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ABSTRACT

The objective of this study is to determine why it is that
Ramanuja, 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 Ramdnuja 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 traditiomns
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. Raminuja'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 Ra@manuja's inclusion of the substance doctrine does not involve
him in any logical contradictions but, even on his own presuppositions,
the atman concept seemé 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 dtman principle at significant points.

In Chapters IV and V, we discuss the concepts of an individual in
the thought of the two 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 Ram@nuja 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 iévara,
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 Iévara 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 I$vara'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 undergtands 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 (samsara), he can
joyfully appreciate its aesthetic value, but not until then.

In contrast to Ramdnuja'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



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. TIf the Good was realizable by all, as it is in
Ramanuja's conception of individuals, in Hartshorne's system all 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
samsdra, 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 gfeat 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 ¢f the
study of the subject matter of this thesis, and for their assistance in
its development, he wishes to gratefully aﬁknowledge his debt to Professors
A.J. Arapura, in consultation with whom the thesis was originally conceived,

Harold J. Johnson, T.R.V. Murti 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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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 RZamanuja agrees.

Where these two philosophers disagree is on the question of whether

personal immortality and justice necessarily follow from this basic



affirmation in the thinking of religious men.

Background to Ram3nuja'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
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
(adiydrs) and Vaisnavite devotees (alvars), 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 Visnu. Some
followers of Visnu, we know from the Purdnic literature, expressed "an
intensely emotional religion which dwells on incidents connected with
the life of the cowherd, Krsna Gopala, and is at timesled 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.91-92. "The Puramas ('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.




of these sects became pervasive. '"Festivals and temple worship connected
with Puranic Hinduism were spreading everywhere".3

In reaction to the austere asceticism of the Buddhists and
the uncontrolled emotionalism of the sects, another group, called the
Mimamsakas, 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, ééﬁkara, 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 Purdmnas to

the mystic truth of the Upanisads. The power

of the faith to lead the soul to the higher

life became for him the test of its stremgth.

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.?

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 -- Visnu, 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, TIbid.
5. Ibid.




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 jfidna yoga, the way of
knowledge. This is the way of dialectical, critical analysis of
experience, led by the sacred truths of the Upanisads, that ends with

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

the mystical insight that "aham brahma asmi" (Brh. Up. I: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 (saguna) has no value
except in so far as it is the means toward the self-realization of the
self-sufficient, eternal, absolute Brahman (nirguga).

The relatively greater importance attributed to jfidna by §amkara,

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

ciplined emotionalism of the bhaktas and the formal ritualism of the
Mimamsakas, 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



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:

Ramdnuja's religion was Vaispnavism. 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 M3ay3 (illusion), that R3manuja's

philosophy arises.8

It was not R3mAuja's intention to free religion, as expressed

in the Purdnic 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
érfbhésyg, 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 Purusa described in the Upanisads', (c¢) they "have not

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

6. Ibid., p.661.
7. Refer to bibliography for a list of his writings.
8. Bharatan Kumarappa, The Hindu Conception of Deity (London:

Luzac and Company, 1934), p.l148.



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".10 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 Ram3nuja'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 Ram3nuja'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 Ram3nuja'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.), éribhésya of Raminuija
(Poona: University of Poona, 1959), p.45. This translation of the
érfbhésza is the main one used in the thesis. The other is that of
George Thibaut, The Vedidnta-Sfitras, with the commentary bv Raminuja
(Delhi: Motilal Banarsidass, 1962), which is used where it arfrords
greater clarity and readability, without sacrificing accuracy.

10. Tbid., p.45.




Philosophy and Psychology of Sensation, in 1934. 1In an appendix to

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

now passing through its profoundest revolution since the early

centuries of the Christian Era".11 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
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, totum simul", which have been traditiomnally

judged to be more exact and superior to the quantitative, relative
" ] . . . . "12
concepts of "all-knowing, all controlling, at-all-times-existing, 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

fail to find in them a plausible referent of religious experiences'.

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, Beyvond 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.271.
12. Ibid.

13. Ibid.



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 suéh 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.l5
Neither Rama@nuja nor Hartshorme 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
. . 16
held by those he refers to as the "classical theologians'. 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, Bevond Humanism: Essays in the New Philosophy
of Nature (Lincoln, Nebraska: University of Nebraska Press, 1968, p.317.

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

16. Tbid., p.xv.



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.l7

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 'mecessary",

"absolute", which the classical theologians and

"perfect", 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 (llew 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 ordinaryireligious
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 ratiomnally
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 persomnal

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. Tbid., 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.
Ramdnuja says of Samkara's position: "Truly, if such were the purport
of the Veda, what more would the Veda 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?"21

The Objective of the Thesis

With this background to the thought of Ramanuja and Charles

20. Thibaut, pp.561-562.
21. Philosophers Speak of God, p.131.




Hartshorne, we can now state the purpose for this thesis. Qur

chjective is to deteimine why it is that these two philosophers, who

have essentjally the same concerns motivaiing their writing and becin

with the same religious affirmation, finallv arrive at conceptions of

God that _are verv similar in the unique way they conceive the God-wvorld

relationzhip and yet radically different with respect to the doctrine

of substance. Ramdnuja finds such a doctrine to bec necessary in a

conception of deity that is consistent with the idea of the God men
worship and Hartshorne sees it as the greatest obstacle in formulating
a consistent, coherent concept of a worship-eliciting deity. Imn fact,
Hartshorne belicves it is the presuppositions associated with the
substance doctrine that cause Aquinas to conceive of God in a way that
makes the above illustration appropriate. This doctrine, on his view,
is the chief cause for the classical theists ending up with an idea of
God who is dimpersonal and irrelevant, and that involves numerous
contradictions and inconsistencies.

In general, Hartshorne sees the doctrine of substance as being
destructive of the whole idea of God as conceived by men who worship.
In addition to this, he believes its adverse consequences go beyond the
theistic question to the ethical precepts that are founded in religious
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 to love cone's neighbour as

22. Charles Hartshorne, The Logic of Perfection (lL.asalle, Illincis:
Open Court Publishing Ce., 1961), pp.119-121. Harcshorne's objections
to the substance doctrine are elaborated on below, pp. 24-27.

23, Ibid.
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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
Ramdnuja'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 formulate 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. ’
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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.
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 and Hartshorne in deriving
their respective concepts of deity are not the same in all respects
but their differences are not prohibitive of fruitful comparison.

Ramdnuja's method is primarily that of expositing generally accepted
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authoritative texts of the Brahmanical religion -- the Upanisads, 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 erronebus 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, R3manuja 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 assertiomns.

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 quesfion—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 complete classification of
possible ideas abour God, a non-controversial
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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 ingerested in theistic questions
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. Ramidnuija also uses the dialectical
method for testing propositions by drawing out the logical alternatives
to determine their truth value. Refer Sribhasva I1:4:22 for an example
of this. )
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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
mathemétics" 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. R&m3nuja's

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

osophers at this point are primarily matters of emphasis. R3@manuja's

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

Comparison of Epistemologies

The epistemologies of both Rami3nuja and Hartshorne are
syntheses of idealism and realism. They are idealistic in the sense
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. Ramdnuja says for any object to be proven to exist it must

be the object of some 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 some subject but of no particular subject.27
The list of inadequacies Ram3anuja 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
Hartshorne.28 Regarding the supremacy of reason he writes: "If
logical reasoning refutes something known through some means of
knowledge, that means of knowledge is no longer authoritative!"29
Ramdnuja accepts both sense-perception (Eratzak§a) and inference
(anuma?a) as valid Eraméyas or instruments of knowledge, as does Hart-
shorne, but he also considers sacred scripture (§ruti), the testimony
($abda) of those who possess the "higher knowledge", to be a self-
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 Hartshormne

and Rami3nuja 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 Raminuja and
Hartshorne is discussed on pages 90-111.

28. Supra, pp-5-6.
29. Thibaut, p.74.
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empirically founded arguments, Hartshorne seeks to establish it by

the ontological argument, and Raminuja contends it cannot be rationally
: . 30

established but as revealed 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 cannct be simply rejected, though they may,
of course, be left implicit while more snecial concents are explicitly
employed" (p.294).

31. Philosophv and Psycholeogy 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
individuals".32 He calls this theory on the nature of existence
"psychicalism'" 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

. . . 1] 34
cosmic, variable can furnish such a measure'. 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: SCM Press Ltd., 1970), p.l41. 1In this his latest book, Hartshorne
says he now prefers to use the term 'psychicalism" rather than 'pan-
psychicism| which he used in his former writings.

33, Thid.

34. Bevond Humanism, p.113.
35. Ibid., pp. 1l15-11e6.
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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 existence".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 functions"?37

R3manuja also speaks of Brahman as the Supreme Individual
(Param3tman), 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
universe rather than many.38 His reason for speaking of the ultimate
principle in personal terms is founded in scripture. Early in the
gg—Veda there is reference to the primordial Purusa, from whose body
the world is created, and the Upani§ads 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 Klvérs,
the Vaisnavite 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 God, p.72.
37. Ibid., pp.78-79.
38. Sribhdsva, pp.209-213.
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realism most adequately explains the nature of experience in gemneral
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 pousitive knowledée 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.
R3manuja, 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 Rama3nuja'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 is,

are there certain reasonable concerns, on the part of religious man,
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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 Ram3anuja. Further, we will see

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 Raminuja 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
R3ma@nuja 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 rationai 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

common, i.e., that experience is always experience of something.39 And,
because every experience is an expérience 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.

Ramdnuja's conception of an individual (jiva) involves two aspects.
First, there is the experiencing subject or self (itman), a substan-
ce (dravya) that provides the substratum that is necessarily pre-—
supposed in any adequate explanation of experience and primarily
. . . 40 . .
characterized by consciousness (caitanya). To say the experiencing

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

39. Supra, p.l7.
40. Infra, pp.32-37.
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(svaniggha);4l something that is essentially unchanging and eternally
actual (gggi).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
(§arira), 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
times is consciousness. Thus, on Ra3m3nuja'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. Sribhisva, p.169.
42, Ibid., p.161.

43, infra, pp.38-41.
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is in them".44 This statement reveals that the idea of "substance"
rejected by Hartshorne is essentiaily the same as that affirmed by
R3manuja.

The substantial self, atman, is the self-individuating principle
in R3m3nuja'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 3tman 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
IITI. 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.
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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. In 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 R@manuja 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. Ramdnuja's position on the being-

becoming relationship, which is the essential issue behind all the
differences discussed in these chapters, involves him 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 Hartshorme 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. Ramdnuja'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.1 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
proves the existence of the objects of thought.2 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 Ramianuja'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 analysis of the nature of experience,

LT - . 1 1 . .
1. Sribhasva, p.143. These objects of thought can be objects in
the external world, feelings within the body, memory objects, or dream
objects. Reler belcw, pp. 33-35.

2. Ibid., pp.54-56.

30
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we will discover the role the doctriﬁe 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 (3tman) and what the self is
conscious of. These two separate though intimately related entities
constitute what R3manuja conceives to be an individual (jiva). 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 (Ztman), a substance
(dravya) that provides the substratum that is necessarily presupposed
in any adequate explanation of experience and primarily characterized

. . 3 , . . .
by consciousness (caitanya). To say the experiencing subject is a

substance means that it is something that abides in itself (svani@shi);4
something that is essentially unchanging and eternally actual (éggi).s
The second aspect of an individual is what the self is conscious of and

is able to control for its own benefit, its body (Sarira), 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. Infra, pp.32-36.
4. érfbhésva, p.169.
5
6
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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 (jiatr) in all
experiencing. It is the permanent substratum of all knowing and

. . . - A, )
acting, and it has consciousness (anubhiiti, avagati, jfidna, samvit) as

its essential nature. Ramanuja rejects the idea that consciousness
. . . 8 . .
and atman are identically one and the same. The relationship

between them is viéistadvaita, 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. éribhésya, pp.61, 70. All these terms refer to the same attribute
according to Ramanuja.

8. "The Knower alone is referred to as witness both in the Vedas and
in the world [and] not mere Jnana'. (Ibid., p.77.)
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"how possibly can that 'Samvit' experience its own nature of its own
accord?" 2 This argument against Samkara is important to our thesis
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. ﬁith 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 3tman. 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.6l. 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 zatman 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-Samkara Dialectics (Calcutta: University of Calcutta, 1936),
p.43, makes this criticism of Ramdnuja: "If ... knowledge is not believed

to be capable of revealing its own existence and if it is thought to be
dependent on another distinct knowledge 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 mdyda. But miya is, on the Advaitan's
own view, false (n3sti) 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. 1Is it not equally possible that the impermanent, momentary objects
of consciousness give rise to the moments of subjective consciousness,
as the Buddhists suggest? 1In fact, this Buddhist idea is close to
Hartshorne's idea that the knowing subject is essentially "feeling of
feeling'", 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
is the subject of all experience and the object of none.10 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 svayamprakdsa, '"self-luminous".

However, consciousness is not self-luminous to consciousness in general;
it is self-luminous to a self, dtman. Just from an analysis of our
ordinary experience, Ramdnuja 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.

'Anubhiti’' 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'.

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 would be an end in

itself and one experience would be as valuable as another, which is

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

10. However, Ramanuja does allow that past modes of one's own
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 vooted out [of existence] on account of the
absence of apnrehension of the relation between words and their senses"
(Sribhisva, p.54).

11. Sribhasya, p.61.
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having varying degrees of significance and as conveying varying
degrees of enjoyment and pain. Consciousness 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',
when consciousness relates the atman to a jar. If there was consciousness
alone, rather than the conscious datman, 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 dtman, 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 sék§in 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 dtman and
consciousness with several analogies and derives a second argument for
the non-identity of dtman and eonsciousneés. Consciousness 1is to the

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

12. Sribhasva, p.77.
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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 elsewhere 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 own 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].l3
Logically we can distinguish between the flame as a lustrous substance
and the light emitted from it. 1In 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, i.e., substances that illumine
themselves and other objects. Because of this, light and luminous

substance have the same referend, but lvminous substance refers to

., heat. In the same

(¢]¢]

the substratum of lizht plus other qualities, e.

way, the terms consciousness and atman refer to the same entity, but

13. Thid., p.64.



37

atman refers to the substratum of consciousness plus many other

qualities.

The Atman and Its Essential Nature Unchanging and Permanent

Let us grant that Rimanuja'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 existemce. 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
the datman at this point15 but let us consider his reasons for saying
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, Tbid., p.69.

15. This will be discussed in Chapter IV.
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(salﬁvedana)16 of an object and we are able to speak of it as being the
same object because they are the cognitions of the same conscious
subject. Likewise, we 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 (Ztman). '"For there is no
possibility of recognition by somebody of something experienced by
another".17
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. éribhésza, p.-61l. 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 viw 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 aggregaté 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 Hume. Philosophv of VidistAdvaita, pp.10-11.
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Jidna is the determining quality of the 3tman;
but it is also substantive as it is subject
to the changes of contraction and expansion ...
Jndna is ever identical with itself though its
manifestations are liable to change. It changes
without losing its nature and remains the same
entity.18
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 jfiana radiates. Potentially, the pervasiveness of
consciousness is infinite, in that it is not essentially limited
. . . 19
by anything other than itself (a matter to which we shall return).
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 Ztman reaching out via its
consciousness, Ramanuja speaks of it as "enjoyer" (bhoktr), i.e., 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 dtman and the body.
Ramanuja says the atman, "abiding in one part of the body,
. . ‘g . n 20 - ,
experiences pain abiding in the whole of the body'. The atman is

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

consciousness working through the pranas, i.e. the vital breath and the

five sense organs. Ramanuja quotes the Brhadaranyaka Upanisad (I1:1:18):

18. P.N. Srinivasachari, The Philosophy of Viéistadvaita (Adyar,
Madras: The Theosophical Publishing House, 1946), pp.285-286.
19. Infra, p.143.

20. Sribhasva, 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

relation, is the body of that soul".21
The physical body then, is a kind of vehicle (Sarira) for the

dtman, 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 conséiousness. 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 &tman and the other aspects of the jiva is
that the atman is of a different order. It is eternal, uncreated and
essentially unchanging, whereas all the other aspects are temporarily
created by Iévara out of prakrti. As to the number and order of the
categories into which the Qrakrti aspect of the jiva is divided, as
Ramanuja conceived them, we neéd not be greatly concerned. Srinivasachari
writes: "ViistAdvaita defines the self negatively as the purusa different

from the twenty-four categories of prakrti'. op. cit., p.285.°
y g prakr P

The main categories mentioned by Ramanuja are prana (vital breath),
manas (mind), and the five indrivas (sensé organs). He describes their
functions in this way:

The work of the organs, inclusive of the manas,

is to act as instruments of cognition and actioen,

while the work of breath is to maintain the body and

the organs. 1t is for this reascn that the

subsistence of the organs depends on breath, that

the organs themselves are called pranas. Thibaut, p.577.
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immediate part. In this way, Raminuja is able to speak of the individual
(jiva) as changing, because the essential consciousness of the atman
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, Ramdnuja'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 turzza or release, are simply

22. F.K. Lazarus, in his book Raminuja and Bowne (Bombay: Chetana
Ltd., 1962), p.231, makes the distinction this way: "The changeful
character of finite knowvledge is cwing to its association with the bedy,
while the capacity to.know 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 éxperience

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 dtman, 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

26

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

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'. Ram3nuja says that consciousness in this
y

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

23. Sribhasya, p.77.
24, Ibid., p.76.
25. Ibid., p.78.

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

the aggrehension of the cognition circumscribed by

time.
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 say an
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

. . . . . 28 . .

having the nature of illumining the object itself'. 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. Sribhasya, p.56.

28. Ibid., p.57.
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.).
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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
30
from sleep".
Consciousness in the mode of being conscious of extermal

objects comes and goes, but consciousness gqua consciousness is always
present.

In the case of Jhana 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.31
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
it is, but it is more than that, because there is the unbroken, always
actual consciousness of being an "I" (Ztmanubhava). This "I-
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. Tbid., pp.57, 58.
31. Ibid., p.733.
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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
period of deep sleep in this way, it appears that even during that time
the "I" was aware of the pleasure of sleep.33 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
also eternal."34 Another way of stating what Ramanuja believes he has

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

the same but it undergoes epistemic change.

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 dtman is also a doer, an agent
(karty), and not just a passive knower or enjoyer (bhoktf). 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. éribhésvg, p.75. Raminuja appears to contradict Ehis idea of
consciousness continuing in deep sleep in IV:4:16 of the Sribhasva where
he states that the #tman is unconscicus in the states of deep sleep and
dying. We will tale this matter up in Chapter VI when we discuss the
characteristics of the released atman.

34, Thibaut, 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? R3m3nuja 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 @tman for
what it knows and does not know, and the responsibility of the dtman
for its existential situation.

Let us take his arguments based on scriptural significance first.
Does Scripture have any relevance 'to the atman? TIf it does, the
injunctions to do certain acts imply that the dtman is an agent. Deny
that the atman is an agent and you make the scripture irrelevant.
Scriptures (§éstras) 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 "$3s", which means to command, to order, to
direct. He writes: "the $astra is (so called) because of its §ésana
(ordering), and éésana is - directing (one) to act and the role of a
director in the case of Sastra is through producing knowledge".35 For
instance, in the case of '"the one desirous of liberation", he is directed
to meditate on Brahman. 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

4
when the enjoyer, a sentient one, is the agent, that the Sastra can

have significance”.36
35. Sribhasva, p.736.

36. Ibid.
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The matter of the Ztman's responsibility for what it knows and
does not know, the second principle Raminuja 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.
II:S).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 dtman moves about
its own body through the Erégas. 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 Ftman.

If it is said that scripture does not direct the atman to do but

37. This same text says: "All the gods worship as the eldest the
Brahman which is understanding', which implies that the Brahman is the
agent in the sacrifice and works, rather than the dtman. Ramianuja
resolves this apprarent problem through his antarvamin doctrine, which
we consider in Chapter 1IV.
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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 dtman 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 respomnsible 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 gunas, and insist that the &tman, 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 dtman can only be the substrate of that active, knowing

subject whose situation is that upon which it acts through its body.

38. The particular existential situation in which the 3atman 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 Iévara, who determines the level of existence in which the Atman is
embodied and to a large degree the kind of experience the atman has. Even
the dreams he has are produced by Isvara. However, Isvara causes the
atmarn's tvpe of embodim=nt and experiences on the basis of the particular
karma of the individual and this is what malies him responsible for his

own situation. We will discuss this further in Chapter VI.

1Lt
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This point is extremely crucial with reference to the act of
meditation in the final state (samdadhi), which is the instrument of
release (mukti), if it does not belong to the dtman. 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 &tman). Therefore,
this act cannot belong to anything other than the atman itself.39 If
the act does belong to something other than the &tman, then the experience
of mukti will also belong to that something and not the &tman. 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 kartﬁ 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 dtman is an agent.

Before we move to Hartshorne, we must notice two more significant

oints about Ramanuja's conception of the dtman as agent. The first is
p ] p atman g

39. Sribhasya, II:3:34-38.
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germane to our comparison of these two philosophers, because,
whereas we find Hartshorne saying, ""To exist is to act upon other
e s . n 40 . - . .

existing things", = 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.

The atman is essentially a knowing subject and is always

present to itself as a subject, as "I". Therefore the act of knowing,
in the sense of conscious self-awareness, is essential to the dtman
to prove its existence and the existence of consciousress itself. But,
the existence of the j{va, 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 always 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 3tman.

40. Creative Synthesis, p.113. The meaning of this statement will
be explained in the next chapter where the implications of the difference
between Ramznuja and Hartshorne on this point will also be dealt with.

41. Sribhisva, p.740.
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The second significant point we need to take note of concerning
the @tman as an agent is that the decision to act in a given way is a
free decision on the part of the atman. Ramdnuja says the 3tman 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 Ram3anuja speaks of the kind of freedom the atman has in his acting.

Those Ksetra-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 Paramapurusa) makes him

prosper in religious duty, material prosperity,

lJove and salvation; he unites one transgressing

(his) ordinance with their opposites.

Using Ramanuja's analogv of the Atman as a carpenter, we can sa
J 3 s

that all the tools for any activity and the ability to act at all are

supplied to the atman (ksetra-knower or "knower of the field") by

Iévara (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 problem is discussed infra, pp. 240-242.

43, Sribhiava, p.b643.
O Lttt Vaty )
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for acting apart from the Supreme Lord. Imn fact, Ramanuja explicitly
states that without the "permission of the Paramatman' the activity of
the dtman is impossible. However, the Adtman 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 Iévara justly
rewards each individual according to his karman without pity.

Without this freedom, all injunctions and prohibitions would be mean-
ingless.44 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 (jizg), the atman is the substratum of his
essential quality, consciousness (samvit), which is always actual, and
of his non-essential quality, active agent (kart;), 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 comnsciousness and the body, the second aspect of the
jizg, in which the atman abides. The body is non-essential to the being

- . ) . 45 .
of the atman, for he can exist in a bodiless state, but some body is

44, Ibid., p.741.

45, In the state of release (moksa) the Adtman may be with or without
a body by an act of will. Sribhdsva, 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 Ramdnuija's Concept of An Individual

As we turn now to Hartshornme'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 Ramidnuja contends '"that it is the
body, but not the soul, that is touched by infancy, youth, etc."46
For Ramanuja, these are all modes of the body in which the soul abides.
But Hartshorne is only partially correct, because he dozs 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 comscious 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 ani William L. Reese (eds.) Philoscrhers
Speak of God (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1953), p.187.
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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
This statement is a direct contradiction of the way in which Ramanuja
tries to establish the existence of a permanent, unchanging soul. It
is true that this doctrine came to him through the $istras, but he
believes it to be validated in all experience. Granted, there is no
experience of 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
. . . . 048 .

experience itself, as experience of those very things. 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 common sense theory
of knowledge.
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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

49

in a certain human being'". This way of defining an individual has

"substance

greater conceptual adequacy than defining it in terms of
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
reality is.50 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. Ihid., pp.173-174.
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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.51

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

of becoming".52 However, inspite of the fact that Hartshorne judges

51. Charles Hartshorne. The Logic of Perfection (LaSalle, Illinois:
Open Court Publishing Company, 1961), p.118. Also, Creative Synthesis,
pp.175-176. This point involves what Whitehead refers to as '"the fallacy
of misplaced concreteness' and is discussed in many places in Hartshorne's
writings. For example, see: Creatjve Svnthesis, pp.22-28.

b

52. Philosophers Sneak of God, p.187.
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Raminuja 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.>%

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
any one 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 has not escaped the substantialist

53. Ibid., p.187.
54. Ibid., pp.187-188.
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 qua 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 some
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 establishment
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 R

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. Sribhisva, pp.45-46. Supra, pp.L44-45.
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individual. First, we have noted that the dtman constitutes the being
of the individual; it is the substance. This substance has as its
essential quality, consciousness safuvit).57 Thirdly, consciousnes§
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 ome. This is the bearing

of the above quotation. These three factors are the necessary
conditions for an individual and they are the sufficient conditionms.
The presence or absence of a body does not: determine the existence of
an individual, but the presence or absence of differentiating qualities
does.59 Therefore, the soul, witﬁ 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 §émkara, 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 mok§a. In this state

the atman enjoys as many bodies as it wills.

57. Supra, pp.32-33.
58. Suvbra, pp.4l1-45.

59. Supra, pp.38-39, 41-45.
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When the dtman 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 will.60 Secondly,
even while confined to a particular body in this existence, the atman,
who knows its true nature, knows 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 potenfial as an agent, and this is not
unimportant, as we have seen.61 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
his, and by the contemplation of which his true nature is realized.6
Lastly and most importantly, the body is significant because, even
though the 3atman 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

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. Infra, 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 Ramidnuja uses to maintain his
idea of an essentially unchanging dtman 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 Ztman. The essential characteristic of the &tman 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
dtman to manifest itself in particular forms and qualities that gives

gignificance to the modes of the atwan; and, 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? Ramdnuja 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 consciousnesg 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 Ram3@nuja, 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, whereas 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 qpality 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 consciousness that
illumines the concrete reality of the knower and the known.

Is there a contradiction in R&manuja'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 chgnge is real, it would seem that
an individual who is conscious of it must also undergo real change
and therefore be different. Ramadnuja'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 self is intuitive, as copposed to discursive, knowledge. To
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establish his point, he claims it is necessary to posit the existence
of the dtman 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 Ftman
implies that there is a prior level of consciousness possessed by the
dtman 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 rather 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 dtman 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 3tman to consciousness is motivated by his religious beliefs,
especially regarding the nature of salvation. Once it is accepted that

consciousness and atman are the same, df1an ceascs to be an individuating
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principle at the wultimate 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 Atman becomes one with
Brahman. In brief, Ramdnuja 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 R&mdnuja'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 Ramdnuja'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 because of his substance-attribute
dichotomy. If substance is something that is essentially unchanging
and eternally actual, how can the atman, 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 ﬁses 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 perception 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 knows. 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

everchanging, momentary syntheses of experiences or events. Hartshorne

1. Philosophers Speak of God, p.188.
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believes the ''motion 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 din 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 Ramdnuja, 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 con;cious 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 Ramdnuja 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 some 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 Synthesis, p.20

.

3. Logic of Perfaction, pp.123-125.

il a3
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all types, which is the goal of both philosophefs, without a
continuing, conscious substance, then perhaps he is right in saying
that Ramdnuja 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 3tman, 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 two terms. So
does the causal relation. The experience
of O is conditioned by O as antecedently

there. And O itself is thus given.>

In this statement we see that, according to Hartshorne, experience

4, Supra, pp. 53-54.

5. Creotive Svrthesis, p.l106.

1




does involve an experiencer and something experienced. We have the
two factors -- the experience of O and the experienced 0. But

take note, "0 as antecedently there." The O that was antecedently
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there becomes the experience of 0. 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. '

The locus of reality is a continuing process divided into
discrete moments, "concrete actualities', with a maximal length of
about one-tenth of a second.7 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. Tbid., p.107.
7. Ibid., p.175.
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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
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 T.and, when reality is defined in terms of events, because

they include everyaspect of experience, down to the minutest 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 Ram3nuja of sharing in the classical bias against becoming in
favour of being.8 The significance of the contingent, becoming
aspects of existence have subordinate significance for Ramanuja, and
fcr 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. Philosophers Spealk of God, p.187.
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We have quoted Ramdnuja (supra, p.58) 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 dtman to itself,
and we have seen how Ramanuja establishes the continuous presence of
active consciousness (supra, pp.37-45). 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
Ra@amanuja claims to be present in e&ery 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.
Ramé@nuja takes the realistic position that in the czse of subject-
object experiences (the atman related to something external to itself),
which include waking 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. Creative S-ntbhosis
"to be is to be ¢

of reality is erptv .

10. Tbid., p.167.
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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.

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.9above). The subject
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 why Hartshorne says "to
be is to be in relation', meaning to be an experience in relation to

other experiences. And, since an experience and an event have the

same referend, an individual is a sequence of experiences,

The Experience of Continuity and Change

We need to elaborate more fully on the asymmetrical relationship

between the subject as present experience and the object as past

il. Ibid., p.114.
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subjective experiences. One of Ramanuja's arguments for a continuing
substratum is the experience of having experienced 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 Ramadnuja has reference to, the
experience that has led so many thinkers to posit a perduring,
substantial self.
In Ramdnuja's system, we have a plurality of 3tmans, as well

as Qrak?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, we 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 centinuity 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 Ram3nuja
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

. . . . 2
experiencing a particular object A" 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 time before sctualization. As
Hartshorne savs: "the past but not the future is in principle (apart
from human limitations) knowable in detail". Creative 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
1 , .. . .
as A", and because of this coincidence, the assertion of sameness is
made. But, and this is the important point, the subject experiencing
2, . ; . ] 1 .

A" is different from the subject experiencing A”. The experience that

. 1 ] 2 . ,
contained A” was independent of A”, but the experience that now contains

2 . 1 .
A" also contains A" 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 imn the
§ribh§§za (11:2:17-30). Working on the assumption that consciousness
is eternal, Ramanuja draws 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. When 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,

time d1s known byv the rising and passinz orf cognitions in conscicusness.
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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 consistsof 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

"particular experience" for Ramanuja's "particular cognition'.

concept
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? "Spaée ... is the symmetrical

aspect of dynamic relatedness, the aspect of mutuality, whether mutuality

A

~ . . 1 - - 1
of dependence or ... of indepcndonce.  Space 1s how sme have 'meighbours'".

14. Tbid.
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Perhaps this can be made clearer with the following diagram:

Y

4

space

A B c D E F G Present moment
D— > >
‘ I SUBJECTS symmetrically
_related.
g " Immediate past
moment , OBJECTS of

2 present subjects.
f - y~Objectified, past
moments, asymetrically
> —_—t e related, with infinite
:
3] \
B S

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.55). Relating this to the
diagram, it has reference to any one 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., thelr objective causes, part of which is
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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

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 Ramdnuja's "cognitions" and
Hartshorne's "experience" into a common framework.

In opposition to Ramanuja'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 words, stated more positively, the new subject is a new

synthesis of previous experiences 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 eveat-sequence, in so far as
he is able adequately to retain these in memory, and (2) images of
anticipated, future experiences or imagesiin dreams or fantasy
constructed by the mind from memory of past experiences. Both of these

"on

aspects of experience are represented in the diansram by point "¢ on
¥ I 3 )

by
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. . . 1 s
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
. . 16
way and degree revelatory of the public physical world." 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 thgat

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,

cognitive status to dream and memory objects as he does to externally

15. Ibid., pp.75-77.

16. Ibid., 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] not of the knowledge. For there does not arise in the case
of anv one of the arprchensicn 'the knovledze experienced by me at

the tirme of the

M.

renm, do2s not anist here! (Sribhhooa, 0.95). The

2 drenm, dors ot anic L, p.
reason Hartshorne can say this will become clear as we proceed.

18. Creative Svpthesis, p.78.
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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
qualitative",19 as in the case of value judgments. 1In 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
a substance or matter with qualities.20 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.21 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.,
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. Ibid., p.76. Earlier (p.71) we spoke of forms and qualities,
which is not inappropriate from a common-sense point of view, 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

I8vara, 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 completely arbitrary enterprise becausc causes
tend to give rise to efiects consistaont with therzs=lves, with varving
degrees of conformity. Definite characteristics are carried over from

one morent 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 phgsically perceive singular

entities.??
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 gelf or experience, is extended.
It is not confined to a point, it is not

- . P . S o
ceiguitous, nor is it novhere.  There only
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Creavive Synthesis, 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 this 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!
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
.. oo 24
lower type than the one whose body it is'.

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 aware of their extended inter-

actions by containing them. These relational qualities are experienced

directly as opposed to receiving them indirectly through the senses.

23. Thid., p.114.

24, Bevond Humanism, p.171.
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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 own purposes. 1In a very real sense they are
their own unity and purposes, among other things. '"Psychical
individuals are self-individuated; they actively distinguish themselves
from their environment."26

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. Tbid.
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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 to 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
unit, as much a unit as any cell or any atom or any electron".27
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
from the nervous system".28 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

parts of it.”29

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 eéxperience which is
30

the momentary subject at the present time.

Now, referring back to '"C" in the diagram, '"c" and "d" represent

27 Ibid
28. Lozxic of Perfection, p.201.
29, Thid., p.200

30. Realitv As Social Process, pp.54-55.
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all the physical individuals experienced by '"C" at the present moment.
"C" is a psychical individual, the synthesis of all these experiences
of physical individuals. "C" 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 dtman'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 consciousneés is informed by its encounter
with some part of the body or some object in the external world. Now,
if we take all the ﬁarticular 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 what 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, Réménujé concludes that continuity

of cognition would imply the continuity of the object cognized, which

is contrary to experience. Al]l particular 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
Ram3nuja'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
n 31 . . .

we remember . 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.75. 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-orzans out into the external world. Hartshorne's
position is the usval western theorv that the stimuli comzs to the
apuvrorritte son:o-oonan of tho boedy.  Thais accounts ror the differences

in their definitzeons of "body'".
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. . . ‘o X . 2
from the first moment it was objectified in experlence.3

What about the experience of time through the '

'passing" of

things and events, pointed to by Ramdnuja? 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

feply 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.15.
34. Philosophers Speak of God, p.l1ll.
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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 gqualitative 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
what we have just described.35 Obviously Ramdnuja has something else

in mind when he raises the objection.

The Relation of 'What Is Known' to 'What Exists'

Rdmanuja 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. Rimdnuja 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 form 'This [is] thus' on account of the impossibility of apprehending
anvthing whatscover without the specific configuration such as trianzular

form, &r=L1am, ete.; ticroicr:s the In'croradnote [divect prorceptiond de the
first apprencnsion of a body among homogeneous objects; the second and sub-
sequent apprehension of the object are called the Determinate [direct per-
ception]" <SEEEEE§YEJ 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, Ramdnuja 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. Supra, p. 82, n.20.
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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
to accept this aspect of this theory of reality. His aim is to work out
a synthesis of idealism and realism. 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 af 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
part of the future."38

Experiential meaning is of ultimate significance to Hartshorne.

When he says '"'something exists'", he means it exists as something

37. Realitv As Social Process, p.71.

38. Creative Svpthesis, p.107.
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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 indiwvidual
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 but 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,
what is conceivable and meaningful is not mind-determined, it is given
in experience. Realism demands '"that relation to a particular
'subject knowing an entity is extrinsic to that entity" and "that -
relation to subjectivity in general is not thus extrinsic".40
However, Hartshorne continues: 'that an entity could be precisely
itself were it unknown to 8;, or Qere it unknown to S,, 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."41
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.121-122. In The Logic of Perfection, he equates
"zero of mind" with "zero of reality" (p.123). Refer also, Creative

Synthesis, pp.159-167. 1In 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
unknowrable to each other in the prescnt causes Hartshorne to qualify the
equaticn of vhat exists with =hat i3 knovm v saving that what exists

equals what is known or is destined to bz lhmown (ibid., 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. Ramidnuja 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 whatsoever to the object
1 42 1] . . -
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

. . . . 43
relation ..., and that the relation also 'includes' its term'. In

42. John Wild, "A Review Article: The Divine Relativity", The Review
of Metaphysics, II, no.6 (December, 1948), €8.

43. Ibid., p.69.
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opposition to Hartshorne's theory, Wild affirms that relation "is

always a reference to something really distinct, either to a really
distinct part of ome substance, or to the part or attribute of another

" 44 . - . 1 N .
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 Ramdnuja'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. Where both Ramanuja and Wild

44, Ihid.
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 d@tman, 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 rejectionof the idea that 'the whole is
something completely organic 'working on all its parts to integrate
them into something distinct'”.46 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 whole. Only the whole
46. Charles Hartshorne, "The Divine Relativity and Absoluteness:

A Reply", The Review of Metaphysics, IV, no.l (September, 1950), 52.
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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 whele, 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.
‘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
. . 3 49 3 3 . - - . T
in this transaction. 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 1V, 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, w! to contain W and the part. But this is
invalid. W is self-related to every one of the parts, and thus the
inclusive unity is already provided for".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,

Hartshorne admits the absurdity of his position if it is construed to
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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.)l

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. '
52, Ibii. Hertshornoe discnsses this relationship in detail in

Chapter X of (Creative Svnthesis.
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When we speak about the existence of objects, we are saying something
abeout 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 'knows', 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 known

would not also be banished?33

An object is external to the subject in direct proportion to the lack

of knowledge the subject has of it. The knower of Africa knows 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 'whole'.

53. Ibid., p.55. Also refer The Divine Relativity, p.11l.
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But the contributing entities need not be internal to the whole in the
sense of spatially smaller and included parts".54 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 actionmn.
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
actua%%ties which subsequently compose that
body.

It seems that John Wild is right when he says that the essential nature
of relational structure consists of something related '"to something
really distinct (another part or another whole) which is precisely not
'included' in itself".”® 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, vl 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. Wild, "A Review Article: The Divine Relativity", p.69.
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making up the body at any given time.57 And indeed, this does seem

to be the import of what Hartshorme is saying, because the synthesis

which is the self-awareness 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

oneself, is what is meant by having a body."58
Is this idea of the nervous system knowing the lesser entities

within the body significantly different from Rimdnuja's idea of the

atman knowing the body by moving through the pranas 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 (§arira-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 (what 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
page’/9 and take D as representing the nervous system of the present,
momentary synthesis of experiences that is the self-aware individual. E
should be taken to represent the body of the individual. D is constituted
of the previous experiences internal to the nervous system, d, and e, the
experiences that constituted the bodv in the provious woment. But,

the "whole-self" now actuilized is not just D but DE.

58. Logic of Perféction, p.196.
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in the past, not the present.59 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 Sarira-gariri

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.
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because the experience of an object is the real -- '"the given things
are the real things", and what is given is experience (supra, p.69).
For Rdmanuja 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
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 cauée and effect have reference to
knowledge of something, only Hartshorne would not use the term
"substance'". How then, asks Ridmanuja, 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
new many.”6l The experiences of the immediate past moment 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 relaticn-
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. Thibaut, p.146.

61. Creative Svnthesis, 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 &tman, which Ramanuja
believes to be presupposed in all experience? The answer to this lies
in Hartshorne's understandiﬁg of the nature of a "quality'". 1In 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
essence.”63

Whereas Raminuja thinks of creativity as a voluntary act of

the substantial dtman who has consciousness and activity as character-

istics, Hartshorne thinks of creativity as being an essential characteristic

62. Logic of Perfection, p.1l24.

63. Philoscnhv and Psvcholoev of Sensation, p.98.
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. , . , . 64
of all existence. It is what existence is. "To be is to create".

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 individuals65) 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

64 . Creative Svnthesis, p.l.

65. Supra, pp. 8§5-86.
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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 of the possibilities
of a given moment will be actualized in the subsequent moment.

Ramanuja 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? 7

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 Reality (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.409-13; Edward Pols, "Freedom and Agency: A
Reply", pp.415-19; and Lewis Ford, '"On Genetic Successiveness: A Third
Alternative", pp.421-25 — and two articles in the Fall 1971 edition of
Process Studies (Vol. I) —— Robert Neville, "Genetic Succession, Time and
Becoming', pp.194-198, and Lewis S. Ford, ''Genetic and Coordinate Division
Correlated", pp.199-209. While this debate is related to our discussion

at this point, it is not gormane to our thosis, since we are concerned only
with what Hartshorne has to say on this matter and not Whiteheadian thought
in general.

67. Creative Svnthesis, p.2.
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Experience puts together its data; these
remain several, but the experience in and
by which they are put together is omne.
Each synthesis 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 any one of the
included items.

Thus, '"The many become one and are increased by one?"69
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
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 dirreducible unit.70 This is the

68. Ibid., p.3.
69. Ibid., p.l6.
70. Realitv As Social Process, p.59. Also, supra, p.86.
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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',
not in a fully determinate way.7

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 entitg itself regarded as

acting or free. 2

Once the subject is fully determined it is not free to be

anything other than what it is, i.e., the experiences it has synthesized.
Its freedom lies in the range of possible experiences it can partially
cause to be actualized, as the subsequent subject in its 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

to other times or other individuals”.73

71. Charles Hartshorne, "Whitehead and Ordinary Language', Southern
Journal of Philcsophv, VIT (1969), 441.

72. Ibid.

73. Creative Svnthesis, p.7.
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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
c, experiences of the body cells, memory, abstract ideas, thought
images, etc., and d, experiences of entities external to ¢ 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'

. . 1. s 75
actuality, enriching the sum of actualities by one new member".

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 T 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 disp%ge, only its
analysis or logical structure.

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 Ztman, 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 now has been present and actual from the beginning,

because once something becomes actual and determinate it always is,

76. Tbid., p-183.
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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
is present, which nothing possesses as pért.78 Consequently, it is
misleading to speak of "momentary subjects'" in Hartshorme'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
Whitehead referred to as "objective immortality".79
This description of the synthesizing agent reveals that the
apparent differences between his concept of an individual and that of
Ramanuja may not be &8s 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 dtman in Ramanuja's
thought. One apparent difference is that the itman 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", p.56.

78. The Divine Relativitw, p.69%.
"

79. Creoative Svnghzrie  n 1
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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 atman 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 Ztman is dependent on
the body for its mode of existence but that the permanence of the &dtman
is such that it can exist in itself apart from the body, which Hart-
shorne rejects (supra, p.74). 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 about the degree of permanence possessed by the nervous

system, as conceived by Hartshorne, is whether or not it is of the kind



113

that would permit it to continue to exist apart from the other

aspects of the complex organism?

1 - 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 dtman'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.100),and the
event-sequence of these momentary wholes.

It is interesting to note that Hartshorne believes this conception

of an individual is analogous to the idea of a "stream of consciousness".

This is the "I" in the "I know' that R&manuja refers to. Ramdnuja
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 dtman as the substratum of all particular
cognitions. Hartshorne, on the other hand, thinks it is quite possible
that self-awareness is absent in deep-sleep and that indeed the

P . . 81
individual as a dominant monad does cease to exist.

30. Logic of Perfection, p.201.

81. Ibid., p.201.

80
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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.

Gradations of I-consciousness Ramanuja allows, but not complete
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

. . . : . n 83
exist, since our bodily reality persists'. 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

carry on the function of remembering past events do so by passing
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their data from moment to moment, synthesis to synthesis, without
any increase during the period of deep—sleep.84 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 extermnal 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 intermnal 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 theexperience of cells that remember relaxed states of momentary

existence.

-

ty could have ocne parent or source
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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
Réménuja 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
Rami@nuja 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 Aatman 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, which 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
Ram@nuja. 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 gqualities have their begiuning in tbe moment of conception

1

in the womb of the individuzl's mether, when the narvous system began
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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 continuoﬁs 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. 1In biological terms, this would refer to
its genetic composition. In terms of Raminuja's thought, and Indian
philosophy in general, it would 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
perticular moment, i.e., what was selected to be synthesized in each

preceding moment.



118

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 Ztman 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
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 sexries of

cencentric circles. They are abstract in the sense that 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 1life. ©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 Rama@nuja's concept of an individual.

A further objection that can be raised is that these abstract
qualities do not function like the substantial dtman 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 words, karman is the individuating

principle. Take awav the qualities and you take away 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 Ramanuja's concept, the Ztman is the individuating principle.

As we noted at the end of the preceding chapter, his desire to establish

the existence of a permancnt, unchanging, eternal atmaan is motivated by
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his belief that individuality is eternally retained in moksa, that

the relationship between the worshipper and the one worsﬁipped 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 mbmentary, 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.

Hartetorne takes the mementary covent that is a synthesis of all

present experience and all past experience as primary, and because it is



121

constantly changing, he considers existence to be primarily
characterized by becoming. Being is derived from the becoming

sequence by abstracting certain continuing qualities; And, since

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.
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RAMANUJA'S CONCEPT OF THE GOD MEN WORSHIP

In Chapter II, we considered Ramdnuja's arguments in support
of his thesis that the Ztman, 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 Hértshorne offers an alternate
conception of an individual that explains the various aspects of
experience, pointed to by Raminuja, 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. Rama@nuja considers Brahman to be the continuous,
essentially unchanging soul of his body, the phenomenal world, and
Hartshorne thinks of God as being the sum 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 supremely 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 introductéry comments,
Ramdnuja 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.-2-6). The significance of this definition in Hartshorme'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 varjiety-in-unity; if the
variety overbalances, we have chaos or discord; if the unity, we have
monotony and triviality".3 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. Philosophers Speak of God, p.1.
2. Ibid., p.7.

3. Ibid., 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 and 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 ruti
(passages) pointed out to (Brahman) not undergoing any modification
and being free from all blemishes".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 knowing 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.

Ramanuia's Idea of Perfection

Both Ramanuja and Hartshorne describe an individual as having two

7 3 b ol
5. Sribhasva, p.581.
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aspects. For Ramanuja these two aspects are an eternal self or

soul (Ztman), 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 prakFti or acit, non-sentient matter.

The divine individual, févara,6 has two aspects also. There is
the eternal, absolute aspect, the divine Soul or Self (Paramitman or
Brahman), whose essential attributes are existence, knowledge, infinite,

goodness, and blissful (satyam, jfanam, anantam, amalatva, and

5nandamaza),7 and the temporal, contingent aspect, the body of Iévara,

in which the Brahman abides. The body of Idvara is made up of the

conscious jivas (cit) and the non-sentient prakrti (acit). Raminuja
takes this to be the teaching of the Gitd and the revealed scriptures.

Elsewhere the $ruti asserts that, in whatever

6. Radminuja uses many of the traditional appellations for the divine
individual -- Indra, Idvara, Krsna, Hara, Hari, Narayana, etc. He also
uses uperlative type names, the two most prominent ones being Purusottama
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 Brahmd and Hiranyagarbha, "who represents
the soul in its aggregate form'" (Thibaut, p.500), but these gods are
instruments through whom Brahman creates.

ittiviva Upanisad I7:1:1.

7. Sritbisve, p.857. TReler

|
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condition cit and acit or Subject and Object
exist, their existence depends on God, because
they constitute his body and are internallg
ruled by nim, and that God is their atman.
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 vidist3dvaita, 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 Adtman. 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 ErakFti.

In this same manner, Brahman is the cause of all existence, knowledge,
finitude, morality and bliss. Ho& 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 éamkara, 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 Duitenen, Rzmanuja On the Dhasavadoitd (Varanasi:
Motilal Banaridecs, 19685), p.13%9, Also, S-ih’ se- v nn 105 155,
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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.

Prior to the creation (srsti) of the world, there is complete

undifferentiated unity of existence. In the Chiandogya Upanisad

(VI:2:1), there is the statement which says: "In the beginning, my
dear, this world was just Being (sat), one only, without a second."
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.251.

10. Sribhasya, 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. 8o, 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. Raminuja finds his authority for this conception

of the Brahman-world relationship in the Brhadaranvaka Upanisad (III1:7:3-22).

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 inmer controller
[antaryamin], the immortal (Brh. Up. III: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,

12, §ribhésza, p.546.
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informed and nameable. Individuals are denotable 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.134-139).
Brahman is unique in essence, in the manner of his being, in
that his existence alone is absolutely unconditioned in any way. The
j{vas, as we noted earlier, are not subject to non-existence. They
exist eternally and cannot not exist. And, the fivas eternally have
consciousness jﬁéna) 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 jf&a's
existence is subject to change insofar as his consciousness is modified
by his contact with rakFti, due to his karman. Consequently, the
jiva's existence is not absolutely unconditioned.

The jivas are satya and Brahman is satyasya satyam, 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 Purusa, however, 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 mnecessary, 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. insoiar as ther are one with his essence

13. Ibid., p.822.
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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 Raminuja attributes "being" to Brahman and the jivas, he
considers prakrti to be "non-being". It is important that we consider
carefully the distinction he makes between these, because what is
"non-being" for Ramdnuja 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 present-
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.l%

Because of its everchanging nature, when prakrti is considered by itself,

Ramanuja claims it is appropriate to refer to it as ''mon-being".

The non-sentient thing ... is definitely fit to
be denoted by the word 'Nisti' [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 5
its not deserving the idea [viz.] 'Nidsti' [is not].l

Following this statement, Ramanuja goes on to say that consciousness
(jﬁana) alone is (asti), and he seems to follow the idealists in

defining being in terms of what is known or definable, but this is not

14, Srinivasachari, p.103.
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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 jhana not because the knower establishes the

existence of the known but because consciousness is the only aspect

of experience that is continuous and not subject to perishing.

PrakFti, on the other hand, is 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 (jfiana), and to
what is logically required as a substratum for this consciousness, the
dtman, 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 (mithy3d). 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”.17
The reality of Erakyti 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
(supra, p.-7 ). We will discuss the impovtance of this with respect to
the divine individual in Chapter VI.

17. éribhégﬂi, p.161.
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the first chapter, the primary motivation for Ramdnuja'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 éaﬁkara, 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).
ééﬁkara maintains that all difference, i.e., everything other
than pure-consciousness -- jars, pieces of cloth, 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 (mi3y3) 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 therefore real.18 Unreality is

founded in false judgment. When the rope is judged to be rope and not

18. Ibid., pp.52-53.
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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
prakFti that deserves a fuller explanation, and that is the question of
what it means to say that Erak¥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
'"Nisti' 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 Erak?ti has eternal substantial existence, 1i.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 thatness and "being"
to whatness.

Ramanuja affirms the continuous substantial existence of
prak{ti 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 thit is continucous in thiir existence. Without thé continuousg,

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 present 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 avasthda and what comes into being is
the same substance in its subsequent state as
effect.l?

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 Ta&tvas 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 dtman is externally
related to ErakFti, i.e., the consciousness of the atman 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 cit and acit as modes or attributes of his existence and he is

19. Srinivasachari, pp.102-103.
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their common substratum. The principle by which they are related to

Brahman Rami3nuja refers to as sam3nadhikaranya or case-co-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
from shepherds and dancers.21

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 words,
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 Conception of Deitv, pp.180-181.

4 Y - v - 3 .
21. Sribhasva, pp.48, 49, 169. '"For as genus (jati) and quality
(guna), so substances (dravya) also may occupy the position of determining
attributes (viscrana), in co for v.oely as thev constitute the body of

something else" (ihibaut, p.135).
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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.

Relating the second of these two principles, i.e., that every
substance has some qualities, to Brahman, Rama2nuja 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 satyam, 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 "whatness'" of Brahman. With reference to the famous phrase

from the Chandoeva Upanisad (IV:8:7), tat tvam asi, "That thou art",

Ramanuja says:

. Ibid., p.3.

g1
o
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The case~co-ordination in passages like 'That
thou art' does not aim at the oneness of the
distinctionless thing, on account cf 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 worid ...
And the word 'Tvam' having the case-co-ordination
with 'Tat' propounds Brahman having for its body
the Jiva [the individual Soul] particularized by
the "Acit', on account of the case-co-ordination
referring to one thing remaining in two modes. 23

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 satyam. Their unity is in their identity, with primacy

going to Brahman. Hence, the category jiii denotes a real individual
apart from Brahman, when differentiation takes place in SF§§1, but,
at the same time, it also connotes Brahman, because what it is is
essentially non-different from him. Likewise, Qrak¥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 Qrak§ti 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. 1In pralava, when Brahman is

in the causal state and contains all actuality within himself, he is

23. Ibid., p.163.
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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

S0 as to possess a separate existence (not actual

but) potential only, and then emits the entire world
just as it had been before.

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 what 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 uncderstands Brahman to be the

being and reality (satyam) of every aspect of existence. To bring this
into focus, we need only ask the question of whether the Highest Person

undergoes real change? The answer to which is both yes and no,

24, Thibaut, pp. 333, 334.



139

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 body. 1In 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 @tman. From this point of view all words

express God. So, by applying the grammatical

rule of samanadhikaranya 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 bg 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, distinctive, determinate subjects and objects. It

i
.

Fty

is because of this caus

8]

-e

2ct relationship betwveen Brabian and the

25. Van Buitenen, p.101.
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world that he is satyasya satyam, the Really Real or True of the true.

Ramanuja's understanding of Brahman as the satyam 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
ds 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 jhana 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 jfiana as an essential attribute. Apart from jfina, 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, jfidna. In this same way, the infinite number of
jivas and the multitude of particular things Erak¥ti 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, jhana. 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,
Paramdatman. '"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
extensive and more extensive."26 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 Jhina, 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 27
-— this is merely the form of gods and men etc. ...

From our discussion of Ramanuja's theory of knowledge in chapter

one, we know that all experience is experience of the real. Then, in
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chapter two, we learned that the way a jiva experiences is by the
expansion of his consciousnes; and having it informed by prakyti
constituted objects. Thus consciousness is always qualified by real
objects. 1In 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 prak?ti being non-
different from Brahman because what they are is determined by him as
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 jhana to refer to consciousness as always
being conscious of something, i.e., consciousness with contents
(pure-consciousness is never experienced and is therefore non-
existent).28 So jfiana can be translated as "consciousness' or
"knowledge'" because it always has as its contents, knowledge of
something. Secondly, jhana is not self-existent. It exists only as
an attribute of some atman, having as its function the relating of
the atman, its substratum, to the known.29

Now, since Brahman, as the cosmological principle, is one
with the forms of '"the entire world" and has jfiana 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-awareness is what

28. Ibid., p.61. Also, supra, pp.31-32, 121f.
29. Supra, p.34.
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jfidna is, and jfana equals omniscience when it refers to Brahman.
To state the idea in another way, we can say that jfiana reveals
satyam 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 Jfiana".
Now we are ready to return to the idea that Brahman as Jnana 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 'Jhana' speaks of having the nature of Jhana
alone, always uncontracted. By that are excluded the released souls
on account of [their] Jhdna [being] occasionally contracted”.30
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 Jnana 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 own nature.

In the contracted state, whether due to karman in sams3ra or an act

of will in moksa, the knowledge of the jivas is mediate and of particular

30. Sribhasva, 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 Jfidna of Brahman. Therefore, what the jivas know is determined
by Brahman; and, because they can know nothing other than Brahman, he
is said to be their "inmer controller" and the Jhana 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 jfiana, is non-different from the Jhana of Brahman. The
jiva 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 texts 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 which 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 when we see it as being implicit

1er attributes. If Brahman is all that ewxists (satvam)

32. 1via., 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 (jfidna). 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",

1"

"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 satyam and jfanam, 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 satyam because he is
the aggregate of all existent qualities and entities, nor is he
jiidnam because he is the sum total of all knowledge. He has these
attributes as a result of being tﬁe 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
bereft of limitations of the things in respect of space and time".33

In this respect, the Paramatman is different from the other tattvas.

Prakrti is potentially the matter of a multitude of forms, but the
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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 Erakyti, 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 we 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 meaningful use of the term requires it. To be substantially
limitel means te be determinate, 2nd this Brahnan is.  To be indetermin
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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.3

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
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 purusa and prakrti, 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.



148

does not 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
nw 36

the finitude of the infinite'. 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 Satyam is the name.

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 (antarvamin), 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, whereas 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. Sribhisve, p.822. CP. Brh. Un. I1:3:06.

38. Jedid., p.3.
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this latter point, we turn now to Hartshorne's criticisms of Brahman
P

as satyam, jhanam, and anantam.

Hartshorne's Criticisms of Ramanuja's Concept of Perfection

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

39 .
A He is aware of

undergo a change without being touched by it
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".ao 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 would 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 fecoming 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 theism, 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 whether 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 reclation to the Buddhist idea of
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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
have abstracted it",42 and he 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-
sufficiency or dependence”.43 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 himself”.44 The essence
of God, which is his individuality, is the subject of all change, an
affirmation that is at the heart of Ramanuja'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. Ibid., p.4.
44, Ibid.
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at all unless there is something that changes.45 Again, this is a
proposition that is in complete agreement with Rama2nuja's thought.
In fact, he says essentially this same thing contra the Buddhist
doctrine of momentariness.

Ramanuja can give unqualified assent to almost everything we have
said here about the two aspects of deity as he considers the divine
individual, iévara, the object of worshipping man's devotion, to have
a soul, the Paramdatman 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
Jhdna, 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 (Jhana) to be
the abstract essence of all knowledge. This abstract essence of all
knowledge 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. Charles Hartshorne
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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 answer 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
Upanisad (VI:1:1), "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 known through the cognition of that clay, since their substance
is not different from it".47 This is fairly straightforward, if you
know 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
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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 Samkara.

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; whereas pantheism, properly so called,
supposes that, 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 followed, says Hartshorne, there are two

ossibilities: "either there is something outside of deity, so that the
P g y

total real is deity-and-something else, a whole of which deity is
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merely one constituent; or else the allegedly inferior pole of each
categorical contrast is an illusory conception."49 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 Iévara. 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,
Iévara, as containing both aspects, is the truly unsurpassable
individual and not Brahman. Therefore, on Hartshorne's view at least,
Iévara should be considered perfection rather than Brahman and this
would explain why it is that Iévara is the object of man's worship
and not Brahman.

If Iévara 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 words will have God as their
ultimate referend even though they apply to different aspects of his
existence. However, if we make this shift in Ramanuja's thought, the
Td no Loncor e o otornallv o the
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same, permanent and unchanging. And, if we go further with
Hartshorne and say that Brahman is but a name for the abstract
characteristics of Iévara'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).

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
Rama@nuja, Brahman does not experience anything other than its self;
because like the @tman, it has independent existence in itself.
Furthermore, it does not even undergo epistemic change, as the Ztman
does, because in the experience of itself, while it does not experience

all qualities, Brahman experiences all auspicious qualities. What

Brahman is cond vhat it bnows arve etverunlly unchonzins because it is

satyasva satvyam, what is Real and what is True. So, we raise the
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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.130-134), because direct

perception proves the existence of its object. But to whom are they
real. They are not constitutive of the eternal Jiiana but, nevertheless,
they are known to Brahman insofar as they are known by the jivas, 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 8asses over into a
different condition.5

The relationship between Jhana 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 necessary condition
3

or ground. This is implicit in the entire description of Raménuja'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 jiva 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

50. Thibaut, p.>5z.
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experience of knowing a dog on a particular occasion, the consciousness
is qualified by that knowledge, but the Ztman, whose quality it is,
does not change. This is because consciousness exists for and
external to the atman, not within it. What the Ztman 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 knowing. So the iizg has two aspects, the Ftman, characterized
by being, and modes of consciousness (jfiana), characterized by
becoming, with primacy going to being.

When we come to the Jhana 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 Atman, 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 Jiana. 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 dtman
is a mode, are also unchanging. Brahman, as the Atman of the world,
is characterized by being only and excludes all becoming.

Now, the particular mode in which the 3Ftman exists, its jnana,
is subject to the conditions of time and space; it is limited. It is
only a partial manifestation of JRana because of particularization,
which is by nature exclusive. The mode of the Brahman's existence, its
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the Jfidna of Brahman and the jhdna 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 Jnana. 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 known 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, i.e., "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 satyam, because it alone
remains constant. 'A substance enters into different states, what

originates is the substance in its subsequent states”.52 In other
words, the particular, contingent aspects of experience are states

in which eternal substances exist and are dependent 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

Y
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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 Jnana by which Brahman is self-
differentiated in the same way the jiva is self-differentiated by
self-awareness. Therefore the qualities of Jnana 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 nihilo;
"plurality results from a substance giving up the state of oneness,
and oneness from the giving up of plurality".53 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 jivas, brings forth the
particular, contingent aspects of existence by applying names and
forms to Bzggggi. Hence, the jfiana of the jiva is particularized but
it is nothing in addition to the Jnana of the Paramidtman. This is

why we say jhana is partial and Jiana is wholeness.

Focusing the Issues

Implicit in the above summary paragraph we find the basic problems
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inherent in Ram3nuja'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 which 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 Ramdnuja accuses
Samkara of making it into.

Thirdly, as Hartshorne says, such conceptions of deity contradict

not only what men who worship want to say about God but also what these
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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 L

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
remembered ''the constitution of the world previous to the pralaya"56
presumably it was a particular, imperfect kind of world that Brahman
remembered and knew, including the particular karman of each jiz_.
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 Iévara as being particular expressions of the body
of Brahman. iévara, 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. Iévara 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, Idvara
is the warm responsive deity to whom the acts and deeds of men are
significant, not the absolute Brahman. And, it is more consistent to
say that it is iévara, as the Supreme Lord who has the ability to
reflect on the karman of individuals, who remembers the world before the

pralaya and creates the new world accordingly. Our question is,

55. Sunra, p.l28,
56. Supra, p.138.

57. Supra, p.51.
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therefore, why is it that Ramanuja thinks of Brahman as perfection

rather than Iévara. If he would allow that Iévara is perfection and

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 R&mdnuja's thought at this point,
we need to emphasize that I&vara 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 Jhana
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.



HARTSHORNE'S CONCEPT OF THE GOD MEN WORSHIP

In describing the points of convergence in the thought of
Raminuja 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 Iévara, the Supreme Lord, or Paramapurusa, the Supreme
Individual, whose body is the world of sentient and non-sentient
individuals. The reason Iévara 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 phenomenal world. This soul of Idvara, Paramitman or Brahman,
is perfection in the sense that it is the being of all existence or
perfect existence, the knowledge of all knowing or perfect knowledge,
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 knowledge and infinite, with the latter meaning, as

it does for Rimapuja, not limited by any other. Howvever, in significant

e

ways, tnese divine attributes mean different things to Hartshorne than
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they do to Ramanuja; and these differences, he contends, avoid the

problems we found in Ramdnuja'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. Ram@nuja, 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
or subsequent imperfection.l 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, allow 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. éribhésxa, p. 546.
2. Philosophers Speak of God, p. 9

3. Ibid., 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 within the time sequence of the world's
events. And, since knowledge is an intermnal relationship, God knowing
the world 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 words, a God who truly knows the world in all its concrete
particularity, as we assume an omniscient being or perfect knower would,
would not be unchanging but rather subject to all the change that ac-
tually exists.

The question of the relationship betwéen God and time is of primary
irm~roonce to understanding the relationship between being an@ beconing.

aleredn woot Pertabaens rofora to as Vthe tenselsos theors of
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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.

4, Ibid., p. 20. Also cf. Divine Reality, p. 86, and Reality As
Social Process, p.121. Hartshorne formalized this argument as follows in
Philosophical Interrozations, adited by Sydney and Beatrice Rome (New
York: Harper and Row, Publishers, 1970), pp.l158f.:

p: God knows that the world exists.

q: The world exists

g*: q 1s 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 is 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,

knovledze that the verld ouists cannot be in God, if God 1is

an, in all —ospacts, nocossary beinn,

5. Ibid., p.24.



168

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 iizgg, so, in fact, it does
not know concrete particularity at all. It is the modes of Brahman,

the iig§§, who have this knowledge and it is unified in the supreme
jiXE) iévara, 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 world is Ramanuja's claim that the experience
g ging J 3

of this aspect of existence is the result of contracted consciousness.

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.l48-149.
7. Supra, pp.l47-148.
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. 8 .
objects, "matters of fact." 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 Ftman.

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.
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 which being becomes and becoming is. Neither is

more real than the other. We abstract common features 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".
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. Philosophers Speak of God, v.6.
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is the identities with the differences; or rather it is the diverse
states with abstract aspects of identity”.lO 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 Rama@nuja'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 suchj; 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". 1In other words, what
do we mean when we say something exists? Above we said that becoming
is co-extensive with existence. Are we to conclude with Heraclitus that
the real is flux itself?

Hartshorne distinguishes three levels 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.
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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.
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 exists at any particular moment, is co-extensive with becoming or
process. However, because being is an abstraction from becoming, be-
coming is the primary term. God is coincident with being, as Ramdnuja
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 between Hartshorne and Ramanuja at this point

12, Loc o of Terloc don, oo 02-00,
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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.l

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 Hartshorme'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 (New York: The Macmillan Company, 1961), p.169.

14, John Smith, ""Book Review — The Theology of Paul Tillich", The
Journal of Philosophy, L (1953), p.b644.
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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 ...

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 new 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, while that which is, without
becoming, can not include what 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.l”

15. Ibid.

16. Charles Hartshorne, "Process As Inclusive Category: A Reply", The
Journal of Philosophy, LII (1955), p. 96.

17. Ibid., p.93.
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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
not have been otherwise, i.e., which is necessary."18

There is nothing in these statements that Ramanuja cannot accommo-
date within his concept of deity. Brahman (PafAmétman), 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 Bralman is "the being of unlimited
intelligence, knows any change within his world body ..., the change

19

must then itself become a possession of his conscious self". 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 Jfana 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

. . 20 | .
creation, as we shall discuss later, 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 Hartshorme 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 ressons 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

2
least be destined to become) object for some subject or other."2 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
experjences 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 what they experience.2

Divine knowledge is perfect knowledge, omniscience, so God knows all
there is to know; and since the divine memory is also perfect (which

omniscience also implies), his knowing never fails to retain all that

22, Reality As Social Process, p.70. Also cf. Creative Synthesis,
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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. 1In fact, existence, as Hartshorne understands 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 satyam, 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
jiiana of the iizgg is possessed by Brahman. He knows the jivas 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

being the body and the Ktman."z4

Then he says, two sutras later:
"Although the Jivas are possessed of a uniform nature ip 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

; . . . . 25
for each body, owing to their being atomic.'

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 jivasj except insofar as

he has them as parts of his body. So, knowing is an external relation-

24. Sribhasya, p.749.
25, Tbid., p.750.
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ship in Ramanuja's understanding of it, whereas for Hartshorme, 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-
val. 1In 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

. 6 . .
not knowable in the present.2 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,

with reference to a particular knower XY at T knowing a particular

2’
object Y and therefore including it, we have an internal relation,
meaning part of what XY is is the experience of Y. This is the actual

existence of Y. But, at Tl’ the preceding moment, when X and Y were

co—present, they were externally related and Y, because unknown to X,

[

~1
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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
'mind®, 'soul', or 'experience'?"; second, the epistemological question,
"When a given subject knows something, 'its object', 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 answer to the epistemological question, and
he thinks they are right. However, 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 Synthesis (p.141), Hartshornme says he now prefers
the term "pevchicalism' to 'panpsychicism'.

29. Realicv As Sccizl Procrss, ».69.
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cogent argument for an idealistic ontology and the result is psychicalism.
Hartshorne's 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 'pole'
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' .30

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 Objectivity. '"Idealism".

4., Any concrete entityv is a subject, or set of
subjects; hence, any other concrete entity of
which a subject, S1, is aware, is another
subject or subjects (S2; or S2, S3, etc.) 21
Principle of Universal Subjectivity. "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. 1In 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
32

to a particular subject knowing an entity is extrinsic to that entity."
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-by-S1 as an individual case of

this universal?"33

In this way, the necessary requirement of some
suitable knower of X is provided and satisfies principle (3). This
last step is crucial to Hartshorne's 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-S1", which is the
individual case of the universal of (3), satisfies the requirements of
(2). So we move on to principle (4), psychicalism, where Hartshorne
reasons: "If what I know is another subject, it may still be true that

in this knowing I depend upon that other subject, while it does not

depent upon me."34 In other words, a subject can have another subject

32. Tbid.,
33. Ibid.,

34, 1nhid.,

.71,
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as its object without that subject being influenced by it. Therefore,
the subject, which is the object cof 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 ... 1s entirely compatible with a realistic view of the in-
dependence of the particular object and the dependence of the particular
subject, in each subject-object situation."35
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,
i.e., 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-

. 36 .
ences shared by more than one mind, and because of the creative, un-

expected aspect of experience.37 This being true then,

35. Ibid.

36. Cf. discussion of "public, physical space', pp.76-79.

37. Pealitv A3 Social Procios, po.7/-75.
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the present experience is as subject with past
experience as its object, in this subject-object
relation, the particularity of the past experience
(the objzct) 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
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
intrinsically relative entity."39

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
within them. But these things remembered and contained are also causes
of other subjects and experiences.41 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 — — --[03 4/‘//’/
S2|— — 102
T //"//51—————»01
Dependent and Relative
.___.—.'>

The relation runs in one direction only.

The first part of our answer 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 (whether a single subject, a psychical event, or a

40. Hartshorne rejects the definition of 'cause' as a "set of condi-
tions, from which only one outcome is possible, or from which, in prin-
ciple or ideally, the outcome is wholly predictable", which is essentially
what Ramanuja means in saying that "as a cause we must assume only what
corresponds to the effect" (above, p.127). Instead, he defines '"cause"

as "a state of affairs such that when granted something more or less like
what happens subsequently was 'bound to happen', of (if you prefer) could
safely have been predicted" (Logic of Perfection, p.163). The effect
contains the cause as indeterminate because the relationship is asymmetrical
rather than symmetrical (Creative Svnthesis, pp.213-226).
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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
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 omne
would have to know the entire sequence of events it summarizes. However,
experience shows that this is something we are not capable of grasping
in the consciousness of our own event-sequence, let alone that of ob-
jects external to us. How are we to account for this paradox? Or, to
put the same question in another way, what is fallible, imperfect
knowledge? The answer to the paradox, says Hartshorne, "is that divine
experiences can adequately experience and hence adequately include their

objects."44 What is fallible, imperfect knowledge? It is the inadequacy
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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 gﬁégg, 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 know 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 concermns us.

In Chapter III we saw how Hartshorne, in reply to John Wild's
criticism, establishes the independence ana distinctiveness of individ-

uals on the fact that co-present entities are 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 situatjon, 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
. 45 s .
in the 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 themn,

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 contenmporary happenings. The conse-

quence, 'everything 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 distinguisﬁ God from the sum total of
existent things or from any one 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. 1In his system, 'the
deficient modes of awareness or inclusion serve to distinguish things
through the endless variations in the items which are most vividly

A

'prehended". Does this not imply that relations are ultimately
illusory, because they are the result of ignorance and that when truth
is known 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 between the three tattvas. Even if the jTane

of the iizgg_becomes equal to the Jnana of Brahman, they only become
like Brahman, not the same entity. Because entities are substantially
different, relations between them are eternally possible even when

their modes of existence are identical and their individual autonomy is

preserved. Ramanuja tries to establish his particular formulation of

47. "A Review-Article: The Divine Relativity", p.69.

48. "The Divine Relativityv and Absoluteness: A Reply", p.59.
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the substance doctrine for this very reason. Individual autonomy is
necessary for R3manuja's understanding of the nature of salvatiomn.

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

"49 - . . .
future. 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

. . . . 150
foregoing picture. But just how I find myself unable to understand.
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
ol

temporal priority of the object in each case.
The rejection of the possibility of God knowing 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 view, the divine experiences, which constitute the existence
of the divine individual, include all other experiences in the same way

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.52 In other words, each

49. Creative Synthesis, p.220.
50. Ibid.
51.  1bid.
52.
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moment in the life of the divine individual "is the momentary 'whole'
summing up the antecedent states of 'the parts',53 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 conceptién of the God-world relationship is
similar to Ramanuja's. Further, there is a parallel to Ramanuja's idea
that the jhdna of the iiigg'implies the Jhdna 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 incline to accept it."54

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 (Jfdna) 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 iiﬁii are not different in kind
from the qualities experienced by Brahman. In fact, the former are but
concrete, particular modes of the latter.

Likewise, Hartshorne's understanding of the God-world relationship

allows him to affirm that God's experience contains all the actual and

53. Supra, p.100.

54. Creative Svnthesis, p.220.
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potential qualities of existence, but not as eternally actual. Omn
Hartshorne's scheme, God can only know as actual what in fact is actual
in the existent world because 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 wholeness 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 Brahman 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 knowledge and existence but they are destined 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 adequately knows all there is to be

known, 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
subsequent event in the sequence of events that is the divine life.55
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 al-
ready actualized entities."56

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 which Hartshorne

establishes a continuing, unchanging aspect of experience that makes

. . 57 . .
change and becoming meaningful, We will discuss the consequences of

55. Supra, p.176.

56. Creative Synthesis, 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 duplicate" (Ibid., pp. 65-66), which is, of course, Ramanuja's
position.

57. Sy, pLlY

in
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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
characteristics.59

Ramanuja, as we 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 atman can exist in itself without depending on the

58. Ibid.

59. In Chapter III (p.71), we outlined two ways in which 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 sequence 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. R&manuja uses different terms for the two ways Hartshorne
defines an individual -- jiva and atman respectively -- and different
terms for the two ways Hartshorne uses the term "being" -- asti (real)

and satya (being) respectively.
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body, as it does in deep sleep., Hartshorne, on the other hand, rejects
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 common
features of all experiences presently synthesized as the existence of
God-now, which, we must remember, includes all past actual experiences
as they are perfectly retained in the divine memory, part of which

are his own subjective eipericoces aud acts as an auntonowous individual.
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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 211 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 Creative

Synthesis and Philosophic Method, Hartshorne says:

... 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 (New Haven, Conn.:
Yale Universitv Press, 1948), p.43.

61, Ibid., p.128.
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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 have been no sequence, no enduring
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? 1In 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
exist'. He says much the same thing in a slightly different way when
he writes, "God is thus the great 'I am', the one whose existence is
the expression of his own power and none other, who self-exists —-

rather than is caused, or happens, to exist -- and by whose power of

. . . 64 . .
existence all other things exist." To establish the necessary exis-

62. Creative Synthesis, p.185.
63. Philosophers Speak of God, p.9.
64 . Ibid., p.S.
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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 well.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 .
exists," is a priori true. He does not consider the completely 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
statement you please."67 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,

"eould

this is a different matter. Hartshorne admits that if God
exist without 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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. . . 68 ;
contingent alternative rather than another is realized." 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 God's 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
. - t - 1 . . . ||69
possible experience, or the 'nonexistence of God' is inconceivable.
The empirical questions raised by atheism and agnosticism are thus in-
validated by the very nature of the subject matter.

Here is what 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
position then is not atheism, as commonly
understood (or agnosticism either) but

positivism (as I shall use this label), the
view that the divine existence is logically

68. Charles Hartshorne, A Natural Theology for Our Time (La Salle,
Illinois: The Open Court Publishing Co., 1967), p.85.

69. Charles Hartshorne, Anselm's Discovery (La Salle, Illinois: The
Open Court Publishing Co., 1965), p.64.
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impossible ... No question of contingent
or empirical fact is at stake.’0

Hartshorne and the "positivists' agree that all empirically known
existence is contingent. The question of God's existence is not
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, i.e., 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./1 )
When dealing with 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.
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The argument is based on two concepts of modal logic, i.e.,

"none

contingency and necessity. God is defined as being such that
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
unsurpassable being exists.72 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
greater than any other conceivable thing or he would not worship him.73
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, Anselm's Discovery, pp.25-26. Because the existence Hartshorne
has refierence 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. Moore (ed.), The Indian Mind (Honolulu: East-West Center Press,
1967), pp.320-340, writes: "Buddhism and all the systems of Indian philosophy
(excluding the Carvaka) 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 feeling, but phenomenal existence in its entirety
(Sans@ra) is suffering" (p.322). The most fundamental motivating force in
Indian thought has been to derive wavs and means, as well as an understan-
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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.N. Findlay that:

"Concrete or actual existence cannot follow from a mere predicate or

. . . - . . 'y . . |l74
abstract definition. Hence divine perfection is impossible. 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-

. "75 - . *
surdity. The only answer to this problem, Hartshorne submits, is to
conclude with Leibniz "that ‘'greatest' must be taken to mean a purely

. . . . . nl6 .
qualitative, not a quantitative, maximum. Consequently to avoid
Anselm's dilemma, neo-classical theism distinguishes between ''mo
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, ambiguous thing of classical theism, an absolute, actual,

. 7 . R . X
unsurpassable quantity. / Then, to avoid the contradiction involved in

74. Ibid., p.37. This is Hartshorne's summary of Findlay's argument
in Antony Flew and Alasdair MacIntyre (eds.), New Essays in Philosophical
Theology (London: SCM Press Ltd., 1955), pp.47-56, in which Findlay
asserts that Anselm proved the impossibility of God's existence insofar as
it is necessary.

75. Ibid.
jt. Inil., n.27.

[
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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. where "only the how is accidental, while the that is necessary."7

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. Ibid., p.38. Another charge of contradiction and ambiguity that
is brought against the ontological argument by the positivists is that
it uses 'existence' as an a priori predicate when 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). Hartshorne agrees that in general 'existence'
is not to be considered a 'real predicate'. However, 'the existence
which in the sole case of God is taken as a predicate is not simply
existence in general, but a unique 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 we cannot infer 'existence' or 'non-existence' 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
impossible" (Logic of Perfection, p.57) because it is a logical truth
rather than empirical.
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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
. . " 79 N . . s

other proposition whatever". 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.4l.
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.81

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 which 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, which in itself seems to deny a unity to knowledge, an over-
arching order, and therefore a single meaning and purpose to existence
as a whole. 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 must be different from the way ordinary beings know. To

81. Man's Vision of God, pp.337-338. Cf. Creative 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
. . . . 82 .
with his conception of deity. In other words, ultimately we must
resort to faith and intuition, the affirmations of religious men.
Ramdnuja, too, rejects all the empirical arguments for the exis-
tence of God and acknowledges that the world might be caused by many
. 83 .

powers rather than an ultimate 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'
(lu. Up. III, 1,8).
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Moreover, it is only in the state of
perfect conciliation or endearment, i.e.

82. Anselm's Discovery, pp.64-65.
83. §ribhésya, I;1:3. The entire commentary on this sutra is given

to arguments that support the contention that the existence of Brahman
is known through Scripture alone.
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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 worship'" 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-
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-
gorigl 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 follows from categorial 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
necegsary." God is the unique individual who is categorically
supreme over every other individual at any given moment 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.617.

85. Priloso~Tyorg S0’ o Todl o2,
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in the succeeding moment.86 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
need not mean renouncing his prerogative of existing necessarily."87
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 will al-
ways exist, the sum total of which, at any given moment, is the con-
crete, all-inclusive actuality of deity at that moment. The abstract

essence or being of deity is abstracted from and has its reality in

that becoming whole. The abstract aspect of deity always exists

86. Supra, p.1l65.
87. Philosophers Speak of God, p.12. Cf. also, Logic of Perfection,
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within the concrete aspect; consequently, if the abstract exists
necessarily, some 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,
does mnot become."89 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,
while a new totality does not require that every constituent be new."go
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, we find that the crucial difference between them centres
in the question of whether being is abstract or concrete. Ramanuja's
view is that being and Brahman 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. 1In other wnrds, being is related to
becoming by containing as actual the essence of all possible becomings.
So, being is in all becoming as Ramdnuja 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 1life,

i.e., they constitute the essence of all existence. On the other hand,

they are eternally concrete and actual, since they must have been

actualized in some form from the beginningless past,91 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
Ramdnuja 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 meutral
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 whatever.92
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Let us consider this statement in conjunction with Hartshorne's
psychicalist doctrine, namely, that all existence is feeling for
feeling.93 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 "comsciousness' 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 Ztman. 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
of the nature of salvation.94 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 absclute
qualities (experience, love, creativity are others). With this in
mind, we can say that feeling is a cosmic variable because it is im-
plicit in all experience and as such is coincident with all actual and

possible existence (since existence equals what is or is destined to be

93. Supra, p.19.
94. Supra, 64-65 .



212

experienced), and is therefore infinite. The Advaitan's response to
this would be that 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, Ramdnuja 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, R&manuja 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
problems we noted at the end of Chapter IV.95
Hartshorne can say with Ram#Znuja that feeling or consciousness 1is
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,

95. Supra, pp.16l-1n2.
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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. FEach 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 known 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 ccherent,
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.
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CONCLUSION: THE RELIGIOUS QUEST

The objective of this dissertation, as stated in the introduc-—
tion,l is to determine why it is that R&m3nuja 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
outlined in Chapter I,2 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 Ramdnuja's view on the
nature of an individual was that while his particular formulation of
the substance doctrine, which he considers to be essential to an
adequate explanation of experience qua experience, does not involve
him in any logical contradiction, even on his own presuppositions,

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

1. Supra, pp.11-13,
2. Supra, pp.23-2¢,
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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 (ghamk3ra) 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 Ra@minuja 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 Ram3nuja's epistemological premise that to
know the essence of something is to know all there is to know, 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 (avidya) to give rise to multiplicity? It cannot be the
individual ii!ﬁ; "on 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 Jﬁéna.”4 The very nature of Brahman is such that it cannot
be overcome by ignorance. After all, it is the knowledge of Brahman

(Jnana) that destroys ignorance.

3. Sribhasya, p.125.
4. Thid.
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The Highest Brahman is of the form of Jfidna;

whatever is fit to be turned away by that

[Jfiana]l is of a false nature. If Ajfidna were

to screen [Brahman] - who is competent in

respect of driving that away?>
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. Ramdnuja avoids this problem
in his own thought by making Brahman and dtman 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-powerful; that all its wishes
and purposes realize themselves; that it is the cause of all bliss;
that it enjoys bliss not to be surpassed."6

In arguing against the Advaitan position, Ramanuja points to the

nature of experience and concludes that an experience of unqualified
consciousness is not to be had.7 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 experience is always an experi-

5. Ibid. R@manuja credits this statement to Natha Muni, one of
his predecessors. ’
6. Thibaut, p.218.

7. Supra, pp.32-33.
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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,
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-
sequence.9 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 view, because
consciousness is a quality of atman, there is thec 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. Supra, pp.54-55.
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seems to imply that the experienced qualities have less significance
in Ramdnuja's thought than they do in Hartshorne's. However, in the
conclusion to Chapter III, we tried to show that the ''mervous system"
in Hartshorne's idea of an individual performs the same basic functions
as the dtman-consciousness relationship in Ramanuja's scheme. The
difference is that, in Ramdnuja'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 thé 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 dtman. 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, which means to include all existence and all knowledge.

In Chapter IV, where we discussed Rama@nuja's conception of

Brahman (perfection) as satvam, jnanam and anantam, we noted that both

he and Hartshorne attribute these qualities to the ultimate principle.
However, because Ramanuja insists that perfection, as the being of all
beings, the knowledge of all knowing, and therefore infinite, must
possess these gualitics as eternally actual and unchanging, his conue D~
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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 leés 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 concep£ion of Brahman is
that it does not allow 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 with the particular karman of the individual jivas prior
to pralaya, which 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 allow that Iévara, 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. Iévara 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, I§vara, and not Brahman, is the appropriate object of man's
worship.

If Raminuja 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 Iévara (and because abstract, less rather
than more than Iévara), his concept of deity would be almost exactly
the same as that of Hartshorne, who conceives of deity as satyam, because
he includes all that has become actual and will include all that becomes
actual in the future, and jfanam, 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 dnandamaya (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.125.



222

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 Fdtman is beginningless and

endless; it is subject to God, of whom it is

a §e§a [one who exists for the purpose of the

§e§in]; it is a quantity of the category kgatrajﬁa

[subject 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;

ksetra and ksetrajfla conjoined may be called

cause, but not the pure ksetrajfia alone, because

the condition of cause results from karman.ll
As we know 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 Ftman has perfect knowledge, i.e., its
jhdna is one in essence with the Jndna of Brahman, and like Jfana it is
anantam, infinite in time and space. However, because of ignorance
(avidyd), the atman identifies itself with its body, composed of the
elements of prakrti, and the activities of that body. This union of
the true self and the body (ksetrajfia and ksetra) is the cause of the
particular, concrete, contingent entities of ordinary experience. The

acts of the embodied dtman that produce these effects establishes its

karman, merit or demerit, the results of which the atman is responsible
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for and it is justly required to bear their consequences.12 So, it

is the dtman's involvement in the realm of cause and effect relation-
ships that causes it to reap rewards and punishment, happiness and
suffering. Consequently, on RZmanuja's view, to suggest that the
divine individual experiences contingent happiness and suffering is to
suggest that he, too, is shrouded in ignorance and subject to karman,
which is abhorent to any religious man.

Becaﬁse Brahman knows he is substantially different from Erakfti,
the realm of contingency (n3sti), 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 jiva
lies in his, too, coming to the realization that all acts and the
fruits of actions are performed by and are the results of Qrakyti and
not his own essential nature, which has the form of knowledge or
consciousness. Thus, Ramanuja writes, "When a person perceives that
all different modes of existence of all beings depend on one principle,
prakrti, and not on the &tman, and that the varieties of new beings
issuing from these beings again arise from prakrti, then he will
attain the dtman in its purest from.”13 When the jiva realizes this
true self, he realizes that, like Brahman, he too is substantially
different from the contingencies of prakrti. He realizes that he is

an eternally unchanging itman, one in essence with Brahman.

12. Supra, pp.5l-52.

13, Van Buitenen, p.146.

r
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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 abandomment of the ordinary forms of gods,
etc., because the nature of the inmost Atman

who is, verily, the mode of Brahman is equal to it.

14
Ramanuja gives the primary emphasis to unity and sees variety

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

(Egggg) 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

(du@kha), because the fact that they are not lasting makes them a

source of anxiety and frustration. As Krsna tells Arjuna in the

Bhagavadgita: "Of the non-existent [asat] there is no coming to be;

wl5

of the existent [sat] there is no ceasing to be. Krspa admonishes

Arjuna to seek the imperishable Adtman and know that as his true self,

because to know that is to know the Good.

Hartshorne's View of the Good
The very positive attitude toward being, as compared to the
negative attitude toward becoming, that is expressed in Ra3manuja's con-

ception of ideal or blissful existence destroys a great deal that is

14, Sribhdsya, p.1041.

15. S. Radhakrishnan (trauns.). The Bhagavadgita (London: George
Allen and Ums in Ltd., 19480, n.10A,
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integral to religious experience, as Hartshorne understands it. Aé
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 agesthetic appreciation, because, as he says:
"Beauty in the emphatic sense is a balance of unity and variety."16
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.l18

God so conceived is far from RZmanuja's idea of God as one who "is not
bound to do anything, for there is no desire of his that is not ful-

Filled,"?

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. Supra, p.217.

18. Reality As Soclal Process, p.40.
19. Var Priteren, p.72
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existence; Consequently, God is dependent upon there being some 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 Hartshorme'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,
This would be parallel to Ramdnuja'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,

. . . . 23 .
enriches the panorama of existence as his 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 with this idea of the motivation behind God's creative

activity, he partially defines worship as a conscious effort to inte-

20. The Divine Relativity, pp.72-74.
21. A Natural Theology, pp.84-85.
22, Cf. pp.105-107.

23. A Natural Theologv, p.12.
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grate "dll one's thoughts and purposes, all valuations and meanings,
all perceptions and conceptions ... Or, worship is individual whole-

24

ness flooded with consciousness." 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 Hartshornme, 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.2
Only such a conception of God, he believes, is consistent with the
total commitment to God that all the great religiomns 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: "were the early Christians right - is anyone right - from the

24, Ibid., pp.4-5.
25. Logic of Perfection, p.151.
26. Ibid., p.113.

27. A Natural Theology, p.12.
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standpoint of secular philosophy, in believing that deus est caritas?”28

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 limited."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 éeems 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
30

suffering."

The idea that deus est caritas is not foreign to Ramdnuja. As

we mentioned in the introduction to our study, one of the motivating
forces of Ramanuja's 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, who is a personal God, charac-
terized by love. In the Gita, he says the jnanin, one who has the
highest knowledge and therefore achieved the highest attainment,
"loves God so dearly that God himself cannot express how much he loves
Him, for his love is beyond quantity; and God loves the jndnin as
dearly as the jnanin loves God.”31 And yet, in his argument against
those who say that if Brahman possesses a body he must experience

happiness and misery, R3manuja compares Brahman (Paramitman) with an

28. Man's Vision of God, p.xiv.
29. Ibid., p.xv.
30. Philosophers Speak of Cod, p.137

! RS . - - ~
31. Vest Buitenon, p.llb.



229

authoritarian ruler.

As in the world 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
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 Gita,
Ramanuja writes:

But the jhanin 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 &tman; 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 satyasya satyam,

the True of the true and the Real of the real. Briefly, the purpose

and value of contingent existence is not to add to what is but to

realize what truly is. Brahman eternally has this Jfiana, because he

is satyvasva satyam. This is why he is not "bound to do anything." He
32. $ribhasya, p.581.

33. Van Buitenen, p.104. God in this quote is I$vara.
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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 satyam). Or,
w34

as Ramanuja says, "He is active in order to save the world.

The Relation of the Religious Quest to Life in the World

Ramadnuja's View

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 jivas 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. Ibid., 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 Iévara and remember that ISvara and Brahman
are not different. Brahman is Iévara's true self and it is only
because of this that he is worthy of worship. When the jivas realize
that they are one with Brabman in essential nature and are free of the
limitations of krvoony, o new beaclo e 15 alded to Drakhotin, because
- 4
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himself unaffected by karman or ignorance. Thus the concrete par-
ticularity of the world plays a sigﬁificant temporal role in the

attaining of the higher knowledge by the iiz§§_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, 1ila, of Brahman.

The motive which prompts Brahman - all whose
wishes are fulfilled and who is perfect in
himself - to the creation of a world comprising
all kinds of sentient and non-sentient beings
dependent on his volition, is mnothing else but
sport, play. We 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 view 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

1"

of this world are but "toys" for divine amusement, the Western mind is
repulsed at the thought of taking the things of this world so lightly.
And, with reference to the question we are now 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 1ila than first meets the eye.

35. Thibaut, p.447.
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The first thing we must be reminded of is that Raminuja was part
of the Bhakti Movement in India. In his commentary on the gigé, he
writes: "It is only through bhakti that God may be either known by
§astras, or experienced directly, or approached as he really is."36
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 sole cause of
the universe. Furthermore, he claims that Brahman is identical with
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. Supra, p.227.
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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
excellence."38 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 knowledge, pleasure and so on belong

to the conscious Self only, not to the body.3?
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 world is open only to one who subscribes to a
doctrine of substance. It is not open to Hartshorne.

Even though Ramdnuja has extricated the essential self of the

world (Paramdtman) from the problem of evil, he still has the problem

of the identity of the imperfect world and the body of Brahman in the

effected state. If Brahman, having the world of cit and acit as his

38. Thibaut, pp.260-261.
39 1hid., p.422.
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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. R3manuja 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 Erak¥ti,
as the real; whereas these are but partial expressions of the real.

Brahman alone is the Real and the True, Satyasya Satyam. It is this

partial knowledge of what is real that gives rise to perceptual and
conceptual error. It is partial knowledge that gives rise to desires
(Egggg) and activities that give rise to cause and effect chains of
events that result in good and evil deeds, karmen. And, it is karman
that gives rise to pain and momentary pleasures that in themselves give
rise to suffering. Consequently, the cause of the suifering 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,
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and which is a treasure-house, as it were, of

numberless auspicious qualities of supreme

excellence.4l
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 Brahman but of the jivanmukta,
the released soul, also. As Ramanuja says, '"'the Released one, ...
having enjoyed the modified worlds that are the manifestations of

42

the Lord, becomes gratified at his own will." 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.
This quotation brings us to the significant point in Ramanuja's under-
standing of the relationship between 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 jfva 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 own creative will-power themselves create their own worlds,

o~
!
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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
intuition of Brahman)."44 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

how it exists.45 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 one's 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 without action. Save work

done as an for a sacrifice this world is in bondage

to work. Therefore, 0 son of Kunti (Arjuna), do thy
work as a sacrifice, becoming free from all attachment .48

Commenting on this passage Raminuja writes: "Therefore one should be

active in order to acquire the means of performing sacrifices and not

for realizing a personal ambition.”47 His point is that life is given
44, Thibaut, p.764.

45. Supra, pp. )

46, Radhakrishnan, The Bhagavadgita, p.135.

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 R@manuja 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 omnipotenf, 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 avidyd, 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 how the objects of the world are
relative to the mind that thinks them and possess
no independent existence.

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

48, Radhakrishnan, Indian Philosophy, Vol. I, p.36.
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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. Idvara is just, because he awards each individual

what is due him.49

P.N. Srinivasachari makes this point: "The view

of Ramdnuja that ISvara is the operative cause and the karman of

each iizglthe 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."sl 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 II,52 where we described his arguments for
conceiving the atman as being characterized as kartr (agent), as well

as jiatr (knower), and bhoktr (enjoyer). Briefly, his point is that

if the Supreme Person did not act toward the jivas on the basis of

49. Supra, p.51.
50. Srinivasachari, p.153.
51. Thibaut, p.392. T.R.V. Murti, in The Indian Mind (p.322), says:

"What other more plausible explanation could we offer for the inequal-
ities of beings that the doctrine of karma and rebirth, which is con-
sistent with free will and the conservation of moral values?"

52. Suonra, pn.t5-52.
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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 now will determine his future experiences.
Also, the social situation of the present is the result of his karman
and that of other individuals like him, all of which points to the
justice of God. By doing what 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 realizatjon of what is, the sub-
stantial aspect of deity. To realize this is to realize what is
1

lastinz and of eternal valuz, to r2alire the Geonl and exnerience bliss.
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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 (1115), because the
variety of concrete, particular experiences add contingent qualities
to the body of God, which is capable of change. They do not add to
the substance of deity, Paramitman, because they are but modes of
its existence, but they are enjoyed by Iévara and for this reason they
are not insignificant to Ramanuja or to any man who worships in the
Indian Tradition.

Hartshorne has the following to say about the first of the above
reasons:

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 excuse that those who 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
" ., . . . . . 1154
even ''God cannot undo or mitigate the past evil by punishing it.

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. Reality As Social Process, 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 Iévara "is

. . 56 . . .
active in order to save the world." 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 'power'

if exercised over nothing save the absolutely

powerless (i.e. over nothing)?57
To have all power is to have no power because to exist one must have
soma power, so if all power was in one individual, God, there would be
no other individuals over whom he could exert his power. The ocmni-
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 what links

the omnipotence of God with his love. The fact of evil does not

55. Ibid.

56 Simra, D 2130

57. Lo _iéj”i{ﬂgf”ﬁ‘ r.157,
>8. Diviuc Reiacivity, p.135.
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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 evii 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,
construed as a multiplicity of creative processes."59 Consequently,
he says: "Man needs to know that he is born to freedom, hence to
tragedy, but also to opportunity."60 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. 1In
fact, their theodicies are not very different at this point. Ramanuja
does not imply that God is the only individual who has power to act.
As we have seen, he has reasons for insisting that the atman is an
agent (EEEEEE)’61 As he conceives deity, ISvara is all-power in the
sense that the acts of all other individuals are allowed by him, and
Hartshorne seams 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.

59. Logic of Perfection, p.209.
60. Ibid., p.l4.
61. Supra, pp.45-52.

62, Sunra, pn.230-239,
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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 Visnu, 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 Ramanuja,

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

. \ . 64
much in common, take different stands on the doctrine of substance.

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 power be exercised?
So it seems that deity needs a world. This world would
be insignificant, if even conceivable, were the
creatures wholly deprived of their own power, their
own self-determination or freedom. There is a need
for partly free and more or less ignorant beings,
which must surely come now and then into conflict
with one another.65

With respect to this statement, it is interesting to note that one

63.
64.
65.

Supra, p.221.
Supra, p.12.

Realitv As Social Process, p.148.
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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"
. . 66 . . .
is the most important. 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. Knowing 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.
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 what 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, we too know what is worthy of unqualified love and can love each
other for what we truly are and what there is within us that is of true
value. In short, Ramanuja too can subscribe to the Great Commandment,

"love thy neighbour as thyself,"

This does not get at all the problems Hartshorne has in mind.

66. Logic of Perfection, p.121.

67. Ibid., pp.120-32

-t
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There is also that characteristic of individualism that does not
distinguish between 'this possible beauty of life ought to be
actualized', and 'it ought to be actualized by and for me'”.68
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

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
become yours."69 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

n/0

community. Like Ramanuija, Hartshorne believes the root of all evil

is ignorance. ''Absolute selfishness is nonsense;' he says, "and it is
- R n/l
worth realizing that this is so.

The kind of selfish individualism Hartshorne is decrying here is

rejected by Ramanuja also. On his view, it stems from the ahamkara,

68. Ibid., p.256.
69. Man's Vision of God, p.149.
70. Tbid., p.155, and Sunra, p.206.

71. Croeative Svprhosis, p.191,
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the ego-sense that results from the false identification of the self
with prakrti, the material aspect of the embodied self. It is this
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 any one 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 anv 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 Hartshornme 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."72

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 ordihary individuals are ignorant. It is
necessary that they be ignorant because it is their ignorance, their
being defined by their limited knowledge and acts (karman) that es-
tablishes their individuality. Salvation, the experience of bliss and
the fulfillment of the Good is impossible. The only way 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

72, Bevond Humanism, p.l98.
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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
is grounded in ignorance.73

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, which involves
true freedom in the absence of all suffering and evil.

The second reason the problem of incompossibility does not carry
the same consequences for Ramidnuja as it does for Hartshorne is that
even though it is not possible to actualize all of one's desires at
the same time, even in the state of release, this is not a source of

tragedy because the individual realizes that he has an infinite time

73. Sanra, pp.215-216.
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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 any one 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 . . P .

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 Ramidnuja's
view, the acceptance of such a claim is not necessary, because one's
true personal identity is not a remembered event-sequence, 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

74. Logic of Perfection, p.246.

75. Henry Clark Varrewn (teans.). Duddhizn: In Trasslotion (Tew

Yorlk: Mthonvoy, 1960
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myself, even as something that was 'going to exist'. But centuries
after my death, there will have been that very individual which I am.
This is creation, with no corresponding decreation."76 This assertion
is based on Hartshormne'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
they occurred."77 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
- . n/8 . e

must be limited, a fragment of reality, not the whole. Ramanuja

does not say that the individual atman 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. Tbid., p.251.
78. Tbid., p.253.
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. . 7 R

save three main attributes, and has all knowledge. 9 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 (avidyd).
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

dtman 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.80
Again, the retention of personal identity within qualitative unity is
not a problem 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
ourselves, as much united with our past selves as in contrast to then,

n81 And

is unlimited, then in that respect we are exactly as God is.
Ramanuja says yes, this is true of the atman free of ignorance.

Turning again to Hartshorne's view, if we ask how the realized

actuality of an individual event-sequence is to be retained, he first

79. Sribhasya, p.1058. The atman has all the attributes of Brahman

except the powér 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 (ibid., p.1057). Also, whereas the dtman

is alwavs capable of becoming irvolved with ignorance (avidvd), this is
h
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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 successors 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 one's life, as a stream of experiences, sensations,
ideas, emotions, recollections, anticipations, decisions, indecisiomns,
is a target at which the perception of others may be aimed but which
they never literally reach."83 Consequently, if we are dependent on
other human individuals to retain our actuality in memory, the result
is futility. However, there is one individual, whose existence is
affirmed by the theist, who does adequately know and remember the full
complexity of our particular experiences both quantitatively and
qualitatively, and that is the divine individual, says Hartshorne.

... our adequate immortality can only be God's

omniscience of us. He to whom all hearts are

open remains evermore open to any heart that ever

has been apparent to Him. What we once were to

Him, less than that we never can be, for otherwise
He Himself as knowing us would lose something of

82. Ibid., p.252.
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His own reality; and this loss of something that
has been must be final, since, if deity cannot
furnish the abiding reality of events, there is,
as we have seen, no other way, intelligible to
us at least, in which it can be furnished.8
The Supreme Person, as Ramanuja conceives iévara, also knows
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
. . . . . . 86
transgress his ordinances he unites with their opposites. 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 will 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 arguments to show that belief in God, as
he conceives him, is esscriial for sound moral livieg,

85. S\_}m;—a’ r',iﬁT FRSTR

86. Supra, p.51.
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can be added or taken away. But this applies to
punishments and rewards also.87

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 ome'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, which
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."89 Consequently, one serves God best not by conforming
to ordinances, says Hartshorne, "But in that creativeness of new values
together with respect for old ones by which man can most truly imitate
. w90 R .

the everlasting creator. This is the goal of the religious quest

as Hartshorne understands it. Man's salvation lies in his knowledge

that all the goodness he strives for will be retained in the divine

87. Logic of Perfection, p.255.
88. Ibid., p.257.

89. Divine Relativity, p.125.
9
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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, even though nothing that becomes actual ever ceases to be actual,
something does cease to be, i.e., the creative potentiality of all
individual event-sequences other than the divine individual.91 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

|l92 b

of insignificant variations on the theme of our personality, 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 Raminuja's and Hartshorne's writing 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 world. This relates, of
course, to Hartshorne's concern that the Supreme Person incorporate
both variety and unity within his existence. 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 1life of an individual, into his own being. This contri-

bution to deity is received with complete adequacy because of the

91. Supra, p.196.

92. Locic of Peorfection, p.l2G1,
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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 éll—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.
Ramd3nuja 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 unknown. Does this
mean that Ramanuja is guilty of what Sarkara believed the theists of
his time were guilty of, i.e., "veiling the truth in a mist of senti-

193

ment?' 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 with us in our suffering, that divine love is not
essentially benevolence -- eternal well-wishing -- but sympathy,

. . . . o u94 cs )
taking into itself our every grief. We agree that this is what 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'" (I Cor. 15:14, RSV).

93. Supra, p.3.

94. Realit - s Socisl FPreecese, n.148.



257

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

interpretation, as does Schubert Ogden in his book The Reality of God,95

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
subject to his sovereignty."96 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 now 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
d.”98

creature of us, embraced everlastingly by the boundless love of Go

From this statement of his understanding of the promise of God,

95. Schubert M. Ogden, The Reality of God (New York: Harper and
Row, Publishers, 1966).

96. Ibid., p.213.

97. Ibid., p.215.

98. Thid., 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 "the truth of suffering (duhkha-satya)', 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 what 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 anwiety and deep distress, caused by the
thought of the inevitability of passing away into
nothingness. Many of their analyses and the
phraseology used could be matched by passages from
Buddhist and Hindu texts. What the existentialist
philosophers fail to present, however, is a clear
and sure way out of this anxiety and distress.
Indian religious thought is most re—assuring in
this respect. It definitely and most emphatically
asserts that man can overcome his predicament and

that h%Ocan attain freedom and the fullness of his
beinn, 77

N L. e . ey s
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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 (samsara) 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 Ramidnuja 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

w100 There is little doubt

and to help others in danger and privation.
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 with the ewmphasizing of

being over becoming as well as identity over diversity. He suggests
that this way of looking at life "arises from a certain despair of the
values of concrete living which early civilization produced, especially

101

in the Indian climate." Hartshorne is not the first to suggest that

100. Supra, p.240.

101. Creative Svnthezis, p.b44.
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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
publication in which he attempts to discover the roots of '"the present
. .. - w103 . . .
Indian Religious Tradition. 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. 1In one form this
wasg an acknowledgement of the feminine principle pervading the univer-
se and an affirmation that the fertility of the earth is never a
.. . . w104
finished business, but the repeated emergence of life out of death.
This is not an indication of despair but an appreciation for what is,
for what is natural, and it allied itself with the second great con-
tributing element, the Rig-Vedic Civilization. This society was ordered

around a "hero" (rsi), whose main ''purpose is always to catch a

'vision' (dhi). This vision is in one sense a revelation of a shining

102. A.L. Basham, The Wonder That Was India (New York: Grove Press,
Inc., 195¢), p.4.
103, Paul Veurcor, Thno Trll - ati-lounn Trodicion (Warannsed, Indio:

Lele Jall VST L0 O 1 A VR I

104. Ibid., p.ll.
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forth of the 'Power', but it is at the same time the grasp which the

.. . R 10
'hero' makes of that divine manifestation." 3

This quest for vision
is the same religious quest that Ramdnuja 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 (rta), 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 common 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 abilit% to satisfy them;

a leap-frog race may result,106
All of man's creations are part of the impermanent flux. The True is
what is, what lasts, and that alone is worthwhile. From the point of
view of the Indian tradition one might say that the frantic activity

of our technological society is a form of escapisu, because we spend

most of our time and resources in trying to make the world into what

105. Ibid., p.15.
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: '"To see the universal and all-pervading Spirit of Truth
face to face one must be able to love the meanest of creatures as
107 . R .. , . ,
oneself. 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

. - eqs . . 108 .
of our bodies limits our ability to communicate with them. 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 . v
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 'would mean a completec merging of selves, the destruc-
tion of individuality'. This is not a problem for Ramdnuja, as we
pointed out earlier, because of differentiation on the basis of subs-

tance. Ramanuja's religion calls for active invclvement in life to

overcome the ignorance that besets oncself and all other selves, and

107. Mohandas K. Gandhi, An Autobiography (Boston: Beacon Press,
1957), p.504.

108. Beyond Humanism, p.197.

109. Logic of Perfrotion, n.151.
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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 power to control (not in an
absolute sense) the universe of sentient and non-sentient being, his
being the source and sustainer of all qudlities, 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, which Ramanuja does via the Law of Karma? What is the
justification for some 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? O0f course
we must recognize his point that all individuals have but momentary
existences, when we realize the social nature of 1life. But then there
is memory, some are afforded longer and richer memories than others

o

and he thinks the longer and richer a memorv is the better, so what
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is the justification for this? The answer has two parts: First,

each individual personality is unique, but igs 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 valﬁe 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

allow 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 Ramanuja consider
what is experienced and what exists to be non-different, to an adequate
metaphysical theory of existence. When 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, arbiguous 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 Ram3nuja'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. 1t 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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