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I am preparing a lecture, and as always 1
find it hard again. Our psychoanalytic
house-mate at Bern told me that I should

not worry so much about the meaning of this
life. It affects my health and would never
let me find rest. According to him I.ought
to take up some interest or other (temperance
or something like that) to spend my energy
on. That would be of more practical use for
both myself and others. 1If ‘only that were
really possible! To put one's teeth firmly
into sometling, to run along enthusiastically
with something with the triumphant cry that
this is it! Instead, my dominant feeling

is one of nostalgic desire to show myself and
others what life is really all about. That
is why 1 cannot even rouse enough naivete

in myself to patch together a touching little
sermon or talk (Karl Barth).
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ABSTRACT

The dissertation is a study and critical assessment of certain
fundamental issues which are involved in Hartshorne's theodicy. Such
a study is important due to the dire lack of serious critical attention
not only to "process theodicy" in general but to Hartshorne's 'process

' in particular. (Hartshorne's metaphysics has not been

theodicy'
distinguished —-- until most recently -- from Whitehead's, and his theodicy
has not yet ggen appreciated for its uniqueness).

Hartshorne's approach to thepdicy generally is understood to

involve his revised conception of Anselm's ontological proof for God's

existence, and the subsequent claim that if God can be shown to exist

" necessarily, then no empirical fact (e.g.,- evil) can count as evidence

against that existence. This may, perhaps, be granted -- provided the
ontological proof is valid; yet, BHartshorne's theodicy involves more
than this thesis, and it is this "more" with which the dissertation is
concerned. Specifically, Hartshorne's theodicy may be considered as

an attempt to show how God as omnibeneficent (ail-powerful and all-

good) may be recdnciled with the fact of evil, and with creaturely
« <

freedom and moral responsibility. Hartshorne's revised, "neoclassical"
theism conceives God as 'dipolar" (i.e., as having both necessary and

contingent aspects), and such that He does not seem solely responsible
for creaturely agency (as Hartshorne believes the classical Christian

conception of God implies).




It is Hartshorne's contention, furthermore, that God functions
in the world by (i) presenting ideal aims to creatures and persuading
creatures to accept those possibilities, and by (ii) experiencing and
eternally valuing the actu;lizaLions achieved by creatures. The
dissertation suggests that the former relates especially (though not
exclusively) to divine power and, as such, the issue which arises
concerns the viability of Hartshorne's attempt to show how this divine
power is reconciled with creaturely freedom. The latter relates especially
(though, again, not exclusively) to divine benevolence and, as such,
the issue here concerns Hartshorne's attempt to show how this divine
benevolence is reconcileq with the fact of evil: dits source, nature,
function, and overcoming. It is argued that Hartshorne's theodicy may
be reconstructed and critically assessed by considering these two basic
issues.

With respect to the first issue, Hartshorne's contention is that
creatures have a certain undeniable freedom (based on a defence of
psychicalism and a doctrine of "relative determinism'', whereby materialistic
dualism and pure determinism or indeterminism, respectively, are attacked),
and that this freedom is coherent with a divine power which acts solely
persuasively. The Aissertation argues, however, that Hartshorne has
not fully explicated the nature of the divine persuasive influence, and

that a full analysis of this divine agency reveals a varying range of

its effectiveness, some of which approaches a coerciveness. This thesis
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is vital to Hartshorne's theodicy since only by acknowledging it. cam~_
AN

he hold (as he wishes) that divine power, as causal agency in the g

world, permits creaturely freedom only to the extent that creatures

do not use that freedom to create an overabundance of evil and disorder:

divine power must ensure that freedom is kept within suitable limits,

and this implies an aspect of coerciveness, ’
Hartshorne's understanding of how divine benecvolence is reconciled

with evil -- the second basic issue -- reaches much the same concdusion;

that is, while d is not solely responsible for evil (since all beings

have some range \of freedom or spontaneity), He overcomes evil to the

ar

extent that it never predominates over the good and the order in the
world. Evil, furthermore, is understood as an sesthetic principle,

L4
with certain positive functions, and explained as unavoidable privation

and loss.
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PART ONE

BACKGROUND

A reconstruction and exposition
of Hartshorne's basic approach to theodicy,
his doctrine of-God,

and his understanding of creaturely freedom
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CHAPTER OKRE

- INTRODUCTION:

THE STAtUS OF THE QUESTION

This dissertation is an examination and critical assessment of

certain fundamental issues which are involved in Charles Hartshorne's

Y

theodicy. Such a study is justified, in part, by the diré lack of
serious critical attention (especially outside North Americé) to

process theodicy in general, and to Hartshorne's process theodicy in
v

particular. With respect to the general lack of critical attention,
the following complaint of E.H. Madder and P.H. Hare would seem to be

an accurate assessment of the situation: -
Although they have exercised much influence on
Protestant theology, process theists have had
disappointingly lit2le influence on philosophical
discussions of the problem of evil. Despite the fact
that leading process theists have devoted a sub-
stantial part of their writings teo the discussion
of evil, we find publication after publicatjion by —
philosophers on the problem of evil with hardly
a mention of process theism. Nelson Pike's widely
used anthology, God and Evil...contains no discussion
of process theism, and John Hick's Evil and the
God of Love...generally considered the most comprehen-
sive treatwent of the problem of evil to date,
virtually ignores process theism. Although we might”
have hoped for a change of attitude, M.B. Ahern,

~ the author of the latest philosophical book devoted
to the problem of evil, persists in ignoring process -

R g



theism. In our book, Evil and the Concept of God...
we seem to have been the exception in taking non-
traditional as well as traditional forms of theism
seriously.

Indeed, Hare and Madden (btesides a few thinkers inside ''the circle”
of pfocess philosophy) seem to be the éxception to the trend in ignoring
process theodicy. 1In cheir\gook, they give process tﬁeodicy serious
consideration (albeit, largely negative and incompfete) as one of four
main types of modern Christian philosophical response to the problem
of evil.2

The process theodicy of Hartshorne, however, is not distinguished
(by Hare and Madden, Aor indeed, by the casual reader of process
philosophy) from Whitehead's. For too long Hartshorne's metaphysics,
and consequently his theodicy, have been understood merely as duplications
of Whitehead's writings. As such, Hartshorne's uniqueness and-originality
of thought have been under-—appreciated by his critics. Here, however,
two recent essays by D. Griffin and L.S. Ford (both leaders in process ‘

thought) are important in that they have argued that, in spite of the

generally recognized similarity between Hartshorne and Whitehead,

> lP.H. Hare and E.H. Madden, "Evil and Persuasive Power",

Procesg.Studies 2/1, Winter, 1972, 44. Cf Evil and the Concept of

God (C.C. Thomas: Springfield, Illimrois, 1968); and also their article,
"Evil and Unlimited Power", Review of Metaphysics 20/2, Dec., 1966,
278-89.

2They argue that while the strategy of process theodicy is to
modaﬁy.the traditional concepts of theism, other strategiegs involve

an evasion of the problem, or a denial of the problem, while many seek
to solve the problem-as a meaningful one within the framework of tradi-
tional Christian concepts. Hare and Madden's book 1is devoted to an
analysis and critique of all of these positions.

-

«




G

10-3Lk. Gessions argues tha

there are certain real and important differences.
I would suggest that some of these differences (see note 3)
have important implications for the respective theodicies of White-

head and Hartshorne, and/ ghat accordingly, Hartshorne's theodicy is not

to be taken as merely a duplication of Whitehead's. There is need, then,
)

3Griffin notes several basic differences: (1) while for
Whitehead God is a single actual entity, for Hartshorne He is an
unending series of occasions; (2) Hartshorne rejects Whitehead's
doctrine of eternal objects; (3) Whitehead believes that secondary
qualities are ingredient in low-grade occasions which prehend them,
while Hartshorne argues that secondary qualities ar® first emergent in
the experience of high-grade occasions; (4) Hartshorne's philosophical
method is perhaps more rationalistic than Whitehead's; (5) where
Whitehead holds that contemporary occasions cannot prehend one another,
Hartshorne once held (though he has since changed his mind) that
contempor&@ries can prehend one another; (6) where it is disputed
whether or not Whitehead believed that the subjective immediacy of an
occasidn is lost when it has "become” and is taken into God's experience,
Hartshorne argues that it is not lost; and (7) where Whitehead postulates
a theory of genetic succession within the occasion as it becomes
("concresces'': from the Latin, ''concrescere" -- "to grow together'),
Hartshorne denies any inmer (temporal) succession.

LY

Ford has suggested four additional areas wherein Hartshorne
and Whitehead differ: (1) while Whitehead believes that the laws
of nature are immanent in the world, expressing the causal habits of
creatures, Hartshorne believes that the laws are imposed by God;
(2) because of Hartshorne's rejection of Whitehead's doctrine of eternal
objects, Ford argues that Hartshorne cannot explain divine persuasive
power in terms of p initial subjective aims; (3) and likewise,
Hartshorne cannot gxplain subjectivity in terms of the doctrine of the
initial aim given/by God; and (4) Whitehead and Hartshorne differ
in their views of panpsychism. (See D. Griffin, "Hartshorne's
Differences from Whitehead", in L.S. Ford, ed., Two Process Philosophers
(Tallahasse: American Academy of Religion, 1973), 35-57. Hereafter
cited as TPP; and L.S. Ford, "Whitehead's Differences from Hartshorne",
in TPP, 58-83).

See also W. L. Sessions' "Hartshorne's Early Fhilosophy', TPP,
t Hartshorne "did not derive most (nor pernars
the most basic) or his vhilosophical tenets from Whitehead' (TPP, 107,
Inageed, Sessicns' study of Hartsnorne's 1923 dissertation reveals ""that
mo3t of his mature pnilesophy was develogped 1naeoendently of, because

prior to, nis contact with wnitehead (and Peirce)" (TFP, 3&).



for a comprehensive and critical 3tudy of Hartshorne's theodicy, for
while there havé been a handful of dissertations and articles'which have
exaﬁined certain aspects of Whitehead's theodicy, Hartshorne's rather
unique theodicy has not been appreciated for ;ts uniqueness, nor
critically studied as such.4 In this present dissertation, accordingly,
this task is undertaken.

The dissertation is in two parts. !'Part One" is largely back-

ground, and, as such, is mainly expository. It seeks to define

.
-

aThe following works constitute the major writings on Whitehead's
theodicy: E.J. Thorpson's 1935 dissertation for the University of

‘Chicago; L. Underhill's 1955-56 dissertation for Drew University;

R. Besancon's 1959-60 dissertation for Northern Baptist Theological
Seminary; R. Norman's 1961 dissertation for Yale University; S. Green-
field's 1973 dissertation for Fordham University; and D.D. Baldwin's
1975 dissertation for Claremont Graduate School. There have been,
also, a number of minor articles, most of which are listed in the
Bibliography.

Dissertations and articles on Hartshorne's theodicy have been
even more scarce than is the éase‘yith respect to Whitehead. There
is, however, E. Fulton's 1966 dissertati for the University of Iowa,
in which the views of Whitehead and fodr process thlnkers (Hartshorne,

. Cobb, Wieman, Meland) are surveyed according to their respective

theories concerning sin and salvation. R. Cavanaugh's 1968 dissertation
for The Graduate Theological Union, further, discusses the doctrine of
providence in the works of Tillich and Hartshorne. Neither of these <~
digsertations, however, 1s a satisfactory study of Hartshorne's theoaicy,
and Fulton's espec1ally is lacking inr detailed analysis of the issues
involved.

For references see Process Studies 1/4 and 3/4, 1971 and 1973,
respectively. *

Note that, in this study, I am concerned solely with Hartshorne's

theodicy, and as such, references to Whitehead and to the differences
between Whitehead and Bartshorne must be mEinimal.
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the basic approach which Hartshorne's theodicy takes (""Chapter One''),
and to note the fundamental features of his doctrine of God ("Chapter

Two'") and of his understanding of creatures as free agénts (""Chapter

Three'"). '"Part Two" then proceeds to discuss critically the main issues
involved in Hartshorne's theodicy; specifically, his attempt to reconcile

divine omnipotence with creaturely freedom and responsibility for evil

("Chapter Four'"), and to reconcile divine benevolence with evil as such

(""Chapter Five').
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1. The Ontological Argument and Theodicy

Hartshorne has offered us a philosophical theology which is,
in many ways, bold afid arresting. Onec striking aspect of it is his

claim that it is possihle to develop a concept of God that is both
philosophically sound and religiously adequate. indeed, he h;s argued
that it is only b? remaining faithful to the religious insight that
"God is-perfection'" that one can resolve certain philosophical diffi-
culties and be able to formulate an adequate fietaphysics.

This claim about religious insight has immediate implications
for recasting and resolving-the age-old problem of theod{dy. Tﬂ;t
ﬁroblem is characteristically formulated as follows: can one reconcile

(A) an all-powerful and (B) an all-good God with (C) the fact of
evil? The critic argues that, given evil, (1) God must either be
unwill{ng, if able, to prevent evil (and hence, not all-good), or

(2) God must be unable, if will@ng, to prevent e;il (and hence, not




all-powerful). Or indeed, (3) there is no -*God at all.5 )

Hartshorne would argue that this way of formulating the problem

1s questionable -~ specifically, since it unwittingly commits the

~

5This formulation of "the argument against the existence of
God has been used widelw since Hume's Dialogues Concerning Natural
Religion (cf.Parts X and XI). See, for example, its use by F.H,
Bradley, John Stuart Mill, J.E. McTaggart Antony Flew, H.D. Aiken,
JuLl. Mackie, C.J. Ducasse, H.J. McCloskey, 'W.T. Stace, etc. For
references, see Bibliography, or Nelson Pike, ed., God and Evil (Englewood
Cliffs: Prentice Hall, 1964), 86-87.

Note this important point: from Hartshorne's, é;rspective
most of the current philosophical discussions of the problem of evil,
which seek to show that the reality of evil is either evidence that .
God cannot be all-powerful or all-good or that He simply cannot exist,
are irrelevant., Likewise is it with many theistic responses to such
arguments which try to reconcile God's power and goodness with the
reality of evil. ~ Hartshorne would argue (though he. has not done so
directly) that both sides of this debate are misguided for, quite
simply, they both seem to presume the '‘classical" ception of God
which is, for Hartshorne, incoherent: 'the classical formulations
and the classical refutations alike are unaccepgable" ("God's Existence:
A Conceptual Problem'", Religious Experience-and Truth, ed., S. Hook.
N.Y.: " N.Y. University Press, 1961, 219). He would grant the atheists
that such a conception of divine power and goodness is incoherent with
the fact of evil, and he would reject the theist's attempt to reconcile
such a God with evil. (Let us note here, however, fhat the dissertation
does not intend to ctitically assess Hartshorne on his understanding
of this approach to theodicy: there are many complex issues here
which cannot be discussed. Our purpose is simply to put forth Hartshorne's
position, and then,later, to assess its implications). As will be "
argued later, Hartshorne redefines the concepgion of God so that (what
he takes to be) the implications of the traditional Christian understanding
of God (as "having all the power there is", and as such, being solely
responsible for all things, 1nc1ud13§ ev1l such that, creaturely free-—
dom and responsibility is rendered illusory), are overcome: God's
power is such that,it permits a certaln freedom and responsibility in ~
all creatures. Likewise, His goodness (or love) is such that, rather
than being complete in itself, it receives and benefits from the values
actualized by creaturely—-free experiences. In this way, he argues, God
alone cannot be held responsible for evil nor indeed, is its existence
incoherent with #is power and goodness. " The chief purpose of this
dissertation is to fully reconstruct and assess Hargfhorne s argument
in thlS Lespect.

t
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category mistake of conceiving God's existence as a matter of contingent

fact (see note 5). As such, it assumes that the present fact of evil

.

in’the world could count as evidence against God's exlstence while,

in fact, the divine existence is an a_priori necesXity (and_ as such is

immune to enpirical evidence).

- He bases this latter thesis upon his revision of the ontological

-

pfogf of Anselm, wherein he seeks to show the validity of the argumeni
[P

// that "God as perfection" implies that His existence is of another modal

.

status than all other beings: serious consideration of God's perfection

A

as "that than which nothing ézeater is concéivable"6 igplies that
either God necessar;ly exists or "God'" does not denote iﬁ/prgfential
possibility at all, Go&, in other words, either necessarily exists or
He necessarily does not exist. This, according to Hartshornex 1s
Anseln's greét discovery (cf. AD 3 ff, and passim)}.

Hartshorne has devoted much of \his attention, especially‘in the
1960's, to a defence ;nd revision of Anselm's ont?logical argument.
He things that the ontological argument, properly conceived, makes the
probleﬁ of God's existence a purely conceptual %ffair,s such that

-

empirical consideratioqs (such as evil) are quite irrelevant, that is,

6

Cf. Anselm's Proslogium, passim, in St. Anselm: Basic Writings,

translated by S.N. Deane- (La Salle: Open Court, 1962).

_7See, for example, his AD and P, both devoted entirely to this
issue.

8See, however, note 32.
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in the sense that such do not count as decisive evidence either for or

| . ~

! - K] 3 3 I3
against the divine existence which, by definition, is an a priori

; Ta .
necessity.9 One of Hartshorne's major revisions of Anselm!s argument
] .

/ 9In,this context, Hartshorne sides not with the verificational
aPalysists (who hold that the test of the validity of any statement®
is whether or not it can be empirically verified), but with the
ﬁalsificational analysists (especially with Karl Popper) who argue,
ﬁather, that the crucial test of assertions is whether they are
falsifiable: "Empirical statements are falsifiable", he argues,
Mwhether or not they are verifiable.” (See his YA New Look at the

~ Problem of Evil", in F.C. Dommeyer, ed., Current Philosophical Issues:
‘Essays in Honor of Curt John Ducasse (Springfield, Illinois: (.C.
' Thomas, 1966), 201; see also, AD, passim). The verification tést,

in other words, is not a sufficient test of the meaningfulness of

statements and propositions. '"It is not enough," Hartshorne writes,
"that experience can illustrate or confirm a proposition; if it is to

/ be usefully called empirical, experience mugt conceivably be able to =7
disconfirm it " (NTT 67). )

/‘
i
i

/

When this test is applied to the qué&stion of God's existence,
it implies that, in order to falsify (deny) the divine existence (or
rather, statements which claim that God does exist) by some empirical

» evidence (of which evil is the most likely example), one would have

to "observe some positive fact incompatible with that existence (see-
his "God's Existence: A Conceptual Problem", 217). But, as Hartshorne
contends, the very "definition of God excludes this possibility' since
"God is conceived as independent in his existence of all other things',
and as such, "a fact incompatible with his existence would mean that, °
were he to exist, he would owe this existemce to the nonbeing of the
supposed fact." (See his "God's Existence: Q,Conceptual Problem",
217~-218) . But, according to Hartshorne, this Wwould contradict the
independence (or perfection) of God, for, as he explains:

Suppose for instance that some very evil but possible

world would, if it existed, show that God did not

exist; then God, if he does exist, owes his existence

to the fortunate accident that the allegedly, possible

evil world does not exist. We should have to say

to God, we owe our existence to you, but, you owe

yours to the lucky accident that no world’ incompatible

with your existence happens to be. Thus the creator

would virtually have a creator. ("God's Existence:

A Conceptual Problem', 218). ’

<
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has been, however, to insist that it is God's existence as such which

is necessary, but not His ‘actuality (as distinguished above: see note 9),

X

'Further, against those (for example, Kant) who argue that
God's existence cannot be ‘either proved or disproved, Hartshorne
suggests that "he [Kant] ought to have asked himself, what can it mean
to say that a doctrine, against which there could be no evidence, yet
mightt be false?" (See his "'Can There.Be Proofs for the Existence of
God?", in R.H. Ayers and W.T. Blackstone, eds., Religious Language and

.Knowledge (Athens: University of Georgia Press, 1972), 75). Hartshorne

.

contends that there are but two alternatives here: 'Either all conceivable
facts properly understood must manifest God's existence, or no conceivable
fact or state of affairs could manyfest it". (See his'God's Existence:

A Conceptual Problem™, 218). Yet, no empirical experience could imply

the non-existénce of God since, according to Hartshorne's logic, "God

must have eminent capacity to coexist with any conceivable universe

and any experience that is possible'". (See his '"'Deity as the Inclusive
Transcendence", in G.N. Shuster and R.E. Thorson,. eds., Evolution in

-Perspective: TCommentaries in Honor of Pierre Lecomte du NolUy (Notre

Dame and London: The University of Notre Dame Press, 1970), 159).

God's necessary existence is independent of the particular world which
happens to exist. As such, the specific, contingent character of the
world does not show us that God exists, for He would exist no matter
what the contingent state of the world might be (see Hartshorne's
"God's Existence: A Conceptual Problem", 218; and his "Tillich and the
Non-Theological Meaning of Theolegical Terms'", Religion in Life 35/5,
Winter, 1966, 681-682). In other words, as Hartshorne argues, God
exists necessarily, but He has contingent actuality (see his "Is God's

* Existence a State of Affairs?", in J. Hick, ed., Faith and Philosophers

(New York: St. Martin's Press, 1964),29). For Hartshorne, '"actuality
[that is, the "concrete state of a thing"] is always .more than bare
existence'"; God's necessary existence is always "'somehow concretely
actualized; but how it is actualized, in what particular state, with what
particular content not deducible from the abstract definition, constitutes
the actuality" (see his "What Did Anselm Discover?', in John Hick, ed.,
The Many Faced Argument (London: Macmillan, 1968),329). In short,

then, according to Hartshorne), it is neqessary that God exists in some
state or another, yet which state is not necessary but contingent.

et
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the latter being contingent. Anselm, as an exponent of whhg Harfshor§e
takes as the traditional Christian view of God {which Hartshorne rejects),
assumed that if God's existence 1s shown to- be necessary, then all
" aspects éf God (that if, all of His attributes) must, likewise, be
necessary. Hartshorne's view is, rather, that God's nature is dipolar
(or bipolar: to be discussed in detail later) such that He exists
necessarily (abstractly) ;ut has contingeét (concrete) actuality.
Hartshorne believes that the Anselmian version of the ontological
argument, can be refuted'by positivists who object to the very,ébnception

of God employed by Anselm, for aé the positivists argue, the conception
L &)

is incoherent.lo For the p;oof to hold, the conception of God employed

**__

1 . ,
OHartshorne writes:

The ontological argument confropts us with a trilemma:
(1) The idea of God lacks consistent cognitive

meaning (the positivistic position); (2) The idea of
God has consistent meaning, and what it describes
exists, but only in fact,.not by any a priori
necessity; (3) The idea of God ‘has consistent

meaning, but what it describes in fact fails to exist.

1. The greatest difficulty confronting the Anselmian
is to disprove the first or positivistic horn of the
trilemma ("'Can There Be Proofs for the Existente of
‘God?", 73).

To be sure, the positivistic critique does not deal solely with the

question of coherence: 1t deals also with the verification/falsif(cation

issue (see note 9). The verificational analysists (e.g., the early

Ayer) argue that (tersely put) "God" is n®t an idea that has an

original in sense experience, and accordingly is meaningless or sense-

less. Hartshorné's response here concurs with the generally accepted

criticism that the verification principle is itself problematic and -

not an adequate basis of testing the meaningfulness of our language

and ldeas (see, for example, F. Ferré, Language, Logic, and God (New

York: Harper and Row, 1961, 8 ff). There are other critics of theism

(and indeed many theists) who argue not for the generally rejected

verificaéiqn test but for the falsification criterion of meaning.
N

N
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in it must be rendered coherent, and this can be done, according to

Antony Flew, for example (following the brilliant work of Karl Popper),
argues that the idea of God can be falsified by the existence of evil
and suffering. He argues, furthermore, that if the theist denies that
evil and suffering can falsify (or deny the meaningfulness of) the
idea of God, then the reference, '"God'", is meaningless: for it to
have meaning, it must conceivably be' falsifiable. ~ Now, Hartshorne's
argument here is to deny this conclusion. He argues that while the
reference, "God'", cannot be falsified, it is not thereby rendered .
meaningless, for besides the analytic and ordinary factual statements
whicn are considerea meaningful by the fa¢b111cat onal snglysists (and
walcn are referred to by lartshorne as ron—restrlcblve, non-existential
and “partially *estrictive"—-of existent;al pogsibilities--statements),
'and vesides the "totally restrictive' stestements, there is, he contends,
-2 fourth type of statement; namely, 'non-restrlculve existentials'". The
latter are not falsifiable by experience, but_gre necessary, a priori,
and irndeed are verified by any experience. Such statements are the
substance of metaphysics,,K for metaphysics "urwes to formulate non-
!restrict%ve or necessary existential truths" (CSPM 172). Hartshorzae
offers examples of such statements:

"

Necessarily, something exists.
Necessarily, experience occurs.
Necessarily, creative synthesis occurs:

Necessarily, there are concrete actualities all of
which are both externally and internally related,
both absclute and relative. )

Necessarily, divine or infallible experience, having
fallible experiences amorlg its objects, occurs.

It is suggested that the last formulatlon sums up
the others (CSPM 172).

For the details of Hartshornme's argument, see CSPM, chapter 8. Here

we note only his basic point; namely, that there are non-restrictive

or existential truths which are meaningful, even though they are not
falsifiable. Hartshorne's argument 1s that no empirical state of affairs
can falsify the divine existence, but that this does not imply -- versus
the falsificational analysists —-- that the idea of God or His existence
is meanipgless. Hartshorne's argument here, to be sure, is extremely
complex, yet it cannot be further discussed nor critically assessed:

the dissertation will deal solely with the implications of Hartshorne's po§icion.

In this light, attention will be focused upon his attempt to show that
the concept of God is not rendered incoherent nor falsified by empirical
considerations -~ specifically, by sufferingnand evil.

P
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-

Hartshorne, only be conceiving God's nature as dipolar. The traditional,

Christian understanding of God employed by Anseim and others is, for

Hartshorne, somewhag incoherent and inconsistent. But before con=

sidering Hartshotne's qritique of this conception -of God, and his own
: q

(Hartshorne's) alternative view (which, he holds, escapes the

positivists' criticism)’, we must briefly note the basic thrust of his

Q .
understanding of the ontological proof for God's existence.
Anselm's argument has been debated by philosophers since its

conception, and yet, Hartshorne believes that he was among the first

\ .
to uncover a second argument for God!s existence ‘in Anselm's text.

The two arguments are contained, basically, in Proslogium, ""Chapter

’ng” and '"Chapter Three". The first (in the former chapter), according

‘ . .
to HartsHWorne, holds (loosely summarized) that since existence is good,

Pl

and since the most perfect being must have all goods, God must exist.

To this, Kant (and before him, Gassendi) respendgd that existence is not
a predicate which a thing simply can have or not have: "An idea or
definition attributes properties hypothetically, it says what a thing

of a certain sort must be like if there exists such a thing. Hence

-

le Charles Hartshorne, "Formal Validity and Real Significance
of the Ontological Afgument“} Philosophical Review 53/3, May, 1944, -
. c¢f. 228, passim. -
12

Besides Hartshorne, the two versions fairly recently have

been taken seriously by K. Barth, and by N. Malcolm, J, Findlay, and Flint.

For details, see Bibliography. For Hartshorne's arguments, see AD

assim, and LP passim, etc.
passim passim
1 .
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existence is not one of the properties in question'. Hartshorne

agrees with Kant and the main historical tradition that this argument
refutes the ontological proof- ~— but only the version contained in
Proslogium, "Chapter Two''.

The argument in "Chapter Three" may be summarized, according

to Hartshorne, as follows: "To exist necessarily is better than to

’ [ 4
exist contingently; hence the greatest conceivable being can exist

only necessarily. Moreover, whatever could be neecessary is necgssary

("reduction principle" of modal logic)".14 . -

Hartshorne argues that, while the first argument contains
paradoxes, and is refutable, the second does not contain these same
paradoxes_and is not refuted by the objections to the first. .

The principle of the first proof may be taken, according to Hartshqrne,
as follows: "For any x and y, x exists (no; merely in the mind) and

y does not, implies x is greater than y". This logic involves

two paradoxes: (1) it is a truism to hold that any entity is an
entity,‘and that hence a nonexistent y is meaningleés; to hold that a

L
certain thing exists only in the mind is to say that there is no such

individual in the mind or anywhere; and (2):

13Charles Hartshorne, "What Did Anselm Discover?'", 322.
thharles Hartshorne, 'What Did Anselm Discover?'", 322.

15Charles Hartshorne, ''What Did Anselm Discover?', 323.

.
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if we define a property, and then ask if something

having the property exists, we assume that the

property in question is fixed and will not change

according to whether the answer is yes or no. The

notion that a property gets better by being exhibited

in real individual existence is incoherent, sinc .
it is thgn not that property which is exhibited.

It was these paradoxes, according t& Hartshorne, which led Casseﬁdi and

Kant to argue that existence is not a predicate.
The second of Anselm's arguments, however, may be illustrated
as follows: 'For any x and y, x exists noncontingently and y exists
. . . " l] - . y .
contingently implies, x is greater than ¥y This argument, according
to Hartshorne, escapes b6éth of the paradoxes of the first. It is not,
first of all, a comparison between one entity which exists and another

which does not, but rather, between twc existent entities which exist

in different modal fashion. Secondly:

L .
no property is supposed to alter according as it is
or is not existentialized; for in.the case of.x .
the nonexistential status is by definition excluded
as impossible (the meaning of "exists noncontingently")
and does not enter into the comparison at all; ~
while in the case of the y, its property or kind - .
could perfectly well be the same if there were no
y to illustrate_jit, this being what is meant by
“contingently".l8 .

Accordingly, since ''the two paradoxes are precisely those which figure
) 8

lééharles_ﬁartshorne, "What Did Anselm Discover?", 323.

17Charles Hartshorne, "What Did Anselm Discover?'", 323,

18Charles Hartshorne, "What Did Anselm Discover?", 323, 329;

See also, AD 301. ' .

[
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centfally in the classical refurations (Gassendi, Hume, Kant, and
Russell&”; Hartshorne can argue that the second version of the proof

%s untouched by the refutations of the first, for the paradoxes are not
contained in the version of Proslogium, “Chapter Three".l-9 Hartshorne,

accordingly, insists that many historical critics of the contological

argument are guilty of the "ighoratio elenchi” ("argument from convenient
20

ignorance").

Hartshorne's statement of the second version of the proof,

which he defends, takes the following form:

Major Premise: Whatever is coherently conceivable is
either actual or an unactualized (but real, more than
merely '"logical') potency.

Minor® Premise:. God, or Perfect Being, is coherently
conceivable.

Conclusion: God is either actual or an unactualized
potency. ’

Third Premise: God is not an unactualized potency
‘("potency of perfection' being meaningless or self-
contradictory). 21

Conclusion: God is actual. o,

“3
Please note that it is not my intention to reconstruct fully

and critically evaluate the many logical and philosophical subtleties

"involved in Hartshorne's conception of the ontological proof; indeed,

[

19Charles Hartshorne, “What Did Anselm Discover?", 323.

2OCharles Hartshorne, ''What Did Anselm Discover?', 324, Cf.
"Formal Validity and Real Significance of the Ontological Argument",
233-234. )
21 " , .
Charles Hartshorne, "Formal Validity and Real Significance
of the Ontological Argument', 225. ) .




L 4
such a task would, in itself, constitute the subject-matter of a

dissertation. 2 My intention, rather, in this chapter has been simply:

to state, in terse form, the basic outline of Hartshorne's position,

and, in the pages to follow, to examine the implications for his
theodicy of Hartshorne's use of the ontological proof.

Hartskhorne's basic contentigh, in this respect, is that the
ontolggical aréument, properly conceived, makes the problem of evil
impossible in principle, for nothing contingent (of which evil is the
prime example) can count as evidence against the divine existence which,
according to the ontological proof, is an a priori necessity.23 I
do not wish to try to justify nor to dispute this. thesis, but simply
would accept it: 1if the ontological arg&ment is valid, that is, if
ng's existence can be established as an a priori necessity, then nothing
contingent could count as evidence against that divine existence. But

there is an important problem here, one which renders problematic

the claip that tfe ontological pfoof can solve the traditional problem

[

22There have been several dissertations in the last .few ¥years
which deal directly with this particular issue: c¢f.,, for example,
Nordulgen (1966), Speer (1967), Shofner (1972), and Lewis (1973). o
For details, see Procese Gtudies 3/L4, Winter, 1973, 30L-307.

23Hartshorne recently has confirmed this thesis:

a principle reason why I have been interested in the
idea’ that the divine existence is necessary is that
it makes the problem of evil impossible in prin-
ciple, if the evils are taken as contingent empirical
facts. For such facts could not conflict with
unconditional necessity. (private correspondence to
the present author, 1974). . e

—————
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of theodicy. The positivists' objection to the ontological proof

must be considered, for they attack the minor premise of the proof,

that "God is conceivable".24 Hartshorne is fully aware of this

objection, and of its importance. He conceeds that if the conception

of God employed in the proof is incoherent, then the proof itself is
invalid, as.the positivists contend. Hartshorne admits, further, that

the positivists' objection is the most serious objection that can be

raised against the proof, and that indeed, it attacks the proof at its
"weakest point', the minor premise.25 He points out, however, that the S~
proof is directed not against positivists, but against atheists. For,
according to Hartshorne, while the forme? contend that the idea of God N
is, in igself, incoherent, the latter concede that the idea of God is
conceivable, and yet at the same time, wish to argue that God is
nevertheless nonexistent. Hartshorne argues that the ontological

proof exposes this atheistic position as invalid; that is, since it is
incoherent to say that God could exist but does not; that the concept

of God is meaningful, yet that God does not exist in fadt.Hartshorne's

argument is that God either exists necessarily, or '"God" does not refer

243ee, for example, A. Flew'sGod and Philosophy (London:

Hutchinson, 1966), passim. See also S. Ogden's reply, 'God and Philosophy:
A Discussion with Antony Flew", Journal of Religion 48, 1968, 161-181.
See also, note 10. o

25Charles Hartshorne, "Formal Validity and Real Significance
of the Ontological Argument', 229

P 1.
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to an existential possibility at all.
S e

To refut®e the positivists' objection, the minor premise of the

ontological proof must be substantiated; it must be shown thégﬂza‘

' . 26
concept of God as perfection is a coherent, conceivable idea. The

problem has been that the conception of God emPldyed in traditional
forms of Christianity is, according to Hartshorne, incoherent. Anselm,
for example, representsithis traditional understanding of God (fermed.
by Hartshorne, 'classical') wherein God is conceived as c?gpletely
absolute, self—sufficient,’and wholly necessary:

His [Anselm's] major mistake was that he failed
to.explore the possible ways of defining perfection
[Anselm?believed that God '"was a being perfect in
every way, and hence in power and goodness. And,

it was supposed, a being perfect in power must be
able to prevent anything undesirable from occurring.
It was not noticed that this is already an absurdity
and for this and other reasons failed to realize
that his own definition was incosgrent and hence not

_an "idea" in the required sense.

?!27]’

6Hartshorne argues that conceptual possibility is the same as
real possibility — an arguable contention, perhaps, but one which
cannot be taken up in this study.

27Charles Hartshorne, "A New Look at the Problem of Evil",
202. Hartshorne, we must note, somewhat naively assumes that
traditional: Christianity conceives of God in only one way.

28Charles Hartshorne, "Formal Validity and Real Significance
of the Ontological Argument”, 228. See also, '"What Did Anselm Discover?',
328: "Anselm's own idea of God was in truth absurd, so that for this
idea positivism is actually wvalid'".
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Hartshorne has long'argued that while religious -insight has conceived
" God as all-powerful and all-good (or as "omnibeneficent'", a term which
combines the attributes of power and goodness)z traditional usage of
the terms has been vague and incoherent. Hartshorne's revised theism
is, thus, concerned to redefine more clearly what these concepts

imply (as will be discussed in "Chapter Two'"). Without this (some-

what radical) redefining of God's nature, the ontological proof falls

to the positivists 6bjection, and many of the traditional problems
of theism (including, especially, the problem of evil) remain unsolved,
and as Hartshorne would argue, unsolvable.

Now, with respect to the positivists' objection to the
ontological argument, Hartshorne argues that Fﬁat objection must be

met by some "other means than the ontological proof" itself.29 In . f

order to show, accord;ngly, that the concept of God is a coherent and
conceivable idea, Hartshorne has employed various methods. He argues,
for example, that if the idea of God is incoherent, it 'ought to be
possible to point to the features in it which, by their conflict,

generate the”incoherence.'" And, of course, "If this cannot be done,

we have in this fact itself eyigsnce that the idea is coherent’, and

~ 4 /

N ) '

29

) Charles Hartshorne, "What the Ontological Proof Does Not -
Do', Review of Metaphysics 17/4, June, 1964, 608.
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. . , 30
in the case of God this means evidence that its object is actual".

Hartshorne, however, does not rely solely on this defence.
He offers more positive argumentation to substéntiate his thesis
that God is conceivable. He argues, for example, that "logic and
ethics inevitably make at least implicit use of the idea of perfection"
(i.e., God's), for our logic is sound in so far as it is aware of the
discrepancy between itself and ideal (God's) knowledge, omniscie;ce;
and our moral actions are sound in so far as we are aware of the
enlightened or perfect good will, the holiness of God.31

The most important of the elements, however, involved in
Hartshorne's substantiation of the minor premise of the ontological

proof —— and the only one which will concern this present study —-

is his life-long task to redefine the conception of "God'", and

3OCharles Hartshorne, ''Formal Valjdity and Real Significance
of the Ontological Argument', 233.

31Charles Hartshorne, '"Formal Validity and Real Significance
of the Ontological Argument'', 228. Further comments on this thesis
cannot be made here, nor is Hartshorne's thesis to be justified here.
Likewise it is with respect to his contention that other arguments
for God's existence (that is, other than the ontological) support
the ontological proof: «cf,"Formal Validity and Real Significance -
of the Ontologgcal Argument', 229; and "Can There Be Proofs for the
Existence of God?", 73. He writes, for example, that the minor
premise of the ontological proof is supported by the cosmological
argument since '"the assumption of coherence for our concept of [God’
as] perfection is the only way to meet the demand whose validity the
cosmological argument*establishes'" ("Formal Validity and Real
Significance of the Ontological Argument', 229) . See also, NTT 53, 59,
MVG 340, for Hartshorne's reference to the teleological proof.
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32
consequently, of what if means to be a "creature'.” . The former

32Hartshorne's meaning here has often been misunderstood.
One critic, for example, has challenged Hartshorne with degrading
theology to mere logical analysis, to "a kind of theological cybernetics"
(J. Taubes, "A Review Article: Philosophers Speak of God", 122).
This type of concern raises the question: is God, for Hartshorne,
to be defined, or rather experienced as religious discovery? Referring
to his classifications of the formally possible understandings of God
(to be noted in "Chapter Two"), and in direct response to Taubes'’
critique, Hartshorne has written:

We do not remotely share the illusion of Leibniz
that philosophical issues are to be settled by
mere ''calculation'". Our symbolism is not a caldulus. =
We do not dream of providing anything as to the divine
nature by formal operations alone....The purpose of

‘the symbolism is to facilitate the survey, almost

at a glance, of the formally possible combinations

of "Yes" and "No" answers to a certain set of

questions which, in historical fact, and in our opinion
rightly, are prominent in discussions about the

meaning of "God." The procedure is not intended to
decide automatically between "Yes" and "No'" in each
and any case but rather the opposite -- to prevent

short cuts to decisions, to disecourage the unexamined
exclusion of any combination of answers, prior to
discussion on a more than merely formal level. A
further aim is to define, in as lucid a manner as
possible, the differences and similarities between
various '"possible' (not obviously impossible) ideas
about God, so far as they furnish answers to our set
of questions ("The Kinds of Theism: A Reply', Journal of
Religion 34,2 (April, 1954), 128).

Hartshorne's concern is primarily with applying ''logical analysis to

the religious idea of God" (DR ix). He does not deny that God is

experienced or discovered in purely religious intuitions, etc.; but his

main concern is to reflect rationally upon theological and philosophical

uses of the conception of God. That the God who is intuited must also

be rationally conceived or conceptualized is Hartshorne's point:




2,

24

task directly invoives the latter, for God is considered not solely
in His necess?ry existence, but also in His contingent actuality (see
above, note 9), both of which_are aspects of His dipolar nature:

He has poth absolute and relative, necessary and contingent, infinite
and finite (etc.), aspects of His nature (as will be discussed in the
following chapter), the one aspect denoting ﬁis independent essence,

the other implying, more particularly, His involvement with the world

of creatures. This dissertation, then, seeks to reconstruct and

critically assess Hartshorne's understanding of '"God" and,correspondingly,

of what it means to be a ''creature'", and, in particular, of one critical
issue which arises out of the interaction between God and creatures:

the problem of evil. This study, furthermore, not only seeks to show
how Hartshorne tries to substantiate the minor premise of the ontological
proof, ﬁut constitutes, in itself, I would argue, the basis of a viable
theodicy. For by showing how the conception of God is reconciled both
with man (as a free and morally responsible being) and with evil as

such (produced in part by man's creative freedom), we have, in this,

the basis of a viable theodicy, whether or not the ontological proof

“

~

With Crisis Theology.TT;Lr theory can agree that

God is personal and self-related to the creatures,

and that his acts of self-relationship are not
rationally deducible, but require to be "encountered.*
However, as Barth and Brunner seem not to see,

this is compatible with there being an essence of

God which is philosophically explicable and knowable
{DR x{ii).
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‘is considered!

There would seem to‘be, accordingly, two related aspects involved

~%
<

in Hartshorne's theodicy: . (1) his ontological proof, byﬁwhich

God's necessary existence gs to be established; and which, if wvalid,
renders theodicy a "pseudoproblem"BB; and (2)° his attempt to formulate
a conception of God which is coherent and conceivable such that the
fact of evil and ;pffering does not falsify, or appear incoherent

with, the existence of God. Note that the latter supports the former
where the former is weakest (that is, in the minor premise). In this
present study, I am concerned solely with this latter aspect, and
contend that it is, in itself, the basis of a viable theodicy; ’
specifically, I am contending that the ontological proof is not the
only Pasis in Hartshorne for his solution to the problems of theodicy.
Hartshorne recently has substantiated this claim; he sumﬁarized his
contribution to theodicy as involving "the use of {Whitehead's doctrine
of] creative freedom...and the logic of contingency and necessity",
with the corollaries, "a new perspective on the ontological argument,
and a new defence of éhe possibility of metaphysics”.34 The doctrine

of creative freedom involves, I would argue, his attempt to redefine

33Cf. Charles Hartshorne, "A New Look at the Problem of
Evil®, 202. i

34
in TPP, 102.

Charles Hartshorne, "Ideas and Theses of Process Philosophers",
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the range and extent of g;n‘s (and creatures' in general) freedom
of agency and moral responsibility (for good and evil), and
correspondingly, an understanding of God which is coherent and
consistent with such. It is this aspect of Hartshorne's theodicy
which this study seeks to reconstruct and assess; and ié is, I am
arguing, the more viable basis of his theodicy, for the ontological
proof need not,a%d perhaps cannot (as he himself points out), .stand
on its own (de§pite certain critics who imply or assume that

Y

Hartshorne's ontologiégl proof is the sole basis of his theodicy;

that is, since it would ;;EI} ~-- assuming the validity of .the argument --
that theodicy is a "psedﬁog;oblem”)?s
Tke central issue of this study, then, is this: is the
conception of God in Hartshorne's metaphysics coherent and consisteént
with the free agency and responsibility for evil of creatures in
general, and of man in particular? Agd indeed, is the conception of

God coherent with the nature of evil as such {specifically, with its

source, nature, function, and overcoming)? Hartshorne's conception of

5Hare and Madden, to be sure, note the two aspects of Harts-
horne's theodicy, yet argue that the two are incoherent (cf. their
Evil and the Concept of God, 48 ff ). See also D.D. Baldwin's
brilliant reply to Hare and Madden on behalf of Whitehead's theodicy;
but note his seeming misunderstanding of Hartshorne's theodicy which
he takes to be solely an "argument for the existence of God which is
immune to any empirical evidence that could occur in any world"
("Evil and Persuadive Power: A Response to Hare and Madden", Process
Studies 3/4 Winter, 1974, 270).

i
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.
God as'omﬁibeneficent (éll—pogerful and all-good)swill be considered,
together with his understanding of God as dipolar, the latter imply?ng
that God is infinite in.§ggg (not all) of His aspects, and finite in
some (not all) of His aspects. The task of the study is not, as noted

above, to argue that God%“exists or that His necessary. existence

makes the problem of evil impossible in principle; it is rather to

N f

study Hartshorne's attempt to show that evil does nbt;maké God's existence

inconceivable, that evil does not rule out God's existence from the

outset. The study is critical in terms of the inner coherence of
' 3 >
Hartshorne's argument.

o

. \
36 Reference to the wider discussion of this issue in its '

historical and modern setting must be kept to minimum since it will
not be possible to assess Hartshorne's undersféhding of the ancient
and medieval tradition, nor of modern discussions on the problem
of evil. Such reference would involve this present study in extremely
complicated and immense issues. It must suffice here to deal with the
internal coherence of Hartshorne's own argument, for this is itself
hféhly complex, and generally ignored or misunderstood by many writers
and critics of theodicy.
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2. Outline of the Dissertation

I am proposing to examine Hartshorne's theodicy with respect
to assessing the viability of his attempt to offer us a conception
of God which is both philosophically and religiously adequate, and
as such, is coherent with (or, at least, not falsifiable by) the reality
of evil and with creatures as free and morally responsible agents.\
Hartshorne's neoclassical theism37 expresses his aﬂtembt to conceive
oéﬁﬁod in such a way that is consistent with the whole of human experience
and knowledge. He regards the question of the existence and nature
of God as the most basic of all metaphysical'quéstions (though he feels
“that traditional thinking on this matter is, largely, confused and
incoherent).38 God must be conceived-as coherent with the reality of
' human freedo; (and creaturely freedom in general), for the latter

.seems to be presupposed by moral experience (and perhaps by other sorts

37Hartshorne calls his theism "neoclassical to distinguish
it from the “classical' theism and metaphysics which, heoargues, has
predominated western metaphysics from the time of the ancient Greeks
until the last few centuries. There has been, however, as Hartshorne
argues, a minor movement in historical Christian theology which he
understands as the predecessors of his own type of theism, beginning
‘with Socinus (in the West) with anticipations in Origen, Tertullian,
and Plato, etc. (LP x). More recently, the view has become, he contends,
more common, with varying formulations in Schelling, Fechner, Montague,
Berdyéev, Peirce, James, and especially Whitehead, among others (cf.
DR xi; PSG 29-57, 233-365, and passim). .

38Cf.,.for example, DR, passim; PSG, Eéésim; MVG, passim.
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of experience).39 God must, furthermore, be conceived as consistent
with evil as guch; that is, with its source, nature, function, and
overcoming -- or, at least, Et nust be shown that evil does not falsify
or render meaningless the idea of an all-good and all-powerful God.
The dissertation, then, takes the following form:

“"Chapter Two" is a study (which is largely expository rather
than critically assessive) of Hartshorne's conception-ef God. It
defines his understanding of the divine perfection and its expression

in dipolarity and omnibeneficence. For purposes of systematic convenience,

the study abstracts ffom'divine beneficence both divine all-powerful-

»

‘ness and all-goodness. Each attribute is considered in turn, with

[

reference to Hartshorne's revised interpretation of the concepts.

x

39This implies that Hartshorne's theodicy involves, to an
important extent, a version of the "free-will solution"; this implication
will be defended later by a consideration of other aspects of Harts-
horne's writings, and will then, in “Chapter Four', be critically
discussed and assessed.

Please note, however, that while it may be acknowledged that the
"free-will solution' may not be so central to theodicy in other
historical and modern writers, the dissertation must prescind from
historical questions, and from comparisons and evaluations. Such
terms as freedom, free-will, reason, value, perfection, etc., have
long and complex histories in philosophical and theological~thought,
and while it would be interesting and informative to study and critically
assess Hartshorne's understanding of these historical views, such is
not possible within the confines of this present study, which must
limit itself solely to Hartshorne's own position.

A
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Hartshorne's contention is noted, namely, that his revised conception of

ivine power and goodness, and of God as dipolar in nature, suggests

{cal clarification of traditional views of "God" and, correspondingly,
of what it means to be a "creature', and as such, implies a viable

basis for the affirmation of creaturely freedom and moral responsibility
for acts of good and evil; that is, vis—g-vis the divine causal agency.
"Chapter Three' examines Hartshorne's understanding of creaturely

—

freedom and responsibility, specifically with reference to his

"psychicalism" (which holds that all forms of being are —— to some
varying degree -- sentient) and his "relative determinism' (which holds
that all forms of being are —- to some varying degree —— free). The

further issue of determining the moral responsibility of the free agency
of man (as the highest form of creaturely being) is discussed. This

latter issue is dealt with critically, and the parallel to certain

issues discussed in later chapters is noted.

Having suggested, then, the basic approach of Hartshorne’;
theodicy,. his\revised understanding of God, and his theory of creaturely !
freedod{,the study proceeds, in 'Chapter Four', to critically analyze
Hartshorne's attempt to reconcile divine omnibeneficence (considered
here, for purposes of methodological convenience, especially with |
respect to divine power) with, creaturely freedom -~ and in particular,
man's freedom and moral responsibility for evil. It is argued that, 2

in spite of Hartshorne's insistence that God exerts purely "persuasive"

influénce upon creatures, there is implicit, in various of his theories,

3
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aspects of "coerciveness'" in the divine causal agency. ‘' This, we note,
refutes the rather common interpretation of Hartshorne's God as being
somewhat Deistic. Hartshorne's God does nog merely "persuade" creatures
to actions (implying a rather passive and largely ineffective inkluence)
and then simply appropriate and preserve these creaturely experiences.
To the query of D.D. Williams, for example, as to whether God acts,

as opposed to merely listening, it is argued that Hartshorne's God is

actively involved in (as he puts it) every stage of every creaturely

experience; indeed, He is so eminently involved as to exert 'coercive”
influence at times. As such,.man’s freedom and responsibility for evil
is somewhat limited, though man has sufficient freedom for morally
decisive actions within the limits set forth by God and inspite

of the divine coerciveness. It is argued, further, that the acknowl-
edgment of the element of coerciveness in the divine causal agency is -
essential for Hartshorne's thesis that God never permits man to use hig
freedom to create an overabundance of evil vis-a-vis thg goods in
existence. Persuasiveness alone could not secure this end; and indeed,
this end 1is important for Hartshorne's overall theodicy, for it implies

that what evil there is, is permitted by God, and as such, it can be
g,

L

understood to be in less abundance than the goods actualized. Evil
and chaos never predominate over good and order, and as such, the former

can be reconciled with God, as all-good and all-powerful, while yet

acknowledging and respécting creaturely freedom and responsiblé agency.

=

"Chapter Five" reaches a similar gonclusion when Hartshorne's
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understanding of God's ompibeneficence (especially, here again for
methodological convenience, considered as all-goodness and love) is
considered vis—g—vis the fact of evil as such; that is, its source,
nature, function and overcoming by God. Hartshorne understands evil
as arising inevitably from the creative freedom 6f all beings (since
God does not simply create or determine all creaturely acts), and while
its negagive reality is strictly acknowledged, its function as -an
aesthetic prificiple and its overcoming by God suggest that there is
always an aspect of good (of order, of value) in every new creative
act, such that evil (chaos, disorder) never predominatesover the good.
As such, divine beneficence is reconciled with evil to the extent
that, while, God is not solely responsible for the evils created by the
(limited) agency of creatures in general (and man in particular),

He does ensure that all values and goods are appreciated and everlas-
tingly preserved, and passgd back into the world (such that future

cr, at;res may benefit from past goods). God ensures, furthermore,

by His overcoming of evil and by His (at times) coercive influence,
that evils never predominate over the goods, 'that chaos and'gisorder
never predominate over order and value. As such, He does all that an
all-good and ‘all-powerful God can do, while respecting the creature's

right to freedom, and considering the nature of evil as such.
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CHAFPTER TWO

THE DOCTRINE OF GOD:

HARTSHORNE'S NEOCLASSICAL THEISM

l. Hartshorne's Method of Conceiving of God

* Hartsho®ne's conception of God arises from his intense consideration
of what is involved in the understanding of God as "perfection" (based,
especially, upon Anselm's understanding of God as 'that than which
nothing greater can be conceived"). God can be conceived, hobever,
according to Hartshorne, only by f%{§t consideriﬁg man. Knowledge of
God (and of thg rest of reality exéernal to the self) begins with man's
experiénce of himself. Following Whitehead, Hartshorée describes=~this
starting point of epistemology as the "reformed subjectivist principle"
(cf. PR 238-254; w%>57, etc.). This principle ié distinguished from
Descartes' "subjectivist pri;ciple" since Descartes' well-known
location of the indubitable basis of knowledge/in the thinking self
does not go far enough, according to Lartshorne: it does not acknowledge
that man does not merely think, but thinks something. The basic
expefience, then, a;cording to the reformed subjectivist principle,
is that man is aware Qf external reality; or rather, that he feels
or prehends the causal data and synthesizes it into a new whole. This,

according to Hartshorne and Whitehead, immediately wards off the

33
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golipsist threat implied in the Cartesian posjition; that is, that our
most basic exﬁerience is our own thinking;lﬁéiihghrther, it acknowledges
the nature of reality as a creative process. /~

Hartshorne argues that certain basic or generic traits of human
experience can be ascertained ghd then generalized to apply to all
of.reality as '"cosmic variables".2 As Whitehead argued, ''creativity",
the "many', and the 'one' consfitute the ‘category of the ultimate';

N

that is, the basic characteristic of all reality (PR 31-32). All beings
exemplify creativity, a self-determining greedom whereby the many of
the céusal data are unified into the one, a new creative experience.
In Whitehead's succinct phrase, "The many become one and are increased
by one'" (PR 32). Hartshorne holds that this dictum may be considered
as the central insiggt of Whitehead's metaphysical system, his ''movel
intuition'" (WP 161-162 ff ). The other generic traits of reality are all
implied_inlthig basic cétegory. These in~lude, according to Whitehead,
various categories of exiséence, of 'explanation, and obligation (cf,

PR 32-42). Now Hartshorne, likewise, denotes various characteristics

le-Charles Hartshorne, '"The Interpretation of Whitehead",
Philosophical Review 48/4, July, 1939, 416 ff. See also, "Interroga-
tion of Charles Hartshorne", in S. and B. Rome, eds., Philosophical
Interrogations (New York and Evanston: Harper and Row), 1964, 333.
Hereafter- cited as PI.-

2The term "variables' implies that while certain traits. are
exemplified in all of reality, the higher forms of life possess them in
greater degree than do the lower levels (cf. BH 112). '

.. s .
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~
-~ which are ¥found in human experience, and which can be generalized for
all of reality.3 In an early essay, he defines '"cognition", "feeling",
and "volition" as such 'cosmic variables' (BH chapter 8). This is
consistent with Whitehead's 'category of the ultimate', and implfes,
virtually, lhe same thing; that is, that all beings have these basic
characteristics by wﬁich (it follows) the past data are unified into a
new'whole in every new, creative experience. More recently, Hartshorne
has more specifically defined twenty-one basic, "ultimate or metaphysical
contrarieties™; that is, the more specific generic categories exemplified
in ‘all of realiLy;(cf.CSPH, chapter 6; especially pages 100-101). In
every experience, for example, we may discern relativeness and absolute-
ness, effect and cause, becoming and being, temporality and non- -
temporality, concreteness and abstractness, actuality and potentiality,
contingency and necessity, finiteness and infiniteness, discreteness
and continuity, complexity and simplicity, etc.
Hartshorne contends that these traits of human experience can _
be generalized to include all reAlity, indeed, from the electroa to éod
Himself. As such, they are called "cosmic variables'. Now this, to be

sure, is an extremely bold claim; but it is substantiated, according to

«

3We must, HartShorne contends, "stretch'" the basic categories
(MVG 132) to obtain "maximal flexibility of concepts" (MVG 221).

1N
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Hartshorne, both by his defence of psychicalism (wherein it is argued
that all of reality is sentient) and by his argument that our experience
of ourselves as men depends upoﬁ the presupposition of our awareness

S?f God as the chief exemplification of the metaphysical categories, of

the cosmic variables. Hartshorne's psychicalism is discussed in "Chapter

Three' to follow, and as such, we need mention here only that his —

. defence of it resides, jn part, in his denial of opposing theories

as incoherent, and iﬁ(gis rejection of the mind-body dualism as especially
mistaken. Hartshorne's position is, rather, that all reality consists

of Upsychical events' from which mindless matter and unextended mind

>

are abstractions.

We must deal briefly with the other aspect of his argument;
that is, that God is the chief exemplification of the categories.
Hartshorne contends that man's very experience presupposes a perfect
gxemplification of the categories involved therein. As such, God 1s
not to be seen as having been introduced arbitrarily, but rather, as
being essential to the reality Bf creative, processive experience.
We define our experience "in terms of the divine'as the experience
which is distinct and in a sense complete where ours is vague and
partial™ (MVG 327).. Indeed, "we find Him in all our fundamental meanings,

and if we try to purify them of involvement with deity we find that
- "‘s

nothing unequivocal is left"  (LP 159). Again: "we can explicate our

ingufficient understanding of worldly things by means of our direct
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knowledge of God".4

Nod, whether or not Hartshorne's arguﬁent here is acceptable
(we cannot pause here to deal with the question of its justification
and viability in any detail; nor indeed, can we deal here with his
related arguments for the existence of God -- nor, furthermore will
any attempt be made in this chapter to critically assess‘any-of the
aspects involved in Hartshorne's understandipg of God -~ see note 21),
what concerns us here are the implications of his argument that God.
is the chief exemplification of the categories. Hartshorne argues,
let us note, that Qod exenplifies these categories eminently, indeed,
literally, where all other beings do so imperfectly, partially, analogously.
This may seem paradoxical at first sight; that is, since while basing
our knowledge of God upon an analogy to human experience, Hartshorne
'd( proéeeds to argue that it is human experiénce, in fact, which is
analogical and the divine experience which is’ literal. Hartshorne is
employing here his "negative anthropology", the point of which is that ,
our human experience has mean&yg only when it is literally applied to
God's experience. (LP 14l). He writes:
...there is a strange sense in whicb the analogical
concepts apply literally to deity, and analogically

to creatures. We say that human beings.know"
various things, but then we have to qualify by adding

4Charles Hartshorne, "Are Religious Dogmas Cognitive and
Meaningful?", Journal of Philosophy 51/5, March 4, 1954, 149.
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that this does not mean the possession of such
evidence as to make mistakes impossible. What then
does it mean? The entertaining of beliefs which

by mere good luck happen to be correct? This is an
odd meaning for "know." So we must mean that men
have evidence, falling short of absolute proof, that
certain beliefs are true. But how far short of

S N ) conclusiveness can the evidence-be, and still entitle

the beliefs to be termed "knowledge"? We see that
the term "know'" in the human case turns out to have
a rather indefinite meaning. In the divine case,
the matter is simple: God, as. infallible, has
absolutely conclusive evidence concerning all truths,
so that if knowledge is possession of perfect
evidence as to the state of affairs, then God simply
knows ~- period. No such plain definition will work
for human knowledge. In this sense, it is the
theistic use only of psychical conceptions which has
literal meaning, a meaning from which all other
meanings are derived by qualification, diminution,
or negation. So instead of the old '"negative
theology,” one might progose a new '"'negative
anthropology." (LP 141).

The implications’of this theory may now be discussed.

5See also Hartshorne's "Wittgenstein and Tillich: Reflections
on Metaphysics and Language', WP 131-158; "Tillich and the Non-Theological
Meaning of Theological Terms'; "The Idea of God-Literal or Analogical,"
Christian Scholar 29/2, June, 1956, 131-136; “Two Strata of Meaning
in Religious Discourse", Southern Philosopher 5/3, Oct., 1956, 4-3; etc.
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2. Dipolar Theism -

Hartshorne's contention that God exemplifies the metaphysical
categories has immense implications. It implies, specifically, that
God must be conceived in dipolar terms, as opposed to the monopolarity
of most of traditional theism. God is not ''beyond" the categories
(as Tillich held), nor indeed, ought He to be jdentified with but
one pole of the ultimate categories. Traditionally, however, this
latter position has been expressed in most of Christian theism,
according to Hartshorne. God is tonceived therein as wholly immutable,
absolute, eternal, etc., while the polar opposite categories of
mutability, relativeness, temporality, etc., are denied God. In
support of his dipolar theory, Hartshorne summons Cohen's "Law of
Polarity":
According to this law, ultimate cafegories are
correlatives, mutually interdependent, so that
nothing real can be described by the wholly one-
sided assertion of simplicity, being, actuality,
and the like, each in a "pure" form, devoid and
independent of complexity, becoming, potentiality,
and related contraries (PSG 2).

Hartshorne complains that classical Christian metaphysics is an

unjustified and incoherentxgiﬁs toward one set of metaphysical

categories at the exbense of the polar opposites. As such, he contends

4
that the classical conception of God is both religiously inadequate

and philosophically incoherent (cf, DR passim, MVG passim, PSG passim).

-
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Reiigious sensibility, for example, demands that God be intimately
related to the world and its concerns; yet classical theism makes .. v
this impossible, according to Hartshorne, since it conceives God ai
solelf absolute and self-sufficient. It conceives, further, divine
omnipotence in such a way that human freedom is all but negated. This
in turn implies a negation of divine love, since we are left with a
situation wherein God "can give us everything, everything except the
right to believe that there is a being who, with’;nfinite subtle

and appropriate sensitivity, rejoices in all our joys and sorrows

in all our sorrows" (DR 54). Likewise, the classical conception of

God is, according to Hartshorne, logically or philosophically incoherent

since, for example, it cannot be held, as classical theists hold, that

God is both completely necessary in His being, and that yet He knows N 1

~ i
the contingent world. Hartshorne contends that for God to know the
world, it must be admitted that some aspect of God Himself is 2
contingent.6 "It simply cannot be that everything in Gogd is necessary, - {

including his knowledge that this world exists, unless the world in

the same way 1s necessary and there is no contingency whatever"

(DR 1l4; cf, 121 ff, 129).

6Cf. PI  158-160.
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Hartshorne often singles out ''absoluteness' as the characteristic

of classical theism which is most prominent and problematic. Against

such an absolute God (impkying, as.it does, immutability and self-

suff%Qgency) Hartshorne contends that the following consequences

folfow:

Hartshorne has suggested various reasons why the western C%ristian

A wholly absolute God can provide no lasting good
inclusive of human achievement save by the dubious
notion of an everlasting prolongation of individual
or racial human existence, and even then present
human achievement is not intelligibly integrated
into the permanent achievement. A wholly absolute
God is power divorced from responsiveness or sen-
sitivity; and power which is not responsive is
irresponsible and, if held to settle all issues,
enslaving. A wholly absolute God can make no use
of the physical world ot of *sensory vaKjes, for
such a God has no receptivity, nothing analogous
to sense perception, as enjoyed, for example, in
music or in sexual love. A wholly absolute God
derives nothing from the physical or indeed the entire
created world; to study that world is to study
something that, contributes nothing to the actuality
of deity; to rich that world is not to enrich
the divine fife, which is yet the measure of all
value. A holly absolute God is totally beyond
tragedy, a fad his power operates uninfluenced by

m, hence presumably as ¥nfallibly
i of all events, and therefore, it seems,
there need be nb tragedy. A wholly absolute supreme
being is a contradiction in terms, since relativity
is as truly good as nonrelativity, each in its
proper role, the latter as abstract factor, the former
as the principle of concreteness (DR 149-150),

~

traditiph has remained predominantly absolutistic or honopolar in

its thinking about God: (1) '"it is simpler to accept one and reject

f

the other of contrasting categories than to show how\each,/in its
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<
own appropriate fashion, applies to an aspect of the divine nature.
< -
Monopolarity is simpler than dipolarity'" (PSG 6); (2) it is simpler
also to characterize deity in absolutistic terms than in relativistic

-

terms; and (3) "there are emotional and volitional attitudes which

favor stressing one polarity over the other" (PSG 6); for example,
the preference for categories of being and permanence over the less
emotionall§ secure categories of becoming and novelty. None of these
reasons is, accordghg to Hartshorne, sufficient ground for the rejection
of dipolar logic, nor for the acceptance of momopolar logic.

It\%g, furthermore, Hartshorqe's cantention that because
of the historical conception of God as monopoiar, many of the traditional
problems of Christianity have arisgﬁ; theodicy being an obvious example:
if God is conceived (as Hartshorne believes the classical Christian
tradition conceives God) as wholly absolute and immutable, etc., then
<§\\it would seem to follow that all reality is His responsibility alone;
including the evils in existence.

Hartshorne has afgued, accordingly, that our understanding of

God must be radically reconsidered. And, as has been argued, he

7Traditionally, Christian theists have, to be sure, argued
that their conception of God can be reconciled with evil such that
divine causal agency does not simply negate creaturely freedom and
responsibility. While Hartshorne rejects their various theories, this
present study cannot pause here to assess the viability of his
understanding of the Christian tradition.

L4
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bases his revised conception of God as dipolar not only on the coAtention
that God literally exemplifies the metaphysical categories common to
all beings, but also on his argument that only dipolar logic is logically
coherent and that only it yields:an understanding of God which is
philosophically coherent and relig%ously adequate. He rejeéts classical
Christianity for stressing only God's absolute natﬁrg ;t the expense
of His relative, contingent aspects. As he puts it, classical theism
sees God as eternal consciousness and omniscience, but affords far too
little attention to His temporality and world-inclusiveness. As such,
the classical position results in "the paradox of a kno&ledge where
objects‘change, though the knowledge—ofithese—objects does not change,
and which is wholly necessary, though the objects are not" (PSG 18;
cE. DR 123 ff).

Hartshorne's theory of internal relations is relevant here:
he argues that the object known by a subject is internally related
to the subject (cf. DR 6-18); that is, since the subject is internally
affected by the object. On the other hand, the object is externally .
related to the subject, for it is not affected in any way by the subject
(cf. DR 6 £f, 95 ££, 123 ff). This being the case, Hartshorne arguées
that if ng knows the world, He must be in somé& way related to the world.
There must, in other words, be admitted some relative or contingent
aspect in God's nature. Classical theists, however, in Hartshorne's
understanding of the tradition, do not come to this same conclusion.

Y

They argue, rather, that God's knowledge is different from human forms

A
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of knowing. Aquinas argues, for example, that God's relation to the

world is real in creatures, but not in God:
- N .

Since therefore God is outside the whole order

of creation, and all creatures are ordered by Him,
and not conversely, it is manifest that creatures
are really related to God Himself; whereas in God
there is no real relation to creatures, but a

relation only in8idea, inasmuch as creatures are
referred to Him. :

Hartshorne argues, accogdingly; that Aquinas' use of the term "know"
is transplanted far from its ordinary mean}ng, and, as such, its use
with respect to God is equivocal.

Hartshorne contends that a viable conception of God must
acknowledge at least the following fivé essential characééristics:
God must be ETERNAL (but only in Some_aspects of His.reality); He
must be TEMPORAL (in othe?véspécts); He must be CONSCIOUS or self-
aware, and OMNISCIENT in the sense that He can know a contingent

world. As such, He must be WORLD-INCLUSIVE since all the objects

of His knowing —-- that is, the world of creatures -- are constituents

<

8Thomas Aquinas, The Summa Theologica, translated by Fatﬂers
of the English Dominican Province (London: Burns, Oates, and Wash-
bournes 1920),166. .
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of His being (PSG 17).9

Hartshorne argues, moreover, that there can be distinguished

L

; ) . 10
nine types of theism, but that only his own panentheism has accounted
for all five of the characteristics which he contends are necessary

for a viable conception of deiCy.ll As such, he contends that 'the

9A question which immediately arises here is this: why has
he not included such characteristics of God as "will", "freedom",
"personality", "power", 'creation", and "goodness'? Hartshorne's
response is that

the corree;minterrelation of our five factors will

. . constitute a fairly adequate definition of divine will,
freedom, personality, power, goodness; whereas, without
these five factors, the traditional terms will have neo
sharp conceptual significance but will be merely honorif-
ic or emotional, mere epithets (PSG 22).

Where Hartshorne's classification of the five essential characteristics
of God, for example, stressed divine consciousness and knowledge over
volition and power, Hartshorne sees this as advantageous since, as he
argues, ''a conscious being with complete knowledge, or one 'to whom all
hearts are open,' can be trusted to use power in ways appropriate to

the state of these hearts. This is the goodness of God" (PSG 23).

In this dissertation, I shall focus upon God's power and good-
ness in particular (for these characteristics are most relevant to the
question of theodicy). Indeed, as will be argued below, it would
seem to be God's power and goodness which is implied, respectively,
in Hartshorne's contenticn that Geod functions with respect to the world
in only two ways: (1) in setting limits and persuading creatures to
obey His lure; and (2) in preserving and reintroducing all actualized
values back into the world.

OAs will be explained shortly, Hartshorne's "panentheism'" is a

pantheism: God includes the world, as pantheism holds, but He is also
beyond the world, as traditional theism argues.

11

synthesis of the positive elements in traditional theism and in tradinﬁ::al

There are, of course, other possible conceptions of God, but
Hartshorne believes that the 9 represented and discussed in his PSG
are the only ones which are significant, historically or otherwise
(cf. PSG 22). .

3
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history of theistic speculac%ons" is "primarily a long experiment in
omission"; the conceptions of God espoused are "truncated" (PSG 17-18).
Classical Theism, for example (as noted above) 'utilizes only three

of the essential characteristics, omitting temporality and world-
inclusi&eness. Aristotelian theism, furthermore, conceives God as
simply an eternal consciousness, but not as temporal, omniscient, and
world-inclusive. Thus, according to Hartshorne, this conception

of God implies a "self-enclosed deity, whose entire being consists

in 'thinking on chinkiné'; awareness concerned only with itself"

(PSG 18). Further, Plotinian Emanationism omits all of the five
characteristics except eternity; and Spinoza omits temporality in God.

Hartshorne's detailed analysis of the nine possible views of God,

accordingly, is intended to explore these views and to argue against eight of

them as incomp}ete and incoherent {(cf.PS¢ Eassim). The nine positions
are as follows:

(L Panentﬁeism (Hartshorne's position): God as eternal-temporal
donsciousness, knowing and ipcluding the world (represented also in
Plato, Schelling, Fechner, Whitehead, etc.).

(2) Aristorelian Theism: God as eternal consciousness, not knowing

or including the world.

(3) Classical Theism: God as eternal consciousness, knowing but not

including the world (Philo, Augustine, Anselm, Aquinas, Leibniz, etc.).

(4) Emanationism: God as the eternal beyond consciousness and

knowledge (Plotinus).
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(5) Classical Pantheism: God as eternal consclousness, knowing
and including the world (Spinoza, Royce).

(6) Temporalistic Theism: God as eternal-temporal consciousness,

knowing but not including the world (Socinus, Lequier).

{(7) Limited Panentheism: God as eternal-temporal consciousness,

Fs

partly exclusive of the world (James, Brightman).

(8)  God as wholly temporal and emerging consciousness (Alexander).

{9) God as temporal and noneonscious (Weiman) {(cf. PSG 17, Eassim).12

121t is interesting to note that.Hartshorne does not consider
Hegel in his study of the various forms of theism, except to note that
the dipolar logic he employs ''may be traced back through Hegel to
Heraclitus and Plato" (PSG 2). Hartshorne has been taken to task for
this omission of Hegel (cf. J. Taubes, "Review Article: Philosophers
Speak of God", 125.

In reply, Hartshorne admits that the "omission of Hegel was
dubious', but that he regards Hegel as '"an awkward author to comment
upon, especially in his philosophy of religion" ("The Kinds of Theism:
A Reply', 127). Hartshorne will not accept the contention that Hegel
held the panentheist principle of the unity of the contraries, however,
since Hegel's position is either pantheistic or an unresolved contra-
diction which both asserts and denies pantheism. Either way, Hartshorne
contends, there is a contradiction in Hegel.' While both he and Hegel
affirm that "The truth is .the unity oi the contraries", it is Hartshorne's
contention that '"there are two versiowsof this principle, only one of
which yieclds panentheism" ("The Kinds of Theism: A Reply", 127).

The distinction is based on one's understanding of the unity which is
achieved by the syanthesis of the polar categories.- If the unity is
conceived to be itself necessary, universal, absolute, eternally the
same, etc., this implies the pantheist position. 1In it, the synthesis
of the polar contraries is lost; this is the case with Hegel, according
to Hartshorne, and as such, '"the polar principle is finally treated
as-illusory'" ("The Kinds of Theism: A Reply'", 127). Hartshorne's
panentheistic position, on the other hand, holds that-the synthesis
which is the totality of the polar categories is itself relative,
contingent, processive, etc. He explains:

Y e
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Hartshorne is concerned to show that his panentheistic conception

of God alone is valid and, especially, that it renders coherent the

meaning of "divine perfection'". He contends that a viable understanding
of God as '"perfection'", as the "independent cause'", as the "supreme
Being'", implies his dipolar view. There are, he argues, basicqlly

three main alternatives: those of traditional theism, traditional
pantheism, and paneqtheism. According to the first, "God is the
independent universal cause or source; the universe, his extrinsic
effect or outcome". The universe is 'outside' the divine actuality,
not a qualification or constituent of it" (PSG 500). Pantheism,
alternatively, holds that "God is the inclusive reality and there is

no ultimate cause distinct from and indepeandent of the cosmic totality"

£

[
the togetherness of the contingent and the non—contingent
is itself contingent, for had the least item in the total-
ity been otherwise the totality would have been otherwise,
and hence if the first was possible so was the second;

- but there may yet be something in the contingent totality
which could not have been otherwise, i.e., which is necessary.
The reflection of this in logic is that the conjunction
of a necessary proposition and a contingent proposition
- is always a contingent propositien. The necessary

is thus only an abstraction from the total reality, which
must be just as contingent as any of its constituents.

(Charles Hartshorne, '"Process as Inclusive Category: A Reply' (to

J.E. Smith), Journal of Philosephy 52/4, Feb. 17, 1955, 95).

As he argues, further: '"The inclusive category...is the one which

can contain the contrast which the category involves, while the non-
inclusive is the one which, if taken as inclusive, would contradict

the contrast and so destroy the basis of its own meaning" ("Process-

as Inoclusive Category: A Reply", 96, and passim; also see, Charles
Hartshorne, "Tillich's Doctrine of God", in C.W. Kegley and R.W.
Bretall, ed., The Theology of Paul Tillich (New York: Macmillan, 1964),
164 ff; and DR 86 ff. .
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(PSG 500). Hartshorne argues that his panentheistic position effects
a "highér synthesis" which takes the best of these extreme polar

positiodns; it conceives God's perfection as independent in scme aspects,

N

but as dependent in others (PSG 500). '"God may have'",he argues, "both
an independent essence and dependent acgidents'" (PSG 564). As such,
he argues, "the positive content of theism and pantheism can be
consistently combined" (PSG 504). The positive content of <classical
theism is this: "God will exist and will ge himself (and would have
g%isted and been himself) no matter what particular world exists (or
had existed) or fails (or had failed) to exist'"; the positive content
of classical pantheism is this: '"God includes all reality in his own
reality" (PSG 504). Now, Hartshorne argues that these positions

are‘gop mutually contradictory. They have, however, been construed

. s

as contradictory (such that only one of the positions was deemed
correct;'the ogherNEalse) by the rather arbitrary negation added to
the positiv? content, With respect to'clagsicél theism, on the one
hand, while God is said to gxist no matter what world exists, etc.,
the qualification was added that "he would exist in the very same
state, or, ragper, there is here no possible distinction between
existence and state, or between essence (what makes God always him-
self) and accidents" (PSG 504). Likewise, with respect to classical

pantheism, while God is said to be all-inclusive, it was often argued

that His total actuality could not have been otherwise, that there are

e o | ! . bt M o
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no di¥vine accidents. Hartshorne, to be sure, argues that these
qualifications are purely arbitrary and do not follow from the positive

content of either position. Indeed, as he argues, in both cases

the qualifications seem to contradict the positive content. With

respect to classical theism, he argues that

where there is no distinction between essence and
accidents, between "himself'" and '"his states," there
(as all the history of philosophy testifies) is no
intelligible meaning for essence or existence or self-
hood or any other concept (PSG 504).

Further, with respect to classical pantheism, Hartshorne argues |

that the positive content implies not the qualification added, but

rather
the contrary is inferable; for, since the total reality
i
must contain all there is, whether necessary or
. contingent, and since to deny the contrast between b

necessary and possible is to destroy the meaning of
both, this contrast must bt preserved and must fall
within deity; and there must be divine accidents.

But then there is no reason for denying that there

is also a divine essence, independent of the accidents,
and necessary (PSG 504). .

e m———

In another analysis, Hartshorne presents another study where-
in he seeks to define what is meant by the divine perfection in a way

LY
which is consistent with his dipolar 'logic. He contends' that the i

Y
T

conception of God in Anselm as “that than which none greater can be

<

conceived" suggests two major equivocations: "none" has two distinct

"

meanings, ''greater', three. 'None" may mean that ''no entity other than .

that (the being said to be perfect) as it actually is'", or "no entity i

g.
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other than that as it either is or else could be or become", the

¥ former implying that the perfect being "is unsurpassable in conception

or possibility even by itself'; the latter, that it "is unsurpassable

except by itself". Likewise, "greater" has various meanings: it may

mean greater 'in some respects', "in all respects", or "in no respect"
(MVG 7 ff). By combining these various meanings of ''none greater",
~v§artsho;ne suggests that there are seven .possible conceptions of
God's perfection, subdivided into three main views: God is absolute
perfection in all respects, in”some respects (being relative in others),
or in no respect. God, then, may be conceived as (l) absolute
perfection in all respects; (2) absolute perfection is some respects,
relative peffection in all others; (3) absolute perfection, relative
perféction, a;d 'imperfection' (neither #bsolute nor relative perfectioﬁ)
each in some respects; (4) absolute perfection in some respects, im-
perfection in all others; (5) absolute perfection in no respects,
relative in all; (6) absolute perfection in no respects, relative in
some, imperfect in the others; and (7) absolute perfection in no
respects, imperfection in all (cf«MVG 8, and all of '"Chapter Omne'').
This scheme is intended, in part, to show "how hopelessly ambiguous
are phrases like 'perfect being', 'finite God', 'absolute' and the like"
(MVG 10).  Hartshorne's position is this: God, as the perfect being,
cannot be perfect in no respeét; yet neither caam He be perfect in all

respects, for not all values are compossible (that is, they could not
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simply be entertained by God all at once, oxr eternally); God then,
must be conceived as perfect in some respects; that is, all those to
which the term perfection can apply, and imperfect in others; that is,
where there is no ultimate point of perfection to be reached. Hartshorne
is arguing that '"there is a sense in which God should be conceived
as perfect, [and] another sense in which perfection cannot apply to
God" (MVG 6). He contends that the conception of God he defends
(number "2'", above) conceives of God as perfect in whatever ways
perfection is really perfection. Perfect knowledge, for example, is
not an omniscience which is eternally static and complete, but rather is
knowledge which grows with each new actuality (that is, as God takes
account of each new creative act of creaturely experience). Likewise,
perfect power is not such that it leaves others with absclutely no
power at all, but rather it is the jreatest power that there is and
can be, taking into account the necessity of there being some power
in all forms (levels) of being. Further, Hartshorne argué%"ihat the

I
intelligibility of time itself is threatened if one conceives God as
purely absolute, for if this were the case, temporal process .would bé\

negated; that is, since God's eternal awareness of all events would
make them all neceséities, and temporal distinctiomswould therein
be blurred. Hartshorne‘s‘poinﬁ is that those wvalues which have

traditionally been attributed to God —- omniscience, omnipotence,

goodness, lovingness, etc. —- are not to be taken as being absolutely
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static in God, nor such that the knowledge, power, goodness and
lovingness of all other beings is negated (that is, in face of the divine
attributes). God exemplifies these qualities as well as one Being

could; and yet, evén for Him, such values are dynamic, in the sense

'that they can be modifieq as God experiences the ever-continuing

new acts of creaturely self-creativity. These values are open, and not
statically complete. Only in this way is creatureiy experience
meaningful, since it actually contributes to Goa's experience, rather
than being simply determinedﬁby God. ,

There are other wvalues which are even more obviously open or

=

dynamic: there is no maximal point in which 6od has the values of

s

beauty, happiness, intensity of joy and variety. There is no upper.
limit of thesé characteristics! but rather, God's experiences are
dynamic as the world proceeds in its self-creation of new experiences
which God éhen experiences. £

God's perfection, then, must be conceived, according to Harts-—
horne, as partly dynamic, since "a purely’ final or static perfection
possessing all possible values is impossible' (MVG él). This is so,
also, since all values are not compossible (as noted above). Harts-

horne contends that "there is no need {for God] to possess them

{new values] in advance of the others [other beings]}; or to possess

]
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them eternally" (DR 20).13 Hartshorne may contend, then, that while
God must be g?solute in some respects (for example, in His necessary
existence), He is not absolute in every respect. His capacity for growth
in some respects must be acknowledged. " And yet, this capacity for
change in some respects does _not imply that He changes in every aspect:
God "is ethically perfect [unchangeably so], yet aesthetically perfectible
without limit" (MVG 29). He is perfect in His adequacy of approach,
but dynamic in His concrete response to new actualities (cf. MVG 13 f).

Thus, Hartshorne describes God as the “self-surpassing surpasser

)

of all" (DR 20), in the sense that there is nothing in creation greater
than Him, but that He is able to surpass Himself By adding gpew experiences
and new values (gained from creaturely acts) to His being as they
become actual in the world. Hartshorne employs the term "surrelative"
to connote this characteristic‘of God as being relative or changeable,
both in a supremely eminent way. '"Surrelative" is a conflation of

"supremely-relative'", and as such,synthesizes the relative with the

abstract: surrelative ''synthesizes into a higher unity 'relativism' --

l3Hartshorne's argument here is that God can see all possible
values as possible values; yet, there 1s a difference between seeing
a possible value and seeing (or enjoying) an actual value. God
cannot see (or enjoy) all possible values as actual because not all
possible values areicompossible; that is, the price of actualizing
some values is exclusive of actualizing others. (This thesis is
discussed in more detail in 'Chapter Five').
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all [concrete] beings are relative -- and 'absolutism' -- there is a
wholly nonrelative [abstract] being” (DR ix). God is "The Divine
Relativity".

Surrelativism, note, is not, according to Hartshorne, a mere
eclectic assemblage of tenets but rather, as Hartshorne argues, a
single tenet (cf.DR xii f). God, for example, iniaudes the absolute
as part of His being, but He is more than the absolute. "Absolute"
is not idepticalvwith tge supreme being of God, but rather is less
than God. God is‘both absolute and relafive. His essence is necessary
a priori and abstract (independent ofthe world), while His concrete
response to ever newlyfbecoming values is contingent upon those
values. God alone is necessarily absolute and supremely relative:
"Other beings are in no aspect strictly necessary, and in no respect
maximally accidenéal, but always dnd in all aspects something middling
under both categories. In this middling character lies their ‘imper-
fection' (DR 32; cf. 49-50, 82).

This argument employs what Hartshorne calls the "way of eminence"
(IR 77): God is absolute eminently and relative eminently. He is the
eminent (perfect) exemplification of the metaphysical‘categories. By
analogy, juét as a man changes while his essence remains basicélly
.the same (the changes take place within the same personal sequence,

as Qill be discussed in the following chapter), so God, as the eminent

exemplifier of the categories, has an abstract essence which is constant
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while His concrete response is constantly changing to appropriate new

creaturely actualities and values. Both God and man have two poles,

[ ] .
two aspects of their nature: abstract and concrete. Yet only God

»

exemplifies them literally, perfectly, supremely.

o

.

PV ’

M

[T A N
.

“ . .
A {t :’r"‘ o

iyt
Sl



57

3. Divine Power

From Hartshorne's understanding of God's dipolar nature his

revised interpretation® of the divine attributes follows. For purposes

of methodological convenience, I propose to discuss Hartshorne's

understanding of divine "omnibeneficence" in terms of divine "omni-

potence"” or power, and of divine '"benevolence'" or goodness (love).

As noted above, I will discuss, in later chapters, Hartshorne's attempt
. »

to reconcile divine omnipotence and creaturely freedom (“C?apter Four'),

and his attempt to recoﬂcile divine benevolente and evil ("Chapter

Five"). (For reasons to be explained later, these two issues are

understood to bg the basic issues involved in his theodicy). This

£

present section, and the next, serve merely to present, uncritically,

[

the basis of Hartshorne's understanding of the concepts, divine
omnipotence and benevolenceu(and this understanding will then be
applied to the critical issues to be discussed in the fourth and fifth
chapters of this study).

Hartshorne's revised conception of divine omnipotence is

directly opposed to what he takes. to be implied in the classical

+ ——————————— S . e+

(traditional Christian) conception of. God; namely, that God has "all

the  power there is" (MVG 30). He contends, rather, that a "division
*

of powers" (MVG 30), of mutual influence between God and creatures,

must be~acknowledged explicitly and rendered coherently. God has
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no monopoly of power, but in fact, all reality is freely creative and

~

\l

in continual process of becoming by means of free decisions and acts.
Thus, '"To say, then, that omnipotence is the power to do anything that

could be done is to equivocate or talk nonsense. There could not be

a power to 'do anything that could be done.' Some things can oniy

be done by local powers; some only by cosmic power” (DR 134). The
traditional conception of God, which regards God as the supreme cause of
all things, is misconceived, if it is taken to imply (as Hartshorne

thinks it‘does) that God is so powerful that He can control His

.

creation simply as He wills. This classicalconception, Hartshorne

contends, becomes involved in "pseudoproblems" for it implies a denial

of the very conception of what it means to be a creature; that 1s, as

being freely self-creative (within limits). There can be no such

freedom in creatures if God is conceived as unqualified qmnipotence. -
He argues that

God neither will, not could monopolizé decision-
making, for this is logically impossible. Theologians
have generally agreed that God cannot do the logically -
impossible, for to do that is not really to do any-
thing....0One does not limit God's power by refusing
to attribute this nothing to him. To have creatures
without freedom would be to have creatures which
‘?\ are not creatures. Divinity is supreme freedom.
The absolute negation of freedom is not creature-
hood but nonentity. Creaturehood is precisely
the status of freedom lacking the supreme qualities "
of divine freedom. Between divine freedom and zero
freedom there is plenty of room for all possible
creatures. Those who think otherwise have a strange .
view of divine freedom! One or two steps down >
from it, they seem to suppose, lands one in no free- :
dom. How illogical! Any number of steps down can
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still leave some freedom.
In short, Hartshorne contends that it is purely arbitrary tec assume
that an absolute line must be drawn between God's power and the power
(free agency) of the rest of reality. He argues that if "power" means

influence or control, then it must be exerted upon something, but

that this something cannot be completely '"powerless", or else "power"

over it would be meaningless: it would be power over nothing, and

this is really no power at all! The free-creativity, of beings other

than God must be respected. Indeed:

We are wvhat we arey not simply because divine

power has decided or dome this or that, but

because countless non-divine creatures (including
our own past selves) have decided what they have
decided. Not a single act of a single creature

has been or could have been decided by divine

) action. In the cosmic drama, every actor, no matter
. how humble, contributes to the play something left
undetermined by the playwright (CSPM 239).

X
Hartshorne argues, then, that the "minimal soluticn" to the traditional

problem of evil is "to affirm the necessity of a division of powers"
(ﬁVG 30).15 With this division of powers comes a division of creative
agency and responsibiiity (for good and evil), such that no one

being can be held solely responsible for évery (ox -- as will be seen,

any) action, the responsibility rather being shared, to some varying

1“Char]_es Hartshorne, "A New Look at the Problem of Evil", 209.

15Cf. Charles .Hartshorne, "A New Look at the Problem of Evil",
202.
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degree, ;ince all beings are, variously, self-creative (self-
deterwmining). It is precisely at this point wherein the central issue
of "Chapter Four" is locgted; namely, to determine the range and extent
of creaturely-free agency and %csponsibility vis—z—vis the divine

power {(causal agency).

It might seem that Hartshorne's God is, perhaps, illegitimately

limited in power, indeed to the extent that His perfection is jeopardized;

but Hartshorne has long been cogtending that this is not the case.
He argues that the idea of a cosmic power which simply decides alil
events is an incoherent idea; and, indeed, to speak of God being
limited by His not having such a power, accordingly, is nonsense.
Rather, "God has as much power as anyone could Have“.16 He is the
greatest power that there can be, while graﬁting that "even the
greatest possible power is still one power among others" (DR 138).
Hartshorne, we note, does not pretend to '"dissolve' theodicy
in its traditional Christ%an form by simply denying divine powerd nor
by 1llegitimately limiting that power (though the latter must still
be ascertained): such a position would imply a finite Geod (a; in James,

Brightman, and others), and this clearly is not Hartshorne's intention.

16Charles Hartshorne, "The Dipolar Conception of Deity", Review
of Metaphysics 21/2, Dec., 1967, 283.
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His contention is, simply, that the conception of divine power is
ambiguous in its traditional usage, and that his own redefining of the
concept implies thatM%d has all the power that He could have and still

be coherent with the weality of creaturely freedom and morail

responsibility, and with religious sensibility. This theory will

be critically examined in "Chapter Four".
A
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4, Divine Goodness (Love)

As with divine power, so with divine goodness (or love):

Hartshorne contends that the traditional Christian use of this concept

is ambiguous and incoherent. His critique of traditional Christian

theology is based in part upon his insistence that if the formula,
"God is love'", is to be taken seriously, then it must be more

clearly shown that there is a real and mutual interdependence of sorts

between God and creatures:

To say, on the one hand, that God is love, to
continue to use popular religious terms like

Lord, divine will, obedience to God, and on the
other to speak of an absolute, infinite, immutable,
simple, impassive deity, is either a gigantic

Hioax of priest-craft, or it is done with the belief

g that the social connotations of the popular language
are ultimately in harmony with these descriptions.
. (IR 26).

Hartshorne argues that it is an error to think of loving as nothing
but giving. Loving, rather, in;olves sharing of'oneseif —; giving
to be sure, but also letting the other be something for oneself,
allowing the other to give of himself, and receiving and treasuring
it for what it is.

Anselm often 1s singled out by Hartshorne as exemplifying

the incoherence of the traditional formulation of divine love. Harts-

horne contends that Anselm has not been able to reconcile God's absolute-

ness, His perfection, ommipotence, et al., with the attribute of
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goodness or love. 1In this critique, Hartshorne strongly believes that

he is contending against no mere strawman, and indeed, he insists that

his rejection of classical metaphysics is not due to a lack of familiarity
with the arguments and writers favouring the position (cf. CSPM xviidi):
he cites Anselm's Proslogium, for example:

. .2If Thou art passionless (i.e., nonrelative,
independent), thou dost not feel sympathy;
and if thou dost not feel sympathy, thy heart is
not wretched from sympathy for the wretched; but
this it is to be compassionate. But if thou art
not compassionate, whence cometh so great conso-
lation to the wretched?....
Truly, thou art compassionate in terms of our
experience, but thou art not in terms of thine
own. For, when thou beholdest us in our wretch-
edness, we experience the effect of compassion,
but thou dost not experience the feeling. There-
fore, thou art both compassionate, because thou
dost save the wretched, and spare those who sin
against thee; and not compassionate, because thou
art affected by no sympathy for wretchedness.
(ch 8; cf. DR 54). {

Hartshqfne complains, accordingly, that "Anselm's God can give us
everything, everything except the right to believe that there is a
being who with infinitely subtle and appropriate sensitivity,
rejoices in all our joys and sorrows in all our sorrows'' (DR 54).
This ‘supreme benefit which God and only God could give us'" is denied
God by Anselm (DR 55). But, as Hartsﬁorne argues, i1f this were
really the case, then God would do "less for us than the poorest of.
human creatures", ﬁor "What'we ask above all is the chance to

contribute to - the being of others" (DR 55):
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“"To love," it has been said, "is to wish to give

rather than receive™; but in loving Cod we are,

according to Anselm and thousands of other ortho-

dox divines, forbidden to seek to give; for God,

they say, is a totally impassive, nonreceptive, e
nonrelative being (DR 55).

Hartshorne's point is readily available: for.God to be conceived

as loving, He must be conceived, in.some sense, as mutable, as truly
related and responsive to other beings in the contingent, changing
world. "A new era in religion", he believes, "may be prcdicted as soon
as men grasp the idea that it is just as true that God is the supreme
"beneficiary or recipient of achievement, as that he is the supreme
benefactor or source of achievement" (DR 58).

It is Hartshorne's contention that the traditional conception
of God undermines both our love for Him and our ethical choices, for
one cannot love such a God nor can He love us. Neither would our
ethical choices make any difference to Him since nothing can be added
or subtracted from His eternal completeness. 'Love of such a God and
ethical choice are mutually irrelevant. This is the paradox at the

heart of medieval thgism“ MVG 156).%7

17Bartshorne, furthermore, has only scornful reproach for ' -

traditional defences of such ''paradox'. The use of the concept is a >
Ploy, .he contends, whether conscious or unconscious, to cover up and
ignore inherent contradictions: '"A theological paradox, it appears,
is what a contradiction becomes when it is about God...or indulged in .

by a theologian or a church rather than an unbeliever or a heretic" '

(DR 1). Hartshorne insists that many of the famous paradoxes and .
contradictions of traditional metaphysics and theology are not to be .
seen as the inevitable result of human limitations, as it is often 8

claimed, but are _rather "the natural yet avoidable result of haste
and inattention to exact shades of meaning" (DR 4).
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Hartshorne is aware, of course, that the tradition has attempted
to reconcile its immutable God with the loving God of the Bible, as
expressed, for example, in the doctrines of the Trinity and the
Incarnation. In Hartshorne's opinion, however, both of these doctrines
leave ''the essential problem of the divine love unsolved" (MVG 164).

to be sure, does not claim to be a theologian, in the
Hence, he does not pretend
He does,

Hartshorne,
sense of a dogmatic or confessional stance.

to go into the topic of Christology in any very extended way.
however, express support for the religious vision associated with Jesus;

that is, of a God of love, tenderness, patience and non-coercive

sympathy. This vision, he argues, is an advance over the Aristotelian i
view of God, and also over the 01ld Testament view, wherein God appears '
not unlike an oriental despot. The vision of the Gospels has been
obscured by the Hellenization of the Gospels, and, as Hartshorne argues,
the original vision must be restored. With regard to the doctrine
of the Trinity, then, he writes: f
f
13
!

”
-

The Trinity is supposed to meet the requirements
of giving God an object of love which yet agrees

with its absolute self-sufficiency, and also an

object of love "worthy' to be loved with so perfect

a love as the divine. This is done by making the

lover and the beloved identical +- yet not identical. -
But whatever be the truth of this idea -- whose meaning ~
seems to me just as problematic as its truth, for,

once more, nonsense is only nonsense, however you put

a halo around it -- it leaves the essential problem

of the divine love unsolved. For either God loves -

the creatu®es or he does not. If he does, then their L
interests contribute to his interests, for love means
nothing more than this. If he does not, then the
essence of religious belief in God 1s sacrificed

and one still has the question, How than is God related
to the creatures' interests? (MVG 164).

o
o

 —— A e,
.

In place, then, of the traditional doctrine of the Trinity, Hartshorne -
would substitute for the three persons an infinity; that is, a continuing -
succession of divine selves. God, like all other beings, is in process T
of continual change and, as such, has a distinct persomality at each -
stage of His life. Note: mnot a different being, but rather, at each =
stage He adds to His being so that it grows processively,

accommodating all creature&z experiences in His perfect vision. E
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Hartshorne argues, furthermore, against what he takes to be
a central element in the traditiomal Christian teaching concerning
love; namely, that "the only really pure —- or, at least, the highest --
love is that which springs from no 'need' of the beloved, that which
'overflows' from a purely self-sufficient being who derives nothing
from. any other" (MVG 163). It is Hartshorne's contention that this
teaching fails to distinguish among several senses of ''need" and
"sufficiency'; yet "everything depends upon discriminating them"
(cf. MVG 163). God 'needs' froT the creatures ''the instrinsic beauty
of their lives, that is, their own true happiness, which is also his

happiness through his perfect appreciation of theirs. This appreciation

is love, not something extra as a motive to Iove" (MVG 163-164). There

——

With regard to the doctrine of the Incarnation, Hartshorne
holds that it is valid if it teaches that Jesus, as literally divine,
loves men, or if it means seriously that the position of Jesus is
a valid symbol of God and God's own passion (suffering love). But
Hartshorne thinks that the habit of traditional Christian theology is
one of "simply adding Jesus to an unreconstructed idea of a nonloving
God" (MVG 165); that is, adding an idea of a self-sufficient and wholly
absolute and immutable God onto a vision of the perfect, tender love
of Jesus. 1In this case, the Hellenization of the Gospels results in
an unstable compound which weakens its religious force and philosophical

viability._
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is, in factf a perfect agreement in God of altruism and egoism, In
man, however, sélf—interest‘conflicts with altrujgm; only God can
licaralfy love others with the same intimacy as He loves Himself
(cf. RSP 150; MVG 151). 1In God the world is contained -~ there is no
external reality beyond God and the world -- so that the world's good
is God's own good, via His omniscienr sympathy, much in the same way
that man is interested in, or sympathizes with, his own bodily functions
(cf.RSP 140 ff).

Hartshorne's argument against (what he takes to be) the traditional
doctrine of love also involves his critique of what he understands to
be the traditional substance theories of the self (see above, "Chapter
Three"), for they imply, according to Hartshorne, the self-interest
view; rather than altruism. As such, they deny the second commandment,
to "love thy neighbour as thyself". “The most basic obstacle to a
lireral acceptance of tge Second Commandment', he argues, ''is the doctrine
of individual spiritual 'substances' or 'souls,‘ each an entity put
into a human body at or before birth, remaining strictly identical

throughout life, and possessing in its turn each successive experience

, . . i8 -
of the individual in question". In this account, there are two

18Charles Hartshorne, "Some Thoughts on 'Souls' and Neighborly Love",
Anglican Theologican Review 55/2, April, 1973, 145. Cf.CSPM 200;
RSP 10 f, . DR 131 f; and Hartshorne's "Process Philosophy as a Resource
for Christian Thought", in P. LeFevre, ed., Philosophical Resources
for Christian Thought (Nashville: Abingdon, 1968), 56.
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irreconcilable forms of love: a self 'X' loving itself, and a self
'X' loving another self 'Y'. Hartshorne summons the support of Buddhism
and of modern science and psychglogy in rejecting both understandings
of love, .referred to, respectively, as the identity and the nonidentity
theories. His point is this: the relationship between the presently
existing self and other selves ;s not one of sheer identity, nor yet
of complete nonidentity. '"The difference betweeti self-love and love
of others is not metaphysical, nor anything absolute, but a relative
matter"™ (CSPM 201). Love for oneself and love for another cannot be
two absolutely different forms of love, for then we could not "love
our neighbor as ourselves'. Rather, all love is sympathy for others,
be these others external to ourselves or others (past. or future)
in the same personal sequence. "To love oneself as identical with
oneself and the other as not identical with oneself is not, whatever
else it may be, to love the neighbor as oneself. Rather it is to -put
a metaphysical difference between the two loves" (CSPﬁ 200). In short
then, Hartshorne believes he has suggested a theory of love wherein
self-love and love for others are different only “relatively"; that
is; since self-love consists in sympathy, not for an unchanginé self-
substance, but for other members, past and future, ;f the same personal

sequence. Once this is accepted, then it can be seen that these

}l -

"other members" may be also members ofl personal sequences external
1] .

to the self. o
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God's lqgf,‘aQCOrding to Hartshorﬂe, is likewise a‘' sympathetic
response to othe; selves, Hig own and those of éreatures'. And yat, -

there is }eally no '"outside" for God, since the world is His body, He

its mind. As such, Hié self-Jove perfectly coincides with His altruism,

His love for others. In this light, then; Hartshorne concludes —--

with reference to Whitehead's thesis on divineé love (with which Hartshorne's
views generally concur)19 that "Never before...has a really first-rate
philosophical system so completely and directly as Whitehead's supported

the idea that there is a supreme love which is also the Supfeme Being"

. . * < . -
(RSP 197; cf.212). Furthermore, he expresses the hope that '"Theologians

and philosophers migﬁt well join with Menninger in longing for the day E?

-~

when, "as he says, 'We shall have accorded to love that preeminence
which it deserves in our scale of values'' (RSP 109). Indeed, "A
metaphysics of love, that is, of socially structured, and thus relative,

‘creative experience, is what we need, whether in ethics, religion, or

~

19Whitehead argues, in his famous passage: ¢

There is...in the Galilean origin of Christianity
s..[a) suggestion whifch....does not emphasize the
ruling Caesar, or the ruthless moralist, or the
unmoved mover. It dwells upén the tender elements
in the'world, wh¥éh slowly and in quietness operate
by love; and -it finds purpose in the present

* immediacy of a kingdom not of this world. Love
neither rules, nor is it unmoved; also it is a little
oblivious as to morals. It does not look to the
future; for it finds its own reward in the immediate
present (PR 404).
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L]

politics -- and indeed, in all our basic concerns'" (CSPM 56).20

20See D.D. Williams, The Spirit and the Forms of Love
(New York and Evanston: Harper and Row, 1968), a book with which
Hartshorne generally concurs (as he told me in conversation,
in 1975). Williams offers a view of Christian love based largely
on Whitehead's process philosophy. He seeks, further, to base
his understanding of love, “on biblical motifs, of which the

following are cited:

that the essence of God's moral nature is his
willingness to be intimately involved in human
history; that God's dealing with the world involves
his own agonizing, longing and suffering;...that the
love between God and his people is given and received
on both sides;...that God's agape is motivated

in that love seeks out the other; that all earthly,
relative loves are accepted, transformed, and
fulfilled by the divine love (agape); and that a

new kind of moral freedom to find ‘what love requires
is made possible (as noted by C.M. Williamson °

in his review of Williams' book, in Process Studies
3/2, Summer, 1973, 121-122).
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5. Conclusion '

Hartshorne believes that his conceptior/ of God (as outlined,
uncritically,'in this chapter) is a significant parture from traditional
Christian philpsophical and theological thinking about God.21 He
believes, furthermore, that his doctrine of God is the result of a
radical re-defining of traditional concepts and categories by which he,
along with Whitehead and others, has produced a new metaphysics which
offers not only a re-defined understanding of God, but also of what

it means to be a free and responsible creature. With respect,

specifically, to the question of theodicy, he believes that his

w

lThis chapter (and most of the next) -- we must emphasize
again -- is not intended to be a justification or critical amalysis of
Hartshorne's understanding of God (and, in the next-chapter, of his
understanding of creaturely-free agency): the purpose here is purely
expository, to background the issues which are discussed critically
in the last two chapters of this study. Thus, with respect to Harts-
horne's doctrine of God, 'as outlined in this present chapter, we
prescind from any assessment of his understanding of the forms of
Christianity which he attacks. We do acknowledge, however, that there
is an important issue here, for various critics have argued that

Hartshorne's understanding of the tradition is inaccurate and unacceptable.

There have been dissertations devoted to this specific issue, and to
them the ‘'reader is referred (see the lists of dissertation topics on
Hartshorne in Process Studies 3/4, Winter, 1974, 304~307; see also
later issues of that journal for abstracts of post-1974 dissertations

on this issue). And, indeed, for one version of Hartshorne's direct
response to this issue, see his reply to John Wild, in ""The Divine
Relatjwity and Absoluteness: A Reply", Review of Metaphysics 41/1,
Sept., -1950, 47 (a-reply to Wild's "Review Article: The Divine .
Relativity", Review of Metaphysics 216, Dec., 1948, 65-77). ‘See also
the criticisms of H. Meynell in "The Theology of Hartshorne', Journal of
Theological Studies 21/1, April, 1973, 143-157, and M. Westphal, in
"Temporality and Finitism in Hartshorne's theism" Review of Metaphysics
19/3, March, 1966, 550-564.
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metaphysics offers a way to think together the divine power and goodness,

on the one hand, with creaturely freedon and responsibility for evil,

on the other hand. It is precisely this issue which this dissertation

secks to study (in the last two chapters); vet before uadertiking that

critical anialysis, we have one further aspect of Hartshorne's meta-

a

phyvsics to consider as background to that study: his understanding

of croatnra.y~frec ageney (abstracted, for the moment, f{rom any

consideration of God's agency and irtg¢raction in the world).
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CHAPTER THREF

THE DOCTRINE OF MAN:

CREATURELY FREEDOM AND RESPONSIBILITY

In this chapter, Hartsnorne's understandine of creaturely
freedon ani responsibility will be presented. Creaturely fieedonm in
general and man's freedom in particular nust be established by
Hartshorne to account for the origins, respectively, of natural and
moral evil ~- abgcracting, for the moment, from any consideration of the
coherency of this freedom yis-é-v1s the divine cqysal agency and
influence. He .seeks to estab]i§h the former via his doctrine of
“psychicalism" (wherein all reality is seen to be sentient ~- to varying
degrees, depending of the level of being) and via his doctrine of
“relative determinism" (wherein all reality is seen to be free, within
limits -- again, to varying degrees). He seeks to establish the latter
-- that is, man's responsibility for moral evil -~ by means of his
theory of man as a continuing agent (as opposed to agency being
attributed only to the individual psvchic events). This latter issue
will be discussed somewhat critically (for the basic criticism of
Hartshorne's ungerstanding of man's free agency to be noted here is

4

analogous to one of the major issues to be ciscussed in the final two

chapters, and indeed, the issue of man's freedom and responsibility

' .
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L . .
(for good and evil) is (when considered vis-a-vis the divine agency)
the major issue of "Chapter Four", while the issue of creaturely

freedom j eneral, as responsible for natural evil, is -- as far as

~ . .
this dissertation is concecrned -- a more nminor issue and, as such,

is given less critical attention). The former issue, which concerns

Hartshcerne's psvchicalism and relative determinism, will. be dealt

with uncritically —— the issue being too complex to assess or justify

within the confines of this dissertation. This entire chapter, together

with the former two chapters, serve, essentially, as background to-

the issues to be critically discussed in the final two chapters.
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L. Psgychicalism

Hartshorne argues for a '"psychicalist" or "panpsychist" position
(the latter, from the Greck, "all'" and "soul"), the view that all things
have a‘psychic aspect.l This position is offered as an alternative to
materialistié ana dualistic theories, the latter iﬁplying a "division
of substances into those which do and those which do not possess a
soul" (WP 443 cf.BH 1635), and the former pogiting "the existence of
atoms, [as] discontinuous, discrete, independent bits of matter,
devoid of life and feeling, isolated except for accidental externa;
relations, timeless and unchanging with respect to internal constitution
and hence without grovth or evolution".2 Hartshorne rejects the
materialistic position: the concept of ''mere matter" has been shown
to be superflucus by modern scientific advances &nd also by such

philosophers as Leibniz, Bergson, Peirce, James, and Whitehead (cf,

CSPM 48). .Hartshorne argues, further, that the dualism which holds

lCharles Rartshorne, "Panpsychism", in V. Fern, ed., A History
of Philosophical Systems (N.Y.: Philosophical Library, 1950), 442-453;
cf. BH ch 11; WP ch 4; RSP ch 4; CSPM ch 3; "The New Pantheism",
Christian Register , 115/8, Feb. 20, 1936, 119-120;141-143; "Why
Psychicalism? Comments on Keeling's and Shepard's Criticisms'', Process
" Studies 6/1, Spring, 1976, 67-72; etc.

2As noted by A. Reck, Yhe New American Philosophers (Baton Rouge:
Louisiana State University Press, 1968), 295; see also his "The Philosophy
of Charles Hartshorre", Studies in Whitehead's Philosophy, Tulane
Studies in Philoscophiy, Vul. 10 (New Orleans: Tulane University, 1961),
89-108. 1In Hartshorne's writings, sece LP 191 f and PPS 11 f; etc.
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that "mind" and "matter" are twoe ultimately different sorts of entities
is mistaken: théy are, rather, 'two ways of describing a reality that
has many levels of organization' (LP i17).

Hartshcorne argues, in this light, that there have been,
historically, five main views wherein the quesUIon concerning the
defining of the generai properties of the individual have been
considered. Four of these views, however, have '"'taken literally and
absolutely the etymological meaning of ‘in~dividual' -- that is,
indivisible, without, parts, simple" (WP 42). These views, Hartshorne
describes as cosmic, monism (e.g., Spinoza), microscopic pluralism
(e.g., the materialistic atomism of the Greek atomists), materialistic
dualism (Aristotle), and subjectivism fe.g., Berkeleyi —- the latter
two positions being forms of macroscopic pluralism (cf WP 42 £f).

The fifth alternative, according to Hartshorne, is psvchicalism.

Hartshorne rejects cosmic monism (exemplified, for example,

by Parmenides, Spinoza, Bfadley, etc.) as a “"highly paradoxical, a
fearful defiance of common sense ;nd of science, and indeed, in itself,
a self;coqtradictory of meaningless conception" (WP 43). He contends
that to hold that the universe is a single, indivisible entity implies
that individuals really have no parts, and this, in turn, implies

that the uni;erse is either-''the only,individugl or it is not

an individual at all" (WP 43). He then objects to these implications,

for they amount to a "refusal to consider the problem of the cosmic




77

totality", a problem which is ''the charadcteristic and central one for
philosophy" (WP 43). Monism has led, in India, to a rejection of
common sense and science, and, according to Hartshorne, in the west

it has hindered philosophy "from conceuntrating upon its chief problems'™

(WP 43; cf.1P ch 7).

Hartshorne, likewise, rejects the theory of nicroscopic pluralism,

{the materia%istic atomism of the Greek atomists), :the view that only
imperceptible particles -~ the atoms and the void -- are the real,
positlvé existences, all else being but mere appearances or accidental
collations of the basic reals. Hartshorne holds that this viey fails
to account fully and satisfactory for the void, for consciousness,

for appearance, as well as failing to explain the totality formed

by the atoms and the void and appearance together (cf.WP 43-44). We
may note here that while Hartshorne's own psychicalism is an atomism

<

of sorts -- as will be described below —~,"he finds the atomism of .

the Greeks deficient especialiy for its understanding of the

individual atoms as "mere matter'. Hartshorne, following Whitehead,

conceives of the basic reals as "event-experiences'" which are both mind-

and body; that is, as being constituted by both psychic and physical

-
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characteristics,

3While Hartshorne rejects the classical materialistic atomism
of the Greek atomists and a similar theory which runs through western
philosophical history (e.g., in Newtonian physics), and while he
recognizes that this doctrine has been largely rejected as a result
of recent revolutions in physics, theré is, for him, still the issue
of repudiatin a lingering materialist understanding in psychology.
As one interprerer puts it:

As long as psychologists adopt theories of
sensation which treat sensations as discrete

data, separated from each other, sharply
distinguished from feeling, and isolated on the
one hand from the internal neural processes of the
sentient organism and on the other hand from the
external physical stimuli, they are, unwittingly
perhaps, adhering to an outmoded materialism

(cf. A.J. Reck, The New American Philosophers,
.295; see also, PPS, 1-20 and passim).

Mow, Hartshorne's basic podition, in opposition to such
a view, is presented below. Yet note that any critical assessment
of this issue, that is, of Hartshorne's understanding of modern forms
of materialism, cannot be pursued here. While ilartshorne rejects
the understanding of matter as lifeless BB's, most modern materialists
would seem to concur with his position that, alternatively, the
ultimate reals are not simply points in space and time, but some
form of energy in process. If, further, these basic constituents of
reality are conceived as possessing both physical and psychic aspects,
then there is, in this, little difference from Hartshorne's position.
0f course, if this is one of the positions of modern materialists,
it might seem difficult to retain the term "materialism', for indeed
the position seems psychist. Other modern forms ¢f materialism may
retain the view that the ultimate constituents are purely physical,
or perhaps that they are physical from one aspect conly, etc. The
issue here is obviously far toc complex to pursue.

e e, e
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Hartshorne, further, rejects (what he takes to be) "the
Aristotelian view'" of substance which acknowledged the realfty of the
macroscopic objects apparent to human sense perxception but denied
the reality of the alleged microscopic constituents (WP 44 f). lModern
thinking, as Hartshoine notes, is now acknowledging that sense perception
is not our only, nor indeed our pyimary, mode of knowing. There is
another, more basic aspect of knowing: intuition or feeling (cf .
Whitehead's MT; also BH 167, etc.). Modern scilence has shown that
there are minute and active components in what to sense perception
alone appears only as a single substance.. All reality is composed
of minute, cellular activity which is both sentient and creative (to
varying degrees) (CSPMM SO).a Accordingly, Aristotle's primitive
division of nature inte inanimate (having no soul), vegetable, and animal

(besouled)h is no longer plausible. "All life is either unicellular

ANote: Hartshorne does not simply base his philosophy on
modern science. Rather he sees in science illumination and confirmation
of his psychicalism. He argues that his psychicalism (and his relative
determinism) are the only rationally coherent positions. He writes:

"1 should...say that while we must take the theories of physics
seriously, T do mot think they should be considered necessarily
definitive in so fundamental or philosophical a question as [for
example] the structure of time or causality'". Again: '"I cannot
believe that physics goes as deeply into the nature of things as
biology and psychology. It may be more accurate and ‘comprehensive
then they, but at the price of not knowing what sorts of things it
is dealing with, apart from human experiences of the things":
“"Creativity and the Deductive Logic of Causality'", Review of Meta-
physics 27/1, Sept. 1973, 63 and €8). Cf.BH 178. See also his
"Perception and the 'Concrete Abstractness' of Science", Philosophy
and Phenomenological Research 34/4, June, 1974, 456~476, where he
argues that both science and perception are abstractions.
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or multicellular, and a cell is a living individual which, in a certain
measure, determines its own activity in response to stimuli from with-

out....[Aristotle's]) divisions of vegetable and animal have no deep
» .

. T 5
significance at this unicellular level.

Hartshorne, -accordingly, criticisecs the Aristotelian common-

sense view on various counts. Aristotle is wrong, for example, in .

referring to the growth of a planﬁ‘solely as a whole, for rather,
"it is cells which multiply and constantly form and reform themselves':

the "growth of the visible plant is but our collective way of seeing

o

these individual invisible actions". Aristotie is mistaken, further,

?
112

in referring his denial of individual sensitive response both to the

entire visible plant and (tacitly and by omission) to its constituents

as well", Again, it was Aristotle's obvious historical inaccessability

to our twentieth century scientific knowledge which can be seen to

account for his "failure to put the right questions and answer them with

due care". 1In short, according to Hartshorne, Aristotle's metaphysics

(based, as it is, on perception) was a ''bad guess'": he simply ''did
not know that nature consists, or could possibly consist of the

animate [souls] and the inanimate [lifeless bodies], in the absolute

5Charles Hartshorne, "Present Prospects for Metaphysics!
Monist 47, 2, Winter, 1963, 197.

6Charles Hartshorne, '"Present Prospects for Metaphysiés", 198.
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sense which alone is relevant to the controversy concerning mind
as such and matter".7 Aristotle, in effect, knew only what is revealed
through the senses, and he committed a méthodological error in attempting

to use this knowledge as the basis of his theory of reality at large. .

Aristotle did not face, according to Hartshorni' the metaphysical
question regarding whether sense perception is a sufficient and complete
guidg to reality; and since only God has an adequacy of perception to
reveal the true character of the things perceived, here, Aristotle's

was a ''bad metaphysics: men like to play at being God".8

Hartshorne hfﬁﬁaxpressed concern and genuine bafflement over

the way '"one man [Aristotle] could have perverted the entire history

of western thought for 1500 years".9 In this light, he has suggested

_several reasons why the Aristotelian, common—sensiéal, materialistic,

—

dualistic view has persisted over the psychic view (cf.BH 175 ff).

-

The most obvious reason is that common sense has a dualistie bias;

that' is, such that it seems untrue to common sense that inorganic

.

R
P

nature could be sentient. Hartshorne, however, argues that this is

an unjustified abstraction, as various modern philosophers as well

as modern scientific advancements are revealing. %
) H

7Charles Hartshorne, 'Present Prospects for Metaphysics', ! {?

198 and 200. N 5
8 : N =

Charles Hartshorne, "Present Prospects for Metaphysics", 20l. =

9As reported by one of his former students; Process Studies ;

2/3, Fall, 1972, 182. R
e ;%
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Another reason th'the case for psychicalism has been damaggd,

histor;cally, is its "s;perficial similarity to the doctrine of
'idealism' as founded by Berkeley, Kant, and Hegel' (BRTI¥6); that is,
the view that physical ‘things are only <ideas in the minds of high- ‘
grade individuals. Hartshorne's psfchicalism, in distinction, does
admit the reality of physical things, regarding them in fact as
subjects, as real as the subjects for which they are objects. Hartshorne's
position, then, is not idealism (though often .mistaken as s;ch by the
casual reader of his me;aphysics): it is rather a "psychic realism"lO
(as will be discussed shortly). |

| A further reason for the downgraéing of psychicaligm is they
behavioristic nature of“modern physics: 'physics describes the mere
spatio-temporal outline of things, but says nothing aBout the
qualitative stuff B& which these qutlines are‘filled in to constitute
realities® (BH 178). The rejectian of bsychicélism is due, also,
to the overshadowing of Leibniz (who suggested the first clearly
formulated panpsychist théory -~ though with certain flaws) by

Berkeley, whose idealism determined philosophical development for 150

years (BH 179-180). Finally, the attack on idealistic theories by .

loCharles Hartshorne, "Panpsychism", 442,
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Moore and Perry weaskened the case for psychicalism, Yet, dllarto-

\ﬁ.

herve grgues, the case for a valid psychicalism is not hurt by the
devastation cf idcalism; it is hurt, however, when philosophers fail

o distingeisi between it and idealisu (cf, BH 132 £f). This corfussoen

Sﬁ\longfr justified, due to the work of Whitchead and Hartshorne,

[wh
[

especially, anong others,
The fourth suibstance doctrine, Berkeleyan subjectivisw, "the

view that the cnly individuals ate hupan.minds or, at Tee-t, minds

i

not vastly different from the human, with perhaps the cxceptios of o
" ‘ | \
single vastly superior or divine mind" (WP 45), is rejected by Harts-
y b 3 X Y

. N

horne. iis position is that besides minds, there are vhysical recalitics
which are+as real as the subjects for which they are chjects (WU 176-17/).

Idealism boldly .tried to simplify philosophy by propesicg "tc .cduce

>

all pature to the contents of higherfanimal minds plae God", o thé?
according to Hartsherne, ig absurd in that it ignor;s kﬁe fact of
atomism, and ;ﬁe need that objects be given, etc, {ci. WP 45-48 BH

176 £r). M

Hartshorne's psyéhicalism is offered as a‘fifth possible

vipw. It was anticipated, as he notes, by Plato and the Greek ..

"

1 . C ,
. For details, see the texts cited: the issue cannot be
considered further here. -

5
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by Peirce and Whitehead.l2 It was in wﬁithhdud, however, "that the-

-

atbmists; and later developed by Leibniz, Techner, ‘Royce, and finally =

doctring was best énd nost fully expressed. lis writings conStinté,
according to Hartsherne, "thR najor ﬁetaphysica] synthesis of our

day" (WP 55). The synthesis is one of idealism and roélism,fand of
pluralism (unrelaged individuals)' and monisn ﬂundifferenliated being) .
The, latter is gxpressed, in part, by WhiLébead's doctrine of the

"compound individual;. that is, the doctrine. that macroscopic entities

consist of microscopic, subjects: "The human body is a vast nexus or

interlocked colony of relatively low-grade individhals, which, in

varying degrees, arc subject to the control of the human mind" (WP 53).

The various constituent parts feel (prehend, éxperience) each other.

As such, the vé&ious.experiences are "compounded", and the man can
feel (and act) as a unified whole. This doctrine is, according to
Hartshorne, Whitehead's "primary achievement" (WP 55).

~

The long struggle between idealism and realism has, in Harts—-

horne's opinion, '"resulted at last in the discrediting of idealisms

- of the non-panpgychic variety, and in strengthening of positivism at

. . . e 13 .
the expense of materialistic or duallsth realism". Yet, as he argues,
5

“ .

12For details, see WP 48 Lf; "Panpsychisn', 445 ff.

3 T, .
Charles Hartshorne, "The New Pantheism", 1l41.

e » .
IS T . g
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« since pure positivism is unacceptable td theology, psychicalism is’

(3
~

the only present resource (that is, granting that theology is true).

'

A

The theory is, as noted, a synthesis of realism and idealism, or as

Hartshorne argues, it is a realism as the basis of a cogent idealism

(cf.RQ? 83-84). His argument is illustrated by the following four

theses which, while representing realism, idealism and psychicalism,

"are not in conflict with each other, but are rather complementary or

!

mutually supporting"” (RSP 71):

*y

bl

1. An "object", or that of which a particular T~
subject is aware, in no degree depends .upon that
subject.

Principle of ObJectlve Independence.

Common Sénse, Aristotle, Moore, Perry, Whitehead.
2. A "subject", or whatever is aware of anything,
alwdys depends upon the entities of whlch it is
aware, its objects.

Principle of Subjective Dependence.

Common sense, Aristotle, Whitehead.

(1) and (2) constitute ”reallsm

3. Any entity must be (or at least be destlned

to become) object for some subject or, other,
Principle of Universal Objectivity. '"Idealism".
Berkeley, Whitehead.

4. Any concrete entity is a subject, or set of
subjects; hence, any other concrete entity of
which a subject, S1, is aware, is another subject
or subjects (52, or §2, S3, ete.),

Principle of Universal Subjectivity "Panpsychism".
Leibniz, Peirce, Whitehead. (RSP 70).

It is Hartshotne's contention that these four theses, representing

o

realism (1 and 2) and idealism (3) and psychicalism (4), 3gre mot

contradictory. They are all coherently synthesized-in his

psychicalism (as in 'Whitehead's). ‘That 1.and 2 are reconciléd is

S



explained by Hartshorne by the fact that "(1) provides the subject
- with something to know; (2) declares that this knowlfdgo conforms to
> S the known" (RSP 71). Likewise, 1 and 2 are compatible with 3: 1

"states that relation to a particular subject koowving an eatity is

< extrinsic to that entitv...", while 3 "states that relation to subjectivity
. N . t ’ LN

/ in general is not thus extrinsic" (RSP 71). Panpsychism is compatible

~ ] with the otler three: "If what I know is agother subject, it may still

be true that in this knowing I depend upon that other subject, while it

does not depend upon me....Panpsychism may bé Thuz a wholly 'realistic’

doctrine if°realism is defined through (1) and (29" (RSP 73). Harts-

horne concludes:

the idealistic interpretation o6f reality as

essentially relative to or consisting of mivrd, —
experience, awareness, that is, either Berkelevan )
or panpsychic idealism is entirely compatible .
with a realistic view of the independence of

the particular object and the dependence of .
the particular subject, in each subject-object
situation (RSP 73). .

——

. The usual practice, then, of contrasting idealism and realism as though

: tﬁey are ultimate contradictions is "of doubtful convenience" (RSP 73).

1 i . .
« x

Note that Hartshorne's_pangBychism-does not contend that only

minds or souls exist: it is rather an altetnative to the &raditional .

™~ . . * . »
5 dichotomy between there being either a "pluralien of discréte, Junrelated

. . individualities, atoms or monads”, or "a monism of absolute undifferentiated

. - N

.

-,
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substantial being".. Rather than there being either bodics or minds,
. « . ®
or a.dualism of both, Hartshorne's psychicalism contends that the basic

Ay \ . . .
or actual constitucnts of the world are "unit-experiences”, or "experient-

.

occasions" (Vhitehead's "actual entities"). He notes, hewever, that the

-

term, "panpsychism", is senewhat nisleading (and indeed is never used
by Whitehead himself). The tern ic useful, nevertheless, if it is used

with the correct connotatien; namely, as exprecsing not that there are

M ]

various souls as unchanging substances, but that all thinds' are constituted

. e e .
by event-experiences which have-psychic aspects (and to be sure,

: physical aspects as well).ls Yhere are, indeced, not’'two things, mind

.. and matter; but rather, there is a myriad of levels of process from -

S &

I minute‘ﬁqrticles to man (and t¢ God Himself). Each type of "being can,

_further, be described in termws of both physical aspacts (size, shape,

. motion, vibration rate, etc.). ——‘gianting certain qualifications per-

@ . . - —

- haps at the lowest levels -~ and alsoin terms of psychic aspects
(emotion, perception, memory, désire, etc.) (cf: LP_225). Hartshorne
" contends that one cannot s§imply draw the line below which’ these

AN ~ «

ER psychic properties are no longer existent: this would be an unsubstan-

L R e A )

i
E A tiated apd arbitrary action. "There is no such thing as "mere matter“

.

;e

N 14 : o ;
\\ .4 Regk, -"The Philosophy of Charles Hartshorne", 100-101.

\ .. .
AN lsCf'. Charles Hartshorne; "Panpsychism",: 451,

\ . 2 o
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which is devoid of any psychic aspect, or at least that 'this is the case

cannot be proven (cf.LP chi 8). Reality i~ the interaction of event-

experiences wherecin the event-experiences have each other. as data

v
.

(though, note, the past are data for-the present waud fujure, but not vice

e

versa: process is asymmetrical). Thus, "The world may be conceived

as the iucreasing specificetion of the theme 'feeling of feeling'"

-

(rrs 203).
“Both the psychic and physical aspects of the event-experiences,

>

* furthermore, .are discontinucus: there are, Hartshorne suggests,

perhaps up to 10-20 such experiences per second in man, and up to a

16 -

-~

" v
thousand or million times more in the minute atoms (as Royce theorized).

Yet, since there is a cerxtain persistence of traits from one experdence -

to the next, there can'be recognized something like a "charagter" or ’

» N

“essence" in th® sequence of events (as will be discussed shortly).
P

. . -

These stabilities, note, Bre in the events, not vice versa. Certain

. , \
physical and psychic events persist in a man, for example, throughout

$ ' ] . ok
his existence of processive experiences: it is not the case, though,

that there is a "man" as an unchanging substance to whom all these

. .

q&enté*simply happen. )
3

.

- .

Hartshorne's argument, then, is totr an event-pluralism, or
N - I N

!

N .

16

~

Cf. -Charles Hartshorne, ﬁPaﬁés}chism", 448; WP 119-120.
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in oth~r words, for a theory of processive, psychic events as being
the fundamental eonstituents of reality. He argues that these micro-
scopic and/or momentary experiencgs are the ultimate reals, vyhereus,

alternatively, the macrostopic aad/or-enduciug objects (for example,

. 17 . .
apstractions, it is the psychic-events that have both

spatial and tenporal extension, and not, as is usually assumed, the

abstraction Leibnis saw this clearly with respect to the element of

_Jspatial extention: he argued that "in diverse perceived 'places'

.

are not merely parts of one extended thing, but always diverse things,
= L . w 18 .

collectives of which are what are perceived as extended". Whitehead

extended this theory to include temporal as well as spatial considerations

_(Leibniz failing to see this clearly): in different moments of time,

he argued,’ there are not mcrely different states of one thing, but rather

" there are different things., It is only sequences of such things that

~

. 1 L . .
have temporal extention. ? ‘It is a fallacy to consider spatial and

temporal extention as being characteristics of only macroscopic things:

~ o
. .

7Note that event-experiences are not only to be understood as
momentary, but are also either microscopic or macroscopic, depending
on the type of being which is the subject of the experience. . An
event-experience may be at the level vf a minute cellular stricture,
or it .may be that of a man acting cs a unified whcle (as opdosed to
experiences being attributed only to the myriad of cellular constructs

which constitute the . man). - . . .
lsCharles Hartshdrne, "Panpsychism', 450. .
1 ' ‘
gcf. Charles Bartshorne,_"Pangﬁychism"x_450‘ N

A



por

-4

such are abstractions from the psychic eveéts and their interrelation-
ships. A s;néle such event does not, to 5e sure, occupy a space-
volume or a poiht in time; rather, sﬁatial-temporal extention is the
result of the group character, the interaction of psychic events.

"Space is the pattern ofminteraction between individuals, as time is the
pattern of ;cticn or process within t?e,same individual" (though,

note: by “"within a;gingle individual", Haftshbrne'geans within a
sequence of events which consgtitute an individual; cf. BH 175). On

the lowest levels of events, those of mere particles, such that have

no organs of their own, extension is characterized via its relationships
with other particles (cf.BH 195, 197)." This is the only logical ‘

Y

meaning of extention, that is, as one event having relations with othefs,

:temporally and spatially: "two things are in the same neighbourhood

if they 'act upon each other directly” (BH 175). Likewise, temporal

-
extention implies relations of two or more events (the past being

prehended by the present). ‘Hartshorne_has, accordingly, theorized

about the bgsic ways in which these'intefactioﬁs occur, as for example,

in "aggregates", "democracies", and "monarchies'", in "low-grade'" and

"high-grade" socie?ies, etc., as will be discdésed in detail shortly.
This-must end tgis section's account of Hartshorrie's doctrine of

psycpical;sm. ;Tﬁe doctrine, tg Be sure, is noﬂ\:ithout éontentieé,

yet any fuller or critical treatment of it must ;;)the is§de of a wofk

&evote& more explictly to this theme (and there have been several

=3
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20 :
dissertations on this spoecific topic).” For the purposes of this

present dissertstion, we mest procead to divcuss certais tssues which
arise out of the doctrine: has Hartshorne adeqrately showm thaco thece
event-expericnces arce also agents with a curtain self-auronofy and

[1eedom? And indaed, hen he shory that such experfendcs dre the
experiences of subjucts with some meastre of conuinuling identity and
ageney?  These qresticons are discussed 2ithit the context of Hartshoraz's

understanding of man (as the highest form af creuture) as & frec and

morally responsibls agent.

2 3

20See the lists,.for example, in Process Studies 1/4 and 3/4,
Winter, 1971 and 1973, o

i
’
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2. Relative Determinism
While Hartshorne's psychicalism expresses his contention that

ail reéality is sentient, his doctrine of relative determinism {or,

alternatively, relative indeterminism) expresses his contention that all

reality is alsgo frecly creative (versus being detcrmined by external

~ .

or internal causes). The free creacivity of creatures is, he contends,

.

a limited freedom, and it varies according te the level of nmental

sophisticatioen of the being involved. Hartshorne's doctrine of relative

«

determinism is, moreover, opposed both to pure indeterminism and pure

determinism -- at least in his undevrstanding of these doctrines as

implying, respectively: unlimited freedom and no freedom at all.21

The determinist, he contends, is mistaken in halding that events are

-

fully implicit in the antecedent conditions; yét the indeterminist is,
likewise, mistaken in holding that the antecedent conditions do not

cause the new events. Hartshorne wishes to acknowledge the fact

™~

¢

21 . : ‘ -
The indeterminist theory, as Hartshorne sees it, is untenable,

and a-.doctrine which no one could defend; the antecedent conditions of
an event (or effect) cannot be completely irrelevant to that event.
And thus, should the determinist sook(to“strengthen his case by -- as
Hartshorne puts it -~ committing phis‘“&i£fless»effigy to the flames"

(LP 162), this is to aveid the real igsue ,\.for vhat is at stake here is

whether the antecedent conditions are thc nefessary and sufficient
causes of an event; or whether ‘there is hot some aspcct of self-
autonomy in the experiencing subject.

‘

2
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that all eveuts havse causes;

alternatively,
the effuect.

which experiences the ‘new

yCUL,

event

-he insists that the causes

and

the antecedent conditions)

There is alvaws an aspect of

this

predetexwxnud or implicit in the causes,

limits withan vhich the ceffect

the effect to the.last detail (LT l%}—lﬁB

must fall,

can never fully determine

self-creativity in the subject

aspeot ot novelty is not

The causes predetermine the

but do not simply predetermine
ISR

). Herein lies the

3

disefficlYon between Hartshorne's relative determinism and what he

understands to be implied by

given, for example, a liéhted fuse, INT, and a confined space,
will almost surely be an explosion; yet
exact details of the explosion,

will be the only possible oaes

(LP 163).

"absolute"

or "classical" determinism:

there

"it does not follow that the

the behavior of each atom and particle,

s

(inprinciple) under the circumstances"

Determinism in its absolute form, as Hartshorne understaunds

it, is wrong in holding the contrary -position, and thus, as he contends,

the basis of the determinist position is false, for it negates true

becoming and real novelty in events&gz

T

o hold that the antecedegt

\
N

\

221t must be underst

2y T

rejects is, essentially, that form of determinism which he calls

"absolute" or

by knowing himself as ‘cause’::

v

-

V25 . " s
"classical" deternminisn,
standard medieval Lheologlcal view that

aq% vhieh is "embodied in the

¢ knows the world simply -

y

ood here that the determinism which Hartshorne

P
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he cause was the superior entity, or if mot, cause
and effect were '"equal". Effects-were to be ksown
in their causes, as well as in their effecis. And

. so, if’ an event existed to be known it was never-
theless completely defined and ready to be known.
(Or else it existed before it happened.)....Thus the
efféct was held to bé implied by, logically contained
in, though inferior to 1its cause, the cause minus
something, and then what is the point of causal
production?” ("Creativity and che Deductive Logic )
of Causality", 65).

Now, according to. Hartshorne's understanding, this medieval
scheme was taken seriously by Spinoza who "deduced the catastrophic
consequence that the world must be in God, and im him taken merely as
a necessary and eternal cause; .i.e., the world in 211 its details. must

"be ‘as necessary as God' ("Creativity and the Deduct1ve Logic of Causality",

65). Now, I do not propose fo challenge or crxtlcally assess Harts-
horne's understanding of classical determinism, but rather wish only :
to note that it is this form of absolute determinism which he rejects

. as incoherent with, and contradlctory to, his own theory of relatlve

determinism. . . N

An important point to consider'here, however,* is that classical
or absolute determinism seems to be no longer held by most phllosophers,
but that, rather; the more prevalent view is that there is some )
freedom and some necessity in all events. Against classical th theories
and Newtonian physics; Hartshorne agrees with .such authorities as
Peirce, Bergson, Boutroux, Pewey, Montague, Whitehead, Popper, and’
many physicists,ete. that "the genuine causal laws are all approximate
or statistical, not deterministic in,the classical sense" ("Creativity
and the Deductive Loglc of Causallty 63). Accordlngly, the relative
determinism Hartshorrne supports would seem.to be-fairly consistent
with modern phys1cs, and even, perhaps with some modern actounts of
determinism. I do not wish to consider the valldaty of this last
statement, nor to compare and contrast Hartshorné's.position with that
of modern determlnlsts (for this 1s clearly toe, complex an issue)

N

This is, however not to say that Hartsborne s relative,

. determinism’ is no different from modern deterministic theories:. he

Finds fault, for. example, with its expression in Cassirer, Skinner,

and Russell, etc. (cf. especially LP ch 6)./ Hartshorne argues, further-
more, that most modexrn defenses of determlnismAde not address®them-
selves consistently to the issue which distinguishes between determinism
and gelative determinismy' that is, "whether causes or conditions
determine happenings absolut?ly, or whether they merely limit more or
less sharply what can happen (LP 163-164) .. Russell_ for exaﬁfle,

s
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conditions completely determine events, gestroys, 'according to Harts-

horne, the rational coheréncy of the vorld; that is, by making causes

<,

indistinguishable from their effocts, by obliterating lemporal succession

, ¥

(past and presént are one and the same if cause and effcct are

-~
°

indistinguishable) and frecdom (that is, if, causes necessaxily determine

‘ - h
. 3

events): .
S .o
1] - . o - ~ ™ ’ /
in his "Elements“ef-Ethics'", misscs this distinction.and, acgording 'to
Hartshorne, "the-argument proceeds as theuzh one had.tyo absolutes to i

choose between, one of which [pure’ 1ndetcrm1n1€m] no one could defend"
(LR 163, note 2). Hartshorne argues that a reatlve leap™ must be
acknowledged, that- evary riew experience of a ubJect may be"influenced

by its antecedent conditions, and requlreo them, yet it cannot...be o

required or precisely determined by them'; it is this .aspect “of creativity

whlch the determlnlst "overlooks or den}es (LP 164). s
_The issue.here 1s eeremely complex, and whlle\we must. prescind

Jfrom any crltlcal analvqls of Hartshorne's thesis vis—a-tvis histoyical

and modern ver51ons of detcrmlnicm, thete is.to be noted this point: -,

it will be argued later in this chapter and again, from another perspeCL1ve,

in "Chapter* Four'", that KHartshorne's understanding of the limits to

any new, creative experienee is somewhat problematic, for bis, under—'
standing of limits seems to preclude such creativity as defined by acts
which effectively go beyond the confines of . the past's limits, that

is, to modify those limits. Hartshorne's theory m%g, accordingly,s

be closer to determlnlsm than he thinks, ) '

o
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Al ‘ But .then since everything is thus.logically.
contdined in everything else all distinction
of *ground and consequence, of fundamental and 5
‘ ' T non—fuad;mental of universal and particuler,
' of logical relations in general - as Mr. Bradley
. honestly conceded - yvanishes. Nothlng can be
more essential or comprehensive or "eternal'f
N _than anything else in a system in which all
things necessarily entér into the being of all
things....Thus,‘as-Peirce was never weary aof
pointing out, "absdlute determinism applied fo
the entire c¢osnos amounts to sheer nominalism;
-the denial of all difference between general
and individual, as well as between possible ,
e ' . .. and real. LT

) .. :
Hartshorne's rejection ol this totally necessary world of.

3

absolute determinism and the consequent deniaf.of such fundamental

&
>

truths as the succession of time and freedom, is'reinforced by his
>

employment of dipola? loéic.24 This loglc {$§ noted above) contends

that a catcgory has mno coherent dnd suff1c1ent meanlng unless it is

.

~defined and modified'by an actual compafison énd coptragted with its

3 ’ ‘. R - ~

polar opposité category. ‘Acgordingly,'the concept of necessity, which

-

is the basis of detq;minism, is meaningless without some synthesis

v -

w1th its polar opposita category, contingency.° Nece551ty, taken in *

~

itself, is an’ incoherent jdea: there must be an element of contingency

<

N with:respgct to necessity:

. ~

.

s .
o . l

3Charles Hartshorne,‘"Conslngency and the New Era in Meta—

physics",‘Joqrnal of Philosophy -29/16, Aug. 1932, 458. <Cf. "Gausal
Necessities: ' An Alterhative to Hume'', Philosophical Review: 43/4,

" Oct., 1954, ) s :

‘2éSee’above, "‘Chapter_ Two", fSaction Two™. . / :_'

.

2
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Logic rests on the notion of nutually extlusive
alvernatives, P and not-?....This is..:Moiris )
Cohen's Law of, Polarity, the law that categorics
run in contraries so related that neither of
the contrary poles has meaning or application by
itself. 1In every set of chances, there must be
abstract comwrron facrors, thau is, necessitiesg
and there seems no intelligible reaning for
necessity except as a comron factor of a set of
chances (KSP 86). .

Necessity, for Hartshcrne, is in foct ingredient in possibility: it

L4 L]

is that in which a set of possibilities agree. "The necessity is

thus a common or invariant -factor in a set of possibilities”

25

Hartshorne explains:

Necessity, then, implies that fhere are no alternatives or possibilities,

The trouble...is that "there is but one
possibility" seems to mean that thére are no .
possibilities, properly so-called. For 'possible’
connotes 'perhaps, but also perhaps not."
Possibility is alternativeness. To say ''the
possibilities reduce to oae" appeats teo cellanse
the contrast uponmwhich both tkrms g possible

and necessity; depend. There is,‘however, an
interpretation which-avoids this paradox, 1In

any range of possibilities however.defined as

to its limits, there will be common factors

which pervade the range.  To these there will

be indeed, within the range, no possible.alter-
native.

save one. Yet, Hartshorne argues that necessity without its polar

X ;
to Hume," 486.

2

to Hume', 485.

5 : . = ‘ -
tharles Hartshorne, '"'Causal Necessities: An Alternative

.

Charles Hartshorne, "Causal Necessities: An Alternative

R
-
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opposite category, contiingency, is meaniingless. Necessity has meaning
only when it is seen to be a common or invariant factor within a set

- " of contingent poséihilities. He offers the following illustration of
this thesis: .

If, for example,, there is for each man the

possibility of living until he dies by discase,

or until he dies'in some othed manner, but-no

possibility of ljving not subject to "until he

dies byI..," then this common clement of the man's

possibilities is a human neccessity. 1t has no

lternative; but not because eventually dying is

a single, determinate, §Dlely possible kind of

event in his future, but because it is a cormmon

"character of every possible sequence of events

y subsequent to thig present state. The necessity is
thus a common or invariant factor in a sct of
possibilitieg. This is true even of mathemnatical

. . ‘. necessities. '

N

Y

One possibility may be more likely to cccur than others, but -

A
. x

there is nevet the simple fact that this will -- pecessarily --

..
.

occur. For any given situation there is a limited range %f things

which are poséible such that "Nothinyg outside the range is to be .

. 28 . . .
even possible"; this much is necessary; that is, that the

T OYTHE R g e

possibilities_are restricted to certain ldimits. Which possibles

- ‘are actualized,.however, is not predéﬁermingd to the-last detaii,
i >~ . N - ‘
» - 27, . ; " . . ‘
. : Charles Hartshorne, '\Causal Necessities: An Alternative.
. to Hume", 485-486. ’ )

[
,

28 - .
8Charles_ Hartshorne, "Causal Necessities: An Alternative
to Hume', 488. . :
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and to this extent is contingent.

- -

.

Hartshorne's thesis, in sum, is that the doterminists' argument

that there are no real alternatives -- given the antecedent conditions
~ < B
of an event —- as to the nature of the coffect, is eirnly incoherent.,
. 4
And, in contrast to what he understands as the abselute determinist

position, Hartshorne wants to stress the fact that all reality is truly

becoming, freely creative: "to be is to crexte™ (CSPM 1). YHe approvingly

summons Peirce's support for this view, in particular, ?eifce's argument

. . .
that within the vast range of unpredictability of an evenit, the °
P ¥

unknown cayses of events (which are readily admitted by most determinists),
. . v
there lies an infinite range of randomness:

1f the calculus of probabilities has any purchase
upon the question of absolute law it can only,

as Peirce so pertinently said, declare an infinite
improbability a against it; for between any gﬁwun
finite value vhich obqelvatlon might fix as the
.probable maximum of the hypothetically irregularity,
and the zero va which causality taken as absolute
requires, there ‘can be .an infinity .of possible values,
none of which is known to be more 9robab1e than
another, so that the assumption that the value is

_ exactly 2350 represents a probability of oné over

. infinity. : . . . -

?gcharles Hartshorne, "Contingency and the New Era in Meta-
physics", 426. Hartshorne confirms this thesis elsewhere, as-he
writes: "...there is an eternal creative source of qualities such
-that, given any two actualized qualities, there is an 1ne¥haust1ve

~—possibility of intermediaries between them" (''C

Continuity, the Form of
Forms, in Charles Peirce' Monist 39/4%, Oct., 1929, 527, ny italics):

. See also his "Husserl and the Social Structure of lmmediacy", in
Philosophical Essays im Memory of Cdmund Husserl, ed. M. Farber
(Cambrldve. Harvard Uniwversity PAc~,. 1940), 220 "...in addition
to the aspects of the object actually given thefe is always an infinity -
of others v1rtua11y or potentially given, though as virtual these too
are -somehow given" (my emg?asxs)
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This argument is intended to undercut one of the main determinist theses,
that events are fully implicit in their antecedents. Yet, as noted
above, while Hartshorne holds that causal events are, indeed, not

absblutely or exactly predictable, he insists that the freedom of

-

subjects is not without limitations. Pure necessity., pure determined
< .

causality,is an incoherent logic, but so too is mere randomness, mere

*

chance (cf. LP ch 6). Rather, Hartshorne's synthetic position is

one of '"relative determinism"‘%LP 169); that is, that there is always
some freedom, and some necessity: Both freedom and necessity are
required (that is, for ei;her to be meénkngful). Necegsity is that
whereinh a set of possibil&ties agree; their common, invariant factor.
Thus, every event is both cauéed and free;

every event is caused, that is to say, it
issues out of-a restricted or real poten-
tiality; but also, every event occurs by
chance, that is to say, it is more determinate
than its proximate- real potemtiality, and just
to that extent'is unpredictable, undeducibl§0
from its causes and causal law (RSP 88-89).

N

This question arises, however: "can it be held (as Harts-
horne does hold, following Peirce) that there are restrictions upon
each act, but that within the confines of the limitations there is an

infinite range of freedom? This seems contradictory, for.if there are

limits, then how can the range for freedom be said to be infihite?
And if the range is_ infinite, then how can there 'be limits? This
issue is to be considered in the following section of this chapter,
with respect to the limits imposed by a man's past character upon
his present self, and agdin in ''Chapter Four'", 'Section One' and
"Section Six" with respect, respectively, to the analogous issues
concerning the limits imposed by Gbd and by the past world upon
man's free creativity.

¢ e
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Having now reconstructed (uncritically) the basic outlines
of Hartshorne's theories of psychicalism and relative dcterminism
as the bases, respectively, of his understanding of creatures as
being beth senticnt and free (within Jimies and varying according
to the degree of mental sophistication), the following secction, will

= ’ EY
completé this background examination by considering Hartshorne's

understanding of man (the highest form of creature) as a continuing

béing with frcé and responsible agency.

s
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3. _Man as Free and Morally Responsible

Hartshorne's argument, as I have (unbritically) reconstructed

it, (it is not systemalicallyv presented by hiw) . is, first, to establis

the doctrine of poychucalism (that all reality is sentient), and then

to argue that sentient reality is frec (versus determinced). He "has

argued against dualism and materialism in trying to establish the
> .

. . ST =, c s
former thusis, and against determiuism and indéterminism to help

establish the latter. Now, without further comment on, or criticism

. of, these two theses, I shall proceed to discuss the issve which next
. %

arises (granting the pfeceding two™ theses); namely, that of establishing

v

the continuing identity and free agency of the minute event-experiences
as a whole, or rather, with respéct to the whole of which they are

parts. 'The issue is to assess Hartshorne's argument for creaturely

‘freedom and agency (especially mim's) as opposed to agency being

-

attributed only to the minute constituents of creatures. This question

.

has long been a point of contention to interpreters and critics of

@

. .

tre process understanding of creaturely freedom: is it man who has

. . 2
free agency or only liis constituent-parts? .Weiss and Sherburne for

" example, have argued that URitehead's metaphysics implies that the only

. ‘ .
agéency (and hence, moral responsibility) is in the actual occasions,

h

-~

.
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and not in man as a whole.B% As such, they contend, Whitehead's
understanding of man is problematic. Sherburne takes literally
Whiteheadjs phrase that "actual ?ntities are the only reasons"

(PR 29), implying, that is, that they are the only agents. It is

not the man as a whole, it is not the nexus (a macroscopic society of
actual entities) which is agent, but rather, agency is confined to the

. . 32
split-second event-experiences themselves.

a

31Cf. P. Weiss, "The Past: Its Nature and Reality", Review

of Metaphysics 5/4, June, 1952, 507-522; D.W. Sherburne, "Responsibility,
Punishment, and Whitehead's Theory of the Self", in G.L. Kline, ed.
Alfred North Whitehead: Essays on His Philosophy (Englewood Cliffs:
Prentice-Hall, 1963), 179-188.

3

.

2This same criticism is reiterated, most recently, by Professor
A. Shalom (of the Department of Philosophy, McMaster University), with
specific reference to Hartshorme. DRQr. Shalom argues, in his unpublisRed
essay, ''Professor Hartshorne and the Problem of Personal Identity",

that Hartshorne has not shown how the totality of sub-decisions of

the constituents parts of a man can be anything more than a cluster

of psychically animated event cells. Hartshd¥ne has not shown that such -
a myriad of sub-decisions can legitimately give rise to his thesis

that there is a unified "man" who is the agent: "It is only by a

leap of science fiction that clusters of psychically animated event-
cells can be transformed into Peter's awareness —- either of the world
or of himself'". And, according to Shalom, it is Hartshorne's position
that "the 'identity' of a 'person' is no more than the identity

of a particular series of event cells". This may be true, in a manner

*

‘of speaking, but the ekact meaning of Hartshorne's thesis has not,

it seems to me; been fully appreciated, as will be shown.

..
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In reply to the above sort of criticism, it must be shown that,

for Hartshorne, it is not the case that man is ''no more than the
identity of a partfcular series of event—cells" (see note 32): man

is this, granted, but he is also more than this, since, according to

»

Hartshorne, '"man" is a "monarchical society" of event-experiences in

which there is a dominant aspect which gives unity and direction to

the individual constituents. In this way, the action of the whole

man is more than' the sum total of his constituents, for there is also
more ‘

the activity of the ruling and unifying members tb be considered

(cf. LP.ch 7). Granted, these dominant members are part - of the body

‘

and thus the total decision is, in this ‘sense, the sum total of

the bodily constituents; yet, it is important to note that there is

this ruling mind or socul which gives unity and direction to the other
bodily constituents, and as such, man (as a whole) acts with a single
purpose, and the momentary decisions of the individual parts must

conform to this purpose and direction. The ruling members are,

Hartshorne argues, like the monarch who exercises his authority

.

over his subjects. He makes the analogy, here, that God is the mondrch,

the mind, the ruler, of the world, the latter being His bodily

constituents. He is not just the world, but more tham the world

L

7\
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in this sense (as will be discussed In more detail shortly).
Before discussing tnis issué further, we must note the follouing

" -

important point. There would seem to be three specific arcas where
»N

the question of creaturely agency and frecdom (man's agency, specifically)
. *is at issue in Hartshorne's metaphysics. First, NQ;EEyt estabiish
that "x&ui\hag agency, as opposed to agency being attributed to oply
—

the event-experiences which, in total, constitute the whole man.
<

And indeed,; further, he must establish that wan, as such, is morally
responsible for his actions. Secoud, man's free agency must be

. . ~ ‘ . ]
established vis-a-vis 'the causal influence qf the external world, of .
the past causal nexus, which "bears down upon" each presently-experiencing

. . ) Lo N
subject. Third, man's free agency must be established vis-a-vis the

causal influence of God's agercy in the world.

A

The first issue is, then, this: 1is agency applicable to-man

as a whole, or is it restricted to the constituent parts of this man?
Hartshorne's answer to this question has already been noted; that is,

via the suggestion that man is more than th mere coitstituents which
) /

I

-

: - =~ -

33Note, to be sure, that Hartshorne does not consider the-.mind
or soul of man o be the equivalent of the old substance doctrine such
that it ks understood to be a fix&d, uachanging essence. It is rather
a genetically identical _and persisteat purt of man's being, as will
be discussed 'in detail in the pages to follow.
34Of the three issues, the f£irst is discussed in this chapter,
while the others are discussed in the following chapter (though
brief:reference is made to the secotd issue in this chapter).

~a
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We must elaborate further on this point.

.

. Hartshorne locates wman awong the "high-grade' socicyies of

.

¢
k) v 3 r . ‘. .
beings, as distinguiched from "low-grade' societies, constituted
L 4

by sub~human forms of 1life. He argues, as noted above, that all

" reality is both physical and psychic. This thesis constitutes
[
N .
a virtual synthesis of the extreme positions: materialisw, which
. N .

regards "matter in motion' as the badlic ré®lity, with mind a special
<

.
3

event; idealism, which makes mind the basic principle and matter the

‘

special case; determinism, which regards law or causal order as

universal, with freedom the special case where the laws govg€n motives -

and acts of will; and libéftariadism, which makes freedom the rule,

.

and law the gpecial case where freedom is not as predominant (cf.

RSP 31). The syntnésis of these doctrines, that is, of what is positive

*

in all of them, gives rise to what Hartshorne terms the conception

of the "social" (RSP 31). ﬁoth law and freedom, matter and mind, are
M &

~

"inextricably blended" (RSP 31). Each society (that is, each group
\

of entities which forms a certain sequence -~ lineal or temporal --

v

and which, countemporaneously, forms a loose relationship within the

3 .

- £ -
group) has its laws and customs, yet the individual constituents of

the sodiety have a certain freedom, limited within the bounds of the

society (as will be discussed in foliowiﬁé pages). Ia low-grade

-

societies, the freedom of the individual members is slight and the

. .
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lament oOf law predominates to such an extentwthat ainy freedcm seemsz

(b

Lo ve lacking -- though *“here is, Harishorne insists, always minima’
freedon., Conversely, in hicher-grade soccieties, the element of

.
.

&
freedom predominates over law., DBeitween tnese two extremes o mininmal

freedom and minimal order there are. contained all beings, at almos:c

-~
nfinitely variogs levels. There are, let us nore, n¢ beings whicn

)

[N

~ 2

occupy either of the extreme positions, for this would imply an

incoherence, since pure law or pure freedah cennot exist as such (for

there would theén be no contrast, and hence they would be meaningless;

«

50
kd .
see above, Hartshorne's reference to and usé of Cohen's Law of Polarity).
-
Hartshorne defends this social thewry by arguing that his
N "social category rits all actusl or conceivable racts of observatiocn
Ay N .

‘\ while non-social conceptions are at best required by nc conceivable

observations and contradicted by some" (RSP 32-33). He argues,
further, {as noted above) ‘that ir order to know something absut

*
sub-human beings, we must conceive these as Q&alogous 1o human belngs:
- ~ . y -

. The human specious. present is the only epoch we
’ directly experijence with any vividness, just as the
spatial spread of a human experience is the only
. atomic unit. In perceiving the non-human world
. " we are always apprehending cpllectives, both spatlial
and temporgl. To form even a vague conception of
.the singulars composing these collectives olr only
resource 1s to generalize analogically the3§pochal
and atomic character of human experiences.

\ »*

’ 3SCharles Hartshorne, "Panpsychism",  450.

B
. .
.9 -
v
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This is’ an expression of Hartshorne's (and Whitchead's) “reformed
<

f .

subjectivist" principle. It is a "vategory stretching' which conceoives
of all levels of being as analogous to humen experience. Hartshorne

-points cut that movern developmonts in scierce and psvchology are

ditcovering that there are minute constitutents of macroscopic objects
which hove not only some degree of sentience, but also a certain
[ ]

fréedom. llere perception is no,longer to be takeh as the absolute
- AN
N R B
guide to the natuve of reality. Indeed, "The uncertainty principle
M i N

and the impossibility or conéeiving (not nerely, as some say, of
vegifying) ény but statistical upiformities in microphysics are now
commonplace" (RSP 33). All reality is, to some deé%eé, social,
‘respbnsive and relativeiy freg\iﬁ its agency. That sub-human life is
. not social simply cannot be proven; that it is social is implied by

modern sciences, and supplemented by the psychicalidm and relativd’

determinism which Hartshorne espouses. For example, the fact that man

—

and the higher animals have nervous systems which are necessary for
the subject to feel (preherd,Yexperience) does not mean that lower

levels of things need, necessarily, have nervous systems. As Harts~

horne puts it: "Lack of primitive organ does not spell lack of

- .

function, but primitive form of funcrion' (PPS 244). Again: “Animals

[3

” t .
with no stomach E%vertheless digest food, animals wich %o lungs can

.

use oxygen....(and) as animals without mascles can nevertheless move,

so thqie without nerwes may feel, and may move in accordance with those .

.

SR S

{hA
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feelings" (RSP 34). The ﬁeeling, Eq be- surc, is a feeling appropriate
to khe entity involved: man feels as only man can, a dog as a dog,‘
and perhaps an amoeba as an amoéba.

. »

Hartshorne i]luménates his thegis that a]l. life has sone.
sentience and creativity (to vacying degrees) by distinguiihing gho
various (macroscopic) types of beings. There are three maia types
of societies, all of which are compoqed of myciads of event-cxperiences,
of minute cells: aggregates, democracies and monarchies (cf. RSP
ch'l).36 "Aggregates' are societits whosc constituent parts do not
seem to act as a Lhole. The parts ﬁay havé feelings, but such feelings
are not felt by the sibject as a whole. There is no dominant part, and
no overall féeling. Aggregates are, then,~nonsoeiallus a whole,
while théir parts are social, comprising ''minute elemgnts‘of fréecdon'
(RSP 33: an example of an aggregate Qould be a ﬁiie of sand)

~

On a higher level are "democracies', societies whose constituent

+

parts have 'more functional unity than the whole" itself (RSP 35).
Each part is influenced by the other parts, yet there is no -part
which is predominanﬁ. (A tree is one example of such a democraéy)u

On the highest level are "monarchies', societies whose

«

3gee also, LP 200.. Hartshorne often omits the first '
(aggregates) in his discussion of. the types of societies, though ’
such are implied in this view (which, as Hartshorne acknowledges,
was first used by Leibniz). -

- .
Q b
P

W
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+* ' constituent parts are ruled by a-dominant part. Animals and men are
examples. The cells are subordinate to the whole subject which

3 R . -

; acts as gsunit - iﬁ.fedls, desires, thinks }n@ has purpose ?s a whole.
(K. RSP 35):« VA man's mind is king over his cells"-(RSP 35). ‘This

PEERN

eipresses_ﬂaftshorhe‘s doctrine (after‘Whitehead) of the "compound
’individual”; that is,—~of individual cells éonsﬁitutiné greater.whoies

v

~. which unify the cells. He distinguishes, however, between "compound"

*

and “"composite! societies: the former is ruled by a dominant unit,

* »whereas the lattey is not. As such the latter is nonpersenal, while
w ° the former may be said to be a "personal" unit'(cﬁ._WP,57). ‘The
PR SN -
rfling mind of a monarchical society i§ referred.to, ‘variously, as

A .

the "riuling member"”, 'king", "master-mind", as the “human personality",

afid as tﬁq Yruling powér"_(cf. RSPnch 1). The mind has "universal

sway" over the other cells of the'ﬁogy, and, indeed, sthe entire body
. . " > - * ) . . - . .
Macts with a’ functional unity comparable or superior to, that of the’

'

N . - ) - l, 0‘
.. various members" (RSP 38). .Thus, a "unity of action can be impgsed

t

upon a society by’a dominant member" (RSP 38). This predomi Int

-
. ~
3

member not only~giveé uniﬁytzo thé ‘body, .but ihplieg_that there is

« ) -

% -
? .

in this égency’aﬁ'actioﬁ which is more than thé mere’ total of the

.

2

bodily pértsz As‘Hartshorng;puts‘tHis: "the Human mind is .
. incomparably more ;owérful than any one of the individuals composing

]

N

- its'bdﬁy, so that the mind has a dirgcti&g, 'formihg'_powe;Anot
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otherwise found in the bodily systeﬁ" (MVG'l?S).37
Further, Hartshoxne seeks to erengthen his cezse by arguing

that without this ru11ng—un1fy1ng mind, the body would disselve: .

»t

in chaos and cross—purpescs. And, analogOJv- , since the undiverse

itself is composed of myriads of societies —-- which are either _

1

monarchical in themselves (in the case of man) or are democratic or
b )
. mere aggregates —— it requires the unifying and directing presence

. of a world-mind: this function is sé;}ed by God, and is e/pentlal

- ~ i

for the very survival oﬁ,tne unzﬁéroc. .o - - -

~

Nothing would guarantoe the continuance of the
society from moment to moment cave the infinice
good luek that' they all happened to use theirx
‘_freedc@rqn.ways servicable to the scciety. Each

would” have’ to be quite uncertain that its own «
efforts- to serve the society would not be in~ -

' deflnitely nullified by -the directions taken by
the actions of others (RSP 39). .-

Thus, if the universe as a whole had no dominant member N
" to set limits to-the chaotic possibilities

ofs individual freedom, it seems there would

be no reason why the scheme of things would
not dissolve in a chaos of unmitigated con-
. flict, that is 'to say, in the "cessation of all
. feeling and activity through the irresistable
force of unbearable frustration (RSP 39) .

e
37Cf 1P 199 ££; 224: _"A human expérience is a unitary

- individual event, not aﬂme:e'mosalc of events on the electronic
le &, Lo . -
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. He concludes: the universe as a whole "must be a monarchical society,

if it a society at éll" (RSP 39). As .monarch, God ensﬁres that
“there is enough involuntary or unconscious cooperation to make
volugtary forms of cooperation possibde without intolegable rigks"
(RSP 40). God's fdnction isg, in part, to provide a comserving and-
coordinagfng influence to ensure that there are possibilities éiways

for free acts for creatures. Only under God®s monarchy can thg local

freedom of the creatures, constituent of His body, function: "Democrat-
. P i . -

?c_goqperation is possible p?ly~wi§hin an all—inclusive‘monar;ﬁy"
fﬁSE 39): The extent of this‘fregdom ngzézgig God as world-Mind
is. the question, howeyer, that must bé asked, and is'éhe'gegegal.
issue of “"Chapter Four", to follow. For the.presént, we must continue

to examine Hartshorme's understanding. of man as agent and as freely

»

creativei his understanding hinges upon his conception of man as a

continuing, personal being, while yet not a subject in the traditonal

- . -

sense.

) Hartshorne, -in fact, raises varjqus objections to the
S . o
traditional substance doctrines of the sglf, against the view that

e
- -

there is in man a certain essence or character which remains unchanged

~ <

k] - P
as man proceeds through his existence. Such a doctrine is incoherent,
he argues, since it implies that various predicates (attributes, °

experiences) can be variously applied to the same unchanging essence:

>
-

a man, for example, cannot remain self-identical in his present state

N - » . - R *
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togéther with his-past states as a Chlld.

are incompatible when applied to the same supposedly unchanging subject:

113

“The two belong in the same ordered sequence; but they are not one

identical concrete reality" (CSPM 180);

predicates" (CSPM 196). Rather, with each experience, the sélf becomes

.

a new self which accommodates the successive new experiences: " '"'life

c

is cumulative, and hence asymmetrical in its relatedness. Thus the

self as numerlcally the same is an abstraction, the latest self as

v

new is the total concrete reality containlng the former" (CSPM 184)

4

Perhaps one of 'the best accounts of Hartshorne's (and White-

I

head's) criticism of ;gg traditional substance doctrine of the self

has been offered,

!

rgcent}(é by Kirkpatrick (who, incidentally, is one

of. the foremost critics of Whitehead's and Hartshorne's alternative

position regarding the self). The problem with the substance view,

he contends, that behind every change an entity undergoes there is

some uynchanging essence, is this:

it

%

-

"solves" the reconciliation between change and

permanence at the price of an incoherence, in this
case dualism. The substance does not change‘'while
its attribptres do. But this entails that the sub-
stance and its -attributes are two different
realities,* which in turn requires us to explain
their relation to each other. We do not solve the .

- problem of reconeiling permanence’ and change; we

" merely recast it in:oldiﬁferenp terms: substance

and attributés. But we still need to explain their

The two predicates (experiences)

"no subject can have contradictory

Py
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relation to each other. And that proves as impossib%g
as explaining ‘the relation of change and permanence.
. v

Thé sugstance doctrine has difficulties in explaining how a being s
!is both "being" (that i;, determinate complete) and "becoming"
(Ehanging). "The incoherence of the substance view resides in its
insistencehthat a being can still beche;‘that a substance which does
not change...can be somehow involved in its own further becoming".39
The Whiteheadian-Hartshornian view, aiternatively, i§ not to argue
thlat beings caﬂ become further (once they have become beings), but that
the becoming takes place within thé being as it becomes that being.'
This explains how a being can change ;nd yet remain the self-same
being; that is, becausé 6qce beings.have become, they no longer

become. The only change is in the ptrocess of theif becoming beings:
once they have achiéved this being, they exist oniy as data for

others; that is, withsut having further éonscious, sentient, suéjective
experience (further discussion of tﬁis theo%y is resumed in the-
following chapter, "Section Eiéhﬂ?- - “
Hartshorne's alternative view to the subétance doctrine of the

self is an "event-pluralism" (cf. CSPM ch 9); that is, as-noted above,

[

,38F.G. Kirkpatrick, "Subjective Becoming: An Unwarranted

Abstraction?', Process Studies 3/1, Spring, 1873, 15-16.
39F.G. Kirkpatrick, '"Subjective Becoming: An Unwarranted
Abstraction?", 16. '

= /
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the theory that man is a monarchical society, composed of a multitude
of éellula} constituents which are constantly svcceeded by.other,newex
constituents about 10-20 times every second (WP 119-120). He {inds
support for this view in Buddhism and in ccrtai%‘comparatively recent

e

western thinkers: Leibniz, Peirce, and Whitehead. He explains personal
/idéntity as follows: "1 certain gxents, forming an apparently

unbr‘kEn chain or sequence through time, exhibit some notably persistent
characters, we speak of ;hc chain as tﬁe history of scme thing orx
person, otherwise not" (wp 135).‘ Hartshorne points out that he is

not denying the reality of enduring individual entities by denying

the substance tﬂeory,rbut that he is rejecting the traditional

- l M 0] ‘\- Q
substance doctrine that identity (being) is mdre real than change

(becoming):. . "The process view is tlat the identiéy is somewhat
abstract, and that this abstract reality, like all abstractions, must
be defined thropgh the more cohc;ete, momentary actualities ana their
qualit?es and ;éiations".40 Hér tshorne argues that the fixed character
of a man is an abséraction,‘fgr_the only reality is the concrete event
of, the moment.. Man is a pexsonal order of such events, with lineal
links, and ; certain Qfsic unity, controlled as he is by a central
organizing and guiding mind. The "character" or "essence" refers to

-

i

4 .
OCharles Hartshorne, "Ceity as Inclusive Transcendence',

156.

“
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the "relatively permanent' abstraction councretized by the sequential

selves' momentary experiences: ' '

What is an individual, a pérson? A person involves

a character, a complex of personality traits (in-
cluding bodily traits) which are embodied in success-
ive acts or experiences. These acts '"express' the
character, but are not identical with ox included

in it....The function of terms like '"character”

is to point to a contrast between. the at least

L relatively permanent and the variable 4n the man
(RSP 197-198).

i
Hartshorne argues that a man, as a personal, lineal sequence, hag
a certain "genetic identity', and that this sort of identity is less

. . . . 41 , . .
strict than shekr logical sameness. He defines genetic identity

as involving: ''(1) some 'defining characteristic' reappearing in each
¢

»

- member of a sequence or family of occasions; (2) direct inheritance by
appreci?bly.pos;tive preheésiogs of this character frqm previous
members". Further, Hartshorne distinguishes between linear,
"personally ordered éocieties", and non-linear societies, examples
of which are a man's stream of consciousness and a tree,\Eespectively.
Man is an example, however, of a non—%}neﬁr seciety which~is ’

/

accompanied by a linear society of "presiding occasions', the mind or

soul. On this basis, then, Hartshorne defines “personal identity"

a

41Charles Hartshorne, "Pérsonal Identity from A to 2", Process
Studies 2/3; Fall, 1972, 211, Cf. "Strict and Genetic Ldentity",
in H.M. Kallen, et al, eds.,Structure, Method, and Meaning: Essays

fn .Honor of Henry M. Sheffer (N.Y.: Liberal Arts Press, 1951), 242-254.

42Charles Hartshorne, "Personal Identity from A to Z'", 211.
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as "the persistence of certain defirning characteristics in a very

complex bodi}y socicty endowed with a preemineat linear_g@iQQST\\

or 'snul'".A? He suggests, furthera that the "character" of a personal
sequence is maintained as long as some of the continuing contingent
experi#ncos of the subject resemble former one;_(cf. RSP 205-206).
In‘}eferring Lo*tﬁe "defininglcharacteristics" or "perconality
traits" of the processive man, Hartshorne iﬁcindes among such traits
the "tendeﬁcy to remember some of the eairllier purtions qf?;he series
of experiences called 'mi;e', and other types of relationships binding
the various exﬁer£§§§cs'into a §ingle sequence” (RSP 206). He argues)
that the present subject has previous (past) entities as its data.
The past entities are intuited by the present subject via‘memory_and'
perception, both of which Hartshorne describes as forms of menory,
personal angd impersonal~respéctively.

‘- Some process philosophers, notably Cobb, have developed the

view that it is memory alone which atcounts for the continuing personal

identity of a man,4§ or to be more precise, that personal identity is

s

43f:harles Hartshorne, "Perscnal Identity from A to Z", 212.

44Cf". Charles Hartshorne, "Mind as Memory and Creative Love",
in J.M. Scher, ed., Theories of the Mind (N.Y.: The Free Press of
Glencoe, 1962), 440-463. The doctrine is discussed’in detail in the
following chapter. - . ’ )

4?J.B. Cobb, .Jr., A Christian Natural Theology (Philadelphia:
Westminster Press, 1965), 47-91. - : ) -

»
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- establishing personal identity siJ;e such would imply a repetition
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.

established via our memories in direct, immediate, unmediated hybrid
prehensions of earlier occasions ("hybrid" pr;%ensions are prchensions
of the "mental"™ poles of the earlier experiences rather than their
"physical" poles, implying that the prehension is most direct and
unmediated). He argues: 'personal identity obtains whenever therc is
a serially ordered society of primarily mental occasions (a soul)
» Q 03 ] I3 > : '
in which each occasion actually or potentially prehends unmediatedly

Lo w 46 N . .
the mental polcs of -all its predecessors’. . Cobb, let us note, rejects

the notion (employed by Hartsherne) of a "commen character! as o

of the past patterns, and hence, a virtual determinism, whereas '"the
decisive feature of life is novelty and not .the repetition of past .
. Y .

4 L P
patterns'. 7 He suggesfs that the transition of a common character

would, <in fact, restrict the freedom of each new experience.

Ve Fenteat awrd

* o

Cobb's position, however (for various reasons) seems to | .

LIS I

be not completely satisfactory'and, in any event, Hartshorne does not

agree that pexsonal identity is to be based solely on memory —— in- . -

, : ; . 4 .
spite of the common understandimng that he does. 8 There are, aceording

v ’
b - a

Ly .
U ade by

-
~ -

i

Y

_'yet the fact that he wishes to acknowledge that there are other
- €lements invplved in personal continuity must be.stressed. He expressed

46 ) v

J.B. Cobb,.Jr., A Christian Natural Theology, 79. ' . - -
47J.B. Cobb, Jr., A Christian-Natural Theology, 74.. ] -
8Hartshgrne, to be sure, often stfesses thé role of memory - -

as the main element in personal continuity (cf., for example, LP 219; :
"Causal Necessities: An Alternative to Hume', 490 ff, 494; ete.), '

this view clearly to me in private conversations in 1975, though, it
must be granted that it is not a ¥iew that he has ctated as explicitly
in his writings as we -could wish. See his recent article, "Personal
Identity from A to Z", 212, . L T

»
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to Hartshorne, rather, various elements By which personal identity is

establisheé, the ynmediated memories of the soul being only one such N

element. We may appeal, for example, to bodily characteristics .

_and skills, to mannerisms and dispositions and intentions, all of which

. \
L s 4
indicate a persisting, common character. 9 He argues: ''Contemporary -

analysts are, I think, right in holding that theppersistence of the

person includes that of the body; and I add, the mental persistence
n 20

'is in some ways a more limited and partial one". The body's nervous

system, its chemis;ry} its -gene structure, is essential}y stable, and
it is unique in each person. Each body has a mass of memories, further,
unique to the particular person. The bogy; then, is an important
element in the understanding of the contindiﬂg person and his agency:

the mind does not act simply in a vacuum, nor are we to think that

.

its memories are the sole indication of its continuing identity.

In response, further, to Cobb's argument that the persistence

of a common character would imply a dEterminiém-of the new experience,

4QSee J. Bennett's working out of this: "Whitehead and
Personal Identity', The Thomist 37/3, July, 1973, 510-521; "Process
or Agent: ~ A Response', in D.R. Griffin, ed., Philosophy of Religion
and 'Theology: 1972 (Amexyican Academy of Religion papers), 146-159;

"A Whiteheadian Theory of the Agent Self", Philosophy Today 17/4%,
Winter, 1973, 337-342°

50

.
-

Charles Hartshorn®, "Personal Identity from A to 2", 212. ~N
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Hartshorne's position is'that while the common characteristics set

limi ew ‘experiences, they do not and cannot simply prescribe

~

these\new experiences. Indeed, we are able to change this common
charactey -~ if ever so slightly -- by means of our new acts and
experierces. That, however, Hartshorne has shown how this can be
conceived coherently is an issue to be discussed in detail later.
A most interesting and important criticism of Hartshorne's
. i . .51
theory of the self has been raised recently by F.G. Kirkpatrick),

whose argument against Whitehead's theory may be taken, dmplicitly,

to apply equélly to Hartshorne's. He argues that Whitehead has not

M

:Sle. F.G. Kirkpatrick, "Subjective Becoming: An Unwarrahted
Abstraction?"; and also his "Process or Agent: Models for Self s#nd
God", Thought 18/188, Spring, 1973, 33-60. Other criticisms hive
been raised, some of which may, briefly, be considered here. One
question, for example, asks: how can we hold that our experiences
are momentary (up to 10-20 per second) when we experience not this
discontinuity but rather an unbroken continuity of personal existence?
Now, while Hartshorne readily admits that this is one of the most
subtle and important of the considerations which his view must face
(CSPM 198 £; cf. P.A. Bertocci, "Hartshorne on Personal Identity: .

A Personalistic Critique', Process Studies 2/3, Fall, 1972, 216-221,
where this criticism 4s raised),, his response is to argue that our
experience of the .¢continuity of process 1s an act of perception, and

that perception, as such, is not to be taken as tha sole and sufficient
guide to the nature of reality. The experience of perception, he argues,

is merely vague as to any discreteness which may
be there. This vagueness 1s misread as a )
revelatfon of actual continuity. Experience is

at most quasi-continuous, or pseudo-contimious. .

To say more implies a fundamental error in theory
of perception, of what it could possibly accomplish
(CSPM 194).

(L3
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adequately shown that there is a subject which "acts', since according
r

to Whitelirad's theory of concrescence (becoming), the subject as such

.
o *

Hartshorne contends that neither continuity mor definite discreteness
is given direectly ro our perception, in fact. Yet, a third possibpilaity
exists: '"a real discretencs® is vaguely or opproximately given"
{(CSPM 195). Events occurring’every 1/102th-1/20th of a second secm
continuous to sense pérception, vet this simply is not the whole
truth of the matter, nor can it be proven. \
Hartshorne offers a further consideration to help sybstantiate
this thesis. G.H. von Wright is swrmoned: “a thiag cannot have
contradictory predicates at onc and:the same tame; but, if change is
continuous, no time can be found, unless an absolute instant, -in which
process is not both p and not-p, for some predicate" ("Personal Identicy
from A to 2", 209). 1TIh this regard, Hartshorne follows Whitehead in -
extending Leibniz's argument (that “spatial extendedness requires a
plurality of unitary entities, one here, another there'" ("Personal
Identity from A to 2'", 209-210)) to include temporal as well as spatial
considerations: "Temporal extendedness also requires such* units, one
now, amother then. But in a continuum there are no definite units, .
only indefinite divisibility. Continuxty is a matter of possibiliry,
of ideality, not of actuality" ("Personal Identity from 4 to 2", 210;
cf, CSPM ch 9; WP ch 4). ’ .

Another criticism of Hartshoérne's view is‘baé?d on the old
Hindu argument which asks: '"how could ‘I' remember 'myself' doing
such and such in the past if the self remembering and the self remem~
bered were not the same? One remembers 'oneself'; not another self,
as doing, feeling, thinking, perceiving, such and such" (CSPM 182).
HarCSﬁbyne.counters that this argument begs the'g;estion at issue,
for the process view does not deny that a persenZl sequence of past
experiences of one subject is distinct from those of another. Further,

. he denies that a personal sequence's past experiences are not connected

to the remembering present experiences of the same subject. Memory
cannot be explained by the substance account of the self which concelves

_the past and present subjects as identical: would not, in this case,

the past self be able to foresee the present one? And, how can one
escape the negation of time'sequence? (cf. .CSPM 182 f; WP 181-182).
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does not exist until it has become. Thus, some agency ‘otier than

the subject itself is’respénsjb]e for the bccbming of the subject!
"The gubjective al;, given by God, and the data of Lhe‘causal nexus .
conc;esce to form a new unique experience, a new subject; vyet, the
subject itself'would segm to have no part in this concreéceﬁce since
it sdimply does not exist until the process of subjective becoming'ié

\\ complete. As such, the subject itself is not an agent, and accordingly,

N\ “there can be no application of the concept of freedom to it (since,

D
yd

\tﬁgt is, it is determined by these other things). Kirkpatrick afgues,
£ 2
N .
further, that not only does the subject not operate as its own self--

determining agent, but that it cannot act as agent with respect to

-~ T ”

other beings: "The self cannot relate to others until it is dead,

. . S e, s 52 . . ) .
and it cannot act on others until it is dead. Without a subject

e

as agent in its own becoming and in its influence on other subjects,
Whitehead's-system can account only for there belng novelty and agency
{as such), but without there being an agent" the most we cdn say on

this model of process..is- that there is novelty and modification

[of.the initial aim]‘bdt‘any further attempt to locate that which

53.

modifies lands us back in the substance model'. He concludes:

3 >2 EF.G. hlrkpatrlck "Process.of.Agent: Modelsfof Self and N
God ", [’2 : ) . B . ) b c
F G. Lirkpatrlck, "rroc~ss or Age1£7 Models for Self ;and ’
God", 47. - . '
-2

«
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in Whitehead's metaphysics, there is no "logical difference betwein

an arbitrary cominy together ¢f feelings, a spontaneous ‘happening’,

- . ;e s 54
of novelty, and a free, considered decisicns among alternatives".

\\Kjrkpatriék's argument uncovers two basic problem—areas of the
process view: the theory of concrescence and the questiog of immq;talfty.-
It may be immediately admitted ghat these issues are unclear in
Whitehead's (and Harts%o}ne's) writings, and as‘such have beén the basis °

of much recent debate. While these issugs are discussed more fully B

-

in the chapters to follow, certain considerations, which respond ‘

directly to Kirkpatrick's criticism, may be noted here.
- I [

The Whiteheadian concept of concrescence is no easy theory !

x

o comprehend fully, and consequently,'there has been much debate

concerning the interpretation of its central thesis that a subject

becomes non-temporally, but that at the same time, it has aspects of

temporality in that it muﬁgjﬁodify its‘initial aim into a new experience

~—
~3

(subject). A dilemma arises here, for if there is temporal succession

.

within the phases of a subject's becoming, then it can be,argued that

each new phase is determined by the succeeding ones; altgxnatively,. N

e o

if there is no temporal succession, then the subject does nothing
<4 .

-

. .
-~

5 - e

v SAF.Ga Kirkpatrick, "Process or Agent: Models for Self and )
God", 47. For a cogent reply to Kirkpatrick's thesis see :L.S. Ford,
"Kirkpatrick on Subjective Becoming'. Procéss Studies 4/1, Spring,
1974, 37-41. . .

&
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vis—a-vis the initial  aim supplied by God and the causal nexus’, and
— 4 N 7

. / * K]

/ - £ L) re (3
one is ;left with a-divine finalism.
/
interpreters to argue that the genetic, succession of a-subject is to
P »

be understoodineithgr as temporal nor as merely 'logical. The problem,

then; has been to explain how;ﬁhis is so. .

a
y - &

Now, Kirkpatfick's criticism of the process doctrine of

genetic succession (concrescence) appears to me td arise from -his mis-—

« ~

. I A
onderstanding of concrescense as, simply, temporal. This is a clear

misunderstanding bf Whitehead, or at least of his.intentich. The

subjective becoming of an agent is not to be unerstood as purely

- «

temppgal; as 'though one phase temporally folldéws another. ~Pols and
Shefburne, among others, sSeem to have stresséd ‘this temporal view to

>

.thé deprivation of the non-temporal aspects which Whitehead's theory ‘.
.f concrescence demands. The issue is, though, to Show how concrescence’

-’ ‘gan be nop—temporél,‘and yet,:not.a merely logical sucfessiveness.

o -
3 <

Thiéi}séue_is &iscussed in "Chapter Four" ta follow. We may mote here,

f/ in passing, that-Haftshorne is of little help‘bn this issue: he has
/ ’ “ : . C . . ‘
' _written very 1little about concrescence, and has .suggested that the

H

. T

theory <is of less than major signifigance'for himself and indeed for
K N B o L e ; !
Whitehead": (who writes about it only once,' in Procees and Reality).

s
®

That -Hartshorne has underestimated the importance of this issue, how- -

-

ever, is witnessed by.the problems which_Pols, Kirkpatriét,'and; .

-«

others haﬁe'ungovered,_and by the contiﬁuing'debéte among many of the

major process thinkers. : o S

-t

This dilemma has led some . $

[ URRV AL T , SUR TR Y K VRN S

HEN IR
{

Pa e 1

#p)
]

N

Pt



125

] - AL ' N

L . The other of Kirkpatrick's arguments is that the subject, once 3

, it hdas fully become, cannot be an agent since it is, in -fact, dead; ¥

¢ there can be no further subjective becoming once the subject has

completed its concrescence. Here Kirkpatrick has raised another

.. widely discussed issue; namely, Whitehead's doctrine.of "objective .

immortality'. This doctrine has giwen rise to various interpretations,

55

[

especially to the contradictory views of Hartshorne and Christian.
Hartshorne would argue that Kirkpatrick, like Christian, takes Whitéhead's

words too literally: ' the occasion "perishes'",. granted, but this does -

~

not{mean it is “dead", as Kirkpatrick says. Rather, the subject which - B

— ~% .

= hss become lives on ag data for future subjects, and as such, has

N

an “objective immortality". Its "subjective immortality" is ended

ence its concrescencé is completed ("satisfied"), and yet as abjectively

immortal, the subject contributes to the experiences of other conscrescing

o ‘smbjects as data, as actual influence. 1In this sense are ‘Whitehead's <
‘words -- entities "perish, yet live forevermore" -- to be understood, <

« * -

kY .

according to Hartshorne (WP 166). And indeed, this objective immortality =

is guaranteed eternal influence-in ;§é£ the experiences of all subjects .

. 7 . SSCf‘ D. Griffin "Hartshorne's Differences from Whitehead", TPP, E
: ) 52 f£f; W. Christian, An Interpretation of Whitehead's M€§aphy51cs . =
* New Haven’ Yale University Press, 1959), 65 ff. . o . . -

. . a A . '- f
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- Kirkpatrick is wrong, then, to think that the agency of the subject

>

. ,

‘have been and are experienced by God and become part of His eternal
nature, to be, consequently, passed back into the works as the initial ’

aims (ideals, real possibilities) of the newly-becoming subjects.

is restricted only to its subjective becoming (and that, indeed, it is

not its own agent here);rather, a gubject's agency extends to its

. influence as an objectively immortal. datum for present and future

.

becomings. This entire question is discussed in more detail in "'Chapter

. ot . . '
Five'" to follow, and as such no further discussion need be pursued here.

[ .

Earlier, I suggested that there are three specific areas

"where the question of creaturely agency and freedom is at®issue in

Hartshorne's metaphysics. The first concerns his understanding of . \ -

man as an agent and continuing ‘béing vis-3a-vis free agency being

a .

attributed only to’'the multitude. of cellular constituents which make

e s

»

Adlita

up his body. This issue has now been discussed, but only in part: -

N

Bd ik

-

still to be determined is the moral regponsibility of this man as a”

continuing being and free agent. To this. question we turn. : /
Hartshorne contends that for a man to be morally résponsihle'for
his actiong, there are required the following two'necéssary elements:

X(a) acts must causally fiod'frbm.(anieceaent) character...and {(b) it

e “ﬁ N
past to have made a different decision" (CSPM 202).  With regard to the first

L S Y R

must have been causally possible for the man in that situation with that

L]
“
.
N
—
.
" . ‘e
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| ’ ) \ “ . . ,
point, Hartshorne argues that the present subject inherits causal;y
from its past, thereby necessitating '"'that a cerfain class of possikie
° successors to that past should not remain empty' (CSPM 202).Q’Present
equricﬁces, then, are limited to é’veryvlarge extent by-éhe past
nexus, particularly' by the subject's owﬁ\past, and by its character,
such that the present éxperience must fali within a range of possibility
dic‘d,by that past. The present subject is free, but free only
within the limits of ths p;st character of its sequence {(and within
the limits of the past causal®nexus at the particular moment). How-
ever, Hartshorne contends that, each new expef;ence, each'ngw]&—
be;ome subject in the perssnal seduence of a man, may alter the
overall character of the man, and'cqnsequently; shift the poésibilities
¥ and pFobébilicies available to that sequence's future acts.

Thus, with respect ‘to the. second point, (b),.Hartshorne
contends that_each becoming_self‘does not merely express its antecedént
character, but may free;y create a new character and a new raﬁge
of possibilitieé fér future action. "One's past is subtly another,
and even it must not be completé master of the new éélf”, or else,
fo£ example, the child would be master of the man who follows in the

. same personal sequence (c£. CS}M 2035: Har;shd}ne argues that Fhe
_past (one's own and others') never completely determines the present

decisions and experiences, feor there is always some freedom —- hoyever

small at times —- to act in such a way that the past has not simply

.
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predetermined to the last degree:

many timcs a second we are creating something
additional, however slight, in a mass of
memories and bodily habits which makes up )
+  character, and...always this additon is in- \
completely specified in advance by the prier
causal conditions. -Just nov one_ is almost,
but not entirely, the slave of causal
necessities (CSPM 203-204).

It scems, then, that while a subject's actions are greatly influenced

and limited by the character of its personal sequence, there isy

inevitably, awertain element of freedom whereby the subject is able
\ J ? ]

to modify that character and (thus) the possibilities for actions of

*

L ,
future selves in the same personal sequence.
Hartshorne's‘ﬁositionicqn be ' made a little clearer by noting,

at least briefly, how he deals with certain.objections to his teaching

v

congerning'moral iesponsiﬁility. Thus, for éxample, if it is objected
that there can be no moral }esponsibility in’ the act of keeping a
promise among mere séquences of short-lived selves, Hartshorne in§ists‘
that each s&écessiye self ?n‘the sgqueﬁce "“inherits purposes from its
predecessors, and the more it cgn accept and execute these purposes,

the richer and more harmonious will be its own content" (CSPM 198) . -

.
—

Both past and present act;§;5‘§ sequence represent that sequence. and -

are, in this way, ré§ponsible toQ}t. - .
This vie@ is reinforced by his argument that b;ings kenerally

seek long-run goods, rather than'werely momenta;y\géods, in spite of

the fact that experience ig moq@ntary:

%
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&

In my view a gational-self, no matter how

momentary, cannot be satisfied with less

than a rational aim, and no aim short of

some universal long-run good is fully

rational....It must aim at a future good,

although its own good is already complete

(CSPM 198-199). )

Against the argument, further, that remorse and repentencé do

not make sense in.an event-pluralism (since at every moment there is
a new self), Hartshorne points out that a person is part of his past,

for the personal sequence is "cumulative" and involves a certain basic

E - .

character or essence (cf. CSPM 199). One is .obliged to repént if one
has not, in-fé;the; acté, 5ecome such a man as would have not done a
cettain past evil deed for whicﬁ Trepentance is in 6rder.?6 This is
Hartshorne's interpretétion of the old doctrines of being "born-

anew" and of the '"forgiveness of sing”, for if pxeseﬁt acts are af
better goral quality khan past acts, we become truly a d;fferent person.
"Past misdeeds'', he cohtend§3 "are evidence of the need for a-partly.
new égactqr, and until thié emerges, éndrin order that-it shall

emeyge, we should repent” (RSP 210). Again: ''Forgiveness of sins'

means the literal innocence of the new self".57 He argues that
~ L X
"56Cfu¥”Intérrogatébn of Charles ﬁartshdrne", éI, 338lf;'RSP'
210 £. - . - L
T 3y, 338.
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innocence and guilt is a new issue every moment'.

Now, Hartshorne's undexstandiJg of morai responsibiiity raises
other interesting and\critical questions.‘ He has spokén not only of
tﬁe limitations &ubject's freedom attributable to the past

., character of its personal sequenée, ﬁut also of the limitations which
ar€ the result of the subject's past causal nexus {the past world
as a whole, gt‘that moment), and of Géd's imposition of limirs to
freedom (called, the "laws of nature®). Thus, there would appear -to
be these three forms of limitation upon the freedom of the presentiy-
becom}ng subject. Now, with respect to God's limitation, Harcghoghe
makes it clear thg& the limits He imposes éannot he changed except
by Him (and only.then for a new cosmic epoch). Man, then, must éct
within these limits and his acts do not induce the limits to change

in any way. But is it the same with the limits set by the past nexus
N .

and character? It would appear not. Hartshorne holds that with each
. v . .
.new act, a man's character is modified somewhat. And indeed, he argues

+ that ‘the past nexus never completely determines the new experience;
but that rather, the becoming subject adds novelty to the world
via its free creativity. \God's limits, then, are understood to be

T - 58 ’ ) . ’ o

O N8t 339, o
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..~. .‘stricter than the other forms of limits since rlan lfas no ability to

AT 4
modify them (the former), ‘and since man is restricted to free actions

within them (the basic issue of dgfining the range of human freedom

within such limits is discussed in “Chapter Four'"). The limitations

of character (and of the past causal nexus) on a becoming subject

seem much less strict since man i3 able to modify and freely create

novel experiences with respect to them. The character of a personal

~

s§equencé is not an unchanging substance but is, rather, a flexible
{ summation of the basic and general traits that the personal sequence
in question has experienced over its lifetime. "What we call a man's

character is a sort of composite photograph.of his past acts, not an

explanation of them" (LP 313). Thus, each new experience is never
limited completely by the character of the éequence, and with the

} . novelty each new act creates,’the actions of future subjects in the

sequence are modified. The question to be asked, however, is this:

"to what extent does ofie's character limit the newly becoming acts?
And, indeed, to what extent must it do so for there to be continuing °

moral responsibility in the man as a whole (versus responsibility
-

.

being' attributad solely £o the momentary ‘évent-experiences)?

Hartshorne seems ‘to be arguing .that man's continuing identity

4
——

\ and moral responsibility demand that we are restricted to actions

LI

within the limitations of our character (and indeed, within the
within : withln

| limits determined by- the past causal nexus). He contends that these
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limitations on the presently-becoming subject restrict that subject
to actions within a certain ranwe or class. This implies, to me, that
the subject éhnnot act outside this range. But if this is the case,
N\ ‘
we musl ask, can there really be freedom and novelty? Does not
AY M -

- -

novelty imply that Qne is free ta create new experiences which are not,

\

simply, confined to the limitations of the past? Hartshorne would

argue here that within the confines of one's past character and caucal
past world, one's.frgedom 's—xcstticted‘to actions within a certain
range or classiggg thdat the are infinite poesibilities which can be
actualized within this.range. \To this argument, however, I have suggested
(above) that it fenders that notjon of limiggtion meaningless, for if

one has infinite possibilities within a range or class of possibilities,

this makes the range or class meaningless: one is simply infinitely

free. If there are infinite possibilities, then there can be no

-

limitations, no character, no probabilities.

.

AN

for in spite of the implication that he followg\g

-«

\ Yet, perhaps Hartshorne's thesis ca&\be interpreted differently,

eirce in holding that o=

N .

-«

_\\( within a certain }ange of possibilities there is ye{}virtually an

T~ ; infinite number of ways inwhich the experiencing subjgat can actualize

the élass of po;sibilities availéble to it, Hartshorng méy\be_interpreted,
: cn'the other Hand, as arguing not that" there are infinite possibilities,

but rather than there aré only many. 1f theé{ormer is held, there

would bé a complete indetermihism‘and the nature of the limits (of

= Y
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the .past, character, of the past nexus, and of God's laws) would be
rendered meaningless. The latter position is, in fact, the more
reasonable interpretation of Hartshorne's position (in spite of his

. \ -~
reference to the Peircean theory which does remain troublesome),

N

and it implies that man is abie ta act freely within the .confines of
certain limits since he'i}ﬁ5§s has a vast range of péssibilitieé

open to him which are not strictly predetermined by the character

(or past nexus, or by God's laws) to the last detail. Man is, then,
both limited in his actions, and free within these limits,

And yet, even on this interpretation there arises the question:

if our actions are restricted by certain limits, can these acts be

free and novel; that is, as opposed to their being sucﬁ as to merely
fill-in (make more determinate) the pdssibilities permitted by.the
limits? More spec;ﬁ}cally, we might query: 'can we modify our past

o .

characters (and the limits of poss%bility they define)z as Hartshorne
hol§s, if we are confined to actions within thos; limits of possibility?
ngre would appear to be 3 problem as to how these two theses cohére

in Hartshorne's writings. He can account for how we-tan medify our

chatacter only in the sense that each new act paxtially fills in, or

?.

rather, makes determinate, certain of the possibilities which arise
from the past.character; and, while this may more clearly define the

-character of a sequence of event-experiences, he\has not shown how this
&Y S >

would, in féct, modify or change the character. To change the character,

[ > - -
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u

an, action of a psychic event in the séquence would have to act outside

or beyond the range of possibilities delimited by the past character

of the sequence; that is, in a way not simply predetermined by that

character. It is difficult to seec how Hartshorne's event-pluralism

can render coherent the fact that we are restricted to actdions within the
. . .

cenfines of our past character; and that, yel, we can modify this

character by our own acts. .

X

Now, Harishorne does argue that new expericnces in a sequence
are not .simply identical with the character of the sequence, that

"not evefy change is a change in character" (RSP 198), and he argues

that in this fact lies man's freedom;j that is, since man is not simpl
. ply

gi’nined by the causal influence of his past ’c){aracter (versus the

traditional substance view of the self which suyccumbs to this conclusion,

H

. 5 .
accorxding to Hartshorne). ? But, while the character of a sequence
< . [

does not restrict any new act in the sequence to any determinate actions,

"to a single possibility for the given moment and circumstances"

(RSP 198), as Hartshorne argues, the character of a sequence does

limit any new act in the sequence to a certain range of possibilities:-

59Cf. Hartshorne's important essays, "Contingency and the New
Era in Metaphysics", 463; "The Meaning of 'Is Going to Be'', Mind
74/293, Jan., 1965,‘55; “Creativity and the Deductive Logic of
Causality", .72; etc. ' T
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. 60 . ;
“our acts must fit the antecedent character". This granted, I find
it difficult to.see how such actions could significantly modify.

the character; indeed, it would seem to be_]égically inpossible that

they do =o, since they are confined to possibilities within - a certain .

. -
rdnge, a range set by the defining traits of. the series of events,

~and as such, at most, the new acts are creative only Lo the extent

-

rthat they can nake more determinane the possibilities envisaged by

that range. For an act to modify thec past- character of its sequence,

.

-however, it must be able to act inaway which is not simply determined

by the range of possibilities defined by the character of the sequence.

.

If this is not granted, then it ig¢ difficult to see how Hartshorne can

‘hold that new acts can modify the éverall character of a sequence.

On’'the other hand, if it is granted, other problems arise: if new acts

»

can modify the gharacter of a sequence, then how much causal influence

< .

has the character of a sequence on a new experience in that sequence?
. P :

And, what does this imply for the continuihg moral résponsibility
of the sequenceas a whole?

" Hartshorne argues (as noted above) that for there to be moral
» :

responsibility, a becoming subject's "acts must causally flow from

~

¢ .o
6oCharles Hartshorne, "The Structure of Giveness", Philosophical
Forum 18, 1960-61, 26. - -
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(antecedent) character”™ (CSPM 202), and that vet, .they can modify

- . - .
this charactgr. But he has not shown how this can be the case, for
if we can m@dify our character we cannot, logically, be confined to
its limits. 1t is not coherent to argue thét man is restricted to
certain limitations if he is suppasedly free to modkfz‘those'limits.
Perhaps, then, we nust conclude that the character ofTa sequence does
éég impose limits upon the newly-becoming subject, but that rather,
it suggests only ceptain probabilities phich may,'of may not, be .
actualizcd, but which are most likely to be‘actualized. If they are
actualized, then the defining aspects Bf the past character oé the
sequence are’maintaipqd. But in Fhis cace, it is difficult to see
how the.character camr be 'said to be modified. A'modif%cation of
character can .result only\from acts\which are not restricted to the past

. . ‘ v

chag?qteristics of the sequence. Ounce such acts become part of the
sequence, the Qverall character and its possibilities are modified.

-

But, in this event, has the moral responsibility of the sequence as
a whole been maintained? .

In. sum, Hartshorne wants to argue that our acts are limited

’ o ;
to, 2 range of possibles/datzfﬁfﬁéd by our past characters, and also
< 7 ) -
* that our acts are free, indeed freesto the extent that they modify

that past character and, thus, modify the limits.and poésibilities'for

future acts. I cannot see how Hartshorne renders these two facts

coherent. Moral continﬁiﬁyAis maintained in the sgqueﬁce {in the

WP T
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"man" as a sequence of selves) if the new acts conform to the limits
. j .

imposed by the past charactcr of the sequence; but in this case, man's -

freedom scems to be restricted to a mere ¥illing-in of the possibilities
determined by the past character. On the other hand, if Bartshorne

wants to argue that the new acts do modify the character of the sequence,

since within &he limits imposed by that character there are an
infinite number of possibilities for the creature to actu#lize, it
is difficult to see ho& Lhis\S§ coherent with the necessity of there
being limits. And, further, if it is argued that, rather than there.
being infipite possibilities within\tha.range defined by the past

chatacter of the sequence, that there are only various possibilities,
: T .

then it is still not clear to me how such acts could really modify
the overall character and the limits it imposes on future acts. For,

as acts which conform to the past limits of the charactﬁr, it seems

) . . e
logically impossible for these same acts to modify the limits: how

can limité_be modified by acts which are confined to those very

limits in the first place? If, furthermore, one wants to escape this

dilemgavby‘arguing_thac new acts can modify the character of a sequence,
.= . H B N
+

since they are not confined to the_bqst limits, then it is difficult

E .  to see how this. could be rendered coherent in Hartshorne's account.
- R . . . N - [N
For new acts must be restricted to some sort of limits (or else, all

-

is mere chaotic indeqer@inisnb, and hence, it is meaningless to hold

| - ~

that we can act beyond the Llimits which define the very possibiliﬁieé

g . 3 T
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considered. One .concerns the freedom of man vis—a—vis God as world-

138

3

L

@ = .

N s . * .
of our action. Actions must be both limited by the past character
- A ,.' N . . -y
and yet free. This is Hartshorne's thesis; and yet, he has not succeeded‘
. s, . " N . ”
in showing how thiese two requwirements' cohere} that is, so as to-show

that man is a‘continuingiheing with moral responsibility as such.

- This must complete thé discussion of the first of the areas

<

whereirt I have sugéesced that the question of freeddom (and moral

responsibitity) can be-located in’Hertshorne's metaphysics. The

analysis is not complete to be sure, untll the two other areas are

- -
Miné and is- “the central issue of "Chapter Four" to follow. The second

question concernzng freedom and respon31b111ty may.- be discussed, . T

/ ’ . s

briefly, here (it is discussed more fully in "Chapter Four"). It 1,

-

asks: what is the extent of'man’s (and creatured in general) freedom

o -

r

«vis—ﬁ—v;s-other men and the external world at large? Now, to be sure,; ’

*

. - . L. .

this issue has already been discussed — though from a slightly dlfferent
perspective ~> in thHe forder section on Hartshorne\ﬂwﬁoctrine of
.relative detérminism ("Chapter Three , "Section Two"). We need, then,

simply refer to that analysis and 1nd1cdte its relevance for the present =,

.
issue. : ’ . * ‘ﬁ Coe - - : -
L - . - -~

ﬂa;:tshorne s doctrine of relative (in)determina.sm ist his -

- . N

alternatiwe to purely deterministic and solely libertarian (indeterminiscic) -

o -
.

\theories of causality. 'His view is that while there,is always a " C. .

.
. -
s\ - .

significant amount of causal influence by the past nexUs~upon tpe present .
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experiences of becoming subjects;, there is nevertheless always an,

element —- however minute at times —— of real freedom and creativity

N

in the subject. This is true of all levels of life, extending downward

from man to the-mest minute forms of being. As noted above, Harts-
horne's_vféw is defended in nis critique of materialistic dualism
(which denies life to all but the highest forms of be;ng) and.by his.
critique of deterministac (and indeterministic) theories. Hartshorne

admi;s that while the element of causal determinism is great in a

-
)

presengly—becomlng subJect he insists thac there 1s always some

»

range for free&creativity .An the subject; that all levels of. being
. & b
have some sentience, some creativity: each new experience ‘takes place

-every I/10th-1/20th of a second (it may. vary according to the level of
§ 2 ‘

being which is eqnsidered) and asrsuch, it has to be -admitted that the

.

"element of mbmentary.freedom cannot be very large: . "At a given moment,

-

1

we are almost entirely a product, not a producer. And whatf productive
power we.have would be totally vacuous Qighoul inheritapce frompast

actions, our own and those of countless others™ (CSPM 190). .But there

is always Some element of freedom 'for the momentany event—experiences.

: The question of limits however, is relevant here, for analogous

to the issue Just discussad (man.s freedom and mpral responsibility

(>
vis-a—vis ﬁhe limits defined by his past character) is the iSsue of
@ -
determining man's freedom vis-a—vis the Yimits defined by the past
causal nexus. which bears downeupon each newly-becoming subject. A
LN - . cl »':
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complication in this issue arises when one tries to distinguish '
the limit's (and their influence) of the past nexus from the limits
{and their influence) of Godls causal agency. In. both .cases, the
question of, determining the extent of man's freedom within.these limits
is at issue.  Further discussion of these issues is resumed in the
. .
. ' - . L
following chapter.
s . .
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4. Conclusion

We might note, in conclusion, this last point; namely, that for,

Hartshorne, a "man" is essentially an abstraction from the psychic
. * *
events which are'the only reals, and which combine, in-various ways,

. . 1)
to constitute his being. Whitehead's insistence that there is no agency

in abstraction from actual entities, then, would seem to imply that

¢ -

Y . N
"man', as an abstraction, really has no agency. But this is not ‘quite

accurate, for as I\ _have attempted to show, Hartshorme works to account
~ - N
N - - \ > - B - .
for the continuing identity.of a '"man" throughout the process of .the

-

experiences of the psychic events which comstitute the "man'". * 1t is
granted that the “man' is .an abstraction from the psjchié experiences
which are ‘the only real constdtuents of the universe, but, this does

’

not deny §hat there cannot be attributed to this man a certain'continuing
personal didentity, and thus, a continuing agency. It is this Harts-

hornian thesis that I have sought to reconstruct and defend in this )

chapter, . And, in spite of lis generally cogent construction and

-

defence of his event-pluralism, I 'would suggess that éhé success of

*

his theory is tempered somewhat by the.vagueness and seeming incoherence
s > ~ . .. - o s
which plagues his account of how a self (as @ whole, as a man -— as

opposed to mere psychic events) can be a free'and_mofally responsible

- - . . o
agent and yet limited by ifs past character.’ The question of 15§its .

gsems‘to be the_crux of this problem, end I have more to say about

g B 7 e
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. . \
= : ' it in the next chapter.

In spite of this pr;bfém, (and, ?n&eed, of thers thch have.
not been criticall# discussed, especially thc question of jus tlfylng
the~theory/whiqh is the basis of the entire issue -- Hartshorne s
N psychicalisyj, his undexsganding of man as a fr;e'and mogall? responsibie
% agent offers clear a%ternativesto t;:;ipional accounts aﬁa invités

serious attention. ‘We may acknowledge that his account -—-— in'spgfe

=o£ the questions raisedg--‘'has gone far to establish one important
; . o \

Q

. . . y
- aspect of his theodicy. But, immediatgly, there arises the further

d
issue: haﬁing established that man is a free and responsible agent

~

(@as opposed to agency being attributed solely to .his bodily constituents,
) ,
ta the processive "event—exéeriences"), it must still be established
. X R : ‘
that this man is a free and responsible agent vis—a-vis the di’ine

. ) \
. causal agency in the world (and indeed, vis-a-vis the past causal

nexﬁs which bears d6Wn upon each new experient subject).6I To
b - these issues we turn.
’ ) o
#& ‘ 6lI.wish‘to empha§izé again that this dissert;tidﬂ is concerned

mainly with the question of man's free agency and rfot so much, with
creaturely agency in general. Na attempt has been made to critically

.assess or Justlfy Hartshorne's defence of creaturely agency in general |
(which he seeks to establish via_ his doctrines of psychicalism and
relative determinism), via which he bases his understanding of the
source of natural evil,. Rather, his theories have been uncritically

- B reconstructed, while some critical attention has been devoted to his

. . understanding of man as a free and morally respoasible agent. Man,

- as the highest level of creature displays in its highes€ form the

) . complexity involved ‘in the macrosc0pic groupings of event-experiences

- which are displayed, in ‘nearly infinité variatlous, at each level of

L being¢Man, in other words, is to serve as the test case for Hartshorne's
theory of creatuxely freedonm in this study. In this way, we can examine

Hartshorne's theodigy as ‘a frec~will solution on the human level and

avoid the controversy which surxounas his psychlcal theory (at the sub~

human level), .

-
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PART TWO
CRITIQUE

&

A Reqonsrguctionwand Critical Evaluation
N [

Certain Basic Issues in Hartshorne's Tbeodicy
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" one's conception'of God i§.;haﬁ of‘(wh?tfhe_takés to be) traditional

o _ CHAPTER FOUR
»  DIVINE POWER AND CREATURELY FREEDOM

"Chapter Three? ha; discussed the issue of freedom in man as
a whole and continuing being’vis—$~gi§ the constituent components -of
his body, and vis—ﬁ-vis his external environment (this latter question
to be more fuily dis;gssed in this chapter), in order to evaluate Harts-

horne's conception of man as a creative and continuing being with moral

] - A =

respongibiliﬁy for his actions. This present chapter faces another o
is;ue, the third, so defined, regarding[khe question of freedom; némeiy,_
that of determining and evaluating Hartshorne's conception Of  the range
and extent of human fr;edom gig-;-vis God's causa£ive‘influence. Harts-
horne contends that he has shown how man's freedom is reconciled with
divine power,. such that neither man's freedom and mdrd£~responsibi;ity
for good énq eQiI nor our,conceptign of Goé as.philosophically cohérent
and felig@ously adequate is'jeopardizeé, As such, Hartshérne is arguing,
essentially, for a rgviséd “free—will solutiohﬁ to the proBleﬁ of evil,
His contention is baéed 6n ﬁ;é revised conception Bf God, and on.his

understanding of what it means t6 be a freely creative creature ~- both

» PO

. I ) » .
of which were discussed above,’ in '"Chapter Two" and "Chapter Three",

respectively. He contends that theodicy will remain problematic if

/ A

) phristianity, wherein qu's qmnipbtencé, for:example, is conceived so

‘as to hold that His 1s'th;‘6nlx‘power, the oﬁlg freedom.

14 S o ;
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Hartshorne believes that it 1s this conception of God which has given
rise_to the traditional Christian problem.of evil, since it would seem

virtualiy impossible to reconcile 'such a God with the fact of evil, or
with human freedom and moyal_resﬁonsiggiity. (lere 1 only describe
Hartshorne's account and critique of traditional Christian theis; and

do not try to assess the adequacy of his understanding -- i.e., its
historical accuracy). In this sense, traditional theodicy is a “pseudo-
problem", since it is based upon an inadequate and probably incoherent

idea oﬁ omnipotence, and correspondingly\of what it means to be a creature.
_Hartshorne, then, has no argumené.with such'modernAatﬁeists as Mackie,
Flew, and McClosky, for exahple, when éhey argue that the traditional
Christian concept of God cannot be reconciled ‘with the fégt of evil
nor wilh éréétufely‘freedom. ‘Ha:tshorne, however,‘goes beyond the
current debate that has arisen in this‘light,’for he\§ontends that the
" conception of God éﬁployed by both thg atheists and the theistic de-

‘e

.fenders is inadequate. God is to be seen, rather, as dipolar, as active
AU \ N

and, yet, receptive (as was noted éar%}éfST\SUéh that His is not the

only power: creatures, as creatures, must be freely creative and have

some real measure of power in face of the-divine causative .and persuasive

. y

influence (or else the existence of anytﬁing in distinction to God is
. . 3 - . .

probiemaﬁic). Bartshorne's free-will defence seeks to show how this .,

~ Lo
can be so. And, once achieved, this would constityte the basis of a

viable théodicy, though ﬁo‘be sure, it must be supplemented by a con- -

sideration'of;his attempt to reconcile divine benevolence with the.‘-

.

- fact ‘of evil: its source; nature, function and ovércoming.
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AccordingLy, this chapter deal_s wi;;b‘;:he former: is‘sue;' that'is,
with Qég reconciliqtion of divine power vis;é—vis'human freedom and
mara%‘résponsibility, while the ﬁollow;ng chapter discuéses.the latter
issue. This methodological approach is sugéested by Hartshorne's

statement that God's. functions with respect to the world are two-fold:

(1) He "decides upon the¢ basic outlines of creaturely actions, the

guaranteed limits within which freedom is to operate" (these 1im£ts
being the "laws of nature"), amd insfire§ creatures to acts of freedom;
and (2) He “decides what use to make in his own life of what héppens
-through c;ggturely freedom, just how the‘courée of cosmic_histofy is
.to, be: interpreted and enjoyed in the divine.perspecéive;'. 1 It is

Hartshorne's contention that these "two forms of divine décisions....
R : \ - ’
seem to be the only ones we...can clearly define".(2 I would suggest,

~

that the former raises the issue of how this divihe action can be

~ )

reconciled with'humén freedom; while with respect to the latter, the,
issue is to deté}mine how this divi@e actioﬁ can be recanciled with

¥ : : T L .
evil as such, fux;her, the divifne function of imposing limits amd .

<

: . P .t
persuading creatures to acts of freedom may be taken -- I would suggest -—-

as an Expression of divine "power", while that of,pfeserving and eval-

~ L4

‘uating creagurely experiences may be seen as divine "benevolence'.

-

1 Charles Hartshorne, "A New Look at‘ the Problem df'Evil", 206..
: i i .- -~

2 Charles Harts@orpe,,?A New Look at the Problem of: Evil", 207.

- -
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I suggest this since these would seem to be the main characteristics

.
-

of Cod displayed, respectively, 'in the two functions He performs with

3
i

respect to the world. Accordingly, the issues to be discussed are:

-

(1) how free and morally responsible is man vis-a-vis divine power
(omnipotence); and (2) how is Hartshornme able to reconcile divine
henevolence (love) vis—3-vis the fact of evil (its sOurce, nature,

function and overcoming)? The former issue is the concern of this

present chapter, while the latter is discussed in "Chapter Five"
1 ' . h . ,

Note here éhat, while I have.distinguished the two aspects of

divine power and love, and have suggested that we proceed to discuss

.

certain issues only with respgctlto one or the other of these aspects,

-

" the distinction cannot be taken as absolute. 1Indeed, as argued above,

LY

both divine functions may be ‘understood as abstractions from the basic

ch;racter of God as "oﬁnibeneficent". There is but one God, and as
such, the ;arious issueé discussed are relevaht to,bosh'of His.funttions:
tﬁé.qpestion of human freedonm vis-a-vis divine power Eould also be
considered vis-i-vis 'divine love; .and likewise, the question of evii
vis-3-vis the divine benevolence can also be discu;sed viswd-vis divine
power; and indeed, the eqtire nature of‘God,\all His attributes,is-im—
plicitly relevant throughout th1s discussion. I have chosen, methodo—

1ogically, to proceed as 1 have for the sake of more systematic tidy-~-

v

‘ness, since the issues involved are extremely varied and conlex, and

in an effort to avojj;repetition of certaln points,- And to be sure,

" the procedure is appropriate id that theod?by,.since Hume, has, more

" often .tharn not, been discussed in térms;of divine power‘égd goodness.

-
.

-
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The concern of this present chapter, then, is to reconstruct

z _ ) 1 .

- : # and assess Hartshorne's understanding of the interaction between ereatures
< . as free and responsible agents vis-a-vis divine power (divine causal

agenc&). ‘Hartshorne has defined God's power as being solely persuasive;

that is, such that there is, in God's agency, no coerciveness. He under-

AL Rt N

N stands coerciveness as ''physical force';

while persuasiveness is under~

{ stood as a '"lure” or "cﬂarm" which creatfres 3 have the ability (freedom)

\\yjif\\to eiéﬁér accept or reject (whereas with respect to coercive power there
can be no such free choice). 4 This ratﬂer simplistic'understanding
of persuasiveness and coerciveness is, however, decéiving. _For the inter-
action of God an& man is an extremely complex affair, and one which --

as I shall argue -~ cannot be explained solely in terms of persuasive

influence. The thesis of this present chapter, rather, is that Hartshorne's

3 While Hartshorne argues that God does not and cannot simply coerce
. any creature,-Hls 1ure is more: effective with respect to the lower levels
s of creatures since they have not the conscious mentality of man to reject
the lure. Because of the element of spoﬂtaneity in even the smallest
of atams, Hartshorne, argues that there is, however, néver simply a divine
- . determinism, even on these low levels.

-

—— s

K

4 The problem here is that Hartshorne has.not defined in any detail:
exactly what is 4nvolved in divine power. And nowhere in his writings does
he state explicitly his understanding of persuasive and coercive power,

. particularly the latter. ‘In a recent létter (1974), however, he refers

to coercive power as "physical force": "Cgercion I take to mean influenc- |

, ing by the use of thregg/ef use of physical violence, or else by completely
irresistible and completely determining suggestion,. hypnetism, or some-
thing of the sort". Hartshorne's qualifier heve —- "completely" -- is, -
however, ‘the point wherein the issue lies: must there be a simple contrast
between the complete coercion and complete persuasion, or rather are there

- not varying degrees of effectiveness? - That the latter is the case, in-

. - fact, is the thesis argued in this present chapter.

I P
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use of the concept of diviae persuasive pouer involves aspects of coercive-

ness -~ or at least, a range of effectiveness of the divine agency,

——

some of which is more effective than others. This is argued in spite

of Hartshorne's contention that all divine power dn thé world is solely

persuasive.
The chapter procecds in the following manner.

"Section One' makes note of the various interpretations of lead-

.

ing process philosophers concerning divine power. Here it will be seen
that the insistence of Whitehead and Hartshorne that God acts solely
persuasively is not unchailenged, though the issue has not been discussed

by most of these philosophers with.sufficient clarity, thus far.

"Seétion Two' discusses Hartshorne's theory of the divine impos-
.ition of limits to creaturely freedom, and argues that this imposition by

God must be regarded as a coercive act, or at least, as evidence that
% -

tﬁé d}vine agency is such that certain aspects are more effective than

others.

.

" Usection Three" examines the basis pof Hartshorne's understanding

of the diQine—worla'interrelationship, ﬁis'ovganic~social anéldgy, wherein ~ -
. N » - - . / . -

God is conceived as the ﬁorl@—Mind, with creaturds His bodily constituents.

God, as such, has direct an{ immediateé knéwledge and control over His e
£ E .

.

'bodily'pafts,;and -- as it is argucd -- while this does not necessarily

imply that creatures can have no freedom in face of this control, it does

-

suggest (as will be argued ih the following two sections)'thé basis far-a .

higﬂly effective divine caudal ?genuy; that is, since it enables God to
. . A
offer lures to creatures whicﬁ_are the most appropriate and which are

s




what the creatures most nged and want at any particular moment. As such, -
as it is argued in "S&ction Four”, the divine lure is highly effective,
. Mol s s . . . AR : . . :
‘ indeed irresistible at times. It is, likewise, very effective in that .
it is prehended by creatures largely unconsciously and, ras such, becomes
. part of their being without their conscious approval. '"Section Five"

makes this same argument with respect to the closely related theory that

-
-

we are causall§ influenced by the lure of our memories of the past, for

’ .
v

it is argued that our memories of the past are intricately involved with
the divine lure (as World-Mind). K
.~"Section $ix" ‘turns to consider a recent critique of Hartshorne's |

-

' . ~. 4nderstanding of givine persuasive power which holds that Haqtshorne's‘
God, in fact, éoes ggg have available td him such persdﬁsive influegg;;
that is, since Hartsgorne's doctrine of possibilifx does not permit God"

« A to provide iﬁitial aims(ideals)to begoming-creatures. It i; argued, .-
against this‘view, that Hartshorne;s understanding of possibility gggg_
not rule out (is nog,incpherent with) divine persuasive inﬁluénce.

- The nature apd function of this peisuasive lure, howevef, is

.questibned, in "Section Seven'", wherein it is arguedlthét Hartshorné'_»

has~notAbeen Sufficiently clear in distinguishing the_divyge final and

efficient causalfty from.the eff}cient causality from tﬁe past world --
or, ;t lea;t, thatuhis up&érstah@ing of the intefreiationships of the;p

. \ .
. . two -aspects of .causal influence is not formulated satisfactorily.

. o "Section Eight" discusseés various interpretations (including
~\ Hartshorne's) of Whitehead's undarstanding of concresdence (beconiing) S
- ) . .o ) . 1 - . . -
s . «in order- to more clearly define the interrelationships of cyeaturely

.
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~agency and the causal influence of God and the past world. Tt is argued
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"

that Har?%horﬁe's failure ‘to consider more carefully Whitehead's theory

N - ¢ .

" of concrescence leads to a lacuna in determining more precisely the.

-

\ledgement that God acts coercfvel? at gime%; or at least, that the divine

but) at each specific moment. God's agency is such as to‘eqshre that there

interrelationship between God and man, Hartshorne's reluctance to con-—

TN

*ing the wdy creatures internalize the divine lure.
L4

. \ .

Finally, "'Section Nina" examines .Hartshorne's understanding of

divine love, and it is argued that -- as is the case with respect to

divine power -- God's love is not simply persuasive; but involves aspects’

?

of force or coerciveness,orat least a range of effectivenesgtbf the

persuasive lure.

The implications of this.gtudy for Hdrtshorne's theodicy1—~:

as will be argued -~ are such as to strengthen his position and'elimina;q

certain incoherencies, for the problems suggested by an understanding of

~

God as exerting solely persuasive influence are ovetcome by the acknow-

lure has varying degrees of effectivenéss. This implieg that man's

freedom is limited by God -(not 6nly in ics general and abstract*limits_

4

is a}qaysqopportﬁnity for creatutrely agency, and that the ‘net increment’

w

oﬁ-value‘is always positive. The latter shggesfs that;what‘evil there

.

is isznever such_as.to be greater than the goods, apd that this fact
z . - L -, ﬂ_'."___ . . . )
.is guaranteed by God. To this extent evil is to b%faccepted; divine

- f -

power’ cannot eliminafe it, for c?eqbureiy'ffqggom;must.ﬁe respected.

v ~ -

Yet God daoes ensure that creatures never use their freedom to destroy

~ %

sider more fully the thedry of concrescence clouds the issue of ‘dete ?ﬁm*\‘

-

‘
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the very -basis of freedom.
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S © While Hartshorne s position is not without- its problems,

. s .
’ s

R

[

B . . - - N

N N . . 2
-

it -is clear that he argueé‘forcefully';hét thé‘potion of God totally

.
cetarnt

.
Y

éontroiling autonbmousior evén partially autonomous creatures-is in-

N

*
.
s phe,

(e

L}

o : coherent (hence, for Hartshorne, imp0551ble), to be a distinct creature -

. . - -

%

-, at all entails some powers of self-determlnatlon. This is not 1ncom§

. . &
patible with the're being an all'-;.poWerf\il God, if one properly grasps -

‘what that phféae.would mean. Not even.an all—powerful God could .con-

e e N Y- - T

o - ji‘ ceivably«do ineohereqtvthtugs. It is not, of dourse, ‘a sluz on omnipo—

. . i 3

» 1 .77 tence to-say He coula‘not make Square circles. Nor,‘according tg - °
. - N - .

Hartshorne, is it a slur to say Hg cgnnot completely determine the actions -

J
.

T - ,of individuals other than Himself while allowing,them to-be in some sense

-
.
.
e e T MY oy YRR N AN AT A
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.:: - Lo l;individual§lv They must be allowed to. have aﬁhand in- making themselves..
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3 Q .
. I. Divine Persuasive ‘Agency ~ ., __\4‘ F,/ ' E
£ N ‘ ~ \,'\
- ) The-interpretatlon of divine persuasive power among leading .

. process thlQSOphers has become more and mort disputed§ it would.be

helpfﬁl to note some of these inﬂerpretations before considering Harts—

I

- " horne's .position.. . ° s . - .
John Cobb represents the most common viey that the process God

€ . o

'of Hartshorne and Whitehead exercises only persuasive power. .This, of

- . course, is what Hartshorne and Whiéehead themselves have argued; and

be - - me e e - e B - - S . N

- yet, as I will coatend there would seem to be a r ange of this persuas-

- - ~ . ™

ive influence such that‘some of it approaches elemeqts of coerciveness,

>

pthers more properly being persuasiveness. It would seen thét this

¢ 5 e

) ﬁhesis has not béen considered by most process philosophers. Cobb is a
L .. . R
o ‘good‘example._ he.ergues that persuasive power is the enly power -
¥ A i . - -
) eapable af any worthwhile result" 3 .and that while ‘coercive power -

I

if exercised hy God —— would<obtain the most desirable efﬁects, it would

< - - . - N - A

N do 80 only at the expense of creaturely freedom ana autonomy‘ Now, Gobb

. - . I - DR - PR |

SR is correct so far as he goes, perhaps; in seeiug that the doctrine of
) e, R y
- :V . .. persuasive power is "thelkey to»the Christian solution to the problem .

- AN -

o .l* oi-evil"' 62 yet he‘seems to overstate the role of persuasiveness be~

; ‘,f'j" oause of his ( haps justified) reac}ion t0>vhat he takes to be the

""" - - RO .
el . A >

) S;J; B. Cbbb, Ir.. God and‘the worid.(EhiladeLphia- WESEudnster )
ss, 1969), 90 M i } )

-- 5&"‘ e JREN . =

-
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traditional Christian view which implies a large element of coercive

~

power in.God: I am suggesting that, while it is cerrect to reject a

conception of God as solelz coerqive, it may be an over- reactlon and

equally one—sided to conceive of God.as sole]x persuasive It may

- perhaps be granted that God 1s, as Cobb holds, solely persuafive in

His interaetion with creatures, but the full worklngs of this persuas- .,

iveness have not been carefully worked out. To do so woﬁld be to uncover
. « 3

a range of persuas1veness, and 1ndeed, elements of coerc1veness, as this

present chapter will show.  What seems clearly to be the problem with

“

respect to thlS 1ssue is that the concept of d1v1ne persua31ve power

<
- *

_has. not been fully analyzed the range and ‘extent of the effectiveness

- - .

of the divine agency has not been fully constructed nor clearly explicated.

Another leadlng process phllosopher, Lew1s Ford recently has

- .

argued that while Whitehead s God operates solely via persuavaeness
ACd
Vith respect to the’ world Hartshorne s God seems very coercive. 7
For example, as Ford argues, while Whitehead‘s God supplies ‘the initial "

aims to creatures as they concresce, (the initial aim having been chosen

,by‘God from among eternal possibilities, eternal objects), "Divine per-

:_-suasion\in Whitehead 8 sense is not really available to Hartshorne, since

khe rejects any need for the eterual objects 8 In Hartshorne s meta-
L J,,Foid TPP_, 58-83 @ N :
L ) Lt e I

:‘ e . . . Ce ﬁi— .— - -: LI S L s
- “‘ - i & Li s. rbrd TPP’ 78. "..‘l LT s ey . -- T -~ N ‘:

‘y—“‘i -t Loy st oo A B _‘\“7“

Sy e
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bad
~.

"seen as "thefzzﬁétermlnate potentiality of the past bearing on an in-

-» . <

dicated spaEiOPtemﬁorel region in the future'. ? Cbnsequently,»

"There .can bé no subjective aim as such in a
Hartshornian occasion because it has no’
. - definite ideal possibility fumctioning as
X ) an ordering and unifying principle’whereby the
indeterminate, multiple potentialities of the
past can be reduced to unity. ‘Presumably, it
has no need.for such a unifying principle,
but this may be simply an argument from necessity,
sincé there are no formal possibilities avail-
able to function in this role. Subjectivity
. &seems to signify the: self-creativeness of the
- occasion; the final determination it makes -
. over and above the determinations of the causal
. . past to.render itself fully actualy, If so,
. ) subjectivity is simply another name for 'the
. v creativity instanced in that particular. occasion.’ 10

Ford suggests thaf'ﬁartshorpe'e understanding’ of the bacoming of =
. . . [
. subject is similat; somewhat,. to Bergson's metaphor ofcwhtinuohs

motion, sinceé, for one thing, specific, determinate ideals are lacking. -

What Hartshorne lacks accordLng to Ford, is an explanation of the- Qe—

. - A

. coming of a subgect, of its concrescence in whlch it can be Seen how :

the subject achieves its deter?inate character. Thls can only be ex—

plained Fbrd argues, by Hhitehead sraccount of the genétic successioa

of a subject s concrescence.creativity itseff’is a. blind drive unless

. 4t can’ be explained how there 15 an’ initial aim to guide the individual

physics, rather than there belhg formal p0331bilit1es, possfblllty is '.

L S n\\creScenge. o D NS ':, L ) :
PR -9 L. S. Ford, TPP, 78. : R PR ;' o
. . U ST A ot R P - -
) _ i s S ] - "‘/ <Ll - oL " . - T - -7
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Can Hartshorne's metaphysics be defended‘against this critical

s

line of argumentation? It is unfortunate, we make note, that Harts-

horne has published very little about the snbtleties of the workings

3
LY

of genetlc succession, of concrescence, and consequently, it.is difficult

- .

to define the exact norkings of tﬁe\interaction of God aud man, specif-
ically in.determining the persuasive range of effectiveness, so ‘that
the hspects of divine persuasiveness can be distinguished cleerly’irom

those of human autonomy and responsibllity. ’ -

In spite of this, I am not conv1nced that Hartshorne s view of

poseibility and eternal objects is incoherent with divine parsuasive
. ® , - . - I 4 . . "

- power via creaturely initial ains. In’ later sections of this chapter,

. . \
I shall argue for 'an interpretation of Hartshore's position on these

" matters such as can be defended against the arguments vaised by Ford:

Daniel Day Williams, furtner;~hasiargued that there are both
\ . . - v . . -

peréuaeive'and‘coercive elements in divine power.” He has, however; not

elaboraced upon_this thesis. -He suggests simply that, since "coerciwve

aspects of being seem as necessary to a real universe is the persuasive
R \ .

aspects...;no organ15m'would survive five seconds on the eXercise of -
- . ..

5"

[divine} tenderness alone

.

has-seen this, Whitehead hhs mot, and - therefore that "Whitehead's doc~"

trine Iof persuasive power alene}...le&ds him to ignore the vide ranges‘

- v N . - . - .
. » . . o . . RN i
- - » » . . . -
- - - ~ oo, = ~ - - e < N
- - . -

-

- ﬁilliams contends that while.Hartshorhe

- R T e e

N 1 D"Williams,*qbeitya anarchy, anﬁ Metaphysics Whitehead'

GritiQue ‘of-the Theological Tradition", in I, lLeclérc, ed., The Relevance

o Whitehead (New York, Hnmanities Eress, 961), 310.‘ ol

\
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of types of forde, ér coercion, and 'of mutual interaction. -These would
seem to haveltheir place in the necessities’of being, and therefore
require us to find their place in God's being". 12 By ignorning ;he
_coercive aspects in God'd agency,; he holds "Whitehead has underggtimatéd
the disclosure of the divine in&tiati&e in religious experience";'and
"has given a partially inadequate account of the relation bet;een GSd ;

and the world". 13 Here, as Williams contends, "Dr. Hartshorne is

right in stressing also the coercive aspects of our religious experience....

There are large coercive aspect§:in the divine governance of the world".14

Now, as far as he goes, I am in perfect égreement with Williams.
as it concerns'H;rtshorne, through it is mosé unfortunate he has not
elaborated this thesis; with respect to Whitehead, he may be'wrong, for
there may Se some coerciveness 'by Whitehead's God as well, if Baldwin is
correct (see below), and pefhaps, indirec;ly, if the thesis of this

present dissertation is correct. - -3

12 D. D. Williams, "Deity, Monarchy, and Metaphys1cs. Whitehead 's
Critique of the Theological Tradition", 370._

I

. 13 D. D. Williams, "Deity, Monarchy,. and Megaphysiéé: Whitehead's |,

Critique of the Theological Tradition", 371.
14 D. D. Willlams, "How Does God Act?: - An Essay in Whiteheaﬂ'

,Metaphysics , in W. L. Reese and E. Freeman, eds., Process and Divinity

(Lasalle, Illinqis. Open Court, 1964) 177. ) .

-t
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Williams' argument has been direétly attacked by K. F, Thompson
"in the latter's recent book. Thompson insists that while éoercion may
be a pervasive feature in the real universe, '"it does not obviously
' 15

follow that there must be coercive aspects in the nature of a real God". ,

Thompson then argues for the common interpretation concerning divine per-—,

v

E S .
suasive power; I shall, however, not pause heowe to consider his arguments,

et S

since he deals only with Whitehead, and ignores Hartshorne's position

(and, as noted above, the .two positions are different, and significantly-

) ) .
so, in many ways). In any case, Baldwin's analysis updates this discussion

‘e e et
(R YROX T

H

with reference to Whitheaﬁ. f
&. N. Pittengér, like Williams, believes that besideg the per- ;4
suasiveness, there is an aspect, of coerciveness i&ihartshorne's‘cod; ) é‘
and that yet,: unlike Williaqs' and the'traditional interpretation of %
'Whitehea&, he contends that Whitehead's God also has both cogrcive and i%
persuasive elementsl.-Unforéunately, Pittenger .has not ei;boratéd this ;i
intuition. " He says mérely that, "while God's action in the world is §§i
chiefly by lure,»solicitation, or loving persuasion, it is-not without igj
some measure of coereion, to prevent [;he] cosmos from becoming anarchy ;g

Lot

]

s b
|

or chaos"' and indeed that this is the case for both Hartshorne and . . .

¥

-
o I b g s
R vy
» | ,’ .
r LN . .

¢
3

Whitehead, “but in dlfferent waYs" 16 God is-grimarilz‘persuasive,\

«
-

- .

-

>

15 K. F, Thompson, Jr., Whitehead s Phxlosophy of Religion (The
Hague. Houton, 1971). 178 D .. N )

- - - .

-

K 16‘W. N. Pittenger, “Prooess Theolugy > The Expository Times
85/2, Nov. 1973, 57. - . S
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he argues furthér, yet He is coercive in a seccondary way.
i —

A

Now thid, to be sure,is the lssue; yeét it cannot be left ip

.

the cryptic state in which Pittenger and others leave it.
Perhaps the most detailed work to date which rejects the use

of the doctriné af divine persuasive power in process philosophy is

that of Hare and Madden. They argue, in effect, that the God of ‘
process philosophy is too weak and restricted to be of adequate relig-

ious value, Persuasive power, they hoid, is not sufficient for God

N~

to ensure the final victory of good over evil. The process God is

limited, further, to such an extent that He neither creates nor con-—

v

B

. trols actual occasions, ;7 Now; whilg Hare and Madden ignore (or are -
?naward of any of) the differences bet;een Whitehead ;nd Haréshorne,

Q

and as such argue agalnst the theodlcy of process ph1losophy as though

Vo it is a homogencous thing, their crithue is 1nterest1ng and important,

. ’

and, as such, to some of its details we turn.
Their argument may be seen as involving 8 essential points.
The first five points have.been answered by Baldwin directly, on

behalf of'WhiteheaH, while the latter three have been answered by

. 17 P. H. Hare and E. H. Madden, "Evil.and Unlimited Power s
;281 and passim ) . .

N

.
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\

. Hartshorne himself. 18

Hare and Madden argue, then, that (1) no '"good reason has been

19 They

given why God's power must and should be solely persuasiye".
grant Hartshorne and Whitehead that totally coercive power is morally

repugnant and incoherent; yet, they argue thal 'process theists fail

»

sl .
to notice that while totally coercive power may be objectionable, solely’
persuasive power may also be objectionable". 20 In this thesis I believe

that, they are correct, as in their questioning of the process theist's
y , 24

interpretation of persuasion and coerc¢ion as mutually exclusive. There

are, as they insist, certain situations in which coercive power does
seem to be morally required and justified. There are degrees of freedom,
and not just the polar aspects of totzl coercion or total persuasion.

They are, further (2), unhappy with the way, process theists

Y18

. For the first five points, see P. H. Hare and E. H. Madden,
"Evil and Persuasive Power', 44-48, and D. D. Baldwin, "Evil and
Persuasive Power: A Response to Hare and Madden", Process Studies
3/4, Winter, 1973, 259-272. For the last three points, see P. H. Hare ~
and E. H. Madden, "Evil and Unlimited Power'", 278-289, and C. Hartshorne,
"The Dipolar Conception of Deity', 282-289. .

I9 P. H. Hare and.E. H. Madden, "Evil and Persuasive Power",

44,

20 P. H. Harefand E. H. Madden, "Evil and Persuasive Power",

45,



161
!

ignore the problem of the great numbers of people who ave, it would
appear, simply unaffected by the divine lure. They reject Ford's ar-
gument, in this context, that the "measure of persuasion...is not how
many people are actually persuaded at any given time, but the intrinsic
value of the goal proposed". 21 They argue that the merit and value
attained by some people is valuable, but that this fact alone does not
squarely face the Essue\ii—;?ere being unpersuaded people, together with
the evil and suifering which seems to follow from this situation.

(3) Against the position, further, that a persuasive God can max-
imize creativity and freedom, but not good acts, Hare ana Madden object
that process theodicy has not shown how evils are compatible with great
persuasive powerj that is, process‘theists must show that maximum free-
dom and creativity are being inspired by God. They argue, (4), that
since process theodicy has not‘shown "that the extent and distribution
of evil acts and experiences are compatible with great persuasive power"; 22
there could just as well be a persuasive power which is compelling us to
do evil.

)

Finally, (5), they argue that process theists have not showr

that the concept of divine persuasive power is a coherent idea. Against,

21 P. .H, Hare and E. H. Madden, "ivil and Persuasive Power", 46:
cf. L. 8. Ford, "Divine Persuasion and the Triumph of Good", in D. Brown,
R. E. James, and G. Reeves, eds., Process Philoscophy and Christian Thought
(Indianapolis and New York: Bobbs~Merril, 1971), 298, note 13.

22 P. H..Hare and E. H. Madden, "Evil and Persuasive Power", 44,
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especially, Hartshorne's criteria for the validity of a metaphysical
&

system, =-- namely that the system be conceptually coherent -- they
argue that persuasive pover in itself is an incoherent concept: 'Does

it make conceptual senge to speak of a sort of power whose nature and

23

extent is in principle impossible to estimate expegientially?"
These five objections, raised by Hare and Madden in their 1972
essay (see note 18), are all directed, essentially, against the concept

of a divine persuasive power. Earlier in their 1966 essay (see note 18),

they raised certain more general objections against the concept of

+ God in process theology. They objected there (1) to the fact that Whitehead

and Hartshorne fail to distinguish between a “"limited" and a "relative"
concept of God; that (2) they fail to conceive'God‘in such a Qay that
will guarantee the ultimate triumph of good; and (3) that the conception
of evil in Whitehead and Hartshorne is unsatisfactory. The aforementioned
article is more relevant to cﬂis present chaptér, and to it we turn:
the latter artihle is relevant to the issues discussed in the following
chgpter and will be dealt with in the appropriate sections.

As noted above, Hare and Madden's critique has been answered
directly, 8y Baldwin, on behalf of Whitehead (though very little meﬁtion

is made of Hartshomme). - In his response, Baldwin distinguishes various_

ways 1in which persuasive power is used by Whitehead, corresponding to

N

23 P. H. Hare and E. H. Madden, "Evil and Persuasive Power", 48.

’
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various aspects of human freedom.

In one sense, for ekample, Whi%ebcad digtinggishes a deterministic
efficient causation and a persuasive final causatioa. Efficient caus-—
ality refer; to the way in which the past actual world hears down upon
the p{esent siLuation.' Final céusation is exhibited in the ideal aim
which God offers, persuasively, to becoming entities as their final causes.
Creakures are free to accept or reject both the persuasive final causation
and the coercive efficient causation. That elements of the deterministic
efficient causation can be freely rejected is essential for the world, or
else there would be nothing-definite: "The mere fusion of all that there

‘-
is would be the nonentity of indefiniteness'" (SMW 137). Some of the
elements in the initial aim from God are also freely eliminated. This
elimination is described as tb@ freedom of whole response or of autonomous

L.

self-causation, in which the é%eature's mental pole interacts with the
data'of its physical pole, and together modifies the initial aim into
its subjective aim. Both the physical and mental poles may be modified,
and the putcomé is therefore, internally and autoﬁomously self~determined.
The extent of this autonomous freedom limits the range of the freedom of
concgptual innovation in which God, as.;he'main actor, offers ideal aims
to becoming creatures via their mental poles, as tﬂeir final causaﬁieﬂ.
And &et, while Whitehead's theory accounts for this real element of
creaturely freedom in respénse to both the efficient causation‘tf\the'
past nexus-gnd!fhe final causation of God, there are aspects of both

o

types of causation which dannot be rejected by creatures! That the
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efficient causation of the past is to a large extent coercive is obvious,
but that 'some element of it can be eliminated accounts for the necessary
diversity and novelty of the world. That divine final causation can be
rejected secems clear enough, according to Baldwin, but that some elements
of it cannot be'rejected is less certain. Whitehead refers to'the way
creatures are being 'driven by their thoughts as well as by the molecules
in their bodies, by idEelligence and by senseless forces" (Al 58). He
refers also to the "overpowering rationality' of God's 'conceptudal harmon-
ization" (PR 526). And further, the most dramatic example of this "un-
avoidable persuasion" is, according to Baldwin, the Qibrétion; of molecules:
wﬁitéhead explains this fact as "due to the origination of reversions in
the mental pole'" (PR 423). Baldwin offers this elaboration: "The vari-
Ation in vibration is produ&ed by persuasive power in that it originates

L
in the mental pole as final cause, but it is coercive in the sense that

. , A, . . 24
it is not possible for autonomous activity to reject what is initiated".

"A second use of persuasive power -- tpgether with a corfesponding
use of coercive power -- in Whitehead, is defined by Baldwin as a per-
suasive power whigh‘is subject to morally responsible acceptance or reject-
ion, and coerc%ve power as not subjegt to such acceptaﬁce or rejection.

Thus, for example, while the persuasive power of conceptual innovation in

S

the vibration off molecules is not subject to the morally resﬁgasible free- .

24 D. D. Baldwin, "Evil and Persuasive Power: A Response to Hare

and Madden", 262.
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‘of persuasive and coercive power, and Q( the views of freedom they imply,
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dom of rejection, man -- as a more.highly developed mentality —- is
subject to morally-responsible freedom: as suéﬁl the finai causation of
conceptual innovation is persuasive, and nat coecrcive.

A third use of persuasive and coercive- power is defined by

Baldwin as a persuyasive power which refers to the communication of in-

formation about the natural consequences which could occur, should

certain alternatives be enacted, and coercive power as the inducement

of certain modes of action through extrinsic motivation, threat of pun-

. . -
ishment and offers of rewards. Freedom, in this context, refers to the
absence of coercive extrinsic motivation. Whitehead doves suggest, however,

according to Baldwin, that “A satisfactory cosmology must show that effic-

. N
ient and final causality ‘are [in Whitehead's words] 'interwoven and re-

quired, each by the other® (FR 23)". %5 Man depends on the regularity.
and constancy of nature in order that there be a context in which to
carry out his creative acts. Thus, he depends wupon coercive efficient

causality in whi¢h the past is carried to the present., But persuasive

final causation is also necessary for developmental, corrective, and

novel order.

e

e

Having made these distinctions %oncerning the various meanings
e o0 -

Lanprt el

‘,.‘ . Y
Baldwin proceeds to deal with the criticisms of Hare apd Madden.
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Where Hare and Madden argue (1) that persuasive power is often
not suf{igjent, but rathe? that coercive pover is, at times, morally
justified, Baldwin cbuﬂte%s that "Hare and Madden seem to conceive per-
suasive and coercive power according to the third-set of meanings (as
given above), but that 6od's action in the world is best understood in
terms of the first and second set of meanings. Baldwin argues that God's
action is limited to the persuasive conceptual innovation of final caus~
ation.a,God does not engage in coercive efficient causation to counter-
act evil. Yet as noted above, much of His persuasive final causation is
coercive_in the sense that it is automatically unavpi@able. There is,
however, r;om for creaturely freedom: it "does not cut off the express-
ion of past responsible-freedom carried by determined efficient cause".

Hare and Madden complain, further, (2) that she pgocess God's
use of divine persﬁasive power is too weak to combat the obvious amount
of evil in the world. Baldwin bélieveg, however, that Haré and Madden
conceive.of divine pqrsuasive power as a partial cause, éuch that the
outcome will be proportional to the potency of persuasion involved.

‘Béldwin suégests }hat,‘wﬁile some element og the conce;tual innovation
of God'sﬁfinal cause is not subject to morally responsible rejection,

" .other elements can be so rejected. AéEOrﬁiqgly, since there is always

. » . o
an element of cqreaturely freedog involved, '"no amount of coercion could
] 2 .

4
L

- 26 D. D. Baldwin, "Evil and Persuasive Powery A Regponse to~
‘Bare> and Madden", *268. . . -

I
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secure the desired results....Even God could not apply enough @oercion
as extripsic motivation to secure.a right choice if it were a morally
responsible free choice'. 27
Hare and Madden argue (3) that divine persuasion fails to pro-
duce sufficient f;eedom and creativiry. Baldwin suggests, however, that
this argument confuses the various types of freedom that he has distin-
gushed in Vhitehead's metaphysics. He argues that "Maximum morally re-
c0uid coexist with the freedom, of absence of ex-

3

trinsic motivation without massive evil if morally responsible freedom,
L)

sponsible freedom2

were determined by God'": but this cannot be, since God cannot make man's
decisions for him and have the decisions still be man's. 28

In response, further, to the contention of Hare and Madden that
(4) there is just as much evidence that the world is persuaded by an
evil power as by a good one, Baldwin contends that if this were the
case, if there were no persuasive power for good to furnish positive
ideals, then the efficient causality of the world would soon run down.
That the world is not running down is, however, evidenced by the upward
t;end and increasing complexity of evolution.

The fifth criticism of Hare and Madden (5) is a protest against

Hartshorne's attempt to a{firm the existence of God in spite of the

massive amounts of excess evil in the world. Baldwin seems to accept

pe

21 D. D. Baldwin, "Evii and Persuasive Power: A Response to Hare
and Madden', 269. .

28 D. D. Baldwin, "Evil and Persuasive Power: A Response to Hare

and Mgdden", 269. <
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this ¢riticism with tespect to Hartshorne, but he argues that Whitehead

is immune to it. I believe, however, that this is a mistaken interpret-

atian of Hartshorne, and that not just Whitehead, but Hartshorne as well,

has taken full account of the empirical actuality of evil in the werld;
\

that is, that he has not evaded the ermpirical questions. This present

dissertation works to explicate this fact; that in spite of the onto-

logical argument, Hartshorne's theodicy acknowledges the reality of

evil in the world as a problem which is not simply circumvented by the

ontological proof.

There is this further criticism of Baldwin to be noted. While

he has contributed much to the discussion of process theodicy and done

much to refute the atheistic claims of Hare and Madden, his analysis has
certain limitations. For one thing, hils basic thesis seems to amount to

. , ) R , .
saying that, while men are free vis-a-vis God (since God must use per-

suasive power to lure men, and cannot simply coerce freely responsible
beings), on the other hand, sub-human levels of existence (atoms are
singled out by Baldwin as his example), are not as free vis-i-vis God,
since He exercises certain elements of coerciveness against thqg;ato
which they haveé no real ability to freely resp&nd except as compliance.
Now, this would seem to me to be correzt -- as far as it goes: the

real issue, however, is not directly diccussed; nanely, to defime the
'3 : .

- fénge of freedom vis-&-vis divine power which is excercised by mén.

_ 1 grant that sub-human levels of 1ife have little freedom but to

Plha)
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follow the divine lure, which is quite coercive, 29 since being without
the human level of complex consciousness, there is lictle room for
freedom. There is always an element of spontaneitv, granted, but this
is not at issue. What is at issue is whether, with regard to the human
level of being, there is both divine persuasion and coercion, or
rather, a range of persuasive effectiveness, as I prefer to put it.
Baldwin has not considered this question adequately.

There is this further problem with Baldwin's analysis, specific-
ally as it applies to Hartshorne's theodicy. Baldwin has restricted
his study to Whitehead's writings, and has not given Hartshorne's theo-
dicy any consideration (save one section on Hartshomme's view of éossi—
bility, with which I shall contend in a later section of this chapter).
If Baldwin's thesis is appl;ed to Hartshorne's metaphysics,'however,
there is a problem which immediately surfaces: Hartshorne has not de-
voted much writing to Whitehead's theorv of concrescence, to the be-
coming of an entity, and accordiagly, it is not as clear in Hartshorne
(as in Whitehead) how we are to understand the workings of the initial
aim, of divine final causality, of efficient causaiity ~-- all within the
genetic becoming of an entity. It is, therefore, not so easy to under-
stand Hartshomne's position én just how to define the range of influence --

by God and by the causal nexus -- on the becoming subject; and accordingly,

29 This is held in spite of Whitehead's talk of God having to
"persuade’ the atoms to comply with the whole to which they belong: cf.
PR 423; and D. D. Baldwin, "Evil and Persuasive Power: A Response to
Hare and Madden™, 262, -

-+
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it is difficult to define the nature and range of creaturely freedom
vis—s—vis these influences. With Whitehead, this can be more readily
seen, though, granted, it is an area wherein various interpretations are
being debated. Baldwin has opened new ground in Whiteheadian interpret-
ation with his fine analysis of the various types of persuasive and
coercive power, and the corresponding types of freedom, which operate

in the generic succession of an entity; vet, his analysis is, as I sav,
n;t altogether applicable to Hartshorne, nor does he consider, suffic-
iently, the more subtle issue of defining the ramge of persuasive-~
coercive effectiveness within the human level alone. This present
dissertation seeks to shed light on this latter issue. It suggests,
further, that Hartshorne's position can be understood not so much accord-
ing to Baldwin's approach (that fs, with respect to an analysis of
genetic succession), but with respect to othe; issues; the imposition

of limits, the organic-social analogy, and with thé other issues which

-

will be discussed in the following sections of this chapter.

-

Before suggesting how Hartshorne could respﬁﬁaﬂ&qﬂﬂare and Madden's
T

critique, we might note, in brief, the main line of argumentaciSh,pﬁ a
recent article by Bammhart in which he defends the process theists' view
(particularly that of Cobb) agalnst Hare and Madden's c¢ritique. 30

Barnhart has shed some light on the ¢entral issue of persuasion-coercion.

>

30 J. E. Barmhart, "Per5uasiye and Coercive Power in Process
Metaphysics", Process Studies 3/3, Fall, 1973, 153-157.

1
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He points out that the concept of coercive power is highly ambiguous;
for example, it does not imply mere external force, as opposed to an
ineffectual persuasive power. VWhere Skinner defines persuasive power
as ineffective and haphazard, and Cobb takes the opposite position

that persuasive power is the only power which is effective, Barnhart
argues that neither persuasive power nor coercive power are to be seen
as good in themselves: both may be effective or ineffective. There is
a confusion between lare and Madden, and Cobb, he argues, on this point:
while Hare and Madden want a more effective use of power by God to
ensure His ideals, Cobb sees persuasive power as respecting the desires
and wants of individuals. Barnhart argues that these positions are
not necessarily in conflict. Hare and Madden advocate a quasi-coexgive
power to prevent new creaturely desires from coming into being; that"
is, if they do not stand much of a chance of gaining satisfaction or

if they would disrupt tWe harmony already attained. The process view,
however, is a give-and-take persuasiveness: to change creaturely desires,
God does not have to coerce, since persuasive influence is able to
bring about new desires by orening up new possibilities (and not by
coercively frustrating desires which have already been experienced by
creatures). To direct the desires of men, then, God does not have to
coerce, but rather He changes Himseif, and as the object of creaturely
prehensions, He is compelling without being coé;cive. Coercion hay be,
at times, necessary, but God's rule is mainly by persuasion in which

He takes account of the desires of the world. His ideals cannot, iet'

us note, be completely unrelated to the world's desires, or else He
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could not persuade the world's creatures to accept His lure.

My criticism with respect to this thesis is this: there is some

question about how, precisely, God lures creatures toward new ideals.

It is not necessarily simply a persuasiveness, but rather may involve

some element of coerciveness, or at least a range of persuasive effect-

iveness. A more detailed construction of this argumegt follows in the

sections remaining in this present chapter: Bammhart's study is incomplete here.

Now, while Baldwin has responded to Hare and Madden in defence
of Whitehead, and Bamhart in defence of Cobb, Hartshorne himself (as
noted above) has responded to the 1966 essay directly; and, to be sure,
his probable response go the 1972 essay- may be suggested via reference
to his vast corpus of works. Only the latter essay and response is rele-

vant to the issue presently under discussion, and to it we turn (Harts-
horme's reply to the 1966 essay is discussed in various places in this
and the following chapter of this dissertation).

The fifth c¢riticism has already been answered on behalf of
Hartshorne (above). Thus,we may consider Ehe further criticism that
there are some situations in which coercivl power is morally justified,
that there ought to be, in fact, a mixture of persuasiveness and coer-
c;veness by God vis-a-vis creaturely actions. I accept this thesis

and will argue that Hartshome may best be interpreted and

defended 'as implying that there is a range of divire effectiveness,
. such that some of it, Being basically persuasive, permits a broad range
of creaturely freedom in response to it, while yet there are also

elements approaching coerciveness and to which there is little freedom
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in response. This is not to argue, howeyer, that Hartshorne's thesis
that God is solely persuasive is, necessarily, wrong or'ihcohcrent. It
is to suggest, nevertheless, that the range of effectiveness of this
divine lure must be more carefully explicated than Hartshorne has done.
To say thét divine power is simply persuasive is not a little cryptic
and incomplete until the full extent of this persuasive effectiveness

is defined. VWhen 1t is defined -- as I will argue -- there is revealed
a vast range of divinme causal effectiveness, some of which seems coercive.
Hare and Madden do pet find.this in Hartshorne; yet their critique of
Hartshomme refers to only one of his essays, and not to the vast corpus
of his writings nor indeed to many of the complex issues he considers
and theses he argues. Hare and Madden are weak in this respect; and yet,
it is to their credit that they have put their finger on the important
contention that persuasive power, as used in process metaphysies and
theodicy, must be more carefully looked at.

With respect to their criticism, f;rther, that a large number
of people seem to be simply unaffected by divine persuasiveness, and
that a great amount of evil in the world seems incompatible with divine
persuasiveness, Hartshorne's position is that all creatures feel the
presence of God —- whether or not they are aware of it. And further,
it may be suggested that Hare and Madden are, seemingly, seeking a
justification for evil, iﬁdeed for individual evils. But this, accord-
ing to Hartshorne, is not a legitimate query: evils cannot be justified
as such; they can only be explained as the inherent risks of freedom

from which both goods and evils arise. Ford has argued, further, that



"the measure of persuasion...is not how many people are actually per-
suaded at any given time, but the intrinsic value of the goal proposed”.Bl
Hare and Madden, to be sure, reject this argument: they insist that the
real question is not whether creativity is intrinsically wvaluable, but
whether, in certain situations, more creativity, maximum creativity in
fact, ought to be promoted by divine persuasive power. This argument,
however, as in the aforementioned argument of Hare and Madden, seems to
imply that some justification for evils ought to be given. It implies,
also, that goods, at any one time, ought to predominate over evils.

To this latter contention, Hartshorne would agree in the sense that,

as he has argued, goods must be predominant, at least for God, or else
the world could not go on (to be noted below).

Finally, to the argument that there seems to be as much evidence
that the world is being lured by a persuasive power for evil as it is
for good, Hartshorne's response would be that there is more order in
the world than is often realized, indeed that there must glways be more
order and good than chaos and evil.

I am not here contending that these replies, on behalf of
Hartshome, are\completely valid: this has yet to be determined. And

i

indeed, as it 1is the concern of this chapter to reconstruct and critically

assess his understanding of divine causative agency in the world, the

argument will suggest, at least implicitly, that while his contention

«

- 31 L. S. Ford, "Divine Persuasion and the Triumph of.Good",
298, note 13.
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that God's agency is solely persua=ive may leave him open to some of the
criticisms of Hare and Madden, the more viable interpretation ot his
understanding of divine causal agency implies an element of coerciveness.
As such, his account is rendercd more forceful and coherent than it may
otherwise seem, for it can, then, more forcefully heold, for example, that
God is able to maintain the vorld order which makes possible creaturely
agency, and that He can ensure the balance of good over evil. To the

full explication of these matters we turn.
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2. The Divine lamits

One of God's functiovns, as noted above, is to decide upon
the limits c¢f creaturcly freedom., The issue, then, is whether this
divine function in any way jeopardizes creaturely freedom, or rather,
whether there can be a vital and real creaturely freedom in spite of
its being restricted by divinely imposed limitations. As such, the
issue is to define -~ as clearly as is possible ~-~ the extent of both
God's and mdn's freedom, and thus, their respective responsibilities
for good and evil. The question of defining whether the divine agency
is persuasive and/or coercive is also relevant here.
It is Hartshorne's contention that creatures not only have
freedom, but that they have it not despite the divine limitations,
cals -
but because of it. This is so be e if there were no limits EB>"P/
creaturely actions, there could be E% life at all; there would be only
chaos. Hartshorne explains:
Without God['s ordering]...individuals could
not form even a disorderly world, but only
a meaningless, unthinkable chaos in which
there would be neither any definite good nor
any definite evil. This is the same as no

world. With God there is an order, a world
in which good and evil can occur.

32 Charles Hartshorne, "A New Look at the Problem of Evil", 210.
In private correspondence, Hartshorne has pointed out that "we tend to
underestimate the infinite value of having cosmic order. any order,
rather than hopeless confusion, unpredictability and the risks of evil
unbalanced by opportunity for good proportional to the risks and their
justification” (letter to the author, 1974).
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The limits of freed®m ensure that there i< a world in which there is
opporLunityAfor the c¢reation of good Xﬁlucs, and to be sure, where there
is also the risk of evil, for both good and evil arise from the samo
source: creative freed;m. God sets limits, however, to ensure that the
greatest opportunities for good are possible at each moment. Like the
ideal ruler of an earthly kingdom, we ought to conceive God as setting
"those limits outside of which freedom would involve greater risks than
opportunities" ELP 231). God's very "perfection lies...in the wise

and efficient limitation of the rigks to the optimum point beyond which
further limitation would diminish the promise of life mere than its
tragedy'" (LP 203-204). God sets limits 'which are maximally favorable

to desirable decisions on the part qf local agents" (DR 135). Yet,

the more advanced the creature, the more is there the risk of evil:
"Great opportunity and great risk seem in fact to go togetner" (DR 136).
Man, being the most highly é;veloped creature in the scale of being,

is 351e to accept or reject the divine persuasive lure, whereas lower
levels of creatures are little able to act on their own, lacking as

4

they do the human development of consciousness.

\’////—\‘\Now, the important point to be gathered from this argument is

that, for Hartshome, it is God alone who decides upon the limits of
creaturely freedom. (He refers to these limits, variously, as "the

world-order", "the laws of nature", "divine decrees" (CSEM 125), as

34

the "basic order", 33 as the '"natural or cosmic laws", etec.).

33Charles Hartshorne "Abstract and Concrete in God: A Reply"
(to J. Hartt), Review of Metaphysics 17/2, Dec., 1963, 291.

34

Charles Hartshorne, "A New Look at the Problem of Evil", 209.
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And further, not only docn God alene decide thise laws; but He doos vo

-

an such a wa, that the laws ace aluave benc{scdial for creatures, sinee

the opportunities tor goed are masnin2l  and the 1risks for evil, maininnl:
Only God can decide natoral or ao«'e laws,
Natvral lzre are the only 1ov g vich ore
always benericent. HNot vaat ol) resulte are .
gocd, but that the vists bor Baving o« Jars
are nevor comparanle to the adv.ntages.
With human laws this mav not b g0 sore
laws may create greater risks tnan opportun-
itics.

The 1last sentence imvlies that Ged is to he trusted to decide upom

-

certain cosmic limits which #ill be of gricatex benefit to creatures than
will the risks.of evil wvhich may arise. Cod must decide upon the limits,
for oniy He could cpaure this necessary elem:nt of order in the vorld.
Without God's ordering there would be sheer chaos, for "3 multitude of
agents cou.d not selecfpg common world and must inaced simply nullify
one another's effortsé,€¥§€ 273-274). There must be séme “"common ilimitaiiwm
or bias" which "pervades their acts" (PSG 274). 7This common limitation,
however,- "must be itself selected, for there is no one world order which
alone is possible” (PSG 274); only God could select such an order.

It would seem useful here to compare Hartshorne's theory of the
divine impositicn of limits with Whitehead's view, since the two deans
of process philosophy seem to have diverged on this important aspect

- of their respective metaphysicsl This is the contention of one notable

.

35 Charles Hartshorne, "A New Look at the Problem of Evil", 203.
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. .. 36 .
critic, Lewis Vord, who arguces that Whitehead has rejected the
o :’_4:.'\‘
thesis that divine arder is inposed-upon the world, and holds rather,

that the laws of naturc arc jamanent: « "the order of nature expresses

the characters of the real things which jointly compose the existcuces

to be found in nature” (Al 1342). Imposed luw, for Whitehcad, is thas
which is {mplied in the traditional Christian doctrine of Lhé trans-
cendent Delity who,suppo»eﬁly,singly imposed fixed and definite lawes
upon the world (cf. AT 144-146, 200{).. Ford argues that vhile the

limits or laws are immanent in Whitehead's metaphvsics (and in this

_Weiss agrees), they seem to be simply imposcd in Hartshorne's meta-

-
=

physics. Thus, when Hartshorne describes this divine function as a
persuasiven?ss, qud'objects, for Ehitehegd's theor; is "a radically
different theory". 37
Fo;d bases this conclusion also on the fact that he believes.
that Hartshorne does not have available to him Whitehead's use of the
initial aim which is given by God to creatures as their ideal. Harts-
horne's God cannot give this initial aim to creatures since, accord-
ing to Ford, Hartshorne's metaphysics does not accept Wh;tehead's ’

theory of eternal objects from which the initial subjective aim is

taken by God in the first place. As such the ability of Hartshorne's

(s

36 1. s. Ford, TPP, 75-77.

37 L. S. Ford, ¥PP, 77. o . -

b
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God to ekercise persuasive influence on creatures is problematic.
I will argue later in this chapter against ‘this latter aspect

of Ford's thesis; but in this present section the issue will be dis-

cussed solely with respect to the divine imposition of limits to human
A 4

freedom.

+ _ Hartshorne seeks to explicate his position by arguing that the

«

limits of creaturely freedom are not coercively imposed by God but

that, rather, God "must constantly 'persuade' things to obey these laws". 38
He argues that creatures themselves cannot decide upon the cosmic order,
but that it is the sole prerogative of God to do so. He contends, further,
that while cosmic laws are modified by God from time to time (though

never more than after long epochs of\time), creatures do not have any
influence upon God in regard to this modification. It is solely the

divine prerogative. It is the chief example of the metaphysical prin-
ciple of the '"rule of the one", which God is, as World Mind. Hartshorne

. suggests that, on the other hand, if creatures did have some influence

upon the establishment of the limits, then: (1) these laws would be

38 Charles Hartshorne, "Process and the Nature of God", in G.
F. McLean, ed., Traces of God in a Secular Culture (NY: Alba House, 1973),
138. He has recently confirmed this position: ‘
That God sets cosmic limits only means that he
persuades all creatures to respond to certain
patterns of order...God's entertainment of
certain cosmic patterns of order is that to
which all creatures respond. The response is
only approximately and statistically determined
by the lure of the pattern.

Accordingly, he continues, "I believe as strongly as Whitehead that God
persuades'; that is, as opposed to simply imposing or coercing his will
upon creatures (letter to the author, 1974).
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unstable since they would be continually changing to meet the changing.
whims of creaturely desires; and in this case, there could be no real
order, in fact, since a certain duration of stability is required
for there to be order and meaningfulness; (2) de's initiative would
be denied Him; and (3) men woulé have to be omniscient to know which
laws would be best for them, but clearly, only God is omniscient. 39
Now, it may seem that Hartshorne has overstated the divine
initiative here, in Aenying that some measure of creaturely activity
can contribute to the nature of the limits of freedom. Such a view
would, for one thing, give to the creature a greater significance
than Hartshorne seems willing to grant to him. Yet, in addition to
the above quoted points, Hartshorne adds this argument, in reply to
such a critique: the significance of creatures does not lie in their
ability to create the cosmic order of limits, but rather in their

4
effects on other creatures. 0 And, further, a final and perhaps most

39 These points were made in private conversations with the
author in the spring of 1975. They are not made so systematically #n
any particular text of Hartshorne, though they are implicit in wvarious
writings: cf. 273-274.

40 This point was relayed to the author by Hartshorne in private

talks; I do not find it made explicitly in his published works, though
it is imiplied, and consistent with his general theory. Cf. Hartshorne's
"The Significance of Man in the Life of God", in Theology in Crisis:

A Colloquium on the Credibility of“fod (New Concord: Muskingum College,
1967), 40 ff.

——
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significant argument may be added —-- though Hartshorne himself has not
used it: it would seem to me that it is simply impossible for creatures
to have some influence .on the modification of the limits to freedom,
since they must act alw;ys from within those limits themselves. One
cannot change limits when one is confined to acting within those very
limits; or, at least, I cannot see how this could be the case; that is,
according to Hartshorne's arguments in this respect (see below).

I should think, then, that Hartshorne's position is clear re:
this question. It is God and He alonme who establishes the a priori
limits of creaturely freedom. The implications of this view for the
reality and scope of creaturely freedom must now be examined.

One direct implication of Hartshorne's position would seem to
he that there is an aspect of God which is clearly coércive; that is,
since God alone chooses the cosmic laws within which c¢reatures must act.
The exact nature of this Eoerciveness must be ascertained, especially -
since Hartshogne denies that there is any coerciveness by God, the
imposition of limits implying, as noted above, only that God persuades
man to accept them. I must argue, however,\that since éod Himself
chooses these limits, that to this extent at least, He acts coercively
with respect to the world. I do not think that this fact necessarily
threatens creaturely freedom, but as Hartshorne says, +it makes it
possible for there to be freely creative creatures ap%all, as opposed

\

to a chaos which would be the resultAof limitless freedqm. There is

room for creaturely freedom within the limits imposed by God (though,
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as will be argued, there are aspects of coerciveness by Cod with respect

Y

to His causal agency within the general limits). I shall argué\in this
section, however, that there is a range of effectiveness with respect )
to the limits of freedom: at cone extreme, God would seem to exercise
an element of coerciveness in that He simply cliooses the limits within
which creatures must act; at the other extreme, creatures can be seen
as having much more freedom with respect to their acts within these
‘limits. In this lattér case, God operates more persuasively, and there
is, accordingly, more ability for creatures to consciocusly oppose His
will.

Now, granted, Hartshorne has insisted that there is only per-
iggsiveness gxercised by God, and that His choosing of the limits is
no exception. Most process thinkers seem to hold to this thesis (with
the possible exception of the two or three noted above). The task,
then, is to work out more carefully the exact workings of the diviner
human interrelationship, to define clearly the extent of the divine
agency with respect to the corresponding extent of creaturely freedom
that 1s coherent with it. This is no mean task, and while it is of
vital importance, it has not clearly been worked out by the major
process philosophers. The general concensus among them has been that
God ‘acts solely persuasively, as opposed to exerting a physical coercivene:
I am suggesting in this chapter, however, that there 1s a mixture of
persuasiveness and coerciveness in the divine agency vis-a-vis .

creaturely freedom. There are many aspects involved in this issue,

~
~
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the imposition of limits to freedom being but one.

I want to note here, in this respect, that while I am arguing
that there is a range of effectiveness in the diyine action with respect
tq man, that 1s, somhe of it beiné persuasive only while other asﬁects
of it seem coeréive, it may be, nevertheless, that the elements of
coerciveness can be said to be elements within the persuasiveness, such
that the coerciveness is never simply antagonistic to, or the negation of,
persuasiveness; din short, that the divine persuasiveness may be said
to have elements which appear to be a coerciveness, and other elements
which are more clearly persuasive. In this SUggestion,\to be sure, I
may be concediné too much, and that in fact there may be aspects of
pure coerciveness in God which cannot be placed under the more general
nature of_persuasiveness. This rather complex question is one express-
lon of thé’issue that this chapter faces, and it will be considered
throughout the chapter ih its various aspects.

In any event, we may note .that L Le HarFshorne has provided
for the fact that there is a perpendicular—range of creaturely ability
to respond freely to the divine causative 1lure, that is, according
to the development of consciousness of the various le;els of being,
he has not dealt with the equally broad range which I am suggesting
exists with respect to the divine-human encounter, that is, on the
purely human level of being. It 1is this latter issue that this
chapter explores. <2

Hartshorne holds that God does not sinply determine all events

to the last detail., Such a thesis was intended to be refuted by his

(Y
/
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doctrine of &eative freedom and by his modified doctrine of God (as
noted above). The world, to be a world, "must consist of local agenss.
making their own decisions'" (DR 138). The freedom of creatﬁ?es, however,
is restricted essentially to acts wi;hin the limits themselves. God and
God alone chooses and modifies these limits as He sees fit. 1In spite

of the fact that this divine action may be seen, as I am suggesting, as
exemplifying an autocratic element, Hartshorné points out that we must
see it for its merit, that is, since the imposition of‘limits by God is
that act Qhereby He ensures that there is possible a world of free
creaturés. Without the limits, there would be no world, for the individ-
ual freedoms of all beings would come into conflict, .one with the others,
such that chaos would result. '"But we can take legitimate comfort in the
sense that what ought to Pe done for the world will be done [by God], and
that what ought to be left to creaturely freedom will be left to it"

(LP 296—297): That which God does for the world, which only He can do,
is to choose the limits to the free acts of creatures; that which creatures
can do is to act creatively, freely, within these limits. God "turns
creatures loose to be each other's destiny, within wise limits of natural
law" (NTT 121). Or again: '"Divine decisions set rules for the géme

of creaturely interaction, but the rules allow countless options of

41

detail. While the conditions, the lihits, decide what can be

. done, "what is done is always more determinate than

41 Charles Hartshorne, '"Process Philosophy as a Resource for
Christian Thought', 54-55.
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merely what can be done"{jLP\igl)qﬁ

Two issues, I woui{ suggégt, are herein involved: what is

the extent of man's freedom vis-a-vis the divine agency with respect
to the imposition of limits ;o freedom?; and, what is the extent of
man's freedom vis-a-vis the divine agency with respect to freedom
within these limits?

There seems, to me, to be two senses in which the divine limits
restrict man's freedom: God imposes laws for a cosmic era, and (to-
gether with the past causal nexus) He restricts that freedom in a
more specific way, with respect to each particular situation. In
the latter, the general cosmic limits are rendered more particular,
according to the contingencies of the situation. These particular
limits, called by Hartshorne "orders of preference', remain always with-
in the more general co;mic limits. This 1is the difference, in one
sense at least, between 'general" and '"'real" possibility, the latter
relating to the specific needs of the present situation, the former
remaining largely abstract.

Now: in spite of the fact that Hartshorne never explicitly
argues that there can be distinguished these two senses in which
divine limits interact with man, I would argue that this distinction
is implied in his writings; or at least, that it is an elaboration of
his general position, and consistent with it. He éﬁfers, for example,
both to the divine cosmic limits, and to God's lure for each specific

moment . He refers to the cosmic limits as being imposed by God to

.
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endure for long periods of time, indeed, for several hundreds, or
more likely thousands,of years, for eons. These limits must bé basic~-
ally stable, for, as was suggested above, if the cosmic limits changed
more rapidly than they do, there would arise confusion and loss of
meaning, for all meaning would then become merely relative to the par-
ticular contingent situation. Hartshorne writes: '"A divine prehension

can use its freedom to create, and for a suitable period maintain, a

particular world order. This selection then becomes a 'lure', an

irrestible datum, for all ordinary acts of synthesis" (WP 164). Yet,
* - -
. furthermo?EZ besides these general cosmic limits, Hartshorne refers

to the divine influence upon creatures in each specific moment of
creaturely becoming; God, then, effects the world not just cosmically
or abstractly, but in each particular situation. Hartshorne explaihs:

God can rule the world and order it, setting
optimal limits for our free action, by pre-
senting himself as essential object, so
characterized as to weight the possibilities
of response in the desired respect....it is by
molding himself that God molds us, by present-
ing at each moment a partly new ideal or order
of preference....Only he who changes himself
can control the changes in us by inspiring us
with novel ideals for novel occasions. We
take our cues for this moment by seeing, that
ig, feeling, what God as of this moment
desiderates (DR 142, italics mine).

The same view 1s expressed in the following: ''there is nothing in
particular that will be; there are only certain more or less general
limitations imposed upon the future from the standpoint, not of eternity,

\
but of each present' (RSP 201, latter italics miné).
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These two aspects of the divine directives, the general and
specific, may be somewhat what Professor George Allan had in mind when
he suggested that God's ideals are concerned with both individuals
and whole societies —-- though, neither Allan nor anxggg\else seems to

; ‘

have written explicitly of the matter in the way I CELEgkgesting here. 42
Specifically, I am postulating that there are these two aspects of the
divine functioning with regpect to the limits to creaturely freedom,
and that -- granting this -- there can be defined a range of divine
causal agency vis~é—vis man's freedom, such that aspects of divine per-
suasiveness, and also of coerciveness, can be ascertained. Hartshorne
does not explicitly construct the matter in this way; and, in my opinion,
this is one of the causes of- the confusion which has existed concerning
this question of defining the divine-man interrelationship with re-
spect to the limits of creaturely freedom. For example, whére Harts-
horne refers to the divine lure as being "all-but-irresistible", and

t

as being largely "unconsciously'" accepted by creatures, it must be
ascertained not only whether this divine action implies a coerciveness

of sorts with respect to the imposition of the general laws, but whether
the same element of coerciveness, (together with the aspects of persuasive-

ness in each case), is operative in the more specific moment, wherein

God Influences creatures at particular moments in their becoming, within

42 G. Allan, '"The Aims of Society and the Aims of God', in D.
Brown, R. E. James, Jr., and G. Reeves, ed., Process Philosophy and
Christian Thought, 464-474.
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the general limits. Hartshorne speaks of the divine directives (lures)
of each moment, and also of the cosmic laws; but, as I am suggesting, -
he does not clearly work out how the two aspects of divine agency w——
interrelate. This failure has probably had much to do with the recent
indications of the céﬁtroversy which is arising over whether his God
operates purely persuasively or purely coercively, or as both. As they
stand, Hartshorne's writings are unclear on this point, and as such,
his contention that God acts solely persuasively is not a little cryptic.
But likewise cryptic are the arguments of certain critics who contend that
Hartshorne's God operates solely coercively (Ford) or with a mixture of
persuasiveness and coerciveness (Pittenger, Williams). What has not
been done is to substantiate thése various positions with detailed study.
The aim of this present chapter, then, is to investigate this issue,
and to evaluate its implications for Hartshorne's theodicy.

Hartshorne wéngs to argue that the general, cosmic limits are
net absolute or fixed, that they are statistical and approximate only,
He has not, however, shown cledarly how this is the case. That the
cosmic laws are not absolute may be, in fact, true, but they seem so

only from God's perspective. They appear to man as absolute, since

they seem virtually static for cosmic eons of time. That they must
remain stable for a long period of time 1s insisted upon by Hartshorne,
for otherwise, there would be loss of order and meaning in the world.
God changes the limits, the laws, only after vast perlods of time,

when, for example, He wishes to permit a new range of general possibil-

4
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ities, the former range being exhausted more or less, such thag He h;:
become bored with it. Thus, while at a particular moment in time (ag
each successive moment in creaturely becoming) the subject 1s confronted
with specific limits upon its freedom (due to the past causal nexus
and the divine ideals with which it is confronted, as will be discussed-
belgw), above and beyond these specific and particular limits and ideals
there are more general limifs within which the specific limits are

L J
confined as particularizations of the general. It can be argued, accord-
ingly, that by this divine imposition of general limits, Hartshorne's
God is exerting some element of coerciveness, for creatures have no
choice but to comply: the limits are simply imposed by God and He alone,
and there is nothing creatures can do about them, save to act within
the limits so imposed. There would seem to be more freedom for creatures
in‘their acts within these general limits than with regard to the
imposition of the limits themselves. With respect to the latter, the
divine action seems simply coercive, while in regard to the former,
there is permitted a creaturely freedom which God can influence only
by His great persuasive powers. The central issue of the remaining
sections of this chapter, however, is to determine whether there are
aspects of coerciveness also in this latter divine action within or
in addition to His persuasiveness. But for the present, I am concerned
to substantiate the thesis that there is a coerciveness about the
divine imposition of the more generai limits, the laws of nature,

the cosmic laws.
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Now, Hartshorne argues that the divine imposition of cosmic
limits means only that God persuades creatures to respond to certain

.

patterns of order, and that, as such, man's response is only approx-
Imately and statiétically determined by the 1u%e of the pattern. 43
Hartshorne's contention, then, is that, rather than there being a
coerciveness in God's imposition of cosmic law, there }s rather a

divine persuasiveness involved,‘since God must persuade men to accept

the limitgé that is, in the sense that man must act within them. I

would suggest, however, that Hartshorne confuses the issue by failing

to distinguish between God's general and specific functions with respect
to the limits of creaturely action. By making this distinction, it

can be argued that there can be located elements in God's action which
suggest a coerciveness, that is, with respect to the general laws, while
with respect to the specific lures and limits which confront creatures

at each successive moment of their creative becomings, there can be
distinguished elements of divine persuasiveness. By not making this
distinction, Hartshorne's thésis, that there is on1§ persuasiveness
exercised by God, appears rather cryptic and incomplete; for while he
speaks of the divine lure relative to each particular moment of creaturely
becoming, as functioning solely persuasively, and since he does not
clearly distinguish this‘divine agency from the divine function of
imposing the cosmic laws, the implication is that God's action with

regard to the latter is also a persuagiveness. He has not, however,

shown this to be the case, and thus, has dealt incompletely with this

43 See above, note 38.
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issue. It onld appear, for one thing,ithat if it is held that God,
and He alone, sets the cosmic limits, this in jitself is a coercive

act, sincg'man has no choice but to act within these limits. I do not
see what Hartshorne means when he argues that the setting of cosmic
limits implies only that God "pgrsuades all cFeatures to respond to
certain patterns of order'"; I should think Ehat rather than this divine
action implying a divine persuasiveness, it expresses and element of
coerciveness by God. And I should think that Hartshorne's reference to
divine persuasiveness ought more properly to refer only to the divine

agency with respect to the lure aud limits which bear down upon each

new and specific,present becoming of creatures. By not making explicit-
o >

the distinction between the cosmic (general) and specific divine action
with respect to the limits to human (and more generally, c;eaturely)
freedom, Hartshorne leaves this issue quite unclear. Thus, in spite
of the fact that Hartshorne does not like the term "coerciveness'
applied to god's causal agency, I cannot see how the divine imposition
of cosmic limits can be anything but coercive, since man‘has absolutely
éo say in choosing of modifying these limits, nor in acting except
under their dictates. Whén Hartshorne speaks of divine persuasiveness,
I should think that the reference is to the divine lure for the specific
moment; and not to the general laws, . ;
Now, we may ask: , has man any more freedom with respect to the
specific limits and lur:L than with respect to the general laws? That

is, what is the extent of maun's freedom with respedt to his agenéy
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within the general iimits, and in particular, to his agency vis—g—vis
the limits ag% l@reg which confront him at each successive moment
in his processive becoming?

It would seem obvious that man has more freedom with respect to
his actions within the general limits than with respect to the divine

imposition of these limits. And yet, there seems to be a sense in which
man has more freedom with respect to the general 1imit;, since the basic
laws are simply abstractions which are made variously moge particular; that is,
as Ehe limits and ideals of each specific concrete moment of creaturely
_life, according to the contingencies of that existence. O&e might ask,
in this respect: what is the value of the cosmic limits; that is, since
at each moment, man is~confronted with specifig 1imits and ideals,
)
. As such, are not these specific and particular iimits all that is necess-
ary for there to be order and continuing age&cy among creatures? What
purpose;‘in other words, do the more general and abstract limits serve?
-
In answer to this question, Hafkshorne would reply :;;t the general
. o
limits are necessary in the sense that they serve as God's values, as
His outlines of the possibilities available, certain aspects of which
are offered to creatures in particular moments as specific ideals. 44

The principal issue which the remainder of this chapter must

A Y
seeE to answer is that of defining the extent of man's freedom vis-a-vis

44 Hartshorne expressed this point in private talks with the

author in 1975. —~

A ;
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the specific lure (and limits) of God, (as distinct from the divine
imposition of the general limits, and from the issue in the previous
chapter which studied man's agency vis—s-vis the individual psychic
events) and vis-a-vis the past causal world. In this section it has
been contended that there is an element of coerciveness in the divine
agency; that is, in the d;yine action of choosing the cosmic laws

within which all creatures are confined in their individual agencies.

-

9

Now, the question to be considered is whether there is also an aspect .
of divine coerciveness with respect to the divine function of luring
creatures tow;rd certain ideals at each particular &oment of creaturely
becoming. It must be noted here that, with r;SPect to the influences
and limits which bear down upon man at each moment, there must be
clearly distinéuished God's causal lure and the limits and possibilities
permitted by the past causal nexus as a whole which bears down upon
each new present. The interrelationship betwegn these two forms of
specific limits and influence upon the momentary present must be clearly
ascertained,'és must the extent of both divine and human agency, specif-
ically as their correlation is understood by Hartshorne. ﬁany issues
are involved in this échy, as the remainder of this chapter will
reveal,

Before ending this present section, we might consider more pre-

LY
cisely some of the issues which arise with respect to the thesis con-

s
Tt

cerning the specific limitations to man's freedom.

We have been concerned to define how the divine imposition of

-:::,»/
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geperal Jimits differs froé the specific limits of the divine lure upon
the particular. momentarily-becoming being. Freedom must always be re-
stricted to certain limits; and yet, the restriction of the abstract
limits is pokt, it seems to me, the same as that of the more specific
limits. For one thing, man is not able either to choose or modify the
general limits, this being solely the prerogative of God. But, we then
as&; ;s man able to choose o; modify the more specific limits? Clearly,
the specific limits do change, and they change somewhat with every creat-
urely action (albeit, the changes are generally only slight), such that
each newly-bacoming subject faces unique —- though largely continuous --
possibiligies as the limits toahis particular freedom, at evexy partic-
ular moment of becoming. The question here is this: what precisely is
man's role in the coptinual modification of the specific limits?; and,
in view of this role, is man freer with respect to these limits than
with respect to the more general limits? . If there can be distinguished
some range of human freedom with respect to the limits (defined, as
I have suggested, in their gemeral and specific natures), then there
may be distinguishable certain elements in the divine-human inter-
relationship, God being more coercive —-- that is, less p%rsuasive —_—
with respect to one form of limits than the other.

Now, I would argue that man's freedom with respect to the more
specific limits can be best accounted for if it is shown that man is

able to contribute something to the modification of those limits: we

are aware that the limits are continually changing, and hence, man's
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.
role in this change must be clarified. But let us note: by '"'specific
limits", I refer to that aspect of the past actual world which bears
down upon each new present, such that it limits thefrange of possibiliéies
which are open to that new present. The present subject must act in
accord with the limits and possibilities which the past actual world,
as causal nexus, permit;. ‘If this seems to greatly restrict the freedom
of the present agency, this is precisely what Hartshorne acknowledges:
our momentary acts are almost -- though never completely —-- determined
by the past state of the world; that is, by the limits and possibilities
permitted by that state. That there is always some eleéept of freedom

)

is, to be sure, insisted upon; for indeed, if there were no freedom

>

there could be no novelty, and the world's creativity would surely
run down. Present agency would be restricted to a mere filling-in, a
making-more-determinant the possibilities defined by the past nexus.
And if this were the case, it would be difficult to accoukt for the fact
of the modification of the limits, for all actions would be simply in
accord with the former state of the world, such that the freedom of
novelty would be denied. I would suggest that this point is analogous
to that which was argued in the last chapter with reference to man's
identity and character: if a man is simply limited by his past character,
to the possibilities that it permits, then it is difficult to see how
man could ever have the real freedom to change his character.

~ The difficult question here, however, is to show how a subject

“can modify the limits to its freedom if it is confined to acts within

Rl S

-~
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those very limits! On a simple analogy we may note: if the limits of
a particular moment, say, that I- am colour-blind, restrict me to seeing
colours other than reds, then it is doubtful that I am able ever to
change these limits and see red, for I must act within the limits of
red-colour-blindness. Another analogy is that of a man's character:

if one i; limited 6y his past character, how can that character ever

change, (as we know it does change)? 45

Hartshorne argues that man is able to act in such a way that his
actions do, to some small but real extent, change the specific limits,’

such that future acts face unique, though generally continous, limits.

But can this modification of limits that we experience be accounted

T e kb v

for if our actions are confined simply to the limits of the past causal :
nexus? Does this possibility of acting in such a way so as to modify

the specific limits not seem quite impossible, for can we be free to

act beyond the confines of the past if the only possibilities for action

that we have are limited by those confines? Herein would seem to lie

the reason why Hartshorne wants to argue that all our acts are confined

ta possibilities which fall within the limits\of the past world and :
the possibilities it permits. But, I should think that if this is the

case, then it is difficult to see how our actions really contribute to

the modification of the specific limits; indeed, such a modification .

43 If, on the other hand, actions do change the character of the
personal sequence to which the subject belongs, and change 1" to such
an extent that its moral position, for example, is quite at odds with
the former character, is there not here some problem about accounting
for the personal identity of the man as a whole? This issue was raised
and discussed in ''Chapter Three'. )
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cannot be accounted for on this view. But rather, it would seem that
the extent of man's freedom is to make more-determinate, to fill-in,

as it were, certain of the possibilities permitted by the past nexus.
And, on this account, it 1is difficult to see how the continual novelty,
so necessary for the creative process, 1s accounted for (since T reject
Hartshorne's appeal to Peirce's theory that there can be an infinite
range for freedom, and thus novelty, within the confinés of certain
limits).

Hartshome, to be sure, seeks to account for this novelty' by
appealing to God, specifically, to the ideals Ghich Cod offers to
presently becoming creatures. These ideals are selected by God from‘
among the possibilities open to the subject, and represent the best

% .
possible potentialities for the particular contingent moment. My

4

objection to this point, however, is that real freedom and novelty are
still not accounted for, that is, since the ideals chosen by God, it
«

would seem, are confined essentially to possibilities within the limits

which arise from the state of the past causal nexus. For there to be

real novelty, some possibility must be available to the presently becoming

subject which is not merely confined to the limits of the causal nexus
at that moment. It 1s not clear in Hartshorne's writing how this can be
80. And accordingly, it would seem that we must conclude that a sub-
ject's free@om is severely limited by the past nexus, since its future
acts are confined within the limits of the nexus. But if this is

the case, man's freedom has not been adequately accounted for, and
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the entire issue remains problematic and incoherent.

. I would Suggest this possible solution, however, with regard to
this issue. TIf the distinction is made between general and specific
limits, as I have contended, then we are able to understand more clearly
the extent of man's freedom vis—;—vis both the divine ideals and causal
lure, and the past causal nexus, both of which limit the presently
becoming subject at every specific moment. I would suggesg that while
man is limited to the general limits, to actions which must remain

; .
within the most general and basic law® of dature -- since these limits

have been simply imposed by God, that man has an ability to act beyond

. the limits of the past causal nexus, beyond the limits and possibilities

which the past actual world brings -to the presently concrescing subject.
But,’as asked above, how can man act beyond the very confines of what

is possible for him at any point in time? Is this not quite impossible,
and as such, are we not driven back to Hartshorne's position (which I
have argued to be problematic) that our actions must take place within
the limits of the past? Now, in answé;\io this it may be suggested:

the elément of freedom and novelty which is available for the subject,
and which alone can account for the modification (as opposed to a mer&’
filling—in) of the past possibilitiés and limits, fs made possible, as
Hartshorne says, by the divine ideals. But I would suggest that God
chooses these ideals not merel? from among that which is possible
éccording to the past causal nexus, but from the more infinite range of

of what is possible within the general 1pmits. For there to be freedom
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and novelty beyond the confines of the past nexus, It must be seen
that becoming subjects have access to possibilities beyond the limits
of the past nexhs, and that these possibilitiﬂp are offered to the
subjects by God, as persuasive lures -— these possibilities, though,
falling always within the more general limits to freedom, within the
laws of nature as a whole. It is only these latter limits within
which presently becoming subjects must act; man has a certain freedom
to act beyond the confines of the past causal nexus, beyond the more
specific limits, as I would put it. Note.here, however, that by not

making clear this distinction between the types of limits, Hartshorne's

theory of human freedom with respect to its limits is, I am suggesting,

quite unclear and not a little cryptic., Unless some account can be
given of the ability of man to act freely to introduce novelty, and
hence, modify the specific limits of the causal nexus for future act,

it 1s not clear how man is really free.

Note that to say we are able to go beyend the limits of the past

. nexus, is not to imply that those limits are simply disregarded or re-

4undant. Rather, it must be seen that our present action is greatly
influenced and restricted by the past nexus. The point is that it is
never entirely de;ermined by that nexus so as to deny f£éedom. Where
I have objected to Hartshorne's view is that this element of freedom
is not to be seen as being restricted to within the limits of the past,

but rather, goes beyond them. Hartshorne, granted, insists that the

past does not simply determine the preksent, and that man is free to

4, .
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modify the limits of the specific moment in that his actions are free
(and in the same way is a man's character modified); yet, he has not
clearly shown how this can be so, for he wants to argue that-we must
act within the limits of the past and its possibilities, and that --

it may be implied 2- even God's ideals operate within this past.

By making the distinction, as I have, however, between the general and
specific limits, I have contended that it can be seen more clearly that
man 1is not simpiy confined to the past limits, and that the divine ideals
need not be restricted to the possibilities of the past world, but
rather, may go beyond that past nexus ~- tholgh remaining always within
the general limits, the  abstract laws of nature. This is not to say
that man has an infinite scope for action as long as it remains within
the general laws of nature, as opposed to a more limited range for

action 1if such 1s seen as confined to the past nexus; but rather, it

can be acknowledged ;hat the past nexus greatly determines all new be- .
comiﬁgs, while that, yet, there is an ability for the becoming subject

to escape the confines of the past when it is offered ideals by God

which, while being beyond the limits of the past actual state of the
world, are never simply or totally different in nature from the past
world. God, for example, eénnot offer ideals which would tear man com-
pletely out of his past existence to become a completely differens
person. He can, however, offer possibilities for man which are not

possible on the basis of the past state of the world, for novelty

is accounted for by such possibilities.
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“

The argument would apply, analogously, to the question raised in

the former chapter concerning man's ability to change his chaﬁfcter:
, C

i

man is able to modify his past character by enactjﬁé ideals offerqd by
God which offer novelty beyond the limits of the vast characters. The
nagglng question, howeﬁer, is to determine how this can be soj that is,
how one can act beyond the confines of his past character and external
causal limits. The distinction between specific and "general limits
\may lead ta the begirning of a solution; yet the matter remains quite
vague ard problematic.

We may, in conclusion, briefly note some of thc relevance of
the issues discussed ia this section for the overall guestion cf Harts=+
horne's theodicy.

I have sought to raconstruct and clarify Hartshome's theory of

the limits to human freedom (and more generally, of course, of creaturely

frgegpm as a whole —— though as man i1is the only rational being, aund hence

N .
the only being for whoum the questions of theodicy are ralevant, with
respect to moral evil, the analysis is more specifically concerned with

) Y
man, or more precisely, with the extent of man's freedom vis-a-vis

divine action -— and also, vis-a-vis the causality of the world). The

question of the limits to freedom is, however, only one element of many

whereia the question of man's freadom (and moral responsibility) is at

A

issue. The remainder of thils chapter will seek to studv the other

~

elements involved. The study is not complete until the various aspects

of the divine causal agency and lure are examined to determine their

L)

é
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coherence with human freedom in response to them. This present section
has argued that there may be defined a varying degree of divine effect-
iveness with respect to the limits of human freedom: God would seem to
Se quite coercive in simply imposing the absolute limits to man's acts
of freed;ﬁ, while there seems to bg more freedom for me th respect
to their actions within these limits. At this point, howeyer, certain

-

problems with Hartshorne's account were di)scussed, and while I have

suggested certain means whereby Hartshomy's account can be made more

coherent, or at least rendered more clea he is unclear and in-

. i
complete), it must be stregsed here that the overall issue is far from
settled; that is,’what has yet to be reco;;tructed and evaluated is
Hartshorne's understanding of the exact workings of the divine persuasive
lure vis-a-vis man's éctions. This section has considered only the
extent of the divine agency vis-3-vis man's freedom with respect ko the

imposition by God of the most general limits tdé creaturely freedom;

what has yet to be discussed in greater detail is the quéstion of the

~-

coherence of the divine agency with respect to creaturely freedom within

these general limits; that is, with respect to the divine lure at each

[N
>

moment. -

With regard ta the specific issue of this present section, certain

( -

points may be made concerning the relevance of this study for Hartshorne's
overall theodicy, or more specifically, in view of the basic thrust of

this chapter as a whole, certain points may be made regarding the rele-

vance of the issue for the question of man's freedom vis-a-vis the o
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divine agency. Thus, I would suyggest that the divine agency is not the
uniform persuagiveness that is simply assumed by most adherents and
c¢ritics of process thouéht. Rather, there would seem to be an aspect I ‘.i's
agency which is coercive, in that He simply imposes limits to creaturely
freedom. I cannot appreciate Hartshorne's argument that this divine
action is persuasive since, as he argues, God persuades man to accept

&
the limits. I should think that if the limits are simply chosen
and modified only by God, then this is a coerci;eness, albeit a bene-
ficial one for>us, in that wh}le it restricts Our freedom, it makes
creaturely life possible; that is, by giving order to the world which,

left to itself, would be consumed in the chaos of mutually conflicting

creaturely freedoms. -

- Another point is this: 1 should think that, in Hartshorne's
writings, man's freedom has not beegjadedgately accounted for, or at
least that Hartshorne's argument is not clear nor free from incoheren;y,
specifically as concerns the question of the limits to that freedom

(and in other places, as noted above in former chapters, and as will

be discussed in the pages to follow). He seems to envisage man's
presently-becoming agency as restricted by~the limits of the p;st nexus.
God's ideals lure man to enact the best possibilities which are permitted
within the past limits of the world, which bear down upon the present
subject in its concrescence. If this is indeed a correct interpretation

of Hartshorne, then it 1s difficult to see how man is‘free, in the

sense that he is able to introduce further novelty into the world; that

J
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is, since all his’acts would seem, rather, to be merely a filling-in,

a making more determinate, certain of the possibilities envisaged
(permitted) by the pas£ state of the world. I should think, rather,
that we must somehow be able to go beyond the past limits, and indeed,
that we must be able to do so if we are to be féeely creative and to
contribute novelty to the world. This novelty is made possible by the
di;ine lures, offered to man at each moment as the best possible ideals
for -actualization. I have suggested that this can be made coherent !
by holding that these ideals are not restricted to the past nexus, but f
only to the more general limits. Now, there are, to be sure, problems

with this suggestion, for it.is not clear how one is able to act beyond

L] f;

the limits of what is, in fact, possible for him. Granted, the divine
lure may seem to make this possible, but the exact construction of this
‘has not been worked out, and hence it remains unclear and problematic.
Indeed, Hartshorne's position on this matter is Bot itself clear, for
whether or not he holds to the view that man can or cannot act beyond
the limits of the past is not clear. And further, as I have shown, on
either position, there are problems of coherence. The one view seems
impossible, the other seems to negate freedom.

The implications of this dilemma for the overall question of
Hartshorne's theodicy are‘}eadily available: if he holds to the one
position (that man is restricted to actions wi&hin the specific limits

of the past), he has not shown how he can avoid the implication that

this denies freedom and real novelty; and if he holds to the other
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position (that man is able to act beyond the limits of the past nexus)
the coherency of this has not been shown clearly. Thus, the question
of man's freedom is herein left not a little vague. My suggestion is
that the latter thesis is the most viable, iif that it is substantiated,
in part, by considering the distinction between the types of limits

upon man's freedom. And yet, there are many complex problems which
arise in its justificatign which cannot be discussed here. The point

in all this, however, is that Hartshorn? has not solved this dilemma;

he has not shown sufficiently how man can be both free and yet limited.

The implication, then, is that Hartshorne's account of man's freedom

with respect to the limits to that freedom is not complete as it stands,

and this incompleteness (or unclarity) may be construed as a weakness

i

in the overall viability of his theodicy.

i
™
i
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3. The Oggénic-Social Analogy

of zentral importance for the understanding of the range and
extent éf man's freedom vis-a-vis God's agency, His lure and limitation
of freéqu within the more general laws of ;ature, is Hartshorne's

‘“organic—social analogy", wherein God is conceived as the World-Mind
and the wdrld as His bodily constituents. The issue here is analogous
to that discussed above; namely, the freedom of the parts (the #ody)
vis-é—vis the whole (the mind), and vice versa. Hartshorne's under-
standing of man's'freedom vis-a-vis God as World-Mind, must be re-
Cfnstructed and assessed. )

It will help in thé understanding of Hartshorne's analogy of
the divine-world relationship to refer back to his theory of 'pan-
éntheism". Hartshorne argues that, whereas traditional tﬂeism and
traditional forms of pantheism are inadequate and pa;tial theories
at best, his own alternat%v; conception of '"panentheism" combines what
is best in both of these extreme positions. As indicated above (cf.
"Chapter Two'), Hartshorne gegards traditional theism as the view
wherein "God is ;he independent universal cause or source; the universe,
his extrinsic effect or outcome' (PSG 500). Traditional pantheism is
described as th; theory wherein "God is the inclusive reality, and
there is no ultimate cause distinct from and independent of the cosmic

totality" (PSG 500). Hartshorne's alternative position of "panentheism"

is that God includes the world but is not exhausted by it. Thus,

\
AN

[
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with traditional theism, Hartshomne accepts the view that God must be
logically independent of the world =-- that He is so is implied in

Hartshorne's doctrine of God's Abstract Nature; and with traditional

pantheism, he accepts the view that God is all-inclusive -- that He
is so is argued by Hartshornefs doctrine of God's Concrete Nature.
The world and God are both externally and internally related; that
is, God is both inde?eﬁdent and dependent with respect to the world,

and vice versa. This, indeed, is the thrust of Hartshorne's dipolar

s

theism, and the basis of his argument against other views. 'ﬁe has
rejected, for example, what he takes to be the view of the scholastics
and the nineteenth century idealists and modern realists, all of

whom ¢tontend that if there were external relations then there could be

no all-inclusive reality. Against this view Hartshorne suggests:

\

This [contention] appears not to follow. For

to say that there is something all-inclusive

is to say there is something that contains and

is thus related to all other things; but from
) this it cannot be deduced that all other things
are related either to the inclusive thing or
to each other. True, all are contained, and
co-contained, in the inclusive being, but the
question is whether this relation of '"being
contained" or of 'being co-contained" is a
normal, external, or a real, internal, relation.
It~must be an external relation; for if the
including things have relation to the including
thing, then, since "to have the relation is to
have the term," they would #nclude the including
thing, and all distinction between including
and included would vanish. Thus, only if some
relations are external, can there, in a significant
sense, be an all-inclusive reality! (DR 92-93).

[

- e e K st
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Hartshorne points out, however, that while God and nature are
interrelated, that is, so that man '"contains" God and God "contains"
man, there is a clear distinction between God and man based on the
difference between the intensity and extensiveness of their respective
cognitive relations. Accordingly, 'man, though extensively he is as
inclusive as God (so far as coexistent with man), intensively is not
so" (DR 93). God's knowledge is perfect, all-inclusive, whilﬁ’man's
is indistinct and limited. Further, Hartshorne qualifies this thesis
yet ag;in by arguing that "even extensively God is more’ inclusive than
man in that the God who coexists with man is only God during a certain
portion of his everlasting endurance" (DR 93-94).

Now,Hartshorne‘; contention is that, in order for us better to
understand the divine-human interrelationship, we can conceive of the
interaction analogously to the way we are constituted as mind and body;
this thesis is expressed by his so-called "mind-body", or '"organic',
analogy. . It is, however, not quite sufficient to explain that which
it seeks to explain, but rather must be cgmbined with another analogy,
the "social analogy', which is concerned with the interrelationships of
one man with another (cf . MVG chapter 5).

My analysis begins with a recofdstruction of the organic, mind-
body, analogy. For Hartshorne, a man 1s constituted by a body which
"is really a 'world' of individuals, and a mind...capable of thinking
and feeling...[and which] is to that body something like an indwelling

God" (MVG 177), "and over which its influence is dominant" (WP 30).

e m——————— e -
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Such is man's body, and analogously, such is the world as God's body,
influenced as it is by the divine mind. Modern science has indicated,
according to Hartshome, that sole reliance upon the macroscopically
oriented sense perceptions are not to be understood as the sole and
sufficient guide te the nature of things. Rather, it has indicated
that there is a microscopic worid of interacting and freely creative
organisms; and it is by using this scientific view of man's body, as
consisting of microscopic parts influenced by a central and controlling
mind, that Hartsho}ne conceives, in part, the divine-human relationship.
Now, Hartshorne suggests that knowledge and power are variables
through which mind ané body are able to integrate their minute constit-
uents. In this light, he_ has defined various degrees of knowledge and
-
power with respect to scope, immepiacy, distinctness, .intensity, dir-
ectness, and adequacy (cfoVG 178; BH 111 £f). 46 His study has led
him to conclude that man has direct power (control) only over his own
bodv. It is with respect to our own bodies that '"we are Godlike in
directness of power over individuals other than our own ego' (MVG 179).
This reference to otg;r individuals refers to our bodily parts, over
which the ego or mind has direct power. The control is direég and

immediate because man's nervous mechanism controls the bodily con-

stituents directly: ‘''there is no further mechani§m between his will

-

46 Cf. R. R. Cavanagh,"Toward a Contemporary Construct of Providence™
(dissertation for Graduate Theological Union, 1968), 280 f.
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and the nerves themselves' (MVG 179). For Hartshorne, direct power
(coptrol) implies "the ab%}ity to carry out a purpose'" (MVG 178), and
thi& man can do only with regard to his own body (since his volPitions
producg immediate changes in the body), and not with regard to things
external to his body. The body.as a whole, under the direction of a
central mind, wills, and the parts of the body "respond'" to this will-
ing (cf: MVG 182).

As with control, so with knowledge: man has direct knowledge
only over his own body. Man's awareness is immediate and direct with
regard only to "certain aspects of the changes going on in the parts
of the body" (MVG 183). No event, however, which takes place outside
the body is known with such immediacy. Thus, for example, while a
man can never know infallibly,immediately, whether the object of his
sense perception is, say, a snake or a stick,lhe does know immediately
that he is in fact perceiving something. Following Whitehead here,
Hartshorne argues that sense perceptioncés not primary, but iﬁg rather,
secondary to a more immediate knowledge: "Item for item, the contents
of the visual field, which appears so full of definite information
concerning the external world, is full of even more definite inform—
ation concerning the body (whether or not we are interesled in this
aspect of the matter as we usually are not)" (MVG 184; and cf. above,
"Chapter Three'").

Hartshorne does admit that our immediate knowledge of our own

bodies is only a "blurred outliné of the cell structure and activity"
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(MVG 184), ahd not a direct awareness of the individual cells. He

insists, however, that we have even less direct awareness and control

of the cellular structures outside our bodies. The analogy is, as he

admits, not perfect, but it is the best one available to explain what

<
-

it seeks to explain.

When the mind-body analogy is applied to God's relationship with

the world, it may be inferred that God has direct and immediate knowledge

=]
and control over His bodily parts, the world of creatures. (His know-

ledge and control, however, are perfect, whereas man's are imperfect).

Hartshorne summarizes his view as follows:

...God's volition is related to the world as
though every object in it were to him a nerve-
muscle, and his ommiscience is related to it
as though every object were a muscle-nerve.
A brain cell is for us, as it were, a nerve-
muscle and a muscle-nerve, in that its internal
motions respond to our thoughts and our thoughts
to its motions. If there is a theological
analogy, here is the locus. God has no separate
sense organs or muscles, because all parts of
theeworld body direg¢tly perform both functions

* for him. In this sense the world is God's

body (MVG 185).

The organic, mind-body, aﬁalogy is not, as noted above, the
full analogy of the divine-human interrelationship: the organic analogy
must be combined with another analogy, the social, or human to human,
analogy (cf. MVG 185 ff). The social analogy helps to explain how it
is that we know and control others, and indeed, how our minds control

our bodies. In other words, the social analogy fills the gap which

the organic analogy leaves unanswered; that 1s, regarding how the

"y
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mind is immediately related to the body: 'We know and control others",
Hartshorne argues, ''most intimately by sympathetic understanding, by
sharing interests with them" (MVG 186). The social analogy describes
this action.

While the social analogy contributes to the mind-body analogy
where the latter is weak, so too does the mind-body analogy contribute
to the social analogy where it is weak. The social analogy in itself
cannot explain how one mind is able to express itg feelings to another
directly. Intermediaries are involved, and these can be explained
only by the mind-body analogy. ''Thus, we have two analogiesi each
of which is strong where the other is weak, and neither of which alone
can suffice (VG 187). Again: “The organic relation is factually
immediate but mysterious or unintelligible as it stands....0On the other

¢ ,

hand, the human social relation, while intelligible, and a relation of
minq to mind, lacks immediacy" (MVG 187). TFor the two analogies to be
combined we must see that the mind-body relationghip is immediately
social. We have only to suppose, as Hartshorne argues, that the cells
which form a body are to some degree sentient and influenced by the

mind through an immediate sharing of feeling. 47

There arises the question, however: are immediate social relations

in fact possible? And if they are possible do they jeopardize the free-

dom, the independence,of the individuals which are perceived by others?

47 On this point, see R. R. Cavanagh,” Toward a Contemporary

Construct of Providence" 282.
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In answering this question, Hartshorne distinguishes between E?e types
of relationships which are possible: there are relations between things
in which ong is radically inferior; and there are relationg/g;?\Fen
things in which the two are equal. It is clear that equals cann;t have
immediate social relationships; a man, for example, cannot have direct
access to another man's mind. But where there. are relationships in
which one partner is radically supegior and the other, correspondingly,
radically inferior, there can be immediate and direct social relation-
ships. Such relationships are ''monarchical', since the ;uperior
partner has influence ané direct knowledge over the other. Such is the
case with God; He)s the superior partner who, as such, has direct !
soclal relationships with men, his inferior partners (MVG 188 ff).

The question to be answered here 1s this: does this divine
knowing and control of the creatures in the world, His body, jeopardize
the latter's autonomy? And, we may well ask, what does this issue tell
us about the range of divine persuasive influence vis-3-vis the world?
Hartshorne's contention, to be sure, is that the relationship does not
curtail creaturely autonomy. He attempts to explain this by arguing
that just as would be the case if men could have immediate control
over, and’awarene§s of, his individual bodily cells, and that this
would not enslave the cells, so likewise does God's direct power and
awareness of His bodily parts not enslave them. The reason for this
is based upon the fact that the two partners in this relationship

-

are not equal, and so just as one's cells are inferior to the mind
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which controls them and as such are not aware of the mind's control

over them, so are we, as God's bodily cells, not fully cognizant of

His control over us. Hartshorne, then, argues (so it would seem)

that man's freedom is ensured X}s—é—vis the divine knowledge and control
because'ﬁén, being inferior to God, is not fully cognizant of this
divine action (cf.MVG 191).

But this thesis cannot be accepted. Man's freedom cannot be
located merely in the fact that he is unaware of the full knowledge
a;d control which God exercises over him. This would make man's free-
dom an illusion, a fraud. The fact that man is unaware of the full
extent of the divine power and knowledge with respect to his actions
cannot be a vindication of human freedom. The issue is not whether
we are aware or unaware of Gsd's knowledge and power vis-a-vis our
own knowledge and power, but whether God's knowledge and power jeopar-
dizes our freedom.

It would seem that, with respect to God's knowledge, we do
have freedom, since we must act before God can have knowledge of our
actions: there is, according to Hartshorne's metaphysics, no ability

ES

for any being, including God, to have knowledge of contemporaneous

activities: there is knowledge only of past events. But, with regard

to the issue of divine power and control over us, there does appear

to be a problem: if this divine power is an immediate and direct
control, as Hartshorne claims, then are we creatures able to maintain

our autonomy? To say that we can do so because we are not aware of
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God's full power over us is not to face the issue, and it is surprising
.that Hartshorne has, in this context, hinted at this view. He writes.

God is the one being who rightfully can invade

all privacies. And the vagueness which in-

evitably limits the direct vision which we

mer; could possibly have of God gives us plenty

of freedom of interpretation of the divine

datum, this freedom going all the way to

denying that tféke is a God (MVG 191).
While this might be interpreted as an argument that we are free vis—a-vis
God only to the extent that we are not fully aware of His power over us,
this interpretation is not at all consistent with Hartshorne's intent-
ion, nor indeed, with many other numerous themes in which he discusses
the divine-human interrelationship. It does seem to be, then, an in-
consistency or oversight on Hartshornme's part. And yet, it may, perhaps,
be taken as an example of the extreme pole of the range of divine per-
suasiveness vis—-a-vis the world, that is, the coercive pole, since it
reveals an aspect of God's power over which we have little control,
and as such, implies that our freedom is limited. But, in any €vent, in
terms of the analogy itself, Hartshorne's meaning can be ascertained:
just as the freedom of a cell is not completely jeopardized by the mind's
knowledge of and control over it, so neither is man's freedom vis-a-vis
the World-Mind, God: in both cases, there is some freedom (as can be
substantiateé by our knowledge that the cells do have the ability to
act without our direct interventioij as for example, in the case of

muscular spasms). 4

Other questions which concern the viability of the organic-
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socilal analogy in explaining the divine-—human interrelationship have
been considered by Hartshorne. For example, to the objection that God
cannot share in the feelings of creatures‘and still be independent of ]
them, as He must be, it is Hartshorne's contention that since God is
dipolar, He may be understood to be independent in His necessary ex-
istence (His Abstract Nature), and dependent in his contingent actual-
ity (His Concrete Nature). Hartshorne is here contesting what he takes
to be the traditional doctrine of divine impassivity, and refutes it
via his revised neo-classical thei%m.

Further, against the objection that the analogy does\not all;@
for the traditional doctrine of God as creator, Hartshorne contends
that while it seems to be true that man cannot produce new bodily
cells, yet there is something new that is produced: man's mind affects
the development of the cells, if not their generation. ''Creation"” for
Hartshorne, 1s not 'creation ex nihilo'; but rather, the "supreme
influence upon growth" (MVG 193-194). Thus, in the same way that man's
mind influences -- but does not create out of nothing -- the body, so
does God as world-mind create the world, not out of nothing, but as
the supreme influence upon the development of the world. (Discussion
of this point is resumed in ''Chapter Five'').

Perhaps the most serious objection to the analogy is that which
asks whether there can be evil and disorder in God, as there seems to be

according to the analogy by which God's body is literally the world

with its good and evils. Hartshorne insists that the evils of the
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world are real, and not merely illusions, and as such they are part of

God's all-inclusive body. And yet, the inclusion of evil in God -does

not make God Himself evil: God's concrete nature responds to and

partigipates in all creaturely acts, and yet while creatures commit

moral and cognitive evils, God cannot, since He does not have partial

or selfish aims. God is, according to Hartshorne, qualified not by

moral or cognitive evil, but rather by aesthetic evil alone: He "must

suffer all things, for he must participate in all things to know them,

but he cannot be said to choose all things for he has granted choices

also to the creatures'" (MVG 197), Moral evil is deliberately chosen i
and enacted; aesthetic evil is suffered. (Discussion of this issue
is resumed in "Chapter Five").

Hartshorne has sought to defend his analogy against other
analogies which have been used, all of whicb he thinks are less adequate
than his own in their attempts to explicate the divine-world inter-
relationship. God has been compared, for example, to a poet, with the
world as His poen. Yet this analogy is insufficient in accounting for
the immediate production of poetic effects in other minds, since the
only poem that 1is immediately produced by a mean poet is the .poem of
his own mind. Hartshorne does admit, to be su;e, that the poetic
analogy has merit in being an elaboration of the mind-body analogy,
and as such is correct -- as far as it goes (cf. MVG 202).

* Likewise, it 1s often suggested that God is like a Father; but

Hartshorne feels that this analogy is not sufficient to explain that

.-
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which it seeks to explain, for it does ndt imply sufficiently the
radical superiority of God with respect to His creatures. 'To find
radical superiority, together with an intimate relationship, between
two individuals, we must turn to the bodily hierarchy.of organisms
within organisms, culminating in the universe' (MVG 202). This, of
course, 1is precisely what Hartshorne's organic-social analogy seeks
to do. )

Finally, there is the traditional analogy of God as absolute
monarch, all-powerful ruler, etc. Hartshorne contends that such a
view denies creativity to anything but God; and as such, his dipolar
theism has sought to revise this (as he sees it) incomplete and one-
sided traditional view.

The most sustained criticism of Hartshorne's analogy, howgver,
has been put forth by William Christian. 48 Where Hartshorne suggests,
for example, that there are only three possible ways to conceive the
divine-world interrelationship, Christian argues for a fourth view.
Hartshorne's alternatives (cf. DR 90) include: (1) the view that
"God is merely the cosmos, in all respects inseparable from the sum
or system of dependent things or effects' (traditional pantheism);
(2) God '"'is both this system and something independent of it" (Harts-
horne's panentheism); and (3) God "is not the system but in all

aspects independent'" of it (traditional theism). Hartshorne has

48 W. A. Christian, An Interpretation of Whitehead's Metaphysics,

403 ff. Hereafter cited as IWM.

i



argued that panentheism combines the best of theism and pantheism,

and produces the most adequate doctrine of God and His relationship

with the world. Christian, however, argues for

namelyf "(a) God is not the cosmos, nor does he
horne's sense) the cosmos: yet (b) his activirty

49

though never determined by the cosmos'. The

he contends, are the following:

a fourth position,
include (in Harts-~
is always conditioned

advantages of this view,

This view agrees with traditional theism,
against traditional pantheism and panentheism,
in asserting that God is neither identical

with nor inclusive of the world.

It agrees

with panentheism and traditional theism,

against pantheism,
transcends the world.

in asserting that God
And it agrees with

traditional pantheism and panentheism,

against traditional theism,

in asserting
that God is conditioned by the world.

50

Christian is objecting here to two of the central features of Harts-

horne's analogy, to his panentheism: (1) that "God literally contains

the universe'" (DR 90), and (2) that God transcends the world in His

essence, but not in His concrete actuality (DR 88-89).

>1 Christian

49

W. A. Christian, IWM, 404 and 407.

50

W. A. Christian, IWM, 407.

51

Cf. W. A. Christian, IWM, 404-405.



argues that God does not include every occasion §ubjeccively: He
includes them only when they have bgcome and not when they are in the
process of their own subjective becoming -- so that, accordingly, thev
are objective to Him. God, then, is_ggg inclusive, but is rather,
exclusive of the process of becoming. ''There are real processes of
change", he argues, "of which God is not the subject”. 22 Indeed,
God is not even inclusive of the world objectively, until it becomes:
"the principle of the nonprehension of contemporaries as concrete
individuals applies to God's experience as well as to the experience

>3 Christian argued that Whitehead's theory does

of actual occasions”.
not permit, furthermore, the Hartshornian iqterpretation that God is

a society of actual occasions with personal order. He bases this
judgement on the contention that, since a societv is, for Whitehead, a
nexus with social &rder (PR 50, 136), and since "actual entities and
nexus belong to different categories of existence, which is to say
mutually exclu;ive classes of entities'", and 'since God is an actual

. , ' : , 54
entity, he is not a nexus and hence not a society of any kind".

32 W. A. Christian, IWM, 406.

>3 4. A. Christian, TWM, 406. ~

24 W. A. Christian, IWM, 408. This, to be sure, is a much con-
tested point, and while it cannot be further discussed here, we may
refer to a recent essay wherein Hartshorne's view is defended: D. Brown,
"Freedom and Faithfulness in Whitehead's God", Process Studies 2/2,
Summer, 1972, 137-148.

Vobge,
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Although I am not aware of any publication by Hartshorne in
which he has replied directly to Christian's criFiciSms, his probable
response may be suggested here. With regard to Christian's first
basic criticism, that God does not literally include the world because
He experiences actual entities only in their objective immortality,

Hartshorne has argued that "finite entities retain their subjective

immediacy in their objective immortality". 35 éhristian and Hartshorne

are clearly at odds here in their interpretations of Whitehead with

respect to the issue of "how to interpret the relation between perish -

"ing and inheriting in geheral''. 26 Hartshorne interprets Whitehead's

term, "perishing', as implying "inheriting'", and not as a literal

perishing which would imply, as Christian holds, ''that the perished

entity is no longer actual and hence cannot be an efficient cause". 7

As one'interpreter has noted:

Both interpreters {[that is, Christian and
Hartshomme] recognize that there are several
passages [in Whitehead] that can only with
difficulty be reconciled with their respective
interpretations. But each believes that his
own interpretation does more justice to the
relevant texts and to the implications of the
basic principles of the system,

As pointed out by D, R. Griffin, TPP, 53.

'D. R. Griffin, TPP, 53.
D. R. Griffin, TPP, 54.

D. R. Griffin, TPP, 54.

L
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Griffin has sided with Christian on this issue. He believes that
the evidence marshalled by Christian for his position is impressive
and that his literal interpretation of Whitehead is sound. In
addition, he suggests that there seems to be two senses in which
Whitehead uses the term "immediate" such that in only one sense is
it the subjective immediacy of creatures which is retained in their
objectivé immortality in God. In the other sense, Whitehead speaks
of an immediacy which might not necessarily be lost: 'it is con-
trasted not with objectivity as such but with abstraction in the
sense of the kind of selection that is réqu1red when the characters
of things are mutually obstructive (PR 517)". 59 ‘
Christian's second major criticism challenges Hartshorne's
view that God remains exclusive of the world in His essence but not
in His concrete actuality. Christian argﬂes that God is exclusive
of the world in béth His aspects. He transcends the world in His
concrete actuality, he holds, since He cannot prehend occasions until
they have become, that is, until they have obtained objective immortal-
ity. This argJﬁent of Christian's is based, I should think, largely
upon the same issue as in his first major criticism;, namely; upon the
question whether God prehends entities in their subjective or in
their ob;;ctive immediacy. Hartshomrne's view is that the actual entity
does not lose its subjectivity before it is objectified. "Rather, the
loss of immediacy in this world is due solely to the limits of finite

prehenders, that they must abstract from things so mugch, and hence

39 b, R. Griffin, TPP, 55.
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are not conscious of their immediacy". In shaort, "Hartshorne does not
accept the idea that an occasion is first past and then objectified". 60
While, accordingly, contemporaries cannot prehend each other immqgiately,
the objectified entity does retain its subjective nature in God's pre~
hension, and thus, God's experience of it is inclusive.

Christian offers several other objections against the organic-
social analogy of Hartshorne in which he attacks the idea of the divine
organism as an inadequate conception of the divine-world interrelation-
ship for any religiqus system, Whitehead's or otherwise. He lists sev-
eral ;bjections: (@9) iﬁ everyday meaning, an organism has an environ-
ment, but the divine organism would not; (2) an organism has a begin-
ning and an end, but the divine organism would not; (3) an organism
has organic unity, that is, a mutual immanence among its cells, and
a persistent pattern of unity in time, but the divine organism would
not; (4) an organism 6ccupies a region of space-~time which is the sum
of the regions of its cells, but the divine organism would not; (5) the
cells of an organism have a different structure from the whole of which
they are the parts, but the divine organism would have the same funda-

mental structure as the occasions which constitute its parts. Theke

would seem to be, then, according to Christian, ''some good reasons for

v

0 p. k. Griffin, TPP, 54.

61 W. A. Christian, IWM, 408-409,

PR

N
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not saying that...the universe is a divine organism", 62 that the
relationship between God and the world is not that of a whole and
its parts.

Now, while Hartshorne admits that the organic-social analogy is
by no means free from various problems, he does insist that "inadequate
though the resulting conception of God may be, the organic-social
analogy must be the best means of constructing such a conception open
to us" (MVG 204). It may be noted, furthermore, that Christian seems
to be attack{ngvthe term, "organism', rather than the ideas involved
therein. I find none of his c;iticisms devastating to Hartshorne's
position (though this issue between Christian and Hartshorme cannot
be argued further here).

Christian's objections to Hartshorne's organic-social analogy
were intended, in large, to show that if God is inclusive of the cosmos,
as Hartshorne contends, this would jeopardize the independence of the

individual parts of the world. 63 With respect to this question,

62 W. A. Christian, IWM, 409. Christian, to be sure is not

alone in this criticism. Austin Farrer, for example, likewise rejects
the organic analogy: see for example his Reflective Faith (London:
SPCK, 1972), 171-191; and.-his Faith and Speculation (London: Adam and
Charles Black, 1967), 142-155.

63 See C. F. H. Henry, "The Reality and Identity of God: A
Critique of Process-Theology', Christianity Today 13/2 and 13/3,
1969, 15. ‘
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it can be argued thdt Hartshorne's organic-social analogy does maintain

the integrity of the parts vis-a-vis the whole; or, in other words, it
does maintain human freedom vis-3-vis divine causal agency. To argue
this, I shall draw‘upon some of the suggestions put forth by two lead-
ing process theologians who, likewise, have attempted to define the
- divine-human interaction in a way which is based upon Hartshorne's

directive. I am referring to Ogden and Griffin, and while they have
gone beyond Hartshorne in certain of their points, I believe that their
arguments are concurrent with Hartshorne's general intention.

The approach is, in essence, to define two senses in which both
God and man may be said to "act': a primary and a secondary sense.
The former refers to the psyche's own act of self-constitution, its
private purposes and projects, while the latter refers to the psyche's
public action, its outer acts and deeds. The latter are, in fact,
the outward expression and implementation of the inner decisions, whereby

T F :
64 Cf. 8. M, Ogden, The Reality of God (New York: Harper and

Row, 1963), "Chapter Six'": "What Sense Does it Make to Say, 'God Acts

in History'?"; also D. R. Griffin, "Schubert Ogden's Christology and

the Possibilities of Process Philosophy', in D. Brown, R. E. James, Jr.,
and G. Reeves, eds., Process Philosophy ahd Christian Thgught, 347-361
(republished from Christian Scholar 50/3, Fall, 1967; and '"Is Revelatiom
Coherent?", Theology Today 28, Oct., 1971,278-294, While Griffin
criticizes Ogden's approach as inadequate (though helpful), my purpose

is not to enter into a debate of their differences; rather, I am con-
cerned to take what is best in their theories and apply them to an
understanding of Hartshorne.




the self is constituted. 65

Correspondingly, in stricﬁuanalogy to man's acts, God's de-

f-constitution in which He '"'participates fully and

cisions have both a primary and a secondary sense. The former refers
to His act of sgﬂ

/
completely in the world of his creatures, thereby laying the ground
for the next stage of the creative process”. 66 This act is analogous

to a man's relation with his own bodily states, especially with his
brgin cells. This action is immediate and direct. "We respond with
virtual immediacy to the impulses that come from our brains and it
is over our brains (or their individual cells) that our decisions
as selves or minds exercise a virtually direct power or control". 67
God's primary\hction, accordingly, is immediate and direct with re-
gard to the world, the world acting as His sense organ, as it were.
This action of God constitutes a sympathetic respénse to the past
state of the world and lays the foundation for its future states.

God's secondary acts are dn effect the finite acts of creatures,

because every act is influenced to some extent by God's aim for it.

While the primary action of God is not an dction in time and space,

-

65 Cf. S. Ogden The.Reality of God,176-177;and D. R. Griffin,
"Schubert Ogden's Christology and the Possibilities of Process Philosophy'\
352,

66 S. Ogden; The Reality of God, 177.

67 S. Ogden, The Reality of God, 178.
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but rather transcends the finite realm -- "just as, by analogy, our own

inner decisions as selves are not simply ié%ﬁtiipl with any of our

outer acts of word or deed, but rather transtend or lie behind them

as the decisions on which our words and deeds are grounded and to

. 68
which they give expression" ~— His secondary acts are concrete as,
by analogy, our secondary acts are outward expressions of our primary

>
acts. Every creature is, to this extent, God's act, much as, by analogy,
L4

)
L2

our bodily acts are our own acts. Yet in the same way that our bodily
acts are not completely determined by our mind's inner decisions, but
rather are free, within limits, not to obey the mi;d, so likewise are
man's acts, as constitutive of God's body, not completely determined
by God. Rather they have a range of limited freedom and spontaneity.
In man this freedom is displayed, for éxample, when the body is un-
conscious or drugged, or when internal spasms occur. The psyche's

s
control is not simply coercive or deterministic. To be sure, the
body normally expresses the inner decisions of the mindj and yet,
it does not always do so. Analogously, while the acts of creatures may
express God's ai&s, they need not always do so., Or at least, it may

be that they do so more or less adequately: sometimes more, sometimes

less 'adequately. Man has the real range of freedom.

.
-

68 S. Ogden, The Reality of God, 179.

| @
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Man, then, is not responsible for his bodily actions if they
do not conform to the psyche's inner decisions for them. Likewise,
God 1s not responsible nor is He the sole cause of man's acts 1if
they are not responsive to God's inner decisions for them. And yet,
while similar, the two elements in the analogy are not completely so.
Man, as a high-grade being, would seem to have considerably more
freedom vis—i~vis God than do the cells of his body vis-3-vis their
mind's control: the cells operate more as mob control than as in-
dividual freedom. Thus, while all creéturely events are, in a sense,
aFts of God (God's inner self-decisions, which are the source of the
initial aims which He gives to creatures), in another sense, they have
a certain freedom in their response to God's aims, although granted,
this freedom is restricted by the limits imposed by the divine primary
act, His self-constituting act which has provided the initial aim
to creatures. Each creature becomes what it is only by its response
to God's aim for it.

It may be argued that Whitehead's theory aof the ideal aim
which 1is offered to creatures as their ideal possibility impiies a
very strong incentive to respond as God so wishes, since God offers
not only the ideal but also a certain valuation, a certain lure toward
the ideal. Yeg, that man is free in spite of this is insisted upon
by process philosophers, for while the aim 1s very influential, it

cannot be solely influential since this would imply a coerciveness

and determinism that would go against the basic intenfion of the meta-

N

~
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physics of freedom in the process view. While all acts are grounded
in God's primary acts, that is, because they are offered to creatures
as 1deals, the concrete doing of the acts, of making decisions, is

the frée act of creatures—-limited, to be sure, within the range of

the possibilities determined by the divine pr%mary action.

This thesis may be reinforced and clarified by seeking to locate
that one, unique, concrete act of God: the event of Jesus Christ. This
thesis goes beyondlﬁéftshorne, but 1t has been argued by Ogden and
Griffin that there can be unique acts of God only when God's aims for
creatures are responded to fully and positively by creatures. Only
in the ;ase of Jesus, however, has this been accomplished, and here
alone has God's act and man's act coincided completely. Analogously,

a man's decisive act may be defined as one in which his body responds
to his psyche's aims for it in a complete and positive manner. Accord-
ingly, God's ideals are not completely effective unless the creature
accepts them fully. Only Jesus has done this: the rest of creation

has disobeyed, to ;omg extent, the ideal a;ms for it.

In light of this thesis, which has been based on the analyses
of Ogden and Griffin, Hartshorne's position may be clarified, and to
it, more directly, we turn.

Hartshorne has argued, to be sure, that the freedom of both
God and man is maintained by his teaching. Both God and man have a

certain ffeedom with respect to the other. Thus, while God's Abstract

Nature 1is Iindependent of all things, His Concrete Nature is contingent

v



and dependent on the world —— though to be sure He is dependent on
there being some world and not just this particular world. He argues
that "since the essence of God is compatible with any possible universe,
we can be allowed some power of decision, as between possibilities,
without infringing the absolute independence of God 1n his essential
character or personalitv'" (DR 89). He argues, further, that it is
meaningless to sav that God is free to be without a world, since
rather, freedom would imply some real choice: "It is a genuine enough
freedom to have options between worlds without having an optiopn be-
tween world and no world. It is freedom to be able to do this or that,

, n 69 y .
but not freedom to have no options'. God s Concrete Nature contains
all that is actual, but He does not simply determine all that is actual,
for any number of possibilities may be freely actualized by creatures.
God's freedom is maintained in this teaching,.since "freedom means a

. ~
personal character with which alternative concrgéh experiences or
\7

states are compatible', those actualized.by creatures (DR 89). To
this, Hartshorne immediately adds that while the actual states of_feitv
are determined partly by creaturely acts, "this is simply the social
character of the divine self-decision'" (DR 89); that is, the actual-~
ization of God's primary acts of self-constitution wherein aims are

given to creatures. Now, while this may perhaps be misunderstood,

69
God'", 43.

Charles Hartshorne, ''The Significance of Man in the Life of
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that is, as implying a divine determinism or coefcion, this inference
may be tempered by interpreting it Yn the light of Ogden's distinct-
ion between the two senses of acts, or decisions: while all acts are
grounded in God, and as such are the "social character of the divine
self-decision', not all acts fully correspond to God's aims for them,
btt rather, deviate from the ideal -- always within the range of free-
dom permitted by the limits imposed by the divine primary act (cf. DR 89).
There is a sense in which all acts are God's acts, since thev are
grounded in His ideals (and, as such, since they are confined to the
R

limits imposed by God); and yet, there is another sense in which
man's acts deviate from the divine ideals, and for which God is, accord-
ingly, not to be held responsible. GCod is not simply coercive: creature-
ly acts (save those of Jesus) deviate from their ideal aim to some de-
gree, and 1n this way they reveal their freedom vis—;—gig_the divine
causal lure.

Now, while this would seem to be the conclusion of Hartshorne's
positioﬁ‘—— though, granted, he never explicitly stateg it as such ~-
it may be too extreme for him. 1 am not sure whether he would allow
that there are no creaturely acts }other than that of Jesus) in which
the divine aim is fullv actualized. The analogy to human acts with
respect to the human psyche would imply that some of our ideals
(our primary acts) are in fact fully enacted by our bodies (our out-

ward, secondary acts). And as such, can not it be assumed that

creatures fully enact some of God's primary ideals? Here the analogy,

.
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does not apply directly: no creatures can fully actualize the divine
ideal for it:. man's creative capacity is limited and finite. And,
further, it may be argued that since not even God knows the future
beyond a mere outline, there is no one specific ideal which could be
understood‘by God to be the best A for creaturely actualization.

In summary then: Hartshorne has sought to show that"actualities

can be contained in other actualities and vet retain their own self-

decisions" (WP 72). Each act is partly determined, limited, and
partly freely creative. The whole, which is Goé, 1s constituted

in part by the seif-decided acts of its parts, which are the world

of creatures. While the influence@of the whole is great and dominant,
Hartshorne in;ists that "God appropriates the actions, the decisions,
of others, he does not decide jusé what they are to be....God's
influence upon others is not decisive to.the last degree of determin-
ation'" (WP 72). This is what is meant by Whitehead's doctrine that
creativity is wider than God (cf. WP 73). All acts are grounded in
God's aims, but not all are the concrete embodiéént of those aims.
*The key to theodicy is, according to this logic, that man has decision-
making power and that God simply does not make all decisions!:
YEvery cregture decides something that God leaves undecided". 70

The question yet to be more fully discussed 1s whether or not

God's direct and immediate knowledge and control over creatures is not

70 Charles Hartshorne, ''God and the Social Structure of Realityv",
in Theology in Crisis: A Colloquium on "The Crédibility of God", 31.
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such that His volitions -- if not solely coercive or determinative --
exert a highly persuasive lure, some of which are (relatively) more
effective. Thus, for example, it will be argued that, as world-Mind,
God takes full advantage of His knowledge and control of creatures
such that he offers them lures which are such that they are uncon-
sciously prehended (as well as consciously accepted or rejected),

or that they are such that it seems difficult to imagine that creatures
would reject them Gince they are constituted by what we most want

and need at any particular impass), We turn, then, to some of  the
implications of Hartshorne's organic-social analogv, together with
other basic aspects of his thought relevant to the issue at stake

in this chapter.
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4. Divine Influence in Perceptions

The key to Hartshorne's teaching regarding the divine causal
influence is, I believe, his view that since God is not wholly abso-
lute and immutable, but rather is dipolar (with an absolute and con-
crete nature), He responds to each individual creature, and is dir-
ectly and immediately involved in the processes of the world. And,
further, creatures are aware of this divine involvement (variously,

according to the level c¢f mental sophis%ication): every creature
e

has some sense of God's causal influence, though;‘to be sure, even

on the highest level of creaturely ex£SCence -- that of man -- this
awareness is '"dim". 71 In other words, we may have an innate idea

of God, but this does not implv that the idea must be ''clear and
distinct" (cf. CSPM 31-32 ff ). For man, to be sure, God is not

to be seen as just another element in the causal nexus which contri-
butes to the formation of a new experience; rather, He is "supremely
influential'. He is so since "he is the supreme actuality, supremely
beautiful and attractive' (PSG 274). We are genuinely inspired by
this divine influence; yet, it is we, in fact, who "make ourselves,

utilizing His beauty as inspiration" (PSG 275). This éxperiehce of

God is direct in man, in the sense that we respond to value, goodness,

71 Charles Hartshorne, '"The New Pantheism'', 142.



236

and beauty -- all of which God represents. God is influential, accord-
ing to this logic, because He "offers to each creature what the creature
most wants or appreciates in the way of intrinsic value. In short, the
fiat is uniquely eloq;ent and appealing'; 'God can 'speak' to creatures
so eloquently, beautifully, wisely, and hence relevantly to their nat-
ures that they cannot, except within narrow limits, even wish not to
respond". 72 God is, then, a stimulus to which creatures respond; He
is the eminent factor in the causal nexus from which new creaturely ex-
periences arise. Hartshorne has referred to divine power in this way s
God

that is, in terms of its being a stimylus-response mechanism:

is the lure, the stimulus to which we respond via our perceptions of Him.

N

It is Hartshorne's contention, to be sure, that in spite of the
fact that the divine influence as an element in the causal nexus is
a predominant force, it 1is never simply determinative of the creaturely
experiences. As Hartshorne puts it: "Enslavement, even to the diéine,
cannot be absolute -- not only because the divine is generous, but

because power means influence of one free act upon another free act

"
72 Charles Hartshorne, "Religion in Process Philosophy", in

J. C. Feaver and W. Horosz, eds., Religion in Philosophical and Cultural

Perspective (Princeton: D. Van Nostrant, 1967), 261.

73 Cf. Charles Hartshorne, "Religion in Process Philosophy'", 262.
Hartshorne refers to power also in terms of memory; this aspect of the
causal influence of creatures will be discussed in the following section.

"

73
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. 74 . .
(or else we do not know wherein power consists.)" This thesis must

be examined now in order to determine the extent of human freedom which
1s possible !is—g-vis the divine causal influence as the preeminent
element of our perceptions of the causal nexus, according to Hartshorue's view.
Hartshorne's organic-social analogv implies, as noted above,

that God is immanent (note: He is also transcendept:cf. "Chapter Two');
the world is God's body, and He, its Mind. We creatures have, accord-
ingly, an immediate awareness of God and He of us, though to be sure,

His knowledge and Power is eminent while ours is finite and imperfect.
All creatures have some awareness of God, of His inf{luence, though as
noted above, even in the highest of creatures -- man -- this awareness

T

is far from '"clear and distinct”. Lower levels of creatures have cor-
respondingly less awareness, and consequently it can be held that while
there is never simply a divine determinism, the divine influence upon
lower levels of life is‘greater than that upon man. Hartshorne explains:
"Since they [the lower creatures} lack the power of thought, save on

some minimal level, there is verv little they c¢an do with a [divine]
suggestion, 1f they feel it at all, except to act in accordance with

ic'". 75 One may look upon the divine influence on sub-~human levels,

74 Charles Hartshorne, '"'Religion in Process Philosophy', 262. N

75 Charles Hartshorne, '"Religion in Process Philosophy', 258.
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it would seem, so as to acknowledge that they are all but coerced by
the divine suggestion, such that there is little that they can do but
to accept it (unconsciously, or in using whatever minimal consciousness
they might, variously, have). Not only God, in fact, but the entire
causal nexus bears down upon the present moment of creatures in the
sub~human levels, zllowing little freedom for creative variation.
it is here, as Hartshorne notes, that the illusion to the feeling of
there being an absolute law seems strong, with God (and the past nexus)
simply directing the present, with very little room for variation.

On higher levels, to be sure, there is more mental development
and, consequently, more sbility for free creativity vis-g-vis the

El
content of the perceptions-of God and of the past causal nexus. 77

.

But, the exact workings of this divine lure via human perception must

3

be clearly defined, and the range of freedom in the human response
to it must be made clear. To this fssue we now turn; it is one in which
Hartshorne has been insufficiently clear.
On all levels of creaturely existence, the divine influence
operates as a stimulus to which we respond. With respect to the
~

1

human level, we may note, our awareness of God ''meed not be conscious

76 Hartshorne recently wrote: "On very low levels there is
little creaturely creativitv, so the possible responses varv only
trivially from one another. So here the illusion of absolute order
easily arises’ (letter to the author, 1974).

77 Here, "'the possible responses differ much mare widelv and
significantlv" (letter te the author, 1974). See also, "Religion
in Process Philosophy", passtim. )
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. . 78 .
in the sense of being introspectively evident", much in the

same wav, analogously, as immeaiate memories aré not really conscious

1

yet,nevertheless, they influence us directly, immediately. It is in
this sense that the divine lure is "irresistible" (WP 164). If we
object that we mav be aware of God's ideal for us, and vet disobeyv it
(as is evidenced by the great deluge of moral evil in the world),
Hartshorne would agree; and vet, he would point out that there must

be "some mode of divine power which cannot simply be disregarded”. 79
God controls us bv inspiring us: <reatures ''directly feel his worship-
ful excellence and beautrv, and this inspires and influences them';
God's influence 48 one of "appeal, attractiveness, or 'charm', acting
either directly or indirectly'? 80 The divine lure, we are told, is
very efficacious. Some aspects of it cannot be disregarded and while
there is a range of creaturely freedom in response to it, this freedom
is often {(indeed, almost alwavs) slight. There is, then, thié element
of immense influence (which approaches coerciveness) in the divine -
lure: it is the eminent factor in the causal nexus of creaturely

perceptions, and is appropriated in part unconsciously, irresistibly,

such that it cannot be disregarded.

78 Charles Hartshomme, "Religion in Process Philosophy', 257.

/9 Charles Hartshorne, "Religion in Process Philosophv', 258.

80 Charles Hartshorne, "Religion in Process Philosophy'", 258.



If we ask: '"Why is the divine fiat so efficacious?’”, Hartshorne
H ‘\ . Y
replies, as noted above: 'BeCause it offers to each creature what the

creature most wants or appreciates in the way of intrinsic value. In
. ) ) TR 2
short, the fiat is uniquely eloquent and appealing . Creatures,
then, are lured by God via His offering to them that which they find
!
most appealing. Now, this would seem to be a highly. persuasive lure,
2
indeed approaching a coerciveness ~ —-- in the sense that no one 1is
likely to reject that which is offered if it constitutes, in fact,
what is most appealing to him. It may be granted that there may be
some element of freedom in the response, for example, since there
are countless ways in which the creature is able to actualize the div-
ine ideal; and vet, that God sets these very real limits to that action
is to benoted: we are lured by God, as Hartshorne savs, in such a
way that what we need most is offered to us. We may actualize
this ideal within the range of '"real possibilities" which the divine

lure contains. But note: this thesis does not imply that God simply

-
P

lures us toward whatever we most want, be it good or evil: rather,

Hartshorne's position is that He offers us what we most want {(and

81 Charles Hartshorne, "Religion in Process Philosophy', 261.

82 .. .
Note that to refer to the divine lure as '"coercive' because

it is very 'persuasive' may seem paradoxical, but this is so only

because the terms have various levels of meaning which are glossed

over by Hartshorne's reference to the divine lure as being solely per- 'Y
suasive. Here Hartshorne is crvptic and insufficiently clear.
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83

need) by way of intrinsic value! And, as he argues, we have enough
sense, in principle at least, to know what is good and what is not

good for us, and we know that God offers us only what is best for us,
at each moment. That is why, according to Hartshorne, He is so effect-
ive.

But God is ?ffective also because His lure is so subtlv appro-
priated by us. It may be, in some aspects, prehended unconsciousiy, as
noted above, so that it becomes part of our being without our even
knowing it. There is, further, this factor, not already noted: God

alters us, Hartshorne argues, by altering Himself, since a "mind is

influenced by what it knows, by its objects'" (DR 139). 1Indeed, ''to

alter us he has only to alter himself. God's unique power over us is
his partly self-determined being as our inclusive object of awareness'
(DR 139). Now, I am arguing that there is an element in this divine
causal influence which mav be said to approach a coerciveness. Harts-
horme argues: "as this object [of our awareness -- God] changes, we
are compelled to change in response' (DR 139). God rules the world,
we are told,

...by presenting himself as essential object,

so characterized as to weigh the possibilities

of response in the desired object. This divine

method of world control 1s called “'persuasion'' .,

by Whitehead and it 1s one of the greatest of

all metaphvsical discoveries....it is by molding

himself that God molds us, by presenting at
each moment a partly new ideal or order of

83 Charles Hartshomme, '"Relipion in Process Philosophv', 261.
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preference which our unself-conscious

awareness takes as object, and thus :

renders influential upon ocur entire

activity (DR 142).
While, however, this may imply an element of coerciveness, oxr at least
that there are aspects of the divine action toward us which are so
designed that His ideals are greatly influential, it would not appear
to be a complete coerciveness. Thus, for example, while it is the
case that "God can speak to creatures so eloquently, beautifully,
wisely, and hence relevant to their natures that they cannot...even
wish not to respond"”, the "exact manner of this response cannot pos-
sibly be compelled or determined by God" (DR 139). Indeed, "No

. w 84 .

stimulus can absolutely determine a response . The situation is
analogous, Hartshorne suggests, to a man's speaking to his brain cells
in order to enact some muscular activity: the muscles are not simply
coerced into acting, but are '"charmed" into acting. Yet, they ''cannot
choose but hear" -- implying, I would suggest, the coercive element.
And, while this is not, it would seem, a complete coerciveness, it is
equally -- I am arguing -- not indeed a mere persuasiveness wherein

all of the factors are persuasive in the same sense: there is this

85

<&

84 Charles Hartshorne, "Religion in. Process Philosophy', 261.

85 Charles Hartshorne, ''Religion in Process Philosophy', 261,
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diveirgence of effectiveness by the divine agency, some of it being
more effective than others. The stimulus "determines the range of
possible or probable responses. God determines what creatures can do,
but omly they determine what they do do'". 86 The former implies a
coerci&eness in that it sets the limits for the free action which can
take place; the latter is more clearly a persuasiveness, since God
must persuade creatures to act for the best within the limits He has
set. That we acknowledge these limits unconsciously can be seen in
Hartshorne's reply to the question as to why we accept the divine
persuasive influence; he contends that we do so since otherwise

"we should have no basic structure or meaning to our experience or
thought. 1In the depths of consciousness {the sub-conscious, the
unconscious?] we feel and accept the divine ordering without which
there could be nothing significant or definite. The worst sinner

87 . . .3
Yet, to be sure, while

still does this in his imperfect way'.
each creature has some level of awareness of God, consciously and/or

unconscio?sly, eéch creature responds to the divine lure imperfectly,
since his awareness of God is imﬁerfect. A's response to object B,
which is the lure, cannot be merely B, but is always more than just A.

There is "an infinity of ways in which beings whose mode of knowing

86 Charles Hartshorne, '"Religion in Process Philesophy", 261.

87 Charles Hartshorne, "A New Look at the Problem of Evil', 211.
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is imperfect or inadequate can respond to an object. There is always
a variety of ways of falling short of perfection and, therefore, the
object cannot of itself determine the imperfect response” (DR 140).
His contention is that while God's ormiscience can know and hence offer
to us what we most desire by way of value, there is for the creature
an incomplete and indistinct awareness of the divine aim and accord-
ingly, it cannot be responded to perfectly. Indeed, even if it were
completely distinct, the subject of the awareness would not simply
experience the object, but would rather experience his own feelings
of the object, and thus, the subject is always mere than chg object—
stimulus.

Hartshorne, further, puts forth this argument against a theory
of divine determinism: conteﬁporaries do not cancel out each others'

freedom, for they are "'mutually determining', neither preceding the
other as premise' (DR 140). 1In the case, then, of man's experience

and the divine appropriation of it as object, each is partly free

in relation to the other. If, further, an experience precedes the divine
knowing of it, then the divine as object for the next successive ex-
perlence is not in the former as object for the subject (cf. DR 142).
Our decisions influence God, who then influences us. But"God's ideal
for us at any moment does not include the subject's act until that

act is done. God does influence us in each moment; but His ideal is
cognizant of the acts that we and others have accomplished.

Now, while Hartshorne's view 1s clearly that there is no divine

determinism of events, but that rather Ged is confined to persuasive
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lures, I have suggested that there is, rather, a range of diviane causal

oftertiveness, suct that some of 1t is rore effective than others.

-
L

he problem, however, has beon to define cl:drlg*thiw range ot causal
effcctlvgness. It would seem, as I have arzued, that there is an
aspect of coerciveness in the divine causative inrflucnce upon creitures
s1ece there are aspects of the divine lure which are appropriated bv
man wroonsclously, 1rrvresist _blv, ete. nd  while 1t 18 granted that

can never be a complete causal determinism of the newlyv becoming

R

her

rt

ubject by the past causal nexus nor bv God's lure, there are —-- as 1

7]

am arguing —- aspects of this causgﬁ influence which are more effective
than others, in that there 1s less opportunity for the subject to act
other than 1n accord with those aspects of the causal data.

To this estent, sub-human beings would seem to be more deter-
mined by the divine lure than man 13, for onlv nun 1s consciously able

ot the divine lure. That sub-hurin forms ot life

f

Lo reject aspedts
are not simply ceerced by wod, however, 1s 1rplied by Hartshorne's
p-vciicalist leogic whereby all levels of beings are wseen to have sone
sentience. It 1s 1mplied also by his relative deterministic logic
wherebvy all creatures are seen to have some {varving) aspect of spontan-—
eityv and freedom. Those aspects of the divine lure, nevertheless, which

are unconscirouslv prehended by sub~human creatures (and indeed by man

T

himself) would appear to be more effective (and thus, permit less

creaturely freedom in response) than those aopects of the lure which

are prehended consciously by man (and which, as such, can be either

v
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accepted or rejected). Here Hartshorne is unclear. He argue-, for
example that

...80 far as the human self-conscious in-
dividual is concerned, what he cannot bring
into consciousness is not reallv "his"™ in the
full sense, so that, granted that myv exper-
iences grasp God himself, for example, it
does not tollow that [ consciously possess
him as constituent of myself. 83

I would argue, rather, that those aspects of the divine lure which are

1)

not consciously prehended are, rather, more effective than those con-
sciously prehended, for creatures have less freedom with respect to
the former. The fact that we may not consciously prehend God's lure
is not the issue: the issue 1is whether our uncenscious prehension

of the lure implies that 1t has become part of our being. I am
arguing that it has 1ndeed become such. For, while we do not possess
God's lure "in the full sense', consciously, sub-human lives Jdo not
have the conscious abilitv that humans do but,vet, thev do prehend
the lure and are greatlv gaffected by it. It is likewise the case with
the unconscious prehension of aspects of the lure bv man.

Now, the implications of this thesis for the question of man's
freedonm Eif:é:ﬂii God's causal agencv are rather complex. Yet, in
short, it can be argued that since man's freedom is somewhat limited
and restricted bv (the causal nexus ana‘by)God's lure, man cannot be

sald to be solelyv responsible for the goods and evils he creates.

<

Charles Hartshorne, "The Structure of Civenness'., 34.
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Rather, the agency and responsibility of man is tempered somewhat by

the causal influences. Thus, while Hartshorne argues that there is

. N .
an element of freedom in every creaturely act -- vis-a-vis (the past
world and) God's-influence -- there is, as I am arguing, also an aspect

of causal coerciveness, since there are aspects of the causal data (that
is, of God's lure and the past nexus) that the becoming subject is
simply little able to refuse, nor not appropriate. If "coerciveness"
here is too strong a word, it may be rephrased to argue that there are
aspects of the causal data which are more effective than others. Once
this is granted, there arises immediately the question of deéermining
the exact extent {as far as is possible) of God's agency and respons-
ibility with respect to the good and evil which is created in theg world.
There is, 1 would argue, little hope in understanding the subtle and
complex workings of divine and human agency with respect to individual
human acts, yet certain general theories may be suggested, based on

the above analysis of Hartshorne's view.

I have argued, for example, that man is never solely responsible
for his actions, since there are aspects (of the causal nexus and) of
the divine lure which are appropriated by man without his conscious
consent, and indeed others which, while consciously appropriated, are
such that they can hardly be rejected (for they are constituted by God
to lure us to that which we most need). Thus, while there may be
always some element of creative freedom in man, there is also to be

acknowledged the fact that there is a range of effectiveness by the

>
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causal data. Man is free and morally responsible with respect to
those aspects of the data which he has prehended consciously (though
he is less free with respect to the divine lure which is so constituted
to lure him to what he most needs), while he is not as free and respons-
ible with respect to those aspects of the data which he appropriates
without his conscious consent.

One important implication of this thesis (to be discussed in
detail in the following chapter) is that God's causal influence is
such that it does not%permit man to abuse his freedom to the extent
that that very freedom is put in jeopardy. God simply does not allow
creaturely freedom to produce so much evil as to destroy the balance
of order over chaos in the world. Rather, He directs the creative
process to the extent that there is a surplus, a balance, of good.
God cannot permit man to create an overbalance of evil, for if this
were the case, the world would dissolve via the chaos of incompatible
and conflicting acts of men (and of all creatures). Man has freedom,
then, only within these limits. And, as such, we may conclude that
while God may exert persuasive influence in luring man to the best
acts within the limits of freedom, He would seem to be more effective
to the extent that He cannot permit man to act in such a way as to
create an overbalance of evil. '"Process would come to an end if limits
were not imposed upon the development of incompatible lines of process"
(WP 164). God permits freedom in man only to the extent that there

is ensured a surplus of good over evil. Man's evil acts, though regret-
g 4 g
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table and wasteful of the potentiality of the world, are tolerated by
éod only to the exterit that thev do not endanger the very possibility
of there being a world, rather than hopeless chaos. To ensure this,

God must, at times, exert a causal lure which is more effective than

at other times (though, note: rather than implying that the distinction
is temporal, it would seem to be qualitative: At every stage God's
ideals for us are such that there are varying aspects of effectiveness
contained therein, and correspondingly varving abilities in the creaturely
freedom in response).

Now, this would seem to take some of the sting out of evil,
since it suggegts that God will not permit more evil than the world
can accommodate. Man has a very regl freedom of spontaneity in each
moment of the creative process, and vet, this freedom is kept within
tolerable limits by God. Evil is still evil; it is always to be seen
as negative and wasteful (as will be discussed in detail in "Chapter
Five"), and yet, we may assume that what evil there is has been toler-
ated by God,and this being the case, we can assume that the evil is
never predominant over the good.

Note that while this thesis is put forth as the logical con-
clusion of the issues discussed in this section, it is important to
see that Hartshorne has not been quite so clear on these issues as my
analysis suggests. Indeed, Hartshorne denies that there is any coercive-
ness exercised by God, that He acts solely persuvasively. But, as I
am arguing, if this were the case, he could n?F—explain the limiting
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aspects of the divine agency which keep man's agency in control. In
short, Hartshormne has not defined clearly enough this divine causal
agency, nor considered its varying range of effectiveness. My analvsis,
accordingly, seeks to elaborate upon this important issue, and'in

doing so, to draw out more adequately and coherently the implications

of Hartshorne's basic line of argumentation; that is, where Hartshorne

has not always satisfactorily done so.

Ire
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5. Divine Influence in Memory

The thesis of this chapter, that there is a varying range of
effectiveness of the divine causal agency, may be.elucidated by con-
sidering Hartshorne's understanding of the causal influemce of memory.
This latter theme is related closely to that of the preceding section,
for Hartshorne has defined causal influence not onlv as perception but

89 .
as memory. Both forms of influence refer to the past causal data,
since "all material which comes into ‘the mind'...is f;om the past

-

rather than the present....Thus memory and perceptien are basically
oo 90 )

alike'. To be sure, what we remember is our own past states of

mind, while what we perceive is our own bodily members and the environ-

ment, the more "impersonal" world external to our minds (cf. CSPM 91,

218). Memory is ''personal perception'; perception, "nonpersonal

91

memory'.

The perception and memory of past data exert causal influence

upon the present subject: '"Experience is influenced by what it remembers

of the past, and it is...the idea of memory which explains influence,

89 Charles Hartshorne, 'Religion in Process Philosophv', 261.

90 Charles Hartshorne, 'Mind as Memory and Creative Love', 443.

91

*
Charles Hartshorne, '"Mind as Memory and Creative Love'", 444.
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not vice versa''; indeed, '"memorv in the primary Bergsonian-

Whiteheadian sense...{implies a)] direct possession of the past in and

bv the present'. 93 In short:

To remember is to be influenced bv what one
remembers. Memory 1s an effect or 1t 1s
nothing....we have direct awareness in imned-
iate memory of our own pdast experience....The
awareness need not be conscious in the sense
of being introspectively evident. Immediate
memory 1s mostlv not conscious in this sense.
I begin a sentence, and without saving to
myvself that I have begun it, 1 yet feel this
beginning so that I am able to go on
appropriately. 9%

Our memories, then, are directly and immediatelv causally influential,

and in a way which need not be consgcious.

Nowv, Hartshorne has made an interesting comparison between the

influence of memorv on the present subject and God's infleence on it:

How then does God influence us? If we can
have direct awareness orf the divine fiat,

as we have direct awareness in immediate
memory of our own past experience, then this
tiat will influence us. The awareness need
not be conscious in the sense of being intro-
spectively evident....In sSuch fashion we

must be supposed to feel the divine fiat,
without telling ourselves, or even being able
to tell ocurselves, that and what we feel. 5
’ .

.t

9. AN . «
Charles Hartshorne, "Mind as Memory and Creative love', 451.
qj’ ~1 e . [h] () : - [ 1K} - -~
Charles Hartshorne, "Religion in Process Philosophv', 253,
4 .
Charles Hartshorne, "Religion in Process Philosophv', 257.
93

Cuaries dartshorne, "Religion in Process Philosophv”, 257,
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It may be inferred here that God's causal influence, like that of our
memory's, is direct and immediate, and as such, greatly effective. And,
indeed, this thesis is substantiated by Hartshorne's organic-social
analogy: as world mind, God influences the world, His bodily parts, as
Mind over minds. Now, our experiences of the past data, that 1s, via
perception and memeorv, may be seen, in one importa;t sense, to be con-
stituted not merely by'Lhe past world, but by "God's experience of that
past world". 76 As world-Mind, He experiences our experiences as con-
stituents of His body, and we in turn experience the world as part of
the divine experience. In other words, what we perceive gnd remember

is not just the past data of the world, but Bod's experiéhce of that
data; the implication here is that God influences us in this most direct

and immediate way -- not only in a way analogous to that by which our

memories influence us, but also via those very memories!

Hartshorne argues, to be sure, that no causal data can be simply

coercive or determinative of the present experience:

Mind, being essentially memory, is bound to be
influenced by the past, for to be aware of the
past, is to be influenced bv it. Thus, one has
in the 1dea of mind a clue to "causal efficacv.”
But one also has a clue to the limits of
causality. The datum of memory comes from the
past. But the past did not remember 1tself;

96 This point was made by Hartshorne in private conversations
with the author in 1975. It is not made so explicitly in his writings,
yet it is clearly 1mplied there, especially in the context of his

organic-social analogy.
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the memory is an addition to the datum.
Every experience is insofar a creation.

As is the case with all causal data, the data of memory cannot dictate
their own use. There is, then, always room for free creativity. And
this is so, furthermore, not only because of the element of spontaneity
or freedom in every subject, but because the data of memory((and per-

ception) are 1inadequately grasped. With respect to the latter, Harts-

horne writes: \\\\J
kY

Mistakes of memory; OT OTperception, with
respect to immediately past and spatially
near objects are all mistakes of evaluation
of the given, involving, in human beings, some
element of verbalization, or other mode of
symbolization. By the time we have said or
judged what we remember or perceive, we must
have run various risks of error, in the fallible
process of formulating or interpreting. But
something must be there to evaluate, or there
cannot even be erroneous evaluation; and the
theory that we "experience only our own mental
states' 1s really the contention that we evaluate
but our own evaluations of our own evaluations --
of what?

Now, by this I infer that it is via mistakes of memory that Hartshomne
locates one important aspect of man's freedom, for man cannot be de-
termined or coerced by data if he cannot clearly or distinctly

. - S .
understand, interpret, or evaluate the data. This is cdnsistent with
the view attributed to Hartshorne (above, see 'Section Three") that man's

freedom mav be located in the fact that he does not know fully or

7 , .
? Charles Hartshorne, 'Mind as Memory and Creative Love', 459.
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perfectly the elements in the causal data. If this is, in fact,
Hartshorne's position, however, there would seem to be some problenm
here, for this thesis does not square ®ith another for which I have
been arguing; namely that our prehensions of the causal data (of God
and the past nexus) greatly effect us in both conscious and unconscious
ways, the latter permitting relatively less freedom since the lure 1s
appropriated by the subject without his conscious approval. This, as
1 have argued, may be inferred from Hartshorne's writings, though he
has not explicitly stated it as such. AAd yet, Hartshorne seems to
want to argue also that unless the divinetlure (or causal data of the
past world) is prehended consciously, and as such, understood, inter-
preted and evaluated, it has little effect on us because, quite simply,
it remains external to us. But this does not cohere with the fact
that the divine lure is, in certain of its aspects, prehended uncdn-
sciously by man (and indeed, by unconsciouslv aware sub-humans); or
that the lure is often consciously perceived, yet irresistible, since
it offers us what we most desire; or that the lure may coercively re-
strict certain "incompatible lines of process” (WP 164). In these
situations creaturely freedom is greatly affected by the divine lure
in spite of the fact that man does not have the ability to fully ==
consciously —- comprehend the lure (or perhaps, to resist it).

This point may be illuminated by the following consideration

wherein Hartshorne suggests that while the past data can be disobeyed,

(4]
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is it not possible to be aware of a fiat without
obeying it? Certainly the idea of disobedience
to divine fiats is not without its standing in
religion! On the other hand, there must be some
mode of divine power which cannot simply be dis-
regarded. Can the lower animals disobey God?
His fiat concerns them too.

Let us recall that to disobey is not the same as to
disregard. The disobedient is not uninfluenced

by the command he refuses to accept; for it puts
him in a state of rebellion or resistance

to suggestion which is not the same as the

state of simple unawareness of the suggestion.

As for the lower animals, they have no great
problem here. Since they lack the power of
thought, save on some minimal level, there

is very little they can do with a suggestion,

if they feel it at all, except to act in

accordance with it. 5

The implication of this seems to be that while lower animals
cannot consciously disregard or disobey the divine fiat, man can con-
sciously disobey it, though he cannot disregard it. Now, if this is
Hartshorne's positién, then we may suggest that those aspects of the
data which man cannot disregard are appropriated by man either con-
sciously or unconsciously. But this thesis is not made explicit by
Hartshorne, and indeed the issue is confused by him, particularly
by the implication (noted ab?ve) that the lure must be consciously
prehended for it to be effective. This clearly is not the case with
respect to sub-humans who lack man's fully developed conscious aware-

ness; nor indeed is this coherent with the thesis (argued above) that

99
257- 258.

Charles Hartshorne, '"Religion in Process Philosophy',
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there are aspects of the divine lure which are unconsciously appro-
priated by man. Hartshorne confuses this thesis by implying that it

is only animals which cannot disregard the divine lure since they
cannot consciously comprehend (and hence consciously accept or reject)
that lure. But rather, as I have argued, there are “aspects of the
lure which man cannot consciously accept or reject. These aspects are

highly ipfluential, and exert more causal effectiveness, and hence

permit less freedom in response, than other aspects of the lure.

There are, in sum, aspects of the divine lure with respect to
which man has, relatively, less freedom than he does with respect to
other aspects of the lure. Operating through both our perceptions
and memories, God exerts a highly effective and direct influence,
and indeed, one whic¢h is to be seen as exerting a varying range of
effectiveness.

The issue to be faced, now, is that of more clearly defining

how God operates as causal lure, specifically with respect to His

~
v

final and efficient causality, and to determine, correspondingly,
the range and extent of man's freedom and responsibility in response,
according to Hartshorne's view.

To this issue we turm.
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6. Hartshorne's Doctrine of Possibility

The issue of determining more precisely the range and extent
of the interrelationship of divine and human agencvy may be elucidated
further by reconstructing and critically assessing Hartshorne's under-
standing of the divine final and efficient causalitvy in the world.
This issue 1s of particular importance not only in :rlluminating the
basic 1ssue of this cuapter but in light of a recent cricique by one
of the most prominent of contemporary process philosophers, lewis Ford.
Ford argues that Hartshorne's doctrine of possibilitv makes divine
persuasive influence via final causa}ity unavailable to Hartshorne's
God. For, as Ford contends, if Hartshorne's God does not have avail-
able to Him specific eternal objects —-- Hartshorne rejects this
Whiteheadian theory =- then there can be no specific, eternally distinct
ideals from which God selects the final causes for concrescing creatures
as their initial subjective awms. Ford contends that for Hartshorne
"possibility is simplv the indeterminate potentiality of the past
bearing on an indicated spatio-temporal region in the future', and
as such, "there can be no definite farmal possibilities for God to
evaluate'. Indecd, for Hartshorne. "God is not needed for the purpose
of supplving the world with the formal possibilities which can order

this indeterminate potentiality ', 100

100 1 5. Ford, TPP, 73.
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These are serious charges, for at stake here is the very
viability of Hartshorne's argument that God exerts causal influence
upon creatures via the final causality of initial aims. And indeed,
the issue is all the more important if, as Ford argues, the theory
of the initial aim is the distinctive mark of Whitehead's metaphysics,
since it enables Whitehead alone (with the possible exception of Sartre)
to take seriously the origin of subjectivity, and also of God's role there-

101 ' . .
in. Ford's contenffion is that while Hartshorne can account for
the material causality of the past upon a becoming subject, he has
not been able to account for the divine formal causality upon that
102 . .. .

creature. It is, however, the divine formal causation which makes
the actualization possible; that is, since besides the material causality
of the past, there must be some '"formal pattern' in the emergence of

103 . . .
the actual. Without this formal cause, self-creativity has no aim,

and consequently amounts to an "illegitimate appeal" to self-creativity

. . . 104
alone as the explanation of new actualizations. Thus, Hartshorne's

101 cf£. L. S. Ford, TPP, 80.

102 Ford prefers to speak in terms of the "formal" causality of
God and of the "'material' causality of the past world, while Hartshorne --
we must note ~- prefers the other Aristotelian terms, '"final" and “effic-
ient" causality, respectively. For our present purposes, the sets of terms
may be considered as synonvmous.

103 4 5. Ford, TPP, 65.

104 L. S. Ford, TPP, 64.
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account "slights'" the divine formal causality in creaturely becomings.lo5
For Hartshorne, ''what is possible next is simply what is compatible with
what has happened up\to now'' (CSPM 68); yet, as Ford argues, '"The possible
is not merely compatible with the past out of which it grows, but pro-
vides the formal pattern for the emergence of the actual", 106 What is,
in fact, possible at any moment depends, as Hartshorne holdg, on the
past world at that moment -- and this is the material cause of the new
experience; vet it also depends, as Ford argues, upon some eternal
object as the formal cause. Such formal causality is, however, un-
available to Hartshorne's God. 107
The basic consequence of Ford's argument against Hartshorne's
rejectiog of eternal objects is this: Hartshorne's God dces not have
available to Him Whitehead's doctrine of divine persuasive power, nor
of divine final causality, because, according to Ford, if the doctrine
of eternal objects is rejecred, God then has no ideals from which to
choose, nor to offer to becéﬁing creatures as their initial aims, as
their final causes. Along the same line of criticism, D. D. Baldwin,

in a recently completed dissertation, argues that if there are no

definite eternal objects, then there would be nothing to guide God

105 5. Ford, TPP, 65.
106 L. S. Ford, TPP, 62.
107

For the details of Ford's argument, see TPP, 58-65.
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in His Primordial Nature so that "he would in his chance action be as

subject to the creation of discordant evil as occasions in the world;
in short, that neither God nor man would have guidelines or standards
for futther creations. 108
These criticisms, which favour Whitehead's version of possibility

over Hartshorne's, are, however, not necessarily fatal to Hartshorne's

position. For indeed, his position has not been adequately reconstructed --

in my opinion -- and hence, it may seem susceptible to these criticisms
where in fact it is not. I will argue, then, that in spite of these critic-

isms, Hartshorne's doctrine of possibility is coherent with a divine
persuasive action, whereby final causes are given to concrescing creatures.
I will argue, for example, that Hartshorne's alternative to there being
strictly definite eternal objects is not, as is most often assumed by

his critics, a merely random and unstructured continuum, but rather, a

continuum with some real order, so that what is offered by God to be-

1
i

coming entities as their aims is not mere randomness but rather a range
of possibilities so ordered by God that it constitutes the best possible
ideals for the moment. There is no need for these possibilities to be
purely definite and specific; there is required only that they not be mere
randomness. There must be some probability-range: all possibilities

cannot be merely equally applicable to the present situation, or man

108 D. D. Baldwin, "A Whiteheadian Solution to the Problem of
Evil", dissertation for Claremont Graduate School, 1975, 307. Baldwin,
in fact, raises seven distinct criticisms of Hartshorme's position, all
of which, he contends, arise because of Hartshorme's rejection of
Whitehead;s doctrine of eternal objects: 290-312. i
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(and God) would have no basis for their choice of ideals; and as such,

all choice would be merely chaotic spontaneity and randomness. The
interpretation of Hartshorne's position to be argued herg, then, is

that there is always some element of order or structure in the continuum,
and correspondingly, in the ideals which are offered to each successively
becoming subject, and as such, that there is available to God a persuasive
activity and final cgusality.

Hartshorne has long argued that Whitehead's doctrine of eternal
objects is "obscure, if not definitely erroneous' (WP 31). He has éon—
tended that Whitehead's use of the term, '"eternal object', rather than
the more conventional term, ''universal', dangerously obscures the dis-
tinction which must be made between eternal universals and objective
universals. The former refer to universals which are absolutely time-
dependent and relevant to all conceivable stages of the cosmic process,
while the latter refer to universals which are "identical in various
spatio-temporally distinct instances'" (CSPM 58). Hartshorne argues
that both types of universals must be affirmed, that "Time-independence
may have relative as well as absolute forms. There may be emergent
as well as eternal universals" (CSPM 58). Whitehead's failure to take
this adequately into account leads to a particular aspect of Platonism
which Hartshorne strongly rejects. Following Peirce rather, he argues
that "all specific qualities, i.e., ‘those of which there can be nega-

tive instances in experience, are emergent, and that only the meta-

physical universads are eternal" (CSPM 59). There is, he contends,
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only one metaphysical universal (eternal object) —=- "God's fixed

essence’”, which constitutes a "continuum of possible states of divine

109 )

experience'. From this continuum, specific qualitics emerge as

v

novel c¢reations, as "'sub-divisions" of the more general, non-specific

universality of the continuum (cf. WP 95). There are no definite possibil-

ities, nor distinct eternal objects as such, but only the general con-
tinuum of possibilicies. The specific qualities are not definite before
they emerge, but rather, become definite only as they are actualized,

as they are made determinate,

Hartshorne argues that Whitehead's doctrine of eternal objects
jeopardizes the reality of creation and of time, for if there are eternal

possibilities that are definite, some of which are selected and actual-

-

ized by creatures, then "actualization is thereby redliiced to a mere
4

shuffling (Whitehead's "selection" is all too suggestive of this view)

of primordial qualitative factors. In short, creation in the proper

:

sense is denied and with it the nature of time" (WP 32). Whitehead's

view of eternal objects is '"too Platonic" in.chat it fails to do justice
to the truth that creation is the-ﬂProduction of new images', and 'not

the mere actualization of eternal patterns' (EF 187). 1f there are def-
inite eternal poséibilities, then actualization would accomplish nothing.

There must, accordingly, b& a "very clear division of essences into

eternal and emergent" (WP 33). Specific qualities emerge in time "as
.

109
"Interrogation of Charles Hartshornd', PI, 347.

b
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definite, as determinate, where there was only a general universal con-
tinuum of possibility. Actualization, then, adds to this continuum a
unique and particular quality, a definiteness; alternatively, "If all
the 'forms of definiteness,' each perfectly definite in itself, are
eternally given to God, it is not altogether clear...what actualization
accomplishes' (WP 95). Each moment in time adds some definiteness

of qualities. Specific qualities are not eternally definite as possibil-
fties, and therefore, the idea of "eternal species" must be eliminated,
while "retaining that of eternal highest genera, including the genus
of specificity as such" (WP 97). There are eternal species, but each
specific actualization of a species is unique, and is more than the
mere species, since it adds definiteness to some generality. The"
actualization is accomplished by the free self-creativity of finite
creatures.,

There is no need for the qualities which are actualized to be
eternally definite, but rather, '"The only definiteness a particular
instance of creative experience presupposes is that of previous exper-
iences, including divine experiences, it may be'" (CSPM 62). The past
alone is definite, determinate: the future "is to be degermined within
the limits of causal possibility'" (CSPM 64). These lig@és ;efer to
the possgibilities implicit in past actualizations (andf£o God's limit-
ation, when such is needed to control chaotic lines of development,
as discussed above). Against Santayana, who holds that there could be

no choice between alternatives if there were no etefﬁally distinct
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possibilities, Hartshorne argues that there is a range of genétral possj-

bility inherent in past determinates as determinables of which end-

less sub-divisions may be actualized (cf. WP 96). 110 Possibility,

choice, '"need not operate among eternal possibilities exclusively, but
can involve those determinations of the ultimate determinables which
have already been achieved in the past'" (WP 96). The causal conditions
of the past, then, limit what is possible, thoﬁgh, to be sure, '"what
is done is always more determinate than merely what can be done. The
latter is a range of possibilities for action, not a particulér act"
(LP 231). Man's self-determinism, his freedom, fis the resolution of

an uncertainty inherent in the totality of the influence to which the

LY

act is subject', that is, to
J

all the influences and stimuli, all "heredity
and environment,”™ all past experience, an
indetermination removed only by the actuality
(event, experience, act) itself, and always
in such a fashion that other acts of deter-
mination would have been possible in view

of the given total conditions up to the
moment of the act (LP 231).

In this way, as Peters puts it, ''the potential [is] a part of the

111

actual”. What is possible next is simply what is compatible with

what has happened up to now'" (CSPM 68).

110 See also Charles Hartshorne, "Santayana's Doctrine of

Essence', in P. A. Schilpp, ed., The Philosophv of George Santayana
(Evanston and Chicago: Northwestern University Press, 1940), 135-182.

*
‘ 11 E. H. Peters, Hartshorne and Neoclassical Metaphysics,
(Lincoln, Nebraska: University of Nebraska Press, 1970), 82 Cf.86.
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The Issue, then, is this: does Hartshorne, in stressing
the self-creativity of the present occasion in actualizing the potent-
ialities of the past, make an jllegitimate appeal to creativity so that,
as Ford holds, sémething, (that is, particularity), is brought in from
nowhere? And further, does his rejection of eternal objects lead to a
negation of God's role as final (or formal) causation in supplying
becoming occasions with their initial aims?

Now, Hartshorne has argued that God's causality is to be con-
sidered in terms of both efficient and final causality (as will be dis-
cussed in detail in the followifg section); prehensions -- both physical
and hybrid -- convey the efficient causality of the.past and of God.
Physical prehensions convey the past world to present occasions (and
this includes the indefinite potentials of the past which can be freely
actualized); hybrid prehensions, conveyved also bv efficient causality,
contain God's aims, or in fact, his final causality. The question is,
however, this: how can there be such final causality if there are no
eternal objects from which God selects the aims which are then given
to becoming creatures?

Hartshorne has argued that God's final causality is an indefinite
purpose which can, as such, be made determinate in any number of ways,
such that cannot be determined or precisely predicted. Final causality,
then, does not determine the course of events, but is rather a general,
universal continuum of determinables. "If there are purposes influenc~

ing events, thev are efficacious universals; but no universal can determine
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events in detail" (CSPM 57). The universals need not, however, be
specific, for no specific result is envisaged by God. At most, He
eny}sages a general outline of possibilities, so that His final caus-
aiity may be described as th;t which furnishes a general purpose that
some appropriate action ensue. That human creativity, however, does

not simply render these indeterminables determinate without some further
contribution by God is clearly implied in Hartshorne's teaching. For
besides this general final causality which is indeterminate, fixed, and
general, there is also a divine efficient causality which 1is expressed
as God's total new being which takes inte account every finite actualiz-
ation that has occurred in the past. As such, it effects a more specific
and relevant causality with respect to the situation and needs of th
present moment. As new actualities are created, God's specific purpose
is modified. This ever-changing purpose is conveyed to creatures through
the efficient causality of the past, as the potentiality of the past;
that is, as the indeterminate potentials of the past which, though 1in-
determinate, are not completely random or chaotic, but rather effect

a range of potentiality which is relevant to the specific moment. In
this way, the creature is not the sole agent in the making definite of
the potentiality of the past world, for God Himself plays a majof role
in the new, successive,creative acts. There is the element of éivine
final causality which, as final cause, ensures that some actualization

does occur; and there is also an element of divine efficient causality

which ensures that what is made definite by creaturely acts is not
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simply the rendering specific of some aspect of an indefinite continuum
of possibilities, but that the creativity of creatures is somewhat
narrowed in possibilities (because the creature prehends not just the

infinite potentiality but also the divine efficient causality which

is somewhat more specific and which acts as a lure for the actualiz-
ation of the most appropriate determinables). The divine lure is never
that of a specific eternal ideal, for such does not exist, but rather
is a range of possibilities which, if some are actualized, will produce
the greatest good for the particular moment. C;eatqrely freedom,
however, makes it a matter of chance or‘good luck that the best possibil-
ities are indeed actualized. The chance element, to be sure, is not
mere randomngss (versus Baldwin), 112 but is limited, directed, to some
extent by the divine causality and bv the past state of the world, both
of which offer a certain range of potentiality as more alluring, more
relevant, more probable,to be actualized somehow.

Thus far, I have argued against Ford's contention that Hartshorne's
view implies that creaturely freedom is able to actualize potentials
without help from any other principle; for indeed, Hartshome's God
operates through both final and efficient causation, and limits creaturely
potentiality by the latter to a more or less limited range as the most

.

relevant and alluring. I wish now to add some detail to this thesis,

4#‘
112 Cf. D. D. Baldwin, "A Whiteheadian Solution to the Problem
of Evil', 291 f£.
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and to draw some important conclusions from this study for the central
issue of this chapter.

It cannot be denied, to be sure, that Hartshorne does emphasizg
the self-creativity of each particular occasion in determining its own

becoming, and this would seem to ignore -~ or de-emphasize —- the divine

role. This emphasis is expressed, for example, when he writes: "The
ultimate principle is experiencing as partly free or self-creative, and
this principle, being ultimate, accounts for definiteness without help
from any other principle” (CSPM 62). This idea is expressed ;lso in the
following: an occasion is both

internally determined and externally free, which
means that the antecedent conditions only limit
the possibilities to a more or less narrow
range, and that hence if one asks what has given
the actuality its precise character the answer
must be either the paradoxical, "It gives it to
itself,"” or "Nothing gives the definiteness."

It does not "come from' somewhere; rather it is
created de novo in the becoming of the entity
itself. 1t has no '"cause,'" if that means an
antecedent yet fully determining influence...,
The definiteness is new, not implied by the
antecedent or ''external" situation; .but there

it now is. Since the determinateness has come
about, it 1s in that sense an act. But it is

an act of no agent unless one internal to the
entity, i.e., the entity itself regarded as
creating or free (WP 177).

Yet, in spite of this emphasis upon the self-creativity of
creatures, Hartshorme does not ignore God's role in this creation and
this fact must be equally stressed. Without God's causality, the
concreteness of actuality would, as Ford argues, come in from nowhere,

since there would be no formal (final) causality to direct the new
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use of the potentialities of the past. That Hartshorne

has accounted for God's role, to be sure, is argued in his thesis
concerning divine finmal and efficient causality, whereby it is contended
that God has a major role in the self-creating acgivity of creatures.
It is implied, furthermore, in the fact that the continuum of possibility.
from which creaturely actualizations evolve, is not merely a chaotic
randomness, but is, to a certain extent, limited and ordered by God.
Hartshorne rejects the Whiteheadian view that there are definite eternal
possibilities from whichiman simply selects (as his initial aim, given
by God) some element for actualization. He prefers to conceive of possi-
bilities as less definite; indeed, as I have argued, he understands
the possibilities for each successive creaturely concrescence as a range
of-possibilities, and not as one specific ideal. This, however, does
not imply that future possibilitieg'are an unstructured randomness, in
spite of certain critics (e.g. Baldwin), for Hartshorne makes it clear
that God's causality limits the continuu& of possibilities to a certain
range, such that the best possiblé ideals for each particular situation
are available to creatures, and indeed, are attractive as lures. Creatures
are free to choose from among this more limited range, but until they
have actualized some potentials no one, God inclu;ed, could know the
precise definiteness which was to occur: '"Neither man nor God can in-
tend the concrete course of events' (CSPM.66). No one can simply determine

the future by himself or by causing another to act in a certain way, for

there is no definite future until it has been actualized. There is no




need then for specific eternal ideals, since all that can be suggestive

of the future is a range of possibilities. This range is provided for

by the past nexus and by God's causative activity, both of which operate
. ) . 113

through prehensions, physical and hybrid.

This teaching of the somewhat limited range of the continuum,
according to the specific situation, is not generally acknowledged bv
Hartshorne's critics, nor explicitly stated by Hartshorne, though, as 1

- . . , A 114 .
am arguing, it may be inferred by his writings, and indeed is necessary
to give coherence to his theory of divine final causality via initial
aims; that is, since an understanding of the continuum of possibility as
a somewhat orderad range is coherent with an understanding of initial
aims as being constituted, likewise, bY such an unstructured range of
possibility. He writes, for example, that "Potentiality is a part of
the individual essence of an existent, and 1t varies from one unit of

, - 113 .
experience to another'. He contends also: "Always a particular

113 Harshorne does not refer often to comparative feelings, for,
ras will be noted in a following section, he rejects the idea of 'genetic
succession', or 'concrescence", as a temporal affair in which physical
and then comparative and complex feelings are experienced.

114 See especially, 'Santayana's Doctrine of Essence'". Other
relevant articles by Hartshorne include the following: "Continuity, the
Form of Forms, in Charles Peirce'; '"Causal Necessities: An Alternative
to Hume"; "Strict and Genetic Identity"; "The Structure of Giveness';
"Real Possibilitv', Journal of Philosophv 60/21, Oct., 1963, 593-605;
"The Meaning of 'Is Going to Be''; "Necessity", Review of Metaphysics
21/2, Dec., 1967, 290-296;'Deity as Inclusive Transcendence"; "Creativity
and the Deductive Logic of Causality'; etc.

115

Charles Hartshorne, "Santayana's Doctrine of Essence', 143.

S
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character is covered by some range of possible diversity (rather than
a mere diversity of possibilities, strictly speaking) within which
range something must happen. This must be conditional, that is, granting

the state of the world up to now. At an earlier stage, a different

e e+ e

range was open for compulsory decision'. 116 Hartshorne argues that
there must be a range (that is, limits) of indeterminables, for if ?
all possibilities were equally determinate, equally relevant to the

particular present, then there would be no basis for distinction bgtween

things, and "anything is anything". 117 The more general a thing is,
the farther away from determination it is: '"The order of decreasing
definiteness 'is the order of increasing generality". 118 There are

for every particular moment of creaturely experience cextain possibilities
which are more relevant than othersf and these (the former) are offered

to (and prehended by) the concrescing creatures as the most desirable
possibilities, or rather, range of possibilities. God is not concerned

at each moment with all that is possible, hut with only that which is

11
most relevant to that moment. ? He offers a more or less limited

116 Charles Hartshorne, ''Santayana's Doctrine of Essence", 151.
117 N " 1 . - n

Charles Hartshorne, '"Santayana's Doctrine of Essence', 169.
118

Charles Hartshorne, 'Santayana's Doctrine of Essence', 168.

119 Cf. Charles Hartshorne, "Santavana's Doctrine of Essence', 180,
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range of ideals to creatures. Creaturely actualization, therefore, is

not determined by the mere mechanical selection of definite eternal

possibilities, but is rather, "the determination of the somewhat indefinite

A " . X 120

[note: not the completely indefinite]" (My italics.) The potential

is somewhat limited, and thus, as Hartshorne savs, it is "more or less

. . . w 121

[and not completely) indeterminate in character".
There is no need, then, for specific idealsto be offered to

creatures, but only a randommess which is more or less limited so that a
n " . . . 122

certain "range’ of ideals is more attractive than others. In this

way, God 1s actively involved in the creaturely acts, so that it cannot

be argued that His role is slighted in Hartshorne's metaphysics simply

because he rejects Whitehead's doctrine of there being specific eternal

objects. Nor, indeed, can it be argued that, as such, Hartshorne's

God cannot exert persuasive influence via the final causality of initial

aims. It cannot be argued, further, that there are no standards for new

actualizations if there are no specific ideals, for Hartshorne has pra-

vided for a certain more or less™specific range of possibilities relative

to every particular situation. This also goes against the criticism

that God and man create simply random actualizations derived from a

120 Charles Hartshorne, ''Santayana's Doctrine of Essence', 172.
121 Charles Hartshorne, '"Santavana's Doctrine of Essence', 173.
122

See, for example, Hartshorne's reference to the correct
"notion of causality as that of a range of real possibility" (my italics)
in "Order and Chaos'", in P. G. Kuntz, The Concept of Order (Seattle:
University of Washington Press, 1968), 265.




274

purely chaotic and completely unstructured continuum {(so that evil or
discordant factors are inevitably introduced by God and man). Harts-
horne. would reject this argument, since it has not taken into account
the range of more or less specific control which God (and the past)
exert on the present. There is indeed a "hierarchy" of universals,

"at

with the most general being the only really eternal character and
all times necessarily given some embodgment, some determination, or
expression of its character as a determinable', while the less general
Or more determin;te characters would be relevant, not to all time,
but to stretches of time proportional to their generality". 123
The range of divine power can be somewhat defined, according
to this analysis, for God's causative influence operates as final and
efficient causality, with regard to general and specific ideals, though
the latter is always a range and not simply one ideal. The range of
human freedom, likewise, can be somewhat defined, for man is confronted
by a range of ideals, aspects of which he then freely actualizes, such
that could not be fully predicted beforehand. The divine persuasive
lure operates through final and efficient causation in luring the subject
toward a certain range of possibilities, rather than some other range.
There would seem to be an element of coerciveness in the divine limit-

ation of potentiality, in that God restricts man's acts to a certain

range of ideals; yet, this is never a complete determinism since man

7
123 Charles Hartshorne, ''Santayana's Doctrine of Essence', 150.

oK
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is quite free within this range to act and freely create, to make de-

finite and concrete certain possibilities available within the limits.
Now, while Hartshorne has, here, been interpreted‘so as to

show that his doctrine of possibility is not incoherent with divine

final causalitv via initial ®ims, there are, however, certain questions

to be raised about his understanding of these matters. We might query,

for example, whether the interpretation of Hartshorne herein argued

holds, for theve is some question as to whether Haktshorne himself follows

Whitehead in holding that the initial aim presented by God to becoming

creatures is in fact one specific ideal or, as I have suggested, a

range of possibilities. It would appear that Hartshorne does, indeed,

follow Whitehead in holding that the ideal offered by God is one specific

ideal -- indeed, the best ideal possibility for any successive, par-

ticular moment of creaturely becoming. In this case, the freedom of the
becoming creature is to be seen in the fact tgét this ideal can be
actualized in a vast number of ways; the ideal never simply determines
"the exact way it is to be actualized. There is‘always some freedom in
the becoming creature, in making the idegl determinate that is not
simply determined by the ideal itself. Now, I would suggest that if
this is Hartshorne's position (as it is generally believed to be), then
the question that arises heré in this: can Hartshorne coherently hold
this position 1f, at the same time, he rejects Whitehead's doctrine of

eternal objects as the source of the specific ideals which are chosen

by God? Herein may lie the basis of the criticism of Ford and Baldwin,




for without specific eternal objects from which to choose the final

causes which He offers to becoming creatures, how can there be such

AY

final causes as creaturely initial aims? In short: can there be
S,

specific final causes if there are no specific eternal 3bjects from
which they are chosen by God? Ford and Baldwin think there cannot.be,
and as such, Hartshorne is incoherent and inconsistent, and, accordingly,
he cannot account for divine persuasive influence via formal (final)
causality. This would seem to be an accurate assessment of the issue.
However, I would argue that Hartéhorne can be rescued‘from this serious
incoherency by simply acknowledging that the initial aim of becoming
creatures contains not just one specific ideal but rather a limitéd
range of ideal possibilities. I would suggest that this thesis is
more consistent with Hartshorne's doctrine of possibility (which re-
jects the Whiteheadian thesis of specific eternal objects) than the
view that there is a specific initial aim. The realm of possibility is
not to be seen as constituted by specific objects, but rather by a
structured, hierarchical ranée of possibilities, some more relevant
than others to the particular creaturely becoming béing considered.
It is such an ordered range of possibility which constitutes the initial
aim.

. As noted above, however, it is not clear which position Hartshorne
takes: he argues, for example, that the possibility open to a becoming

creature is limited and somewhat hierarchical, that certain possibilities

are more open and appropriate for a specific creaturely moment than
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are others. And thus, it would seem that the ideal offered by God to

a creature has its source in a realm of possibility which is not simply
random or unstructured (versus certain critics who think otherwise);

and vet, the realm of possibility is not to‘be seen as being so structured
as to be constituted bv definite ideals. The ideals, accordingly, chosen
by God for becoming creatures, as their initial aims, would appear to

be, likewise, neither completely random nor specific; they are, rather,

constituted by a limited range of possibilities from which creatures

.

are able to make determinant certain aspects. In not being clear,

however, on this point, Hartshorne risks incoherence and misunderstanding,
and as such, the overall strength of his theodicy is we;kened. In order
to present a viable account of man's freedom vis-d-vis divine final
causation and to be coherent with hisdoctrine of possibilitv, he nmust

hold that the 1nitial aim is neither specific nor mere randommess.

In sum thgn: it mav be conceded that while some weight may be
given to the a)guments of certain critics (Ford and Baldwin) against
Hartshorne's understanding of possibility and divine final causalitv via
initial aims, Hartshorme, nevertheless, can be defended against this
criticism, according to my interpretative suggestions herein formulated.
The apparent incoherency with Hartshorne's thesis mav be cleared up
if it is seen that the initial aim is not a specific ideal but rather
a range of ideal possibilities, and also if 1t is seen that the realm

of possibilitv 1s, likewise, somewhat structured (and neither a mere

randomness nor composed of specafic ideals).
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But, if we grant the availabilitwy of divine final causality
by Hartshorne's God, another issue immediately arises: the nature
of this final causalitv must be mor® clearly defined, for Hartshorne's
theory is not without some question. It would appear, for one thing,
that it is not only God who limits the range of possibilities for each
mome;;, byt the past Qorld, as causal nexus, does so as well. The
question which arises here is whether God is needed in tais Limizing
function, or whether it is accomplished automatically by the past world.
What has been actualized in the past tclearly limits the possibilities
for the future; is God then needed for this same function? It would
appear that Hartshorne ovg;laps the two forms of limitation in that, as
he argues, the past nexus which limits us and which we prehend is not
simply the past world but is, rather, God's experience of that nexus.

Indeed, if God were not involved somehow, if the onlv possibilities op®n

for the future are those established by the past world, then there would

.be a running-down effect, so that eventually all noveltv would cease.

This is why Whitehead insisted upon there being eternal ideals as the
source of fresh novelty. But Hartshorne has insisted that God's en-

s
visagement of the metaphysical categories is eternal and that subdivisions
of such can be made definite. Thugv potentiality is located not only
in that past world, as that which is“left to be actualized, but more
generally, in God's envisagement of the infinite continuum of possibility.

That which is most relevant for future actualizations has been clearly

limited and defined more or less by the past actualizations, and it is this
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potentiality which is most definite and hence more clearly the nearest
to possible actualization. God must operate through the efficient
causality of the past, then, to direct this limited range of potent-
iality. But He also operates through a more general final causality,
through which His abstract enyisagement of eternal possibilities 1s
transmitted to creatures as a lure to create at least something.
It would appear that fresh novelty would enter the creature's exper-
ience through this final causation, for 1t is not simply dependent on
the past, as is the efficient causality, in its possibilities. That
‘this thesis of Hartshorne's is, however, not clearly worked out was,
-
to be sure, suggested in a previous section. This rather crucial
issue must be further examined, specifically now with respect to

Hartshorne's understanding of divine final and efficient causality

in the world. To this issue we turn.
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7. Divine Final and Efficient Causation

God's influence, His persuasive power, ::\?elt in the world
because of its supreme and eminent nature. God is, in Hartshorne's
words, "the supreme factor in all stages of each thing's genesis'. 124
He is directly involved in the becoming of each creature; His act;v—
ity is not confined to the merelv passive reception of past values
(as some jinterpreters of Hartshorne have suggested). Yet, as I have
contended throughout this chapter, while God's influence is persuasive,
it has elements in it which approach a coerciveness. This entire
question, to be suréi of defining how God-is causally effective is

a difficult and complex one; and indeed, as many modern philosophers.

have pointed out, the concept of '"cause" itself is in a state of

125

chaos. Hartshorne's position on this question must be further

explored and, as such,my study of his understanding of the causal inter-
relationship of God and man must be expanded to consider his thesis
that God is both final and efficient cause.

Hartshorne's position is based, essentially, on his doctrine

of panentheism, according to which God is both supreme cause of all

9
124 Charles Hartshorne, ""The New Pantheism', 143. 1

125 Cf. J. B. Cobb, Jr., "Natural Causality and Divine Action",

Idealistic Studies, 3/3, Sept., 1973, 214 f.

f
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things, and all-inclusive of the world (see above, "'Chapter Three',
"Section one”). While traditional theism conceives of God as the
independent universal cause of all things and as extrinsic to the
world, and tradirional pantheism, Lhat God is the inclusive realitw
but net independent of the *rorld totality, Hartshorne contends that
his panentheism effécts a "higher" svnthesis which combines what is
positive in these polar positions. That God would exist no matter
what else e;ists and that God includes all reality in His own reality

are the positive.elements in traditional theism and pantheism, re-x

spectivelv, which are combined, svnthesized, in Hartshorne's panen-

theism (cf. PSC 503).
Classical thelsm, in Hartshorne's view, imples a causal necess-
ity which Hartshorne describes as '"radicallv asvmmetrical' (PS¢ 500):

God, 1t holds, has nade the world and is independent of it; the world

-

requires God as cause, but God has no néed of the world. The world
ex1sts because of the divine causalliy, but it might not have existed.
In anv case, God would be essentially the same whether tﬁ} world ex-
isted or not. He 1s suprere, sufficient, complete in Himself. Now,
Hartshorne arpues that this position leads to the mistaken conclusion
that Ged's effects do not follow from His causes: the world as effect
requilres God as its cause, but classical thexsm seems to deny -- against
its own intention ——'that the cause requ1re§\{pe effect (cf. PSG 500ff).

Yet, as Hartshorne argupes,. this makes the divine causation distinctly .

dirifereat f{rom what we ordinarilv mean bv causaticn: from a cause,

*
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that is, we expect consequences; but from the divine causation,,ﬁhere
appears to be no effects: He made the world and yet stays exactly as
He is; and thus, His effects do not seem to follow from their causes.
Hartshorne's contention is that a cause is related to its

éffects not by necessity, but rather, by probability: a cause necessi-
tates that there be some effect, though not this or that specific one:

The only way, I believe, to define ''cause"

which fits both scientific and theological

requirements is as follows: A cause is some-

thing absolutely required for or involved in the

existence of something else (its effect) but

itself requiring or involving ngt this partic-

ular effect or that, but only that there be

some effect or other of a given more or less

general descriptjon. 126
In this way, Hartshorne contends, the one-sided dependence of the
effect on the cause is preserved while a range of real freedom for
the subject is also acknowledged. Hartshorne terms his position,
"moderate asymmetry''. He summavizes its differences from classical

"radical asyummetry"” as follows:

whereas radical asymmetry leaves open the pos-—
sibility that not even the class or kind of

effect is implied, "moderate asymmetrv' holds
the non-nullity of a class of effects —-- though

no particular member of the class -- to be ren-

126 Charles Hartshorne, Review Article: "Efficient Causality

in Aristotle and St. Thomas" (by F. X. Meehan), Journal of Religion
25/1, Jan., 1945, 27.

™
\\

+
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dered necessary by the existernce of the cause.
On either view, causes are always independent
of particular effects, effects alwavs dependent
on particular causes (PSG 502).

While God is supreme cause of all things, He is also dependent on the

world: "On the neoclassical view...God is both before and arter,

a

both cause and effect, of all events' (NTIT 60). God is the universal

(9}

augse of all things, but He is also dependent upon the world. In His
Abstract Nature, He 13 supreme cause; but in His Concrete Nature, He
is dependent on the world and responds to each successive creaturely

experience. God is not to be seen as the Cause of all things, but

is rather "a (or the) supreme stream of causation which at the same

time 12 the supreme stream of effects' (PSG 50I). As supreme cause,
God requires only that Something exists as effect; it need not have
been this particular world.

The divine as cause, further, mav be seen to have "two senses,

*

analogous t-~ *h~ Jouble sense in which a man 1s cause"™ (PSG 502):

~

(1) just as man, in each moment makes decisions which become, in turn,
stimull for other individuals, so teo is God's activity more than mere

acting: He is also acted upon. Here, "being cause' is inseparable

- . "

from "being effect'”; and further (2), just as man mav have a.persistent
ideal which influences others, and which, once acquired, functions as
a cause rather than an effect (even though the original acquisitisn

was an effect), so likewise for vod, there can be an unacquired ideal

which was never an effect, and in His ''mere pessession of this i1deal,

'

~
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the primordial mind would be purely cause rather than effect" (PSG 502).
In short, God's being contains both an "all-independent all-causative
factor ggé the totality of events" (PSG 505). That "'God is truly in-
dependent and truly dependent' is no absurdity, unless by 'truly' one
means, in all that he is, rather than in something that he is' (PSG 505).
God is dipolar, and as such, the positive features of theism and paﬁ-
theism can be synthesized. He is independent of the world in one of
His aspects, ard all—inchdéive of the world in the other. As the former,
He is the supreme and universal cause; as the latter, He is the supreme
effect since He depends upon the acts of the entire world for the con-.
tent of His contingent existence (cf. also '""Chapter Two', above).

Elsewhere Hartshorne employs the Aristotlean term of '"final"
and "efficiené” causation to illustrate this teaching of the divine-

. . — 127

world interrelationship, as noted above. As final cause, God
furnishes to the present subject a general and fixed purpose, so that
some appropriate action will ensue; in God's being is contained the total
antecedent conditions of His present action and of all present action
among creatures. But besides His having this abstract essence, which

supplies creatures their final causes, God is also efficient cause:

He 1s not exhausted by His general and fixed purpose, but rather, new

127 Cf. Charles Hartshome, Review Article: "Eﬁficient Causality

in Aristotle and St. Thomas', passim.
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experiences are added to His being ar each moment, so that at each

successive moment He has a new total being (note: not a totally new
being). ''The antecedent efficient cause is the previous total being,
what 1is changed is God as a growing 'personal order society of occasions'

12 : . s
8 As pure abstract essence, according to traditional

(experiences)'.
theism, God would seem to be unrelated to the world except as its
primordial cause and determinator: but on Hartshorne's view, God is
both supreme cause and responsive to the world, taking into His being
the free acts of creatures, and basing His ideals for presently con-—
crescing creatures upon what creaturely activity has actualized to date.
Thus, while God can be said to create man in the sense that "all of
man's being involves éhe divine creativity as its sustaining element',
man in a less radical sense, can be said to create "(something in)
God, in that certain of God's accidents could not have come into being
without the free choice of man to perform certain acts'. 129
In short, then, Hartshorne's God is the supreme final cause of

the world, and yet, He is responsive to the acts of creaturely freedom,

and experiences these acts as qualifiers of His contingent existence

128 Charles Hartshorne, Review Article: "Efficient Causality

in Aristotle and St. Thomas', 29.

129 Charles Hartshorne, Review Article: "Efficient Causality
in Aristotle and St. Thomas", 32.



such that His new ideals for the successive moments of creaturely life

are conveyed in an efficient causality which has taken the past actual

state of the world intep full account. Hértshorne has cryptically ex-—
plained this as follows: éod "is an'efficient cause becausé he is a
final cause, and vice versa'" (WP 92). Efficient causality is trans- >y
mitted through prehensions, both physical and hybrid: physical-pre-
hensions of the éast given world and hybrid prehensions of God's con-

ceptual prehensions. The latter contain aims and ideals and therefore

-

are also final causes, though they are now qualified by the past state

of the world. All causation of the present moment ig from the past

3

3
{there is no causal interaction among contemporaries), and thus, all
causation is, in this sense, an efficient causality. When some of
this efficient causality contains divine ideals it is also a final

i

causality. Thus, God's final causalitv is closely interrelated with

His efficient causality. The one, however, is distinguished from the

v

other by the fact that while His final causality is a general purpose
that some action occur, His efficient causality is more particular and

deals with the specific state of the world at each successive moment.

~

The former refers to the causal agency of God's Abstract Nature, the

latter to His Concrete Nature. 30

i

~ T

130 The divine final causality is distinguished from His effic-
ient causality, also, to the extent that while the efficient causality
effects a more or less specific aim iA the creature, the final causality --
of which the specific aim is a particularization--serves as the source
and basis for God's general ideals for the dreature. As such, the latter
is more relevant to God than to creatures, His efficient causality being
constituted by the more specific (and thus directly relevant) aims for the
creature at each particular moment of the creature's concrescence. (This
point was made by Hartshorne in answer to my query -- in 1975 -- as to what
the relevance of the divine final causality is in view of the fact that the
divine effid¢ient causality, in presenting the creature with a more specific
aim, seems to be all that 1s required by the creature. 1 do not find this

specific point made by Hartshorne in any of his published writings).
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A question arises, however, in relation to Hartshorne's under-
standing of the concrescing creature as being affected by the efficient
causality of both God and the past world. It must be asked: how can
these two forms of efficient causality be distinguished? How is the
divine efficient causality different from that of the past world's?

L
.Are they, perhaps, so indistinguishable that there can be no distinct-
ion made? Now, it might appear that this query has already been answered,
for it has been argued that the efficient causality of God, unlike that
of the efficient causality of the past nexus, contains also certain
ideals which are specific particularizations ¢f God's final causality.
If these ideals were not iﬁcluded in the efficient causality, the world
would soon either drift into complete chaos or utter monotony, since
there would no longer be the necessary reintroduction of continued order
and novelty into the world. There remains, however, some question con-
cerning this thesis. For, as argued above, if Hartshorne holds that
God's (final and efficient) causal agency is constituted by the best
idéals for any particular moment of creaturely concrescence as deter-
mined by the past actual state of the world at that specific moment,
then there is some question whether the freedom and novelty of the
world would run-down; that is, since it would seem to be implied here
that the possibilities determined by the past world limit present and
future creativity to actions within the limits determined by that past
nexus. As such, new experiences would constitute essentially a mere
filling-in, or making more determinate the possibilities permitted by

the past world. Fer there to be novelty {and, as 1 argued, freedom),
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however, it must be seen that the present experience is not simply re-
stricted to the confines of the past nexus; rather, it must be argued
that God's ideals aré not -chosen merely from the p;st world but rather
from within the more general limits of possibility, which are not re-
stricted to the particular confines of the past world -- tpough they are
always restricted to the more general and abs&ract limits of possibility
represented by the cosmic laws. Hartshorne's reference, then, to God's
provision of the in&tial aim of creatures as being chosen from among

the possibilities permitted bv the past world and offered to men by the

Consequent Nature of God 131 (which has taken account of the past world)

is not quite correct, or rather, it do2s not seem quite coherent with

the necessity of there being the constant introduction of fresh novelty

into the world for there to be freedom and, indeed, for there to be a

world at all (and not just 2 monotonous making more determinate of what
really is). It must be shown clearly that God's Abstract Nature is

also involved, énd thagﬁgesides its function of setting‘general limits

to possibility, it must be‘seen as introducing new ideals, new possibilities

for novelty, which are not merely those that are permitted according to

the specific limits of the past nexus. In failing to make this point

e

131

Note that for Hartshorne, it is God's Censequent —-- or rather
Concrete-Nature which offers thz iniiial aim to creatures, and not the
Primordial -- or rather, Abstract-Nature. The Concrete Nature is best

suited for this task since 1t is by means of this aspect of His nature
that God conceives and takes account of the actual state of the contin-
gent world.



clear, -Hartshorne risks the critique of incoherence. The crux of the
problem may,‘}erhaps, lie in his failure (as argued above) to consider
.carefully enough tﬁ; distinction between the two types of limits that -
as I have argued -- must be operative; he has ndt worked out suffic-
iently the exact nature of the interrelationship between the e%ficient
causality of the past world, which bears down upon each new present
experience as its data, and the causality of God which also is data
for the new occasion.

In conclusion, we may note that while it was argued in & fonme? .
section ("Section Six'") that Hartshorne's doctrine of possibility may
be interpreted so as to be coherent with divine causal agency via initial
aims (and hence that Ford's érgument against the availability of Harts-
horme's God to exert perSSasive influence does not necessarily follow),
it has been argued in this present section, however, that there would
appear to be some question about Hartshorne's understanding of the'nature
of «this divine causal agency; The question has to do with éhe distinction
between God's causal agency and that of the past causal nexus, both of
which affect and limit the newly concrescing subject. It is not clear,
in Hartshorne's writings, how the divine causal lure can ensure that
there is continued opportunity for novelty and freedom; that is, if that
lure is constituted by thiﬁe ideal possibilities which are determined
by the past state of the world at any particula. moment. ‘Accordingly,
his account of the divine agency, as a persuasive lure via final ané
efficient causality, is a little incomplete, and is plagued by some

[

appearances of incoherence.



290

That his account, however, can be rendered more coher®ht may be

-
»

inferred from suggestions made in the earlier discussion of the limits

imposed by God upon creaturely agency (see "Section Two'" of this chapter).

There it was argued that, while man's agency is limited by the causality
. 1

of tHe past worid andcbyL§od's specific lure, God's more general purpose

offers ideal possibilities to man which are not fonfined to these specific

limits and lures, but which rather are limited only by the more general

cosmic laws. In this way, creaturely freedom can be understood as being

constituted by actions which are not simply restricted to possibilities

4
-~

‘determined by the past state of the world, but rather, are the result

-

of actions made possible by ideals (offered by God) which are not con-
fined to past possibiliti;s. This thesis may ?e fpplied to this pre-
*sent discussion, for it concerns, essentially, the same issue -- though
here the emphasis is on God's final and efficient causality, and the

efficient causality of the past causal nexus., while previously these

same matters were discussed in terms of the specific and general lamits

upon the creature's agency.

Unfortunately, however, the earlier criticism of Hartshomme's
position holds here as well: for one thing, he does not seem to have
formulated the matter in the way suggested here, and accordinglyv, his
argument, as it stands, seems to be unclear and incoherent.

He argues, for example, that the ideals offered to creatures by God

are constituted by what 1s best according to the possibilities deter-

mined by the past causal nexus at anyv particular time; vet, this thesis
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has been rejected as denying real freedom and creativity, despite his
belief that it does not. Tﬁere is, furthermore, some question about
the coherency of the alternative to Hartshorne's view herein suggested:
it is not clear how the divine ideals which are offered to concrescing
-
subjects could somehow go bevond the limits determined by the past nexus,
for this would imply that the creature can aat beyond what is, in fact,
possible for him. This entire issue is left quite unclear by Harts-
horne; and as such it must be concluded that one important aspect of
his theodicy —-— that of establishing the persuasive agency of God via
final and efficient éausality (or, in terms of F?e earlier discussion,

via general and specific limits) -- is weak and “usufficiently clear;

and this, in turn, tends to weaken the viability Jis overall theodicy.

-
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8. Hartshorne's Understanding of Genetic Succession

The issue of this chapter has been to examine Hartshorne's
understanding of deine causal agéﬁcy in the world, and correspondingly,
of the nature of creaturely response to it. It has been argped that
Hartshorne's use of the concept of divine persuasive agency implies
that there is a varying range of effectiveness by this agency (though
Hartshorne has not systematically defined it thusly) —- some aspects
of it being more effective than others, and as such permitting a vary-
ing range of creaturely freedom in response. Now, while this understand-
ing of the divine lure operates according to the degree of freedom in

creatures-in response to it, not enough has been said about how this

divine lure is internalized by the creature. The problem here is that

Hartshorne has paid far too little attention to this critical theme.

Indeed, his failure to discuss in sufficient detail the Whiteheédian

-~

theory of concrescence or genetic succession has led to a lacuna with

respect to our understanding of his . position concerning how the

creature internalizes the divine lure (and indeed, the past data of

the causal nexus). I would argue that it is only by an elagoragion of

the genetic sugcession of a creature that one can understand -- more

fully ~- how the creature prehends and internalizes the divine lure .
(and the past data of the world). Here, where we would have hoped for
illumination, Hartshorne's failure to elaborate upon his understanding
of the issue is extremely disappointing. As such, for example, his’
understanding of the conscious and unconscious prehensions of the divine

-

lure remains somewhat vague, as indeed does his rather cryptic explanation
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of the divine imposition of limits as being persuasive, etc. An elabor-
\ 1
ation or interpretation of Whitehead's theory of concrescence would
have been invaluable in helping us to understand his (Hartshorne's)
<

view concerning the various inteyrelationships among the becoming sub-
ject and the causal influences of God and the past world.

But, let us consider this issue by first noting some of the more
prominent interpretations of the concrescence of the subject, and then

.

by reconstructing Hartshogne's position in relation .to them.
Whitehead's theory of genetic succession has been the f&;us of
much difference of opinion among prQcess philosophers. The argument
centres largely upon how there can be successiveness (internal process
or Egcoming) which is not temporal; that is, éo that creaturely modifi-
cation of the initial aim which is given by God is possible, and,con-
sequently so that a divine determinism can be avoided. For if there
N

is no temporal modification of the,}nitial aim, there would seem to

be a divine determinism, since God has provided the aim. This complex
issue is extremely important for the central question of this chapter,
that of determining the range and extent of human freedom vis-i-vis
God's causative activity. It has, further, specific reference to the
question of possibilitv which was just discussed, for it contributes

to our understanding of the roles of God and the past world in their

inflsencing of the present subject.

-

D. W. Sharburne's analysis of Whitehead's doctrine of concres-
cence (genetic successiveness) has sought to locate the various stages

within the inner becoming of an occasion, so that physical feelings |
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conceptual feelings and more complex comparative feelings aré distinguish-
ed. 132 There is also distinguished the workings of divine final causa-
tion, thch operates through the provision of the initial aims and pre-
hended througﬁ hybrid pﬁysicaL feelings. Divine ideals are prehended

LS
through conceptual feelings, and such operations as conceptual reversion

v

account for novelty.

I will not pause to considér in more detail Sherburne's fairly
well known analysis, since it cannot ‘apply directly to Hartshorne; that
is, since he fejects such an analysis as implying an illicit inner tem-
poral successiveness. Indeed, many critics have condemned Sherburne's
analysis on this very point, insisting that Whitehead must not be in-
terpreted in this way.

\ E. Pols, te be sure, does interpret Whitehead in this temporal
sense, and then proceeds to show how the view leads to irrevocable para-
doxes. He argues, however, that the non-tempordal interpreration like-
wise fails. His argument, essentially, is this: 1f the genetic suc-

cession of a subject is non-temporal, if it is an "all-at-once'" affair,

then the subjective aim, which has been given by God, cannot be modified:
as such, there is a divine determinism or finalism, and creaturely free-

dom is nothing but an I1llusion. Pols argues, further, that Whitehead

132 Cf. D, W. Sherburne, A Key to Whitehead's Process and Realitv

(Bloom;ngton~and London: Indiana University Press, 1966); and A
Whiteheadian Aesthetic (Yale University Press, 1960).

s
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has not shown that, if there is temporal genetic modification, each phase
is not caused by the preceding phase(s). In short, Pols holds that
Whitehead's theory of genetic successiveness implies either a divine
finalism (that is, if there is no temppral succession) or a radical de-
terministic mechanism (that is, if there is temporal 8ucces§ion): both
are determinisms, and both negate creaturely freedom. For there to be
creaturely freedom, vis—g—vis the divine causation via the initial aim,
and vis-&-vis the,determinism of the past efficient causality of God
and the world, there must be a viable account of genetic succession T
wherein it is shown how the subject is able fréely to modify the final
and efficiént causative influences. Yet, as Pols argues, Whitehead's
theory of genetic succession implies a temporal succession such that
“there is causal dependence of the latter stages on the earlier. The
conclusion, then, drawn bv Pols is that there is not in Whitehead's
account a viable understanding of creaturely freedom. 133
Cobb's version of Whitehead's doctrine of concrescence, however,
is that there is really no temporal genetic successiveness -- in spite

of Whitehead's misleading use of terms which suggest inner temporality

(for example, "earlier" and "later" phases, "successive', "primary phase',

133 E. ?bls, Whitehead's Metaphvsics (Carbondale and Edwardsville:
Southern Illinois University Press, 1967; see also, "Freedom and Agency:
A Reply', Southern Journal of Philosophy 7/4, 1969-70, 415-419.
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i
i x
"initial phase', "antecedent phase', and ''subsequent phase', etc.).

Genetic succession is "all-at-once', according to Cobb, and as such,

i

although an occasion's becoming is indivisible, it can nevertheless

be analys%zed -- intellectually -- into its component parts. When Cobb

» -

turns to explain how this successiveness of the phases can be explained
non-temporally, however, he is quick to warn that it must not be under-
stood as a merely' logical’ succession. Whiteﬁead, he suggests, intro-

duceh a new model of realit§ which required a new concept of succession

beyond logical and temporal terms of explanation. This is also William

’

Christian's interpretation of Whitehead's meaning, that is, that there

is implied by Whitehead some third Eype of successiveness. 134 Christian,

however, does not elaborate fully. Cobb has attempted an elaboration,

in opposition specifically to the rival theories put forth by Ford and

Pols. 135 While i¢ is difficult not to conceive of an inner temporal

¥ successiveness, Cobb argues that the concrescence is "all-at-once'.

' .

The creative synthesis of data is not temporal, he insists, but rather:
H

the toming into being of the ingredients

presupposes the self-actualization of the whole
synthesis just as much as the self-actualization
of the whole presupposes the coming into being “

134 Cf. W. A. Christign, An Interpretation of Whitehead's Meta-
physics, 80 f.

135 Cf. Transcript of the debate among Pols, Ford, and Cobb at

the Conference of the Society for the Study of Process Philosophies,
Toronto, 19721.

»

v

b
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of the ingredients,...Whole and part come

into being together. The whole is equally

the subjéct of the one act of becoming and the

superject of the outcome. 136
Cobb argues that there is neither temporal nor causal relationships
between the phases in genetic succession. Time, he argues, is to
be seen with respect tc macroscopic processes but not with regard to
the microscopic concrescence. Likewise, 'causal relationship exists
, s . w137
only between occasions, not between phases within an occasion .
Cobb warns, further, that when heerefers to the cause and effect as
simultaneous, he does not wish to be interpreted (as Ford's criticism
does) as seeing this relationship between the phases as symmetrical:
the relationship is, rather, asymmetrical: "The simple ingredients
are presupposed by and required by the complex integration in which
the integration is not presupposed by and required bv the simple

- 11 138 3 = .

integration . In this sense, there is succession, though not as

temporal or causal. We must acknowledge such succgssion, he argues

further, since 'there is a remarkable gap between the world as it

-

136 J. B. Cobb, Jr., "Freedom in Whitehead's Philosophy",
Southern Journal of Philosophy  7/4, 1969-70, 413.

137 Transcript, Society for the Study of Process Philosophies,

Toronto, 1971, 2.

138 Ttanscript, Society for the Study of Process Philosophies,

Toronto, 1971, 4.
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existed prior to the rise of the new occasion and the content, the de-

.

finiteness, which the new occasion has"; an occasion could have had

different ingredients, in fact, "so it is not dependent upon the ingred-

ients in the same way sthat the ingredients are dependent upon the occasion'.

Cobb holds, finally, thqt it is the occasion as a whele which itself de-
cides about itself, rather than some parts of the entity deciding about
other parts. It is on this interpretatiom, Cobb concludes, that White-
head's account of freedom can be defended, for it is the occasion itself
which is self-causative, and not determined fromp without.

Ford, however, offers a third alternative to the interpretations
of Cobb and Pols. 140 Some meaning, he contend;?\must be given to White-
head's use of such temporal references as ”earlieé“ and.”later”, etc.
Pols 1s correct (against Cobb) in his contention that if there is to
be succession, there must be some analyzable divisibility within the
concrescencé of an occasion; yet, Cobb is correct (against Pols) in hold-
ing that there is no causgl succession, for that would rule out creaturely

LN e .
freedom vis-a-vis a deterministic mechanism. Concrescence, according

to Ford, is genetically, but not actually, analyzable into successive

.

139 Transcript,?Society for the Study of Process Philosophies,

Toronto, 1971, 3.

140 Cf. L. S. Ford, Transcript, Society for the Study of Process

Philosophies, Toronto, 1971; "On Genetic Successiveness: A Third Alter-
native!, Southern Jocurnal of Philosophv 7/4, 1969-70, 421-425; 'Can
Whitehead Provide for Real Subjective Agency? A Reply to Edward Pols",
Modern Schoolman, 47/ , 1970, 20&225.

139
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decisions or phases. While each phase is causally influenced by its
predecessors, this is not a causal determinism, for there is a lack of
integration among the various feelings so inherited, as well as indeter-
minateness of the subjective aim. The self-determination of the occasion,
its single, unified decision jmpst await the final satisfaction in which
all feelings are integrated and all indeterminations of subjective aim
have e%aporated”. 141 The antecedent phases in concrescence are not
additional causal influences which the occasion must integrate, but
rather, ''the means whereby that causa sui expresses itself in the pro-

. 142

cess of actualization'. In addition, then, to Sherburne's analysis

of concrescence, which Ford terms ''cross-sectional', and which seems

to imply that the separate stages are separable preéhensions, such that
only the subjective aim may be seen to run through the entire concres-

cence as its unifying thread, Ford suggests a "longirudinal” analysis,
\\

wherein the concrescence is ‘one prehansion, one experience, which runs

through several phases and, as such, physical feelings endnre throughout

s . 143 . . .
the concrescence as does the initial aim. The subjective aim does

141 L. S. Ford, "On Genetic Successivenesd: A Third Alternative',
423,
=
) .
142 L. S. Ford, "On Genetic Successiveness: A Third Alternative';
423 .

~

~

143 L. S. Ford, '"Can Whitehead Provide for Real Subjective Agency?
A Reply to Edward Pols", 214.

)

{
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not become fully determinate until it is integrated with all of the
physical feelings, and the\prehensions of the first phase do not have
fully'determinate subjective forms since they have not yet become
fully integrated with the subjective aim. The causa-sui, o -

determinism, is constituted by the action in whi subjectife

aim and the prehensikons are modified, adapted agd actuaMzed along

with phvsical and mental feelings to form the ghe experience of the

. . 144
becoming occasion.
, ’
& Now, Hartshorne's position on this contested issue must be

L)
clearly set out and evaluated. We mav note, first of alk, that his

understanding of concrescence differs from all of those suggested
above. He srgues, specifically, that while Whitehead seems to affirm

two sorts of real succession, namely, '"succession of actual entities,

and succession of 'phases' within a single entity', only the former

.

is to be accepted as a valid temporal succession. There can be '"no
successive genetic_phases within an actual entity"” (WP 178). There

is no inner temporal succession; there is, however, a logical succession.
He suggests that the attempt to find a type of sugcession beyond tgmporal
and logical, as for example, in Christian and Cobb, is misguided.

Hartshorne, like Cobb, holds that concrescence is "all-at-once"', but

144 L. S. Ford, "Can Whitehead Provide for Real Subjective
Agency? A Reply to Edward Pols', 214 ff.
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he does not seem to agree with Cobb about how this is poésible. He

wants to maintain a middle ground wherein "events are not instantaneous,

145

nor are they endlessly analyzable into successiye subevents'. He

acknowledges, for example, that '"'Any actual process is...composed of

unit-events, each with finite, not zero or indefinite, time-length.

146

&
Yet, he contends at the same time that there can be nothing but a logical

succession: "To grasp X thinkingly logicallv presupposes grasping X some-

how. In that sense the more physical prehéhsion, having X somehow as

>
-~

datum, is 'prior' to any particular complexity

X is grasped" (WP 179). Again: ''The datum is

in the manner in which

not first grasped, then

thought about (intellectual prehension), but is grasped thinkingly...

from the outset'" (WP 178-179). Hartshorne arguéé, however, that the only

~r

succession 1is that between actual entities andwnot that which occurs |

within a particular entity (WP 179): '"Perhaps

Ps

ascribes to a single entity is teally effected

entities, rather than a sequence of phases within one entity".

part of what Whitehead

by a short sequence of
' 147

Hartshorne argues, further, that the fact that a simple actual-

ity corresponds to a finite time does not necessitate a concession to

-

145 Charles Hartshorne, "Interrogation
338. .
146 "
Charles Hartshorne, "Interrogation
338.
147

Charles Hartshorne, Review Article:

Perspective', Thomist 33/3, July, 1969, 576.

3

of Charles Hartshorne', PI,

of Charles tlartshbrme'", P1i,

"Whitehead in French
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temporal succession, but that, rather, it implies only that there is '

a possibility of external but contemporary succession: a single exper-

-

ience which takes place in finite time, within 1/20th to 1/10th of a

.

second, -can be contemporaneous with millions of other atomic actualities.
This follows from Whitehead's "epochalism'', texrmed by Hartshorne '"temporal

148

atomism" or "chronological pluralism': in different moments of time,
.there are not merely different temporal parts of ome thing enduring

through time, but rather, different things. It is in the sequence of

these things that there is extention (endurance) through time. 149 This

.

. theory is supported by physics and psychology, at least in the teaching

i

that "Time-length is relational [that is, external .to single entities],
: L . - R . . 130
not an internal affair of successive parts within a single actualitv'.
It is unfortunate, however, that Hartshorne has written so little
about his understanding of concresence, for (as argued above) without
-~

this elaboration it is difficult to understand his thinking concerning

the subtleties of the divine-human interrelationship within the subjective
becoming of the creature. Specifically, it is difficult to understand

his position concerning how the concrescing subject $nternalizes the

divine lure and the past causal data of the world. Hartshorne avoids

148 Charles Hartshornt, "Panpsychism'', 450.

143 Cf. CSPM 114; "Interrogation of Charles Hartshorne', PT, 328-329,

"Whitehead in Fremch Perspective', 576.

150 Charles Hartshorne, '"Interrogation of Charles Hartshorne'', PI,
328-329. See also the argument above in 'Chapter Three', "Section One'.

)

—
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the subtle and complex speculations of the other thinkers discussed with
o)
respect to the workings of concrescence, since he simply denies that
. £

there is, in fact, anyv temporal successiveness within an entity. Any
experience, he argues, happens "all-at-once'", and the only succession
is that between one experience and another, #nd never within a single
entity. There is, however, logical succession, since within entities \

. \\\
a mental prehension logically presupposes physical ones; that is, to
account for what has been grasped to be mentally prehended. In this
logical sense, a physical prehension is prior to the mental prehension.
This account, however, is vague and incomplete as it stands in Harts-
horne's published writings. And “indeed, as such, his position may well
imply some of the problems referred to above. For example, if God ofifers

initial aims to entities who then undergo concrescence "all-at-once',

this could very easilv be seen to imply a divine determinism, for as

L

Ford and Pols have, variouslyv, argued, if the initial aim is not

somehow shown as being able to be_freely modified bv the becoming créature,
then there is no freedom of self-determination vis—é—&is the divineg

final causation. It would appear necessary, as Ford argues, that some -
account must be given concerning how the subject undergoes its concress
cence in‘time. And in this analysis, both God's role and the role of

man, and indeed, the role of the past causal nexus, must be carefully
e

) *
delineated. Lacking this crucial elaboration, we may well query whether
Hartshorne is able to account fully for the modification of the initial

-

aim in a way which suggests that the self-determination of the individual

occasion is not jeopardized. ﬁ%ﬁ?g&gifo, of course, does insist that

{; .
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. N ) )
man is free vis-a-vis God's aim, and vet, he shifts the Perms of ref-

erence somewhat so that the modifications which take place do not take

‘place within the individual creature, but rather between different

L3

-

creatures . including that between subjects belonging to the same personal
sequence. Personal continuitv is maintained as each subi®we remembers
X , 151 .
a previous event, not earlier parts of the same event. This is the
temporal aspect of succession, and Hartshorne would argue that between
such events, there is both efficient causalityv and an element of viable
14
creaturely freedom. The efficient causal determinism of the past world
begrs upon the present which then must synthesize the influence into
a new experience. The past influences are never completely determinative,
for there is alwavs some freedom in the becoming subject. That there
is also freedom vis-a-vis the divine causative influence is perhaps
not so clear,- and indeed, Hartshorne's rejection of inner succession
and thus of some detailed elaboration of its workings, makes both of
. - . \ . . \ . . .
these issues (of freedom vis-a-vis the past, and vis—-a-vis Gog) difficult
to understand. We must ask,”specifically, how the initial aim is modi—
fied by a becoming subject if there is no inner temporal succession.

That there is temporal succession between entities does not answer

this question, for the basic question concerns the inner becoming of

an individual entity. Hartshorne has not adequately discussed this
matter.
151 " . . &
Charles Hartshorne, "Interrogation of Charles Hartshorne", PI,
328, |

AN
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Here, Ford is basically correct, I would argue, in his conten-—

tion that some meaning must be given to inner temporal succession.

Cobb's view, on the other hand, like Hartshorne's, in arguing that there
can be no such successiveness, seems not a little cryptic and incomplete.
Cobb, to his credit, hoantly admits that his account is not.really an

adequate or complete account of genetic successiveness ''that makes any
. w152 - ) - '
positive sense of 1t'. I fear that this is all too correct: Cobb's

s

insistence that temporal and indeed logical succession do not aﬁply in
any way leads him, like Hartshorne, to speak about concrescence only
abstractly; that is, without-the necessary detail regarding how it does
occur within the entity.

Furthermore, it may be argued that, in spite of Cobb's rejection

1

of Hartshorne's position of a logical succession, Cobb himself comes
very close to such a view. Pols has seen this, and argues that

if vou press the sense of time and the sence
of dependence that Cobb was interested 1n
pressing far enough, vou move very clese to
a sense of logical dependency of part to part,
. of phase to phase, of compound to the total entity
5 ....(it) brings us periouslyv close to the notion
of a tight, logical construction_rather than
something actually happening. 123

152 . . - < .
3 Transcript, Society for the Study of Process Philosophies,
Toronto, 1971, 3.

a
153 Transcript, Society for the Study of Process Philosophies,

Toronto, 1971, 5-6.
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Here, at least, Sherburne, Pols and Ford are more helpful, for thev
trv to maxke some sense of real temporal succession which yet is not -
contraryv to Whiteh;ad's genetic theory of time. However, while the
analvses of Sherburne and Pols lead to the suggestion that there 1s a
real temporal aspect inveolved, tﬁey have not taken the non-temporal

aspect seriouslv enough, and hence, Pols is led to argue that there
[ 4

is 4 causal deterwminism involved. Ford's position is more sound, for
he alone accounts for temporality while yet maintaining the essence
of Whitehead's epochal doctrine, that concrescence is not in time as =»

we understand it, but rather, "all-at-once'". Ford's view is perhaps

.

the closest to Whitehead's real meaning, and appears to be closest to

the "truth" about the matter. It has been Hartshorne's failure, as

it has been Cobb's, not to have developed their understandings of

. : 154
concrescence in more detail.

It~ must be noted, however, that while Hartshorne has not fully

developed his understanding of concrescence, he has, I believe, gone

far to escape the criticism of Pols that there is a divine and causal

determinism of the becoming entity; that is, if there is no temporal

&
modification of the initial aim given by God. Hartshorne escapes this

particular criticism by means of his doctrine of poss:ibility which holds,

154 . 3 ..
This, to be sure, is more a ¢riticism of Hartshorne than
of Cobb, for the latter has done more to elaborate upon his understand-
ing of this issue 1. ., lihe nartuasrie, ld view I'Sméai.s, Iil.axly, o’
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as I have interpreted it, that God does not offer specific ideals as
final causative influences, but rather, only a broad ranze of pnotential-
ity, limited, to be sure, but never limited to the extent that It 1is
simply specific. Conseqguently, the final causation is not deterministac,
for the creature is free to actualizeawhat it pleases within this range
of possibility.

There 1s a problem, however, as to how the creature goes about
this act of self—creatfon. Hartshorne has not been too helpful hege
because he has ignored a fuller treatment of how creatures become
CI Congresce and accord;nglv, it is difficult to know how the divine
causative influence interacts with elements of creaturely freedom and
with aspects of the efficient causality of the past causal nexus. In
this light, Ford has argued that Whitehead alone among philoscophers has

"taken the problem of the origin of subjectivity seriouslv (except

perhaps Sartre), and to have secen the need for a divine source for the

55

- . . 1
rergence of subjectivity', as noted above. Ford argues that

o

Hartshorne's account of po:;lbility cannot accommodate . Whitehead's
theorv of the dnitial aim, and‘this coupled with his fallgre to elabor—"
ate a theory of genetic succession, leaves him open to the chaxge of
anti-intellectualism with which Bergson is likewise charged. What

-~

Bergson and Hartshormne do not do 1s to show how a subject becomes:

155 1 . 's. Ford, TPP, 8O.
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only Whit4;ead has shown this in+detail. 156 Now, while I have, to
3

be’sure, argued égainst Ford's contention concerning Hartshorne's doc:
trine of possibility, there is much truth in this charge that Hartshorne
has left the problem of subjective becoming (of the internalization of
the divine lure and the past data) in ah unsatisfactory state. Harts-
horne's procedure of changing ‘the terms of reference from inner success-—
ion to external succession is, as I have argued, not satisfactory, for
it ignores explanation of the crucial act of self-becoming and leaves,
accordingly, a lacuna in the question of defining the range and extent
of human freedom vis—;—vis God's causative influence and vis-a-vis the
causative influence.of the pést actual world. The major issue, then,

of this chapter is not advanced bv the consideration of Hartshorne's
understanding of concrescence, and accordingly, where we would have
hoped to gain insight into the subtleties of gartshorne's position,

we are disappointed with his inattention to this matter. 157 <e

156 ;. Ford, TPP, 80.

157 In private talks with Hartshorne in 1975, he expressed
his genuine bafflement over this question of concrescence, and, in
noting that the issue is discussed only in one place by Whitehead,
that he (Hartshorne) did not consider it of major importance. Now,
this is unfortunate, since the recent debates have shown how cen-—
trally important this issue is for the question of defining more
clearly Whitehead's understanding of man's freedom, vis-a-vis God
and'vis—é—vis the past causal nexus.
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L 4
As such, we may conclude that his failure to be more informative here
constitutes a weakness in his overall theodicy, for the issue is of

central importance to that theodicy.

@y
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9. Divine Love’and Creaturely Freedom

This chapter has discussed various aspects of Hartshorne's
thought which are relevant to the issue of determining the range and
extent of human freedom vis-g—vig the divine persuasive and causative
.influence. THe emphasis has been more upon divine "power’” than upon
divine "love'"; and yet, as argued above, it is not completely adequate

to separate these two aspects of Ged with respect to the central issue

<5

being discussed. The procedure is simply a methodolegical conveﬁ&ence,
though to be sure, there is good basis for it in Hartshorne's writings
(as argued above). As such, I have chosen.to deal with the question

of creaturelly freedom vis—é—vig_the divine power, whereas the attribute
' A}

of divine love (benevolence) will be discussed vis—y-vis the nature

of evil énd its évercoming. In an effort to maintain some balance,
however, some comments about divine love may be offered here, specific-
ally as concerns the central issue of this chapter.

Hartshorne, to be sure, often describes divine persuasive in-
fluence in terms of love. Ultimate power, he contenés, is persuasive,
sensitive; it is an ideal passivity and relationship; it is love. This,

. S
as he sees it, is in direct contention with the traditional Christian
doctrine that God _ alone is act@ye, and all else, correspondingly, passive.
I would‘hope to show, however, that whilé for Hartshorne divine power,
as love, is conceived in terms of é“persuasiveness, there is a range of

this loving persuasive effectiveness, some of which approaches a
)

coerciveness; and this, to be sure, is consistent with the argument of

"(
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Hartshorne argues that "all power is sensitivity", for the world
34

is a vast and integrated social organism, with its constituent parts

more or less sympathetically prehending one another (or, more precisely,

the past being prehended by the presently becoming'subjects). He modi-

fies this thesis, however, by noting ghaﬁ while there is only the per-

suasive power of sensitivity with respect to another, there can be dis-

tinguished both a "direct and indirect causal action" (DR 155). God's

action, he argues, is direct and persuasive, while man's action, being

less perfect, is indirecs and, as such, more coercive.

it involves physical-aspects:

God acts on all beings directly, as a man's

thought acts on his nervous system, and he

It is so beccause

‘ is acted upon by all things as a man's thought
is acted on by his brain cells. But one man's
purpose influcnces another man, telepathy apart,
only by first modifying the man's bodily parts,

and thence some factor in the inter-bodily

environment of both men, such as sound waves,

Now each direct link in this causal chain is
interpretable, according to the social theory

of reality, as constituted by bonds of sympathy,
of "feeling of feeling" (Whitehead), for example,
as between a human consciousness and the feelings
in various nerve cells. But the final result may
be that one man causes another man to be starved
to death, without any appreciable feeling of how
the other feels about this. Thus, "brute power"

is an indirect relation, never a direct one

(DR 155).

While divine love can be effective as purely persuasive, human love

falls short of this ideal, and involves rather elements of coercive-

ness (since it must resort to physical means). Men are

"bound to

?

»
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coerce one another more or less unsympathetically" (BH 27), while God
.and He alone possesses "the degree of love which renders superfluous
the nonsympathetic forms of power' (BH 26-27). Love, in its perfect

form, is '"the unique privilege of deity" (QMIVG 169).

Now, while this would appear to imply that God exerts solely
persuasive influence, there can be distinguished, as 1 have argued,

a range of effectiveness of this agency, and as is the case with re-

spect to divine power, so likewise is it the case with divine love;
namely, that there are elements of both which are somewhat coercive,
relative to those aspects of the divine lure which is more proper;y
persuasive (that is, permitting more creaturely freedom in response).
There are situations in which Goé's love must &xpress itself in terms
which seem relatively ceoercive, even on Hartshorne's account-- Harts-

horne's claim to the contrary not withstanding. For example, since

>

God must ensure that “man's freedom cannot be so free as to destroy

itself, He must exert certain restraints:

The divine love is social awareness and

action from social awareness. Such action

seems clearly to include the refusal to

provide the unsocial with a monopoly upon :
the use of coercion. Coercion to prevent the use
of coercion to destroy freedom generally is

in no way action without social awareness

but one .of its crucial expressions. Freedom

must not be free to destroy freedom. The

logic of love is not the logic of pacifism

or of the unheroic life (MVG 173).

Again:

The best expression of belief in God is an
attitude of social awareness which treats

3
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" The difficult task of meeting the best
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all problems in the spirit of mutuality
except where others insist upon treating
them in another spirit, at which point

we must in our local way, like God in his
cosmic way, set limits by constraint to the
destruction of mutuality (VG 173).

God " tolerates variety up to the point beyond which it would mean chaos
and not a world...[He] prevents reality from losing all definite char-

acter" (MVG 265). Such is an expression not only of divine power and

-

omniscience, but also of God's love for creatures. “

I would suggest that Hartshorne's discussion of pac}Tism has
some relevance to this issue. He argues, for example, that the true
pacifist is misguided if he thinks that his ends may be achieved by
sheer persuasiveness alone. -There are times when some coercion is
necessary and morally justified; indeed, wﬁen it is freedom itself which
is at stake, as noted above. Love, "in its highest as well as its low-
est aspects —-— involves passivity as well as activity'. 158 Even such
exponents of pacifism as Jesus and Gandhi did not rule out the use "of
other means of activity. It is a mistake to exclude the use of force
"where no superior method can be found" (MVG 171). Many means, '"all
means, including force'" must be used as the situation demands (MVG 172).

‘combination of firmmess and

generosity" must be the aim of true social awareness (MVG 172).

158 Charles Hartshorne, "A Philosopher's Assessment of Christ-

ianity", in W. Leibrecht, ed., Religion and Culture: Essays in Honor
of Paul Tillich (New York: Harper, 1959), 168.
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Now, while.it may be acknowledged that man is driven to the use
of coercive elements in certain situations where persuasive love is not
sufficient to secure the good ends desired, and while even pacifists
must not completely rule out coercive methods when all else fails, it
must be acknowledged that Hartshorne does not directly link this thesis
concerning pacifisim with God's loving, causal influence (though there

is, in my opinion, an implicit and obvious link: cf. the quote above,

MVG 173). 1In short, he holds that while men must often resort to force,
God need never do so: "It is God, not men, who can guide all things

N %
{subject to the limits assigned to freedom) by the persuasivenelys of -

¥

his sensitivity" (DR 154). God alone possesses that ability to persuade-
creatures witho;t being 'monsympathetic'" (that is, coercive: cf. BH
26—2}). I would argue, however, that this account is misleading, for
the parenthetical phrase in the above quotation must be more carefully
noted: that God exerts solely persuasive influence except as '"subject
to the limits assigned to freedom'", implies that He exercises a different
type of agency with respect to these limits. In short, God limits our
freedom when it threatens to destroy itself. And, on a more abstract
level, He sets cosmic laws which limit the véry natures of all creatures
in a more general way. Hartshorne is not as clear on this point as

we would wish, for he has not fully explicated the vast range and extent
of the effectiveness of the divine causal agency. We may grant him

that God's causal agency is solely persuasive, but the nature of tﬁis

agency needs to be more clearly defined to determine the range and
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‘
nature of this persuasiveness. When this is done —~ and this has been
the central task of this chapter -- It would appear that some aspects

of the divine agency are more persuasive than others, and accordingly,
that these aspects of the divine omnipotence and benevolence are closer,
in fact, to a coerciveness. Note that to argue, as T have, that certain

*

aspects of the divine agency in the world are rélaltively coercive be-
cause they are very perSuasivelkthat is, such that man has little choice
but to obey) may seem paradoxical; but this is so only if the terms are
not clearly defined. When the terms are studied, a; begun ﬁere, it

can be seen that there are various levels of meanings fcr each, and
«that accordingly, the divine causal agency may be seen to invol¥e both;

that is, since the divine persuasive agency has been shown to involve

a vast range of effectiveness, some of which upproachcs a relative

coerciveness. To argue that the divime causal agency is solely per-
suasive may be misleading; it is also quite cryptic and not a

little incoherent until the various levels of meaning implied in the

range of effectivensss of this agency are understood.

We must turn now to a summary discussion of the implications

of the theses of this chapter for the question o&}theodicy in Harts-

horne's metaphysics.
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10. Summary, Implfcations, and Conclusion

In this chapter, various aspects of Hartshorne's metaphysics

-

have been discussed with a View toward clarifying and evaluating one
of the basic aspects of that metaphysics —-- one which is relevant dir-
ectly to his theodicy; namely, his attempt to show how man's freedom
and moral responsibility (for good and evil) can be reconciled with
the divine causative agency.

The first ;f Hartshorne's theses discussed concerned his under-
standing of the limits to creaturely freedom ('Section Two'). It was
argued that since it is God and He alone who sets the cosmic limits
to creaturely freedom, there is some coerciveness in this divine agency.
This was argued in spite of the fact that Hartshorne has always con-
tended that God acts solely persuasively in this and in all His functions
with respect to creatures. It was suggested that Hartshorne's account
is quite unclear on this point, however, since he has not adequately
distinguished between God's setting general limits and His persuading
creaturely acts within phose limits; that is, with regard to their
particular, contingent situations. It is only with respect to the
latter that God acts persuasively, for in the setting of the general
limits, Be acts in such a way that man simply has no choice but to
comply. Hartshorne argues that if there were no limits, there could
be no world and ne beings with freedom, for left to their own devices,
the conflicting acts of creaturely freedom would surely result in a

destructive chaos. God's limits, then, are necessary in that they

'
N
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make freedom itself possible; and yet, since man has no say in their
imposition or modification, the limits must be seen as coercively
imposed by God. -

The important implication drawn from this interpretation of
the divine imposition of limits was thisi God permits only a certain
amount of evil and chaos; He is in control of the processes of creation
to the extent that He will never aliow evil to become predominant. His
limits keep human freedom within suitable bounds (and indeed, as later

sections of the chapter argued, He exercises both persuasive and coercive

influence with respect to creaturely acts within these limits -~ the

coerciveness ensuring that the free acts of creatures do not lead to

destructive chaos).

Now, while it was argued that man is freer with regurd tec his
acts within the general limits than he is with regard to the limits
themselves (their imposition and modification), certain aspects of un-
clarity in Hartshorne's account were uncovered. It was argued, for
example, that while man cannot modify the general limits, he can modify
the specific limits and in this way he asserts his freedom. The element
of spontaneity, of free creativity in man (and creatures generally,
varying with the level of mental sophistication), is thereby established.
Yet, Hartshorne is not as clear on this issue as we would prefer. He
argues, for examplg, that the possibilities for a presently-becoming
subject are limited to those determined by the state of the past actual

world at any particular moment: - '"What is possible next is simply what
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is compatible with what has happened up to now'" (CSPM 68); man's freedom
"is the resolution of an uncertainty inherent in the totality of the
influence to which the act is subject" (LP 231). But clearly, if this"
wefe.the case, any new experiénce would be merelv a fillin%—in, a making
more determinate, the past state of the world, rathe% than constituting
a real freedom. The great causal influence of the past ~state of the
world must be acknowledged —- and indeed, it is a great force —-- and
yet, man's freedom musﬁ not be restricted merely to the possibilities
therein contained. If't?is were the case, the %unning—down effect would
negate all further acts of creaturely freedom, and hence, of novelty.
Hartshorne, to be sure, does‘not want this conclusion to be inferred,
-though he does, at times, imply it; but rather, he argues that man

does have an eiement of real creativity since the past can never be
solely determinative of the present (cf. his doctrine of relative deter-

minism, '"Chapter Three'). The range of freedom is ensured because the

~
divine lure contains novel ideals which man is able to make @eterminézg.
God envisages these ideals and offers them go creatures as t;e ideal
possibilities for any pérticular moment in creaturely eﬁperiencing“
The proglem, however, is that Hartshorne then ref¥Ts to these ideals
as being the best possible according to what 1s permitted Sy the past
actual world; that is, rather than these ideals being chosen by God from
among unactualized eternal possibilities. If this is Hartsh;rne's
position, then he seems to be back to the point of denying a real freedom

to man; that 1is, as opposed to a mere filling-in of the possibilities

permitted by the past world, to a making more determinate the past values
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‘already existent. In this context it was .suggested that if Hartshorne
had more clearly specified that there are to be distinguished two aspects

of the divine lure, it could be argued that man's freedom is made pos-

sible bf his ability to actualize divine' lures which.are envisaged by

God not merely as that which is- possible according to the past causal

-

nexus (which is, in effect, the more specific limit to each new act),
but as that which is possible according to the more general limits.
In(this way, while the past nexus restricts man to specific possibili-
¢
=

ties, man is yet free to act beyond these confines since God presemts.

to him ideals which are not confined to these past possibilities but

"" yet which are confined to the more general limits, to the cosmic laws

as such. Only by making the distinction bétweén the general and cosmic
limits caﬁ this be seen, and oﬂly by éoing S0 can ﬁartshorne's account
of.creaturely freedom X}s—é-vis the limits be made clear and cohérenp.
“As it.stands, Hartshorne's account is qgite incomplete, to the extent
that he has not successfully shown how there can be a real creaturely
freedom in man. vis-a-vis the limits.
) Thé issue here is quite comp}ex! and indeed, ittﬁas argued

:that even if one "accepts the distincéionzbetween the two types of
limits as suggestive of a solution to this question, there immediately
ariseé a most perplexing problem: is man really able to go beyond the
specific.iimiys and possiﬁilitie;'detefmined by the past nexus to

create new experiences? An analogous issue, discussed in "Chapter Three“,

was this: [ if man is confined to the limits of his past character, can



he really be free to‘éct so as to ﬁodify that character? 1In short,

can Aan act ﬁ;om within certain (specific) limité to modify those very
limits? Are not man's actions, in being Fonfinéd to certain limits,
restricted only to acts within those 1imits,‘and as such, is it not the
case thaé he cannot ﬁodify those limits? . If we consider the divine
function of presenting to men.new possibilities which are not simply
restricted to the past nexus is the matter any further advanced? Can

- 4
this be shown to be coherently possible? Hartshorne prefers to argue

that the novelty introduéed by‘God to us as’ideals (final causes) is
- restricted to the possibilities permitted by the past nexus. Yet it '’
was argued that this thesis greatly restricts man'gifreedom. On the
other hand, however, if it is argued that the possibilities for freedom
are_derived from the divine lure which envisaées ideals beyond the con-
fines of the past nexus, we haye the perplexi;g problem qf how this can
be so: how cah man act béyond certaih limits when_he is restricted by
thée limits to actions within those very limits? This issue is not
settled ih Hartshorne's writings, and as such, it can_only_bé maintained
that a relatively important aspect of his theodicy is problematic, and
hence, that the strength of his gverall theodicy is somewhgt weakened.
Now, while it w;s arguéd that there is a certain coercivéness
by the divine agency with respect to the imposition of 1¥mits to'freedom,

the issue which the remainder of the chapter.discussed was that of de-

fining_the nature of this divine agency vis—3-vis man's free agency

within these general limits. In this context, many aspects of Hartshorne'

x

metaphysics were discussed, beginning with a consideration of the basis

“
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of his theory of the divine—human interrelationship, the organic-social

analogy ("Sec?ioﬁiThree”). The analogy holds that God is the world-Mind,

with the world of creatures His body; He is related to us immediaL;}y

and Qifectly as, énalogousiy, our minds aré related to our bodies. As
such, the issue arosé: if God knows and controls ug immediately and
directly, as we (our minds) know and- control Qur bodies, does this not
jeopardize ou; freedom? Hartshorne's argument, that we are not deter-
mined by God‘since we do not have perfect awareness of the divine fiat,
R
was rejected. ?hé'issug is not whether we are aware of the divine agency
but whether it determines our actions. The question is: . can the parts
(man) be free with respect to the whole (God)? The Qhole, or rather
the Mind which unifies the whole, gules the parts as a monarch. Yet,
while there is a ruling add.domi£ant mind; there may still be loc;i
freedoms in the parts. By.analogy, just as our own mind; dominate our
bodily parts, and just as that mind cannot be responsible for all of
the individual‘actions of our bodily parts, so likewise, while God ;s
the predominant Mind of the universe, this fact does not imply that
He simply determines the activities of all His bodily parts, the world:
of creatures.’ . ' . A . . ) .
In-this context, the arguments oﬁ,Griffin and(Ogden whiéﬂ seek
to establish the freedom of tbe parts ;is—g—vis'the whole, baéed upon
Hartshorne's analogy, were considered. By distinguishing twé senses
iﬁ which both God and man, énalog0usly, can be ‘'said to act, ‘it was

argued that freedom is maintained and determinis® denied. While God's

acts provide the ideals for creaturely actions (and, according to Ogden
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and Griffin, only'in'Jeéus were these ideals fully fulfilled, or made

. . .
fully determinate), man is always ‘free to reject the divine ideals so

’

that there can be no question of a complete divine determinism. As

our bodily parts need not actualize (as secondary acts) the idedls of

our minds (primary acts), so man's acts (as the secondary acts of

God, as His bodily acts) need not fully actualize God's ideals (His
primary acts). Man's acts are, as such, grohnded in the divine primary
acts; and yet they are not fully determined by these ideals.‘-ng ih—-
plication here to, be noted is tQac while God most surel& plays an
important role with regard to man's activity, yét, this does not

necessaril& imply that He simply determines that activity\' To ke sure,

by His grounding of ‘every creaturely act, the inference may be drawn

that .God ensures that man's freedom is kept within controllable limits;

that God will not permit the freedom of creatures to become so chaotic

" that the very existence. of that freedom is threatened. As such, there

is an élement of coerciveness exercised by God, or at least, an aspect
of His persuasive agency which man has little, if any, ability to
reject. He must persuasively lure creatures, to accept His ideals,

except where an overbalance of chaos threatens; here, He intervenes
C .

[

to divert that threat.

W. A. Christian's critique of Hartshorne's doctrine of the

[
€

world as a divine organism was noted. For Hargshorne, the world is
inclusive of God, as the parts are inclusive of the whole; and yet, it

was argued that, in spite of Christian, tigis does not imply the negation

) LN .
of the freedom of the parts vis-a-vis the whole. Christian takes exception
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to Hartshorne's thesis that God experiences the action of His bodily

parts in their subjective immediaéy'after they have become; for Christian,
pod is not privy to the subjective éxpexience of the parts éﬁjthey be-
éome, nor when they have become, for once they have completed an exper-—
iénce, they perish and are reduced to unconscious o6bjects for God's
expérience. In this event, Christian argues that God is not inclusive

of the world, for He transcends it in His concrete actuality. Hartshorne's
opposing view i€ that the concrete actuality of God contains the exper-
iences of creafures in their full subjective immediacy, and as such,

God is inclusive of the world. Hartshorne is not -arguing that God is

aware of the subjective immediacy of creatures as they become, but rather

that after their experiences are complete, He experiences éhem not just
As objects,:but in their full immediacy -- that i;; ju;t as they were.
The creatures, however, do not go on experiencing in their §u11 sub-
jecti eoimmediacy in God; rgther, they havé perisﬂed and can'experience
no re. Hartshorné's point is that God retains their former subjective
experignces exactly and completely as they were.. Thus, He ddes nét
negate creégurely‘freedém by being privy tp its subjective fe%}ings
at the very moment they are experienced by tﬂ; creature in its becoming,
as Christian séems_to tgink is ﬁartshorne's view. Go&; rather, permits
the free‘actioﬁs of creatures, and while He has a'role in the causal
nexus which effects those experiences, He cannot know hgw the credture
will actualize that data until the act is done. This is the basis of

human freedom: no cause can simply determine any action, for there is

always an element of spontaneity in every mew creation that has not

1#
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been fully determingd by the data.

The relevance of Hartshorne's ofganic;social analogy .for his

understanding of how God persuades mén in their specific, concrete
actions was considered/next (''Section Four'). Hartshorne argues that

we perceive God as an' element in our causal nexus as data, and since

-

God is not just another element in that data but rather the eminent

and most important element, and indeed, since He knows and controls us

directly ‘and immediately, His influencé upon us is most effective. The
question was, then: how effective is He, and correspondingly, how does

His causal agency effect .(cohere with) creaturely freedom? Hartshorne

argues that we @ppropriateithe divine lure directly and immediately --
- < \ . . - -
as analogously, our bodily cells are aware of our wishes,. the commands

of the mind for them. We intuit God, in fact, "unconsciously" at times,

"irresistibly" to a degree, when His lure is appropriated without ‘our
conscious consent, or when we have little inclination to reject, con-

sciously, His lure, as is the case wheh He offers us what we most want

-

and need by way of value. He can influence us in this way since to

«change us He simply changes Himself as the data d%_our experiehce.

Such considerations suggested an aspect of coerciveness in the divine

lure since we have little choice but to appropfiate those aspects of

~

the lure. The coerciveness is, to be sure, never a complete coercion,
for no stimulus-.can fully determine the response to it; there is

o

.always a small range for spontaneity, for novelty, which is not deter--

mined fully by the data (as argued in ''Chapter Three"). : ) .

£
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The implications of khis thesis for Hartshorng's theodicy were
suggested as follows: man is not free (nor mor y -gsponsible) fo%
those élements of the causal nexus (the divine luré and p?st data)
which he appropriates unconsciously or irresistibly. Man is responsible
for those acts of free agené& wherein he haé conscious and resistible

choice. 1t was suggestad, further, that since God's lure exerts an

eminent effect.,in the becoming ofeall new experiénces, this implies

.

that He acts so as to ensure that the free acts of greatures are kept

pyithin suitable bounds, specifically, to ensure that the world is not

e Ll

destroyed by the unlimited acts of conflicting freedoms. Only God,

being omniscient and omnipotent (in Hartshorne's revised conception)

can ensure that ctreatures do not use their freedom to destro

.

the very
possibility of there being further acts of.freedom. For this to be .
ensured, a coergiveness musF be acknoﬁledged as ingredient in the divine
lure, at éimes.. The lure canmrot be salely persuasi;e, for this could ,
ﬁot account gor the fact that God can and does restrict various lines

of potentially chaotic actions. Hartshorne's insistence that God

acts solely persuasively, then, is not coherent with his contention

that God must limit certain threatening actions. This 1imitation, *
. . . — N
further, does not refexr simply to the general cosmic limits, but is

> . N .

effective -also in the more specific limits of concrete creaturely acts

within these more general limits. Hartshorne is unclear on this point,

for he has not considered sufficiently the question of the divine ' .

agency with réspect, specifically, to the issue of the varying range

of its effectiverniess. To be consistent, Hartshorne mustf hold that




326

there is an el®ment of coercion by God; that is, to explain how He
prevents creaturely acts from creaﬁing an overbalance of evil. This
granted, the implication of this thesis is that the evil which.does
exist 1s permitted £y God, and is, accordingly, never greate; than
the good nor, as such, incoherent with it., It is nevex more than the
world aé a whole can bear -- though it may be more.tﬁan a particular
individual, at_times, caﬂ'bear (though, to be sure, Hartshorne argues
that even for the individual, there must be a surplus of good, or
else nihilism would be more abundant than it now is: it would be the
rule rather than the exception).

What was said regarding the causal agency of God as the eminent
aspect in the causal nexus of every new experience was applied to
HartshorAe‘s understanding of the causal effectiveness of memory
("Section Fi&e"). Specifically, since memory and perception are more
or less equated (for both are'reﬁponsive Ea the causal data of the past),
both affect the newly-becoming creature profouﬁdly.‘ Through meﬁory we
have direct aﬁd immediate access to our past states, ané while we ;re

fallible in analyzing and employing this data, the memory itself is

basically infallible. Now, while it may be granted(ﬁartshgrpe that
]

~

. MEmOTY concerns our own past states while perception concerns thé$past
statgs of the world external to ourseives, yet since the past is, in
effect, God's experience of that past, énd éince“the past world is
constitutive of God's body, God Himself ig involved causally ﬂn the

- past data that we perceive in memory (as He i involved causally in

our perceptions of-that past). It'was suggested that this is but

S SN
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another aspect wherein the divine causative agency can be defined as
containiﬁg some element of coergiveness, for that which we prehend
directly énd immediately in memory (as in perception) is greatly
effective, indeed, to ghe extent thét aspects of it are appropriated
unconsciously; that is, since the§ are already parg’of our past and
prehended in memory directly aéd fulli.

The study of Hartshorne s doctrine of possibility (''Section
Slx") shed sonme llght QJJthe central.lsSue (though it introduced in-
coherencies of its own), for it sought to defend Hartshorne from the
criticism that he cannot account for God's persuasive role in affect~

<

ing the newly creative experiences of creatures if he rejects the .
Whiteheadian thesis of there being specific eternal objects (definite
possibiiities) from.which éod seiects His ideals for creatures, for
their initial aims (their final causes). In rjpl it was argued that
Hartshorne can ‘account for divine final causaflitly in spite of the

fact that he rejects Whitehead's doctrine of eternal objects. It

was argued that the continuum of bossipility is noF constituted by
either specific objects or a meée unstructured randomness, but'?athe;,
is a range'of possibility which is s;mewhat structured aqd hier;rcﬁicél.
God's pefsuasive lure via the final causality of initial aims of.
creatures is effeéted, thgn, by His presenting to becoming creatures
some range of possibility. Man's freedom is located ig the fact that
‘he'is able to actua;ize cert;in ideals within this range of possibility.
And here, God must resort to His persuasive lﬁre to entice men to

L3

actualize the best possibilities which are offered. .
.
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- A basic incoherency in Hartshorne's position, in chis context,
wassuggested, since if Hartshorne rejects Whitehead's doctrine of
eternal objects as ;pecific ideals from which God seledtg the final
causes (initial aims) for creatures, it cannot be held (as he does
seem to hold) that the initial aims contain specific ideals. God's
final causality and persuvasive influence via initial aims, then, was

questioned. A solution to this dilemma, however, was suggested?

N -

coherency can be restored to-Hartshorme's metaphysics here if it is
. - »

acknowledged that the initial aim is not a specific ideal but, rather,

' <

a range of possibility. That'statements in Hartshorne's writings
imply this4view was argued, though the issue is clouded by Hartshorne's
more common emphasis upon the initial aim as being specific: in
this Ae is unclear and/or simply incoherent. \

Granting that the divine persuasive influence is consistent
witmartshorne's'doctrine of possibility, the issue next discussed
concerned the nature of this divine)agency, sp;cificélly as final
and efficient causality ("Section Seven'). God effects Hiéacaﬁsal
agency through both final and efficient causality whereby creatures
prehend His ideals as elements in the causal déta. The efficient
causality ;hich bears down upon the newly becoming subject is not
just che past nexus, but is rather, God's experience of that pasé
world, and, as such, the subject prehends not'just the past world
bué_also God's ideals. 1In this way, God's eminent effect upon the

newly becoming creature can be appreciated: Hié final causality

is a constitutive'-element in the efficient causality of the past nexus.
¥y p
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The question concefning man's aBilit& to act be;ond the spécific
confines was raised here, however, as was the éuestion as to whether _ .
God’é ideals contain only those "possibilities permitted by the past
nexus or, rather, ideals which are not confined to the past nexus but

rather are beyond them. If the former is Hartshorne's position, then ——.

as was argued -- creaturely freedom is severely limited merely to making

more determinate what already exists in that past; yet if the latter is

Hartshorne's view, then the thesis that one can act from within certain

limits to change those limits must be made viable. It would seem

& .

quite incoherent as it stands. But,.in any event, Hartshorne's view
appears to be the former (though the latter also is implicit -- without
the interrelat}onship made clear). As such he is incoherent; and if

the latter view is considered as an alternative, the incoherency arises

.again, though from another source. The issue, then, is left in a very
. i ,
incomplete and cryptic state by Hartshorne. : . . .

When we looked for elucidation of the central issue in Hartshorne's
ugderstanding’af how a subject "becomes', that is, how it internalizes
—the divine lure (aﬁd the ﬁast néxus), we found him of little help
(""'Section Eight“). Whereas a full accou&t of concrescence would have
elucidqted hiq_understanding of the interrelationships of the freedom
and responsibl% agenéy of ﬁan vis-3-vis the causal agency of the past
actual world and of God, Hartshorne has written very little about con-
crescence (genetic successivene§s), Thi; séems to be the result of his

denial that there can be any temporal successiveness within the con-

crescence of an actual occasion. The only succession is external to
A d

.
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the becoming entity, he holds, while within the actual concFescenc;
the succession ;s merely logical -- that is, non-temporal. This
posiLion'Has, unfortunatély, created a lacuna in our understanding
of Hartshorne's attempt to define the interrglationships of God, man,
and the past nexus. It was arguedﬁthat, in light of the recent de-
bates qvér this very issue (among Pols; Cobb and Ford im particular),

the Whiteheadian doctrine of concrescence has been revealed to be

of vital importance for our understanding of the complex interrelation-.

- 3 >

ships of man's frgg agency vis—-a-vis the factors of the causal nexus
and vis—;—vis divine causality. Hartshorne's failurg to enter into

g' this discussiop is most unfortunatée, and constitutes a weakening of
the overall viability of his metaghys}cs and theodicy. -

Fipally, to balance the discussion of divine power, Hartshorne's
understanding of divine beneveolence was Qonsidereq ("Section Niﬁé"i.
Here, as was the case with divine power, it was argued that there is’
an aspect of divine coercivene;s, or at least, a 'varying range of"

?

effectiveness by the divine agency.

»

[

What, in sum, can be said regarding the overall viability of
Hartshorne's understanding of the divine human interrelationship? Has
he adequately construc&ed an éccount of man's free and responsible
. agency Vis~2—§is divineicausative influence (and with the causal in-
.fluenc?‘of the external past world)? It cannot be statedihere simply
that Haﬁgshorqe’s theodicy eithér succeeds or fails; rather, it can

- only be concluded that, of the varicdus aspects\whicﬁ coanstitute his

theodicy, some are viable, others incoherent and inadequéte -~ as
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érgued in the'Qarious sections of this chapter. It is, to be sﬁre,
essential for his theédic& as a whole that he show that man is a free
and responsible being in face of the external world's efficient caus-—
ality aﬁé vis—;—vis the divine final ;agsality. Perhaps the most
startling discovery made here is that Hartshorne's God is not to be
seen as the solely persuasive influence that most process philosophers
assume. Rather, this persuasivé influedce was seen to involve a range
of effectiveness, and ihdeed approach a coerciveness, in certéin aspects.,
It was argued that this thesis ean be inferred from Hartshorne's'
writings, though Hartshorne himself has not stated it explicitly as o

such, for he has not sufficiently considered the full implications of

-

his understanding of the God-human interaction.
The major implication of this thesis is that, while God permits

creatures a vast range of free creativity in respect to which His power

is confined to a persuasive lure. God will not permit man's freedom

to destroy the very existence of such freedom, so that He limits and

o

néghtes various ErgaCUrély acts. This }atter aspect off the divine-
world interaction suggegts that God must act coercivgiy at times, and
tﬁa; in respect to such action man is little able to act other than
in accordance with the divine will. 1In short, then; Hartshorne has

established that man is free and responsible for certain of his acts,

but that God simply does not permit this freedom to go beyonﬁ suifable
limits. This thesis implies that the evil in ‘the world has been per-

mitted by God and is' consistent with a world where good predominates

in spite of the amount of evil produced. In effect, evil is not seen

.
L3
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as incoherent with the world's good, nor with a Toving and dmnipotenq

. <

God. « Man is perﬁitted a dertain range of freedom and moral responsibility

L

(indeed, unavéidably so, for in every new creative experience .

there is always an element of free spontaneity which cannot be predeter-

. mined by others external ¢o tha%_being), while God ensures that this

N

freedom is kept within limits so that the evils produced never pre-

dominate over the goods.
Now, the issue of this chapter may be discussed and clarified

further (if more indirectly) by consideriﬁg the btgg} aspect of the

divine functioning with respect to the world:. Hié'preserving all
creaturely values and re-introducing those values (with thg evil

"overcome') back into Ehe world. We turn, then, to a study of the
divine benevolence vis—z-vis the nature of evil as suéh, tﬁis-con—

stituting the second basic issue in, Hartshorne's theodicy.
> ‘ ' , —~—
’ 2

'

»




CHAPTER FIVE

a4

’ ) DIVINE BENEVOLENCE AND EVIL

The previous chapter was essentially a discussion of Hartshorne's
free-will defence, or in other words, of his attempt to reconcile God
with creaturely freedom and moral responsibility for evil. The further

issue to be discussed in this present chaptér is that of reconstructing

and assessing Hartshorne's attempt to show how God is reconciled with
< . R
evil itself; specifically, how God, as benevolent (good and loving) is

reconciled with evil as such: its source, nature, function and overcoming.

The chapter proceeds as follows: "Section One'" discusses Harts-
z

horne's understanding of the source of evil in free creativity; it

discusses, further, the nature of evil as "natural' and "moral". "Section
Two' continues the discussion.of the nature of evil, but with reference

to evil as an aestheti;_principle, and its function as such. 'Section
:Threeﬁ-then.examines ﬁartshorne's understanding of the nature of evil
as loss, as privatioh, and its funétion as such. Finally, '"'Section
‘Four" discusses Hartshorne's theory of the overcoming of evil by God, =

and its implications are ‘assessed.

L3

lNote here, to .be sure, that while this particular aspect
of the divine nature is isolated and studied in itself, it must be
understood that this is mnot to imply that the other aspects of the divine
nature are not involved in the issues to be discussed: it is, rather,
to argue that the particular aspect emphasized here is most relevant
to the issues now belng analyzed. ) .
- - . ~

333~
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1. Creaéivityi Natural and Moral Evil

Hartshorne employs the traditional terms, "natural" and "moral
evil, the former implying physical disorder and conflict; the latter,
ethical perversity. In one place he'defines moral evil as the "deliberate
choiée of the lesser good", and natural evil as the “"frustrations and
sufferings caused innocently by subhuman creatures, sr by human creatures
with perfectly good intentions" (CSPM 238). Basically, then, moral
evil is the evil which is caused by the wilful decisions of human beings,
who albnq among cr;ature§ have the power.of more fully developed o
consciousness and, accordingly, have the potentiality for the greatest
perversity. (Hartshorne argues that the greater the level of free-
dom, of conscious choiée, the greater is the risk of evil -~ théugh,
to be sure, so is the opportunity for greater good). Natural evil,
on the other hand, is that evil not deliberately caused by conscious
human beiﬁgs, but rather is the result of tﬁe inevitable conflicts
which arise from a creation which is -- to varying degrees - freely
.spontaneous and creative. ~Both‘morai and natural evil, of course,

‘cause mental and physical anguish in creatures at all levels of being.
. ~

Hartshorne seeks to explain natural evil as the rgsult of the
"aesthetic freedom" of creaturely existenée: all reality, even in its
most minute forms, has §égg'degree.of free spontaneity, which in the

‘higher levels of creatures becomes more and morg distinctly a conscious,

"ethical" or moral freedom. Since all creatures strive for aesthetic

2

~
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value and are fréety-creative, the conflict which is natural evil is
inevitgble. This basic understanding of evil is based upon and sub-

stantiated by Hartshorne's doctrines of sychicalism and relative <
y ¢ P

-

determinism: each creature has a.certain sentience and a degree of

~

limited freedom, and to this extent is autonomous, and is not simply

. . - . 2 - ;
determined by things external to irself. Both goodsand evils, he argues,

»

arise from the same source: the free creativity of creatures. Here,

[ S

~

he agrees with Whitehead in recognizing that both good and evil, order

and disorder, are inevitable. '"There is", as'Whitehead argues, '"no

reason to hpld that confugion is less Eundamental tpan\is order. Qur
task is to evolve a général concepéxwhich-allows fo; both" QT 703.
”De;aé, Transition, Loss, Displacement belong to thé essence of the
Creative Advance"' (AT 328)tF such aye ine;itable as the '"'many' of the

causal data become the "one™ of the new creation (cf,MT 70 £).

Hartshorne complains, however, that while this solution to
theodicy has been repeatedly stated throughout history (though most
recently), "it is missed "as if by magic' by most writers". His version

(%

.

2See above, "Chapter Three'; see also Hartshorne's 'Divine
Absolutenegs and Divine Relativity", in H.W. Richardson and D.R. .
Cutler, eds., Transcendence (Boston: Beacon Press, 1969), 167-168, and
passim;''The Idea of a Worshipful Being', Southern Journal of Philo-
sophy 2/4, Winter, 1964, 166. .

3 ' ; .
Charles Hartshorne, '"Divine Absoluteness and Divine Relativity'",
168. : .
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of the solution is, to be sure, quite different from many  (indeed,

most!) of the modern versiong, ?or the 1atter.seek,~a;cording to
Hartshorne, to reconcile a prédeterministic, all-causative God with
the reality of.hgman freédom, whereas for Hartshorne, God is not the
only free creator, but is, rather, the eminent creator alongside a

world of free creatures who, in part, determine their own lives.-

’

Certain basiciquestions have long been raised with -respect

to natural evil. For example, it may be asked: if there is an all-

B -

good and all-powerful God; why did He create a world in which good

-

and evil ari;g!!mom the same source? Or: could not God have created

‘ \ .
a world with less chance of evil, yet with still a great opportunity
L

for goodb Or,.again: why could -not God have created a world such

that "every evil is prevented, so controlled that every process reaches

+

a wholly desirable outcome?" Now, Hartshorne's- understanding of

the free creativity of all creatures; as opposed to the traditional
understand{ng of Qod as;being ultim;tely responsible for creaturely
agency, leads him to régard these questions as off .the point.> Replying

to the latter question, he argues:
The reader knows my answer by now: that
I believe these are words with no clear
meaning. The world is not and could not
be a set of mere things, passively put and
kept in their places, vessels of clay molded
by the divine potter, and arranged each on
its own appropriate shelf (LP 312).

Hartshorne's contention is that God has not simply created the

world "ex nihilo" nor that His will exerts the sole agency in the

P

wr
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world. He regards the orthodox Chfistian doctrine of creation
. i

) ‘ ' ' . 337

N

-

Hex

nihilo" as '"a dubious intérpfetation of an obscure parable, the baok

of Genesis" (DR 30). There is, he argues, no rationality ih conceiving:

creation as having a beginning in time:

if, the creation of the world

did have a first moment in time, then God, being both temporal and

he -

eternal (according to Hartshorne's neoclassical theism), would have

. | .
had a first point in time cotrresponding to that of the world.

© cannot be ascribed to God, and as such,

But this

it cannot be the case that the

world had a first moment ''before'" which nothing existed. He argues,

further, that talk of a first moment is both meaningless and "self-.

contradictory, as Aristotle pointed out'; that is, since

Even a beginning is a change, and all change
requires something changing that does not come

to exist through that samé change. The begin-

ning of the world would have toshappen to-some-
thing other than the world, something which as

the subject of happening would be in a time that
did not begin with the world. God as changing
furnishes such a-subject, since He is in one res-
pect (in Whitehead's terms, his primordial nature)
ever identical, ‘in another (his consequent nature)
ever partly novel, and yet also -- by the indestruc-
tibility of the past -- containing all that he ever
was as part of what he at any subsequent time be-
comes (MVG 233). g - )

While Hartshorne's position here implies an infinite regress of past

events without beginning, he insists that "all attempts to show this

idea to be self—contradictory“see? to have failed" (MVG 234).

Hartshorne's argument for the free creativity of all beings

is based, in large, upon the argument that God does not have the sole

rn r—— - ——
PP,
.
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prerogative to create: all members of earthly society create -- in
>

varying degrees. But this raises the question: is his congeption of
s} . - .
God not mistaken in conceiving God's power as limited? His response

to such a criticism is to contend ‘that any conception of divine power

which conceives God as the sole power, as the sole creator ex nihilo,

”

is the mistaken conception (as discussed above: see '"Chapter Tgo").
The conception of power as it applies to God (and to man), he insists,

must be carefully reconsidered, the traditional accounts being in-

consistent. Godj to be sure, is conceived in Hartshorne's account

as eminent 4in all of His attributes: 4He: has as much pbwer, as much
benevolence, etc., as any Being could ﬁave; that is, ‘while ag‘the same
time ackn;wledging §ggg.degree of power in other beings.

The implicatisn here is that God is not to be Agld solely

responsible for the productdion of evil in the world; for, indeed,

He is not to be held ultimately responsible for all the acts of

—
LY

creagurely life. It was, furthermore, simply not God's prerogative to
have created a.world in which less evil, or indeed, none at all, was
the case. 'This is not the "best of all po§sible worlds", in spite of
LeibniZz, but rather,-it,is a world in which free creatures produce

rd

- 4 . - H
both good and evil. Leibniz represents, according to Hartshorne,

<

4It is the best of all worlds in one sense, however; that is,
since God can 1 be counted on to maintain the world so that the opportunity
for value 1is maximal, and alternatively, the risk of evil less than the
opportunity for good. Yet the concept' of the "best possible world".
is ambiguous: there may be several world-orders of equal value, but
incompossible. 1In’‘any event, God is not solely responsible for, what
values are actually achieved.

*

.
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the traditional view that there\arq no divine accidents (contingent
pfedicates), and that the divine character eternally designates one

world as the best possible world. One world would have had to have
been c;nsidered the best possible, or else -- according to Leifniz -—

" God could have had no ultimate reason for its selection. Hartshorne
contends, contrary to this poéition,-that "if there is genuine contingency
[as he insists there must be] there cannot be an ultimate reason
specifying which possibles are actualized" (AD 185): God doestnot,'
before all éreation, simply deciae which possible world to actu;iize,

"for this would imply that ail actuality‘is necessary or determined.

. It would also imply that creation is all—gt-once, rather than processive;
yet only in the latter case can there be real creaturely freedom.

It woul& assume, further, that there is ; béginning to the creaéivg
process itself, while fof Hartshorne "all beginnings presuppose the
process, not the other way" (AD 188). And.finally, it would imply

that there is a definite set of "possible things': Hartshqrne~.holds,'

jrather, that only the most abstract properties (not particularg or -
instances)'are_et;rnally distinct possibles, ané since all a;e possible,
there is no ultimate reason why one is better than the others. Many

of these'ﬁosqibles.will probably be' actualized, "each in it$ due season",

though to be sure, the infinity of possibilities defies exhaustion in

actualization (AD 190).5

v

SWhile this seems to imply that there.is a vast freedom for
creatures to actualize whatever possibilities thére are, it has been
argued, above, that there are various forms of limitation upon every
creaturely action.

S
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Now, while God did not simply create the world the way it -is,

nor is the world the best possible world that could be, the world is
; ; - ‘ .

ko

not to be seen as a primordial entity which exists co-eternally with

' .
God. Hartshorne believes that the concepts of "creator" and '"creature"

-

can be maintained —- though not in the dubious sense of a creation ‘'out
of nothing” by God {(cf.MVG 231ff). All creaturely acts depend upon
there being an earlier world with potentials for transformation: "All

making we ever encounter is transformation, enrichment of something
élready there" (MVG 231). The only creative activity of which we are
aware is that which is a freely creative respon;e to stimuli, a%d_there‘
ié_no logic, accordingly, in speaking oﬁ divine creativity as qua-
_1itativély differ;nt from this. God's eminent creativity consisté,
however, in the fact-that He is never confronted by ; world which
antedates His own existencé: His acts "refer only to antecedent
events which themselvés‘also embodied divine acts" (WP 194).

Noge h;re that Hartshorne is nat denying that God can be .
conside;ed ib_gg (tﬁat %s, in abstragction, apart from the.world);
Yet %hilg God's na;ure has CGO aspects, His.necesséry existence and His
co;tingént‘act;ality, ﬁhét God exists necessarily implies that He has
contingent actua}ity: some world must exist., But which part;éular‘
possibilities are acyualized, in fact, are contingent. '

IQ must be noted, furthermore, {hﬁ} the free creativity which
all beiﬁgs digplay is not to be understood as a "thing' or "substance"

in its own right. Here, Hartshorme agrees with Whitehead that there
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";re ddt two a;tual entitieé, the creativity and the creature.- There
‘is‘onl; one entity which is the self-creating creatures" (RM 102?.
All actual ;ntities, including God, exemplify this creativity: all
are "in the grip of the ultimate metaphysical gréund, the creative
advance into novelty" (PR 529). God Himself is the eminent ex;m—
piification of the ultimate metaphysical categor?es, c%eativity included.
?hus, granting real creativity in our creaturely expérience, "it
cannot be otherwise than that God should be in a sitpation of inter-
.action with the_nondi;ine individuals". Hartshonﬁé contends that this
view (Whitehead's) is "the first philosophy which gives ‘'Creatox’
a clear meaning by analogy with aspects of human experience".6

.We must acknowledge, ho;ever, that this concept of creativiﬁy
is no easy matter to undersc;nd and, thus perhaps, to accept. One
recent author, W.J. Garland, has noted, for example,‘th;t the concept
"is somewhat of an enigma” to most students of ... [Whitehead's]

metaphysics', and that this may have been caused in part by Whitehead's

apparent wavering in his own understanding of its nature.7 For

example, in Science and the Modern World (1926), Whitehead refers to

creativity "as as 'substantial activity' which is individuatized into

6Charles Hartshorne, !''The Dipolar Conceptions of Deity",

285.
- ?Cf.W.J. Garland, "The Ultimacy of Creativity', Southern

Journal of Philosophy 7/4, 1969-70, 361. o
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-a multiplicity of '‘modes’ (SMW 254ff), each of which corresponds

td a singleVactual entity". This, according to Garland, ''suggests
that creativity is somehow more real than the actual entities into
which it differentiates itself: it is a substance, whereas actual

. 8 . . e . .
entities are merely its modes". Such an idea is missing in Whitehead's

later publications, though in Religion in the Making (1926), he refers

to creativity as the first of the three formative elements, along with’

actual entities and eternal objects. In Process and Reality (1929),
while Whitehead still holds that creativity is ultimate, it is stressed

-

that it has not the "final" or "eminent' character that its accidents,
the individual actual entities, have. Creativity is seen as the most
general trait which.actual entities have in common, and is thus "the
universal of universals characéerizing ultimate matter of fact"

(PR 31). Such a teaching,‘however, has led some interpreters, notably
W.A. Christian, to reduce creativity to actual entities, for as
Garland puts it, "If creafivity is nothing more than a univérsal

characteristic of actual entities, would it not be both possible and

desirable to replace 'creativity' with 'actual entities' in our most

SW,J. Gariand, "The Ultimacy of Creativity', 361.
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rigorous statements of Whitehead's system?
Hartshorne's position on this issue is stated most clearly

in his first chapter of Creative Synthesis and Philosophic Method

wherein he clearly wants to regard creativity as the ultimate, fundamen-—.

[N

tal principle of reality, and which is exemplified by both God and

creatures. Like Whitehead (at least in Process and Realitv), he

tries to escape the view that creativity is some ''thing", sonie "force",
which has an independent status of its own, apart from the actual

entities which exemplify it: ''creativity embraces all alternatives,

and is indeed alternativeness itself; therefore, although particular

becomings or instances of creation are contingent, that something or other

+

becomes-or is created is necessarv' (CSPM 14). Again: '"Becoming or

creativity itself is necessary and eternal because it has nothing more

general or ultimate above it'" (CSPM 14). As Whitehead- put it, "it

lies in the nature of things that the many enter into complex unity"

(PR 31) .
L

’

A recent dissertation by E.P. Fulton argues‘that certain. process

9w.J. Garland, "The Ultimacy of Creativity'", 362. Note,
however, that the concept of creativity has been interpreted in various
ways: Cf. I. Leclerc, Whitehead's Metaphysics: An Introductory
Exposition (London: Allen and Unwin, Macmlllan, 1958); W.A. Chrlstlan,
An Interpretation of Whitehead's Metaphysics; "The Concept of God as
A Derivative Notion'", in ‘W.I. Reese and E. Freeman, eds., Process and
Divinity, 182-184; "Some Uses of Reason", in I. Leclerc, ed., The Relevance
of Whitehead, 80 {f; D.W. Sherburne, A Whitcheadian Aesthetic; V. Lowe,
Understanding Whitehead (John Hopkins University Press, 1962); J.B.
Cobb, Jr., A Christian Natural Theology; E. Pols, Whitehead's “ECQPhVSlub
A Critical Examination of Process dnd Reality. For a cogent critique
of Christian's reduction of creat1v1ty to actual entities, see CGarland,
362 ff. :
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"theologians, specifically Cobb, Weiman, and Meland, have identified --

- 10 : . ‘e .
explicitly or implicitly -- creativity with God. Such an identification,

however, as Fulton argues, is, not consistent, with Whitehead's intention,

-

-

and it has led to proﬂlems concerning theodicy; fqr, if190d‘i§ creativity
as such, then He is to be deemed responsible not only that things are,

but also for what things are. And as such, He must be asSuqed responsible
for all the good 52§_ggi£ in the world. TFor Whiteheaa, however,

and'for Hartghonne; creativity'is responsible onlf_ghgg things are,

but the reason for Ehgg,specifically,things are is the joint responsibility
‘of the data of the causal nexus, the initial aim given by God, and thg
self-creativity of the becoming subject. God is not to be seen as th;

sole creator; but rather, all levels of being have soge range of

creétive freedom, and Hen;e, responsibility for the good and evil

which they help to create.

I ¢

The basis of Hartshorne's position regarding natural evil,:
then, is readily available: for Hartshorme, God is not the sole
creator of the.world'; concrete actualizations; but éather, creativit&
is the ultiméte principle of all things. With all levels of reality
being to some extent self-causative, freel§ c;eative, there is inevitably

I I4

lOE.P. Fulton,"A Critical Examination of Process Theologv from
the Perspective of the Doctrines of Sin and Salvation, with Special
Reference to the Claim that it isa Natural Theology", Dissertation’ for
the University of Iowa, 1966, 123-160. For a critique of Cobb's
idéntification of creativity with God, see G. Reeves' "God and Creativity".,
Southern Journal of Philosophy T/k, 1969-1970, 377-385.
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the conflict which is natural evilill

Now, we might pause here to note that, while Hartshorne does

not wish to underestimate the negative and destructive nature of natural

evil, he does suggest that it has been vastly overplayed in many

~

traditional accounts. The issue of animal suffering is a case in

point: -to regard such suffering as unmitigated evil-is, as he argues,

. 12 , . . -~
"anthropormorphic nonsense'’. Animals in fact, 'are in general healthy

(for the sick or injured cannot léng remain themselves)", and live

in accordance with their impulses. They do not suffer the gross

-

frustrations of men, o that their existence can be termed "happy",

at ‘least so far_as they Qre capable of it (cf.LP 310 f)..- Most animals
live for millions of seconds, yet may undergo a f#w. seconds of painful

death. Death itself, indeed, is not to be seen as an .unmitigated

-2 R A3

evil since, for many reasons, to go on living forever in this earthly

life is mot necessarily to be seen as a good (nor indeed would a

. | 3 } . .,

heavenly. eternity, for if creatures are to remain creatures, with
. ¢

their range of free creativity, then conflicts would continue to exist -
there aléo).' As will be argued below, an overlong- life would become

boringly repetitive, and the evil of aesthetic monotony would set in.

s

llOf course, as was discussed ‘at length in the preceding
chapter, God's creative role is by far the most eminent and important
of .the elements of the causal nexus of any subject.

12

- Charles‘Hartshorne, "A‘Philosopher’s Assessmenc of Christianity"
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Premature death; to be- sure, would seem to ?e a great evil;

and yet, it is fo be understood as the result of the chance nature
- - < . s

of things as tHey are. To make premature death avoidable, God w5§ld

- =
-

have to exercise absolute control over the world; and even if this were

possible, it would result in an indiscriminate negation of creaturely

freedom. Likewise, divine intervention in .specific situations —--

-

wherein creaturely freedom would be momentarily suspended ~- would

cause confusion with regard to the very meaningfulness of existence,

»
- -

$ince there would be no assurance that the laws and limits are constant
) . y X - - : .
-and reliable. 1In any event, it is Hartshorne's reasoned contention

- .

-

that, é§cept in the human case, even premature death is not much of
- . . - < .

amr evil, "for. it is not forse&n as such nor -is it long remembered

. ~ - . N

' in sub-human societiqsﬂl3 -

-

by the surviyvors

Hartshorne notes, further, that there.is little puzzling in.
* .« : -

-~ -

the ‘Christian Gospéls and amqQpg naturalists over animals suffering,

for both understand nature as ''predominantly a spectacle of happiness
as far as bhé;can,interprét it psychologically atAall.".l4 For
2 . . . . .

Haqtshorne; “"Nature apart from map is basically good. , So is man,

althoqiﬁ,he has uniéue capacities,?dr evil as well as fbr‘good.

~ » ™

*This 1s because every increase in freedom incréases the dangers
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inherent in .freedom. 'Man is the freest, and hence, the most dangerous,

>

of terrestial animals" (BS‘229).

-

‘ - e

Thus far, the discussion has concerned natural evil. - .

Specifically, its source was located in the free créativity of all

beings, at all levels of existence. With such freedom there is bound

T -~ -

to be conflict among beings, and such is quite unavoidable unless

I

one wishes God simply to determine all creaturely agency. Now,

‘moral evil is but a more specific case of this natural evil; thatfis,
since it is produced not by‘creatures in general, but specifically

by man, by the latter's wilful and consciou§ free'actions and decisions:
Hartshorne does, to be sure, qistingdish between a Qelib;rate (moral
evil) and ‘an uninténtional é;il which man may create: he distiﬁgﬁishes
between coénitive and ethical-evil, the former implying '"error,
ignorance", ;nd the‘iatter, "decision; aeliberately disregardful

of legitimate interests":l§‘ the latger-alone is ‘morally wrong.

No;: th}oughoué this digcussion of natural and moral evil, a
basic assumption which has underpinned Hartshorne's position must be
clearly goted; namely, hié'conténtion that "the risks of human freedom --
'Iﬁ scope extending far beyornd . that of the other animals —-- aée not" .

l. .
+ J

’ M .
15C arles Hartshorne, "The Immortality of the Past: Critique

of a- Prevalent Misinterpretation', Reviéw of Metaphysics 7/1, Sept.,

1953, . .




- : 348

iR 4

. . N .
. s s - . 16
too high a price for the opportunities inherent in that same process'.

Herein, then, lies the basis of his '"solution" to the problem of evil:
various levels and kinds of freedom are designed -

to make vartous levels and kinds of good possible

-and probable, although the probability of some negative
values is inseparable from freedom. Opportunities- -
justify risks, but nothing justifies evils, nor,

needs to, since evils are not intended or designed

at all, unless by more or less perverse human beings,
of devils. Evils simply happen, as lines of free
action intersect. In all this I presuppose a
philosophy of freedom, such as is found in Bergson, ’
James, Peirce,_ Dewey, and some other illustrious .
philosophers.1

-

16Charles Hartshorne, "A ‘Philosopher's Assessme%g of Christianity",
173, ) :

l7Cha;les Hartshorne, "A Phifbsopher“s Assessment of Christianity",

173,

-
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2. The Aesthetic Principle

Hértshorne defines natural evil as aesthetic evil,\qr rather,
as evil Which is the result of aesthetic fréedom.. Tﬁere is an in-
evitable aesthetié evil of partial harmony, of partial discord, due
to the conflicts produced by freely creative creatures at all levels
of existence. There is, ﬁodever, in this discord of values an element
of good, for both a '"too tame order and a too wild and dangerous...
disorder" are extrémes, are "evils to be méximallg avoided in some
golden mean'" (DR 136). Both extremes lead to desﬁfuction-oﬁ-life
since pure monotony would run 40wn the world's creativity just as ;urgly ’
as would pure chaos: both some order and some disorder are needed
to avoid gﬁese two e#tfemes. Aesthetic value is, then, measured by
the éxtent of thé goiéén mean achieved between the extremes; specifically,
by the intensity and the harmony of the e%ements in the experience.
"There are [according to Hartshorne]...at %east ;wé relatively o§3ective
dimensions ‘of aestgetic value: the dimension simple-complex; and the
dimension integrated-diversified, or order-free. 1In both dimensioné
beauty is the mean between extremes' (BS 6). There must be some balance
between order and dis&rder, and between the ;mounc of triviality )
and coﬁplexity involved. "For each level of complexity-there is a
balance of unity and @ive;$ity [and of triviality and complexity]

which is i{deally satisfying" (CS?H 304); or as he puts it elsewhere,
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there must be sought a balapce among the "hopelessly monotonous"

and the "hopelessly chaotic', and ther"hopelessly'complex" and the
"hopelessly superficial'. All life, in its bare existence, may be .

seen as ideally "a harmony in diversity, and all experience is in

some degree an achievement. Beauty is the norm of this acb%evement,
equally éar from the fou; extremgs_or poles of: failure' (BS 8}.18
This is, to be.sure,-one expression of Hartshorne's dipolar logic,
whereby the necessity of there being both aspects qf the polar positions

in synthesized balance is required.

. One major criticism of Hartshorne's understanding of the

aesthetic principle has been recently raised by Hare'and Madden.

They argue, in short, that the God of Whitehea& and Hartshorne seems
to be conéerned with the achievement of aesthetic value at_the cost
of great suffering in creatures. They arghe: "CertainlyAa God who
is wiliigg to pa§ an§ amount in moral and physical evil t; gain

19

aesthetic value is an unlovable being". Further, they contend

that the aesthetic theory, which seeks to explain evils as simply. -

components of a greater and more compléx whole, cannot explain all s

N

18See Hartshorne's detailed explanation of this argument and
his diagrammatical illustrations of it in his latest book, Born to
Sing, ''Chapter. One"; see also CSPM, ''Chapter Fourteen".

) 19
287,

P.H. Hare and E.H. Madden, "Evil and Unlimited Power",
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the eVil in the world. For there to be aesthetic gain; they;argue,
"it is not necessary to have all the physical evil in the world”.20
And‘since-God permits such an amo;nt of evil, He cannot be either all-
powerful or ;ll—good.

Harésborne's reply to suéﬂ criticism is, first of all, to deny

>

that either he or @hitehead' has ever claimed that God wants both goods
and evils to be produced for ;he sake of H;s overall aesthetic value,
Ratheér, God seeks optimum opportunities for goods, while unfortunately,
evils arise from the same source as.do the goods: fxrom creative free-
dom.21 Furthermore, he has argued tgat it is not correct tp‘attfibucé
all evils to God's agency (as argued above). Thus, Hare and Madden's
argument that Hartshorne's God cannot be good or pdwerfull.sihce.He
élloQé as much evil as.Hé does, would appgar to bg a.misunderstanding
of Hartshorne's position. (Further ﬁiscussion o% the‘Hareiand Madden --
Hartshorne débate follows shortly).

ﬁértsﬁorne has sought to explain his agsthetic theory most
carefully to ward off il;-considered criticiséﬁ of Ehg view of evil

. it implies. Fundamental to his understanding of this theory is his

view of the relationship. between a2esthetic and ethical goods: "being

OP.H. Hare and E.H. Madden, "Evil and Unlimited Power',

287.
21 - - o _ o
Charles Hartshorme, '"The Dipolar Conception of Deity'",
282 ff. )



ethical is to will the aesthetic good for all concerned, goodness

of will being .itself both an element of harmony, as Piato sa&, and
productive of further harmonies".22 " Hartshorne contends that Tthe
tridmphant, ''goodness, truth and beauty', that is, "acting rightly::
thinking rightly, and experiencing well or satisfyingly", 6ught to

be reversed: beauty is the "basic value"”, and in it both goodness

and truth are presupposed (cf.CSPM 303). Truth is a form of beauty,

or in other words, of aesthetic.value, g%tnce the more truth one.knows,
the more one can order and also diversify one's ideas and make them fit
one's perceptiohs....lt is more illuminating to take truth as a form

of beauty than beauty as a form of éfuth" (CcsbM 308). Likewise, -
goodness "presupposes aesthetics', since goodness "is not the value of
experiences themselves, but rather the instrumental value of acting

so as to.incréase the intrinsic value of future experiences, particularly
those of others tﬁan oneself" kCSPM 308: cf.RSP 44). A5 an example

of the primacy of aesthetic value, further, Hartshornelpoint§ out

that wheréas aéimals do not experience ethical good and evil ('only

man can be ethicqlly good"£ CSPM 309), they do experience aesthetic
value. Likewise, ethical value§ are not applicable to God: God's

goodness is ever constant, while He continually grows aesthetically.

22Charles Hartshorne, "The Dipolar Conception of Deity",

287.
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"God can be endlessly enriched aesthetically; he can endlessly increase
in achiévement, though'ﬁot in the rightness of his aim. The right-
ness is always [ethically] perfect' (CSPM 310). This teaching is
explaiﬁed in other woyds: ethical value is éoncerngd with consequences,
while aesthetic value is immediate (cf.RSP 44). 'What basically is
value?", Hartshorne asks: "It cannot be ethical value that is basic;
for ethics is concerned with consequences, or with justice to others;
and the goodness or badness of these consequences, or the good and bad
_that is to be justly distributed, must be me;sured by a criterion

other than the ethical" (RSP 44),

Hartshorne‘is arguing here that all‘forms of life havé some
element of aesthetic value: all experiences are concerned with value,
every act striving to realise some value. Aesthetics, then, is basic
to metaphysics: '"actuality could not not have value' (CSPM 307; cf. MVG
212). As long as an individual creature exists, it experiences harmonized
contra;ts, and functions as a unity amid diversity. Hartshorne
insists that ''we shall never understand ourselves or any other animal
in a fully satisfactory way until we see that all activity is motivated
by the sense of possible harmonies and by the flight from the twin
evils of discord and monotony" (BS 2). '"Creativity guarantees a
minumum of value to every actuality" (CSPM 306). In every experience,
there is the synthesis of past events and actualized idealg. There

is also novelty and contrast with what went before and with what could

have been (cf, CSPM 306). This is so for every creature, though to be
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sure, in varying degrees, according to ;he level of mental development
‘of the creature in question. Even the constituents of atomic and sub-
atomic elements, for example, maf be considered as acting in such ways
that relieve the monotony of their existences by shifting”their paths
radically enough to achieve a real contrast from their former state
(cf. RSP 46 fil' Likewise, "nature avoids monotony by flowing in
waves" (RSP 48). Matter itself is not a lifeless substance, but
rather, is composed of the contrasting aspect; of continuity and
discontinuity (termed '"complementarity' in physics); and of living and
‘'dead matter, of efficient and final causes (cf.RSP 48). As with
matter, so it is with time: hafmbny is displayed by the continuity
aspect of expectation and fulfilment (RSP 49). Hartshorne's life-
long study of birds hassgconfirmed this teaching: always, he argues,
there is conformity to the "anti-monotony' principle, there are
always vardiations in the songs of birds (cf.BS, especially "'Chapter
Seven" and "Chapter Eight").

This teaching, that existence as such always has some value,

some aesthetic worth, implies for Hartshorne that existence as such

is a good. Every act is an aesthetic synthesis which produces the

beauty of ideal harmony in varying (less-than-perfect) degrees.

Every act, as such, has some real value, and in this, it has some godd.23

2
3In this, of course, Hartshorne is in agreement with the

"mainline of Christian theology which holds that Esse qua esse bonum
est.

———
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Now, this thesis is disputed by certa?n ‘critics, notably by
Hare and I‘-Iadden,24 and while Hartshorne has replied directly to their
arguments, it must be acknowledged that his reply is disappointingly
brief and incomplet:e.25 In effect, he replies'on%y that his own
thesis is consistent with the class$ical doctrine that any actuality

is on the whole good, while Hare and Madden seem to assume, rather,

a "Schopenhauerian view”.z6 We must, nevertheless, consider the basic
peints of tﬂe argument of Hare and Madden against Hartshorne's position
and suggest how he could reply. We may note, here, that the ?rguments
of these critics afe of varying value and portray a varying degree

of understanding of Hartshorne's position. They seem clearly mistaken,
for example, in arguing that rather than rejoicing in the maximum of
value which He alone can experience, the process God ought to be more
regretful that nothing better was possibl_e.27 Here, it must be
understood that the value achieved by God is not solely for Himself,
but rather for the world of future creatures; that is, since God
re-introduces His experiencés into the world for the benefit of all

future creatures. It must be understood, further, that God may,

ZAP.H. Hare and E.H. Madden, '"Evil and Unlimited Power".

2SCharles Hartshorne, "The Dipolar Conception of Deity",

286.
26 " 3 v s 11
Charles Hartshorne, '"The Dipolar Conception of Deity",
2867
27P.H. Hare and E.H. Madden, '"Evil and Unlimited Power",
288. ’

S~
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indeed, regret that the world could not have been better, but if
creaturely freedom is to be respected, there can be no guarantee
that this could have been the case.28 ‘

ﬁare and Madden argue, further, that while God may not have
created the world ex nihilo (according to process philosophers)
He was at least "with creation" from the '"beginning', and presumably
could see its limitations, so that He could have been able to "cali
the whole thing off", or at least nipped in the bud some of the more
agonizing tendencies.29 Here, Hartshorne's position is that God does
indeed know the limitations, the riskg, of creation, and that, yet,
He knows its opportunities for value and good. 1t has, furthermore,
been argued in this-dissertation that Hartshorne's God does nip certain
threatening lines of development so that the balanée&of good and order
over evil and chaos is maintained.  Hare and Mad;en may be right,
nevertheless, in Arguing that perhaps God ought to do more (as will
be discussed later). Further, with regafd to the question as to why
God has not "calied the whole thing off", Hartshorne's position is
that the world would, in fact, run-down if there were more evil than

good; for if this were the case, no beings, God included, would seek

further experiences. The fact that this has not happened, then, is

8 =
2 See below,"Section Four", espegéally the references to Fulton.

29P.H. Hare and E.H. Madden, "Evil and Unlimited Power",

288-289. £ %
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"evidence that there is indeed more good and order than evil and
disorder (as will be discussed shortly).

Hare and Madden argue also that common sense’ suggests that

’

some things simply ought not to be, implying that there do seem
to‘be unmitigated evils, and that the best of what is possible, at
times, may itself be ratﬁer ghastly.30 Here, Hartshorne's position
is\that every experience has some value, and that this value is
experienced fully by God and then passed back into the world for the
benefit of all creatures. 1Indeed, as just noted, if all life were
not more good than evil, then it simply would not go on as it does.
Here, however, we may note this important point: it would
appear that Hartshorne's aesthetic theory must not be taken to imply,
that good and evil are,'ideally, to be in perfect babﬁgge; since,
rather, his argument is that good must predominate -- for God and,
indeed, for the world as a whole. As they stand, then, his writings
suggest the inconsistent juxtaposition of the theories that the ideal
of aesthetics ("beauty") is the perfect mid-point of the polar extremes
) 31

(order-chaos) and .that yet there is a surplus of order, of good.

In any event, the principal point to be noticed here is that

?OP.H. Hare and E.H. Madden, "Evil and Unlimited Power",

288.

lIt would appear that order is not necessarily good, nor
disorder necessarily evil, and that while aesthetic balance seeks a
medium of order and disorder, a balance of good over evil is sought.
This does not seem coherent somehow, and Hartshorne has not been as
clear here as we could wish.
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it is Hartshprne‘s understanding of the value of existence as such that

leads to his ragher optimistié stance. He holds, for example, that

there is ;o such thing as unredeemed evil, that indeed, there is some

positive value in even the worst of evils. "Any evil has some value

from some perspective, for even to know it exists is to make it

contributory to a good, knowledge itself being a good" (NTT 80).

This teaching would seem to follow directly‘from the view that creative 1

choices are between incompatible goods, that there is aesthetic wvalue ?

in every experience (that is, or else there would be no experience,

-~
-~

for there would be only negation of experience due to either sheer
monotony or sheer chaos). And yet, while Hartshorne offers this general
explanation of evil, he is by no means seeking to justify evil: evil
can never be justified. It can, however, be somewhat explained; that

is, as the result of preafive freedom from which arises the incompatible
choices of greater and lesser goods. '"Risk of evil and opportunity

for good are two aspects of just one thing, multiple freedom....This

is the sole, but sufficient, reason for evil as such and in general,

while as for particular evils, by definition they have no ultimate

reason. They are nonrational" (NTT 81). The ultiéate fact of creativity,
of creatively-free creatures, makes conflicts inevitable. Yet, particular
evils are not preordained; they are, rather, the chance outcome of the
free actions of all creatures. e

What is perhaps the greatest evil for many -- death -- has an -

» -

aesthetic explanation in Hartshorne's theodicy. Animals, for example,



359

experience both harmony and discord as they strive for value. Yet,

as animals grow old, the excitment for life, its diversity and fresh-
ness, becomes less stimulating as present experiences become more and
more repetitions of former experiences. This leads Hartshorne to suggest
that death has this ultimate reason: it is the release from boredom

and lack of stimulation that old agé brings. For an individual to go

-~

on living forever; Hartshorne argues, would mean that he would have no
long-range memory, for there would ;imply be too many experiences tog
rémember. Yet, without this memory, there is question as to whether
there can be talk of a "continuing person'". It would mean also that
there would be an endlessly increasing monotony of experiences.32
Thus, it is Hartshorne's contention that 'the idea that death is
essentially or in principle an evil [is] a sheer mistake" (CSPM 309).
"Death at a certain time, or in a certain way, may be a great evil,

but death as such is a good" (CSPM 309); death "is in principle a

good, not an evil":33

Death is merely a final incident in the fundamental
transience of life, as it appears to us when we
forget about God. On any day of his life a man

has already died, so far as all but a tiny fraction
of his past is concerned. A million or so of his
experiences have already '"perished'' into the past
(RSP 211; cf.WP 123).

& . R
Cf.Charles Hartshorne, "Man in Nature', in I.C. Lieb, ed.,
Experience, Existence, and the Goed: Essays in Honor of Paul Weiss
(Carbondale: Southern Illinois University Press, 1961), 95-96 ff.

33Cbarles Hartshorne, "Outlines of a Philosophy of Nature",
I, Personalist 39/3, Summer, 1958; I1, 39/4, Autumn, 1958, 3817.

32
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Each successive experiencé "enjoys its%lf", and this is."all the

L « ‘ -_' .

reward it can eyer have" (PSG 285). Hartshorne rejects the traditional
—_ ® ' .

accounts of immortality; that is, that a. creature may endure death_

as consciously active. Yet, inspite of our not continuing in conscious

life (éallai"shbjective immortality') he believes strongly that we

have an 'objective immortality" (that is, life in others, most notably
J Yy i

<

in God), since God remembers our present experiences'éxactly as they

otcurred, in their full immediacy. God also experiences our experiences
o~

s1ot from witbin our narrow and finite perspective, but from His larger,

- <

perfect perspective, so that their full value is appreciated. This

view, Hartshorne <ontends, is "th%’only way rationally to accept

=~ [

“death"; we "must see that thdugh.at every moment, through forgetting,

we yield up, die to, most of our previous reality, the forgotten'
experiences are not thereby lost, since they are one and all additions

to the experiences of God, the all—ch;rishing or cosmically social

being, to-wh;m all hearts -- not only as tgey are but-as they have

been — ar; open" (RSP 42). Men come ané go, and so likewise do entire
speciés, and indeed ?ntire cosmic epochs$ yet, because of God's perfézt -
and everlasting Qemofy; no value® is ever forgotten, and all value is
seen in its proper perspective, in its.full good. This indeed is

what makes our experiences valuable in ﬁbe first place: they have

~ T4

evarlasting and ultimate value (and thus, immediate meaning) for God.

-Aﬁd_becapse God's experiences. are re-intreduced into the world, our

values live on not only in God but if the world as well. Each creature

- ~
4 M
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has immediate value, immediate aesghetic enjoyment (to some degree),
and this is its reward or punishment for its actions. There is no
need for etérpal reward o; punishment that must be everlastingly and
consciously endured by a creature. Thus, the death of one particular
"individual, or indeed, the demise of an entire species nged not be
looked upon as an unm?tigated evil. There would be some problem,
on -the other hand, if that individual or species were simply to go on
experiencing eternally, for then, as noted ;bove, boredom, weariness,
and ldss of identity would be at issue.
Note that Hartshorne's aesthetic understanding of death is
concerneq not with particdlar deaths but with death in general.
This is the samé épproach he takes concerning all evils as such:
there'can bé no explanation for indiv?dual, particular evils, for
the f;ee-interplgy of self-determining creatures is involved in chance

occurrences. Death and evil in general are all that can be explained.

3

There is no cosmic déterminism or predestination affecting individual
creatures. Since qu is -not to be understood as the solg creator

of all things, but rather as the most eminent creator who sets limits

to creaturely ffeedom, who lures creatures to the best ideals.ih every
situation, and p}eserves its values, there is a range for freely
creative actions by all levels of beings. Because of the individual \J
creativity df‘all beings (to varying degrees) there can never be a

wcomplete causal determinism of any action from past causes or events.

Thdividual.evi1§, then, are to be seen as the chance result of the

. e
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interaction of the creative freedom of all beings. We have reason
for optimism, however, since God would not allow evil to predominate’
over the good, and since according to Hartshorne's aesthetic theory,

*

there is some value (some good) in every new experience.

-
#
#:

“
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3. Evil as Loss, as Privation

Thus far, I have reconstrugted and discussed, in br¥ef,
Hartshorhe's understanding of natural and_morgl evil, and of evil as
an aesthetic principle. Hartshorne's writings, to be sure, suggest
that he understands evil in other ways, the most important of which is
the evil of "loss". In this he follows Whitehead who &rgues that tne
"ultimate evil® in the temporgl world is deeper than any specific
evil. It lies in the fact that the past fades, that time is a fperpetual
perishing’. Objectificaiion involves elimination. The bresent fact »
has not the past with it in any full immediacy" (PR 517). There is
involved herein much that is lost, for indeed, while the past is lost,
as present experiences proceed farther and farther from that past,
‘lost also, at times, are higher experiences in favour of lower exper-
iences (cfi.RM 95). Furthermore, there is "loss to the social environ-
ment' (RM 97), since loss to one creature affects maﬁy‘bther creatures
because of the tightly knit social nature of the world; there is loss
also 9f what is envisaged in favour of what is: man's "higher intellectual?
feelings are haunted by the vague insistence of another order, where -
there is no unrest, no travéi, no. shipwreck" (PR 516); "Each tragedy
is the disclosure of an ideal .— What might £ave been, 'and was not: .

What can be" (AL 329). When higher experiences are lost in favour of

lower ones, this may be called the evil of "triviality": it is loss :

R e T
.
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of intensity and greater harmony (beauty). Lost also are those ideals
and aspects of the causal nexus which are not actualized in the present
exéerience: their actualization is excluded, deprived. This latter
gspecé'may-be teémed the evil of "privation", to use the traditional
term.
This evil of loss, of deprivation, is not td be understood

as unmitigated evil, thét is, as a-purely.negative fact. For rather, .
there is this- paradox: every actualization necessarily involves so%g
loss, some dgpgivation, and yet, as an actualization, it also has some
value, and as such, some good. Indeed, for there to be process at
all, there must be the continual realization of values. That these
involve also lb;s is inevitable: each act "excludes things which for
.some are.genuine values. Always someone loses or suffers. This is an
element of tragedy inherent in process itself'" (RSP 99). Finite -
creatures can never fully actuglize the iqfipite potentiality envisaged
by God; there are always losses, short—comiﬁg;:

To be actual, concrete, particular, is to be definite,

that is, de-finite -- limited, this but mot that, or

that but not this. Only pure potentiality can be

unlimited, indefinite, and void of 1incompatibility.

Real potentiality is always limited, exclusive;

and actuality is the final portion of limitation

or exclusiveness (RSP 99).

Hartshorne's "principle of positive incompatibility" expresses this

thesis: ,it holds that any actualization necessarily excludes others,
other goods. 'Between positive values there can be no necessary or

uniquely right choice. And always some goods must, be renounced" (CSPM 311).
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This being the case, Hartshorne can argue that the world "is

basically good", for in spite of the evils, there is always some value,
some good, actualized in every experience (BS‘229; cf.LP 14). He
argues, further, that '"'the opportunities of existence outweigh its
risks" (LP 14). 1In each and every act there is some good, since there
is some value madec definite, determinate. There is also, inevitably,
some evil as loss or deprivation in every action; éet, this negative
aspect does not outweigh the good, for while good is posiEive value,
evil is not completely, unmitigatedly negative. From one aspect, to
be sure, evil is always to be seen as destructive, as loss, as negation:
" it is suffering, mental_ap& physical, and always a higher good is
desirable. And yet, there is 5 fqndamental'optimism n Hartshorne'g
theodicy, since evil is understood not only as négation, but in the more
positive aspects concerning its nature and function as aesthetic value.
For, as noted above, it is Hartshorne's contention that some discord
is necessary in order Ehat the world's creativity does not run-down
due to a deadening monotony. Indeed, discord is necessary, as is order,
to avoid the extremes of too much order and too much chaos. To térm
this element of discord an unﬁitigated evil would seem quite inaccurate,
fqr it has the positive role to play in the necé;sary transition to
new experiences and in the establishment of aesthetic harmony in pre-

. i
sent experiences. Hartshorne would agree with Whitehead who contends
that "some admixture of Didcord is a necessary factor in the transition

from mode to mode....Discord may take the form of freshness or hope,
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or it may be- horror or pain" (AI 306). Some discord is essential, and.

while it is "'in itself destructive and evil', it is also positive in

the sense that it helps to stimulate a shifting of 'the creative aim

"from the tameness of oqutworn perfection to some other ideal‘with its

freshness upon it" (AI 296). Evil has this paradoxical function: it

is both destructive, in that it is loss, privation, and yet, it has

positive value in its role in the transition to greater goods and values

and harmonies. It is in this light, I should think, that Hart'shorne

argues that some forms of evil seem compatible with the idea of a

world fundamentally good (cf.,LP 14; CSPM 240).

~If we ask, however, whether evil, then, is to be understood

as neutral, in that it has both negative and positive aspects, depending

upon how one looks at it, both Hartshorne and Whitehead would insist
s g6 m.

that evil is not to be so understood, but that rather, evil“is destructive

and negative. The negative aspects of evil are not to be underplayed,

and, indeed, while evil may serve a useful and necessary function, for

example, in the attainment of aesthetic value and in the transitio;

to fresh ideals, a lesser evil would, perhaps, have made possible

an even greater good. As Haftshorne'argues, while ""God makes the best

of evil,...he can dpo better still with good".34

34Charles Hartshorne, "The Immortality of the Past: Critique

of a Prevalent Misinterpretation', 106. There is, however, some lack
of clarity in Hartshorne's position here: he seems to argue that

while evil serves the positive function in the transition to future
goods, etc., yet these future goods could have been better if there had
not been the evil in the first place. The passage cited seems to imply
this; that is; that goods can help create further goods more so than
can evils., ,Yet, this position would seem to ignore the necessity and

. positive value of evils in the creation of the new goods.
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Hartshorne's a;gument, then, 1is that evil is neither unmitigétedly
destructive nor merely.neutral. In this liéht, his reply‘to the
nihilist's claim, that evils seem to be predominant over goods, indeed
to the extent that existence seemsa meaningless and unordered chaos,
is to argue that if one'really believed-this claim, then one simply
could n;t go on living. The fact that we do go on living testifies
to the fact that life presupposes that there is value and meaning, for
without this value and memning there would be no stimulus for further

life (cf, DR 46). Hartshorne argues, in fact, not only that there must

be some good for there to be continual creative advance, but that there

is a surplus of good, "a net incremént" of value (DR 46). He argues
that this is substantiated not only by the fact that we experience
some value in every act, but that from the divine perspective, the evil
we create is "overcome" (as will be discussed shortly); and he drgues
that if there were not more good than evil,'ﬂot only we-creatures,

but God Himself, would have no sti@dlus to seek new experiences:

For if there is always more satisfaction than
dissatisfaction, then God should always have more
reason to rejoice than to grieve over the world,
and since he can retain the consciousness of past
joys, there will always be a net increment of
value accruing to God at each moment. Now if life
were net moré satisfying than otherwise, could

it go on? 1Is there anything to maintain the will
to live save satisfaction in living? I do not
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see that there is (DR 4@).35

Again, hs expresses this theme: 'every concrete experience as a whole
is a value rather than a disvalue. When life offers us less than
nothing, we do not live™; "the fact that God inherits all our feelings
does not mean that he is in danger of finding disvalue overbalancing
value. Even for us this does not occur”.36 God retains in '"subjective
immediacy" (versus "objective immediacy" -— see below) the entire

-

history of cosmic events, goods and evils. From this perfect, complete,

-1

Here, Hartshorne agreeé with and probably learned from
Bergson (as he has in many ways). Bergson, for example, writes:

. No, suffering is a terrible reality, and it is
mere unwarrantable optimism to define evil a priorij;
even reduced to what it actually is, as a lesser
good. But there is an empirical optimism, which
consists simply in noting two facts: first that
humanity fihds life, on the whole, good, since it
clings to it; and then, that there is an urmixed
joy, lying beyond pleasure and pain, which is the
final state of the mystic soul. In this twofold
sense, and from both points of view, optimism
must be admitted, without any necessity for the
philosopher to plead the cause of God. It will
be said, of course, that if life is good on the
whole, yet it would have been better without
§uffering, and that suffering canmot have been
willed by a God of love. But there is nothing
to prove that suffering was willed.

(4. Bergson, The Two Sources of Merality and Religion [Garden City,
New York: Doubleday, 1935], tramslated by R.A. Audra and C. Brereton,
261, and passim).

36Charles Hartshorne, "The Immorality of the Past: Critique of
a Prevalent Misinterpretation®, 102.
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and immediate perspective, there is an overall predominance of good.
While for us there may at times seem to be a predominance of evil,

for "the total character of God's 1life", there is always an 'over-

'whefhinglyrjoyous"'éxperience (WP 106).

>

v But let us pause here to consider two points. The first concerns

the conErasE'between the positions of Hartshorne and Teilhard de

+. Chardin. For the latter, the world is progregsing toward greater and
greater vglues and goods, towards its‘finai culmination in Christ.
BuF, for Haréshorne, the world is processive, though not necessarily
Qrogressive;' that is, it changes continually, but this does not imply
that it is getting better or that it will get better. There is no one
far off, ultimate point toward which the world is striving and wherein
all evil is overcome. There is, rather, at each moment, a surplus
of good over evil, and an overcoming of evil by God such that there is
value acgnowledged at each moment. Thé surplus of value is not to be
attained in some future culmination, but exists for God at each moment.

Yet here =-- this is the secorid point -- I would suggest tﬁat

in spite-oflﬂartshorne's arguments for there belng a surglu§ of value,
he mayhbe seeking to establish too much: must thére be a surplus of
value for there to be further ;reative experiences? OQr is it not,
rather, the case that there need be only some value? Hartshorne,
wants to argue for there being asurplus of value so that it may be

implied that the evil in the world is never such that it predominates.

If it did predominate, then God's power and benevolence would be in
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question, for wﬁile He is not the sole creator of the world, He is the
eminent creator, and as such, thg most important influence in the
causal nexus of processive new experiences of creatures. But, can it
not be argued that even if evil were greatly predominate over good,
there would still be reason for hope, for continued striving after
new values, new experiences, since any measure of value we may have,
any meaning we may have in this chaos of life, would seem to offer
sufficient stimulus fof one to.carry.on the struggle of the creative
advance? This, to be sure, for Hartshorne, would seem to raise the
-question of God's power and benevolence, since if there were a pre-
dominance of evil, Ehe reality of God would be at issue. And, indeed,
it is this consideration which appears‘to be behind Hartshorne's
attempt to establish the fact of there being a surplus of good: if
life were predominantiy evil, if it were predominantly suffering, it
__wou7d be difficult to understand now it would continue, for there
would simply be no will to live, no desire for further experiences.
Yet, could it not be argued that life can be sustained and considered
meaningful because of faith or hope for some future good, in s?ite of
the fact that'Eresent‘evilé and disorder seem to be predominant? If
this is a valid argumeﬁt, it would seem to contradict Haftshorne's
’coﬁtention that there must be a surplus of value. But, to be sure,
Hartshorne rejects any post mort et after life in which we creatures

would be consciously immortal, and accordingly, he would find

meaningless any argument which was based upon such a hope. So,

a
g
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perhags, we are back to his position that there must be a surplus of
v;lue, rather than merely some value. And here, I should think that he
is correct in contending that there must be a surplus of value for the
world as a whole to continue -- there must be order (that is, more order
than disorder); and. perhaps, furthegmore, as Hartshorne argues, there

must be a surplus of value and order in God's overall experience of

the whole creative process. The question I raise, however, is whether

there must be a surplus of value and order for each individual. To

be sure, as noted above, Hartshorne's argument against the nihilists

who contend that existence is meaningless is to argue that if this

were in fact the case, the nihilist could not continue to function:

"ge do not live'", he argues, ''when life offers us less than nothing',

and the f;ct that wé do go on testifies that "every concrete experienée
as a whole is a value rather than a disvalue".37 It is still not

clear, howevér, that there must be a surplus of value for the individual
at every moment for interest in further experience to be sustained.

We may grant, to be sure, that suicides testify to the fact that life
does become méaningless for certain individuals (though there would

seem to be other reasons for suicide besides meaninglessness); yet, it

would seem arbitrary to argue that meaningfulness is marked by the line

37Charles Hartshorne, "The Immortality of the Past: Critique
of a Prevalent Misinterpretation', 102. . ~
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where the surplus of order and value has shifted to an overbalance of
disorder and chaos. Could not an individual live with some overbalance

of disorder? I am not certain Hartshorne is fully convincing here.



373 *

»

4. Bdl"mwnmmd'mé&m
Having now discussed Hartshorne's understand;ngdof evil --

its source-in creativity, its nature ag natural and moral, as lcsz, ac en

aesthetic principle, and its function as such -- we must next focus

upon Hartshorne's understanding of the overcoming of evil by God

(a doctrine he takes from Whitehead). Hartshorne's argument is that

God over;omes evil, éhat He transform; it, and that, &et, this

divine action does not simply negate the evil nor make it something

;ther than it was fér the creatures who have suffered it. Evil -

remains evil for bod;-but in its transformation in the divine Mind,

the good which is contained in the evil is fully aépreciated for its

role in the synthetiec harmony of the divine vision. Thi§ view,

according to‘Hartghorne, is evidenéé of tﬂe benevolence of God, for

besides His transformation of evil, He also passes back His syntbetic

vision into the world, to be apprehended by becoming cpéatures as

their-Sijective aims, as elements of the causdi nexus. This, in effect,

constitutes the second function of God, as defined above; yet, that

it establishes His benevolencé is the issue to be considered here.
Hazrtshorne's the;is may best be understood by noting certain

criticisms of his position, tagether with a consideration of his own

response to such criticisms or with a suggestion as to how he could

"y
-~

respond f{that is, where he has not directly done so). It is fortun;te
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that Hartshorne, in essays ten years apart, has responded to two of the

- 3
most serious critiques of his thesis (and of.Whitehead's), 8 and

accordingly, we mayiéonsidé; séme—gfithe issues‘involved therein.
One area of contention is this:: if God '"overcomes" evil,
does this-not imply that creaturely experiences are not really valued
by God for their own sakes, but that rather they are only the "instruments

of God's [aestheticT joy"?39

Hartshorn? counters this argument with his

contention that, in God, altruism and self—intq&est are perfectly

coiﬁcidental; thatiis, since God's altruism toward creatures constitutes
'

also His own self-interéest "without being any- the less altruism"

(WP 103). Indeed; as he argues, '"'To expect God not to benefit by any

benefits he bestows is to deny his omniscience; or it is to claim

that a loving being could fully know the joy he produces in others and

remain unpleased by thié as well as d;troubled by their suffering"

(wp 103).‘ Hartshorne holds that whereas man has inadequate and partlal‘

knowledge of things external to himself, for God all things are internal

and immediate. 1Indeed, "only a mere machine that blindly passed out

<

N

=

38To the criticisms of S.L. Ely, The Religious Availability of

Whitehead's God: A Critical Analysis (University of Wisconsin -Press,
1942), Hartshorne has replied in his article, "Is Whitehead's God the
.- God of Religion?'", Ethics 53/3, April, 1943, 219-227;and to P. Weiss'
criticism in his article, "The Past; Its Nature and Reality", Review
of Mbtaphysics 5/4, June, 1952, 507-522, Hartshorne has réplied inm his
article, 'The Immortality of the Past: Critique of a Prevalent
Misinterpretation'.

393.L. Ely, The Religious Availability of Whitehead's God, 48.
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benefits could conform to the notion of a benevolence that hal nothing

to gain from the success of its ‘services to others" (WP 104).
~> -]

Another issue is this: are we, as one critic argues, de-

individualized when our experiences become part of God's being? God

could not, according to the critic, "merge me and my values into an
indefinitely immense system and still claim that I have maintained

4 .
my individuality and my values'. 0 Hartshorne, however, has countered

this line of objection wi%h the doctrine of the '"compound individual"
(which, to be sdre, he takes from Whitehead), wherein it is argued that
the parts of a whole retain their individuality within Ehe whole. |

In the case of God as fhe whole ana men as the parts (together with all
‘beings),“the parts are maintained in their complete and perfect imﬁbdiacy,

since God has prehended them in their full subjective immediacy,

"without loss of immediacy", and thus, in their full individuality -

~
(WP 107).° Creaturely identities, fhen, aré not lost in God after their

-

earthly deaths, but rather are retained Jjast as they were, forever

h ~

as they were, in God. It is granted that while creatures live on in
God's memory in all their subjective immediacy, they are only 'objectively"

(versus "subjectiveély" or consciously) immortal in themselves; that is,

they are no longer conscious, and only their past lives and actions

40

§.L. Ely, The Religious Availability of Whitehead's God, 49.
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continte to endure forever. This Joes no: rean that oreatures relive

M

iy

the nast in Cod, but rvather, it implies that their individual pasts

3

are remnembered perfectly and just as ther occurred; that is, in thar

subjective, immediate aspects. )

p

some critics, however, cannct agrge with this thesis, and argue

tnat for God to really be merciful and loving (as is demanded bs
, .

Christian fatth), we ourselves would have te live consciously forever

to receive compensation and rewards, and not just as objectively

immortal (as data for others). Hartshorne and Whitehead have always

fournd this longing .for personal (subjective) immortality in some post

N

morxt

o

o

eaven a major indication of the grip ofi the substance doctrine

[

= . - Y
and self-interest thecries on our culture. Hartshorne has argued chat

.

a more adequate view is to see that it is not we ocurselves (subjectivelw)

wao continue to live on immortally, but rather our past selves and
P ]

acticns are completely and perfectly retained in the mind of ¢od. He
M ~

claims, in fact, that this theory is a more adequate understanding of

perscnal immortality than the traditional view; that is, since

it is the perfect preservation of our actual life

on earth, just as it took place from the inside,

in the imperishgble divine experience, which, having
once received our experiences, never allows their
vividness to fade. Thus our entire carthly personality
is undving, even though perhaps we are given no post-
terrestial experience linked by our memories to the
earthly ones (WP 108).

A closely related criticism defends Whitehead but attacks -

Hartshorne. It helds that, while Whitehead's teaching sees the world

S PR

NERE )

ERT S
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as enriched by \God's harmonized experiences, for Hartshorne, it.is >~

only God, and not the world, that is ehriched: {'For Whitehead, the final .

. ) 3 ' - . S s - 41
. repository of value is the world,' for Hdrtshorne it is God".

-

That

p . . . i - "y = . -
: this, however;, is clearly a misunderstanding of Hartshorne's position .

- ~
. .

(though a common one) must be insisted upon. For it may be ttue that

. “~ .

God is the only infinitely exiSLing being, and that’accordingly, He

.

alone lkives everlastingly in “subjective' (versus "objective') immartalify

.
. e -

to enjoy all actualized values; yet, creaturely existence is not to

P

. be seen_as merely a meéans to the values eiperien;ed by God. It is, -

- o v i

. rather, an end in itself, and its own justification’and reward. It

~
» hd P

ig Hartshorne's contention, further, that the values experienced. by

God are re-introduced into the world and prehended by becoming qreatdres,
N /h Rl - ',_ ; - <
so that the values do not simply end with'God's experience of them. - :

Anotﬁer_closely-related criticism; however, -is that the divine

* -

overcoming of év;l implies that evil is-not really evil_for God,

‘and that creatures are, accordingly; but thé "tiny fragments of a N
h - - -

: . 42 w .
pattern’that they cannot ever appreciate'. To £his, Hartshorne replies -

that for evil to b2 overcome by God, it is not to be infegred that

t ¢

the evil is no longer evil for 'God Himself. The evil that we have

’ . . o .
. . 41 _ Nt ds m . . N
. : ‘ . “Cf.E.P. Fulton, ™A Critical Examination of Protess Theology Irem
the Perspectiwve of tae Doctrine or 3in and Salvation, with Special Atiention *
to the Cl§i§ that it isa Jetural Thecicgy', 171.: o
. ’ .. S.L. Bly, The Religious-Availability of Whitehead's God,
48, ° - £y : :
1Y .
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suffe;ed remains evil; and yet, from éhe divine perspesti;s there is

appreciaﬁed ﬁhséever-good can be gotten ﬁrom'that evil. Creatdres )
csnnot ‘from their limited and partlal perspectlves, know this overail
poins of view (which, belng'God's view, 3§_rea11ty). Here, Ha;tsho;ne

has worked to retain-the critical ‘balance between a position which

I

conceives creatures as completely ignorant of the divine reality and

»

that wherein there. is complete goinciderice of the divine perspective

with the human. For| as one interpreter has put it, "If God"s standard ~
. q - ', -,

of value bears.no relation to our own, then God's function .in.man's

life is_unknown’ and unknowable -—\agd‘it can be dispensed with. On

- .
-~ .

- the other hand, if God's goodness is idepticsi'with our own, what is

: . s onh3 - . . e
the function of God?" Hartshorne seeks to retain the crltlcal balance

»

here (as does Whitehead) by argulng th&bsﬁpd is the chlef exempllflcation'

of the metaph951ca1 categonles and not thelr exception. And since w

in God altruism'and self-interest coincide, -He can be understood as

willing the gosd for creatures such’™that if a créature acts accqxding
2 » LR B ’ ° .
to His will, that creature will achieve satisfaction. In other words,

n

we have this means of trusting that God's values do coincide with our

- -~ 3

own, whenever we seek.and find that which is good. ~In this way,'some

2 >~ - .

43Cf.B M. Loomer, "Ely on Whltehead s God", Journal of Religion
24/3 July, 1944: references are to the reprint of this article in

D. Brown, R.E. .James, Jr., and Gy -Reeves, eds., Process Phlloscphy, R
and Christian Thought {(Indianapélis and New York: Bobbs-Merrill Co.,

Inc.,” 1971), 280. -
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iﬁéight into the divine perspective is a@ailablg to man without it

being .simply the same as the human perspective nor, indeed, the other

-

egF;émg of beigg completély different from-human values,

Thus, Harfshorne}réjects the argument that ﬁhitehead'§ (and,
‘impl;citly, hié-own) writings can be tékén,as but\ﬁa variant’ of the -
oié gonpeption that evil is an iiiusion of our short—siéhtedness;

given the long view and the brpad view - God's view.—— what §éem§ to

/

el L w4 T - n

us evil is really not evil". 4 1f this were in fact the case, then all

of our values would be negated, .in the sense that human values would

have no ultimate or real (and.hence no immediate) meaning. But this -
* - . T N

. .
is not what Hartshorne nor Whitehead intended. Rather, their position’

is that while evil is ovgrcéme by God, it yet remains evil: it is

overcome only in the sense that God 'is able, from His ultimate perspective’,

«

to see whatever value is contained in the evil. E e

- k] .

That this teaching is a difficult one is evidént by the general

misunderstanding and argumentation against Hartshorne's position.:

2

PR

It has been cbntended, for example, that if ﬁaytsﬁorﬁé and Whitehead .

are to avoid affirming that God kéepé past evils in existence, they must

hd -

admit that God does not pérseryé-all events of the past, but thgg, rather,
. . . . . T - v
He preserves only the good which has beem actualizad. It is concluded,

~—

Do o T e S
44‘ ) 5 T -, . .A o~ :- .
S.L. Ely, The Religious Availability. of Whitehead's God, 51.
: _/1\¥ . \ , o ; o
5 ST
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.

accordingly, that "something occurred, to wit past evils; which God

N © 45 ’ . L. .
doés not preserve". ' Hartshorne's position, however, has always been

that "the. entire past, and not a mere portion of it,...is preserved".
* - - - ]

He has never denied the reality of evil in the world, apd in God's

experience. It is indeed.real for men, who suffer it, and for God who
. ro . .

. -

likewise experiences (and suffers) it immediately and completely.

S =

Yet, while evils are eternally preszrved by God, as are all the goods

. . ~

actualized, théy‘are overcome in the sense that they are harmonized

in God's ultimate (perfect, complete) perspective, such that the good

contained in the evil 1s fully appreciated. Hartshorne argues,’furéher,
thét not only is the past retained in God's experience but it is
}etained also‘b& creatures. Onlyv in Goa, howeve&, is it presérveé
fuily; in creatures it is preserved deéicient%y and imperfeétiy.

"He contends that "the very.notion of truth seems to involve scme

continued reality for the [past] events, in all their details, about

which there is.tguth§ﬁ7 the meaningfulness of events lies in the fact

2

45Cf.P. Weiss, ''The Past; Its ﬁature'and Reality"', 519.

46Charlés HartsHorne; "The Immortallty of the Past: Cfitique
of a Prevalent \isinte‘precatlon 98 -

47 '

Charles Harcshorne, "The Immorcallty of the./Past: Crit%.qe .
of a Prevalent Wlslnterpre'atlon 103 f£; cf,WF 166. :

»
-

g
.
¥
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that they have lasting existence in God, for this eternal (or ultdimate)

>

value gives them also their. present worth and meaning. , . o

The question that ar{ses, however, is this: how can .God retain

" all of tng'aétualized values of creaturely experience (good and ‘evils)

if not all of these values are compatible? How can God preserve and

syntfiesizeall actualized data into a unified experience? Or, as
<& . PRI - S .

Hartshorne puts it- (in a slightly different context):” "how is it

~

possible for God to unite all initial data into one complex objective

datum [that is, as the initial aim of a becoming subject]? Are not

some of the initial data incompatible aeéthetically with one another?

14

God then -may unite whatever may be’united, but not even he can do

.

more than tl’;is".48 Hartshorne ;eadiiy acknowledges that there are

indeed incOmﬁatiblgs which God cannot, at one time, synthesiée; yet,

he contends that such incompatibles could not be actualized in the

first g%gce: "certain combinations of occurrences cannot b€ actualized
because they contradict one another'". Thus, those values which are

actualized tan be considered compossible in this sense, and as such,®

.

they "cannot be incapable of .divine realization, at least m®t for the.

; w 48 ) s Cs
sdme reason''.

- -

,ASChérles Hartshorne, "The Immortality of the Past: Critique

of a Prevalept Misinterprétation', 108.

49Charles H#artshorne, "Thé. Immortality of the Past: Critique °’
of a Prevalent Misinterpretation’, 108.
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‘Onte important conclusion-t0~be inferred from this pa}ticular'
aspect of Hartshorne's teaching is that the evils we exp?riencé are
not ulti&anely incompossible or inco?patible with the goods which
exist —— at least from the divine perspective {and this.perspéctive is.

.

truth itself). If the evils were incompatible, they could not have
come into actualization in the first place. This aréument;.however,
iet us note, is not intended to underplay the.negarive aspects of evil;
it is, nevertheless, one of the bases of Hartshorne's rather optimistic
view that thé evil in-the world must not be inéerred to negate the
fundamental gdodness of the world; it is; in&eed, furthe£ evidence

for HarFshorne'é contention.that there is’a b;lance of order‘énd éood—
ness in thé world, for it denies that more.disorder and evil than is

compatible with the coodness of the world could not come into being

(simply because such would be incompossible with the present order).

>

A* further question, however, arises from Hartshorne's teachin
v q g .

that God does perfectly reta%n all actualized values;. does this imply
- that God Himself is evil? Can God contain evil and yeé not be-evil?
Hartshorne does centend (with Whitehead and Berdyaev) that bécause

of the‘evilnﬁe experiences, God does indeed suffer ogur évil. God is
. that "being to whom,sﬁffering'is,nQDer alien'" (MVG 172), who "sorrows
in alllour sorrows" (DR 54), Qho‘is-the "cosmic suffe;er" (MVG 3315.
He is, in Whitehead's words,="theigf;at companion —— the fellow-

sufferer who understands" (PR 532). Yet, while God contains our evil

- and suffers its negative values, Hartshorne argues that our evils are

)

[
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in God only éo the .extent that, analogously, we have imblgses within
quf’own bodies which, as impulses, are beyond our control (see above:
""Chapter Three').. The point ig that one can have éithin oneself
unintentional experienées which one has not c;nsciously caused, ,and
therefore, for which one cannot be held regponsible. God's exper;ence,

by analogy, can contain our evil as His unintentional impulses, and
A ]

) yeE this does not make God Hﬁmjaé'evil. Géa experiences our ac-

L]

tualjzations without Himself having to will them. Hartshorne explains:
it is an ©0ld doctrine that ethical evil lies not s 7
in impulses as sueh'but in bad control of them,.
Yet, however controlled, they cannot be deprived
of all their spontaneity, their K self-determination,
and still function as impulses. And without im-
! pulses, something involuntary, there is nothipg for
. . - volition to.do. According to-this theory, the most
wicked act is literally in God, and while wicked as
our volition, as divine impulse it-is not subject
to ethical description, positive or negat.ive.3

Elsewhere Hartshorne expiaiﬁs his posiéion thusly: ™"God feels wicked
feelings not as his éwn feelings but as his creatures'" (CSPﬁ 241).
~This is so according to the Whiteheadian ;ategory of "feeling of
feeling", which implies a subject-object duality:

H

50Charles Hartshorne, !"The Immortality of the Past: Critique
of a Prevalent Misinterpretation”, 101. Hartshorne adds this note:
"To many, such terms as 'impulse' will appear crude or degrading in’
-application to God; But the peint is that any psychological term, such
. as 'will' or 'knowledge', is . equally so, unless taken analogically
rather than literally".

s

N



The first feeling is the 'subjective form'
of the experience, the second the ‘objective
form'. Both are feelings, but the second
"is the driginal (and tempordlly prior), the .
first is a participation in the sccond after “
® the fact. Wickedness is in wrong decisions.
God inherits our decisions, as ours, not as his.
In feeling them he does not enact or decide
them; for they are already decided (CSPM 241).

God's experiences, like the experiences of creatures, effect a new

harmony, a new "one" from the "many" of the data: "The ‘harmony'’

effected is not in the data as prehended (as objective data) but in

tée rightness of feeling with:which God shapes his own ("universal®)
§EEJEE£££E forms, his feelings igggé our feelings, not our feelings
simply as pa%ticipaged in by him, as 'objective forms' of féeling".sr
The more can contain the less: God is more than the world and its
actuali;ed‘Jalu?s. He is constituted not solely by His.response to
the world;, but also by His response to His own intecede;t'responses, -
. so that-while He is affécted bx the'world;.He téanscends the world
(cf. MVG 195—196} DR'Eéss;ﬁ).

.We might ask, however, whether £he fact that God suffers
(and thus, contains) evil detraéts from His religious.perf;étion.

In answer to this question, Hartshorne has tried to show that God's

Lreligious adequgej is not jeopardized, but indeed, that it is enhanced,-

.

1 .
> Charles Hartshorne, "The Immortallty of the Past: Critique

of a Prevalent M151nterpretat1on 111.

’
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since he conceives God as actively involved and gefiuinely concerned

«

.with the activity of the world —- limitipg, inspiring, and preserving:
in value all creaturely experiences, good and bad alike; iét, always

. . 52
as transformed according to His overall perspective and synthetic vision. ¢

-

But we must now more. specifically address the central and

. '
critical question; namely, how —-- as far as we can know -- does God

overcome evil values?; and, indeed, of what significance is this

overcoming for creatures who have suffered the evil?  Here the,

. . . ' N Iy ‘ -.‘ v - -
uestion of confirming God's benevolence vis-a-vis evil is directl
! vis—-a-vis y

at’ issue.
.

. N c
We must notice, first of all, that Hartshorne interprets

~

Whitehead's theory of the divine overcoming of evil metaphorically

N 4

rather than 1iﬁeralIX. Thus, for example, while Whitehead speaks of .

| 1

''evil, of "reforming" it, of

God's "transforming' 'overcoming" it, aund

of making immortal the "finer side'" of events, Hartshorne ‘understands
these terms metaphorically, as follows: that evils are '"overcome" ' s

by good iﬁﬁlies that "ﬁeity realizes the most good which can be achieved
= -

through synthesis\into new subjective forms, which include the evil
53

A

to be sure, but much more besides". It does not mean that the evil

N

is simply obliterated by God. Further, that only the "finer.side"

2

a kY

’ _¢/§'Charles Hartshorne, 4The Immortality of the Past: Critique
of a Prevalent Misinterpretation',«101. : :

53Charles Hartshorne, "The Immortality of the Past: Criti&ue
of a Prevalent Misjinterpretation', 106.

.t *
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of events is retained by God everlastinglyvis taken by Hartshorne as "

implying that the finer side is God's feeling about our feelings;
that is, since God's experience, like ours, involves valua;ion%,

s&nthesis.' It does not imply that evils are negated nor that goodé,:

-

as the finer side, are alone retained. .

Thus, in God, our evils become part of His everlasting ex-

perience, yet "not the evil alone, rather the evil with or #n its
ideal complemént of vision'; God's experience, His valuation. is
1" - . - . > . " 54 . . : .
sheer addition, not subtraction or omission'. Evils are not omitted,
&> - . . .
but rather, "God adds to all such evil's a contenht which produces in
’ 55

relation to them, whatever good can be made to result'l.

«
<

God's

experience of the present values is’ supplemented by His perfect

. L] .
retention of past values, so that His view is always '"a net increment

.of value". God experiences, furthermore, more joy than evil since,
< -

o

in spite.of some gréat present evil, He has perfect preservation of

o

all past gooés and of the brocessive synthesis‘bf all evils'w};h
goods (éf.DR 46). Evils are not, then, simply overcome in the sense

A . ' R -
of beingy lost or negated, but rathér, aré harmonized.into a greater

. o . . ’
synthesis within the experiences of God. The value that is in every

. .

act is seen.clearly and in its proper perspective by God. : While man

Y

i

- ) 54Charlgs Hartshorne; "The Immortality of the Past: Criti&ﬁe
of a Prevalent Misinterpretation', 106.. A%

. 5C—harles Hartshorne, "The Immortality of the Past: Critique
of a Prevalent Misinterpretaticn', 110. -

A ]
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cannot See the full value in every experience, God does see the ) -

-
-

value, and accordingly, for Him, the balance is always toward good;

for, as Hartshorne argues: ™the fact that God inherits all our

e

feelings does not mean that he is in danger &f finding disvalue
overbalancing value. Eved for us this does nmot occur'; there is alwavs
more satisfaction than dissatisfaction both for God and for us: .

"every concrete experience as a whole is a value rather than a disvalue....le

B

wring some kind of satisfaction, however poor or strained, out of -

Ry

pain and frustration; though we may feel very keenly how much better .
life might be".56 : . -

We turn now to a discussion of Hartshorne!s understanding of

> . N

< ~ R . R « ~
the Whiteheadian doctrine of t@e "Superjective Nature" of God (or

the "super-subjective'" nature -- to unwind the.conflation of terms).

This doctrine is important in establishing the relevance of the

divinely experjenced harmony of values for the world of newly becoming R
creatnres., Hartshorne interprets the doctyine as implying "God's
Consequent Nature as a potential for the general creativity'", since

God's experiences become data for newly becoming subjects by means of

. 3 L e . . 57 ¢ .
the functioning of His Superject '‘Nature. The harmony experienced

«

56Charles Hartshorne, "The Immoftality of the Past: Critique
of a Prevalent Misinterpretation', 102. )
S7Charies Hartshorne, "TheAImmoftality of the Past: Critique

of a Prevalent Misinterpretation', I111.

¢
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by God is passed back into the 'world as 'data, or rather, aé "par}icular
58

providence for each particular occasion"

~

This teaching has been misunderstodd, or at least questioned,

by many interpreters of Hartshorne (aﬁ& Whitehead). G.F. Thomas,
for exampli, contends that Whitehead's God_does not seem able to exert

such active and important influence in the world, but rather, as he

- a

argues (following D.D. Williams), Whitehead's God is restricted

to the functions of setting general limits and in preserving values

5

which creatures have brought into éxistence. 9 As Williams puts

it: '"The question to be‘;aised here is whether Whitehead's account

of the divine causaliﬁy ieaves God without concrete power in the _.
world....He‘setsflimits to the creatures and absorbs the world's
;ctivitie§‘ ig a certain Qay.: But does he act with power to transfor%
the world beyond presenting it a% ideal aim?": ‘Does God only listen

k')!l 60

or does he spea Thomas then adds: Whitehéad's God is "not

the Creator upon whose power the existerice of actual entities depends,

since they create themselves. Nor is He the Redeemer of the world

who transforms His creatures by the power of His grace."

~

8

Charles Hartshorne, "The Immortality of the Past Critique
of a Prevalent Mlslnterpretatlon » 111: Hartshorne has quoted here
from Whitehead, PR 532. N 5 o

59G F. Thomas, ‘Religious Phlloseohleq of the West (New York:

Charles, Scribner's Somns, 1965), 389.

60D D. Williams, "Deity, Monarchy, and Metaphysics: Whitehead's

Critique of the Theological Tradlglon" 368
61

G.F. Thomas, Religious Phllosophies of g%Z(West 389:

v

:h -
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Ndw, while I am not, in-this dissertation, speaking directly

to any of these issues with reference specifically to Whitehead,

o

-~

it must be afgped Lhat, with respect to Hartshor;e’s theory of divine
causality, this criticism seems to be quite mistaken (assum{ng the
crit%cism apél%§§ to Hartshorne —— and I should think it does --

at least, implicitly); for as this dissertation has laboured to show
(in "Chapter Foﬁr"), there is more to the diviée functioning in t@e
world than the setting‘of limits, in’presénting the initial aims,
and in~preserving the creaturely values attained., Rather, God's role

Bl

. is one of considerable influence which affects the creature both con-

-

«

sciously and unconsciously, and which at times approaéhes a coerciveness.
This influence includes His reintroduction into the world. of His §

harﬁonized experience ‘of past actualizations (vié the‘Superject Nature) .

and indéed, it would appéa£ that this divf;e function is involved

in what Hartshorne undérstands by tﬁe divin; lure (as Consequent Nature)

as final cause‘in prbyiding the intial aims for becoming éreature§.

It ig, furthermore, this reintroduét}on of past-values (with the

evil overcome and all the good acknowiedgeh) that is'thé crux of

gartshorne's’theéis that God is benevolent in spite of the evii

in the world. We must elaborate, and test the coherence of this theory.
Hartshorne refers to our experience of the divine harmony

as an intﬁition, a feeliné of "peace', of beauty; of ”N%rvana"

-

(CSPM 308). Whitehea& had described the\experience as an '"'intuitive

’
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'
1

1
1
I
t
'

"foretaste', Tand as a ""trust in the}efflcacy of Beautv" which "comes

3

as a gift" (AT 327). YNow, to be surc¢, these concepts are vague, and

they do not, in themselves, tell us enough about how the divine

1

harmonic vdsion of creaturely cxperiences is reintreoduced into the world

for the benefit of future creatures. More helpful here is the analivsis
5
of the previous chapter vtherein the functioning of the divine lure
in its censcious and unconsciocus appropriation, and as both persuasivencss
p . . 3

and coerciveness, was discussed. The criticism raised against Hartshorne's
. ! o

. [}
position there, however, was that if the divine causal lure is constituted

by what is begt according to the possibilities determined bv the past

state of the world at anyv particular moment, then this wbuld seem to

deny real novelty and freedom; that is, since the new acts of crelatures

would amount to little more than a fillingrin, or a making more-

determinate, the past actualities.

“

1f weXask, then, how idartshorne's understanding of the divine
’ R R N &, .

-

overcoming of evil and of the reintroduction of the ouwercome evil ‘

(now seen in its full value) into the world sheds» light on this issue,

the first question which arises is whether, for Hartshorne, the specific

ideals offered by God to becoming creatures is not virtuallv the same

-

62Cf}L.S. Ford, '"Divine Persuasion and the Triumph of Good",
3045 see also, W.E. Stokes, "God for Today and Tomorrow'", in D. Brown,
R.E. James, and G. Reeves, eds., Process Philosophy and Christian
Thought, 258 ff.
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divine function which is invelved in the reintroduction of the divine

svnthesized experience. Tt would appear that the two are not distine-

4
uishable for Hartshorne, since, as noted above, he understands the

+

Superject MNiture as, simnlv, ""Cod's Conscquent Nature as a potential

for (the general creativity'. Indeed, whit else could the Consequent
Nafure nrdévide but the harmonic, synthesized expression of tﬁe divine
valuves, for according to Hartshorne, the lure takes into acconnt the

- .
experiences of the entiré past nexus and then offers to creatures what
are the best possible ideals, according to &hose determined by that past?
‘ .

Yet, as arwued above, must there not be some availabiliry for the
b 2 -

creature of novel ideals, of possibilities which are not simply

o
]
rr
m
3]
=}
H

ned by the past state of the world? DMust .not the divine lure

<

ofrfer 'ideals which are not so determined? Hartshorne seems to deny °

this, and argues that what is possible for a creature at any particular-

-

moment is determined by what has been actualized by previous creatures

up to-that moment. Hartshorne's argument concerning the divine
. &

overcoming of evil and of the reintroduction of the overcome evil .into

the world would appear to counfirm this thesis; and accordingly, the
earlier criticism of his position is applicable here as well. N

Yet, there may be a way in which Hartshorne's understandaing

*

63 . ' .
. Charles Hartsharne, *""The Immortality of the Past: Critique
of a Prevalent Misinterpretation™, 111.

. N

R YO
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of the'overcoming of evil by God and His reintroduction of value into

the world can Be ‘understood so as to counter this criticism and render
A .

his understanding of creaturely freedom vis-a-vis the divine lure more.
coherent and meaningful. For it might be held that, .when Hartshorne

argues that the lure offered by God to.becoming creatures is the best

[

of what is possible according to the possibilities already actualized

by the past world, this implies that the ideals are such that the

-

full value of the past actualities has been appreciated by God -and

presented to the creature as such. This would imply -that new possibilities

¢

.are presented to the becoﬁing subject -- the possibilities recognized
by God -- and, as such, there may be genuine'novelt& and freedom in

the creature in ?ctualizing the;e possibilities.

Now, while this may sSeem to solve-che dilemma raised above
conéérning Hartshofne's ability to account for creaturelv freedom and _
novelty vis-é—vis the divine causal lure, there stii% appears %o be
somethiﬁg odd about this interp?etative suggestion. Specifically,

. it would seem to be incoherent with the fact that there is a continuum
of‘possibilities which God as Primordial (or,-in'ﬁartshorhe's term,
as Atstract) Natu;e envisages: on.Hértshorne's account, it is difficult
to see'how this continuum is §élevan§ to the world; &hat is; since hé
seems to account for the possibilities for the becoming creature
according to those determined by.the past actualities. And thus;
where the common interﬁreta;ion of Whitzhead holds that ideal ) J

possibilities are chosen by God from among eternal possibilities and
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‘offered to creatures as their initial’aims by the divine Prifordial

: 64 . . . ..
Nature, Hartshorne's account infers, rather, that 1t fs the divine

Conscequent Xature {(and, what-appears fo be the same thing, the Superject

Nature) which offers the'lure 'to creatures. He holds this in spite.

-

of his acknowledgement that there is a continuum of possibility which

God envisages in His Abstract Nature. It is, accordingly, difficult

. . .

to see the relevance of this Prirmordisl Nature of God for the world,

for it would appear tkat i% is not the poessibilities envisaged by

that Nature which are presented to creatures as their ideal lures.

. .

It may be concluded, then, that Hartshorne's understandingfof
N . - 53 . R
» - .

the divineg reintrQduction into the world of His synthesized experience

of past values (with the evil overcome) 1s not as clear as we may

wish, and that accordingly, this rather.crucial element of his theodicy -

that which is a central aspect of his argpument “for the benevolence
of God vis-a-vis evil =- is incomplete. Other elements of his thesis,
Yremanveas, . L

o

to be sure, have been defended against various critical questions.

13

.
.

»

. 6ASee, however, the recent interpretative insights concerning
the functions of the "natures' of Whitehead's God whef¥in the overlapping
of the various aspegts, etc., is considered: J.W. Lansing, '"The
'Natures' of Whitehead's God", and L.S. Ford, "Is There a Distinct

Superjective RNature?",  in Process Studies 3/3, Fall, 1973, 143-152
and 228J22§, respectively. : N
£} . -
1
. b T, . - .
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5. conclusion .

-Now, what can »e concluded with reference to the particular

"y

issue at stake in this present chapter? Has Hartshorne successfully

sho'm how the Jdiviné benevolence (and, to be sure, divine omnipotence,
erc.) is reconcileld with th» fact of evil as such’  0Op, more specifiicaliv,

. has he been able to show how the source, nature, function, and over-
L .
coming of evil is réconciled with his conception of God as benevolent?
" .

It was argued that God is not to be seen as the sole creator *

of all things and that, as such, He is not sélely responsible for all

the goods and e¢vils in the world ("Section One''). This fact is

established by the doctrine of creativity wherein it is arguod that

all beings have some range of freedom (though it is alwavs withain

. ’ .

limits and directly correspondent to the level of mental sophistication
o

"~

in the hearly countless levels of being). This doctrine, together

~

with an understanding of Hartshorne's revised theism (wherein the
traditional doctrine of God is modified in such a way-that His power

and krowledge etc., are not to be scen as the negation of creaturely

agency and responsibility: cf,"Chapter Two') leads to gbe conclusion
that God is never solely rvesponsible for, or determinative of, all of

the actions of.creatures, and that man (and all beings, variously)

-—

have a certain range of freely.credtive agency and moral responsibility.

«

The central and difficult issue of showing coherently that man is a

continuing and unified beingwith agency and moral vresponsibility which ~

-

. -
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is (more or less) continuous was discussed in "Chapter Three”. Havring

N
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Chipter Four" then proceeded to exanine Hartshorne's understanding
of “how, this agencv is reconciled with the divine agency and causal
influence upon man (and upon all beings). Thit God's agency is
praedoniinant and the most effective element in the causal nexus ot a
becoming creature was therein argued, while man's limited range of

- . "
freely creative agency and moral responsibilit+ vis-%-vis this divine -

gausative influence was also ilscuzied. The bagic conclusion of

this . disfussion was to argue that Hartshorne's God does all He can

for the world; indeed, He ddes all an all-powerful and all-loving
God can do, while yet gcknowledging the realicy of creaturely freedom

-=- sexzting limits, nersuading (and coercing wvhere necessary), such sthat
He ensures that man's freedom will never be permitted to destrev the

.

vorld. Creaturely rfreedom is guaranteed a certain range of expression

within which the balance of order over chavs is ensured. In this light,

' ¢ 3 . .
God is adequately (for our conception of Him as God) both ‘all-loving

and all-powerful, for He-does for the world what only He can do for .

" »

it in maintaining a balance of order and 2ood over disorder and evil,

while yet guaranteeing a certaim range of free creativity for all

N ..

creatures. As such, man (especially of all creatures) must take

respensability for the evil created by his free actions, though we

.

may be assured that God will not allow our freedom to'destroyv the

coherency of the world. ' -
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"that there is ensured a balance of good; any further limitation would
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Now, g}anting to Hartshorne his arguhent that God is not the

sole creator nor ai absolute despot who simply (Qrg)determines all

o -
'

creaturely acts and decisions, the fact that God is:the eminent force .

N\

N

in the causal nexus of every creaturely experience led to the question:
- ) - . .

why does God ensure-only that there is.a balance of good over evil

when perhaps He could do more to prevent even more evil? Here,

’ Hartshorne would argue that man's freedom is limited to the extent

< ~
.

ensure, perhaps, that there is more good —-- for man's ability to do .

evil would be more restrietéd — yet this would jeopardize human

freedom ~- a. prospet¢t Hartshorne cannot accept,
There was raised the further question as to whether theré mneed
be a balance of good:. would it not be sufficient only that there is
- . . . N

some good rather than a surplus? - Hete, could it not be argued that
God could permit man more freedom so that his acts are not limited to

the extent they must be to ensure a balance of good over evil?. There .

-

would, however, be, a greater-risk of evil, and Hartshorne seei‘
unwilling to grant this. Hid position is that‘anything-iess than

a balance 6f good wRuld lead to the running-down of the world; that

- .-

is, since creatures would no ionger be inspired to advance the creative o
B a . .
process. - His argument is simply that life would not go on if there

werg not more good than evil; and he insists that this is -the case

IS .

N

. both for ‘God and fer creatures. We conceded here that it would seem

.

correct.to argue that there must be more order than chaos for there
Al p

worgde ded
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» ) . . ,
to be a universe, and also that -- as Hartshorne aargues —- there ‘could

v -

be no world if there were not a 'met increment' of value for God, for

» .

if this were not the case, He

~

uld withdraw/His life~inspiring influence.

Yet, for individual creature not hold: wmust thetie be a surplus
» . -_—

S

of good for any particular

Y

reature at any particular moment? Is not-

some good enough to sustain interest in future life? And indeed, would

»

not hope for the future sus&ain this interest even though the present

was disorderéd and overabundantly evil?

It is not clear that Hartshorne's argument for there being
a sdrplus of value can answer this query -~ though, to be sure, his
argument that God permits man (and &ll creatures in general) as much

.freedom as is_ possible while 'yet ensuring th&t there remains a-balangg
. L

of order and good over disorder and evil  is not to be taken lightly.

- .
V L4

To suggest that man could have more freedom or that therc need be oanly

some good -- as opposed to a surplus of good -- may not be consistent

‘

.with what we, in fact, experiepce; and such experience is what Hartshorne

seeksito describe. This entire issue may rest in answer to the

question: do we, at any moment, experience a 'surplus of order and

v

good, or only some order and good?

X ’, n .
The fact that there is some .value in every creaturely experience

-
-

. 1is the basic contention of Hartshorne's aesthetic theory (”Seétional
Two'). Every experience is a new synthesis of the "many" of the

N LI DA . - o
causal data into the new creation, the "one". Each creature seeks

-
<
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. that "balance of unity and diversity which is id%ally satisfying"

(CSPM 304), Qnd while the ma%&mum 5& aesthﬁtic value is not often -
achieved, each expérience'd;es creaté some new value: ''actuality .
couid not not have value”:(quM'307). Now, to be gpre, there is
also .—— indeed, ﬁecessarily,.inev§tab1§ so —- evii produced in every

experience, since, for example, every experience, in actualizing aspects
. .

» \ . R
of its causal- data, excludes other aspects and, as such, there is

privation and loss of these values ("Section Three'). Despite this -

privation and loss, however, the new creation as a whole is a value
: . . “ . . ¥ 3 N . - : -ﬁ. p
rather than a disvalue. The choice of possibilities to be actualized

by the new experience is one between various goods, so that while some
N
v .

good is always excluded, other goods are always actualized. This is ,

not to say that all ¢f the’'potential goods are-equally bélﬁable;

there are goods which, 1if actualiied, would -be better than other
goods, and thus, if the lesser good is chosen, there is created

the evil'of triviality, of loss.of greater values, of privation of

. BN
- & ’ -

greater values. There is, however, no creation which is to be regarded
W
simply as uhmitigated or unredeemed evil: "Any evil has some value "

5 ' .
from some perspective" (NIT 80). It may funetion in the .transition

to future goods, or serve to balance an.order which btherwise who -

5

be overly monotonous:, etc. B L . .

- - -

\ . . . ST .
. Now, wh%le this aspect of Hartshorne's theodicy has ﬁpt directly

advanced his thesis that there is a su%glus of 'good -— though it does

underpin-’ this view by ing to establish the crucial fact that there

v
'

wy oW
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is at least some value .in every.new experience F;, his optimistic
understanding of Ehewworld as p;edominantly good i§_teinforced by his
doetrine of the divine overcoming of evil ("Section Fogr"). While

the surplus of goi? may noé be clear from our partial perspectivés
(though it must be at least unconsciously feit as;such), GoA's experience
of the world's Yalues is one in which the good and evil are put in

their proper perspective. The evil is never simply negated in His

) experience,‘%ut when whateye£~gébd there is fully appreciated in

. P 7
conjunction.with the evil, God's overall,(éfifift synthesis of vision

-

- ©

is one in which the géod is seen és predominant. If this were not the
case, He would have no desire to\continue‘to induce creatures to further
exper?enéés, énd this would lead to a negation of all life. Hartsbo;ne“s n
position here involves two cogsiderations: God expériences all

creaturely values, both goodé and evils; and He is able to‘synthesize

them in His pérféctIQision. He regrets the evil‘éhd cherishes the

goqd, and yet, He is able to appreciate the fgnction of thé evil

ﬁin the stimulation of further goods, for example, and in serving

-]
o

to avoid the deadeﬁing monotony of complete order). Further, Harts-'
horne argues that those values‘which would be completely incompatible
cannot be actualized'in the fifst place. As such, it may be inferred
that only Fhose yalues which are Eomgatible are ‘actualized. Apd this

being the case, we may assume that the evils which exist —-— thodgh
'>""\

~ \\v

regrettable —— are compatible with the goods, and-while greéégg\

.goods could have been possible had better possibilities been actu ized,



-

<3

-

- . . . 40Q
- . .

s

>

{
what evils ‘there are do pot megate the ~oods, nor predominate over

N

7
them.

A questioa was raised at this peint, however, concerning the

introduction of His

- ”\\\

harmonic experience of past creaturely actualizations (and ot thu

. x s . -
coherence of Hartshorne's understanding of Cod's

overcome evil) back into the world. For it would anpear that thue

’
newliv-beconing creature's experience of this divine harmony is virtually
the same experience.as that which is invdlved in the initial aim

iven by God as the creature's final cause. Tt is difficult to
8 y . ,

"imagine ‘what the Superject Nature's function could be except to offer

the final cause to the becoming creature; it is, as Hartshorne has

argued, ""God's Consequent lature as a potential for the general

-

C o 65 . : . ’
creativity". This being the case, some questions

WS A

jae

jegey

]
v

the relevance of the dontinuum of possibilities envisaged by the
o

Primordial Nature of God for the becoming creature. Tt was argued

that Hartshorne's account does not show coherently how these primordial

ideals are accessible to creatures, but that, rathery his account

>

d

of “the possibilities open to becoming creatures at any particular moment

restricts those possibilities to those determined by past actualities.

’

And, thus, there is some problem with respect to creaturely freedom

and novelty.

€

.
~

65 ' o N " ‘ .
“Charles Hartshorie, '"The Immortality of the Pasg: Critique
of a Prevalent Misinterpretation', F¥l11l.
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Despite: this problem, however, Hartshorne's attempt to show

T

how God (as godod and loving benevplence) is reconciled with evil as ik
such has been defended against various criticisms. His argument,

that there is not .only value in every experience but a surplus of

-

value, of good, in the world, is, moreover, consistent 'with his

thesis -~ argued for in "Chapter Four'" —- that God (as powerful
. o . -
" omnipotence) is- reconciled with creaturely freedqom to the extent that
God will not permit creatures to create an overbalance of evil. To .

engure this, He must not only lure creatures, persuasively, to His -~ .

ideals for them, but must exert a ‘'varying range of causal influence,

some of which approaches a ‘coerciveness. The incoherence in Harts-

Ly

horne's argument here, which arises from his denial of any coercive-

(Y

» v o
ness by God, was done away with by showing that his understanding of T

-
the divine persuasive influence implies a vafying range of effectiveness.

Only by.recognizing this can he hold coherently that God. ensures N

‘that man's freedom never produces a surblus of evil, but that rather, N

there is always a surplus of good. It is Hartshorne's contention
S . . : )
that this assurance is sufficient to show that. both creaturely freedom

>

and evil are reconciled with an ail—good and all~powerful .God; and this,

"o

:Qn

accordingly, is the justification of his claim that God —-— evil not ;

-

withstanding —- is not inconceivablé. 1In his effort to 5ustify this

cléim, Hartshorne has sought Jboth to‘render:more coherent the minor

premise of the ontological argument (which, in tirn, renders that &
argument more viable in its application to the question of theodicy) -
’ ' ’ ) o Vf;,
= 1

Iy
e 1003k
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and -- not withstanding this fact -- to offer another basis for a viable

theodicy. It mav be concluded that, degpite some internal problems’
1 .

.
\ -

if certain of Hartshorne's arguments (this disseyrtation -w.covers

some not hitherto discovered), his theodicy is bold and a somewhat
fresh approach to the ancient problem, and one whith merits more

Q. .
critical attention than has hitherte beeon pr=ize. 17,
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