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SCOPE AND PURPOSE, The question behind thie theeie ie "What,.
does Charles Hartshorne conceive to b6.the rational ~ 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. Attention ie given to the com
pommts of Hartshorne's natural theology in order to eetab
lish the context within which 'to approach Hartshorne's '
formulation of the argument, to the principles of his meta- .
physics which I see to underpin hie formulation, to the
proper manner in lIhieh to conceive of the argument, the
.coamic organism analogy, and to hie proposed solution to
the problem of evil •
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. . ,
. IN.!'RODUCTION ' .

'Ibf! conCern of thi& thesis is E:harles Hartshorne's .).UXler-

.s~ingOf·. the rational ani 'experiential grourds for bel1ef 'in God..

B)' "rational ani experien\,ial grourds for bel1ef in God." is Ileant

the enl.eaVt~ to show that the claas for bel1ef in qod. can be Justi

.fied by a rational examination.of the fundamental features of our

collJllon hwilan experience. That .Charles Hartshorne'can be 'said to
. , ' .

. participate in this endeavour is evidenced by his un:lerstaniing of

the nature and method. of metaphysics.
"

Metaphysics may be defined as the "ration4l ani secular
study of the universal traits of experience ani existence."
For example, if suffering ani change are held to be univer
sal, this is a lIletaphysical tenet, which is illustrated by 
the doctrin'e of a suffering a.ndchanging God. but contra
dicted by that. of an il1lpassive and illlJllutable one. By de-.
finition. there qa.n be no exception to a metaphysical prir.
ciple. A "occ~ar" study is' one. which ansumes no exidence
othel' than such as 1s accessible to any intelligent man who..
sufficiently reflects upon our cOl1ll1lon human experience.
Special religious gifts or experiences are not to be taken
in evidence, They may be used to suggest hypotheses, but '.
any decision as to true or false is to rest upon more
generally accesslbl~ ~enomena, Religious data are not
excluded, provided :they are common property, that. is,
ca.l,lBble of dlltection,in SOllIe degrell, in the experience
even of (suff1C1.ently....obs~rva.nt) atheists. 1

Accordingly, Ill)' concerd' is til'e way in which Charles Hartshorne's

"formulation of his ~.neoclassical metaphysics. contributes to the

,
.\

" "-•• ":0

;:J
1 RSP, p. 30
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e~eavour to show the rational, and eXperiential g~unds for belief
, '

in God.' 2

With this concern in"dnd,' I approach Hartshorne',sneoclas

sical fo~ulation of the teleological argument'in this thesis. In

the first chapter I discuss ,the main components of what may'be,thought

of as Hartshorne's natural theology, Ry intention being to establish

•the proper context within which to discuss Hartshorne's formulation '

of the teleologiCal argument. In the second chapter I discuss

Hartshorne's fomulation in tens of i) what he considers to be the

correct structure of the teleological argument, and 11) tour notions
,

central to ,his metaphysics-the cOSlllic variables and the scale of

'beings, aesthetics, panpsychiSlll, the social struet~e of reaiity

which I see to underpin his fonulation. In the:'th1xd chapter I

"
discuss what Hartshorne consid~rs to be the Rost appropriate way

to con,ceive of .the basic issul~f the teleological argument, that of
. - .

the divine mini, ordering the world, and 'note the way in which the

,fourno~ions underpinni~ his formul~tion of th~eleol~ical'argu
Rent are operative in his cOSlllic organism analogy.,~+n

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

2 . , ' .
Hartshorne assigns the term II neoclassical n. to his meta

physics (See NT, p. 27),.and contrasts it to what he. tems "classical". '
The difference between these two' tems is stated by Hartshorne as
follows I "Classical metaphysics is a metaphysics of being, SUbstance,
absoluteness,' and necessity as primary conceptions I neoclassical meta
phySic,S treats these as abstract-ions, the primary 'ones being those
of' creative becoming, event, relativity, .and possibility." (Ll' ,Xiii)
Essentially the same applies to the difference between what he terms
neoCJ.assical .ind classical "theiSlll", "idea of God tI, etc.' (See, PSG 'JP.
1,2 and g, pp. :33-44). .' _

. .
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•

being to .Ulustrate the basic features of his 'neoclass1~ fonula-. '-'.

tion of the argument by examining their'applicationto a specific, .

. theological question.

This thesis ~s pr1JaarUy an' exposition of Charles lfartshorne's

fOl'lllulation of the teleological argument, 'aM. as such is not ,a cri

tical evaluation of thatfol'lllulatlon, but a critical exaJllination•..

·This is to say that in "exposing~'his formulation of the teleological

argument I do not propose to assess that formulation, nor the

wider issues of his.neoclassical metaphysics I rather, I propose to

examine that fo:rmulatlon in tel'llls of w~at I believe its essentia+

features to be. It 1s my hope that such critical attention to'

,a portion of his work will prove helpful in the understanding of

his work as a wh6le, and consequently, in the understanding of his

reflection on,the question of the existence of God.

"

-:.;-"
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, CHAPrEll'i: .

TIlE ,COMPONENTS OFHARTSHORNE"S NATURAL,...:mEo~Y' AS'PROr.mOMENON
, > ,

TO HI~ FORMULATION OF THE TELEOLOOICAL ARGUMENT "

. ,As .ay 'be gathered frOlIlitS title, the purpose oftUs chapter,is

not to presm. in its entirety Hartshorne's UlXierstazding of the pos-,'

,sibiUt.y o~~ theology, but only ,~o, present, the keyfestures of.

this UlXie~Standing in 80 far' as they bear upbn his ~n~eption,of the

teleological argument. Our intention in focusing upon IIhat Hartshorne

considers to be theplirpOses,:the nature, and the coDiitionsof the
. . . '1 '\, . (

proofs for the eXis~ence of ,God is to' establish the broader context
~ - .. ." ./.--/:..•.;-.. .. ~'."' ".... . ~. '. .

. within IIhich a discussion· of Hartshorne's form~tionof.theteleologi-
\ '

• t' \ " "'4- , .
cal argument must take plaoe. The Chapter is divided into four sections,

't _. ,"' : • -'\" , . ;' • ... ".'

,each containing a discussion' of & '~colliponent" of Hartshorne's UlXier-
\ .

standing of natural theOlogy.,~e shall first tu;en to Hartshorne's
. .; .

consideration of theistio proors in general\and discuss til? relevant
.. '.' I . . J ....

points I i) the proper definitIon of deity, 'and 1i) the necessarily
I" . "

double and complementary character of proofs' as!!. p~iorl and'!!. poster-,,
iori. SecoDily, lie shall diseuss Hartshorn~'s us~ of experience in. .;' , .-' , .

theological argument frOm tll~ perspectives) i) experience as ontQ.lo-. \

gioally basic, the "key to re;Uity", and 11) experience as the basis
.- -- " . .

of metaphysical inquiry; the "key to metaphysics"•. Next lie shall ex-

l\IIline Hartshorne's. jus-t,1f1Cation of- theological iuuu.ogy and bis cri-
.~- -

tique of negative theology.' ADi finally, 1(e: shall conoluie lIith a

brief sketch of the logic of dipolar theia.

1. Nature ani Purpose of a Proof as Such

Hartshorne states that while it is not erroneous'to hold that the

\.

.'
"



)

, ,

.'

, .

c;Lassi'cal proofs for: the ,existence of' God failed, one need not' aSSUlllB
o '

tlia.t,sllsuch proofs are doomed to fall~. II'\ order to ~erstwi

. this :propo~lIe'Ill~.s~;btain ~ Il,Ilsirer t~seven.i quesditis,tbe ~i.rst'

.ofl/hieh is, "Whatdo~s Hartshorne cons'lderto' be ,'the purpose of the,
.~ ~.,

pro4lfs for the ex16t'ence of dod?".
• . - - I. . .

~ , ,

Har$shorne is critiW of" llhat'he takes to bE) a presupposition of
. '", '.

classical theis ts , ~at proofs 10 principle lIere to functi~n as " ...a
',::, , ""';,~., \, " , ,

'" set~r'UDieniable or' 'axiomatiq premises from which the desired. conclu-

s19ncould, be ,deduced." 1. He readlh admits ,the improbabillty, of
',J' .. --)~:;.

f1ming' both the un1versalpremlses acceptabi~,to ,all and the ,iOgi-, "
" '

caliy ~ri-ect constructlon of the inference necessary for the thelstlc

concluSion. Thus a proof'...J,n his miDi ls not to be UDierstood asa,
. '. ·t" .

coerclon, by means' cif deduction from lndubitable 'premises, to b~l1ef
~ . ! ' .

in the existence of God. But lfa proof does not coerce one,l~te bellef.

then what ls its ,pUrpose? HartE/horne :rejects Karit's contention that

all' proofs, because they are 1xrelevant to bel1ef in thi;l:,exlstence

of God. should be abwioned. wi malnta1nsthe posltlon that th~
"

proofs do serve'to open wi clarlfy the question of thelstic belief.
, '

But though it ls unreal1st.1o to hope 'that all dO).lbt~ concern
iilg,theiSlll can be removed by deductlve argumEmt. lt Ill,ay be
quite as unreallstio to suppose ,that no doubts can bepremoved. -2-

Arguments for God'sexlstence are not coerolve and therfore con

vlncingto all. nor ar~ they 1Illposslble e.nf ihe~ore conv1ooin€;to

"
none. But. they are useful 10 IlQ far as "they,Conv1oce SODle who

, , I

otherwise would not be conv1oced'" 3a fu th1~ 'lIIanner Hartshorne

..

'.

.', .

1 '
!IT. p.,29

3a Qg. p. ?:IS
, 2 Ibld:.' p. 30
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.'

.'
adopts' an intermediary position, thattheistlc proofs by reaaon ,of re

lIoving flollle:.~oubt~ as to the, ~xistence,of GOd ,serve to :reI¥l.er. the
• . . ,'<' <~i~.:::\?":'. . ,. ,'~ ,_., '~:,: ,', ",-' :" l

question Qf~'theistic-beliefmore intelligible aId hence aore ~alid.

..... " ,... '. - .. ' '.C!., . ", '.

, But If the proofsfo!,: the existence 'of GOd are to be. regarded
. '

as vaIid', then'to what does Hartshorne attribute the cause Of the
. '

. failure of natural theol.ogy in theeighte~th century? If the ques.;.·',

tion of natural theology is to' be regarded as an essentiAlly open one,

'as 'it ls by Hartshorne, then, the CB.USl/: of the failure' can 'not Me 1n, '.
. '. ' . '.

, ",, ~'. \,
" \. \

..,.

!: posteriori. To a discussion of these two fa.otors we J1.ow turn.

~. . ' I

the1nna.te absurdity or 1mIIpossibillty of the task of natural theo~

logy. Rather, 1t lies in the way in w,hich, the eighteenth century
" ", " ",' ~ d '

theologlans went about fulfilling this task. ~Dg this, Ilne' of

reasoDtng Hartshorne cltes two factors to whlch ca.n" be attributed the,

CB.useof the failure of eighteenth century' natural theology' 1) ~ ,

inappropriate deflnltlon of deity, and 11) the neglect of the necess

arIly double 'and complimentary' oharacter of the prgofs as ~,pr1ori and

, "

1.1 The Definition of Deitt '-
....

\,

In A Natural Theology 'for Our Time llart;~horne, .states that the

, posslbility of thelstic proof ls dependent upon the, formulation of
~... .' ," .

. .. .. ,
unlversal rules, based not upon empirical issues, but upon baste 'con-. ~. ...

, .
oepts. ~He then proposes four comitions of such rules, from whlch

I . • l • ~ ,.

'< he derlves toe defInltlon of de1:ty as "worehipful ", "unsurpassable",
\ , .

and "IlOda.lly :a.ll-incluslve fl. lie shall' first' SUIIIIa.r1ze theee coI¥l.l-

.'

.• tlona, and; the'll dl~cuss hlli definitlon of delty.
••", ., j • .'• •

as follows; r ' ' ",~ -
J :: ••

)

The four ,rules are

," ..

.' .

.... '"
"

, .
•

"-r, .,. ~. There must 'be ~es Clpfini-!'lve ~ lndividuaIlty as suep,
, .



not excluding deity.
~ ~

Such rules are 'to be 'based upon' the cor.-

4

"

.....

-

,cept of interaction, that all iniiv,iduals are both active and

passive. cause and effect.

uality, ~e"all individuals except da1ty. , Such rules are to
~

be oosed upon the concept 'of fragm.entariness, tMt non-<l.ivine

1niividuals possess a scope ,of interaction tMt is less than
, ,

". -"

cosmic and a PoNer of self-maintenance tMt is limited, and are.... : ~ .

i.e.,the concept

"

therefore~conceivably capable of ,being surpaSsed by another beiIig
.<~-

of greater scope and, power.

11i. There must be criteria for dist1ngu1sh~een,these ,

two sets-'of rules. Such cr1te~iaarethe distinction b~tween

individUality!!:!!. such and inc!j:viduality as definitely limited, "

and surpassable., '

iv. niere must be a justification for this distinction. . Suchjus-:
I ." "

tifiea.tion is to be based upon the reasoningtbat the ideas of
\" ..' "-

limited scope and surpassabiiity az;e 1ritell~i~e only in con-
, 3b

trast, to, the ideas, of, unlimited scope and,' unsurpassabllity.

These four coD:iitions of the universal rnles required for theistic

proofs com~ine to provide the basis for the definition of deity as:

unsurpassable in'scope of interaction and pOwer' of self-lllaintenm;.c:e I •
, I '

of iriteraction 'as such,' scope"~ q~ity. unepeci:"

tied. It is important to note here Hartshorne's use of -interaction'" 'as, a ·transceniiental ca~egory. This use, he contends, is not only

more in accordance with the religious idea of God-God as the,' wor-
, ~

1 ,j shipful one, as ,supreme love~but '1.s as well more coherent than the use
. -,

by classical theists of one-way action-Only as,the transceniental

)b !tt, PP. 35

•

I,
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, ,

category. It is more in accordance with the religious 1d~a of God,
, ,

5

,

for .it 'contains. not only the'idea of supreme 'or unsurpa..ssable,action

that is attributed to deity by classical theists, but as lIell the

idea of supreme or unsurpassable paSsivity that Hartshorne unde7"sta.nds

to be essential to the notion of divine love •. It is ,logically co

herent for the i'ollowing reason.' 'The logic, behind the contrast "un,-

limited, Unsurpassable action" and "llJllUed, surpassable action" is

, the, same as that behind the contrast "unl1mited, unsurpassable re-
"

sponse" ani "limited, surPassable (response". To deny the Validity of

the second.contrast results in an inconsistency'within the logic of

the first contrast;. and therefore .the absence of any clea.rrationale

for that contrast. lie shall. explicate Hartshorne's use of contrast-u.. "
ing,categor~es in defining d~ity intbe final section of this chapter.

\lith thes~ foureonditions in mind, we 11011 ,turn to a more det~-

"
ed d1scUBsionof the reason1ng hvolved 1JlHartshorne'edefinition of

deity as "worehipful~, "U£urpassable by another except self", and

"m~y all-1Jlclusive". As mentioned 'above, Hartshorne sees one

of the causes ot the collapse' of eighteenth· century na.tural theology

to~ itslnsppropria.te definition of deity as "~e greatest '

possible actuality". IJl c.ontrast he proposes a definition. of deity', . '

in terms of "worshipfulness" and "unaurpasSabUity". A deity both
.' . .

1lDr!Jbipful and unsurpassable must be conceived as both individual, an "

1nd1.v idually unique concrete actuality, a.Di universal, coincident

with being or reaJ.ityas such. On this account deity 1sthe exception

, to the rw.e that a single being can not be both universal and iJldivid

ual to an equal degree. Harts~orne employs this "both... and" formula



,6

not oniy.in reference to the que~tion we are at present discussing,

but, as we shall see throughout the course of this thesis, as well '

to 'other ap~nt1y strict dichotom1ea.

God ·is not silllply infinite, or "wholly other" than finite
things; nor is he simply one more, though the greatest, finite
thing I rather he and he alone is both finite and infinite I

both relative and absolute, comitioned and unconditioned,
mutable and~utable, contingent and necessary. He is in
dividual, but the individual with strictly universal functions,
the all encom~sing and yet not merely universal principle
of existence.' .

Hartshorne states that while the theistic arglIIIlents of philo

sophy can be said to req~ a definition of deity as theseli-sur

passing surpasser of all, religion, "as a concrete practical matter,

as a way of life", can be said'to require the de:f:inition of deity
I' "

as a being worthy of worship • .5 In The Divine' RelativityHartsh~rne

states that his purpose is to formulate .. an idea of deity that pre---..
serves and in~es religious value; "By religious value I mean

the polier to express ,and enhance reverence or worship Cn: a nigh
. . 6 . .
ethical and cultural level~" Hartshorne theJ:;e.fore turns to ,reli-

gion, the purpose of which is, to sOllle,extent, to ,cultivate and'ex

press man' s exper1e.nc~ of deity, to gain an UDierstaMing of "God II

as a religious tem. And, as in theistic religions it is deity who

is the one worship:ped, Hartshorne proposes. to .ai1a1yze the idea
, ,

of, worship ~ such (not merely actual worship, but the !; priori

possibility of. worship).

4 ~
NT, p. 36

.5 ESP,' p. 40. As ve shall see in the section on the SocW theory
of reality, this definition has bearing upon the social conception
of the univeree. .
6 ill! , p. 1
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