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SCOPE’ AND PURPOSE: The question behind this thesis is “Hhatx
does Charles Hartshorne conceive to be the rational and ex- °
periential grounds for belief in God?", This question is-
approached through a study of Hartshorne's distinctive

. formulation of the teleological argument and.the central.
features of that argument. Attentlon 1s given to the com-
ponents of Hartshorne's natural theclogy in oxder to estab-
lish the context within which to approach Hartshorme's ®
formulation of the argument, to the principles of his meta- -
physics which I see to underpin his formulation, to the
proper manner in which to concelve of the argument, the
cosmic organism analogy. and to his proposed solution to
the problen of evil,
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INTRODUCTION -

- B -

The concern of thls. thesie is Eharlea Hartehorne s under- o
"etanding of the rational and experiential grounds for belief in God
By “rational.auﬂ.experiential grounds for belief in God"is meant -
: the endeavj;r to ehow that the clairs for belief in God can be jueti-
fled by a rational examination of the fundanental featuree of our
" common human experlence. That .Charles Hartehorne can be eaid to
' participate in this endeavour is evidenced by his understanding of
' the nature and method of metaphysics. :

Metaphysles may be defined as the “rational and secular
study of the universal traits of experience and existence,”
For exanple, if suffering and change are held to be univer-
sal, this is a metaphysical tenet, which is illustrated by -

" the doctrine of a suffering and changing God but contra-
dicted by that of an impassive and inmutable one, By de-.
finition, there can be no exception to a metaphysical prin- .

- ciple, A ™occalar® study 1s one which assumes no evidence
-other than such as is accessible to any intelligent man who -

- sufficiently reflects upon our common human experience, _
Special religlous gifts or expérlences are not to be taken ..~

. in evidence, They may be used to suggest hypotheses, but .
any decision as to true or false 1s to rest upon more '
generally accessible phenomena, Religious data are not
excluded, provided they are common property, that, is,
capable of detection, in some degree, in the experience
even of (euffioiently observant) atheists, 1

3 Accordingly. Ry concern is the way in which Charles Hartehorne 8

formulation of hie hneoclaeeical metaphyeics contributee to the |

;2 . . .
RSP, p. 30 ' o
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. in Godo )

'endeavour to show the rational and’ experientinl grounda for belief

“J

Hith this concern in mind, I approach Hartshorne s neoclas-
slcal foruulation of the teleological argument in this thesis, " In

the first chapter_I discuss,the main components oinuhat may be‘thouéht

“of as7Hartshbrna's natural theolqg}, rny intention being to establish

tne_propgn‘context within which to discuss Hartshorne's formulation -
of the ieleologidal nrgumnht In the second chapter I dincués L
Hartshorne 8 formulation in terms of 1) what he conaiders to be the '
correct atructure of the teleological argument and ii) four notions
central to his metaphysics-—the cosmic variableg and the scale of ,

. beings, aestheties, panpsychism, the social structure of reality——
" which I see to underpin his formula.tion. In th 7third chapter I

discuss uhat Hartshorne conaiders to ba the rost appropriate way

to conceive of the basle iasuegéf the teleological argument, that of

the divine nind ordering the world and ‘note the way in which the

four notious underpinning his formulation of thajieleological argu-

ment are operative in his cosmic organism analogy, .In the configgi;n

I discuss Hartshorne's solution to the problem of evil, my intenpion'

' 2 Hartshorne assigns the term"neoclassical"to his meta-

 physics (See NT, »p. 27),.and contrasts it to what he terms “classical™, .

The difference between these two texms is stated by Hartshorne as
follows: "Classical metaphysics is a metaphysics of being, substance,
ahsoluteness, and necessity as primary conceptions; neoclassical meta-
physics treats these as abstractions, the primary ones being those

of creative becoming, event, relativity, and possibility.” (LP, x1ii)
Essentially the sanme applies to the difference between what he terms

neoclasslcal and classical “theisn® ' “idea of God", ete. (See. PSG, pp.
1,2 ard LP PP. 33-44) o . | . ‘ﬂﬁxvd"d/f
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' being to 1llustrate the basic features of his neoclassical formula-.

'tion of the argument by examining their’ application to a specific

\ _ .

'_theological question, . -

This thesis is prinarily an exposition of Charles Hartshorne 8

formulation of the teleological argument and as. such is not . a cri-'

tical -evaluation of that fornulation, but a critical examination..,_

_This is to say that in"exposing"his formulation of the toleological o
' argument I do not propose to assess that formulation, nor the
. wider issues of his neoclassical metaphyeics; rather, I propose to

’ examine that formulation in terms of what I nelieve its essential

featuree to be. It is my hope that ‘such critical attention to

& portion of his work will prove helpful in the understanding of

his work as & whoéle, and oonsequently, in the understandihg'of his

reflection on.the question of the existence of God.

¥
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o
THE COMPONENTS OF -HARTSHORNE"S NATURAL,mEoch AS 'pnor.mousuon o
10 HIS FORHULATION OF THE TELEOLOGICAL ARGUHENT |
- A8 may be gatherod fxon its title, the purpose of this chapter is o
not to presant in its entirety Hartshorne's understanding of the pos-.7
’sibility of na theology. but only to present.the key features of-
this understanding in so far as they bear upon hia concaption of the
teleological argument. Our intention 1n focusing upon what Hartahorne
lconsiders to be the purposes, the nature, and the conditions of the
proofs for the exiatence of God is to establiah the broader context
within which a discussion of Haxtshorne 8 fornulation ‘of the teleologi-
cal‘argument nust take.p;aqe, The chapter 13 divided into- four sections,
-each cootainihg a discusoion-oﬁ a "component" of Hartshorne's under-
stamiﬁg' of natural theology. -;;fe' shall first turn to Hartshorne's
| consideration of theistio prooFs in general\aniiiiscuss two relevant
points: 1) the proper definition of daity, ani 11) the necessarily :
double and complementary charaiter of proofa as a pgggg; and a pggtg;rr'

.'

lori, Secondly, we shall discuss Hartshorne B uae of oxperience in
theological argument from two perspectivesr 1) experience as ontq}o-ki
gleally basic, the ‘'key. to rea.lity". and i1) experience as the basis

of netaphyoical 1nqu1ry, e"key to metaphysics®, Hext we ahall ex- .
amine Hartshorne's. justification of~theologica1 analogy and his cri-
tique of nagative theology. And finally, we shall concludo with a
brief sketch of the logic of dipolar theiam.

1, Haturo and, Purpose of a Proof as Such

Haxtshorne astates that while it 1is not exrrcneous to hold that tho
\ - - R , .l‘- ""\ .
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' claseical proofe for- the existence of God failed. one, need not aesume R

that all euch proofs are d00med to failure. In order to underetand
,k/) i thie proposal we muet obtain an ansuer to eeveral questions, the first

of'which ie, "Uhax doee Hartehorne conelder to be tbe purpoee of the. L

\

proofe for the exietence of God?“
T Hartshorne ie critical of'ehat he takee to be a preeuppoeition of

classical theists that proofe in\principle nere to function as "i..a

'\‘r

.. set of unieniable or axiomatic premiees from which the desired conclu~ ';'

E

sion could be deduced n * ‘He- readily admite the impmobability of

e finding both the univeraal premises acceptable to all and the, logi-‘ )

' cally correct construction of the inference necessary for the theietic

| é\ b conclusion. Thun a proofcin his mind is not to be unieretood as a
coorcion, by neans of deducf/on from indubitable premises, to belief
in the existence of God But if a proof does not coerce one’ into belief

then what is its purpose? Hartehorne rejects Kant's contention that

of God ehould be abandoned, and maintains the position thet the

a

~ Proofs do serve to open end clarify ‘the question of theistic belief

But though it is unrealietic to hope. that all doubts concern-
ing:theism can be removed by deductive argument, it may be
quite as unrealistic to euppoee-thei no doubts can be removed, 2

Arguments for God's existence are. not coercive and.therfore con-
vincing t0 all, nor are they inpoeeible anf‘therefore convinoing to
none, But, they are uneful in 8O far as "they convince asome who

otherwiee would not be- convinced w38 In tbie manner Hnrtehorne

1 ﬂl P-‘, 29 .2 Ibid_-" -Pl- 30

e
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l tion of natural theology ie to be regarded as an eeeentielly Open one,fr

3

adepte an intermediary poeition, that theietic proofs by Tesson ef re-

-

moving eome"doubts as to the existence of God. eerVe to render the

' question of” theietic belief more intelligible end hence nore valid

" . But if the proofe for the existence of God are to be regarded

.as valid then to what does Hartshorne ettribute the canee of the e

failu:r:e of na.tural theolegy .’m the eighteenth century? Ii‘ the ques-

ae 1t ie by Hartshorne,then the cause:of the failure ‘can not lie in K

the innate sbeurdity or fanpossibility of the task of natural theo-— o

logy. Rather, it lies in the way in i:hich the eighteenth century
theologiane went about fulfilling this task Along this 1ine of

.reasoning Hartshorne citee two factore to which can’ be attributed the

cause of the failure of eighteenth century'netural theologyt 1) an
inappropriate definition of deity, ard ii) the neglect of the necess-

arliy double ‘and complimentary character of the preofs as a pgi rl and

& posteriori, To a diecuesion of theee two faetore we now turn,

1,1 The Definition of Deity o <. t“ Lo

In A Hatural Theology for Our Time Hartshorne states thet the

possibility of theieti& proof is dependent upon the formulation of
univareal rulee. based not upon enpirical ieeuee, but upon baeic con=

eepte. He then proposee four conditions of such rulee, frem which
he derivae the definition of deity as Yworshipful ™, "uneurpaseable"
and. “nodally all-inclueive" Ue shall’ firet sunnarize theee condi-

- tione, and. then diecuee hig definition of deity. The four‘rulee are

as followel P iﬂ"ls ;

'ZH\,i. There.nqstlte rules aefinitive ot indiviinality as such,



* not axcluding deity. Such rules are to be ‘based upon'the coﬁi

‘f-cept of 1nteraction, that all 1nd1v1duals are both active and

A N

oy

passivo cause and effect
11, There must be rules definitive of all non-diyine individ- -
E uaiify,:ﬁeqall individuals except deity, Such rules are to B

. : o .
= be based upon the. concept of fragmentariness. that non-divine - - =

1nd1v1duals possess a scope of interaction that is less than ’
cosmic and a pouer of self-maintenanca that is limited and are
therefore\conceivably capable of being surpassed by another being
‘of greater scope and power. ‘ _

111, Thezs must be criteria for distinguishfng\?een' these .
two sets of rules, Such criteria are the distinction bétween
individuality as such and 1nd1viduality as definitely limited

and surpassable. o :
iv. There must be a justification for this distinction. Such'jus4

R a

tification 1s to be based upon the reasoning that the ideas of
limited scope and suxpassability are 1ntellig1ble only in con-
trast to.the ideas_of,unlinited scope and;ppsurpasaabi;ity. b
These four coﬁiitionsﬁbf‘the universal rules raiuired for tpeistic
'froofs cdmbiﬁo %o prﬁvide the basis for the definition of delty as.
unsurpassable in scope of 1nteraction and power of self—ﬁaintenance,,
1 e.,the concept of interaction as such, scope and quality unspeci-
fied, It 1s important to notp here Hartshorne's use of 1nteractiqn
as. a~tranScendental category. 'Thié use,‘he contends, ié nof only
i more in\accordance with the religious idea of God-God as the Wor-~ -

/f shipful one. as’ suprema 10va-but'is as well more coherent than the use

v

by classical theists of one-way action - only as, the transcendental

3b NI, pp. 35 | B L



category. It is more in accordance with the religie‘usl idea of God,
for it ‘contains not enly the idea ef‘ suprene or unsurpaseable action
that iB attributed to deity by classical theists, but as well the
idea. of supreme or unsurpassa.ble pa.ssivity that Hartshorne understands .
to be essentia.l te the notion of divine love, It is . logica.lly co-
herent for the iénouing reason.- ‘The loglc. behind the contrast "an-
li.mited. unsurpa.ssable a.ction" and "limited, suzpa.ssable action" is _' '
_the. sane ‘as that 'behind the contra.st "unlimited, unsurpassa.ble re-
| -sponee" and "limited. surpassa.ble (response ", To deny the validity of
the second.contrast results in an inconsistency within the logic of
the first contrast, and therefo;re_ the absence of any clea.r rationale
for that contrast. We sha.'ll explicate Hartsnez:ne‘s use of contrast-
| ing categories in de;ﬁing deity in. the final section of this chapter, .
| With these ‘Tour conditions in mind, ‘we mow turn to 2 more detail-
-' ed discussion . of tha raasoning involved. in Ha:rtshorne 8 definition of
delty as “worshipful " "un%urpassable by another except ‘self™, and
“modally all-inclusive".. As mentioned "abmre, Hartshorne sees one
of the causes of the collapse-of eighteenth century na.tural theology
to 11 its Anappropriate definition of deity as '"the greatest _
possible actuality”, In contrast he proposes a definitioneof d.eit'y:":_
in terms of "worshipfulness* and "nnsupasénbility". A detty both
_ worshipful and unsurpassa.ble nust be conceived as both individual,
individually unique concrets actuality, _aii.; universal, colncident
with being or ree.lity as such, On this account deity is the exception
" to the rule tha.t a single being can not be both universal and indlivid-

- ual to an eq_ual degree Hartshorne employs this “both, , ,and " fomula

|



not'oﬁiy.in reference to the quqétioh we aia at present discussing,
‘but, as we shall see throughout'thé course of this thésis,:as well .
to other apparently strict dichotonies,

.God .43 not simply infinite, or ™wholly other™ than finite
things; nor is he sinply one more, though the greatest, finite
thing: rather he and he alone is both finite and infinite:
bath xelative and absolute, conditioned and unconditioned,
nutable and immutable, contingent and necessary. He is in-
dividual, but the Individual with strictly universal functlons,
the all encomgassing and yet not merely universal principle
of eiistence. _ ‘ ‘ A

' Hartshorne states that while the thelstic arguments of philo-
sophy can be said to require a definition of deity as the self-sur-
passing surpasser of all, religion, "as a concrete practical natter,
as a way of 1ife”, can be said to require the definition of deity

as a being worthy of worship. 5 In The Divine Relativitx_ﬂartshorne

states that his purpose is to formulate an 1daa of deity that pre-
serves and incréases religious value. "By raligious value I mean
the pover to express and enhance reverence or worship en a nigh

" ethical and cultural levelf" 6 Hartshorne therefore twms to reli-
gion, the purpose of ﬁhich is, to some. extent, to cultivate and ex-
press man's eocperia.;ce of detty, to gain an understanding of “God
a8 & religioua term. And, as in theistic raligions 1t 1s deity who
is the one Horahipped, Hartshorne proposes, to analyze the 1dea ‘
of. uorship as such (not merely actual worship. ‘but the a Eio_ri

poasibility of worship).

2

.H_Tl P. 36 - - - ) l 1y

5 RSP, p, 40, As we shall see in the section on the social theory
of Te: reality, this definition has bearing upon the soclal conception
of the universe.

6@!1’:,1



¥orship 1s the integratigg of all one's thoughts and purposes,
all valuations and meanings, all perceptions and conceptions....
Lit] is a.consciously unitaxry response to life. 7

4
.In theistic religions the correlaxive of this “unitary response" .Eje
“1s ",..an all-inclusive uholcness insths world of which the individ-
ual is akare: and this ubolensss is‘deity.“ 3 This all-inclusive
. whole is an individusl in some sense analogous to the way in uhich I‘.
an an individual, minus the fragmentary character of =y existence.
The notion of wholeness is important,rfor Hartshorne sees in it a
comction ofs “mistake* that ﬁe‘attrib'ufea to.clsssical thelm, The
iossentisl question of thelsm. has not to do with infinity, "...tho
idolstrous worship of ‘the infinite',,.", but with cosalc uholeness ard
_the conoep%ion of God as inclusivs realtiy. 9 The concept of inclu-
sive wholeness occupies a central place in Harﬁéhcrnc's nBOCIsssical
theism, as we shall see in our discussion An Chapter Threo of the
cosmic organism. anslogy,_in which it is basic, At this pcint in
the discussion it is necessary only to note the basic implicstiou of
this conccpt, that . if God as the whole is to include the individ-
uals:cf the world as.his membe;‘parts, then He nust in some manner v
be infiuenced bycthese'iudividual member parts, and hence os depen~
dent upon the worid | -

'
In A Natural Theology for Qur- Tims Rartshcrne exanines this con-

A‘ccpt by 1ooking st the meauing of divine creation and divine love
as applied to the all-inclusivc whole, First of all, if the uord

T KT, pop. B05 : o
bid,, p. 5 ‘ ‘ . '
9 ..I.t.’_i(..i_t.r P. 7 . //

-
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‘tereation® is to have any noa.ning in this context, there can not be -
assumed to exist an absolute disparity between divine and human

creat.ing; and yat the divine rode of creation must somehow. d.iffer in

' p:r:inciple fron that of man, This dif‘ference is to be fourd in the -

definition of daity that is derived froa the four universal rules:

God iIs the’ all-inclusive being, unlimited 1n scope. Man 1s a frag-
'nenta.ry 'being, 1limited in ECOPpe, and his creation is therefore frag-

, nentary crea.tlon, linited in scope, On this view God.'s superiority lies

not only in the fact that he is the Creator, but that he imcludes the

whole of Bis creation; for "...nothing can be outside God in his
10 ' |

total reality.” - *. Similar remavks apply to divine love.

Hartshorne states that “...neoclassical theisa can'say and mean *God

is love', " i1

Comlativé to f.he ﬁotion of .wbrship as love of God
is the notion, "G.od. is love"”., The argument here is fhat.onlyl the
being who is supreme love can be supremely loveablé, for He is the -
all-inclusive refarent of our Aintegrated concarn who loves a.ll
creatures,. Ha.rtshorne f\rrther a:cgues that the type of knowledga as- -
cribed to God necessary for him to love al;.cmaturas.is ", .. Jnow-

ledge inclusive of the actual concr_ete‘feeling of creatures,..” 1?

Such knowledge is to be conceived of as "synp@thetic ixaxticipation".

Hartshorne contrasts his position to that of Aristotle, He states

& i

" that Aristotle saw in divine love the imptication of cmge and |

10 n)idoi Po 12&.

1 nad,, p. 75

12 naa,, p. 13



incompleteness, and consequently posited Absoluta Beauty as the o‘bjoct
oi‘ 1ove. Hartshome sees this as incorrect, i‘or on-his ana.lysis
boauty can not be a- niere abstra.ct principle, for it is ca.pable of
a.ctualiza.tion only in concrate experionee. Henca, 1t we are to ‘speak
of "a bea:ty of 'l:.he cosmos, we must as well speak of "a concrete '
experience of the cosmos ", q o

'I‘here can be an all—inclusive beauty only if there be an a:l_l-in-

- clusive appreclation of beauty, and what could that be if
not a -cosmic sympathy? Cosmic beauty as a value must be actu-

alized. in cosmic experience, 13 o h"'4"/
And such cosmic exper:@e@n only‘be the experience of God, which”’
ivin .

Hartshorne thematizes as e love.

" In Anseln's ‘formula, "the one not conceivably surpassable being",

Hartshorne finds an adequéte expression of the definition of deity |
:nequired by religious worship. But "Ha:rtshorne argues,to unquali-
fiedly mentify this formula with "1mmutua.‘ble perfectlon" or '"abso-

lute naxinun" is not only to ro‘b it of its religious va.lue hu‘t to renw

der 1t logically incqherent, Ho'therefors attaches to the formula the.

corollary ° "'except_ .;bjr self", On thie' view.one nay say that God 1is
‘absolutely perfect,”%ranfed that 1t is understood that such perfec-
tion flo‘es not imply "cmploténesS" in the .-:sen.sor of the a.hs.ence of &
capacity for growth amd enrichment in the divine 1ife. On the con- .

. trary, Hartshorne holds that the perfaction of God can be sﬁokenof as’

13 __11,1(1_' P. 15 ' ' - oo | 5

-
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His ideal or unsurpassable mode of perfectibility. “ Because self
‘superiority 18 not impossible for the perfect being, the perfect belng

can be dofihed_as "the selfiéﬁrpasser_of.all (i}e;,un§urpassable by

_'anbther),linclﬁding;self'u }5 And this cqnnection between "self-sur- ¢ -

passing® and “surpasser of 311" is just the idea expressed in the
foﬁegoihg‘coﬁception of."ﬁholéqgssf.‘Epr a being,to‘he §;; inglusive,
in principle He must geceagarily 1nc1uﬁe 2ll reality (i.e.;dny con-
‘ceivable reality)., Such a beiﬁg-musi include all thé.ialugithéreis,.
lacking n§ha. But as valng is increééihgly becoming actualized ﬁs

time ﬁqars on, the being who embraces this value nust’ hinself alab

_ ) o ' %o
be 1ncreasing‘in,t§1ue. in so far as he 1s related to and‘inclndeg;the .

changing world anéiits novel value, At the basis of this conception
is what Hartshorne re%erﬂ to as"modal.coincideﬁce'ﬁ ... being

necessarily all-inclusive must be one whose potentiﬁliqy for change

h

is coextensive with the logically possible,” 16: All actual things are
- constitutive of God's actuality, and all ﬁosgibie things must be
‘potentdally his constitutents, -

He is the Whole 1n-e$ary categorical sense, all actuality in
one individual actuality and all possibility in one irdividual
potentiality...God: 1s infinite in what he could be, not in :
vhat he is; he is infinitely capable of actuality, rather than

. infinitely actual, 17

h :a;#&;ﬂaytehorne cItes Fetchner .as-the-ovne:ithe- first had this_in- .
sight. See for example, CSP, p. 277 and NT, p. 72. An exanination of
the meaning of the term perfection has occupied a central Place 1n all
~of Hartshorme's works. We shall return to a discussion of this toplc

in the section on aesthetics in Chapter IT and in Chapter ITI—but only

'in reference to the teleological argunment,
15.309 DR, pp.. i9~22,_"Defipition-of Perfection™
16 _N-I' ‘p. 20 ‘ . ¥ . ar .
17

” mu,, pp.. 20,20 p



u
He 868 then that Hartshorne 8 proposal for a"natural theology for _‘
pmr tine" consiste in part of a revision of uhat he takes to be ther
' poeition of’ claseical theists. i. e.,an unqualified identification of
deity with the infinite, the absolute, and the innutable._ Tbe appro-
priate terms to be used are “unenrpassable .except- by self", "inclusive:
5953§Q and “nodally all-inclusive" And furthe ,.the.logic of
euch a. definition -of deity ie not contrary to tbe igione idea‘of-
' God _but rather is in conplete accordance, for w ip...' :
...does not require sheer infinity—-a formless. emptiness at .
best--taksn as actual, It requires that Cod's potentiality, v
what he could be, must be as wlde as the absolute infinity of
logically possible values, That is, no value can be poesihle
in 1tgelf, yet impossible far God +18 _
Now @ur question 1s, "how can theietic proofs be reviaed 60 as to |
conform with this definition of deity?“ To eddrees this question we
now turn to the,reaeoning involved in Harishorne's asaertion that
_because all theistic proofs must be.a priori and a steriori, en-
‘ pirieal proore for the existence of God axe in principle invalid,

1.2 ¥hy There Cannot Be Empiricalgggoofs

.In A Netural Theology for Our Time Hartshorne calls attention to

- what he eeeeﬂes the.accoptanceoof'a.hard and.fast .@istinction be-
tween the a pgig;_ ontological argument and the a Egsterior .COBMO~
logical and design argumente which predominated in eighteenth century ‘
natural theology. ;9 Hartshorne. eontends that . such a distinction is
invalid, "The proofs are all a EEL__}’ proofs from pminoiplee or
categoriee, not from facts; proofe from neoeeeities, not from. contin-

18 1h1a,, p. 7%
19 &151_-' p. 67



T -~

e

genciee. 20 E\:rt:bernore, the proponente of the ontologic&l a.rgtment
held that although the argment be a gr_ig_z;_ it 1s also experien-

tial; for ",,.among the implications of the Teasoning was the view

that in thinking God We inh fashion also experfence hin,,." 2%, But |

a :ﬁet‘in'ction must be maﬁel'between Wgtrictly empirice.l“ and “ex- |

.' periential" 7 Hart'eﬁofne .‘e.ppe 18 to Popper for the d.efini'tion of en-

. pirical as "'the.t which some conceivable experientewould falsi.fy". To

‘be empirical. a pmoposition can not only be iJJ.ustra.ted by expar- '
1ence; it must be such that eome experience could conceiva.bll' dis-

- confirm it, Therefore, the arguments fox divine existence can ‘not be

'. ‘\

Btrictly enpiricel, for, wha.t experience cpuld conceivahly show that
God did net exist? Gad ), being uhiquitoue;;cep be experienced.g but
«ssbeing the ‘sole necesea:r:ily exie’cing individual, could not-
possibly be disconfirmed by a contingent fact; and s0 in the
useftﬂ. or distinctive sense his existence is not ‘empirical’, 22 .
lThe sfudy of mere empirical facts yields on13r facts of a more or.
leas. basic type But, "...Ged as a mere fact, however 1mporta.nt,
conpmehensive, or baslc, is God as not God." 23
It this be eo, then vhat is the proper form of the pcr:emieee of
‘bthe theological a.rguments? Hartehorne holde that on.the level of
retaphysical generali;y no view can be neutral as to theism, for = =,

"...the idea of deity is the chief, if not (as I believe) the sum,

an
v

20@.’ P. 4 -

2y, p. 67 .
22 |
Irid,, p.p. 67,68

Y-



T ' . S o 13
of the netaphysical ideae."_?u The premises are. to be 80 struc-'
tured that any metaphysical proposition, ét least implicity, either

" denies or accepts theism. In this conpection the function of the
proofe is‘to make explicit rhe previoueiy;implicit deniele‘or'ac-.
ceptances of theism. According to ﬁertshorre natural theeiogy con-
gists in the. critical consideration of the nost general ideas and
_ideals necessary to interpreb life and reality.” 2 Its purpoee

is to clarify and explicate these general ideas, and to do s0 by
'demonstrating thar theee ideas and. ideele 1ack coherence outside of
‘the centext of theism. And this task is not empirical. but isSrather
eesentially metaphysical Hence,.the premisce.of,the.theological
erguzents. are to be formed by appealing not to.enpirical-fecte,

but to the meaning of metaphysical categories, God'e.eristence‘ie'
either'neceeeary oxr impossible, ‘If necessary, then neccencei?eble
empirical fact'can conflict wWith 4ty if an empt fact can con-
flict, with it, divine existence is impossible,. "

The classical formulation of the design axgument is criticized
py Hartshorne for these very reasons, Itsrpreponente failed te advert
to the E.EE;EE& element 15 the ergument, and mistakenly argued
'fron the empirically obsexrved orﬁer and goodnees of the'world, this
;peing contrasted to a possible world cenceivaply in worse ~ re. To
structure any proof in this fashion is in principie incorrect, for

not only must any proof not focus upon enpirical’ facts, but 1t.as

Lo IR, p.2
5 NT, p.x
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well must show that no conceivable world is inappropriate to a - |
Creator.
- There 1s no way to escape the necessity of arguing philoso-
phically or from gereral categories, rather than 1nductively.
pseudo-scientifically, from particulars, if one wishes to
nake out anything concerning the existence of Geod. 26
Thue Hartshorne, in 8 senge, finde hinself in agreenent Hith the eri-
ticisus propounded by Hume and Kant as to the 1nevitab1e inadequacy
of empirical premises to establish a necessary existence. But, in- .
stead of denying the poseibility of the proofs in principle, Hartshorne
contende that’ the emplriocal. ie only part of the argument; and that ‘
it is only Without reference to premises based upon metaphysical
ccncepte, concepts whoee ncn-application in experience ia incon-
~celvable, that the arguments are doomed to failure A properly
- formulated proof nust have a priori grounds as well as enpirical '
onee; or, otherwise put, it must have rational grounds as well zs
experiential ones, Hence the teleological a:gument is to prove
" that the concept of world cxder as such neceeearily entails the con-
cept of the divine orderer. N - s

The g priori/ a posteriori distinction meets the conditions of
 the “four rules for reescning about.theiem'ﬂn<that God i; the one
individual’definable a pgig;i' ‘The universal rule is that all in-
dividuals must interact with some other. ‘individuals, i (- 1ndivid-
unlity as euch entalls 1nteraction. -To ask which, or how many in-
"dividuele is an enpirical queetion neferring to the perceived worid

of particular individuals. But in the ‘case. of God the question is

2w, p. 254
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‘by necessitylglﬁgiggl, and the apéwcr»isj'cll incividuhlc there _
are, or would be, without pcsaibia'cxcepiionJ! This is all that ia
rcquired to define the one divine 1ndiv1dual for... ;
" eseho alone could on any world have unrestricted scope of - .
interaction, No fyrther principle of individuation is needed
or possible, Whereas the role of local interaction simply as
such is highly indefinite ard specifles no one individual, the
role of universal 1nteraction is unique, 27
In regard to ordinary existence there can only be empirical or fact--
usl évidence; because ordinary individuals can not e defined by
concaptc. The 1ndividuality of God, on the other hand, can not be N
specified empirically, for the exiatence of God is no empirical |
*fact. Bather, God has a Fetaphysically unigue status, for He is
the one whose essential distinctiveness is purely concaptual.
categorical; and therefore definable a priord. .
It is important to note here Hartshorne's assertion that the
existence of an individual does not constitute the entircty of that
‘1nd1vicual.. He argues that to suppose that the existence of the
civine constitutqf the divine actuality is to make the idea of God's
existence an cmpty one, Mere wexistent deity*, taken alone, is
an empty concept Furthermore, on Rartshorme's analysis, the divine
exlstence is "a concept formally 1ncapable of lacking actualization.“zs
_Accordingly, Hartshorne states that.;. E
 ...the empty conceptual khouledée‘that God exists does tell
us that his individuality is 8ctualized gomehow, How it is

actualized 1s for sclence, revelation, personal experlence,
some form of empirical knowledge, to tell us, so far as we ~ .=

.27 ..N.T..I P- 68
28 bid., ' p. 77
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Cur knowledge of the divine actuality 1s indeed negligible, for par-
ticular actuality, even .divine actualit ’ is empirical and the only
avenue tc particular'actualityzis perception. Ordinary incividuals,
as empirically individuated, are knovn as empirically existing in-
dividuals through perception. But, this does not hold true for the

divine individuality.

-

Bnt in one unique case, it (perceptionj is not the avenue to
" existence or individual identity, Rather, conceptual, or if

you prefer, spiritual, insight 1s this avenue, for the reason

‘that this individuaslity is specifiable only a priori or .oon-

sensously, 30 N
In this fashion the aeeity of God'ielfo be affirmed; and the en-
pirical argupents, while inco;poratedrto a degree, are sccun not to
tell the whole story concerning thelentireiy of divine actuality,
and nothing in principle concerning the question of divine existence,

This section of the chapter cdn best be Bummed up by drawing
attention to what Hartshorne labels "the religious global proof ™.
Such & proof, ;egardcd as the afgument which sume up all the theo-
logical erguments, is based upon ;he nécessity of religlous exper-
1ence and 1ts one adequate referent; God, Firsg%:f all, the aigu-
ment doea not apply to particular, contingent and dispenaable values.
but to the religious ‘value which is eseential and not one among
. others; for ",,,1f and only if life has meaning do partfcular forms
of 1ife have meaning,” . Hartshorne states that thi ‘aapect of the

argument is somewhat similar to Kant's concern for the primacy of

29 mad,, p. 77 |
30t - | i
N na,, p.7
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';pe practical will in 80 far as it recognizee the 1ded of Gto

' -be intrinsic to rational volition. But it further nust be recog-

nized that this is not (contra Kant) the only means of proof. fer ‘the ,Anr

chistence of God Ani thie brings us’ to the second point tbat ar- f

gumente for divine existence. uhile they need to incorporate the prac-‘_'

tical, can not consist entirely of the practical. Horecimportant,

there is a theoretical gspect in the argument Hhich mue aeal uith :','

a pgigrg_queetione. And this ‘48 the purpose of the nore)explicit“ -
: proofe. of uhich the teleological argunent ie one.: It i; nn a Egigg_
argument, for "the oxder of the worLd" is not an. enpirical fect, |

but a neoeseary concept which no conceivable experience could faleify.

Localiged interaction requires oxder and can not of itself render the ‘

\

possibllity of order intelligible; therefore, the neceeeary existence.‘f

-

" of a strictly universal, yet individual, forn of interaction ie re~, .
quired The alternative to the divine orderer n(exietenoe is not an
existing chaos, a world oonceivably woree than is one, but rather.

nothing conceivable at all, for reality as such?reqniree order. In

sun, the theistic proofe are revised hy Hartehorne on two basio :

pointel the proper definition of deity aml the a priori/n posteriori

etructure of all proofs. For it is only with such revision that the
question of ‘theistic bellef can be made intelligible and-hemce wore
valid, L o

2.'The Place of Experie ce:in Theol Lcal ent N . {

Our diecussion in the first section of thie chapter dealt uith
iseuee that could be said to fall under the heading "retional grounde
for Jbellef in God®, In the present section we ehall be dealing With

__ieeuee that could be said to fall-under the Leeding “experiential
t . . ' : ' : "

oo

~,
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_unde_for‘belief : God't I truet th : this'division-for the pur- B

'poses of presentation is no eading, for in Hartshorne s progran

‘the two are not conceived as separate endeavours. but rather as inter—
.related parts cf the same endeawour. Thus we shall seé that because
Hartshorne engares in rational metaphyeice he can be classified as a
rationalist but that. this classification,must be qualified for he does not
-argue from concepte alone, but proposes to base hie netaphyeical in—

: -quiry in experience

| . A reference to Whitehead 1s in ordén at this point, as Hartshorneis

use of the experiential natrix is in part derived from Whitehead'

J?-"reformed eubjectiviet principle" In Process and Real_;x Whitehead

_ urites that the: philosophy of organism accepts Hume's dictun that no-

| thing is to be admitted into ope's philosophic eyetem that 1is not
found to be an eleuent of euhjective experience. Appealing to the..
principle of relativity, Whitehead states that all things are to be

_concelved as “qualifications of actual occesions";‘and this qualifi-

cation is to be concelved as the ".:.experience‘of the actual world
enjoyed by the actual ontity, as subject", J2 Accordingly, ‘

The subjectivist pLinciple is that the whole universe consists
' of elements disclosed in the analysis of the experiences of
subjects,..apart from the experiences of subjects there is no-.
thing, nothing, nothing, bare nothingness. 33 :

Having accepted the 'subjectiviet principle” Hhitehead nust initiate

a correction of the categoriee utilized by modern philosophy in meta-

“physics ( thet is, the notione of“vaouous actualijy,void of subject- T

ive experience"and "qualities ipherent in substance"),  The correction

LY

3z AN, Whitehead, Process and Realigx (New York: The Free Press,
1969); p. 193

? mid,, p. 19
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of these categorlee is effected by the adoption of 'feeling , the .
J'subjective concrescence of all things, as the fundamental node of
ddeecription in his metaphysical syetem.

‘Hartehoree ddopts both thetsubjectiviet principle.eni Whitehead's ,l -

' notion of feeling, and theee~doct¥ines,a:e at the'baee of his neta- |

physics., In'order to”explieate his ese of thee we ehall exanine ’

Hartshorne's use of the experientiel matrix frem two perspectives:

'experience as ontologically basic, the key to reality; amd experience

‘as the basis of metaphysical inquiryx the key to netaphysics, e

2.1 Experience,és Ontologically Basict The "Key to Reality®

Our dieoueeion of experlence as ontologically basic will serve '
to introduce penpsychism, the theory that not just some part, but all
of nature is to some degree ”sentient"; “experiencing”, *feeling®,

Ve shall first examine Hertshorne;e developemnt of'experience as crea-

tion in Creative Synthesis and Philosophical Method, and then turn to

a pmeliminary discussion of the lobic of the panpsychic theory.
Hartshorne adopts’ what he calls a “pencreationist"view of rea-
1ity: existence is'creation, hence "to be* 1s "to create'z . CIB&fiVitY
15 the first principle,and it is our own subjective expefience that

provides th cleareet inetance of this principle. IF experience is
‘fundamentally the fusion of n hggx data into one experience, then the

-explanation of this ie possible only if it first_be adnitted that h\
. ' S/

each experlence 1s basically a free act _In this_ reepect_creation_is“”ﬁfew;ﬂfwwm_ -

the meaning of freedom; 1t 13 the self-determination inherent in an

expe;ience by which an emergent “one" arises out of a previous_"many".

.
- . .
. . . ! [ <
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The effect, the experfence,is the ‘one'uﬁend the.ceuee, the deta,.ia
‘the ﬁmany“ Hartsﬁorne does not restrict this analysie soiely tc the_‘..
experiencing human aubject but takes it to be descriptive of all
reality. for "...apart from experience, the idea of reality is empty. " 34
Furthermore, thls doctrine of the universality off creative experience
providee the basis for Hartshorne' s doctrine of the soclal structure
of existence, that experience is experience of something, and this
"something™ is the fres experience of othere, It is this free exper-
1ience of other free.experiences, or "ehariné of.creat ity'g that ie-
the eociel character of exietence. We shall discuss s theory in ,:
detail in the next chapter. . | | .
A corcllary to the pancreetioniet view is that the basic nodsd
‘of reality is "becoming', and that "being"is merely an aspect of
this reality, Becoming‘ie,conceifed of,as ihclusixe‘of'being_(ahd'3

<

yetistiil in contrast witb being) because nb matter how muich is un-
-creeted, if the leagt thing is createe,,therein results an‘emergeht
toteiity'of both . a ‘Creation is in this sense
creation of the total reality. Becoming is creative synthesie by

reason of the fact that a new unity emerges in the fusing together
of ita antecedent factors._ "To put together is not to create what

is put together, but it is to create the new inclueive togetherness

or synthesls 1tself as a single entity, ™~ This notion is fun-—

‘“T‘“‘“"damental”to“Hartshorne's“metaphyeico"and*eccordingiy”to"hie“doctrine”'"'"'"'"'”'W

‘of God, as we shall see in our discussion of the logie of dipolar

Mo, p6
35 mvaa,, p.ab -



theisn in the final eeciion of'thiefchapfer, end-our diecuseion of B
Hartshorne s analysls of the way in which God's ordering of the world
is to be conceived (1n Chapter 11), .

The theory of panpeychiem. that all reality 18 ultimately com=- .'
" . posed of experience, entalls the rejection of the dualistic vieu that
at least a of reelity 18 conposed of desad, ineentient ‘matter..

Hence, experienc is to be taken as a first principle, applicable to

all reality, The logic behind this position is as follows. Hartshorne
.statee-that'he is foll wing leibniz, cthe first philosopher to state

. Qlearly the case for pan;sychism, 1n taking ‘the poeition that sense
perception elone is inadequate to deternine whether or not the basic '
individual constituents of* the material world are alive. i.e., ;ey-_
chic in nature 36 Leibniz argued that because the individual com-
ponents of reality are unknown to us due to the inadequacy of our sense
perception, the only model of singular iniividuelity kriown to us. is e’
the unity and'individuality_of,our human experience. Erternal sense
perceptlon is cap&ble of revealing fo us only Eggrg things are; not'
what they are. Only‘“internal percePtion“, our nonFeeneory node of
erperience, the-mostT;ignlficant oflwhich 1is memory, can reveal.to
us the "whatneee" of things, In the experience of memory I know ny—
gelf as a unitary individual. as a. unity of feeling or experience,
_Leibniz accordingly cenceived of hie'menade not aS'nicroecopic inert

v

”rnaterial subetancee, but rather, upon analogy to this experience, as

percipient eubjecte. In the same wWay, accoxding to Hartehorne, the

—

36 ¢, Harxehorne,."Panpsychiem ,-1n Vergilius Ferm, ed;, A ‘
History of Philoeophical Syeteme (New Yorkt The Philosophical Library,
1950), p.. 4% S -
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panpsychic viaw entails the conception of the basic unita of" ;eallty

as individial unities of experience. And thus the dualistic view

of reality as; composed of, at least in part, dead insentient mattef, :

is rejected

If the panpsychic view 1s to be adopted then what of the familiar - -

distinction between mind and matter? Hartshorne g answer is that "mind™
15 to be conceived as the basic means of describing reality.
...nind. and adbter are not tuo wltinately different sorts of |
entity, but rather, two ways of describing a reality that has
‘many levels of organization, The "mind" way I take to be more
final and 1nclusive, 1) that ny position is the- opposite of
. materialism, 37 .
Hartshorne sees no need to draw an arbitrary line, somewhere beyond .
the fidhdﬁif our human subjectivc experiencc, after'wﬁich all of
. nature is to be regarded as merc 1nsentient, lifeless stuff He d
argues that to say that a part of nature 13 1nsentient or inaninata,
is to ascribe a certain privation to the part of nature in question,
, 1.e.i. it is to'say what it iacks Here the assertion 1s that it |
lacks cxpcrience. The problea is that while we can know experience
directly (i.c.; we have experience), we can not really say' that we
know its absence , . To what positive'fact can we have recourse in .
oxder to assert the sbscence of 1ife in a part of nature? . In Philo-
sopgical Iﬁterrogations Hartchornp argues this poip@ through and'states
that the cécripticn of feeling to all concrete singulars—is Justi- \
.Afied in that “...no positive tratt can logically exclude feeling as
suchs Extendedness ®ill not do it, for the aocial strncture of feeling

- 1s its spatio-temporal character,” ?8 It was Descartes'.position that

L2, ». 217 - | | o i ' .
‘€, Hartshorne, “Interrogation of Gharlea Hartshorne (conduct-

William Alsto in Sydney and Beatrice Rome, eds, -
ool nterrogations l&ew York! Hﬂt Rinehart and Wifiston, '1%%%——%‘ s

-" .ﬁ
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physical bedles onlj are extended Iﬁ spaee-and that mind is not.
Assuning this position, c0le not one argu thut extersion excludes
the psychical and therefore provides us with a positive fact Hhose :
presence proves that Ieeling 1s aosent" Hartshérne answers tnls
qnestion negatlvely, stating that tnis argument tails necause 1t can nov
Bhou that nibd 1e in every aspect unextended 39 And experience ac-
'cording to the social theory of reality, has a eocial structure, and'
It is thls structure which*givee experience ite extendednese.
Extension is primitively giver, not in mere‘matter, but in en-
Joyed, suffered matter, matter connected with mind, and all spat-
1al location works from the "here™ which is detemmined by my
personallty, or interests, or focus of attention, to a "there”™
separated from the direct action of this personality by a great-.
er or less interval..,"locus", for matter, has only so much
meaning as interactions with minds can give it, 40
Accoxdingly, experience ard extendedness are not logically exelusive,
fer the former "embraces®™ the latter in thatfit-ie the besis of the
latter: extension is within ‘the sentlient wholeness,
Hartbhorne conténds that the opﬁosite of paﬁpsychism'is "merea
nonsense”, ' : : .
'If the "insentience of singulars” must be a "fact” wholly nega-
tive for all possible observation, and this the same as no facty)
then their having feeling, however slight, is the only alterna-
tive to nonsense, What metaphysics seeks to exdude is pre-
cisely and solely nonsense (or contradiction)}., 41
Hartshorne sees bifurcation of nature'inﬁo'natufe-aiive'end'nature lifeless as

pmoblematic, and therefore proposee to: unieretand nature in terms of

'analogy of indefinite extent“ in this ease, panpeychien. _"Mere

) 39 See LP, pp. 124,125; ard in reference to Hartshorne's cri-
texrion of peeivity, gee LP, ch, XII, and CSP, ch, VIII, esp. pp. 160,
161 1ﬁore£erence to Descartes and extension.

RSP, p. 37

1 C Hartehorne, "Interrogation of Charles Hartehorne", P. 351
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Yee-—and-ﬂo thinking, as Plerce held. is the last ‘woxrd on no funda .
\\\ o | mental eubgect; rather it is alwaye a nore or less‘g;ude oversimpli- o _T?

n 42 Dualism, conceived as the problem of the interaction of

wo domains supposed to be radically unlike. each other,
s avolded by Hartshorne's doctrine of feeling as basic to all reality{
It is panpsychien, and this theory alone, that providea the means of
conceiving the affinity beyween the higher and the lower 1evels of ‘a
asture, betwaen human organisas and electrons, between mind and matter.
Phnpsychism is basic to Hartshorne 8 metaphysice. ‘In the next
.chapter we shall exanine this doctrine, as well as the.doctrine of the I v
social sixucture of existence, in ierms of its use in the cosalc : “_‘ |
organisn analcéy} He_ehall now conplete our dieccaeion of the plece
of experience in theologicalfergement by eiamining'its function as the
starting point in metaphysical imuiry. ' |

2.2 Experience as the Basie of Hetaphysical Inquiry: "The Key to
Hetaphzsics" . .

Ve noted in the p -vinus eection that Hartshorne adopte Hhitehead'

reformed Bubjectivie princn-le and the aubsequent revision of the ‘

enbetance-quality cgtegories [of traditional metaphyeica used by nodern

history of modern philoeop y illustratee. In the previoue‘eection

!eiexaninedithe_logic oiianiehorneie_centialirgxiaign;;ihﬂejhﬁérj_gf

paqpsychieu. In the preeentlsection we shall further examine Hartehoine'e
A4 ‘ : L - S ¥
*2 g, po352 . o
L3

Ses Process and Reality, Part II, ch, VII
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\adoption of the reforned eubjectiviet principle, now diecuneing it |
as 1t beare upon his method of netaphyeica.l inq_u.iry. | ' |
In adopting the reformed subjectivist principle, Hartehorne
adopte the position that bbe prinary data available to netaphyeice for
analysis are to be found in the experience of the eubject; and further,
that the,analyeis-ef snch experience discloees the basic character- |
istics of all reality. Hence, one task of netaphysice is the expli- :,_,\
.cation and clarification of the basic featuree of eubjective exper- N
'ience and in turn the generalization of such features so as to rake
, then applicehle to all reality. In this connectien Hartshorne finds
it neceeeary to reject any dualistic interpretetion of reelity. and’
ntilize the panpsychic one on the grounds that it is more coherent and
poeeeseee greater applicability to experience than the fommer, Hie
argurent is that the tumn to eubjeetive experience in forning our nepae
physical concepts would indeed be a useleee endeavour if the reet |
of reality were not in eone senae analegoue to our experience. He
states that ",..t0 experience what an individual unit of reality would
ba like if it were not ‘an-individual expsrience or part of'one 18
hobri‘ously inpoe’sible.?" ha The qneetien of the "uhatneee" of things -
18, for Hartshorne, really the problen of analogy: "what are the
propertiee of direct experience that can syetenatically be applied

"to all reality?®, In reference to the eoeial etructurelof all ex-~

perience, and our knowledge. of it, Hartshorne writes,

‘&1&_11}1' p. 188 | . - - s
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- Givegfa‘fragment'of reality so elsborate asrthe huran body 1is
represented (in vision) and alsc intuited (in all senmsations) AR
to-be, and given the causal uniformity of reality, knowledge . 45 R *
of the rest of reality is a mere matter of inductive inference. 7

Thelp;bpé: method of metaphyaicai-inqgiry-is'to examine that part of

'realitfrwith hﬁiéﬁpone is nost faniliar; one's s#bjective exbérﬁencg,

and proqéed; by analogy, to ;hgt part of realfty with which one is

.. least faniliar, Such a method is illustrated in Lelbniz's conception

| .of‘nbnadé.‘ Because,ﬁ; fbundkthat'onlylin 5internal’ perceptiod'éan'

we experienée what 1#‘is.io‘bgl;hrindiviQualg ;pibhié'conéeived;ﬁia Lo
nbndds.upén analogy to the ﬁﬁnan self, ,In'£5é|samé way Ha;tshorne“ -

- © * . grounds his metaphysics in expérience: the ;odceptd which are appli-

| -cablé.tq all reality are to'bq,rérmea by analogy to the basic features

and. characteristics of our subjective experience, '

‘The higher levels'of existence exhibit the universal character-
istics in greater degree, hence in more readily disceruibie fom
(very smati values of a variable may make the variable itself
imperceptible to usj}; the highest planetary creatures, ourselves,
are also the only ones we can study in all the ways in which we .
can study anything, “Here is tﬁ:;ggle possible window (admit-
tedly at best transluckgnt, not sparent) opening upon the
intimate nature of thinks, Are we llkely always to keep shut-
ters on that window? 46 ; : :

Haftsbornq!s}usefof this methqdﬁuill_befexanihéd.1n.re1at1§n to his
formulation of. the tbleoloéical.érgument in our discussion of his éonf
capfion éf.£he cosmic variables.and the écalé of bqihgsiin'chapter'Ii; Let
Vus“nol‘continué.qur.discﬁésiqn.of thigrmeihod in ternms of his adoption'of *
thé refﬁrmed subjectiéiat priﬁciple. | |

“ mvia,, p.2o . -
‘ k6 C. Hartshorneé, "Mind as Memory aml.Creative Love™, in Jordan
M. Scher, ed,, Theories of the Mind (New Yorks The Free Press of
Glencoe, 19625s p. 462 | o
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In Philosophical Interrogatione Hartshorne etates that aeenning '

analogy to hold the function of netappyeice ie to elucidate the unl=
versal analogies common 4o 211 ﬁeality. *To do 80 .We start with a
specinen of reality) and our own experienceqee ectual are ‘the clearest
and. nost, indubitable i{nstances (Dasm—tes) w7 The denial -of ex-
‘perience to some part of reality (1. ous the poeiting of a dualietic
interpretation, €.8.s mixﬂ/body) results in the inposeibi],ity of
knowing that actuality in a positive way, fOrses
- ...the moment something is given, it not only enters into an’
experience but, by virtue of the tnity of feellng which consti-
tutes experience, it presents itself as composed of feelinge

- or as a function of feeling. L8

Actuality can be positively conceived only by analogy to the elements

of our own experience; ‘and ‘the conception of all actuality in terme

of experience, of feeling ie'pceeible, as we saw above, only uitbin

o4
¥

the context of panpsychism.

Let, us now conslder the way in which thie nethod of metaphysical -

ing o bears upon Hartehorne s fornulation of the theologicel argu-i
. ments,. As We saw above, the question of the neceeeary existence of
God is for Hartshorne a pgiori ( as opposed to & posteriori) in natnre.

In Han'e Vieion ‘of God he argues that if a p;iori insight into the

neceeeary features of existence is poeeible. then these features musi
be present in a.'ll experience a.ad therefore knowable. - But, if such
featu:ee are not present. then ",..there ie no appropriate object for

an a p;ior 1 method to know. 49 Hence, one beeic queetion of any

¢ 7 . . 27 '

47 c, Hartehorne,i'Interrogationkof Cheriee-Hartehorne?. P. 349
- “8 mia., p. 399 o -
4 g, pp. 61,62 .
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theological argument is. “are such neceessry or categorical features .
preeent in experience?" As we shall see In the next chapter, Hsrt-

shorne proposes an affirmative answer to this question, and arguee

. thst'order' is one such fsatnre . Accordingly, 4 the’ purpose of

, -the theological_argunents is-to rerder intelligible the necessary'

or categorical festnres'of experience by interpreting them theistical-
1y. then the teleological argument seeks to render intelligible not
our experience of some instance of specisl order, but rather the
necessary ordex uithout which there could be no experience at all,
. The teleoclogical argument serves to demonstrate that order, a funda~
mental ‘aspect of our experience, can be interpreted in a non-contra-
dictory way only within the context of tholsa, '

i ' Ve shall discuss in detail the structure of Hartshorne's ,
formulation of the teleological argunent in ChapterII For our - _/Jifi/
present purposes, it 1s now necessary to continue our presentstionﬂof

the colponents of Hartshorne's nstural theology by turning to an ‘

exsnination of Hartshorne*s argument for positive theology, in unich:
the reforned snbjectivist principle plays an important role, .
3. Positive Theology and Analogy |

The completion of our consideration of the role Hartshorne
aesigns to experience in theological argument brings us to his adop-
tion of positive theology, and the necessity of an analogy ne in

developing a positive conception of deity:‘\In opting for a poeitive

e - e -~

theology, he srgues thst the concepte*uhich are spplicsble to all of ‘ h\g‘\\\\\

nsture. and supremely 80 to deity, are to be derived fron oux erper-

dence, In Divine Relativity he writes s S }




defining deity, i.6,, analyzing the ordinary, the finite

,,ff'. ‘To turn from ordinary things to the transcendent

‘scope,

.29

. Human nature is the supreme instance of' natyre in general, as
known to us,..ard moreover, it.is the instdnce which in some
- respects at least is much more certainly and intimately known
» to us than any other, 50 I o

Ject what he takes to be the traditional philosophic pYocydure of

3 1inited

‘and dependent, and- then attributing the negative to deity (e.g.,
Spinoza's absolutely infinite), Accordingly;’in defining deity in

 terms oé?dual.transcendence, he. writes. S K

canmnot bdbe Lo
to turn fron dependence to independence, but from sejective -
non-universal forms of dependence or independence to the uni-
versal forms of both, In ordinary cases dependence gnd ‘indepen~
dence oceur together, but neither one in wniversal form,,., -
Where one is there is also the othexr, 51 Coor

 In this passage "ordinary" refers to our own human'experiehdé§ we

are in some sense 1ndependént of 1nf1uehces exterior tblus {fhis.?
being necessary to maintain one's integrity), amd in.ﬁoué'aenSe‘de-‘

. . . - .
pendent upon. those exterior to us (e.g., the relativity 12lustrated

n one's love for another). In ﬁcdordance'uith the four conditions

- of the rules for-tggiﬁtic proofs, Hartshorne does not reject'eithr

of these terms, but applids them both to deity as the instance of =
their maximal ‘exemplification, i.e., unsurpassable and universal in .
In réféiﬁhce to the cosmic oxganisn analogy Hartshorne writes..,
_weothat ouii‘thqisn\or the second txpe@@penthﬁisi]cah really

do anxtbing_withﬁtha;trad1tional~"uay—of—analogy”“with”whlchi

—

—

\\_‘

‘ ‘T\_‘__ 515 .
. 3Py pe230- .

rFl A

the enptiness of purely negative theology has been allegedly .
atoned for,,., 52 e \ ' E

Sol_jn;l P, 27

52 MYG,' p. 5977 . \ Y o
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In the next section we.diecuSB-the basic ﬁrinciple of ﬁanen- |
. theisn (second type of theiem); for. noq,let us turn to Hartehorne 8 5 o ) {
. ‘juetification of the analogy- doctrine in 1isht of his critique of ' |
| ncgative theology. .
Earlier we noted Hartshorne s four conditions of the. zules for o
theisti proofs. the third of uhich is that there must be sone eri-
teria SZr dietinguiehing between divine and non-divine exemplifica-_
tion of the categories. A problem'herein'ariées in so far as our
theological concepts are derived from our own non-@i#ine experience, .
The problem 1s even more acufe for'a‘theology which isré;ouoded in \

.

\‘\\ experience . The queetion is, "How are we to avoid creating God in
a

\\ohr\own image”" Ae Ve saw. above,..Hartshorne. addresses this problem by

.asserting that God is the one individual.whose 1nd1v1dullity.1e‘defi;;:**-*

ble a pgiori . In doing 80 he hopes to retain the meaning of our concepts,

P

and yet not sacrificeccod 8 metaphysical uniquenees for the sake
of oenceivability.; ‘ i
- . In what does God's metaphysically unique status and character

. consist? Hartshorne labours to keep -1 deecription of God which is
purely metaphysical, the terms[of which are the purely universal
categories (e.g., relation, causality, etc,). Whereas the unique-
ness of man can not be deecribed 1n;terme of categories alone, God! e
uniqueness can bes - ‘And not only can it be, but a pprely categori~ A

| cal desc¥yiption is apSiiceble'to God alone, In this sense thb terms

o ”"“'”ﬂe"aﬁﬁli“to_creE£ﬁie‘EEd“Cfeﬁtor“are"not“univocei‘"but*analogicalsﬂf~;v~c*—"—~m—~~m-ﬂ~

In Process and Reality Whitehead writes that "...God 1s rot to be




-
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treated as an exception to a1} metaphysical principles, invokei‘

to save their collapse. He is their chief exemplification " 53

L

/ﬁHartshorne develops thia way of conceiving God'a metaphysically u- -

nique status in terms of God 8 individuality: -"...1n the case of

suffice to'individuatd-

asserting the a Eriori‘otherness God in the dualitiee of tradi- ,
tionel theism (e.g., God. as nece '/ world as contingent), but

)

3

'-aeity, the most- neral con long ;wiihout anything more npeCific, L

criticizes such an effort on the ‘grounds that it reenlts in a”contra- :

diction in the conception of God; and’ further. that such a procednre
denies the poseibility of relation in deity, Hartshorne argues that

there is no logical reaeon. once God is to be defined in a purely

categorical ‘manner, to aecfibe "non-relatedne ity and not.

%ll-relatedneee“ (Hartshorne cont?nde t thie logi eppiiea‘toéll

such dualitiess God ié eceesary_aﬂd contingent, ete, ) The radical '

"otherneas" of God 1s retained preciaely because he illustrates the .
categories.in a maximal_way, tﬂ)ﬁle_' the creatures only indicate,
gggfeategories in a non;dietinctineffashionl they are “...alvays
and in all aspects eomething middling under both cetegoriea. In thia
niddling cheracter lies their inp;;feozion.” 55 Following this line.
of reasoning Hartshomme states that relation ia...

+eo.the abllity of a thing to exprese in its own nature those

‘other things which, anong alternatively possible or contingent
thinge,happen to exist, 56 -

. Whitehead, Procéss and Reality, p. 405

5 P.}lt P 3 ) o 55 M_Ol Pi_32 . . . -’
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‘ﬁartahorne contends that to reject analogical reagoning complete-.
ly—1,e,, negative theology's mistaken notion that only in their
'Z'negative application were the categoriea unique to God-—not only
detracta from the "Christian concreteness and appreciation of indigﬁd-
ual uniqueneas"5? but leada to ‘the nistaken "...metaphysical falge '
‘nodeaty of seeking to horor daity by refusing to apply any of our
positiva conceptions to him n38 Tha negaiive theologlan, if he 1s
feally thinking of deity, 13 applyling concepts to him, albeit nega-
tive ones, - Further, the application of the negation of the categories
to delty implles that ona ",..understands something positive in deity

vhich i{s incompatibdle with such categoriea." >3

Negative theology -
must result either 1n self-contradiction in its reasoning, or the
Amplicit refusal to think about deity, neithar of which Hartshorne
believes to be viable optipnaiin a sound theology. The basis of
;Hartsho:ne}a criticisa'here is twofold, On the one hapd thers are "
“religioua"g:oundsd reliéious woiship requires a poaiti;e concaption~—
“Gﬁ:iatia& conc;eteness"—-bf the being ﬁortay of woraﬁip. But,
there also exist  the netaphysical grounds: God, the ope individual
definable a priori, is the paximal instance of the categbrles; hence
the positive description is more in keeping with God's metaphysical
atatus than a purely negative deacription. _

| The conception of God as the maximal inatance Jof the categories
leads Hartahome to write ".“..theology (so far as it ig the theory

of the eaaence of deity) is the most lfteral of all sciences of-

- eiistenoe. €0 It is man, not God, that is the negation of the ca-
'ur, p. M " 5% bR, p. 35

7 noad,, p. 35 - 0 mhad,, p. 36 .
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‘tegories, for man 11lustrates then only with qualifications, whereas

God i ",,,the 1literal instance of the categories; they are himself in

" his individual essence..a" 61 'Oﬁcé an unqualified negativc theology

. 1s dispensed with as a consequensa of its problematic nature and ita

shortcomings, the theologian may assume his more proper role, this

- being to -render theological terms moxe precise i,8,, to eliminate the :

_ mataphorical meanings sb as to securé a clearer understanding of the 1i-

teral meanings.-of the’ catesorical fcatures.utilized in describing the
esschce of delty, Theclogy. accordingly, addvesses the problem...:

++.that theological terms, though literal, derive this literal
" meaning from intuitions which are not conspicuous in normai
hunan experience, and must be carefully distinguished from
other, nore conapicuous intuitions witinwhich they may be con-
fused, 62 . : : ,j*h\ : '

d

" For Hartshorne, the question "Is there a God?" coincides with the

question *Can God ve literally and direbtiy known (in his individual
esseﬁce) ™. And it ie the categories ﬁhich serve tc designate the

divine individual,. But, a distinctlon must be here introduced; to

mow God as an individual, distinguished from others,is quite a dif-

ferent task from knowing God as actual, diéiinguished from other

possible states of actt iﬁy appropriate to his individuality, "Here

is the place for negative theoiogy, Here we must confess our incur-

able ignoraﬁce n 63 To know Cod as He is,jSupramcly velative to the
world, as actual, would be to know the world as God knows- 1t. Rather..y

*That he has relations we can know.but just what relationa to Just/

-

vhat, we can never isely know 1n even a single concrata case,” 6% .

2‘ _ - Z’; Ibid,, p, 38
3 PSG, p. ) DR, p. a1,




34 -
- : _
To know. conceptually God as individuél. as the’ chief exenpl.fication

-

of the categories, is poseible; but our knouledge of concrete reality-—

of the actuality of God as supremely relative- is indeed infinitﬁsiinal.

Tt is concrete, contingent reality, not the divine essence definable.
riori, which ",,.transcems reason. and can ultinately only be
‘felt as sheer fact,” 65'

. In this eection we have been discussing Hartehorne 8 justifica-
tion of analogy in forming a positive conception of deity ant his '
critique of negative theology. Much of his argument is based upon
the "law of polarity". which he states as followss o
| ...ultimate contraries are correlations, mutually interdepen-

dent, so that nothing real can be described by the wholly one- -
-sided assertlion of siaplicity, being, actuality, and the like,
each in a "pure" form, devoid and independent of complexity,
becoming, potentiality, and ‘valued contraries, 66
‘Hartehorne is critical of theologies Hhicn posit God as the absolutei_
exception to the law of polarity, eni then conclude with a nonopolar :
_conception of deity (cf, his understanding ;f Tnomism?s »Pure Actuality®)
in vhich only one pole of the catesorical contreets are gscribed to
deity as the supreme being, the other being arbitrarily relegated to
ah inferior etatus. The simple ‘contrast between excellent—inferior
yroves to be inadequate when compared to .the nore comprehensive
_method of formulating the definition of deity based upon the use of
iconceptually ultinate contrasting poles:

t

...the contrast excellent-inferior, the trnly invidious contrast
has no tendency to coincide with that between such polar contrasts.
as one-many, cause-effect, active-passive; but rather, this
invidious contrast breaks out indifferently on both sides of

the categorical polarities, 67 ,

65'Ibid., p. 38 - 66PSG, P 2

67 Ibid,, p. &.We ahall canslider this method in more detail in
the section on the cosmic variables in Chnpter II. .

-
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.Thus Hartshorne develops a method defining deity by applying the ‘
sSUpreme instance of not one, but both poles of the ultinate contrasts.
‘For example, God ia conceived of as supremely absolute and relative,
'-or the supreme cause and effect, But to arcid contradiction. two

. aspects in the one suprenme being nust be posited, each uspect cor-
responding to each pole, In the pages to follow we shall develop
this means of characterizing deity, which Hartshorne lahels "the |

theoxry of dipolarity"

L, The lozic of Dipolar Theism
| Hartahorne defines- deity in tems of a dipolarity of auprenacy:
to one aspect of doity is.attached -the supreme case of a catcgory.
r‘and to the other aspect is attached the supreme case of its contrast-
ing category. That such a distinction does not rcsult in contra-
- diction Hartshorne affirms, stating that "..,there is no law of 1cgic
against attributing contrasting predicates to the same individual.
,pmcvided they apply to diversc aspects of this individual,* 6$ Al
that is in deity need not be his essence, "To have accidents, some
accidents or7oth6r}‘will be a requirement of the escence...but the
particuih{\accidents Hhich God has will be strictly outside his eg-
sence, " 69 One aapect of deity refers to deity as accident, the other -
to the ividual‘easence of deity, essendé neaning the individual .
in abstrachion from all that which s in hia as accidental,

Above we discussed Hnrtshorne*s definition of deity as the su-
preme and all worShipful being., To relterate the argument the dir- :

_ _ Perence between God, the being Hho 18 perfcct and the inperfect is a

| 8 ., pp. tht5 2 Toid., oot

]
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‘difference'not ofidegree but of kind, | The euperiority of deity caﬁ ‘
“not de exﬁreeeed'otber than by ...superiority in principle, a definite
conceptual divergence fron every other being, actual or so much as
poeeible. Ve may call this divergence categorical supremacy.' 70
.The categorical supremacy of delty, as we saw above, requires that he
" is the ons individual conceivable a priori, his character expressed |
.in tems of the categories without ﬁualification, without limitation,
aml without reference to any matter of fact.(Factuality always consists-
15 some linitation upon the categoriee ) Hartshorne acknowledges that,
by virtue of this definition, it must be asaerted that -deity exists
necessarily (if theisn 18 to make any sense at all), but-—and this
' is the basic principle involved in panentheism-it ie incorrect to
assume that in this necessary axistence we have the whole etory con-
cerning deity, and that there can not be two logically diverse as-
pects in G&, Hartshorne writes that,,, |
7 ...the necessity of delty which follows from categorical suprem-~
: acy refers to hls existence as an individual and ceases to be
a truism if it is construed to mean that every thing in God'
total reality is ‘necessary., 71
~ The categorical supremaoy”refere to God's iniividuality in conpari- .
son to that of other individuals, not to God's aotuality in com=-
parison to uhat he might have been, "That God could not fail to
exist as himself ia not equivalent to saying that he could in no-..

fashion. be ‘other than he is“. 72

?0 P...SE! p-?

1 a4, ,p, 8
72 114,



-Fofiowing.tbie lcgic thrcugh;:e concepfion nhsﬁ be arritec at which- “
| alieys for both necessiiy'endlcont;ngencx.within Coa;'ﬁuﬁlone which
"does not result in contradictien. The conception fcrmulafed by_gart-
shorne posica two distinct_logical leyele in God, one being Hie
e abstrect.eelffidenﬁity} the other the concrete and .contingent states
of the divine 1life, The former Tefers to the existence of God, t',he.
latter to the actuality of Goda but, to repeat, only the existence
:of God can be termed necessary, One can say, on this account, that
| the necessity of God consists 1n part in the a priori requirement
that it can not fall but to be actualized, '~
“ As we noted above,at the heart of panentheism, and of Hartshorne 8

netephysics,‘ia the distinction between.beconing and being,,and the
acce?tance of the former.as the more 1nc1usive cateécry. ,Becoming,‘ .
or prcceee,‘and Seing form a single reality, but the latter is an
. abstraction ffom.the former: "Process 15 not the mere identities of
"being’; it is the identities with the differences, or rather ;i_is
‘thezdiyerse states with abetract.aspects of identity,” 7 ‘We also
88W above that'Harteherne chooeee to t:cat,the conceptﬁof delty not
as an exception, but ee the basis,and therefore a.part of, his meca-
phyeical system, As beconing in Hartshorne 8 metaphyaice is ulti-
nato, it is required that change be adnitted to.be real in God, 1nﬂ
that he 1s part of that metaphysical scheme, But, tbat there 16

chnnge in God need not be in conflict with the perfection of God.

73 This diatinction between the two loglcal levels in God, and
the definition of perfection that follows from it, is central to the
Ontological Axgument. See LP, ch, II, sect, VII, esp, pp. 63,54,

™ pss, p. 9



which requires the necessity of his existence, for this perfectien
can admit of another forn, and this forn is to be attributed to ‘the
Waccidentsl"aspect of deity. Accordingly, the perfection of God
" consists not only in the surpassing of all others, but also in the
surpassing of himself (even though not 4in his individual essence)
“Noting that only sone values, but not all values, admit of a cate-
gorically maximal forn,Hartshorne Proposes to define ferfection as
| .«.the categorically ultimate forn of all values that admit
such forn (it can be shown that they are abstract agpects of -
value) and the categorically superior form of all attributes.
that do not admit an ultimate form (they are all ways of expres-
- 8ing the \oncrete value, happiness), 75 ST - : .
" God chsnées in 10 far as he excels his‘rre#ious state of being, i.e.,
- acquires nore'coﬁcrete value; ‘but, this is not chahge into another -
being, rather, it is chsnge into a uore superior state of the sane
' identical being, God retains hie iniividuality through diverse

experiences: and these experiences nust conforn to the individuality

_Hartqhorne further argues thst the con
- pure actuality. incapable of change
increasing in value, the self-changing being, is placed withiu—deity,
: perfection and imperfection each referring to -one aspect of deity,
Since perfection can not change and inperfection can not be
changeless, it follows that a God both perfect and imperfect
-will be unchanging in the ways in which he is perfect and chang=
ing in the ¥ays in which he is not perfect 76

: The sssertion "beconing ie ultimate" carries with it, sceording to

7 md., . 10
7 RSP, p, 160
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‘Hertspbrne,the coroliary that time is real, Haitshorﬁe writes that '
.tineaie '...objective nodality (Pierce); it unites determinate, aetual
- paet reality with indeterminate, potential future reality ~ 77 It
13 this conception of tine, and the reality of time even "in applica~
tion to deity, that leads Hartshorne to the dietinction between God
. in hie abstract individual aspect and God in. his concrete experienc—
-ing aspect The assertion *God exists necessarily"neans... |
...unlimited capacity to adjust successfully-—that 1e, with -
presexrvation of individual integrity—or it means abllity to
adjust to all others, whoever and whatever they may be, Given
such capacity, the individual can not fail to exist, 78 .-
Ie this tespect_the admission that,ehenge is real’ in God does not
enteli-the denlal of his status as the‘eihgle‘gecessarily exiating
being; rather this°admittai rgguires the poeitive_and full aseertion"’
of this status as the reason for the’preservatidn of identitj amidet all
change, “Necessity is sinply freedom over the whole range of poesib-
111tles for existence -7 . S
‘3artehorne‘refers to his dipolat conception of deity, panentheisa,
ee‘a *higher eynthesish ef beth’traditienal theiem’end.tradttioﬁal |

S
paitheism’, o0

As such,God must be spoken of in terms of absolute
cause as well as relative and all inclusive whole, the application of
botﬁgescriptione to deity (although to diverse aspects) being necess

sary to characterize his full being, To explicate thie notion of

?7?§.0P-11 -. . o
Ibid,, p. 13 o SEEIN

79 C. Hartehorne,A“The Divine Relativity and nbeolntenessl' A
Reply", Review of Eetaphﬁics, Iv, I (Sept. 1950), 42, - |
80 see P3G, pp. 500, 512



- ricaJ.conception of the ‘causal relntion; thue tbe conception of God

:‘\ . . \._""-‘\ y

'_pnnentﬁeien aca“highér eynthesic'iﬂnrtehorne addresses'the question
_E'Ie God independent of the universe,.exiating without it; or ie ho

\

incapeble of such an existence?" The panentheistic doctrine ans-
| wexs the latter half of the}queation poeitively, ‘but- uitb some quali- .
fication. B |
According to Hartshorne the delty of claseical theisn, a«deity ‘

ﬂholly independent of the world, was based upon a- rndicallx asynpe t; -

E:T:] pnre canee and in no Hay effect The panentheistic doctrine re=
quires a different conception of cause~ a noderatelz asymae
conception of the caueal relation. Hoderate aByRme

class or kind of effect 1s inpdied in the cause,. s.e.] the non-nul-

ity of the class of effects (n.b, the class, not the particular

- membexrs of the class) is necessary by virtue of thefnature of the
ceuee. The cause is always independent of the‘particular effect,
while theleffect.is necessanily dependent upon the cause, FExpressed
-in tenporal terms, the preeent entails the past, as in menory (the.
past is involved in the preaent abeolutely), uhile the future ia
required.only as some nember of a given claee, as in nnticipation.
Hertehorne states that nnything reqnired by- that is, in_

'the noderately «asymmetrical sense« eenething is ‘the cause of that
Bonething. God, as the supreme ceuee. is - universally required by
‘all other things, and only requiree the non-nullity of this class-
of all other thinge.



Hartehorne. as we noted above, contends thet God nuet be effect -as well -

" as cause; and. that God 18 effect in his concrete total reality. God, the l )

\
supreme poWer or agency, ‘is the supreme etrean of effecte: .God as

ecting, as well as acted upon. Divine causation, in this fashion,
‘ is to be spoken of in terms of Tesponse to the concrete ‘world, Such
regponse entails a true perception of the concrete Horld| and theee
perceptions of the concrete can not be completely independent cf the
'alternetivee inherent in concrete existence (as are abstractions).
but axe rather concrete effecte. Divine causation in terme of re-
eponee requires the.perfect awarenees of all thinge on the pert of e
God., To effect such perfect awerenese God nmust participete in the
concrete exietence of all things, i,e,, they nust be the content of
his experience. It follows that God as the totality of effecte-—
true perception, pexfect awareness of the totality of things-—ie in
one aspect of his.being ;:;imally dependent upon all things,

fanenthelsn, eccording to Hartehorne, is the only éoctrine

Hhich alloue for & deity both independent (God as cause in the moder-
| ately aeymmetrical eenee) and: dependent (God as effect), each being
ascrived to diverse aspects of deity. 81 Both clesstal thelem and '
pentheism are correct but only pertially. Panentheism is the
eynthesis of what is correct in both, and the denial of what is in-
correct in both- that there can be no poeeible distinction in God,
between God as independent cause and God as inclusive reallty,

Accordingly. in one aspect God is independent ceuee, end in another




aspect God is the inclueiVe reality. including the independent cause
of .all things. God may not only in his total reality be identical
with this inclusive reality, but as well in one aSﬁect of himself,

,',

:identical nith the independent causée, ' _‘;/f .
B He prefaced the foregoing discussion of”penentheism by noting .
that two aspects of the same*df’tjﬁxhnt be posited iu order'tonﬁen- :
der the law of polarity applicable to Hart ane s doctrine of God
To conclude this discueeion we muat exauine th this procedure-—i e., .
positing two aspects in the same God—-does not 1tself end in contra- -
diction The key to the logic of the argument is the concept of
7"inc1ue{‘n" |
AYove we B&H that Hartahorne speaks of the two aapecte of deity
in.terms of individuality'and actualitz. The divine individuelity,_deé
finable by concepts alone,'ie abatract; bﬁt_the\divine actuaiitf is
concrete, the instantiation of the eestract incividuality;_ God is
“porfect® in hie necessary character; but 1t ie the concretﬁ’states
of the divine which.have or instance “perfection"; Perfection is
not'perfecti but dod in his concrete states 18 necessarily perfect.
The abetraction, perfection, obtains necessarily as ita non-exenpliti-
cation is an impoesibility by virtue ot Haxtehorne 8 definition of
- deity, But this necessity doee not obtain in the case of the concrete
exenplifi%ation ‘of it, Accordingly.‘ﬂartshorne s dootrine portrags '
two logically distinct levels within-God'hineelil exietential neces~ -
_eity. abstract (eternal) and actual, concrete contingenoy (tempore.l):2

- or otheruiee put, the abeolute aspect and the relative aapect. Let
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part from its inclusion in the formex,

us now proceed to analyze‘further the relation between these two
aspects. A : \‘%“g“i‘r—‘—NWel

In the definitlon “self-surpassing surpaeser of all others®,
the words “self-surpassing" refer to the relative aspect, and the .

latter part, "eurpaseer of all others", refers to the absolute as-

' pect, Hartshorne states that according to Aristctellan principle,

' the relative includes the abstract, and the latter: has no | 1ng a=

82 Relativity is the 1inclu-

lsive conception, non-relativity (absolute) is the reduction of this
_conerete to a partly negative and therefore abstract case, God as the

_supreme beinérisreupremely relative (that which 1s self-surpaasing)

and contains the supreme absolute (that which 1s all ather surpaseing)

- The relative agpact of God, that which 1mproves upon itself,
logically entails the absolute aspect because the 1nprovenent upon one-
solf requires the maintenance of some self-identity, 1, e.. 1t nust
be the same thing, The relative aspect of God...

“eeelB really a variable, the abstract variable of which A [}he

absolute aepecﬁ] is the abstract constant, the latter being like

"sameness" abstracted from concrete sameness- and- differences,

the former like "difference", abstracted from the same concrete, 83

The relative nust include the absolute. not vice versa, for it is a

contradiction to hold that ‘sonething contingent (1,e,, the relative)

can be genuinely.involved in something wholly neceseary (1 e, the

abeolute) “"The’ absolute can not know or have any relation to the re-
lative, but only the Tolative to. the absolute. o me panentheistic

-

92 560 BSP, p.115) am OSP, p. 233,
Bpsc, pos08. 3
Ibid,, p. 511 Y



conceptlon ghue preserves the non-reletedneee of the absolute to
‘relative things, while allowing for-the relation of Ood, as tran- -

{

scendentally relative, to both the absoluts and the totality of re-

lative thingé Whatever 1nc1udes relations, according to Hartshorne, is

‘concrete and oonpreheneive, and that which excludee relations is
abatract and non-comprehenaive. God as relative and containing the

_ relatione of absolute as well as relative poaeesses all the reality

. that 1s in either, and ‘also’ 15 a relative which is more than the

absolute, God as absolute...
...13 not related to anything contingent but to the necesgsary
category of accidentality~there shall be accidents, God as
a concrete: whole, AR [ebeolute-relativd] in character; is the
one who is related to accidental thinge theneelves. 85
In Creative Synthesis and Philosophic Hethod, in uhich he addresses
the problem of concaiving transcendence, Hartshorne expresses the Bsane
logic in elightly different terns, God as abeolute is ineependent-—
he is able to maintaip his eseential 1nd1v1duali%y amidst all change,
-But, this independence in his eeeential aepect does not by logical
neoeeeity limit the scope of hie 1nf1uence in inessentials,
There seens no contradiction in holding that in the transcen-
dent being the essential core of identity is infallibly secure, .
while the peripheral: content is responsive to every item of rea-
1ity. 86 _ N
Univeraal irdependence app;iee_to an abstraot aspect of the tran-
scenient, while univefgal dependence refers not to another abstract

aepeei,‘but.to the,eonerete reality of the transeendent being. JBut,

T

85 mid,, p.511.

8 cse, p. 233
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'thc abstract 15 the real only 4in the" particular, concrete aspoct—-
not aeporately. Universal relativity includoo all that is positive _
in-univeraal iniapendence, as well as including rolation to the whole -
of concrete actuality. Thia relation can Binilarly ‘be expreased in
_terns of modal 1ogic...

- sssWhere the conjunction of a necessarxxwith a contingant pPro- -
position yields a compound, proposition which is contingent,
Necessarily 'p' and contingently 'q' must itself be contingent,

Since 1t 1s the necessary which is independent or absolute,
not the contingent, the oversll character of the absolute and

the relative is given by relativity or contingoncy, nct by ab-
Hcluteness or necessity. 8?

So concludes our diacussion of the logic of dipolar theiam. Ve ha&e
seen that the panenthoistic concoption of doif? is at the baso of |
Hartshorna 8 argument for an analogy doctrine and of his criticism of
negative theology By positing gwo aspects in the samne doity, the

conditions of the law of polaxity are net, and in Hartshorne's miui
nuch of the contradiction in"the classical conception of deity is
overcome, Tho dipolar conception can avoid such contradiction only
if the relation betwoen the two aspects is one of inclusion—the
QQlative includes the abatract God in his total reality is concrete,
In the thixd chapter we hope to illuatratﬁftho use of this concept
of incluaion in our oxplication of tho cbsmio organiam analogy, in
which it proves to be a basic idea,

87 moia., po. 233, 23
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grallto this proper structuring of the argument, In this fashion the

e

CHAPTER II 7
| ~ THE TELEDLOGICAL ARGUHENT . AR
In the. preseot chapter we shall exanine what Hartého#ne ooné'
ceives to be the proper structure of the argurent fron design and

four notions, central to hisfneoclassical metaphysics, that are inte-

groundwork for Chapter III, an explication of the cosmic organism
analogy, will be laid by making explicit and clarifying those notione
¥hich are operative in Hartshorne 8 exposition of the analogy.

1 The Structure .of the Argument

Because Hartshorne sees that Hume's refut&tion of the teleologi-‘

cal argunent is based upon his underatanding of the way the argument
is to be structured He are initiating our discussion ‘of Hartshorne s
fornulation of the teleoiogical axgument by-briefly turning to Hume's
Dialogues Concarnigg Na ﬁggal Religion and bio statement of -the argu-
ment confained fherein Our Purpose in doing so is to obtaln a ‘

a

-clear and concise atatement of the teleological argument understood

as an empiric argument, its rremises’ being drawn fron some specific

instance of cosmic order, 1

o According to gume the argument from design is to be formulated
- \ _ | : _
as follows: ’ L.{jy

The curioua adapting of means to ends, throughout all nature,
rosembles exactly, though it much exceeds, the productions
-of human contrivance; of human design, thought, wisdom, and
‘intelligence, Sinca,therefore the effects resenble each other,

1, See above, P.‘l#
%
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we are led to infer, by . all the rules of analogy, that the -

causges also resemble;,and that the Author of nature 1s soméwhat

" sinilar to the nmind of man; though possessed of xuch larger
‘faculties , proportioned to the grandeur of the work, which
he has executed,, By this argument a posteriorl, and by this
argument alone, we do prove at once “the existence of a Deity,
and his similarity to human mind and intelligence, 2-

It is this formulation of the deSign argument'that 13 “refuted "

existence of God. Theological

by Hume, Hartshorne holds that Hume 8 refutation of the argument

is fnvalid and can be met if the argument is formulated in the

neoclassical Way. 3 The first step to understanding how Hartshorne

Proposes to neet Hume's refutation is to eetablish uhat Hartshorne
‘conceives the correct formulation of this argument to be -.Bume '8

version of the argument 1s an empirical argument; and for Hartshorne, .

as shown above, thers can be no mere Ly empirical proofe for the

unents must cohtain, besides an

a posteriori component, an g rio component ]
Any cosmic order 1is intelligible theistically, otherwise a

. mera mystery. To argue. fron enpirical facts is to imply that
had the world been less #ell ordered, God could not have been

- 4ts orderer; A world not basically ordered (how if not by an
oxderer? ;) is without cleat meaning. 4

- Accordingly, -the premises of tne teleological argument are not to
- A - ) . -

be'derived from some specific instance of the coamic order,i.,e.,,
: t

contingent, actual facts, as Hume supposesy but from the inconcel-

- oxder .as such without an ordexer, The argument nunt therefore con-

' elude that any world order requiree the divine oxderer,

<

_,vability of world ag such without order, and the inconcelva lity of

. 2y, Humé, Dialogues Concerning Natural Religion (1779) ed.,
Norman Kemp Smith (New Yorks The BOBBS ~MERILL COMPANY, for The

Library of Liveral Arts, 1947), p. 143
3 See CSP p, 296 - Lk CSP, p, 285

. ' - . . ) '%ﬁfo
i o !




As noted above Hartshorne does not _Propose irrefutable premises
frOm which the- theistic conclusion is to be drawn, but opts for the

structuring of proofs S0 as to render explicit just what the denial

of theism entails Accordingly, in Creative anthesis and Philosqphic

' Method Hartshorne develops the arbusent according to the possible

rejections ihat must be made in order to avold the theistic conclu- o

A et e e

sion.

A1 Tnere is no:cosmic order._

A2 There is cosmic order but no cosmic ordering power.

A3 There is cosmic and ordering power, but the’ power is not

divine.~

4 There is, cosmic and divine power, ?;
Hartshorne argues that. AI-A3 are unacceptable, and thab the thelstic"
conclusion therefore follows. The oxplication of the non-sccepta-
bility of these premises ;EE the logicsl necessity of the conelu-~
sion,can be obtained by Investigating Hartshorne 8 metsphysicsl scheme
with this question before usi "How is order to be conceived Hit
this schemo, snd why is a divine orderer required for the world

 order?%, It is the suggestion of this thesis that the ansner to this

question-is to be obtsined by considsring four notions which I see
to urderpin Hartshorne 8 forgyletion of the teleological argunent
These are the scale of beings- and the cosmic variables, aesthetice.
psnpsychiem, and the sooial struoture of reality. In oxder to
bring these notions into their proper perspective, i Q. Hertshorne's

o

5 GSP p. 281, See NT, p. 30 for Ha.rtshorne‘s _argunent for the
validity of this use of dcduotive proof
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‘unierstanding of the corract formulation of the téléolonlcal arswnént,
we nohe +no ay in which tnese notions bear: upen the reievant points

ot Ha:tshorne 8 criticism o1 Hume presented in Philosopners Speak

ot God -

The first point on which‘HantShorne crititlzes Hume 1s what he . ’

‘takes to be Hume's fgiluia to recognizé the possibility of the _‘

Jf"dipolnr éynthesis"r Hartshorne‘statos tpatiby uiriue of consider- - ///
. ing only'tuo Torms ot monopolar theism as incontrovertibly opposite,

Hume ends up in this dilemma: either the’ entirely positive conception

of the “Anthropomorphite“, a deity finite and changeable,- and possessai

of ® will and consclousness imperfect and corruptible, someuhat analo-

i sous to that of mantg or the enti:ely,nogative conception of the “'My=-

'stic", a deity infinite ard immutabie,lnithOut wiil or consciousness;’ ' \‘ -
amd in no sense analogous to man, Such & diienma, accoiding to
Hartshorne, is rasolved in the dipolar oonception of deity*whereby

a synthesis can be attained by assigning, as it were, each horn of the
dilema to one of the two distinct aspects of the divine, Accordingly,
deity maf in some sense be snid to be'analogous to nan, the finite,
contingent aspect and ,in some sense e irely"other"thnn man (tbe
inrinit;, a$solute aspect) The reasoning bepind this procedure we
examined a‘bove: man is a fragnentary being, uho has both pemanent!:d
changing characteristics, but neither in an unqualified sense. But,
God, the "Bolf-surpassing Burpasser of all“ does possesa these

-

features in an unqualified sensej he 13 unaquiVOcally etarnal and

7 tenporal. inmutable and mutable, abaolute and relativa, etc. 6
' Hhat underlias Hume's dilemma, hence nia critique, 1a_the assunption

of the impossibility of oonceiving of categoricaliy aupéeme finite cases: L

.

‘6'

- " See above‘jgf 5}4 9

R
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What Hume here.overlooke. like many before and after hin, is:
 that categorical perfection can be defined in dipolar fashion.
.80 that there nay be a perfect or ideally supreme form of -

~finitvde, complexity, change, and contingency, as well as of
infinity, simplicity, eternity, and necessity, 7

On Hartshorne'e logic, God 1s to be ‘concelved as the infinite de-

-;;_r_" gree, (or whatever maxinal-forn is appropriate) of whatever variable .

________ﬁrr_r_ie appliceble_in-a fiqite degree—to man———Tbe—generic—ideutity of ]
. the varie.ble its univocity, is retained and *God " is thereby render- .
ed poeitively conceiveble upon enalogy to human experience. A?discueeion
-of this topic will occupy us in the section bdha;on the ecele of
beinge ani the cosmic veriables , _

The second point on which Hartshorne criticizee Hume refere to the -
fact that Hume arguee that nind amd natter are "given to us as alike _
nyeterious and incomprehensible syetems of particulqre' 8 and is thereby
led to a twofold objection to the theory of the divine nind ordering the
world, The first is as follows, As the mental worid is essentially
eimilar to the material world (and: experience can not supply us with
any differences), it must require a cause in a way similar to that of
the material ‘woxld, Accordingly, in poeiting the exietence of a divine N '
nind conceived on analegy to our own finite rinds, we must grant .
that the ideae in the. divine mind require a cause to fall into order, as

o do meterial objecte require a cause to fall into order, As this euppo-

sition 1eade on to an infinite regrese of caueee,there can be no good reason

T, b b4 .
8 Ibid., p.. 435 ' '
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for not positing matex\a.l objecte as. sui‘ficient, in’ thezﬁelves, to-

-account for the world order.. According to Hartshorne, this objection

_is to be met by again applying the logic-of dipolar theism to the

question. The existence of God is not a particular actuality, for

uhich a cause is to be sought but ie “merely the being of BOMO

divine actuality or other, the~ necessary non-nullity of a clase ,
of actualities. Thue the existence of God requires no cause, even ..
though every actuality, even divine, requires one,*” ? In this .
fashion Hartshorne avoids ‘the infinite regress in positing the ex-
istence of a divine.mind Hume 5 second objection, which io more
central to our thesia, is as followe. According to Hume we can

have no insight into how a mind controle Ats own ideas, or tber_
motiops of bodies, Hence,_it is,in vain to imagine a,sup;eme mind

ordering the world, if we cannot even conceive of how our own mind

~ orders our own thoughts., We have, therefore, no rational basis for

the theory of & divine mind ordering the Horld This objection
raisee the following questionx “To what experience do we appeal in
order to formulate the notion of an ordering nihd?; " It may be

sald that Hume. like Hartohorne. "turns to experience 1 but vwhat nust
be noted is that Hartehorne. in adopting Hhitehead'e reformed
eubjectiviet principle and 1in understanding experience in terms of
renory, comes to an understanding of what constitutee experience that-
is not only differenx from thet of Hume, butonethat as uell, in

Hartshorne's phrase, t;uly:nfanewere" Hume's understanding, i.0.,

hie-sfepticism concerning oausality. 10 Accordingly, Hartshorne finds

1

9 mid., ~ | - o
10 See RSP, p, 7% and €, Hartehorne Whitehead 's Philoeophy (Lin-
colni Universipy of Nebraska Press, 1972), p. 1F
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Hume's analysis of experience on this point to be lacking.‘ Ue-do |
in. fact have such exyerience of a nind ordering its own 1deas. _ .
as given in memory and- anticipatio;. and of a mind ordering a 'mater--
$aln body, : given in the relation of mind to bedy., Both 1nstancea

are asaentially sympathetic in nature, In order to interpret meaning-

-

. ‘ully_this-oxperkancet_aui,ron_general1zation. thg woxrld ordar. we

unuat have recourse to psxchic&l concepts. The explication of this

=

notion will occupy us below in the’ section devoted to gartsﬂbrne 8
theory of panpsychism. % - - . |
The thixd point on which Hartshorne criticises Hume is what he 1.’
takes.to be Hume's dogmatic assunption of strict determinism in the con=
I-tention that the order ofl nature must bo an absolute ordeyr, Hume writes,
Instead of admiring the ordbr of natural beings, we should |
- ¢learly see that it was absolutely impossidle for them in the
snallest article, ever to admit of any other disposition. 11
‘But for Hartshorne all entities are self constitutive to the’ degree
that they are individual; thus, the ordexr of nature nust be a relative
oxdex, 1 e.. it must conslst "ot in a determination of all events
Just as they occu, but .in the setting of limits to the Belfddeter-
nination inherent in each qxent. Order is thus tho 11mit imposed
uﬁon chaos,” 12‘ Thdo follows:from tho aocial cogception of reality:

“being is powe;; and if there‘are'baingo‘othef'than God,:then they

*_fgf}nust oxerciée poxer in some measure, Absolute detorrinisu,nust

“accordingly be ruled out, The social concertion of radlity,.vhich
p&ays a central role in both the cosmic organism nnalogy and Hart=-
 shorne! 'solution' to.the problem of evil, will - be diacuased in

A\

IT june as cited in BSG, p. 42k - 12 B, p. 436

L
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nore detail in a later eection.
The fourth point on Hhich Hartshorne takes issue with Hame is

derived from the first and third points gliven above, and has to do

g with the problen of conceiving the perfect being's ordering of the- Y

world Hartshorne seas that on account of his fnilure to concelve

.ofua.world.order epart-from.absolute determinien, and further, from

his denial of the possibility of a finite perfection, Hume is un--
able to conceive of a divine mind ordering the world in a coberent
and non—contradictory manner. Ae we heve seen, Hartehorne‘intenie
to meet these two. difficulties of Hume yyet there still rcnaine the

queetion, “ﬁhat 1s the most appropriate Ranner in which to conceive

. of.God's ordering of the world?", ‘The key to this answer for Hart—

shorne lles in aestheticss God's orderlng of the uorld is an

aesthetic order, the aim at harmony in contrast, at the naxinality of

the balance of order and freedom, of lliitation and creative individ-

uality, ln"the section below we ehall'diecuee Hartshorne;e notion
of aeethetic order, drawing out ita inplications for Hartehorne 8
formulation of the teleological argument, ] ' |
Thus far we have noted the way. in which the four notione I see
to underplin Hartshorne's formulation of the‘teleological argument-— the

scale of beings and the coemic variables, aesthetice,.panpeychisn, and -

' the eocial structure of reality-- bear upon his critique of Hnne, end
. have thereby estehlished them in their proper perspective,i e., Hart- '
" shorne's understanding of the correct formmlation of the argument, An

examination:of each of these four notions is set out in the remalning
portion of this chepter; in so far as each ie'integrel to what Hart-

‘ ghorne conceives to be the proper formulation of the argument from design,’

]




e~

4

2. Four Notions Seen to be Operativs in the Cosmic Orggnisn Anslogx

n o

The coanic organisn analogy,as will bve ehown in Chspter III is for - -

7Hartshorne the mostlsppropriste wWay to conceive of the basIe issue of

the #eleologicai;ar@ﬁneﬁ%,thet'of a divine mind ordering the world,

' Because of this,it seems %o this writer that the four notions which

I take to underpin -Hartshorne's fermuieﬁion of the teleological srgu-

ment nust be operstive'as'well 1ﬁ'his'exposifion‘of"the'cosnic'organisn“

analogy. Accordingly,the exsminstio and clarificstion of each of

' these four notions serves to establish the proper context within Rhich

‘to consider Hertshorne '8 cosalc organisn analogy.

2.1 The Scale of Beings and the Cosmic Yariables

Hartshorne Writes in Creative Synthesis and Philosophic Method

that metaphysics " "stuiles non-restrictive existentisl affirmations," 12

-Cantral to this task is the use of what Hartshorne terns”cosmic o

variables" He argues that. non-restrictive statements are able to

-:affirn existence only because “.}.they employ concepts with the

extreme range of possible neanings,” 14

. Thess concepts must be _
unlimited, 1,e,, they must possess ",..an infinite (parhape ebsolute- :

iy 1nf1n1te) range of possible values..," for they are non-restric-

"tive concepts, and as such nust be "naxinally flexible. wi5 . In

‘this present section we shall discuss Hartshorne's conception of

the cosmlc varisbles and the.scale of beings, our purpose being to

. further elucidate Hartshorne's Justification of the%lekical analegy,

’ .

13 csp, 5, 162
* mia,, p. 168
15 maa., p 165

RN
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‘as ueli as to exﬁiicate his procedure‘of defining catggorical |
perfection 1;3the dipolar faahion. . N
The scale of beings. Hartshorne suggests, is to be enployed
:1n concsiving of entities rega:ded as both “1nferior" and”snperior" ‘
to human kind ‘ ‘ | |

" Thus 1t is a reaaonabla view that all thinga, go far as they -

. are individuals rather than aggregates, fall upon a single
scale,.,, running from the least particle of 1norganic matter
to ‘the great universe itself, 16 . ° =

As man is within the scale of beings. it is a viable procodure to
tun- tO human experience and “geale” it, 1, e.; establish compara-

. tive degrees of this experlience, applicable 1n some neasuro to the
' nenbers of the entire scale, The. question for philosophy then
bécomes “What are the appropriate varlables, applic&ble to all
menbers of this scale?"; or, in Hartshorne 8 tarmﬁ “Hhat aié 'the
properties uhich entities higher in- tbq scale pqasess in greator‘
degree than those lower in 170 ", 173 “ ' B T }"
Such variablas must meet several raquirements._ ne of-which
- We have already mentioned- they must be maximally flexible, 'OneA
mey, in this sense, Bpeak of the variables as infinito: -

Thus the braadth of the variadbles is that of the whole universe
of what is and what might be, Surely this universe is not -
finite, since by finitude we can only mean a restriction
upon its universal scope. 18

Further, Hartshorne argues, .the use of local variables is insuf-
ficlent, for thelr use lbgically 1mp1105 the coamic variables.' In

A

<

16 oy, b, 112 17 mosa,
® bid., p, 114
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-t eo far as thinge nust be compared (and they must for fact is by\

definition public. hence comparative) they require something capable

'-_oﬁ nsesuring the determinate differences and the extent of likenees

thst exiet between them, i, s.. something possessing a naximal
rangs of valuoe. The cosmio variables, as inclusivs of}gll possible

local variables, provide us with. such a measurs.‘ As such, they

- ‘aze "the definition of ‘being’, « 19 Within the oontsxt of the
.:._Adiecuesion, i. e., the cosmio variablee suitabls for application to

" " the scale of boings, "being"refsrs to that which appoars in all
. . ya

things; it is "the total system of a11 cosmio dinensions of con-

' tinuous variation._ 20 The cosmic vartablesv,ss tho definition
of 'boing ' nust refer to thst which inalienably eppears "to sone
- dsgree in all things, It folloks that tbe cosmic Vhriablss e

ot oonoeived as abstractions fron the common elements among con-

crote thingsn rather, they are univerea.ls, thst which 1s one in -,

' nany things Citing Nhiteﬁ“ea's notion of tne Tallacy of risplaced

‘concretenees. Hartsnorne states that unat ‘A8 required to oxpiain

the concrete 18 not the inderinite and empty concepts ‘or aoetraction,
21

© put greater concreteness anﬂ ueriniteness or conception., * lne

genersi concepts, because they are sppiicabio to all resiity. need’
not be “smpty" in the sense or “not direotly bearing upon the oon-
erete™; for, they may be 80 conceived‘that they apply positively

to every ooncreto'notuality. i.e,, thst'fhey can not fail.of posiiive

*9 moad,, pa13 ¥, p. s
., p. 299 ' |



illustration. 2. . A ' _ A
. This’ bringayua to a furtber requirenent of the cosmie variables;
that they are to poesess experiential neaning. Thia‘ie the pro-
blen to e metit "Where are we to eeek~eone ‘eepeeially privileged
instaneee et being?'" 23 For Hartehorne, in aeeordance uith the .

: reforned aubjeetivist principle, we are to turn to enbjective ex=

perience. "It seems to me", he writes in Creative Synthesie and

n

Philosophio Method, "that one must use man as the model,.., and

‘work from there towards larger yholee and lesser parts,” 24

Accbrding to fhe theory of panﬁsychiem, exberience pervedee the
_ eoale of being, human experience being only one specialized form.
The appropriate lethod is, eleerdingly. to generalize human exper-

ience in order to arrive at variables applicadle to the ecale‘

of beings, . B | o ‘ s

In CHapter VIII of Beyond Humaniem shorne illustrates. -

. this nethod_ip'nuggeeting that the three categories of cognition, )
feoling (and sensation), aﬂi olition supply ueluith_coeﬁio vari-
ables, The category of cegniiion, for exehple.'poeaeeeee e hunber‘
of dimeneiene which adnit of &. range infinitely greater than that

~ known anong aninale. In the case of nenory Haxrtshorne: writes,

Again, to see how ell nemeriea are alike, we should not try
to cease imagining particular memories; rather we should .
imegine how our human memories could continuously expand or
‘contract in various directions, or could have been greater
or less in various cohtinuoue reepocte. 25

| 22 %ee 1P, ch., XIT, "Some Empty Though Inportant Truths”, and
CSE, pp. 90-92 on the prinoiple of generality”.

23 By, p; 300 .. s, p, 129 _ y
5 B, p. 115



- we are to retain the 1dent1ty of the category, yet ellcu differ-
ences of degree of complexity, The same procedure is exercised

1n reference to the categories of feeling and volition, ee We ehall
‘ 8o’ below when we diecuee the theoxy of panpeychien. .‘

| The coemic variables are payghic in nature; they are. eetab--
lished not by generalizing _gxg__ psychology, but by generalizing

© psychology 1tself, Sich a procedure,-arguee‘Harteherne, is fer ¢

. from being anthropocentric, rather, it is the peeeibility of conceiv-

=
B r‘

1ng that which is "other"than nen, be 1t the subhuman or the
eupra-humen.' ' | _ W
We cannot conceive any node of difference from our exﬁeriencee
.which is not in some degree also a mode of dif: differeree Between
~ these experlences, We can generalize beyond human expexience
only by generalizing 'experience' itself beyond human variety. 26
The dietinction is. not ‘betweer what doee experience and Hhat does
‘ oot experience, but between different podes of experiencing of
: different individuale, or epeeiee of 1nd1v1duele. And 14 is thie
proeedure, etatee _Hartshorne, thet prcvidee one with the baeie of

an analogy of indefinite extent, 2/ -

In Reality as Sog;e;;ProceeefHerteherne enploys the‘notion o
" of the scale of beings in order to define'pefteetion. He erguee .

- that every being can be described in terne of the contrast absolute

_ and rolative ( non-reflexive and reflexive) and that this dietinotion
oan be applied as a cetegery to the scale of beings, Perfectien, |
1neteed of being defined as the negetion of the relative, the
chenging, is defined 1in terue of euperiority and its deniel 1n re- g
- ference to _g;h sldes of the contraet _Hence. we nay epeak of God

-

26
- 27

Ib1d0| P|121
8ee' above, p, 23 and CSP p, 40




as perfect in both an absolute (non-reflexive) sense as superiority

© of adequacy in all types of relation, ;hd:in a relative'(reflexiwé)

sense .as superiority of inclusion, or enjoyment of all actual, oon-

crete values, The category of relative pexrfection ie not” defined

in terms of negative meanings, or abstractions, as ie the.category

of ubsolute‘perfection;ibut rether in termo of the fgatures of con-

crete eXpetiénce. Thue ve see that the positive meaningcpf exper-

'ience can be auffioiently extended to apply to the being euperior
to &ll others in the acale of beinga.

What 1s to be noted here 18 that the relative porfection of

| the supreme being doea not allow degeneration (one of Hume -] chief

objections 28 ) Superiority 1n the relative sense entaile inclusion,
of all othero, and of self, Hartehorpe writee that what must be
recognized 1is,,, H

«o2that auporiority in the ecale of beinga inpliee inclusive~-
ness, not excluciveness, of individuals of lower levels, the

atter not sacrificing all of their independence in being 80
included (eg,, electrons in & cell, cells in a vertebrate), 29

" We have been discuesing.ﬂartehorne'a use of the scale of’

beings and the cosmio variablee, One'or tho four notions I.take to be

operative in Hartshorno 8 exposition of the coemio organiam analogy, in

order to bring to 1light = portion of the proper oontext within which one-

is to underetand .the cosnic orgeniem analogy. Let us now move on to a

L.

| dieouseion of the remaining three notions,

5 560 p3g, p, 434 ‘and RSP, p, 12 |
n 29 . . . N\\,_
. i El_'l.' p' 123 E : Y .



60

S 2 2 Aesthetic ind Hartshorne's Metaphysecs - o

/,I present eeetion we shall diecues what Hartshorne con-

ves to be the place ef aeethetice in his neoclassical metaphy-

sics,with the intention of exploring, to some extent the way in - ﬁ;

////%/// ' _V which'Hertshorne eeee aesthetics ae"informing“metaphysice. More
' epecificelly. Qur concern ie with Hartshorne's prepoeal to conceive
° . erder agsthetlcally and the qu in which thie conception contri--‘
' _ butee to the coemic orgenism analogy. Thie section- could be seen i“ ¢
as an explication of whet Hartehorne terms the 'eesthetio impera-
) tive'a— that there be' unity.in{contrast
In the first chapter of this theeie we' indicated the oentral

:;; .Q_ ' plece of experience 1n Hartehorne 8 netaphyeice, and the 1mportenced

. G
of examining experience in carrying eut the netaphyeicel taek Our

_ queetion now is, "In what way does Hartehorne propoee to examine

ot

exporience?®, In Reality as Social Proceee Rartshoxrne ,states that

experience can be interpreted within the franeuork of aeethetic

‘ .principlee._ His argument ie that all experienzzjia concerned'uith“
‘velue; and the most baeic Yelue 1s aesthetic value, - "Aeethetic : - ’
lvelue is the imnediate velue, and this a1l experience nust present,

agd. to this eil-me&iate.value must lead,* 30-,Aeethetiee.iel§hen"”

to be regarded as basic: “In principle, a2l na.ture can be inter .
. preted'eeothetioally...” 31 = Its study is bgeio to coemology and

metaphyeice because it focuses upon our direct awareness of the con-

: crete, anihit>ie Just thie -inmediate avareness that 1s presupposed

-

R . T T

-~ ) . B [}
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by all abstract kneuibego 1 is in the aesthetic attitude, amd
not the ethical (practical)and cognitive (intellectual), thit we |
are most attentive to concrete experience; the world is first felt
 amd then known: kﬁ,
«+.Cognitlon 1is only a way of ueing the felt qualities of
things, taking them merely as signs of identities and dif-
ferences which are structural rather than qualitative, 32 .
The aesthetic categories'ere’moet relevent'to the concre@e,'givenr
to us in experience as clothed 1in qualitative feeling. Feeling is,
therefore, the preSuppoeed substratun” of cognitive activity. 3
| In this respect Hartshgrpe is similar to Whitehead, who also ¥
regarde the category of feeling as primary, and coneequently also a=-
dopts the aesthetic modé of interpretation as the most basio; _
Hartehorne carries thie conception further (aml likeuiee his sini-
larity to Hhitehead 35) in his contention thek ‘both goodness (act-
ing rightly) and truth (thinking correctly) preeuppoee besuty, The
basic value is the intrineio value of experiehce, as a unity of
. Teeling incluaive o Hhatever volition and thought the experience
conteine. and exhibiting harmony or beauty - 36 ‘The value‘of
truth and .goodness lies in what they contribute to exporience:
they have "inetrumental value™ in-that they contribute to aesthe-
tic value, the broeder category Hence, logio and ethice presup-
poee aesthetioe. 'the study of what makes experiences good in then-

) .
selves, " 3? - e

2 cgp, 'p, 76 33 b,

See above, pp. 18, 19; and A.N, ‘Whitehead, Religion in the
Making (New York: The Norld Publishing Company,” 197_7} ch, 111, esp.
p. 101,

”mmnmnmwmmmmmmmmﬁMumm
bridge: The University Press, 1933). ° .

36 CSP. P. 303 ) . 379&9‘.‘ \.




62
- - Granted that Hartshorne recognizes the primacy of aeethetice,
in Hhet nay doee he propose to: apply it to hie netaphysical echene? -i‘
A partial anewer to thie queetion is to be obtainedey examining ‘
‘Hartshorne* e conception of order as baaic. L
Hertehorne defiﬁee beauty ;s integrated diversitj and intensity
n‘of experience and argues that it ie a netaphyeical idea "valid for
any possible state of reality....- ...Value could not not be thiﬂ soxt
of thing and aotuality could not not have value," 3 Beauty 1s thexe-
fore applicable to divine experience; God too can be salid to etrive
_for aesthetic valne, i, e.. for harnony and intensity of experience
" Furthermore, it can be said that He aine at naximum value of crea-
turely experionce. as the data of his: own experience. “This aim at\
. aesthetic value by God can be thought of as “God's righteoueneae"
_'a.nd it 18 ideally complete But God'B a.ctu&l enjoyment of the :
creetures is. not likewise complete, for thie enjoynent does not

admit a inal neximun. This enjoyment...

endlessly capable of inorease, eince the divine ca-
racities for assthetic enjoyment are strictly infinite, and
any totality of actual creatures nuet in sonme respects at
least be finite 39 .

er increeae in_aeethetic enjoyment, for aeethetio ‘

': vedue 1 in rrinciple inexhaustible But Hie righteouonees, hie ‘L
alm at paximunm aeethetic value, is forever perfect

‘Recalling our diocueoion of the logic of dipolar theisn

ot

38_12@-.0 'P- 307
¥ 4., p. 30
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in Gnapter I, we see that‘Hagﬁenorne apolie; essentiallf ﬁhe sane - - .
._logio in defining deity in terms of dual transcendence, i e., uni-
versal 1ndependence and depenience, or relativity. God as abstract.
posseaees thoso dinensione of value which do admit a maximal forn;'
e g.,infallible knowledge of all that is actuel as actual and all.
that 18 poesible as poseible (modal coincidence) God as concrete,
howevex, possesses those dimeneione of value which admit no naxi-
mal form, In Hartehorne s mind the 1nability of theologlans ;}:o
recognize the truth that value does not admit an abeolute maximum
-in all its dimeneione proved to be e sonrce of much confusion, as
is evidenced by the conception of deity as-the absolute maxinun of
value, '
" But all that is neceeeary to exalt God above all beings,

-actual or possible, 1s to require that he be unsurpassable by
another,...God is the all surpassing, self-surpassing being.ho

It followe that the 1dent1f1cation of tranecendenoe etrictly wlth
the uneurpassable good. or the sum of. all poasible poxfections is
to ve rejected God, as we saﬂ“above,'ie to be conceived as all
_ggpggg;gg: in one aspect He is unsurpassable absolutely (1, ey in
' that which doee logically admit a maximum, 8.8., infallible know— '

:fledse)land as gelf eurpaseing: in one .aspect 'He 'is eurpaeeable by
Himeelf alone (that which does not logically admit a maxinmum, e.g.,

the enjoyed value of knowledge of the conorete)
" The Leibnizian notion of the best possibvle world is, acoording'
to Hartshorne, & logical impossibility, If beauty is the ooncre{e :

-

4o Ibid,, p. 225
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aspect of value which does not admit a maximum, then given #nyf. |
harﬁéﬁiéus variety of 6bjéct3, there could always ﬁe a mo:b inﬁpnse-
1y beautiful j.ra.ridty.l Besides the principle that aesthetic value
ia-inéxhauatible.'tﬂis a:gumaﬁf turns upon what Hartshorne. tems '
"the pr1n§1p1;.0£ pdsitive~1ncbnpat1bility"t there are;'in principle,
incompatible goods,'dr "inconpossibles™, 'And,lit is this very iﬁ-
compatibility of possibilities that is the méaning of possibility |
ot | , B , _ | . o :
iAli possible.Qariety'actualizqd together would be sheer con-
fusion, since, as Leibniz‘éonce@ed, thexe are incompossibles,
things distributively but not collectively possible, What,
short of the absurdity, ‘all possible harmonized variety*,
would be the greatest possible one? There is no reason to
suppose the question has an intelligible affimative answex, 41
On this account Ha;téhornelérlticizes.the'Thomisgib conception of '
'Pure_ActuAlity“. 'He argues that thednotion of pﬂré-a&tua;ity must
mean all pgésible actuality_if tt 18 to have relation to poésibility
at all; and this, by virtue of ﬁha principle of positive incompati-
'bility, would mean "ail possible confﬁsion" bz..~Ali poséibler ‘
‘value can not_b&laXhaustively,actualized; and therefore the divine
actuality can not be identical with the totalitquf the logically
possible, ' | |

Definiteness, being this and therefore not that, or that. but
therefore not this, seems essential to all beauty, all valus,

. and all actuality of which we have any conceptlion, Perhaps
a merely positive entity 1s as 1ittle distinguishable from

non-entity as a merely negative one, 43

o=

. . “ lbid., P. 243 Ct, Whitehead, Science and the Modern World —t
(New York: The Free Press, 1967), p. 178, “"Restriction 8 the price
ot value," o o : A3
%2 rvd., p. 153 L

%3 na., p. 229
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The 1031$L1 diatinction between actual and poesible requires the
_notion that choice, actualization. involves exclusion. Definite-
neea is the actual, i e,, literally de-finite, "this" but not “that“:
and this definiteness is the value of actuality, Actuality can
~l;on1y be understood as a restriction of ,the poesible4 the price of
' actualization is tne loss of poseibility.: "An actuality which ex~
clude%\nothing wotild be coextensive with posaibility. b Thig
notion occuples a central position in Hartehorne's 'conception of
e sthetic order, and we shall now consider further the reasoning
behind it, N
. . Inan article entitled "Oxder and Chaoe', 45 Hartehorce
questions what he takes to be the traditional underetanding of. the
‘relation between chance and purpose, an understanding vhlech saw
'them as mutuclly‘exclusive.- This view, coupled with the determin-
istic view of causalitjt led to the denial.of chance, or randomness
f in the naiure of things, “In reality A contende Hartshorne.
"neithex causality nor purpoee is intelligible without chance. . 16
Gausality,on Hartshorne's analysie.in,that real.poeeibility
(that which can oécur given-certain circumstances) which 'is dise .
‘tinct from pure, or merely loglcal possibility (that which can
ocour under some conceivable circunstances). Determinisn coPeiate
in the 1dentification of the actual outcone of & situation with its
Yeal possibility, It theredy obliterates the dietinction'betueen

MRSP p. 99 . . . .
c Hartehcrne. "Order and Chaos” in Paul G Kuntz, ed,, The

_ Concept of Order (Seattle and lLondont Univereity of Uaahington Preea,‘
. 1§385 Heroafter ‘oC’

Ibi Ivid,, p, 260 .



actuality and poeaibility. "and causality as real poaeibility is

done avay with " The whole point of posaibility. arguee Hartshorne.i

“ig that it doee not coincide-with actuality. the latter being

be The really

alwaye an arbitrary selection among. poeeibilitiee.
poeeible. more definite.than the logically possible, is by no_f
neans e definite as actuality “igseélf. The logically poeeible.
pure potentiality, is indefinite, unlinited and devoid of incon-
patibility; real potentiality ie always 1inited and . therefore to -
" some extent exclusive; and actuality is the final portion of lin-

itneas. excluaiveneas. We must say of each event that it 1s both

caueed, i, e.. that it ieeuee out of real potentiality. and further,

. that it occurs by chance. which is to say that 'it is more deter-

ninate than its proximate real potentiality, ani Just to that ex-

tent 1s unpredictable. undeducible frou its causes and caueal lawa.' :

* Cansal conditions 1imit but do not detérmine the actual outcome of

‘a situation--and this is the meaning of chance~~for the determin-

‘ation of the outcome is essentially self-determination, "In short,

caueality impliea indeterniniun“ _h9

It can be argued that aeathetice as well requires this dis-
h tinction between the actual and poesibility. Beauty is the naxi—
niuing_of"aeetbetio valie, and the attaimment of value requires
divereity'and contrast; and eucb*positiue contrast is provided for
in the distinction betueen the actual and poeaibility.
' -Poeeibility is not mere abeence of actuality. it ie the

non-actual which can become actual, amd this can-beconme
actual is a positive omething irreduoible to eonething else,,.

7 1ha, ot PR o8
4 '0C*, p. 261 .
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The contrast between the is and the méght have been belonga
to the is and 1s essential to. beauty. 50 .

To deny thie contrast is to deny being . of any beeuty Hhateoever i.e,,

to rob all being of the possibility of its variety in unity, and to
) force upon it-the monotony of an"everlasting fixed pettern without
hint of an open elternative.;.” 51_ It 1a juet this contrast which

is eeeential to greeter inteneity of experience, which in turn

‘neans greater aesthetic, velue realized 1n that experience. Thie is

'to say that eeethetic experience requires pcseibility, unfcreeen

novelty: "It 1s an aesthetic lau of experiencing that withcut the un~ -

foreeeen there can be no experience." 52 Deterninism, according tc
| Hartehorne, 1e an aesthetically absuxd doctrine| it is "a theory |
) of cosmic monctcny, not of coenic beauty,” 53 ‘ -

. Hartshorme argues further, on the grounds of the social con-
"ception of the'univeree (thet there 1s not just one eoliter? pur-
poeive agent but many) that chance 1s in an additional sense in-‘
herent in- purpoee, not its opposite. For, if each creative pur-.
posive agent X and Y.is to attain its particular end,‘it can not -
be said thet either intends the actual sum of their realizations,
(1, "Purpose' requires chance 'beca.uee it 1e‘eeeent1e11y social, |
and' & nultipaicity of purposes nust leave their conJoint outconee
unintended, ™ 54 Hartehorne states that by adding providence to

9% wvg, pp. 225, 226 - 3 ma,, p. 226
-~ 52@..1)-30'6 . 531b1d

'0C*, p.263
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' thia oituation. one does not theroby guarantee the deternination of
the outcome, but only the presence of tho suprene or pro-eninent form
of influence on the deciaions'of;eaoh purposive agent.-‘Tho porfect :

" belng does ﬂot'aupmoaa. the free aelfedetoroinopion of His creaques,'.
._ but_raihor‘aots éhe optimol iimits'to the risks-inherent in ouco aolf-ir
determination, -For Hartahorne, then. purposiveness is a ‘more complicated
conception than the mere denial. of the reality of chance.‘ It follows
then, that divine purposivenesa cannot be conceived as the elinination of
' chance, because this is the same as the elimination of the self-deter-
nination of the creaturea. In tho_final‘sectioh of this chaptor We
sholl fu;ther-examino the aooigl concoption of tho univoroe; at yreseot
ﬁo ahall discuss the conception of,ozdor ﬁhich follows from the above,

Prediction, according to Hartshorne is not to be conceived 1n the
A absolute sense of the mechanistic rodel, for this view amounie to the
reduction of real potentiality to practically gero, 'Everywhere there’
is some escape from oboolute oxder,” 55 Prediction must be relative
in principla; it nust be so0 beoause evory 1nd1v1dua1 is to some degrae
laolf-creative._ "Han is not a mero spectator watching future events
as one by one they becbmeupreaent; he‘io, in the last analysis, a
creaoor, moking ovento to be," 56 'Roiher than non-otatisticol absolute
pradiotiona, only the otatistioal prediotions of nodern soienco can |
be adoptod on Hartahorne 8 view, On theso 3rounda Hartohorno argues

for the reality of law, but also for the ilpooaibility of its absolute .

i

55 g" P-31u’ ,
L7 0gr, p, 263 T o ¢



-applicability. Law functions,in this Ranrer, as a limitation upon the f

,,randomness and 1rrcgularities of nature. satting boundaries as to -

what nay happen. It 1s only 1n-¥mxe.nathemat1ca,not;in concrete natu:e;‘
that we find inflexiﬁle apﬁ absolutelj unchanging la;c; :He.cak{eariiér j
', that Hartshorne universalizes creative freedom by adopting‘ai“pcnk )

creationist® view of'reallty. _Thic vicw_ﬁecns that chancc; as well,

4 universalized:

+ For a range of truly open posaibilities means that whichever
- one 1s actnalized, the causal conditions failed to specify it aa
against its competitors, and the word "chance" just stands for.
- gomething not antecedently apccified.eithar as prcdestinad or .
as intended, 57
'It follows that for Hartshorne absolute order can be nothing but non-,

be ordered, ard hence ng ordorins at all. How. tben, are we to apeak of

aencj£ the absolute ordoring of chance would amount to ro chance to
 -te1ec1qu on this view? According to Hartchorne 8 conception of cauca-

. lity. all creaturea nust to some extent be aelf-deternining. and to thic ‘
“extent they are 1ndiv1dual purposive agents. One nay therefore speak

of "universal teleology®. And along with universal teleology, there
nust bc particl:cﬁaoc due to the fact that ohance ‘18 inhexent in tho '
nature of thinge, - The linits to such chaos oan not be set by the in- .
dividual. purﬁoaive'agonts thanselves. Tho only possible explunation

'of auch limits 'is the theistic ons, uhich 1ncludec the notion of cuprene
purposs, - The old notion-ofntoloolcqy, which positad the divinc purposs

‘a8 the only recllj efficaclouc purpose, was discredited by Darwinism, -0

-

According to Hartchorno a."new teleology ‘must be concelved, ons which

| 5? _!Ei-d_' 9 po 266 7 | . /
= See Ln pp. 203-215 for Hcrtahorno‘c vian ot the 1npact of
Darwlnisn. .



'.; 7b .
o ...pmovidence in the benericent franework of atatistical law,
- thanks to which linits are ast to the mutual frustrations of the
various creatures, and a vast variety of forms of exlstence are .
_ enabled to coexist 1n esaential ha:nony. 59 co
«Telaology conceived in this fashion moans that providence 15 not tho
negation of chanca. but the ordering of chancel and tha setting of
linits connista in the channelling of thglchaoa 1nheront'1n the ngtu;b
of things, | . 'il | A_ g R ;'
We have shown so far. that what Hartshorne 1ntends by tho phraue
_:"setting of limits" can by no means be “abaolute ordor".t ﬁow does
Hartshorne conceive~of "aetting of limits™< Ha find our answer in -T
Chapter VI of _5 s Vialon of God, "God and the Beautiful”, where |

'Hnrtahorne arguns that our best clue as to the neaning of ordar lies :
in aesthetic expo:ionce. As aenthetlioc experience 15 tho fundanentgl-f
node of experience, so must aosthetic order be the fundaueniﬁl order,
) Ordar is, thererore. beat oonceived on analogy to aosthetio oxporienco.
Lot us now exanine this notion further, L

Thg‘conception of beayty outlined by Hartahorno'in-nap's Vision
‘-_'gg_ggg. in the prihciplé Sf.“organio unity®, o; the principle of Yun-
1ty in variety The absenoce of either unity or variety is the ab-
sonce of being or value; the oondunotion of both is baauty. thn degrne
of which increases oonoonitantly wlth the complexity of the unity 1n
'v:riety. Varioty and unity are therefore a g_gggls lnd the necesaity
of each tern de the same, All aesthotic value is a balance of the
two,'inoroa§1ng ;a each tern inoreages, This is termed by Hartshorne

"the aesthetic imperative," 60

57 'QE'. P 266 - E GO.EV_Gl P. 229
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| ‘Bartahqgne confandu'tﬁ;t'the metapﬁyaioal p;oblem of ihe_relatioﬁ'
of Gfod. to the-world is asaéntiimy the same .a.a'the'uathetlc one, with
the oxoeption of the lattor 8 "enphasia upon the conditiona of value 1n

_the kost oonorete form, rather than in the nerely abstract forn of 10-

gioal coherence. 61

It is 1nportant to take notice of this contention
bacause it reflects a precept baslc to Hartahorne 8 metaphyaica.
that tha locus of the really real ins tho concrete, In A Natural‘

Theology for Our Time he outlinas aeveral roquirementa that nmust ba

‘met by a philosophy - 1f 1t 1s to oontain the religious 1den of God,
' one of which is that the distinctionzbetuaen.tho abstract truth that

- an 1ndividunlioxist;, And tho conorete 'state 15 which the individual
exists must be recognized, This is to say, it must be recognlzod thnt |
"the most conorete apde of reality is not exiating substance, thing,
or\porspn. but actually ocouring event, state, or oxyerionco." 62 .
Iﬂ'follows that bdeauty is not to be conceived as an abstraotion (ot
| what could an abstraction be 1nclusive?) but as a oonorete value
aotualizod in some cosmic experience, and this, as we aaw above, is
God ns all-inolusive.Zthther, this 1s the only conception of dotty
which can neet the demand of both unity and nontrast, for it nllows
what are positive qualities on one aide‘of the contrast "God-uorld"
to-bo preuonﬁ on the other) 1.6;, 1t.1s a doqtrino in uhioh,God is
defined na_iho‘lii 1nolu51ve‘boin§. God, a@ 1nclu§ivqlgia capable of

| -51 Zbid., p. 220

E'L P. 25 ‘ é2p. Beo above, p. 9 and pp, U2-45



repea£ing,..'
. esddn himaelf all positivo quelities and qualitative contrasts:
that are present in man, including the quite positive contrast -
- between actualization of potency and. potaney itoelf, as thie con=
trast is unified in change, 63 ‘
God nust parallel all the variety of the uorld, as uell as integrate

3

it into one unity. Hartshorne denoribes thia function as "aynpatheiio
paralleliem . - ' , ' ’
Thin notion of’ the primaoy of the concrete has 1ts roots.in

' Hartahorne 8 conception that awarenean of the concrete is aeathetio

in nature, i. e., it 1a a feeling of quality. It is on theae grounde
that Hartshorne argues that the only poaitive way to conceive of being
(identity énidat ohange) is qualitativaly, and not merely atruoturally;

“and- the key here 1s aesthetic oxperienee. Experience ‘consists of

”ﬂ.qualitiea presanted in feelinga. "'Beauty is aonething unitary which

exiata not in spite of, “but even thanks to, qualitatiVe contrast,
Fbeling,ie a poaitive unity of uhieh'vaxioua qualities may be inte-l
gral aapects,” 64 Theaqualitive aspact of beauty, diaeernod only
through "the aesthetic paychologioal 1nterprotation of change” 93,
18 not to be neglected, .

On thia point Hartuhorne is oritical of"traditional iheolqsy.
'THith its enphaain upon the intelleotual appreciation of beauty, i.e.,v
beauty "defined th:ough structure as oorrelated with tho intellect" 66
the trndition focused upon the relational aapoct of thinga to the

-_negleet of qualitative teelipg. But, the two are not to be eeparated. |

¢

:: Ivdd,, p. 260

63 m. Po221
Ibd,, p, 261 1 Ibsd,, p, 223

65



- to Hnrtahorno, thio maxim is.appl

for. tho only way to kndw qualitioo is to feel thon.

73

. _God nust oqually know qualitios and relations, and how he could
know a quality except by having it as a feeling~tone, a. qunlioy
of his experience 1tnolf, we have not the faintost clue in ex~"

- perionce, &7 . ‘ -

- Exporience itself is tho unity of relations and qualities; and quality,

©

1od by feoling, 1s that without uhich there could be no posoibility ,

of rolation. This 1s ono contrlbution of aosthetico to theology ac-

'cording to Hartshornoa that quality and feoling are not regaxdod as

- defects. and that God is therefore to be conceived not as without

foeling, but as aupremely rich in. feeling,

Tho"aosthetic imperative’; as well as the rooognition of the prinaoy

of the concrote, is contained in the dipolar'conception of deity, which

poaitu a contrast‘uithin God, 1.0.,_& variety and nultiplicity in

God, as well as an unity. Ponitivo contrast 1s essential to beauty,

3and 1n tho cage of doity there 15 to bo found thornoot uniquo contrast

1ﬂ@ho divine mind and 1its’ infinitely auporior capacity to unite all

divereity, as opposod to the capaoity of losaor pinds, Only God,
tho highest concelivable béing, 1o capablo of 1no1ud1ng tho varioty of
the univeroo as a whole, “The only adoquate theme of all variations’
{0 the naximally rloxible or divine sympathy." 68 f

To insist opon tho unqualified oinpiioity of God, as & -ﬁhity
without parto, in, uocordins to Hartshorne, to insist upon. "the un-

opeakublo monotony of God, or ”tho abooln;;rinnor povorty” ‘0f God as -

o

" A j .
; 67 ;hma;%f : '

- 68 . - - ‘ﬂ" .
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. conceiﬁbd by Thomist theology. 69 In a mannef similar to Hhitehe;a'a N
Y .

fornation of the table of antithasos (1n the final_gagpter of Procesa
and Realitx) Hartshorne applies the “aesthetic 1mperat1ve"to the re-
'lat&on ‘of God and the world He states tha.t one of the chief fallures
« - oof "traditional"theology was ita failuxe to meet this imperative:
° \xhus while God was’ ugly by defect of variety. reality, as.
topposed of God and -the world, was ugly by dofect of unity,
an the two derects vere cleatly two sides of the same defect .70

Hartshorn holds that 'traditional' theista ended up Hith the concep-'

'can only .bo met by the dipolar deflnition of delty-—ia the notion of

N  God as 1nclusivo of the variety of the world Only then can there be j-'
] . ‘ -I. . - ‘ oy - ‘ . | '

unity in- variety’

For the only way to Wwify God uith his croatures i1s to regaxd

the unity of Cod's being (the supremacy of which lles in its -~ . .
. ;nclusivenesa) as the unity of reality as such, And the only «
: - . .* . wWay to give maximal diversity as well as unity to God is to -
g “‘allow that ‘his unity genuinely embraces all that is, with all

the variety which it really has. 71
. This in the dipolaxr conception of- God as abstract-concrate, the concrete '
~,1nclud1ng botb the abstract aspect an% the. concrete value of the world
o aIn this aection e examined thﬁgway in which Hartahorne sees .
" pesthetics l\kﬁgnforming“ hia metapﬁysﬁts,,nith the iutention of ex- Iéy
~p1f%at1ng his contention that abaoluteiﬁider 18 an impossibility ggntgg
' . C | Huma. He have @urther shown that within ngtahorne 8. metaphyaica

o o aesthetios provides us-y th a koy to the pgbper qpncaption of o:der,'
: . - . & . @JJ'
aeath;é?c omder, as ufft : S

y . 69 Ibid., PP, 217\.219- Not even tha doctrine of the trinlty sup-
R R pliee the required .contmgst fox Hartahornel "What is required is maximal
AP ~ -contrast, not lovels within the unity of God--for instance, between the

U oonttngent ox ohnnging and the necessary or innutable, (ugg. P, 218)
RV 70 rbm..p. 219 R 11 PO s

y in varié%y. .
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75

Z.j Pangéxchism . :' ' K |
' Ve noted above that the [basts of one of Hume's criticlans of the
“theory of a divine nind ordexring the world 'was his -contention that
‘nind ie no mors intelligible to us than matter. In Hartsherne 8
.theory of panpeycn%an we {ind the opposite’ assertion, that it is "mini"
. that provides us with the only intelligible way to conceive of reality,
‘_It ie our inteution in this saction, accordingly, to bring to light ‘
juet how Hartshorne s analysis of "nind"prevides the baeie upon uhieh |
.to ccneeive the ceenic crganieu analogy, that is. the theory of a
fdivine nind ordering the world ‘To do so we shall discuss Hartshorne's |
analysis of the “nature of causality from the panpsychic view. focusing
prarticularly upon his copceptions of"nemory" and "eynpathetic parti-
cipation", By way‘of introduction we shall continue our discussion
of e#tendedneee, : and then nove onko Hartshorne 8 understending of
panpsychien as "a synthesis of idealism eni realiem" and conclude_
by drawing out the implications of this viow, ' '

S

Abeve we Baw that exteneion ie not, fcr ﬂartahorne; “mere matter®,
but is the interrelatednees of nind—1it is the"social structure of
" reality' 72l‘he question before us now is "How are we to conceive of-
the relations between rinds that conetitute the extended world?“
The clue to our answer f; that the maxin “all is psychic" carries the co-
rellgry 'all is feeling, feeling of feeling" According to Harteherne,
"t%%!relatione anong feelinge can-be rexndered: intelligible only by

L

4 - \g ' .

* 72 Sec‘above pp, 22,23 oo
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‘conceiving of then in terna of "organic sympathy", or "eylpnthetic

participation“
- Feelings ecbo Yo some extent the feelinga around them, and thia

" 18 the basis of the. possibility of relationships among realities .
- by.which they constitute "a world of things relevant to one another.?B

Sinilar logic appliee to time, Just as whet we experience an oxtended

‘throughout epace ie'in reality a collcctive unity of- lentient eingulare

80 too what we experience as-‘eniuring through tine is not a singular

subatantive individual, but in reality a “eequence“ or 'eeries" of many

diveree singulars.  These diverse singulars, the basic’ tenporal unIEE’J

are terned “epecioue preeente"by Hertehorne. follahing Whitehead's

-epochal ‘view of time, 7 ‘The basis of the identity of thie.eequence _

is the intrinnic relation of .each experient occasion to its predeces-
sor, 1, e.. each oocaeion'e synpathetic partioipation with its prede-

- ~cessors Turning to the human self— the only specioue presentlwe di-

vectly erperience—- e find a privileged instance of thie‘inerineic relation

and sympathetic pargdoipation in our nemory of the paet He.shnll '
say more to this point momentarily. ‘

Foxr our purposes “the beet way to approach Hartehorne s theory
of panpsychism is to examine his underetanding of it 'as’'a syntheeis \
of idealism and realiem. His argument is as followe. Hartshorne con-
terds that the faillure to recognine the logical relations between =

two very different queetione in disoussing “1dealiem"and “realian"

is the source of much confueion. One is the ohtological queetion,
“How fundamental in reslity is 'mind*?", and the other is the epis-

N

T3 ¢
Hartshorne, "Panpeychiam", in Vergiliue Ferm, ed,, A §x

Histo
of Thilosuphical Systems (New York: The Philosophical Library 1950 ,

P. 450 ,
7. Tbid,
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'temologicél duegtion, “What 1s the relétion between the sudbject and;

object 1in 'knowing'”'P The logical relation between thése t¥o is that

the “realist" position in regard to the epistemological question re-

quires thc‘ﬁ;dealist"position in regard to the ontological question.

It 15 the aynthesis of these two positiona that provides us with pan-

psychiam. or what Hartshorne alao terns the theory of "psychic realiam“

Let us exanine this argument in détall, e

" The comhination ‘of. four principles-—twé of which can be associated

‘with-"realisn®, the other two with “1dealism“-—const1tutes Hartshorne 8

theory of “psychic raalism'h They are ‘as followa;

Realisml.

- Idealisns 3.

Principle of Obj_ptive Indepenience: "An 'object'

that or which a particular subject is aware, 1n no degree

depends upon that aubjeot "

Prinoiple of Subjeotive Dapgndence: "A_'aubjeot', or

whatever is aware of anything, alwaya depends upon the

entities of which it 1is aware, its object,”

Principle of 'Universal Objpctivityl "Any entity aust

‘be (or at least be dest{nad-t become)'objeot.for some

subject or other,"

_Prinoiple of Universal Subjectivitys “Any concrete

entity is a subjéct, or set of subjects; hence, any
other conorete enxity of whioh a aubjeot, Si 1s aware, ’

is another subject ﬁ? aubjeota (Szl or 82. 83, etc.).”

75 gsp, p. 70
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IThe first principla states that the relation to the particular knowing
entity 1s extrinsic ‘to the known entity. Tho qacond ptates yhat the
. knowing entity nust conforn to the known ehtiiy. Such ;é the thesis
‘of realism, The third states that, though by virtus of the principle
of the objective irdependence, relation to a_particular subject 1s ex- -
ltrinaio to the known, relation to subjectivity as. auch is not thua
extrinsic, To be 1s to be known- not necessarily by thia or that.
partagg}ar entity,but by some entity or other. The fourth principle,
the principle of panpsychism, that to be is to be a subdjact, neets
‘ﬁhe requirenents'of-fhe‘tké realist principles-—subject Si-can know,

and thusly be dependent upon subject 5,— and affords tha only intel-

2

1igivle explanation of the third prineiple,i.e., to be known 15 to be
known by a gubjeot; In this fashion the fpur principles can be geen .

aBs compatible, | | ‘ | _

| But, besides dehbngtiatiﬁg the COmpatiéilify of the four princi-
ples, Hartshorne aééués further that it.1s only the réal;st doctrine
that can éupply‘th -baaia of the 1dealiat doctrine. Thb'nain thrust

‘ot the argument cent a around an analysis of the relation of “being

paat", given in experia ce as nenory. and app&ying it £o causality.‘

By applying the two realist theaes, we seo that in the relation of

';'B to A, the relation may be intrinsic to B as the effect i.6., B N

| conrorna to A (as 1n our pres\ﬁii;xperdence of nemory)| and at the aﬁg{/

same time the relation may be extrinsic to A as the cause {the experi
_ remembered), The objective order of this relation is*'A alone, not

Lol

—
c—p



o | . | 79
.'entailing the oceuryence ‘of B, and theﬁﬁB‘with A, i, e., B remem- ~
bering A“ Thie view of causality provides the basis for the

: idealist argument in thet only panpsychisn-—the theory that all
.reality is experience, hence conposed of some sort 'of memory-- can .

_render it intelligibvle, T ie along these linee that Hume 's

o problem of ‘conceiving of causal influence 18 to be net, It is an

'.,coe 1962) p. 451

insoluble problem in so- far as Hume neglected panpeychien, and framed
the_gueetion in terme of “deed, insentient natter™, Hartehorne ar-_
gues that in menory.oer:preeent experience.includee that”which'ie
past, and 1s thereby influenced by that pe.ei; and that this is the

- paradigm upon which to conceive best the principle of caueality.i o,,
"that ceueality is memory, at least so far as effects are exper-
iences,™ 7 .Menory in this way serves to explain what was ao

~ prodlematic for Hune-—l'Influence is either taken as an erbitrary'
"cenetent conjunction'; or elue as nenory; there ie no additional
poeeibility that hae been made at all cleer " ?? lnd. as memory

ie essentially eynpaihetic participation in a past experience,

thie concept playa a central role in explaining the caueel oxder, .

In Hartshorne's mind his development of the panpsychic doctrine
~entails the reversal of Berkoley's ldealist argument, He argues ;
that retber than adopting the notion of the “abeolute independence"
ef the kmowing subject, the relativity of the kncuing subject is-
to be.aeeerted. ‘Such-a reyereel is required because t central

problemAin.conceiving the structural orden'of the world isyot,

-7 C. Hartshorne, "Mind as- Memory and. Creative Love", in Jordan
M, Scher, od,, Theories of the Mind (New York: The Free Prese of Glen-

77 Ibid;
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" acéoxding to Hartshorne, non-relation, but rgiati@ﬁ;"Apd only .
;tﬁé concept .of the.subject caﬁ.provide us with en entity that can
‘-bo“genuinoly relatlve" 1.0.. that can intrinsically have relation,
"Tha aubjact 13 rich 1n ralations. tho Rere. objoct has no relation. ‘
at 1east not to the particular subject Hhich haa it as object.“ 78
‘ Subjectivity provides the more inclusive concept, and Hartshorne
-contonds that this concept is explicable only within the fraue-:
g§k of panpaychisn.
| Accoxding to Hartshorne the case for panpsychism can be Aun-'-
dmarized‘ln the form of six arguments, each 1lluatrat1ng the inade-
quacy of ‘the idea of’“non-aubject“ to oxplain realitys |
i, Cauaalityl the relationsbetween paat events and present :
eventse- relations. exemp&ified by causallty-— require the inherence
"of the past in' he present- The only intelligible way to conceive'
-of cauaal relations is wlthin panpsychian, for only: upon analogy
to nemory can we conceive of the 1nternal reference to the past in
a present experiance. - | .
| 2. Unlty in Diveraityt 'Oﬁlflpanpaychian ékn furnish lnaight
,1nto the aesthetéo atructure of reality, for apa:t fron subjectivity
_ there is no principle foi the ‘one. and the nany. o :
- In the subject we have a prinoipla of unity ox uholeness,
of actual singularity, which is yet not the unity of an in-
. effable bare identity, but admits of varlety of qualities amd
" relations and components, An expexience has aesthetlc co-

_herence which'makes it one, not barely one, but a unity -
in-variety, a synthetio unity able to relate 1tuolf to a rich

‘diveraity 79 ,
S

4

78_B§12. P75 . B
7 ., p. 79 ‘ L
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AThis 1e the 1ntegration of unity 1nto organio wholonoas that is .
‘the neaning of aesthetic order. '
3. Contraat botween particular ard univorsal, actual ani poton-
tioll Thio contraat is intolllgible only uithin tho context of sub-
'jecta vhose purposes and consummationa contrast, as .do. univorsala
nnd their 1natances contrast, anmd as poaalbility contraats with
“actuality, | |
b, Qualitfl * A1l known qualifios‘aro qualities of fooiing;
_ Since they qualify both the’ ‘object perceived and the peroiplont
occasion, the oubjact nust have quality of feollné Qxr oonsation,
u.s Borkoloy held, But, 1t is the sub_jeot a.wa.re not norely of its
own quality, but a quality not.of itself, |
5. Realization of Possibilities: Realization means drciéion $\F\5;‘;-#;
. anong valueo. for the concroto is logically arbitrary, This deciolon
is oreatlvo choice, and can only be undorstood_intellisibly-1n
terns of the subject's self-doteraination, _
6. IﬁﬁrinsLoVVhlual “The onlf notive for boing'inio;osted in
“an'"objootn is to aaoumo.it-has 1ooofont intrinsic value, aod7
_on the jahpsychio view such an "objoot"nust be alive aod feeling,
3 ‘The only intelligible conception of direct derivation of value'
from an object is that the objeot has value to give, and this
means, has its own valuea, its own 11fo and foeling, ani thus -
1a sore sort of subject, 80 _
‘” Théobject muat oontrlbute valué to the subject 1f 1t 1a to 1nfluonco
‘the subject atv atd, and this value is its intrinsio value, 1,6,,
the value of a subject, | | : , o -y

0 1vid., p. 82
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what are the 1mp11cationa of Hartahorne 8 view of causality

 in terna of panpsychism for the cosaic organiam analogy? Given

- Hartshurne 5 contentlon that the noat 1ntalligible way to speak of

-causality is upon analqu to nemory. an examination o1 Haxrtshorne's
. conception o memory ahould give us an answer to tnla queation.
‘litn_tnia ;ntantion an mind, we shall closa tpis seotiog by
discusaing'ﬂarishorne}s Concapﬁioh of memory as preaOnted inlén '
article entitled "Mind as Hemory and Craaﬂtve Love®, ”
| Hartahorne defines mind as “nore or less synpathetic vnluation“;
‘and nanory-— Af the concept is nufficiently ganeralized-— consti-
tutes the receptivity in virtue of which the mind has sonething to
'evaluate._-Hartahorne argues that #meno:y“ nust be genexalized
sufficlently to include not only remembering of past states of ona's
own parsonal déQuénéé.'but aiqo of paht_ptatos not of that aequence;
“that 15. parception. Memory and perception differ.if tha latter is
concoived as relation to. others of our contenporary world ard the
foxmer &8 an 1dantity relation‘ot one's present self to one's past
self, . To assinilate -perception-into memory as Hartshorno proposes
is to collapse £his supposed differonce. Thus 1n perceptioﬁ‘it o
s not our contemporaneous ﬁ%rld that e are aware of, but a some~
_Ihat past uorld; ard further, whntaver 1dent1ty is said to.
H';emiat between a past and present “nelf"in nerory, such an Ldentity
‘must be said to axist to some extant in the relation of the peroeived
| to the percaiver as well,. The conaequenoeu @t Hartahorne 8 proposal

are twofold:’
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-1, that, a8 We saw above, the “rerorned eubjectiviet princi-‘_
7  Ple’ is to be adoptad: -Abeolute identity is given not in sub-
~ atances enduring through time, but. only in evente. oocaaions. o
‘.The Ldentity of the forner 1e a relative one, constituted by |

. the sympathetic: partioipaeion of thg‘preeept in th past and

futuie'neebere 6f 1te.own eequenoei In Remory we have eueh

?experience of tha reletivo 1dent1ty of the aelf,

2. that. the "otherneee" of the objeot in the eubjeot-object
y 'Arelation 48 not thought of. as abeolute. In,perception-(non-

| personal nemory) thore is sone degree of-identity botwoen

-eubject end objeot, and thie Ldentity coneiete in eynpathetlo

e participation.‘ . 4 ' \

- Only the peet is experienced 1n its eonerete ectuelity. not the
' present; and rurther, there exists a relntive- and not absolute-—
| identity between the "eelf"end'the “other than self",

" Two inportent prinoiplea follow from this view, each based ‘upon.
 the prinacy of “eynpathy“ First, eympathy is a variable covering
ull’inetancee of 1ntri§eio relation between;eelves, whether of
one’s own past, or of another's past, In eaoh; synpathy ie-baeie,.'
.thet is, sympathy folt 4by ohe concrote end neneﬁterj self fnr other
eooncrete and nonentary selves, or some aspect or ‘sequence of these,” 81
| Yet it is our experience that eympethetie participation with the
good ' of another is never complete, but always partial due to‘the
'feot:thet another's experience is elxeye_beyond our full oonpiehaneion..

1
M

9 Martshorne, *Mind as Memory and Crestive love", p. W7



Could ono say that the same holds true for divine oxperionoo?
Hartshorne answers no, oontonding that our 1ack of conploto oynpathotio
participation is due to tho tra.guontary character of our oxiotanoo. 82

But God. as the ul-inoluuive wholo, dooo havo an all-enbraoing

-

oynpa.thetio participation; o.nd by virtuo of thio, He not only
.willa the good of oth_oro, but 1o able fully to sharo that good,

For adequate knoiiodgo of ‘& good is possession of it. In this
sense the omnisclent and éverlasting cannot be capable of-
- 'unselfishness’ if that ias to mean 'willingnesa to cause
él good Tresult whooo voluo can nevor bo its own', 83
Deity is not to bo dotinod as the mininu instanco of oyupa.thotio
partioipa.t!.on-— as in a d.oity oompletoly 1ndepondont of the world,

| dexriving no v_aluo from 1t-- but as the maximal 1nsta.noo. Delty as

* the maximal instance of sympathetic participation is deity as'benovo-

lent', and VHortshoz"no stotoo that this is Jtmt what the oohoronoo
"of the idea of God roqﬁiroo.‘ Cod not only wills the good of his
oa:ea.tureol ho shares in the actual aohievenont of the good by tho

y 1nd1vidua.1 croatures, ‘ 4 _

| The socond prinoiplo that follows from Ha.rtohorno 8 conoe;ption
oi" RONOTY AB esoont:lally aynpathotio partioipation 15 that the
pu:inoipli motivation behind an aotion is not "aelf-roa.lization“
but "oontr.tbution" to another 8 fulfillmont,

‘ The adoqua.to good boyond the present. can only be some. futuro

good potentially rociplent of our present gelves as contribu- .
.tiono to its om actuo.lity. I call this view, contributionism,84

.“ g2 Sec above, p, &
: 22 Hnrtnhorno. "Mind as Homory and. Creative Lovo". D ‘[50
oid. oy, 456 . \,
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~This notion of oontributing to tho good of another. whon put 1n
“the form of the question “What 1s tho ultimato futize to which we
‘orfer ‘ourselvos?", 15 rolated to Hartshorne's undorstanding of the
" nature of worship d1scuosod in the first chdpter of-ﬁhiu thosis,
The answor to @hiu.quoafion_ib.thht'doity.'definod an thd"all-inolﬁ-'
~ eive uholo in tho'world of which we axe nun&o" is the only ndd;"
| 3'quata rocoivor of our contributionn. God io "tho averlaating nnd
1nfel11b10 forn of sympathotic valuatton, 85 )nd, a8 the only
Way that o nina can evaluate somothing is through receiving 1t 1ﬁ
hono:y,jlt follovs that in deity thoro must be something analogoun‘
_Até momory. Iho divino?ﬁbnqry"can be said to be God'-.ihherltaqoo
“of tho oontributions of His o;oaturim, that is to say, his ‘laympa.thtla- ;
tlo approgriatioﬂ!of thé value of thoir 1nd1v1duai*oxistonoen.r |
In this sootion wo 4nalysed Hartshorne®s argunant that panpay-
'chinm is a synthosis of 1doa11nm and roalienm, tocuaing upon his
contention that only tha panpsyohio thoory,allons.for an intelli- -
gidble concpptiqn of onuauiiiy._thdg is, upon analogy to noporf.
Wo saw furthor that. tho .concept “sympathotic partioipation” is
oontfni to Hartshorne's analyéia of momoiy.._In applying this to
divinoe exporienco weo ro-oﬁphaa;zod'tho importance o£~tho dofinition
of deity as tho "all-incluaivo whole® for Hartshorne, It is
hoped that_thiiahootion‘han sexved to olarify Haxtshorne's thoory of
panpsychisa, and oonﬁoquently_té eatablish another portion of what
I takeo to'bg fﬁo propor context within which. to dihoﬁau.Hn:tsho;ne'n

% e,



cogmic organiem analogy, We now movo toa discussion of

Hartnhorno L theory of tho aooiul otruoture of roality and oampleta

our dincunnion of thin proper contoxt

2, 4 The Sooinl Structuro of Rou;i&x

In tho first ‘soation .of this ohaptor wo notod Hnrtnhorno 0

nrific;am of Humo* n contention that the ordoz or'nature nuut bo an’

i

abadluta ordor.” In tho oootion on nonthoticn and Hartnhorno 8 motn-

phyaics Ho dotuilod the roaooning bohind this oritioinm, but only
in tornn of aoathotica (the prinoiples of “unity in vnrioty‘u "tho
1noxhnuntibility of uouthotio\jﬁlua" "ponitivo 1noompnt1b111ty'9

Ho now turn to Hartnhorno's thoory of tho obcial structure of reality, -

and oxanino tho concoption oI ordor thnt “fol10ws from this theory,
1n uo/far as it has diroot rolovannn to the. coamio organiam nnalogy.

In ¥h1d section: we firnt introduce tho sooial thoory, and thon .
[

‘disouss it 1n tarmn of tuo difforont,but -—=in tho oontoxt of the

cosnic organinm analogy- rolatéd pornpootivon: firet, the problom
of tho nipd-body rolation; and noqond, tho way in which God'l ordor-
ing of thd world 1n to bo OOncoivod on thio thoory.

I ROQL;tx_na Sooiul Procoens ﬁ\rtnhorno dofinos tho soolal

"vistho nppﬁnl of life for 1ifo, of oxperience for oxporionco.
It is 'sharod oxporionce', the echo.of one ‘oxporionce in
,anothor, Honce nothing can be soclal that- 4s without oxpor=-
- ' dence, The minimium of experionce,,,is fooling. Croaturos
aroe nooinl. and feol in relation to each other's foolings, 86

.:That his thoories of tho soolal structure of reality amd panpayahisu

/nutuully roquiro oaoh othor is oloarly ovidonoced in the abovo

86 ._El -1 34 k
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" bolioves ﬁho "1ibertarians” tend to nﬁndlutizq to the nqglqbt of .

@

87.
| _‘dofiﬁitioh‘. our purpose 1n dinounoing then 4n t¥o ditforont uoouona
is a nattor.of omphaain. In diacuauing panpnychiun wo fooused prinar-
11y upon tho conception of uubJootivity roquirod by that thoory. B
In tho preuont nootion L) chall foous prinnrily upon’ tho conooption
of rolatednonn roquirod by the uocial thoory.

Hhrtuhornq'n thcory of tho uooial otructuro of rcality 15

nnothor 1notanco of his "both...nnd"reanoning. Anco:ding to hin
: 1t is a hishur oynthonia of various ponuiblo thoories, primarily -
thoso ouphauizing ordor (whioh Hartshorne believes tho "dotorninlntn"
tond to absolutize to the nogloot of froodom) a;:;;roodou (nhioh‘ho'

ordor) The sociotal ooﬁcoptidh GIIOHB'ZOI‘bOthI‘ thord is ordor,
but it is never ubuoluto; thore io croutivo froodom, but 1t is -
kopt within linits, Hurtshorho utntos that this thoory, if nuffi-
' aiontly gonoranliged, "can. oxplain any oonooivablo dogroo of rolativo oxr=-
doexrlinoss or of froodon. 87 flo nrguon thnt tho opponito of thiy
theory,lthat all in "noq—uocia}" 1n unverifiable, for no obnervan
‘tfbn could conceivably show this to be the case) and furthor, that .
thoro arp instancos in which the uociul oha:actor of thinsu is
vorﬁfi%blo - humun groups) Thus, Hnrtnhorno s soolal oonooption
pmovmdpn us with a oonuio variablo~it i notually known to bo txue
in somo ouaoo, but not known to be faluc in any ooncoivabdlo caso. '

This 15 o say, 1t must bo truo of all things whataoover, Tho im=

97 4, 9. 3t
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\ R 88
plications of this theory can be seen upon exanination of the notion
- of sbciety as it applies to. the problen of the mind-body relation,

and tho problem of conceiving God'szrelatioo to the world,. To this

:-examination e now turn.

. Following Whitehead, Hartshorno definas"society"as an unitary f
group of 1niividuals. ‘And, as it has to do with the grouping of
1nd1viduals, it has to do with oxder, . Societiea nay be clasoified
either as “democracieo"or as “monarchies 3 the former iz a society
without a dominant member imposing xule upon the snbordinate nembersg
and the latter is a society with such a dominant nomber. A tree is
2 clear example of a democracy. for each of the component cells of
the tree possessea nore functional unity than the tree as a whole,
But what is the clearest example of a oonaichical society? ngﬁshorne'ﬂl
" answer is that ‘we find'it in our experience of the personality ex-
ercising 1nmodia£o control over the bodys I “rule" my body. Let us

now proceod to exanine how the societal conception serves to render
this experience more intolligihle.

In an article entitled "Tho Social Strucoure of Eﬁper&once" &
Hartshorne odéresses the issue of "soclal knowledge"by analyzing the
structure of experience as soclal. . The problem here is “can B

‘directly feel A's feelings os A feels them?", The answer is "no",
3 we nean by 'diﬁoctly feel"™ an exact duplication of another's feel-
.1ngv But, there noy be. a positive answer, for.duplication of anothef's

]

88 ¢, Hartshorne, "The social Structure of Experlence®, Philo-
sophy , XXXVI, no. 137 (1961), 2 97-111




‘-.‘feeling 18 not the. only way to feel tha’t feeling. N |
. The dogical structure of- the- elgnificant question 13 not,__~j*L7¥7'
Can one feel anothe; 8 feeling as.the other does, but Can’ one
- .4 feel apother's feeling in some equally direct, yet otherwise
: different nanner? 89 -

"'The poeitive answer to the question requiree the- eociet_‘:'A“

another 8 feeliﬂg. The clue here 1e memory. H_ &
" memory 13 eufficiently generalized, self-knowledge ani knowledge of
.another can be’ seen to be ahalogoue. It 1s therefore possible that . RN
_I éan feel another s feeling as directly as I feel my own, ‘ _ |

& If the above: ho;ﬂe true, then the primary qheetion becomes.

“How do I feel my own feelinge?"’ In answering ‘this queetion. we . -

first must consider how thought (mind) can be concelved to 1nf1uence

e

3

'mere.matter"(body) Ve hawe ‘taken the £irst etep in this direc-
tion in our diseussion of panpeychiem- there are not two different
types of entitiee, "minﬂ"aqd."matter“, but ratner mind 1is tne nasic

- mode ot description covering all entities. Toeiqueettoh'ehktstnen

be put, "How does mind inriuence m1na?'2i70e Hartshorne's analysis ;'

feeling is in prinoiple social, or-pertiétpetory. Hence, in By

avareness ofjﬁpdily statee, it is not my avareness 1tself that I
am aware of. (contra Berkeleyian"eolipeism'), but eonething es entially o
“other®, For‘example, 1n the experience of a toothache, 1 feel

pain because tﬂe 1nJured cells of the tooth themselves have feelinge

of their own, ‘My feeling of pain is the result of *“sharing" in the

89 Ibid,, p, 104



' 'cther" and not juet ny dun private feeling. In. this i t ance’
A

we hawe.uhat nay be called a "douhle location“: the feeling ie lpca*r

4
1ized"there “in the cells of -y tooth, yet.at the sane noment it is.

Re "here"that ie euffering the feeling of pain.

' -1Not nerely. then. that Iﬁgzve pain. and aleo they hhve; but.
§ rather, their painful feelings are felt by me as Sther than C
. Just ny own feeling, 1hia otherness being in fact essential to
- the 'thexeness’... Therengss of feelinz in this sense— so -
‘runs our theory-- is socldl otherness: to say that the first -
is given is to say that ‘the eecond is given, and Juet as )
directly. 90 _

i

I an one in&ividual the cells of ny Body are other individuals, //fffe-

end it ie only in participatory sharing that the feelings of others
. can be mine ‘ 7 . _ ‘ _>
Ue have just ehown how. according to Hartehorne, it is that I
.can feel the feelinge of ny bodily celle and thareby be inflqéibed
by them; but, hou is 1t that the bodily celle can influenced’by

ny pereonal experience° Hartehorne etetes that thie neetion ie ‘

eesentially the question "How is it that a high level experience

can nake a difference to'a louﬂlevel dﬁierience?" a Ie our >
andlysis of experience as euch we Tind the key to under ing the
mutual influence that exists between bedy eni expg;i@ﬁcz?gqih\ue.eaa
above, our paradign is nenory: the preeent experience's datun 1is =

some past. experience which influencee the present—egggrience. *To -
be avare of eomething is ipgo

o to be influenced by 1t,” 72

% 11d,, p. 108
92 Ibido'l r. 22?

» .

3

N feelings-of these injured cells- and. uhat I feei 18 diet t3y .

N see P, p, 226 . -\
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\Accordingly, we are influenced by our bodily cells simply by exper-
. iencing then, 1 e.. feeling their feeling., To explain ?éw humsn _
experience can 1nf1uen e bodily cglle, we need only reveree this
| principle: "We hsye fee ngs thet the cells csn feel " 93 Dne to
the’ snperion complexity and 1ntensity of our experience, the cell's
-experience of our experience-their"participatory shsring'h- 1s.
';insdequste to, a great extent: but, nonetheless, there }e lnfluence.
.These-consideratione shed light upon the relation of a "whole"
to 1te "pents 1f we can conceive of the nind as the *whole" of which
'the body 13 the “psrte" And, this is Just uhst Hartshorne Jroposes %o
| de.‘ In retrospeation the mini 1e given as 1nc1ud1ng sensory content,
‘.eepecis of . the bodily processes directly enjoyed, 'thieeneane that -
‘a state of ninding 4 a yhole of “hich certain bodlly functions are :
'nerely sonstituents, ‘94 In this way we have, according -to Hsrtshorne,‘l :
an infelligibie solution‘to the problem of conceiving how a whole |
can 1nf1uence 1ts perts. This 1s sinply...

e,

: ...the 1nf1uence of the dominant experiences, in which whatSOﬁB
on in the yarts is perpetually, though incompletely, summed
up...thig summing up being then reacted to by the psrts which
erersleo social ih character, 95 7

Within the franework or the soclal theory of reality we are able to
neet tbis problen. ‘for it allows us to conceive of the interrels- '
tions between varying levels of experience.
He noted earlier that a nonsrchical society 1a a sooiety 1n
_which ome doninant_nenber inposes rule upon the subordinate members.

But to rule is not to render the ruled powerless, since according

R Ibid., p. 229 - ] ¢
9 Hartshorne, "Mind as Memory and creative Love®, b, s
% ., p. 462

v



| | L 92
to Hartshorne wio be"is “to have power" ‘"A 'ruler' ia the eminant
1nf1uence in hia society. but not in any. sense the sole influence " 96
Ruling is tharefora the * subordination"'of the lessér poxers to the  1
- power whose effective. field of operations is the society as .a vhole,
Hartahorne conterds that auperiority in principle tenda to have

'1nf1uence, to exert guidance." 7 -It is by virtue of the superior power .

that the entire group acts with a functional unity greater than th&t
evidenced in 1ts members._ From this view it rollows that the nem-

L bers of a monarchical society- as their own fnnctional unity 1a not

superior to that of the whole soclety-- may themselves be democra-
"‘ciea This leads one to conceive of tha posslbility that,..

C 2 eeedll societies.however democratic, may be portions of an
- all-inclusive monarchical society,.the entire universe, with .
ordexr imposed.- throughout by a singie domlnant all-ruling
mamber. 98 _

‘Hartshorne argues that this is in fact the case- that a dégocratic_
soclety can'exisf ohlyiin'vifthe_of inclusion within a larger monarchi -
_cal society, A démocracy, with no 1ﬁposed ruler, lacké the iequired

) guarantee of the conservation of the society, 1,0,, that the nembars
"of the soclety assist rather than thwart the’ purposes of the other
nembers, - ‘

- If tfere were in the ﬁn}verse no radically dominant member,“
able to set limits to the chaotic possibilities of individual

 freedon, it seems there would be no reason why the scheme of
things should not dissolve in a chaos of unmitigated conflict,

that 1s to say, in the cesgation of all feeling and activity
rthrough the irxesistible ig;ce of unbearable foxtune, 99

-

’,

‘%.N_T.-vPrg? B 972.:9.,226
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The universe. if it is a society (that 1t is not s unweririable),_”:'y,
must be a nOnarchioal society. ‘Democratlc cooperation 13 possible L
- only within an all-inclusiva monarchy. .100 Hhat 13 required 13 a‘ '\1
“ . cosmie coordination 1mposing limits upon the free decisions of the
less than cosmic individeals, - - - . \
Three things follow from the aocietal conception of the uni-
verse. that ara particularly relevant for Hartshorne's cosmic organiam
analogy First of all, the Bcheme of nature is to be' conceivad as
- a serios of the compounding of 1nd1viduals into higher inclusive
1nd1v1duals, that is to say. of 1nd1v1duals consisting ot 1na1v1auals

' Tnis brings us back to the notion of “contr1but10nism" that...ﬂ

<oy 2o be is to be an individual. contributing to the existence
of higher individuals, or containing contributory lower Andi~

viduals, and usually both of thesa at once, To be is to . be

contributogy and to enjoy the contributions ol others., 101
Rature consists of experient individuals compounded into more 1n- f
clusgvc experient-individuals, the lesser individuals coqtributiqg

their feelings to the more inclusive individuals compounding tpe!.
_All things,'aécordingly.,contribute to an all inclusive whole, s:&:-

¥hat as a man's bodily cells cdntribute t§ his whole pérson. And_\i‘

social influence is mu%dal. Contributionism is creative, for each _\2

1nd£bid‘ in Qis contfiﬁﬁtign-to the concreté-actuality of another
\dndixid:Zi,to a géeate: or leaser dggree, "makes"lfhat 1ndiv1dual,

The more imporfant the71ndividua1 mém of the society, the more

he contxibutes to the being of the othgr 1nd1vidual nenbers, Accord-

Thid, . : < N

adsif
101 ¢, Hartshorne, "Man in Nature®, in Irwin C, Lieb, ed., Ex- -

rience, Existence, and The Good (Carbondalen Southern Illinois Univer-
sity Press. 191), p. 93 C



_ A _ingly, God, the suprene menber of the soclety, contributes "nost )
;:;\T -\l; vitnlly and largely to the actuality of all.” 102 o
o ~ Secomdly, on these grounde God 1s to be defined -as a social .
' being. fcr He is the dominant ruling member of the world soclety,
and as euch exerts His eupreme influence upcn the suborxdinate members °
of the society S0 as to secure its conservation. This is nct.deity
.defined as independent of the world society. )
-...but as the being uniquely ahle to ralntain the society .
of which it 1s a member, the only social being uncomditionally
: able to guarantee the survival, the minimal integrity, of -
- * fts ‘society, and of itself as a member of that soclety, 103 o
| - And tﬁéz conception of: the _suprens being, as we saw in the First
. chapter. can be made intelligible only within the 1ogic of dipolar
~ E thefsm.
k Finally, 1t follows that cmnipotence ie to be defined in
terme of social power:i  "power adequate to preaerve the society no
natter uhat the other nembere may do,” 104 Soclal power 48 the
" powsr to inpose limits upon the freedonm of the other membera of the
Bociety without destrcying thei: freedom. God, as’ the supremne
Tl; | forn of such power, is able to sot the optinal limita to freedom,

i 1.0,, linits such that the_rieke allowed do.not outwelgh the op-

portunities involved, "But some risk there must be if there is to

be ‘any 0pportunity. any exlstence in the social sense," 105
102 QB..I D. 29
10% 1h4a,
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“to be, and as well,$

_ 95
In this aection we have diacusaad Hartshorne's theory of" tha
social structure of reality, Hith the intention of exanining the

type of orﬁpr that follows from this theory. To. this end ue have

‘discussed both the mind-body relation and the nelation of God to ‘
'~‘:the world from within the frameuork of Hartshorne's noﬁion of so=

In the abova chapter’we have endeawoured to show what Hart- f

'shorne conceivas theﬁfﬁopar fornulation of the teleological*argunant

way in which four notions central to his "

- neoclassical metaphysics-— the scale of beings and the cosuic var-

1ables, aesthetics, panpsychism, ard the sooial structure of reality—- s

can be sald to unierpin that-formulation., In doing 80 we have

established 1 1n so far as each of these four notiona is operative

in Hartshorne'a ‘cosmic. organism analogy, Hhat I believe to be the -

’ -proper context within which to discuss that_pnalogy.

sy
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CHAPTER III
THE .COSMIC OBGANISH ANALOGY
~ We are menbors one of anothex bocause we are membexrs of
the ultimate body-mind, one incluaive, unborn, and imperi-
ahable organisn. 1
Tho queation before us in this theals is"How doea Charlea
Hartshorne conceive of the teleological argument for the existonce
'of God?" In thia thlrdgchapter we shall focua upon the way in
nhich ha bolioves that the central notion of the srgument, that of
omder. can bcst be uuieratood ¥When apeaking of the- various pos-~
sibilitiqs of axrgumnents for the existence of God in Phi;oggggers
Speak of God, he wriiea. "there can be as n@n& argunents for God |
‘as one can diatingulsh fﬁndﬁmontal aspects of experionce and thought." 2
_The -teleological argument rests upon the aasegtion that order is
‘Just euch 2 fundanentai aspect of'experienéé and thoughi. We saw
above that for Hartahorne the examination of one's experience
_providea one ‘with the baais for one's metaphysical ideas, 3 With-
'in the context of the teleological argument the question that must
be ;nauo?ed is, "What 1s the basis in human experience of our con-
‘oeptlon of ordor?" In the last chapter'wo exaninod Haxtshorne's
.oontention that this basis is to be found 1n the mind-body relation,
‘4,0,, the ordering of the body by the nind, Hence, the nost ap~
. propriate manner in which to underatan& the relation of God to the
-, world, or more specifically, God's ordering of the world, is upon

Analogy to our own experience of the relation of mind to body,
\ - . |

12.01)-21‘*" - 2?_&_.1).21}

3 See avove, pp, 24-28
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'It fo]lows that the cosmic organisn analogy-—that anagﬁgous to the '

rclation of one's nind to one 8 body, God 1a the uind of the world

} body-— provides one wf&h the nost appropriate uanner 1n whioh to

discuss the teleological argunent Qur purpoee in this preacnt
chapter, therefore, is to explicate Hartshorna 8 preaentation or

this analogy in chapter ¥V of Man's Vision of Gd , 'Theological

Analogies anl Coamic Organian ’ and ahou how thia analogy is the
best way to conceive of God's oxrdering of the world,
In tho last chapter we noted that Hartahorne 8 theoriea of

panpaychism amd the social structurc of reality mutually rcquired

“each other;*u In the final two sections of ‘that chapter ¥e saw .

that the mutual 1nterp1ay of both theories was necesaary for a

. proper underatanding of Hartshorne 8 viaw of tha mnind-body relation.

In the presentation of the coanio organiss analogy in Man's Vision

of God the necessary integration of these two theories is illustrated

"in that the analogy 18, in Hartshorne's mind, easentially a synthesis

of the mind-body analogy, interpreted according to panpsychism, and

the analogy of social relations. interpreted accoxding to the

‘socletal conception, This 1s to say, that the cosnio organlan
'~ analogy rests upon an understarding of the nipd-body relation as
‘*imnediately social®, Hartshornme examines the relative merits of

each of these analogles in 80 far as each contributes to an under-

‘ standing of the. nature of knowledge and power; and derivatively,

'to his conceptions of dicine omniscience and divine omnipotence,

% See above, p.B86



‘the superior in principle, or perfact 1nstancéﬁ of these typealof. '

telation;_ Following this schena, we firff’giscusa each component

analogy and its merlts separately, and then-the way in which Hartshorne o

coabines the two, He then conclude the chapter by drawing out the B
1np11catlons of this analogy for the conception of order employod
by Hartahorne 1n his formulation of the teleclogical a:gunant
The mind-body analogy as used 1n the cosnic organian analogy
by Hartshorne is stated as rollousx
Thus a body, to. the best of our knowlodge, 13 really a
"vorld" of individuals, and a mind, 4f the body is one -
having a mind (or capable of thinking and feeling), is to
that body eomething like an indwelling God. 5
The understénding of the nind-body relation at the dase of this
- analogy depends upon what we saw above to be Hartshorne's ''mistrust

. : T > : .
" of sense-perception*’ the body as given in sense perception

~ =

"appears"'ép be ‘an organism containing no parts, rather than as

one conta1§1ng~r§al and sentient inaiwiauals, © Ha;tshoina‘deQ
fines the:body in his easa} on wnitenean. “Ihe COmpouna'lnaiviauaif;
as "a vast nexus or interlocked colony of rolativoly lou-graae '
:1nd1viduals. ¥hich in varying degrees are subject to the. control

of the human mird,"” 7 It 1s his contention that given tnls.uerin?

_ ition of the body, to refer to nature as God;s body is mot to.
speak metaphorically, bui literally, 8 Let us explore what ﬁart-
shﬁrne neans hére by examining the merits of the mind-body analogy -

in terms of the cosmic organiém analogy;

5 HVG, P 177 . 6 See above, p. 21
C Hartshorne, "The Compound Individual”™, in Otis H, lee, ed,,

Philosophical Essays for Alfred North Hhitehead (New York, Longmans,
Green & Ccnggny, 19335. p. 212

Ibid., Pe 2131 See a.bove, p.32



Hartshorne states that the’ nind-body qnalogy proves to be

111uminat1ng as to the nature of power, In that 1t offers us an

1nstance of direct control. or ”the ability to carry out a purpoaa"_9
He argues that the 1mmed1ate effect of ‘a human purpose is a change in_

~ the human body, and that this 1nned1acy provides us with the
.nost suitable 1nstance of a power relation on which to conceive
“of divine omnipotenca defined as "direct control of every part of

the univef%b n 10

Hartshorne attributes the neglect of this use
of the mind-body relation in theological analogles to the inabi~
lity on the part of theologians to conceive of an eminent uni-

quely poerfect body; i1

It is one thing_to say that human bod%es
urdergo decay and destruotion, and ﬁence their minds; but this -
gives ote no Teason to suppose that an uniquely perfect world body
would 11keuise ’imdergo such decay and deatruction. for the power’
that human ninds have to maintain their bodies may be posseased

by the divine nind in an eminent fashion. i,e,, as unconditioned

12 .The defining characteristic

power to 3resorve the body always,™
> of the human body is that 1t 1s an integrated complexity, The .
dissolutiop of this 1ﬁtegration is;due to the intrusion of events
not under the mind's immediate control, l.0,, external events,
But, We have no reason to infer that the universe, as an organic
whole, must undergo such dissolution, for hot only does the divine
‘ nind have immediate control over all”ihe-nenber;parta of 1t§ body,

but 1t alons has no external environment to interfere with the

"

4 MVG, p..178 i _ 10 Ibid,
g, p, 180 U 12 ia,
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1ntegrated‘complex1ty of its ﬁody.-13 As we saw above 1n our

. discusaion of the definition of deity as. the all-inclusive whole,

Hartshorne conceives of God as.., ...the Compound Individual who
at a1l tinea has enbracednor w111 embrace the fullness of all |
'_ other 1nd1viduals ag exiating at thoae times.‘ 14

_ The relation of mind to body is also illnninating. according

5 to Hartshorne, a8 to the nature of knowledge. The mind's anareness
.'of the. body affo§ds us an instancé of 1mmediate knowledge, in that
there ia no need of "external perception"as in our 1n;erential
auareness of extra-bodily objects. Hartahorne argues that the
content, for example. of our visual fleld given.in perception 18 .
nuch more informative of the atates of the internal parts of our ;
bady than of the external world, The poinﬁ-éf.ourimost immédiate )
_contact with realit{J£B~not the “objeot"given in aensatlon. but
oquown bodily parts, It 1s only these bodily states that are
"g;nuinelf given in sensationA“ 15 We examined above Hartshorne 8
_a:gumant that nothing can 1nf1uence an experience except thea |
?ata 1nned1ately experienced, Hartshorge's argument here is. that
the bnly data given diéectlz 1n{expérience, i.e,, tha; we feel

the foolings of, 1s the bodyy and that our knowledge of: the world
outside the body is ﬁased on inferenée ffam these bodily states,

The upshot .of this arguiant 1s as.follows,

Visual perception is shot through with inference aiming at o
the external world; subtract this inference, as we aust do to

concelve of the 1mmed1acy of omniscience, and 1t is the relation -

z See DR, p, 8t

Hartshorne, *The Compound Individnal". p.- 218
15 Ibid,, p. 200
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. to the optical nervous eyetem that remains-as uorthy of use 7

in the theological analogy. 16
In our own immediate auarenese of our bodlly statee (or our char-
acteristically 1niistinct awareness of bodily cells) we have the
best 1nstance upon which to conceive of divine omniecience which
. Hartshorne defines as immediate intuition of every part of the
.‘universe, i.e,, knowledge adequate to the whole world, 17

To summarize our g.iszzussion so far: Hartshorne choosee 'bo
speak of the relation of God to the world upon analogy to the re-
lation of one' s mind to one’ s body,\mtnus the cheracteristic
-;vageenees and indistinctness evidenced 1n huean-type eonfrol and

awareness of bodily parts, The preeiee'form_of this analogy is

““given by Hartsjorne ee-folloﬁs: In oepiscient awareness of the
world, the parts'of the werld are glven to the divine mind as
‘muscle-nerves, siuch in'fhe sarie way as in my awareness of my body,
my brain cells are given to me as muecleegg;ggg.'In omniﬁgteet \
cantrol of the world, ihe parts of fhe world are given to the divine
mind as nerve-muscles, much in the same' way as in'ey control of
my bodily pexts, ny brain cells are given to me as nerve-muscles.18
Now let us turn to a brief diecussion of what Hartshorne sees
as the only other analogy of use in theological discouree, the o
social analogy, or the analogy of hunan social relations._ Basically.
this enalogy turns on our experience of our awareness and control
-of othexr human beings, Such avareness and cnntrol to be effective,

must be sympathetic in nature, Hartshorne sees the chief merit of

. ) 4%
MVG, p. 184 S S 1?.See 23, p. 121
See MVG, p. 185 |

- 16
18
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this analogy over the mind-body analogy to 1le in its intelligibil-
ity, He states that while it can be said that the mind does have
innediate Telations to the body, the nature ‘of'theske relations is -

by no means clear and distinct. On the other hamd, in synpathy— as

evidenced in our participatory sharing (although somewhat imagina-

. tive) in the feelings qf other hunan beings— there is to be

found no such “opaque mystery™. 19 Furthermore, this analogy
Irovides us with a relation of which both terms can equally be
unﬂerstooa by us as human beings, Ve all knowiwhat it ip like,

for example, to know another as well as to be known by another,

for we have had such experiences, But how can 1t_be'known,-ﬂith

any degree of distinctness, what 1t is 1ike for a cell to know and,

to be known, relations of which we have had no experience?. The

" social analdgy, however , has a disadvantage. According to Haxt- _

. shorne this lies_in_its inadility to supply us with an adequate

explanation of how. “one nigd;ig able to communicate its feéling
to another immediately.” 20 Within the context of social relations
. i

communication of“feé}iaga involves the uge of an intermediery,

the human bbdy.' H;nce, theiﬁbre'complete 1ntelligibility of the

social analogy requires'an.understanding of the ﬁind-body ralatiop..
| Ufon consideration of both analogies Hartshorne fimdis himselt

faced with thé tollowing problem., The min&-body relation ;s "fact-

ually immediate but mysterious or unintel;igible as 1t stands.";21

19 4., . 186
20 1h1d., pp. 186,187
2L g, p.1b7
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Furthernore,-itlhas‘a naterialistic semblance to 1t (1n‘so.far'as ’
1t consists of the relation between nind and what appeara to be

natter“) which renders it somewhat 1nappropr1ate for use in
'interpi?titg\the relationship in question, that of God to world,.
' whibh’iS'essentially one of mind'to mind(s)' On the other hand,
the social analogy, while . providing us Hith -an 1ntelligible in<
stance of the relation of mind to mind fails to convey the 1mme-_
diacy required for understanding the relation of an omniscient ani
| omnipotspt de;ty to the world, The.question is then,,can thq_two {=
analogieé'be cdmbingd_nsb,as to p:oduce a unitﬁry:véri#ple without
_elther the Seeming unintelligibility and materialistic'éhgracter of

22 The basis of an

-the one or the ﬁon-immediacy of the other?"
affirnative answer to this question has been given in the’ praceding
chapter: in Hartshorne s socletal conception the body 1s under-
stood as'a socléty composed of sentient,tniividual organic cells,
each'possésaing feelinés and dqsiﬁes'in‘séﬁé sensé'analqgtus to
: the human self;\ Qp'this analysis the hihd, in a manner analogous
.pto‘opf sharing in the'feeiings tf‘othar‘human beings, is atle to
1mmed1atelyh(élthough 1ndigt1nctiy).shar§ in the feelings of the
. bodily ce}ls; . The mind-body relstion can, therefore, be under- *
‘stood as the‘iﬁmédiately soclal relation between a dominant and
‘superior'mind and m infefior'ninds..' ‘ : .

For Hartshorn;QE:e possiblility that an immediate relation
can ba ‘social rests upon the recognitiou that whila social re-

intlons between complex equals must be 1ndirect and 1nferent1a1, ru
&

22 1y, p. 187
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does not }ollpw tha£ ihe relations befween'complex_and sinple |
wiequals muét-be likewise indirect and inferential; F§f,}1f the
relation between eéual-complei nirds were to be as direct 33 the
" yelation between our:cpmpléx ind and the many eells of oux-bdy,

themselves inferior minds, then the dependende of the complex

ninds upon one another _ﬁld be équallf-aé 1ca1 as tﬁaﬁ of.mi;d '
upon-body, the result eing loss of freedo and.individuality with'
vespect to one anothey., "It is only the combina£16ﬁ of equality |
with cbmplexity that akes 1nd1fe¢£ness neéessary 1n the'relations
among men,"” 23 Direc nésé of feeling in the case of ;ﬁdical'un—
equals on the cosaic scale is. on ‘the other hind; possible, This
is evidenced in the relation of mind to body, in ﬁhich‘the nind's
intuition of the bodily cells resulis neithef in th? losé of the

- privacy necessary for the degree of independence of functionihg ‘
‘required, nor in the loss of the complete individuality of the
'mi;d throﬁgh*“enslayement'{to the feelings of the bodily cells,
Because no one bodily cell has as much-influence up§n the whole
bod1ly systém as the personaliﬁy, the'personality 1s able to in~-

_ fluence the bodifP cells in its movement of th;“body~literally

"at will"; whereas the bodil& cells are ablé ta influence the
p;;sonality'only in g“vastly 1n£e;ﬁo, way (but nonetheless, the

" influence is real). For Hartshorne,” then, the human mind as given -

* in the mind-body relation is not s much "a defihite tem of soclal

—

.Eglation-’:hut"réihﬁfj,ﬂéf;;;t of environlent:"-?% ..

23'2&. p. 197 S % MVG, p. 190
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'ca;d to influence “matter“, nind nust be régarded as depcndent

105

' The importance of the above considerations is attested to_

1f we look with Hartshorne tb one of Hume's criticisms of the

‘desigﬁ argument, 25 Hume argues that due to the reciprocal

oquality of action ani reaction in any indtance in uhich mind 15

.

upon Pmatter' as "matter* is sald to be upon mini. Hence, hls
« 0

/
argument goes, God, as the mind of the world-body, must be equally: -

dependent upon the world as the world is upon Him, - But, according

tgjﬁﬁrtshorne 8 analysis of the mind-body relation presented a-

bove, such equality of dependcﬁce does not exist between thefmind
and the bodily cells (and, on our analogy, cetWecp-the'divine-
nind and the ﬁorid-bod&), because the power of the human mind‘is
fadically superioc to that of the codily cells, - Hartshorne states

thai Hume was correct in so far as he insisted that the world-mindﬁ

,lust be reactive (passive) as well as active, but raction and

reaction need not be equal 1n relations between wholes and parts,..." 26

There nust be actlon and reaction due to the soclal character of

' axistence, but it need not be equal; rather, the degree of equal-

'1ty varies with the degree of disparity that holds bétween the -

-~

Individuals on the cosnic scale,

Baturning to our discussion of Hartshorne 8 synthesis off

- the lind-body a.nalogy and the Bocia.l ana.logy, we Boo tha.t for him

“the relaticn between the radically superior divine mind and all

]
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is to be conceived by analogy to the relations

.of the human aird to the bodily parts, in the follouing manner, o L
The relation is direct, but man does not intuit the divine s o

a definite amd dlstinct soclal other (to intuit the divine dis~

P o _ . _ _
" tinctly would require omnisclence, i,e., to be divine oneself),

but as "a vague envié}qnm_ent.*z? Furthexr, due to the un;vérsality
‘of his ain-at c:eaiive_va.lue‘ on the part of all creatures--'His
Righteousneas'= God's direct intuition of the Human nind and its
. entire context does.not result in a loss of independent func~
tioning on ‘the p@th&t human »ind, In sum,
++.the 1ack of appreciable directness in human soclal re-
lations 1s entively compatible with 1ts belng nevertheless
the case that not only some but even all direct interaction
is scclal, whether the direct interaction of cell with cell,
of cell with light rays striking the body, of ‘human aind
with human brain cell, of world mind with all parts of the '
world body, 28 A
“ The cosmic organism analogy 18 now to be stated as follows: the
world is 'God'a body, and it is composed of individual members .
to which he haa innediate social rela.tions.

" One of Hartahorne 8 centa:al assertiona ird fomulating the ' . {3
~cosmic organism analogy is that the universe, "the whole formed
- by God 'and the world", 29 is at organic unit, i,e., _aﬁ;.'prgﬁnim. '
An organism, according to Hartshorne, is an 1nd1vﬁual' "whole
~ whose parts serve as 'organs' or lnstruments to a purpose or
end~value inherent tn the whole,® S0 Individuality on this

[n=)

definition doos not refer to "pattern" for a pattern is mersly

[&3

F oma,, po190 ®-mid., v 192
29 Bartshorne, "The Compound Individual®, p, 159,

30 C, Hartahorne. "Organic and Inorganic \fholes ¥ Phﬁﬂosonl;x‘ and o ;
Phen enological Reseaxch, 111, no. 2 (1942), P. 127 T - ' T



the vay in vhich the parte interact among theheelvee._ What-ie

. required for an orgenism is the dynamic action of an individual
whole upon ite parts. such as is given in experience in the mind‘
ordering of the bodily parts eo as 'to realize a purpoee. I am N

- awaxe of nyeelf not as a composite of interacting bodily celle.
but as a single unit of action, controlling ry bodlly parta in

| the achievement of a purpose; and the unity of my action ie a’
definite unity, not reducible to the interrelatione of ny unified

peite. But, can we eay that the universe is itself-orgenio? HartJ’

ehorne states that the organic ordex evidenced in human beinge

is not the most dietinctive instance of such oxrder in ‘the coenoeu-'
‘rather, it 1s the coemoe 4iself, "Now the cosmic order is the
‘nost individual, the nost distinctive of all - 31 That the world '
is not lees but more orgenic than man is attested to by the fact
-that it is the moet stable order, i,e,, it endgres= itself as

a whole no mattexr how nuch the parts of the world may nndergo ,ﬁ’

deetruction. The cosmos ie ever being enriched hy new patternn,

ant to such an extent that ite organicity 'exceede eny reqniﬂemente‘-

¢
.

of individuality thet we can clearly understand or neaeure.f\Ba :
An organiem.‘oy definition, requires a conflexity of pente ’

contributing to it as a whole; but such contribution to an organic

whole need not mean that the part be internal'to the whole in

' the sense of spatial inclueion:a Al the internality that is

xeqnired for an oxganism is some pluralitv contributing to the 7___f“

31 wve, p. 200
2 1vhaa., p. 201 .
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' uhole, 1,8,, "an inmediately contrihutory comp&riity. 3. “So, in

“the case of ‘the atomic particle ( ra disembodied soul" because
it has no bod.y directly serving its Imrposejk » which is at the
inferior pole oi‘ the cosmic scale this" complexity consists

. solely in the direct sha.rin.g in the feelings oi‘ the mem-

_ C:faééaof its "external® (which in this case f& indistinguiahable

from *internal") enviromment, its neighbo a.tomio particles, |
“wThe ;:a.'r'titcle, one might oay,n 1s embodied only in i\tg: onvirOninent‘
-'not in 'itself."" 35 But in the case of -deity,i-a‘t-t}ie “*superior® _
pole of - the cosmic sca.le, the ‘;hmedia:hely cont“ibuho*‘y ‘r‘omplaxity"
required for organic wholeness conaists not in an "external "
emri::onment but entirely in an *internal ™ environment, "The cosmos,
which deals uit.h every'thing throu.gh its internal rela.tione, can
_peri‘ectly well d-ispense with external ones,,,"” 36 A1 that is
required for the naint.eRance of the cosmic whole is that every
organ contrihuting to it Bhould do so directly; end as well, that
each organ should be directly responaiVe to the initiatives of

the oosm_ic _whole. The or'éanic unity of the cosmos lies in its
inclusiveness of aJ.l that 13‘: i.e., in ito- Internal refla;tions to

all that is, "Everything contributes equally directly to the cosmic

BT fﬁ-w_..p.ws
5 mid., p. 196

Ibld,, p:1971 cf KT, p, 98, But, relation to tie future,
. even in case of deity, can nevexr in its concreteness be internal to
the present on Hartshorne's a.synmetrical view of time, For a dis-

 cussion of the logic of internal and external relations within the con-J
text - of dipola.r theisn see DR pp. 5-115 .
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value, R and the cosmic value can -be nothing other than the

o

value of the one all-incluaive organism. the unlverse. of which
all lesser organisms ars parts:: L _ -
In the ptevious chapter we discussed Hartshorne s notion of -
"coptributionism" that all raality is compoaed of living entities
cpntribﬁting3the value of their lives to an all—inclusiva uhole.
‘lTo be‘ihclﬁslve of value the whoie cénnot be a nére collectiﬁe
. group, the sun of the interrélations of many entities, for it
makes no sense to contribute value-to a collection which 1tself
can not take satisfaetion in the contributions of others. What
' 18 necessary to renger the notion of contributionism 1ntelllgib1e
18 the ~conception of a'unitary entity which takes into its own
unit& the sum of thélvalue of rany interrelated entities as a
value itself, i.e,, as fha :I}-includive value, To 1nclud§ a
value is to’ take conerete aatisfaction in ity 80, in order to
speak intelligibly of the one concrete satisfaction or enjoyment
of the sun of the value of the many, there must be "an indtvidual
who takea satlafaction in the being aatisfied of all," 38 '5;i)
as we saw abOVB, the 1ﬁdiv1dual uho is capable of 1nc1uding all
- valuea (a1l actual values as actual and all possible: values as
" possible), of sympathetic participation in tha lives of a.11
creatnres. is God, _
God must himself value all thingsj for nothing possesses
actual value but an actually-enjoying subject, while the

_.potentlal possession of value can only be the potential
enjoyment of a 3nbject 39 .

57 Ibld, : 38 ¢, Hartshorne, "Elements -
of Truth in the Group-Mind Concept™, Social Research IX, no,2,

-39 P, p. ‘43‘




‘inseparable from the prevailing health of its parts.

. Ps 260

Hartshorne éigues £ha$ the only way to hvoid'the evil of an A
 *abstract collectivisn” is to posit a cosmic aind to whose concrete

'1ndiv1dua11ty all that exists contributes. Such s the mind which

I

finds satisifaction in the "being satisfied of all®, “for a1l

would be 1ntegral parts of its OoWn body. Hhose health would be o
Lo

The conception of teleology required for. the coamio organism

Tanalogy is that of organic teleology, and 1t can be Baid to be
“based on the principle of the many in tha one, Hartshorna states
"in the Loglc of Perfection that "an organisa is not a 'whole which

Re

determines its parts', but something moxe complex.,,” The = -

meaning of this‘stateﬁent is twofold. Pirst of all; tha whole

is a dynanic unity that does deternine the parts: but, the parts : ]
as well influence the whole (and by virtue of’ this, every other : '4(f

Apart). Secondly, as the whole 1s a creative synthesis of the parts,

posaesaing its om unity as dis&inct fron the 1nterrelationa of e

these pnrts, the parts thamaelves nust be “given"to the nhole,

which is to say that they must be actual prior to the creative
synthesis, Amd, it 18 by virtue or theiT being #glven™ that the

parta are able to doternino the whole, 'Strictly gpeaking, in so
- far as an organisa is a uhola. in the logical sense 1t does not

b2

even influence its parts,” This is to say that the actual

momentary synthesis by the whole does no£ determine the jarts

0 Haitahorﬁe. "Elements of Truth in the Groﬁp-uiﬂd Concept™,

..hi‘ygm P. 199
2 Tbid,

~=
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entering into that eynthesis.-‘Juet as my proeent experience does f
not eeternine its détn, (the past experience given in nemory);hut
does, by virtue of this synthesis, influence eubsequent -experlences,
8o the whole doee not determine the parte in each momentary eyn-‘
‘,thesis. but doeo, by virtue of this eynthegie, inflnence the sub-
' 8equent states of the parta. One implication of this view ie
that the purpose we attribute to the universe as an all-inclueive .
whole 1s a purpose directed not at determining the action of its "
member parts, but rather at maintaining a comprehensive oexler |
within whioh the creative action of the parte is made poserle and
kept within limits, The ond of the cosmic organism lles in "the °
prosperity of the parts and of the vhole as the integration of the
parta", 43
pation in the agtuality of those parts, ‘Analogoue to ny enjoyment

and this is achieved through its eympathetic partici-

of health-through participation in the health of the bodily cells,
_."the: happinese of the coenoa is the integration of the 1eseer
happiness of the parts. 4& Thus we see the primacy of the )
rrinciple of the nany in‘one:' the very nature of being is "its
| _organic character as many individnnle in ane, the many being as
real as the one.” "5) The pattern of organic unity is to be de-
ecrib%d as the compounding of lower individuals into higher individ-
_7unle,not by violating the dynamic integrity of the lower individuale

bnt rather by preeerving and enhancing it,
Q

43 “Hartshorne, "Organic and Inorganic Wholes”, p. 133
Ibid, . 5 Ibid,, p. 13
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Hartshorﬁe's erguneht:that the all-lnclﬂsitenﬁholeiie to be
'conceived as the coemic organiem_ie sinilar to his methodlof de-
-fihing.deitf in accordence with "the relisioue'idea of'God" 46 _
Hartehorne argues that only the conception of the ultimate value
as the all-inclusive enjoynent of the contributory value of others
by the coemic organien can meet the “concrete religivus need ™,
which he atatee is "a rational conception of a concrete. whole to
vhich we can cevote ourselves, " 47 It 1e the definltion of deity
as totally 1ndependent of the values of the lives of his creatures,
rather than in terme of,concrete xelativity, that can offer nothing
touaxde meeting this need, |
| rirmly beiieve that if religion is to perforn its function

of furnishing the supreme perspective for all values, it

must outgrow the crudity of this purely one-way relation

between creator and creature, Man has an ultimate rational

need to regard himself as contributing to something quite

as concrete and individual as himself, but, unlike himgelf,

not limited and localized in space and time L8
This is the cosmic nind of the wo;ld body, and, as we noted'above
In our discussion of the definitior of deity required by religious-
-worehip, thls conception can only be made coherent within the logic
of dipolar theiem. Only when perfection is defined as "the eelf-
surpassing surpasser of all*,as it 48 in dipolar theien, can
“the notion of contributing to the perfect belng— the one being
capaole of an "endleeeiy enriched 11£6"" — nake sense, "Thue
there 1e no longer any incompatibility between perfection and the

status of the cosmic group nind, or concrete unity of things and

4o See above, pp. 6-11

i Hartshorne, "Elements of Truth in the Group-Mind Concept", P. 263

Lb.._..'l p' 261:. b9 .N_Tc| P- 101

-
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?elue;“ 50 Only with the conceﬁtion of fhe cosmic organism can the
1ntelligibility ‘of the phrase 'all—incluelve whole"be secured,

He conclude thie chapter by delineatlng its relation to the
rest of the thesis It was suggested in the second chapter that the
. four notions Hhich underpin Haxtshorne 8 formulation of the teleo—
logical argunent-‘the scale of beinge and the.cosnic Variablea..
‘aesthetlce; paﬁpsychism, and the eecialjetrecture of reality-—
B are operative as well in his expositlon of the cosmic organisn
analogy. And so 1t is that the cosmic organism analogy rests

upon the use of the scale of beings and the cosmic variables. As

man is a member of the scale of beings, it is possidle to define

the othexr members of the ecale- in iﬁe case of tpeicosmic‘erganiam,-
the, infinitely superior member, delty— by turning to experience’

and "eealing"the basic featuree of our experience. As the proper
experience upon Hhich to conceive the teleological argument is the
relation of the mind to body, Hartshorne employe these two as cosmic
variables in formulating the'coeqlc organisa analogy. In the sec~
tion on aesthetlcs we examined the primacy of the conerete in Haff—
ehorne;e metaphyeics,'%s well as the "aesthetic imperative® { that
there be unity in varietyliin order to come_to.en understanding of

Hartshorne's conception of order as aesthetlc, JSo, it 1s that in“the

* cosaic organisa analogy we see that the world—« "the sensorium of
God (Newton)" o' —1s ordered by the all sympdthetic divine mindj

and that such ordering, rather than violating the-integrity of the

650 Hartshorne, "Elements of Truth in the Grbup-uind_concept'.
P' 2 3 . ‘ ; i s
L wis, p. 229 '
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individuals constituting the world is the very poaeibility of(—)
| there being any individuals at all In the section on’Hartshorne 8

_ theory of pgggsxchism we explored his. argument for the intelligibi~

_— 1ity of mind and bence of a divine mind ordering the world body,

by examining his assertion thet ”exmpathetic participation“ is

the key to caueelity; So it 1s that in the cosaic organisa analogy
the theory of panpsychism 1s basic and that the divine nind's

ordering of the world parts is to beACOnceived of ‘as the “sympathetic
partieipationf'of the all-inclusive whole in the life of its
contributing parte. And finally. We sa¥w in our section on Hartehorne s

...(
theory of the eocial structure of : reality that the societal

conception,which\covers any instance of “relative orﬂerlinese",
carries the implication that the nniverse is to be conceived of as

a monarchical society, of uhich deity is the dominant ruling member.
So' 1t is that in the cosmic organism enalogy the nind-body rela-

‘tion 1s undeégtood as innedietely soclal, and, by analogy, the divine
mind is. understood to be the whole directly influ neing the world
parts by virtue of its all—enbracing apd direct eppreeiation‘of

. the contributions of those parts, | -

Finelly. it must dve reiterated that Hartahorne conceives of

" the argument from design as-an_g,pgiggi.argument, the structure

of whien is1  any order conceivable requires an omderer, and that
any world order-coneeivable'iequiree a di?ine‘omderer. Our purpose

.in diecueeing'tne cosmic oiganien analogy haerneenltofexanine.the

way in-which Hartshorne sees this analogy as the best ﬁgy to conceive
of God's oxdering of the world, and conseQuently. as p:eéiding one

o




with the most appfopriate manner 1n which %9 diécussathe'téleolbgi-

cal argﬁment Hartshorne in keeping wity his understanding of

'_the proper method of metaphysical inq es his conception of'

order upon an examination of the T experienced the.rela;ion

'of mind to bodys and by analogy of order
necessary in the relation of the divine mind to the yorld-body.

This does not, 1n any way, amount to the claim that|God's ordering

of the world is an empirical fact, but only to the assertion that
the cosmic organism analogy provides~us_ui$h a cohqrent and 1n- |
telligible iay to concelve of‘tﬁis ¥elation. In thils fashion;
Hartshorne's cosmic organism analogy helps to fulfilll what he.
‘sees fp be one of the‘purposes of proofélfor the existence of

God o e |

-

...though 1t is unrealistic to hope that all doubts concerning
theism can be removed by deductive argument, 1t may be quite
as unrealistic to suppose that no doubts can be removed, 52 -

-~ by focusing upon the iﬁea‘of order, an idea which is necessary for
many interpretation of 1ife and reality", and explicating and
clarifying it within the theistic context.

¢

=}

52 wr, p. 30
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CHAPTER IV
CONCLUSION: THE PROBLEM OF EVIL
Thus far the objective of this ‘theslis has been to present Hart-

shorne's understanding of the teleological a:gument, and to examine the

way in which he sees the cosmic organisn a.nalogy as the hest way to con-"

ceive of the central issue of that argument, that is, the divine.
'mind's ordering of the world, - We conclude with a pres?ntation of
Hartshorne's soIution to the problem of evil_for two rsasons,

First of'all, in his deveiopmenﬁ of the coSmib orgaﬁlsm'analogy in

. Man's Vision of God Hartshorne statesithat the most serious problen :
) .

facing tbis analogy is that of evil, © Accordingly, an examination of his

solution to the prohlem of evil will serve to 11luminate his cosmic
organism aralogy and his understanding of the telecloglcal a:gument..
.Seconily,tﬂartshorna's solﬁtion to the'problenlof evil is based
upon both his contention that the teleclogical argument is a priori, -
and thé applicé;ion of the four notions that ﬁnderpin his fpzmﬁlétion
of the teleological argument Accordingly), an examination of his"‘
solution to the problem of evil will sexve. to clarify these two fea-
tures of Hartshorne's‘formulation of the teleologlical argument,

It is Hoped that the present discussion doés not provide us )
with yei another chapﬁgf;_but raihef,with a conclusionqin 80

far as we are not introducing a mew topic of discussion so much as

{11ustrating Hartshorne's application of the principles alresdy
g , ‘ .
- See MVG, p. 195 , ‘
. ) N
»
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expounded in this tbesis to a specific theological question.

3

Wa present Hartshorﬂe 5 eolution to the problen of evil ‘in a three

fold way: i) in terms of the necessarily s pgiori character of

theological proofs; 11) in terms of the four notions underpinning

}Hartshorne 8 formulation of the teleological argument; and 111) in

torms of the 1mp11cations of the conception of a divine mind

i

including the world

¥e noted- above that Hartshorne is critical of what he takes —

-~ to be the classical-fornulation_o£ the teleological argument, On

this fornulation one argues that the world exhibits order in a
number of obsexvable ways, and that because this empirical world
order can be contrasted to an imaginary one in worse shape, the
conclusion that a‘divine ordersr exists is appropriate, The problomw

prmulation, according to Hartshorne, is that in arguing

pourd this formulation, for the "atheologian"need simply argue that

the evidence empirically obscrvable in the worid entails the op-

- posite conclusion—— even 1f there is an order, there need not dbe

EIN

an ordering power, and fnrther, evan if there is an oxdering power,.

2

it nead not ) o1:] divine. The basis of Hartsnorne 8 criticism o1

this_formulation_ liea in his contention that God_ is tha ground,of

. 811 posslbility°as well as all actuality, and that by virtue of

\ " ‘ .
this, no concelvable world could not be God*'s world, The atheologian

Z I draw the term “atheologian“ from A, Plantings, God and Other

Minds (Tthaca ard Londoni Cormell University Press, 1967), See Partll

of thi that work
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'ergues that the fact of'eviljis iOgicelly incompaiible with‘fhe;ex—
“istence of Ged, and since.evil does exist, end'hothing that can
'contradict a necessity can exist the existence of ch nust be

contingent But for Hartshorne the existence of God cannot be con-

tingent, 80 the correct formuls is "either God's existence is ne- _

cessary, or it-is impossible®, If i s impossible, it '1s incom-
patible with snything; if it is necessary, 1t 1s competible with
ésvefything, even evil, Accordingl}, fse'atheologisn can not merely
axgue'tsat this empirical- world ‘order is logically incompstible ¥ith
_ the necessary existence of God; he nust further argue that no world

conceivable could be God's world

_This discussion brings to the foreground that for Hartshorne
the critical issue at stake in the teleological srgument is that

no world ccnceivable can contradlct the necessary existence of fhe

divine orderer,

Without God, to speak per impossible, individuals could

not fornm even a disorderly world, but only a meaningless,
unthinkable chaos in which there would be neither any definite
good nor any definite evil, This 1s the same as/no world. 3

‘God's ordering of tﬁg world is the possibility of there being any
' world at all: and the order of the world is such that both good

"\

and evil can occur; this following: fré; the very nature of the way
things are, This is, I lieve. what Hartsho;ne neans 1n saying

that the argument from‘ﬁesigs turns on the acceptance of order

as a fUndamental aspect of experience snd thought i - v

’ 4

"

3 C,Hartshorne, "A New Look at the Problem of Evil"™, in F.C. Domieyer, ed,,
Current Fhilosophical Issues» Essays in Honor of Curt John Dutasse :
(Springfield, Illinoiss: Charles C, Thomas, 1966), p,210. .Hereafter, 'FE',

F -



" In the depths of our consciousness we feel and accept tha . .
‘divine ordering without which there could be nothing Blgni— e

ficant or definite, The worst sinner still does this in his °
imperfect way. 4 : o L

In this vay Hartshorng is led to the conclusion‘ that the protilen .
of evil is actually a logical nuddle, and is to be regarded as "a
"nistake, a pseudoproblem. 5 | _

Given that Hartshorne 1s correct. and that the existence of
evil 4n the worldtin fact‘poses ho frobleﬁ for the teleological
‘argument. th has the contrary been held through the centuries?
.Hartshorne's ansuer 1s twofold:

" ...people had a confused idea, really a 3elf-contradictory

one~—though vague enough for the contradiction to. escape

cledr detection— of the meaning of the term "God", and thgre-

form they also had confused ideas about what is to be meant -

by “creature”, or a being other than Goed. 6
We have already seen that for Hartshorne a coherent and nonvcontra- '
dictory medning can be assigned to the term "God™ only within the
logic of dipo{gr'thaism. For the purpoéé% of the present discussion
we shall fﬁcus directly upon the lattef half of Hartshorme's answer;
| and upon the forner indirectly, in order to examine the way in |
which his underatanding of what constitutes a "creatura"contributes
to his solution to the problem of evil.‘

- “The basic proposition of Hartshorne 8 creatlonist netaphysizs
can be aunned up in the’ dictun,‘being is power,aﬁd all individuals

must hara some degres of power" Thia‘leada Hartshorne to cxiticize

the‘definition of/the omnipotent belng.as-"a-belng pexfect-in-power...
anything . undesirable from occuring™ on the ‘grounds -
o _ , co _

w9 P 211‘ ) 5 Ibidw' p,l202
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that such a definition aseigne to deity a “monopoly" on all decision=-
naking power, the,effect being that the’fggaturesnawenone.?

'Hartehorne contende that genuine'individuality conslsts 1n. making

decisions. Hence, to suppose that any individual-—even ch-

can nake all creaturely decieions result - in euch an absolute
;harmony that nothing undeeirable could occur is to consider a
non-seneical notion. The argument here is that the value of exis-

. - tence rests upon the ﬁaaaibiiit} of each indiuidual exietent de~
ciding for himeelf A deeision is essentially a choice anong pos-
eibilities, i,e,, rendering abetract indeterninatenese concrete and
determinate, Accordingly, it is meaninglees to aeeert that any h

'decieion can be foreeen in its concreteneee, nuch less eternally .

.foreeen by God (as Hartshorne beleives certain Thomiets hold ),
for until a decieion takes place i1t does not exist as a wholly de-
finite entity or fact, To argue that absolute harmony ie conceivable
because it is. possible that the su;uene belng can decide.our de-

clsions is to fall prey to a epeciee of "the fallacy of misplaced
concretenees" One can influence a decision by determining the
abstract features of tbat decieion; but it is logically inpoesible

that the decision in its full concreteness can be pre-deternined or

pre-decided, ' And euch logic appliee even to the pre-eminent
influence of God, for "influence in principle cannot degenerate into

eheer determinism 9

7 e, S see, for example, DR, p. 135

I C, Hartshorne, "Mind as Memory and Creative Love", in Jordan
M. Scher, ed,, Theories of the Mind (New York: The Free Preee of
* Glencoe,1962 » P h60 2




It is not that God is neak, but that my act is nine, and 1t

is senseless to say that God simply makes this act) for ir

this were so0 1t would be His act and not mine at all, 10 -~
5crafon, if 1t 1s %o genuinely individual, demands genuine indeter-'

minatenes

freely,

t 1q,rea; and -open alternat;gea from- which to shoose
Accoxding to Hartshorne 8 theory of panpsychism,experience, A
;as free creative syntheais, pervades the entire scale of beingsg,
This means that the above view of 1nd1v1dual decision making power
does not hold sinply for the rational animal, man, but to some ,
degree, for all members of the scale of beings. 7
'Rational freedom 1s to be viewed as a special, high-levél
forn of freedom in general, and this as inherent in the ca-
tegory of individuality. as such, whether atonic, human, or
divine, 11 . ' . . .
Al individuals are to come‘degree frees God ic the supmne instance
. of‘fracdon.and_the ﬁeré.negation of fhié freedom does cot providc
..one with the neaning of the texrm "creature”, but only with that
of the te:m 'nonentity" To understand tbe> nattexr correctly. one
rust conceive of deity as that member of the scale of beings.who
possessas freedom to a higher degree: (infinitely higneza than the
| lesser members of the scale. Hithin this’ context the divine power
or fraedom is to be defined as "the unsurpaaaabla freedom or Power
to 1nﬂuence others™ by setting optinal linits to their fréedon, 12

- By virtue of the sociad structure of existence, freedom can be limit-

ed only by another's freedom; and by viffue-of the temporal structure _

Ve a3 . om0 205

b, p. 204
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| o£ existence this influence 1s that freedom which has been’exer-

o cised in the paet.As we ‘saw above,Hartshorne terns this"eharing of

creativity, and sees memory as ite most ‘obvious instance. "In nem-

T ory one takee account of one's own previoue decisions as relevant

\\

~

to the present decision\\\%? One’ s present free act is not cast

in-

\tncuum, but is limited by other past free acts known in memory,

"Always there 15 a degree of freeianland the inclusive 1limit upon

the present act of\freedom 18 the -sun of past acts.to{which it 1s -

™.

ol Accordingly,-the control of God over the freedom

of others s the influe ce of His own past free decisions, felt

by the free agent in hie present concrete experience.

!

Within this framework the evil in the world can only be under-

'stood as the result of rgafortunate (not neceesarily in general

nicked) cases of creaturely decieion.“15 Freedom being uniVereal,

the risks of /w/u and. the oppo*tunities fof good are both lnherent

in the nature of thinge. "No providence and’ no planning could nake

. it otherwise for the necessity is logical.

that tragedy is the price of individualitys

16 Hartshorne atates

the greater the individ-

aslity, the Jreator thé possibility of tragedy, But, this is' not -

to say that tragedy is a part of the divine plan; ratner,.it is

merely the result of the fact that creatures must decide for them- .

se1Ves.

The world is not and could not be a set of mere things, pas-..

‘

eive1y-put*and—kept—in—their"places—"veenele of clay molded

by the divine potter, and arranged each on its appropriate

shelf, 17 e
| 13 ¢sp, p. 7 - % ., p. 8
'PE', Pp.205 y :
16 Hartehorne, "Hind as Memory and Greative Love s Do B61

Y 1p, b3z :
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Danger is the price of individuality, and to ask of -providence
‘that this danger be erased, 1s to aek thet exi?tence 1tself be
erased, Those. who ask for a world without.freedon and the risk of
evil, ae@;for ‘ons without opportunity fox good-- "Indeed they
know not Hhat they ask " 18‘
- Ifall concrete ereeturely declslons are te be assigned to the
.creaturee, then what does God decide? HErtehorne 8 answer 1s two-
foid. Firet_of all, oun model\for tee coemie erganism anelog; is
the social ones Gee is ths)dominant ruling member of the world
soclety, As such He 1s reeponsible for setting the abstract
Moutlines" or “linits uithin which the ectivity of the members

of that soclety may.take p&ace. Hartshorne etetee that "in the coemic :

 ease. these ‘abstract linits of freedom are the 'laws of nature®™, 19
Theee abstract laws cannot determine concgete events for they ave

statistical only, 20

An:lH since there is a  plurality of individuals,
and "because plurai freedon cannot be ordered (no matter by whon)

saye epproximately and statistically" ’a certain degree of diecoxd and -
dieorder ie inevita‘ble.21 On theee grounde the queetion MWhy did this

particular concrete evil oec

7% can. not be addreeeed to deity: .

Perhepe there is no why God sends us evils, eince he does
not serd them at all, |Rather he establishes an orler in which
greaturee can eend each other, partioular goods and evils, 22

Thus. the exp&enetion of euffering in the world can be found upon
axamining the very nature of that world itself, |

i

. . - \\*“‘\- Cor *
18 'EE'f,P{ 208 = 19 oy, P. 2067
_ 20 See above, p, 68 B 21 LP, p. 189
22 .

~ KT, p. 120 . ' @
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The principle of incompatible goods, together with that of |
‘o - creativity, or the self-detemination of each moment of ex=-
' istence in &nd By the reality of that moment, furnishes the ;:;:§
wltigate - ‘reason for suffering in the world, 23 |
. An.absolutely harmonized order ia 3 logical absurdity; freedom S /:iif\\; 7-
- entails the poeeibility of conflict, amd so all order can only be- B
reIative order, That this is so, rather than leading one to the
denial of the existence of God leade one to just this affirmation;
for the order that is logically possible, the order of the cOSMmos
~ that ie t;e very possibility of the existence of the creaturea,
can only be attributed to the decisions of an all-embracing cosmic
nind, ' "\' - . o
“The second “decisioﬁ"thaﬁ'Hartshorne ascribes to God 'is that
of deciding,,, |

-

+».¥hat use to make in his own life of uhat\happens through
- creaturely freedom, just how the course of the cosmic history
is to be intetpreted and enjoyed in ':i:he divine perspective, 24
Aa We gaw above, only the notion of the cosuic organism. as,gn
individual unit of action and not as a mere collection of inter-.
aoting agente, can maké this “deoision!‘intelligible. It is
‘pmecisely this conoeption of deity, as freely evaluating the crea-
~ tures, each in its own context and the context of the’ cosmic whole, = ~_
that can meet ®the concrete religious need* of nan. Hartehorne |
argues persistently (witneas the title of his work,_Beyond Humanism )

that no creeture, nor any group of oreatures, nor any abetract

. _conception-of ‘collectivisms-can- discharge this functlon 6f evalua-
| tinéfelf,individual nenbers of the oosnos. The sun of the value
all aely lives is 'aa a uhole.effectiveI? enjoyed bya |
a___

- 23 &L, P. 3 \2‘* "-Ii'.s Ps 206 . V
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simple subject in a eingle satisfying experience Such-a euﬁject
could not be less than divine n 25 Only the eole non-fragnentary
belng,God, can adequately be aware of all creatures at all times,
and because of this awareness, His life alone can be "the ultimate
“receptacle of all achievement " ?6

. .But does not the ebove carry the implication that God includes
not only the joys of his creatures, but their sufferings as well?
‘Hartehorne 8 -answer here is affinmative. If God 1is inclueive of

the entire cosmos, as he is conceived to be in the cosmic organien

| analogy. then he muet include the suffering that inevitably c ~

acterizee the cosmos. Thus, when Hartshorne states that the creatures‘g_

contribute to the one inclusive whole, he~intende that this contri-

. g;ution be understood as both positive and negative, asn containing
-i both. suffering and Joy. .

-

A1l things make inmediate contributions to the one, but -
they contribute what the are ard have, their sorrow as well .
as their joy, their discord with their neighbors as well as -
their harmonies, 27 - .

The all-inclueivenese of the world mind lies not in its being
"exalted above all suffering®, but in its capacity to be supremely

_ relative to all creatures, hence to all creaturely euffering Thia
As the perfection of God as the perfection of 1ove, for to love

another is to depend upon that other for one 8 oWn joy and sorrow,

Divine love "is more than goodneee, wisdom, and povwer, it ig also

~

28

happiness ae rartly arising from_eympathy_with—the—ﬁoye-ef—otherem

And does not this view further imply that the unity of the

°> DR, p. 133 . 25 i, p. 128
opo203 - Baep g
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world-body of the divine mind is not a perfect, absolutely harmo-
| nizod one? Hartshorne s answer 13 auain affirmative, granted two
quallfications. One may 1ndeed speak of the unity ofxthe world-
body as absolute "1n 80 far as unity 15 the basis of co —presence to.'
‘one awareness, the divine omniscience n 29 But this is. possible
' only within the loglc of dipolar theism; whereby omnisciance is
-'defined as an"abstract relational type'u ;eferring in this case-_°
to the supreme 1nstance of "cognitlve adequacy , i, e., knowledge
adequate to 1ts object. 30 This unity may furtber be‘spoken of as
sbsolute in so far as the divine oind'has the eﬁinent;powor to moinf
‘tain the unity of the bodily parta no matter.how much they theh-
selves nay qndergo destruction. But, this does npt give one reason
to‘auppose that the cosmic organism uould not.contain the discopd ',
_and conflict of evil; rather it explains Just how this is 80, :
| Behind this argument lies Hartshorne 8 assertion that 1t is given
'1n experience that our awareness of the past is dominated by two
notives: a drive fowaxdé harmony and a drive towards.aooihl—incluy
siveness. Ve tend tﬁjijIUie evil by virtue of the first drive,
‘but not to tbe extent that 1t cancels out the latier drive, = ‘ <
In the suprana or divine case, this would imply a maximai ‘
elinination of evil so far as this elimination is compatible

wit maximal social inclusiveness,,,The elimination of evil

bacone abaolute.only if the social inclusiveness becomes
zero :
‘ \

And as we_saw above, on Hartshorne 8 conception of the coanio

organism analogy, the latter can not be zeTo, amd B0 the former

can not be absolpte.

I we, p. 195 . 0 See DR, p. 12
! wg, . 196 |
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The eecood_qualificaticn has £5 do with the question .of the

jimmutability'of God, Hartehorne sees in the traditional associa—_

-,

tion of divine perfection with divine immutability the implication
_tnat not only moral, but aesthetic evil as weii 18 to be excluded

IIrom tne aivine lizte, Hartshorne argues against tneir association

oy assertinr that while such abstract or general traits as “goodness"
may be Immutable, God is, in some senae, nonetheless capable of

increase aesthetically. Horal evil does not qualify the divine

-existence, but by virtue of the divine mind's sympathetic partici-

)

pation in the actuality of creaturely existence, aeethetic evil

‘doee. This is to say that God does not experience the negative

or privative aspects of evil which are egsential to moral evil, i. e\L\H‘; ’

A Y
ignorance of the interests of others,. but only the poa;tive

)

ones, "God is himeelf qualified by what is positive in evil,

‘namely discord, which is not mere absence of harmony, but positive -

clash," 32 God'e&experiencing the: positive aspects~of evil 1is not

the result of any "wickedness"on_His part, i.,e,, that He alone is

" responsible for all suffering, but sinply the result of his parti-

N
cipatory sharing in the choices of his creatures,.who can themselves

be wicked, The very meaning of the term "omniscience®, i,e,, con-

crete and intimate knowledge of all that exiete dic{atee this notion
of a delty supremely participating 4in the suffering of all that .
exiete. "God does né% sinply know that we suffer, he knows bur actual

7 maa., p. 196
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su.ffering 4in its concreteness." 3 3. Immuta.‘bility, as whe.t is meant |

' in the biblical phrase "without shadow of tirning" 34: onthis

";ccount refers to the abstract character of God's goodness. "the

) ,eternal divine abstract purpose. 35 On the other hand,"if goodness

means love, then God is dependenfi‘for happiness upon others to an

unique degree" and hence can be thovght of as supremely muta.ble - SR ‘

in the sense of relativity, % And this is the fundamenta} prin-

. ciple upon which the cosmic osgsnism analogy rests, that the hap- -I B <i

*piness of the whole~-the cosmic mind-—- consists in its 1nclusiveness

of the lesser haiiiness of its parts—- the.‘orld‘body.

In this conclusion we have\ Hartshorne's solution to

' the problem of evil, o%r intention belng toxillnstrate the way
in which Hartshorre's understhniing of the tels eogical argunent

3

for the exis*yence of God applies to a specific theologicdl question,
that of the protled of evil, We £iret of all saw that the problenm |

| of evil is a "}_)seuio-»problem'.l in Hartshorne'e mind because of his

( unQe;gtanding of yroofs for the existence of God as a p;;ggl Thehy ‘
‘ in dlscussing Hartshorne's analyeie of what it is thst constitutes
*a being other than Qod?, we noted thet the four notions that
‘underpin his formulation of the teleoclogical eréument and that are
operative ih his cosmio organisn analogy ~— the scale of beings and
the cosmic variables, aesthetlcs, banpsychism, and the sogial-
_structure of reality—- are contained in his solution to the problem

~of evil, And finally, by focusing opon the fundemental notioen

7 nn p._129 o+ P vep, 198 | -



of the cosmic organien analogy, that.of the divine anild11-;nc1usive

. mind sympathetially rerticipating’in the 1lives of the individual

menbers of the world body, We san that the cosmlc organisn analogy

provides us not only with a philosophically coherent conception of

. deity, but a religiously aatisfying one as uell.‘ In this Way we

" were abtle to see that the cosmic organisn analogy not only ful-

£111s the requirements of "a natural theology for our time" (chapter
I)s but as well renders. 1ntelligible the central isgues of the
teleological argument, and effactiyely meets 1ts criticisas- (Chap~

ters II, 111), Fiﬁally,.iﬁ is hoped that we have not only achieved

- an adequate .presentation of Hartshorne's conception of the te-

leological argument, but further,_that we have shed some degree

of light ﬁpon what Hartshornme consideys to be the rational and

experiential grounds for bellef in God,

129°
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