is, the sub­

stantial aspect of deity. To realize this is to realize ",hat is 
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The second reason Ramanuja believes life in the world is signif-

icant is that it is part of the divine play (lila), because the 

variety of concrete, particular experiences add contingent qualities 

to the body of God, \.;rhich is capable of change. They do not add to 

the substance of deity, Paramatman, because they are but ~odes of 

its existence, but they are enjoyed by Isvara and for this reason they 

are not insignificant to Ramanuja or to any man who worships in the 

Indian Tradition. 

Hartshorne has the iollmving to say about the first of the above 

reason·s: 

The notion of an all-arranging, chance­
excluding Providence is doubly tragic; it 
is cruel, for it compels us to try to imagine 
that our worst tortures are deliberately 
contrived for our own or someone's good by 
an allegedly all-loving being, and it is 
dangerous, for it suggests that we need not 
use our own resources to avert evil where 
possible and to help others in danger and 
privation. 53 

Ramanuja's justifying the evil and suffering of existence by invoking 

the Law of Karma is not acceptable to Hartshorne because it leads to 

their passive acceptance, with the e..'Zcuse that those ,.;rho suffer are 

but receiving their just reward for past deeds. It is a failure to 

take the problem of suffering seriously. Besides, he believes that 

"G d d' . h .] b . h' . t ,,54 even 0 cannot un 0 or mltlgate t e past eVl. y punlS lng 1 . 

Once an evil act is done it becomes part of the sequence of events 

that is the cosmic process and will continue as a cause of all sub-

53. B-_eal_it'LJ.s Social P_~es~, p .107 . 

54. Ibid., p.211. 
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sequent effects. But this is exactly what the Law of Karma is all 

about. However, the believers in this doctrine maintain that it is 

possible to initiate counter karmic forces to overcome the effects of 

the evil deeds done in the past. Passive acceptance is not a 

necessary result of this principle by which the Hindu affirms his 

belief in a just universe. When Hartshorne says that God's concern 

must be "to work for an optimal future,,55 rather than to punish past 

evil, he is stating what Ramanuja means when he says that Isvara "is 

active in order to save the world.,,56 So, on this point there is no 

real disagreement between our two philosophers. 

There is an even more important reason why Hartshorne cannot 

accept the idea of an "all-arranging, chance-excluding Providence", 

which has reference to his understanding of the nature of individuals. 

He believes individuals cannot, absolutely speaking, be 

arranged, they must arrange themselves, 
evil or no evil. This is analytic 
'individual' means this. And what is 'pmver' 
if exercised over nothing save the absolutely 
powerless (i.e. over nothing)?57 

To have all pmver is to have no pm"er because to exist one must have 

some power, so if all power was in one individual, God, there would be 

no other individuals over whom he could exert his power. The omni-

potence of God means that he has all the power that is necessary to 

retain the right balance of order and freedom. 58 This is ,vhat links 

the omnipotence of God with his love. The fact of evil does not 

55. Ibid. 

57. \ \ -J ,4 , J-. -; ,_, 
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preclude one from saying that "God is love", for Hartshorne, because 

God's love moves him to desire freedom for other individuals rather 

than to eliminate evil by fully determining what they can and cannot 

do. Therefore, even if God granted complete security from evil and 

suffering by completely controlling life in the world, it would not 

be the best possible world. On Hartshorne's view, "freedom, chance and 

evil in general are inherent a priori in the mere idea of existence, 

59 construed as a multiplicity of creative processes." Consequently, 

he says: "Man needs to know that he is born to freedom, hence to 

d b 1 . ,,60 trage y, ut a so to opportunlty. It is, then, on the basis of the 

freedom of individuals, required by the nature of God's love, that 

Hartshorne explains the presence of evil in the world. 

Ramanuja can accept Hartshorne's idea that it is the freedom of 

individuals that makes evil and suffering in the world possible. In 

fact, their theodicies are not very different at this point. Ramanuja 

does not imply that God is the only individual who has pmver to act. 

As we have seen, he has reasons for insisting that the atman is an 

61 -agent (bhoktr). As he conceives deity, Isvara is all-pmver in the 

sense that the ac ts of all other individuals are allmled by him, and 

Hartshorne se-2-ms to be saying much the same thing. Further, Ramanuja 

agrees that if the lives of other individuals were completely contrived 

by God, life in the world would be denied any significant meaning.
62 

59. Logic of Perfection, p.209. 

60. Ibid. , p.H. 

61. Supra, pp.45-52. 

62. Su!'r~. , p~). 2 J(l-2J c). 
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Where Ramanuja is completely at odds with Hartshorne is on the 

idea that tragedy is inevitable and that evil is inherent a priori 

in the idea of existence. This is too fatalistic for Ramanuja and 

promises no hope for the attainment of bliss, ananda, promised by the 

God men worship, at least by Lord Vi~~u, whom he worshipped. This 

brings us to the critical point of this chapter, which is to find out 

why Hartshorne!s way of conceiving deity is not open to Rarnianuja, 

because of his conception of salvation,63 and of our whole study, which 

is to determine why it is that these two philosophers, who have so 

much in common, take different stands on the doctrine of substance.
64 

Hartshorne!s concepts of the 'divine individual and of ordinary 

individuals leads him to say: 

The world is tragic because the creatures are 
partly free, within limits making their own 
choices. A multitude of partly free individuals 
are bound sometimes to clash, for their choices are 
made in comparative ignorance of each other, and 
are thus leaps in the dark, so far as effects upon 
others are concerned. Unless all were omniscient, 
this must be the case. But only deity can be 
omniscient. And if there were only the omniscient, 
what would the omniscient know, save its own knowing­
of what? And upon what would its pm"er be exercised? 
So it seems that deity needs a world. This world would 
be insignificant, if even conceivable, were the 
creatures ,,,holly de~rived of their OFn pm'Jer, their 
own self-determination or freedom. There is a need 
for partly free and more or less ignorant beings, 
which must surely come nm" and then into conflict 
with one another. 65 

With respect to this statement, it is interesting to note that one 

63. Supra, p.221. 

6L1 • Supra, p.12. 

6S. ~_C:2.J i_~~'0 __ S~C'~i_<0 _P~,?_~e=-~~, p .168. 
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of the ways Hartshorne believes conflicts and suffering can be greatly 

minimized is to get rid of "substance-thinking." Of all the destruc-

tive aspects of this aoctrine that he points to, he thinks its 

association with "the dangerous 'individualism' of our Western world" 

is the most important.
66 

So, an important question for us is whether 

Ramanuja's formulation of this doctrine has the same destructive 

effect of putting individuals in conflict with each other because 

If I am one with myself through time, just a 
single entity, then when I know myself this 
must be an absolutely different thing from knowing 
other substances. Knmving becomes either identity, 
I know myself because I am myself, or sheer non­
identity, as when I know you. And so with 
loving, or taking an interest in, myself and 
others. 67 

The answer to our question is that it does not, because, while there 

is the quantitative difference among individuals, which the substance 

doctrine affirms, qualitatively, all the atmans are identical. Conse-

quently, what the individual loves in himself he also loves in all 

others, just as Brahman loves in us ~vhat he loves in himself, and 

what he loves in us is all that is worthy of love, because it is all 

that is lasting. Our salvation lies in realizing Brahman, because when 

we do, He too kno',,' ,,,hat is uorthy of unqualified love and can love each 

other for ,iliat ue truly are and what there is within us that is of true 

value. In short, Ramanuja too can subscribe to the Great COITillandment, 

"love thy neighbour as thyself." 

This does not get at all the problem~ Hartshorne has in mind. 



There is also that characteristic of individualism that does not 

distinguish between 'this possible beauty of life ought to be 

68 
actualized', and 'it ought to be actualized by and for me'''. 

Hartshorne!s own solution to this problem is to think in terms of 

event-pluralism, whereby the self of the present realizes the social 

nature of existence. The self of the present, that is, realizes 
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that he is a temporal society, a synthesis of momentary selves. What 

he is now is the result of the activities of past momentary selves, 

both internal to his body and external, which were events in the event-

sequence that is his individuality. Therefore, knowing that the 

present self will continue only as part of a new society, the succeeding 

self in the event-sequence, he acts not out of egoism but altruism, 

defined as "participating in the life of another so that his needs 

69 
become yours." Thus, according to Hartshorne, "the right act is the 

one promising the more vivid as well as the more social enjoyment, not, 

however, necessarily to the agent, but to the ultimate referent of all 

really social motivation, the totality of members of the social 

community. 1170 Like Ramanuja, Hartshorne believes the root of all evil 

is ignorance. "Absolute selfishness is nonsense;" he says, "and it is 

h 1·· h h" ,,71 wort rea 1Zlng t at t 13 18 so. 

The kind of selfish individualism Hartshorne is decrying here is 

rejected by Ramanuja also. On his vie\J, it stems from the aha~kara, 

68. Ibid., p.256. 

69. Han's Vision of God, p.149. 

70. Ibid., P .155, and ~.tJ"_r-.§_, p. 206. 



the ego-sense that results from the false identification of the self 

with prakrti, the mat~rial aspect of the embodied self. It is this 
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false identification that results in partiality in action and narrow­

ness of concern, it is not implicit in the substance doctrine. It is 

the identification of oneself with a particular, concrete name and form, 

and other individuals with other names and forms that leads to conflicts, 

evil and suffering. It is the belief that one can add significantly 

to what one is, or, indeed, to what someone else truly is, even God. 

The enlightened individual realizes that being cannot be created or 

destroyed, that he eternally posesses all that is truly worth having. 

When this is realized, he is freed from selfish goals and free to 

sacrifice all his activities and possessions to the universal Good. 

One of the causes of conflicts and suffering within and among 

individuals, that Hartshorne points to, is the fact that while all 

things are possible, not all things are compossible. No individual can 

actualize all his possible particular desires at anyone given moment, 

so he must choose, and this sometimes requires choosing one particular 

good over another equally good act. Further, the limitations of time 

and space, which characterize human existence, limit the possibilities 

that any finite individual can actualize in his three score and ten 

years, if he has that many. Also, because life is social in nature, 

there are bound to be divergent desires and conflicts over which of 

the multitude of possibilities open to any given society are to be 

actualized at any given time. Hence, the fact that all things are not 

compossible necessarily leads to conflicts within and among individuals. 
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And, in order to actualize some value at a particular time and place, 

an individual or group of individuals must renounce other possible 

values that might be actualized. Exclusion is the price of achieving 

any value. This is part of the tragic nature of ordinary, finite 

existence. It must be accepted as inevitable, because individuality 

requires a certain amount of conflict, at least as Hartshorne under­

stands it. "For sympathy without antipathy would mean complete 

merging of selves, the destruction of individuality, just as antipathy 

without sympathy would mean the complete lack of influence or interac­

tion among selves. 117 2 

The inevitability of tragedy does not nullify God's omnipotence 

or the doctrine that deus est charitas on Hartshorne's view, because 

God's love requires that he grant freedom to the individuals who make 

up his body. From the freedom of ordinary individuals there inevitably 

follows evil. Why? Because ordinary individuals are ignorant. It is 

necessary that they be ignorant because it is their ignorance, their 

being defined by their limited knmlledge and acts (karman) that es­

tablishes their individuality. Salvation, the experience of bliss and 

the fulfillment of the Good is impossible. The only ,-lay tragedy 

could be avoided, given the nature of individuals as Hartshorne con­

ceives them, is for all ordinary individuals to become omniscient. 

And, if this were to happen, there would be no difference among 

individuals, there would be but one individual, God. Hartshorne's 
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thought leads to an Advaitan conclusion, i.e., there is one ultimate 

principle, all ideas of duality are the result of ignorance, there is 

only consciousness or feeling, leading to the conclusion that worship 

• d d" 73 1S groun e 1n 19norance. 

Ramanuja agrees with the principle that all things are possible 

but not compossible, but this is not a source of tragedy for him for 

two reasons. First, what is most real and true, and therefore of 

ultimate, lasting value, the atman that is one in essence with Brahman, 

though different in substance, is attainable by all, because it is the 

true nature of all and is indestructible. The fact of substantial 

difference, established in continuous awareness of being a self, 

guarantees that all individuals will not merge into one, even when all 

are omniscient. The particular, concrete, experiences of this world 

are significant for the attaining of the superior knowledge, but not 

in themselves. They are means to an end, not ends in themselves. By 

an individual doing what is possible for him to actualize at the level 

of existence he is at, determined by his karman, and looking upon that 

as his sacrifice to deity, he attains the ultimate goal, ';vhich involves 

true freedom in the absence of all suffering and evil. 

The second reason the problelll of incompossibility does not carry 

the same consequences for Ramanuja as it does fa" Hartshorne is that 

even though it is not possible to actualize all of one's desires at 

the same tjne, even in the state of release, this is not a source of 

tragedy because the individual realizes that he has an infinite time 



249 

to actualize an infinite variety of experiences. This brings us to a 

discussion of the doctrine of the immortality of the self, which 

Hartshorne associates with 'radical individualism'. 

The immortality of individuals 

Hartshorne finds the idea of an eternally existent self to be 

untenable. He asks: 

How could anyone of us have been the same 
individual at all times past, down to the 
present? Either he must have forgotten all 
but the most recent times or else he must be 
conscious of a personal continuity through the 
most radical cultural diversities, changes of 
beliefs, attitudes and events. But is it not 
precisely in our limitations that our personal 
identity consists?74 

The possibility of remembering experienced events of previous exis-

tences is not foreign to Eastern thought. Such a claim is in fact 

made for Siddharta Gautama, the Buddha, on the night of his enlighten-

75 ment. And, apparently there is no logical difficulty with such an 

idea, even on Hartshorne's concept of an individual, because he 

attributes this ability to the divine individual. But, on Ramanuja's 

view', the acceptance of such a claim is not necessary, because one I s 

true personal identity is not a remembered event-~equence, it is the 

self-conscious atman. Consequently, it is Hartshorne's rejection of 

the substantial self that makes the idea of an eternally existent 

self untenable for the reason he gives. 

Hartshorne's view is that "there was ,once no such individual as 
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myself, even as something that was 'going to exist'. But centuries 

after my deatQ, there will have been that very individual which I am. 

This is creation, with no corresponding decreation.,,76 This assertion 

is based on Hartshorne's contention that once something has become 

actual it eternally retains this status. Such a conception of eternal 

life is the only meaningful kind Hartshorne finds to be reasonable 

and indeed necessary to satisfy the aspirations of religious man. 

Death is not, on his view, the annihilation of what was but the ter-

mination of the possibility for future actualizations of syntheses of 

experiences by an event-sequence that is the life of a given individual. 

"The realized actuality of the beloved one lay in his or her thoughts, 

feelings, decisions, perceptions. These are evermore as real as when 

77 they occurred." Nevertheless, the unactualized potential of the 

individual remains frustrated forevermore. 

Hartshorne finds belief in life after death to be a "genuine 

impossibility" but not an "absolute absurdity." It is impossible, he 

believes, again because of the nature of personal identity, "for if 

I am to be I, and not you and not the universe and not God, then I 

1 . h I ,,78 must be limited, a fragoent of rea~lty, not t e who e. Ramanuja 

does not say that the individual atm~ is God, but he does say the 

individual is like God in that he possesses all the qualities of God, 

76. Logic of Perfection, p.250. 

77. Ibid., p.251. 

78. Ibid., p.253. 
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79 save three main attributes, and has all knowledge. Each individual 

self is a mode of God and complete in itself. The impression of being 

a part or fragment of the whole is the result of ignorance (avidya). 

True knowledge through "immediate presentation of the proper form of 

the atman" is the proper end of every jiva. 

By this knowledge one will perceive in one's 
own atman the beings which one knows to exist 
in a plurality of forms. Then one perceives 
that all beings exist totally in God, for the 
atman is equal to God's being when it is exempt 
from name-and-form: all atmans, free from prakrti, 
are equal to one another and to God. SO • 

Again, the retention of personal identity within qualitative unity is 

not a proble~ for Ramanuja because of the doctrine of substance. This 

doctrine permits quantitative difference with qualitative unity, viz., 

an infinite number of individuals can retain self-identity, even though 

they have the same qualities, because they are self-conscious of the 

substratum of their experiences. Or, quite simply, they are conscious 

of being a continuous self, as described in Chapter II. Hartshorne 

says: "If our capacity to assimilate new future content and yet remain 

ourselveB, as much united \vith our past selves as in contrast to them, 

is unlimited, then in that respect ve are exactly as God is. "Sl And 

R~m~nuja says yes, this is true of the ~tman free of ignorance. 

Turning again to Hartshorne's view, if we ask hOlv the realized 

actuality of an individual event-sequence is to be retained, he first 

79. Srlbhasya, p.105S. The atman has all the attributes of Brahman 
except the power to control the world of sentient and non-sentient 
things (ibid., p.1056), and it is dependent upon Brahman as the per­
manence of all its qualities Citi~., p.1057). Also, \\rhereas the atl'laE 
is al~J3~,'S caD2hl~ of b2co:;irg irr,'olV2,J T.:itl: ignorance C.:::",:,j..c!.:::ii.), this is 
not tru,-: of F')r a :1~' _ -, 11 (}_~_~\-\:." n. ~2. 0) . 

0(1 • Van 13 u :1. t c-; en, p.:, \ . 
Sl. Logic of Perfection, p.253. 
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points to a number of ways in which a man's life can be extended 

beyond the day of his death, e.g., by his successo~s reading books he 

wrote, by having his deeds remembered, etc. This is what he refers to 

as "social immortality." It has some validity he acknowledges, but it 

has critical limitations. First, no other human being knows us 

sufficiently well enough to be able to preserve the full content of 

"our experiences, thoughts, intentions, decisions, emotions, and the 

like. Even while we live no one else quite sees the content of our 

own experience at this or that moment.,,82 Secondly, besides missing 

the full content of our experiences, quantitatively speaking, other 

humans also fall short of grasping the quality of our experiences. 

"Thus the reality of onets life, as a stream of experiences, sensations, 

ideas, emotions, recollections, anticipations, decisions, indecisions, 

is a target at which the perception of others may be aimed but which 

83 
they never literally reach." Consequently, if we are dependent on 

other human individuals to retain our actuality in memory, the result 

is futility. However, there is one individual, \vhose existence is 

affirmed by the theist, who does adequately knmv and remember the full 

comple.:{ity of our particular experience_s both quantitatively and 

qualitatively, and that is the divine individual, says Hartshorne . 

... our adequate immortality can only be Godls 
omniscience of us. He to \-Thorn all hearts are 
open remains evermore open to any heart that ever 
has been apparent to Him. tvhat \ve once were to 
Him, less than that lye never can be, for othenvise 
He Himself as knowing us would lose something of 

82. ~id., p.252. 

83. Ibid. 



His own reality; and this loss of something that 
has been must be final, since, if deity cannot 
furnish the abiding reality of events, tllere is, 
as we have seen, no other way, intelligible to 
us at least, in which it can be furnished. 84 

The Supreme Person, as Ramanuja conceives Isvara, also knows 
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and remembers completely the life of each individual, but not because 

he gains or loses anything by his knowledge or lack of knowledge of 

what there is to be known. His knowledge of them is directly related 

to their salvation and the principle of justice. He knows their 

particular deeds, which constitutes their karman, and on the basis of 

this knowledge awards them sense-organs and bodies befitting the 

particular karman that is theirs at the beginning of each new birth 

85 
or when the period of a great pralaya draws to a close. Those who 

have acted in accordance with his ordinances he makes prosper in 

religious duty, material prosperity, love and salvation; and those who 

h · d . h' . h h . . 86 transgress 1S or 1nances e un1tes W1t t e1r 0ppos1tes. Eternal 

life is thus not simply something that one hopes for, it is what 

justice demands. 

Hartshorne disagrees with this. He believes that at the termina-

tion of the event-sequence that is our life, death says to us: 

"More than you already have been you will not 
be. For instance, the virtues you have failed 
to acquire, you will now never acquire. It is 
too late. You had your chance." This may be 
thought to be expressed in the notion of the 
Last Judgment. Our lives ~vill be definitely 
estimated, the account will be closed, nothing 

84. Ibid., pp.252-252. Hartshorne's book, Beyond Humanism, has as 
its purpose the setting forth of argumc:1ts to sh;;~that-belief in God, as 
he cOll_r:ei"',~(~s h~iln, is eS~':..-_L'~:.i21 fc~:::.- c:c1u::d ~',=)rtil Jiv~I1g. 

86. Su~, p.51. 



can be added or taken away. But this applies to 
punishments and rewards also. 87 
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This life brings its own rewards and punishments, on Hartshorne's view. 

There is no balancing of the scales in future life or lives by God or 

anyone else. The reward of a life well lived is that someone else 

will have a richer life because you lived, and it will forever contri-

bute to God aesthetic experience of the whole. The highest attainment 

for man, man's salvation, according to Hartshorne, is in making the 

greatest contribution possible to the divine individual. 

All of one's life can be a 'reasonable, holy, 
and living sacrifice' to deity, a sacrifice 
whose value depends on the quality of the life, 
and this depends on the depth of the devotion to 
all good things, to all life's possibilities, 
neither as mine nor as not mine but as belonging 
to God's creatures and thus to God. 88 

The holiness of God, as conceived by Hartshorne, is not in his 

justice or mercy "but in the simple aim at the one primary good, 'vhich 

is that the creatures should enjoy rich harmonies of living, and pour 

this richness into the one ultimate receptacle of all achievement, the 

life of God. tr89 Consequently, one serves God best not by conforming 

to ordinanees,says Hartshorne, "But in that creativeness of ne\ll values 

together Hi th res pee t f or old ones by ,,7hieh man can mos t truly imi ta te 

the everlasting ereator.,,90 This is the goal of the religious quest 

as Hartshorne understands it. Hanls salvation lies in his knoHledge 

that all the goodness he strives for will be retained in the divine 

87. Logic of Perfection, p.255. 

88. 1bi~_., p.257. 

89. Divine R~lativitv. p.l:28. 

90. 
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memory and not be destroyed. 

Hartshorne makes a great deal of the idea that nothing is lost in 

defending his concept of immortality; but, as we discovered in Chapter 

V, eV2n though nothing that becomes actual ever ceases to be actual, 

something does cease to be, i.e., the creative potentiality of all 

. d' . d 1 t th th th d" . d· . d 1 91 ~n ~v~ ua even -sequences 0 er an e ~Vlne ln ~v~ ua . This 

is part of the tragic nature of existence. The tragedy is lessened 

somewhat if one believes, as Hartshorne does, that every personality, 

other than the divine personality, has a limited number of possible 

variations, such that to continue forever would lead to "the monotony 

f · . f· .. h h f 1· ,,92 b o ~ns~gni ~cant var~at~ons on t e t erne 0 our persona ~ty, ut 

this would not be true of an individual as conceived by Ramanuja. 

Conclusion 

On more than one occasion we have referred to the fact that the 

prime motivation for Ramanuja's and Hartshorne's \vriting is to conceive 

of God in such a way as to give meaning and purpose to the particular 

acts of individuals and thus to life in the ,"orld. This relates, of 

course, to Hartshorne's concern that the Supreme Person incorporate 

both variety and unity \vithin his e.xistence. Part of the varied 

experiences of God, as Hartshorne conceives him, is his receiving of 

all the particular complexity of every particular event-sequence, 

which is the life of an individual, into his O\VD being. This contri-

bution to deity is received \vith complete. adequacy because of the 

91. Supra, p.l96. 

92. Lo~ic of P2rfeclio~, p.::'Gl. 
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omniscience of God and is eternally retained because of the unfailing 

divine memory. Man's salvation lies in realizing that his life has 

such supreme importance to God, the all-inclusive individual, because 

to realize that one's life contributes to God is to realize that one's 

life, with all its complexity, affects the life of all future indivi-

duals, including the future selves of one's own event-sequence. 

Rarnanuja attributes meaning and significance to the concrete, 

particular experiences of this finite world on the basis of their 

role of expressing the justice of the creator and in the attaining of 

the Good, the experience of bliss. Such experiences continue to have 

value beyond this function, however, because they will eternally be 

part of the divine sport, in which tragedy is unknm.;n. Does this 
,,-

mean that Ramanuja is guilty of what Samkara believed the theists of 

his time were guilty of, i.e., "veiling the truth in a mist of senti­

ment?"93 If he is, we need to ask whether men are justified in their 

belief in ultimate justice and in their hope of Heaven? Hartshorne 

says the Christian affirmation that Jesus was God "ought to mean that 

God himself is one "lith us in our suffering, that divine love is not 

essentially benevolence eternal well-wishing -- but sympathy, 

ki . . If . f ,,94 ta ng lnto ltse our every grle. t\'e agree that this is ,.;hat the 

Cross symbolizes in the Christian faith, but the Apostle Paul also 

says that "if Christ has not been raised, then our preaching is in 

vain and our faith is in vain" (l Cor. 15:14, RSV). 

93. l'ueE.~, p.3. 

94. Realit~ :.~s Soci21 F(cces~ .. p.]l~8. 
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Does this Pauline statement pose any particular problems for 

Hartshorne's concept of deity as it relates to the idea of salvation 

held by religious men? It does not, if it is given an existentialist 

95 
interpretation, as does Schubert Ogden in his book The Reality of God, 

drawing heavily on the work of Rudolf Bultmann. In this book, Ogden 

maintains that in the scriptures of the Christian Church the doctrine 

of resurrection, like the doctrine of creation, has as its purpose the 

assertion of "the sole sovereignty of God as the ground and end of 

whatever is or is even possible, and denying, against all forms of 

metaphysical dualism, that there can be anything at all which is not 

b " h· ",,96 su Ject to 1S soverelgnty. Ogden insists that all the eschatolo-

gical statements of the New Testament are mythical in nature, and, he 

goes on to say, "the only meaning of eschatological myths, as of all 

myths, is existential; that they are in all cases symbols of faith 

and, therefore, have no other intention than to illumine our life 

here and nm, in each present in face of the reality and promise of 

God.,,97 And what is the promise of God? Ogden writes: "By 'the 

promise of faith,' I understand the promise immediately implied in 

the witness of faith of Jesus Christ that we are all, each and every 

creature of us, embraced everlastingly by the boundless love of God." 98 

From this statement of his understanding of the promise of God, 

95. Schubert N. Ogden, The Reality of God (Ne\-l York: Harper and 
RO\-l, Publishers, 1966). 

96. Ibid. , p.213. 

97. _I?id_. , p.2lS. 

98. n,J~.:l" , p.220. 
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revealed in the resurrection myth, Ogden proceeds to describe how 

Hartshorne's conceiving of deity as the all-inclusive individual, 

who is adequately affected by and eternally preserves the complex 

detail of the particular acts and deeds of all other individuals 

within the divine life, gives coherent meaning to the Christian doc-

trine of the resurrection. 

If Ogden's existentialistic, Hartshornian interpretation of the 

Christian doctrine of the resurrection of Christ is an accurate account 

of New Testament teaching, there is a radical difference between the 

Christian idea of salvation and that of religious men of the East in 

general. As we noted above (p.201~ n72), Indian spirituality begins 

with lithe truth of suffering (du~kha-satya)lI, viz., that the whole of 

phenomenal existence is characterized by suffering. So, in terms of 

Ogden's interpretation of the resurrection and Hartshorne's idea of 

the nature of salvation, what God would preserve and experience for 

eternity is ,,,hat religious men of the East have sought freedom from. 

T.R.V. Murti, in describing this aspect of Indian thought, also has 

reference to modern existentialist thought. He says of them: 

The existentialist philosophers of the present 
day pointedly bring out the predicament of man, 
his aD_:·:iety and deep distress, caused by the 
thought of the inevitability of passing away into 
nothingness. Many of their analyses aDd the 
phraseology used could be matched by passages from 
Buddhist and Hindu texts. Hhat the existentialist 
philosophers fail to present, however, is a clear 
and sure ,-layout of this anxiety and dis tress. 
Indian religious thought is most re-assuring in 
this respect. It definitely and most emphatically 
asserts that man can overcome his predicament and 
that he can attain freedom and tlte fullness of his 
b.c' ~ ,'-: . 99 

"' . .. - ,- .." . ~., 

... _0 ............ ..1-, J.l~..; Ll~_lJ~lLl _,lL'.'"!, 
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It is true that Hartshorne's idea of the God-world relationship 

takes away the fear of "passing away into nothingness", because the 

self of each moment passes into the divine life, but the divine life 

is itself never free from suffering. God and all other individuals 

are eternally destined to suffer, because, on Hartshorne's view, the 

realm of impermanence (sarnsara) is all that exists, at least in the 

sense that the "first event in a series might, have been the last, and 

then there would have been no sequence, no enduring individual, 

except an unfulfilled potentiality" (supra, p.196). 

The manner in which Ramanuja attributes significance to life in 

the world implies to Hartshorne an "all-arranging" Providence who 

completely contrives the lives of individuals in some deterministic 

way. It leads to the passive acceptance of suffering and "suggests 

that we need not use our own resources to avert evil where possible 

d h I h - d d - - ,,100 an to e p ot ers In anger an prlvatlon. There is little doubt 

that Ramanuja's theodicy and acceptance of the Law of Karma makes him 

one of those Hartshorne has in mind when he makes this statement. To 

him, this is a form of escapism, and he believes it is integrally 

related to the doctrine. of substance, and '-lith the emphasizing of 

being over becoming as well as identity over diversity_ He suggests 

that this way of looking at life "arises from a 2ertain despair of the 

values of concrete living vlhich early civilization produced, especially 

- hId- 1- ,,101 ln ten lan c lmate. Hartshorne is not the first to suggest that 

100. Supra, P-240. 



the climate of India produced fatalism and quietism in the Indian 

character, but a noted authority on early life in the Indian sub-

continent, A.L. Basham, questions the validity of this proposition. 

He writes: 

The great achievements of ancient India and 
Ceylon -- the immense irrigation works· and 
splendid temples, and the long campaigns of 
their armies -- do not suggest a devitalized 
people. If the climate had any effect on the 
Indian character it was, we believe, to develop 
a love of ease and comfort, an addiction to the 
simple pleasures and luxuries so freely given by 
Nature - a tendency to which the impulse to self­
denial and asceticism on the one hand, and 
occasional strenuous effort on the other, were 
natural reactions. l02 

Paul Younger makes essentially this same point in a recent 
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publication in which he attempts to discover the roots of "the present 

I d · R 1·· T d·· ,,103 n lan e 19lOUS ra ltlon. One of the main contributors to this 

tradition was the Indus Civilization. Its contribution, he says, "was 

a ritualistic recognition of the impermanent in life. In one form this 

was an acknowledgement of the feminine principle pervading the univer-

se and an affirmation that the fertility of the earth is never a 

f · . h db· b t th d f l·f out of death.,,104 lnJS e us l.ne_ss ,u e repeate emergence 0 l e 

This is not an indication of despair but an appreciation for what is, 

for what is natural, and it allied itself "'ith the second great COll-

tributing element, the Rig-Vedic Civilization. This society was ordered 

around a "hero" (rsi) , ",hose main "purpose is ahvays to catch a -.-.-
'vision' (dhi). This vision is in one sense a revelation of a shining 

102. A.L. Basham, The Hond2r ThatJ')::ls.}ndia (~TeF York: Grove Press, 
Inc., 1955), p.!'. 
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forth of the 'Power', but it is at the same time the grasp which the 

'h ' k f th d·· . f . ,,105 ero rna es 0 at lVlne manl estatlon. This quest for vision 

is the same religious quest that Ramanuja has reference to. It does 

not arise from despair but from a strong positive conviction that 

life in the world has some meaning and purpose. It is a belief that 

this meaning and purpose can be grasped by conforming to the rhythmic 

pattern of nature (:ta), the cosmic order (dharma), because the 

permanent is present within the impermanent. Truth is not known by 

dreaming about what the world might be and setting about trying to 

fashion it according to that ideal with technocratic violence. In 

relation to this Murti writes of Indian thought: 

It is cornmon ground in Indian thought 
that the adoption of secular means and methods 
do not lead to freedom or salvation. It may 
be held that, if we could conquer Nature and 
fully exploit her resources, we might satisfy 
all our wants, and as soon as they arise. 
The modern man in the atomic age with his 
immense faith in technology is prone to think 
that the solution lies this way. But wants 
may still outstrip our abilitb to satisfy them; 
a leap-frog race may result. l 6 

All of man's creations are part of the impermanent flux. The True is 

",hat is, ,·,hat lasts, and that alone is 1,vorth,vhile. From the point of 

viev of the Indian tradition one might say that the frantic activity 

of our technological society is a form of escapisT,l, because we spend 

most of our time and resources in trying to make the world into what 

105. Ibid., p.lS. 

106. Murti, The Indian Mind, p.323. 
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we want it to be, very little on trying to see it as it naturally is. 

(Though we are not suggesting that Hartshorne is guilty of this). 

Gandhi says: liTo see the universal and all-pervading Spirit of Truth 

face to face one must be able to love the meanest of creatures as 

oneself."
l07 

This does not imply a fatalistic resignation to pain, 

suffering, and deprivation. If it was, there would be no quest. 

The admonition to become sensitive to all of life that one 

can grasp within the limitations of finite existence is not signifi-

cantly different from Hartshorne's notion that the cause of evil is 

ignorance, in the sense of inadequate sensitivity to the needs, 

feelings, and aspirations of others because the imperfect mediation 

of our bodies limits our ability to communicate with them.
l08 

God is 

the only one who has adequate sensitivity for all others. In fact, 

this, on Hartshorne's view is what perfect love means, sympathetic 

109 participation in the feelings of others. This love of God's is 

the ideal that every individual should seek to emulate. Yet, with his 

conception of individuals, it is inherently impossible, because com-

plete sympathy 'w·ould mean a complete merging of selves, the destruc-

tion of individuality'. This is not a problem for R~m~nuja, as we 

pointed out earlier, because of differentiation on the basis of subs-

tance. Ramanuja's religion calls for active involvement in life to 

overcome the ignorance that besets oneself and all other selves, and 

107. Hohandas K. Gandhi, An Autobiography (Boston: Beacon Press, 
1957), p.504. 
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it is a religion of optimism because it holds forth the possibility 

of complete overcoming, bliss, which Hartshorne's does not. Further­

more, since ignorance is a basic cause of evil and suffering, and God 

grants such individuals the freedom to act on the basis of their 

ignorance, evil and suffering will eternally be a part of God's 

existence and of every other individual, this is fatalistic from 

Ramanuja's point of view. 

Related to the above differences between the two philosophers is 

the very "high" doctrine of ordinary individuals held by Ramanuja. 

High in the sense that ordinary individuals are qualitatively one with 

Brahman, with the exceptions of his unique pm'ler to control (not in an 

absolute sense) the universe of sentient and non-sentient being, his 

being the source and sustainer of all qualities, and his inability to 

be affected by avidya. Hartshorne, perhaps because of his Judaeo­

Christian orientation, cannot allow this unity of God and other 

individuals. But how is Hartshorne to explain the stratification of 

beings from the simple molecule up to the all-inclusive, divine 

individual, ''lhich Ramanuja does via the Law of Karma? What is the 

justification for SOLle individuals being confined to very simple, 

bland kinds of existence of extremely short duration and others to a 

longer and much more complex and interesting existence? Of course 

we must recognize his point that all individuals have but momentary 

existences, ''lhen ,'le realize the social nature of life. But then there 

is memory, some are afforded longer and richer memories than others 

and he thin:cs the lOIl::;er and rich0r a meTClon7 is the better, so Hhat 
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is the justification for this? The answer has two parts: First, 

each individual personality is unique, but its uniqueness can only 

manifest itself in a limited number of ways, so triviality and 

monotony result from a life extended beyond that period of time; 

second, the true value of any individual is not in what he does or 

accomplishes for himself but for the divine self who includes all 

other selves. And, since the highest value is aesthetic value and 

aesthetic value is grounded in variations, it is better to have an 

infinite variety of individuals of varying complexity than to have an 

infinite number of like individuals. This explanation is perhaps the 

most adequate that can be given, when the substance doctrine is rejec­

ted. But the substance doctrine, as Ramanuja formulates it in con­

junction with a dipolar concept of deity, can go beyond this and 

allo,,, for an infinite increase of aesthetic value on the part of every 

individual. 

This concludes our comparison of the dipolar concepts of deity of 

Ramanuja and Hartshorne. The results of our study indicate that, with 

regard to concepts of individuals, Hartshorne is correct in his 

assertion that a doctrine of substance is superfluous to an adequate 

explanation of experience, and since both he and RalClanuja consider 

what is experienced and what exists to be non-different, to an adequate 

metaphysical theory of existence. \fuen it comes to conceiving a con­

sistent, coherent description of the divine individual, Ramanuja's 

conception of Brahman as an absolute, unchanging substance leads to 

inconsistent, artbiguous and contradictory statements about the rela-
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tionship between this ultimate principle and the world of impermanence. 

He would avoid these problems if he followed Hartshorne and thought 

of Isvara as being the ultimate principle, the all-inclusive reality, 

and considered the characteristics he attributes to Brahman to be 

the abstract, generic characteristics of Isvara's contingent, becoming 

body, the world. However, it is Ramanuja's retention of the subs­

tance doctrine in his conceptions of ordinary individuals and the 

divine individual that permits him to develop a doctrine of salvation 

that is consistent with the hopes and aspirations of religious men, 

at least religious men of the East. It is possible that these hopes 

and aspirations are "veiling the truth in a mist of sentiment." 

Nevertheless, they are an integral part of the idea of God held by 

men who worship. 
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