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DIGEST 

This work i s an exposition of the philosophical theology of 

Samuel Alexander. It begins wlth e discussion of his metaphysics, on 

which his theology is baaed, and continues with a presentation of reli -

gioua propositions concerning God, deity and man ' s relation to the 

divine. 

The universe, according to Alexander develops constantly through 

the process of emergent evolution by llhich ever newer qualities come into 

being . That quality which is yet to emerge, the next member of a hier archi-

cal series, is deity or godhead. God's boqy is the universe straining to 

realize the ever-potential quality o~ his deity that looms ahead of mind, 

the highest actual quality known in the universe of Space- Ti.me. Alexander 

regards such a theological framework as pantheistic, with respect to God's 

immanent boqy, and theistic, wit h respect to the temporally transcendent 

quality of deity. 

Man relates to the divine by virtue 0£ being a part of God's body 

and by virtue of bein~ part of the process of emergent evolution (stri­

kbgly similar to Darwin's natural selection) by which deity may be re-

alized in a future birth of Time . In a sense we rosy say that God is re-

sponsive to Dl&ll, for the quality of deity is dependent for its existence 

and its nature on the being and character of the levels qualitatively 

below it. 

Man becomes aware of divine existence both by the speculative de-

l iverances of philosophy and by t be power of the religious emotion. The 

one without the otheT is, from the point of view of religion, insufficient. 

Alexander, we note, claims that his system is a kind of empiricism 1 based 

on man's knowledge of the physical world and his emotional reaction t~ 

that world. 
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l. 

mTRODUCTION 

Samuel Alexander was a British Je'Wish philosopher, born in Sydney, 

Australia, in 1859. In 1877 Alexander went to Ox.ford where he came under 

the infl uence of Green and Bradley and was later stL~ulated by the realism 

of G. E. Moore and Bertrand Russell . He was elected as a fellow of 

Lincoln Colleg•"', Oxford, a.11d was granted a professorship of philosophy at 

the University of 11.anchester in 1893 . From 1916 to 1918 he delivered the 

Gifford Lectures at Glasgow; subsequent;ly the lectures were published in 

t!'te major two-volume worlc, Space, Time and Deity (1920 ) . 

Details of Alexander's personal life are few; rarely did he write 

on private matters . \.e do discover that he remained committed to some 

fonn of Judaism even into his later years because Judaism "contains less 

nonsense than the other religions lm01vn to me. 111 There is evidence that 

his Jewish cononitment was somewhat deeper than he himself described : 

AJ.exander was among the leaders in the establishment of the Hebrew University 

in Jerusalem, then under British mandate. 

His place in the history of philosophy is both unusual and unhappy. 

Alexander based his elaborate metaphysics on the suppositions of an Ein­

steinian universe rather than on the patterns of a Newtonian one . He appro­

priated the mathematical formulations and the physics of Minkowski) U>rentz 

arid Einsteir. as h~s ownJ but advanced beyond the strictly scientific 

treatment that they and Whitehead gave them . Space, Time and Deity, 

Alexander' s most important worK 1 represent& L1 this regard one of the 



last great metaphysical systems before the overwhelming influence of the 

Vienna Circle and the schools of linguistic analysis . Regrettably, there-

fore, his fruitful and monumental system has become lost among a myriad 

of philosophical works of both more limited scope and further-reaching 

consec;uences. 

While Alexander was rarely in whole-hearted agreement with other 

thinkers, he drew freely on the works of his great predecessors. Critics 

have found in his philosophy elemer.ts of classical Greek metaphysi cs 

{both Plato and Aristotle), c;nd in.fluenM from Spinoza, Hegel, Marx, 

Bergson, Whitehead, Otto, James, Darwin and no small number of others . 

Dl many respects, Alexander's system is an outgrowth of the works which 

he inherited from others . But--more importantly- -he rearranged, reinter-

preted and supplied creative flair to sometimes sterile or incomplete 

Philosophical conceptions . 

Essentially, his work may be described simp~y as emergent evolution. 

His cosmology and cosmogony present a progressive world in the process of 

becorr.ing, as new qualities arise out of the substrata of prior existents. 

Driven by a nisus and compelled forward 'ey the restlessness of Time, the 

universe, a union of Space and Time, str ai::~ + nward the realization of 

deity, the highest empirical quality and beyond those that are known to 

man . Deity is the quality of God whose body is the whole of Space- Time 

with its nisus toward ever higher empirical realities. Deity is forever 

potential so that the universe of Space- Time is always pregnant, big 

with deity. 

This much Alexander gains through speculative philosop~v . But 

edded to the rational assurance of metaphysics is the knowledge of the 
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divine, attained in the mnninous character of religious experience in 

which man feels the presence and reality of a worship-inspiring God and 

is assured of the infinite potentiality which the quality of deity repre-

sents. 

Our method he~e in dealing with Alexander's enonnous work shall 

be to consider briefly the essential details of his metaphysics- -his 

epistemology, cosmology, cosmogony and empiricism--in the f~rst chapter 

of this work. Our presentation of I'.is system in that regar~ shall be 

limited by the extent to which the metaphysical system provides a basis 

-for the understanding of his theclogy, the caostone of his system . In 

chapters two through five we shall examine that theology in further detail. 

Criticism and comparative material appear in this work only insofar as 

they ere helpful in aiding to a comprehension of Alexander's intricate 

and subtle philosophy . Dur ::>urpose is not to criticize but to explain . 

To that end we shall quote extensively from Alexander's own works and 

from secondary sources, supplying appropriate commentary and, hopefully, 

helpful o!'ganization which will assist the reader on to a clear under-

standing of the difficult system which Alexander's writings embod;.y. 



CHAPTER I 

METAPHYSICS: AN INTRODUCTION TO THE 

PHILOSOPHY OF SAMUEL ALEXANDER 

The beginning section cf exposition of Samuel Alexander ' s philoso­

phy will necessarily be unjust, for his s:rstem must be viewed as a whole. 

At times it is difficult to discover pr-0gression in the develoµ:nent of 

his ideas, and only after one has c".lnsidered the entire and unified 

system can he hope to comprehend the subtlety of each of its parts and 

the significance of the rela~ionships which obtain among them. Yet, if 

one segment of Alexander•::: philosophy is to stand alone, it is his 

epistemology, because in large measure it is incidental to his metaphysics . 

Epistemology in Alexander's scheme best illustrates the realis~ that is 

so characteristic of his philosophical system. ~'1or~over, a consideration 

of Alexander's epistem.ology prepares the reader for the the kine! of in­

quiry that the other elements of his philosophy require : the role of the 

knowing mind is crucial to his work . Alexander begins his work with 

epistemology . ~ begin there with hL~, not only to payhim due homage 

and respect, but with the conviction that H there is any precondition 

to a proper understanding of his intricata system, it is an eQually proper 

understanding of the place of mind in the universe of things. 

A. Epistemolo~ 

Samuel Alexande~ nresents us with a metaphysics of realism, by 

which all forms '.)f being are treated equally . a tEchnique in which no 
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particular kind of exis~ence is given undue prominence in the scheme of 

things. 1 Specifically, Alexander wishes to place man and mind into 

"their proper place among the world of finite things. 11
2 Mental objects 

and material objects a.:-e, from a dispassionate and duly objective view­

point, existentially indistinguishable, 3 so that 11t.he mental process a.nd 

its neural process are one and the same existence, not t wo existences . ,,h 

D:>rothy &.unet, in her preface to the new impression of Space , Time and 

Diety> notes that Alexander has fought idealism unflaggingly, that he has 

developed an 11approach to philosophy through studying neurological psy-

chology," and whatever the relationship of mind to body, 1.t is more than 

a special case of the same kind of relationship which obtains between 

two obviously less exalted physical objects . 5 It is contrary to the 

spirit of realistic metaphysics, Alexander tells us, to attach presumab~y 

favored existence to mind or to mental process . It is a serious meta-

physical error to denigrate physical existence or mater5ality as appear -

ance or unreality . Mental and physical qualities are equaliy real . 

Alexand6r's metaphysical purpose, i~ one can rightly be attributed to 

hi.m 1 is "on the one hand to divest physical things of the colouring 

which they have received from the vanity or a1~~Ga..,ce of mindj and on the 
6 

other t;o assign them along with mind their due measure of self- existence . " 

Idealistic philosophy 1 i nsofar as it has insisted upon the pre-

eminence of mind over the sensory world has given modern philosophy the 

burdensome heritag~ of a "fanciful antagonism of nature and mind.) 

Also, according to Alexander, I:esoartes and Newton are r~sponsible for am 

abstract conception of matter, useful to t he physical sciences, but an 

unreal conception, nevertheless, which reduces physical nature to a 
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"complexity of pushes a.nci pu.lls . 11 Mind, at the same time, regarded as 
8 

nan inscrutable existence altogether unfounded on matter, 11 can have 

no direct relation to the abs~ract view of the physical universe. 

More recent philosophy has regarded the all3ged mind-body dis -

junction some\.lhat more sceptically, unhappily, for some , at an imagined 

degradation of the value of mind. Alexander notes that realism, it is 

true, debunks the suppcsed special or superior reality attributed to 

mind, but real~sm does so without robbing mind of its due preeminence, 

9 greatness or value . 

On the contrar;}r, in leaving to other things their rights mind 
comes into its own. Realism is tbe democratic spirit in 
metaphysics, and if it dethrones mind, it recognizes mind as 
chief in the world it knows . 10 

But that preeminence of mind.1 as P..lfre<l Stiernotte points out, is only 

a distinction of quality without any necessa.-y distinction of reality 
11 

in the "democracy of things.u Indeed, everything that exists in the 

world is an organism and differences of quality are :,tore rightly under-

. 12 r· wh' h th · Mi d d stood as the differences of complexity. rom ic ey an.se. · n an · 

bo~f do not run parallel but distinct courses . They are aspects of the 

't 13 same uni y. 

Still, it is--in a non-technical sensc --U!1realistic to pretend that 

body and mind are at the same level in the democracy of existence . But 

what differences obtain bet.ween mind and materiality are differences of 

perfection and not differences of reality. Mind is more perfect th.an 

matter because it is more developed, but that which is less developed 

(matter, that is), is net accordingly less real . "The reality of con-

sciousness though more perfect does not interfere with the reality of 
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the material ~onstituents on which it is built."
1
L 

Mind and matter J parts of the same world and existences of equ.:.l 

realityJ do enter into an important relationship with one another, a rela-

tionship whereby knowledge becomes possible . There is a natural connec-

tion between the foundation of Alexander's realism and the epistemology 

which is based in it. 11ind and matter, we recall, are equally real con-

stituents of the physical \L~iverse, and the togetherness or comp=esence 

of mind (a know-.ing subject) and matter (a known object ) is the f\mdame11tal 

relationship which exists between them. The relationship, which Alexander 

regards as fundamental, occasions him to treat. the theory of knowledge as 

an incidental--albeit significant--chapter of his rietaphysics . 

T'ne first and simplest relation is that all finites are merely 
cormected together within the one Space- Time. They may be suc­
cessive or co-existent with one another: but they all belong 
together . In order to use a word wh~ch covers both cases, I 
shall say that they are ~ompresent . 1 ~ 

Knowledge derives out of tbat togetherness in the onr, continuous Space-

Time . Comp~esence, it must be stressed~ is a relation between any t wo 

real finites ln Spa~e-Time . 

Here a problem arises, one which trapped so noted an historian of 

philosophy as Rudolf' Metz . Metz regards compresence as the "simultaneous 
16 

presentness of the two components of knowledge.11 Yet Alexander is 

cautious to avoid the requirement of contemporaneity for compresence, as 

is clear in the section we have quoted above . 17 For Alexander's dis­

claimer that compresent physical objects need not be together at the same 

instant of time (but may be successive) is the root of our knowledge of 

history. Metz 's understandmg of Alexander bas virtually closed the 

door to historical. knowledge oefore it has be~n opened. 
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Alexander is assured of toe ve~idity of the relation of com-

presence by experience, declaring that. is not a fact which can be proved 

by argwnentation . Our a.wa!-eness 

of the existence of a mind, an object, and a relation between 
them . • . is a philosophic intuition, but not in the bad sense 
of that word as due to some unexplained faculty within us. It 
is a fact Which cannot be proved by argument . Like the use of 
a microsoope, it puts us in a better position for seeing . We 
judge the success of our intuition by how well it integrates 
all relevant data.1e 

Out of Alexander's intuitive understanding of experience flows his theory 

f ,_ 1 d lh...:th t rtlin . l" . t 11
19 

o iu1ow e ge · w~ s a & simp ici y . 

Again, the lc101rledge relationship is composed of two partne r s which 

belong to the s:ingle world of experience. "The mental partner is the act 
20 of mind which apprehends the object,n and that act of mind is constituted 

of the entire mental process, in all of its physical ramifications and 

from all of ~ts physical sources within the material seat of the mind, 

which ramifications, sources, and seat, taken together , constitute the 

mind. 
21 

''The object is what it declares itself to be," whether a table, 

a. chair, a color, a living entity, or a geometrical pattern. The consci-

ous mind, ~herefore, discovers its object and there is in no sense a 
22 

mental creation of the object . That is, the object has existence inde-

pendent of the contemplating mind, and the compresent mind, moreover , 

objectively understood, is but another real entity in the universe of 
23 

finite things . Hence, as Father Copleston observes, 11Alexande1· rejects 

all fonns of representationalism . 11
2u He assigns reality to the data of 

experience. that same ~eality which minds appropriate to themselves . 

The r~lationship of comprsence or togetherness of mind and physi-

cal object is one in which the rnind contemplates its object , but has a 
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25 · 20 Th t special inti.mate ::-elationship with itself, t~ of enjoyment . a 

is, the mind has a kind of awareness or itself which Alexander terms the 

mind's "enjoyment" of itself. He admits that the term is "not 

particularly felici tous 1127 insofar as the mind is understood to "enjoy" 

some especially painful states . Alexander seems to fear• however, that 

other t erms might mislead his readers, encouraging them to misconstrue 

his intention by supposing that the mind's awareness of itself is anti-

tnet~cal to U..nderstanding. Although the mind does not experience itself 

as an object , 28 its enjoyment of it~elf is not antithetical to under-

29 JO h. h standing . Rather, the mind enjoys itself as a s patial entity w ic 

is absolutely distinct f rom the physical object which it contemplates . 31 

Kn d kn 1 t d by th . 32 ower an own are re a e eir compresence. 

We have, then , an acquaintance wit h the real sense of the physical 

world wnich is inessentially different from acquaintance with our own 

minds . But the data of the physical world, while equally real with minds, 

cannot rightJ...v be called sensa unless there is a percipient which experi-

ences them. "To call them sensa or thoughts is to speak of t hem in their 

~ompresence with a percipient. 11
33 And knowl edge of the things with which 

one is compresent is dependent jointly upon the momentary reciprocity of 

mind and upon the relative positions in Sp~ce-'i'ilne of subject and object.Ju 

The point just made may seem clear , but it is crucial t.o a proper under-

standing of Alexande!''S epistemology . As Arth:!r Murphy asserts, 

the curse of epistemology, the "real 11 object which is not. rela­
tive to its appearances but remains self- complete beyond them, 
is quite definitely eliminated . The thing known is the synthe­
sis of its agpearances and contains no element not given in 
experience. 3!> 
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While we mpy argue that Alexander does no~ really eliminate the elusive 

11real" object, Murphy, we feel, is quite correct in noting the relativity 

of knower and known. That relativity guarantees that both are equally 

real and that knowledge depends upon hard experience . 36 Knowledge is 

therefore limited by experience, because it is limited by the reciprocity 

of the knowing subject and its spatio- temporal compresent relationship 

with the object known . 

If we appear to belabor the obvious, it is because of the cog'!:lnt 

insight of G. Dawes Hicks, expressed in his review of 5pace, Time and 

Deity. Ricks questions the reaJity of the object of knowledge: 

It is apparent, I think, even on his j!.lexander'~ own showing, 
that the mere comprasence of a finite e.~istent with the mind 
does not account for the mind's consciousness of that object 
(cp. ii. p . 90) . For notoriously a mind is all the while in 
a relation of togetherness with any ntDDber of things without 
being the least degree cognisant Qf th~ . And it turns out , 
in fact, that the togetherness mus~ be of such a nature that 
the one term is not merely a mind but a mind that is enjoying 
its act o~ contemplating the object, and the o·.;her tenn is not 
merely something along with the mental te!Tl in Space-Time but 
"what in relation to that enjoyment is a contemplated object" 
(ii . p. 87) . . . . If, then, knowing i..~volves that the one term 
is an act of contemplating and the other term is something con­
templated, how can it be legitimate to refuse to recognise as 
essentially belonging to the COE;nitive relations the concrete 
set of circumstances which the eituation comprises?37 

Hicks has raised a serious objec~ion, one which calls the legitimacy and 

scope of Alexander's realism into question . For if the reality of the 

physical object is to be secured, then that reality must be granted inde-

pendently of the relationship of the physic&l object to a mind which con -

templates it . 

Alexander's realism, insofar as it is relative (if not representa-

tional ) realism, seems to be rnitigated. We call it relative realism here, 
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for although Professor Alexander has secured a real place in the spatio-

temporal reality-scheme for the objects of perception, knowledge of those 

objects remains dependent upon the empirical method, founded on the 

receptivity of the enjoying mind to the various (shall we call them 

capricious? ) presentations of the contemplatible object . Our author's 

realism is not quite as thorough-going as he himself might contend. But 

realism it remains . 

We are not quite content, th~refore, with the objection raised by 

G. F. Stout that Alexander has mistaken two kinds of existence for t wo 

38 
kinds of lalowledge . The distinction between contemplation and enjoyment 

is not a disjuncti on, but a convenience, that "contemplation" may be used 

univocally, and not be ass igned to the mind's knowledge of itself . 

It is this peculiarity of mind, that it enjoys and doe= not con­
template i t self , whi ch conceals f r om us if we du not keep care­
ful guard against prepos~essions, the experienced fact that a 
c01'11Tlon world unites us both-- the one, the thing contemplated; the 
other , the thing enjoyed . We still imagine a mintl which contem­
plates both and may be thought to be the source not merely of its 
knowing of things, but even of their existence .39 

In point of fact, mor eover, Alexander specificall..v states that the exist-

ence of mind is qualitatively different from the existence of the physical 

Lo Ll . d . objects that it contemplates . As w~ have already noted, mll1 is more 

perfect tha~ tables, chairs, circles, squares, dogs, and cats, and the 

~ther objects that it CE¥J contempla~e.42 But mind end its objects share 

equally in reality. 

Alexander swmnarizes his epistemology bes~ : 

Berkeley said that you have only to open your e"Jes, and you will 
see that to be is to be perceived. Bury yourself', we say, in 
the fact of experiencing an object like a table, feel yourself' 
into the whole situation, and you will realize that this situation 
is ~he com?r-es~nce of two things of wl\ich one, the act of mind, 



enjoys itself and, in the act of enjoying itself, contem­
plates the other . To be aware of a thing is to be caught in 
the common web of the universe, to be an existence alongside 
the other existences; peculiar in so far as this empirical 

12. 

character of awareness is distinctive of a certain order of 43 existence, but otherwise not peculiar, at least for metaphysics . 

Alexander's poetic affirmation that the relationship of mind to the objects 

of its lmowledge is nowise metaphysically peculiar is, in the words of 

Professor Stiernotte, 11an extreme position . . . in which he seems to 

find f"O difference betv.een our compresence with physical things and the 

compresence of physictl things with one another . 1144 ~ Stiernotte finds 

objectionable or extreme this simplicity and universality of 11the Jmowl­

edge relation ~hich] has no special dignity or pe:culia.r"!.ty"45 

is hard to determine . We take it as crucial to Alexande::-'s realism as 

the second and more important affirmation of his realism. First, his 

system is realistic because it neither charges mind with special reali ty 

nor denigrates matter to mere appearance or the creation of mind. Now, 

we discover his system is exponentially realistic insofar as i~ does not 

elevate knowledge to an undue position of superior dignity. Instead, 

Alexander recognizes that "there is nothing in the compresence between 

the mLnd and its object to distinguish the relation from the compresence 

between any two objects which it contemplates, like the tree and the 

46 
grass . 11 Knowledge is a special case of the relation of compresence, and 

ii we find it more dignified than othgr instances of compresence, it i~ 

only because of the arrogance of mind by which we, as self-conscious con-

templating entities, assign to ourselves superior reality. 

"l'tv consciousness of a physical object," Alexander informs us 1 

is only a particular case of the universal compresence cf 
finites. . . . Of two compresent things A and B} let A 
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be a mind, and suppose ooth to be contemplated by a being higher 
than mind. For such a superior being (say God l they would be 
separate things, and if A is perceiving B, he Ltbe superior being] 
wou l d see in this nothing but a state of things in which B stirs 
A to a conscious action and A becomes conscious of B, but B does 
not owe its character as B to its being perceived by A. Now con­
sider A himself. He would be for himself only an enjoyer and 8 
woul d be contemplated . But the fact is W1al tered. It is still 
the fact that B is compresent With A, B is experienced because A 
i s experiencing. 

4
But that does not make B any less a-distinct 

existence from A. 7 

Here we l earn that t.he ''extreme 11 view of compresence which seemed to trouble 

Stiernotte is inseparable from the realism which Alexander mai.,tains . It 

is precisely because mind and matt~r share equally in reality that the 

relation of compresence tetween t hem and tha compresence of any two con­

terriplated objects "are so far forth as togetherness is concerned identical. 1148 

All compresences of finite existents, then, are met aphysically identi-

cal, equally real. But Alexande~ does acknowledge a characteristic differ-

ence between a mind's compresence with a tree and a tree's compresence 

with grass. That difference is 11not in the nature of the relation, but. 

of the te!"ms related . ,,49 An objective observeii, a :1i gher being, would 

j udge all relations of compresence to be identical with respect to rel.a-

tionship (i.e . , sir.irle togetherness) and diffe1ent only with =espect to 

the terms related. Knowledge , therefore, derives not from a special or 

unique relationship, but from a commor_ feature of existence, 11the simplest 

of all relations , the mere togetherness of t wo terms, their belonging together 

to a world. ,po 
We come to know t hings as they reveal themselves to us in the rel ation 

of compresence , in our :intercourse with the world. 51 But our knowledge 

of thL~gs is not a peculiar or exalted type of relationship. It is fund.a-

mental to the 11...~ites of the world . Such an epistemology- which Alexander 



enunciates stresses- -and for our purposes this is the most important point--

11the integrity of the independent object a'1d its qualities. 1152 That 

integrity is the foundation of Alexander's realism. It is fundamental of 

his philosophy . 

E. Cosmology: the u."lion of Space and Time 

Alexander begins the main body of his extensive metaphysical t r act , 

Space, Ti.me and Deity, with a consideration of Space and Ti.me whi ch 

stiernotte regards as "the ultimate metaphysical realities.SJ in Alexander' s 

system . We have knowledge of Space and Ti.me, not through any kind of 

sensation, but through an apprehension which Alexander tells us is intui­

tion . 5h Space, for example, cannot be known b-f s~nsation for it is not , 

according to Professor John Laird, "an assembl<:,ge of crude per ceptual 

data. 1155 Similarly, Laird continues in his interpretation of Alexander, 

Space is also not an "inference frol'l such data . Ch the contrary, it is 

ascertained by a unique sort of apprehension that is present in perception 

although it does not exhaus t that process . 1156 

Th.:.~ough that intuition Alexander discovers what Stiernotte calls 

11the characteristic and fWldamental feature of' Alexander's [cosmological) 

system, 1157 the recognition that Space and Time are indissolt..bly united, 

that. "they are interdependent, so that there neither is Space without 

Ti.me nor 1'1.me without Space, ·any more than life exists without a body or 

a body without life; that Space is in its very nature temporal and Ti.me 

spatial. 11>8 Appealing to a somewhat similar analogical method,59Alexander 

argues elsewhere that like a work o.f art , a fusion of spirit and matter, 

Space and Time are fused, one element corresponding to matter and another 
60 +;o mind . The world must not be regarded as merely three- dimensional, 
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61 
because Time, insofar as it enters "into the very constitution of things , " 

requires us to r egard ~he world as four- dimensional . 

Space, Alexander infonns us , is essentially necessary to Time, for 

the apparent continuity of Time would become nothing more tha..~ a ser ies 

of vanishing instants were there no Space to be the continuous el ement in 

Tima 1 s progression, or, more rightly, in Space-Time . Space provides Ti.me 

with its continuum, and thereby guarantees 11 the togetherness of past and 
62 

present, of earlier and later. u Similarly, Time must be indissolubl y 

wedded to Space, or Space becomes a mere blank, 

without distinguishable elements, ••• not a continuum at all . 
• • • There must therefore be som~ fonn of existence , some 
entity not itseli spatial which distinguishes and separates the 
parts of Space. This other fonn of existence is Time. 03 

We s-ee that Space and Time must be united if ei ther is to preserve i ts 

character. Time without Space is discontinuous; Space without Time is un-

different iated. 

The union of Space and Time requires us to realize that Space- Time, 

in its parts , is equally unified. Every instant of Time has a spatial 

position and every spati al point has a temporal position, so that 11 there 

are no such things as poin~s or instants by themselves . There a r e only 

point- instants or pure events . 1164 Space- Time becomes a combination of 

the static and the dynamic .
65 

Spaceless instants, timeless poinLs , Space-

les~ Ti.me and Timeless Space have no real existence but are "abstractions 

from Space-Time. • • • The real existence is Space- Time, the conti nuum 

66 
of point- instants o:- pure events. 11 

Alexander has advanced a novel posit ion, for while the union of 

Space and Time was not new t o mathematics and physics , it was new to 
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metaphysics . 

Minkowski had suggested as early as 1908 that our description of 
physical events must be four- dimensi onal , i.e. , in tenns of 
space-time. The same idea has been elaborated in the theory of 
r el ativity. But what for Minkowski and Einstein is a descrip­
tive device becomes fo r Alexander a metaphysiciil postula te . • • • 
No doubt exists in Aiexander' s mind that the abstract concepts 
of mathematics are at~ributable to the real world. They are not 
f or him, as for Henri Poinca~, pragmatic conventions contributed 
by the human mind and r el ative to the needs of description. • • • 
They are legisl ati ve to reality, and constituti ve of reality. 67 

Others came to the same conclusions as Alexander throu_gh physi-::s , but 

Alexander developed his conception of the unity of Space and Time by Iiiet.a• 

68 
physics on speculative gr ounds . MoreoYer , Alexander has not blindly 

followed the lead of physics and mathematics , but ha:; taken t heir sugges-
69 

tion and transferred it, adding bis own creativity, to metaµhysics . His 

argument may be grounded in relativity, but it extends beyond the special 
70 

sci ences. 

For wnlle Minkowski regards Ti.me simply as a fourth dimensi on, 

added to the 'three of Space , yielding a .four- dimen:;ional Space-Time , 

Alexander does somewhat more with Time than superadd it to Space. Whil e 

in other works he regards Time as a f ourth dimension , 
71 

in Space, Ti.me and 

Deity he is careful to regard Time more critically and discovers a 11corre -

lation between the three dimensions of space and ~he three empirically 

ascertainable char acteristics of time succession, irreversibility and 

t r ansi tiveness. 1172 This is not to say that Alexander regards Time as 

three- dimensional . Rather, ne tells us that 

Time does with its one- dimensional order cover and embrace the 
three dimensions of Space, and is not additional to them • • •• 
Metaphysically, (though perhaps mathematically) , it is not 
t herefore. a fourth dimension in the universe , but r epeats the 
other three.73 
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It is not within the scope of this work to develop the co~relation between 

the characteristics of Time and the dimensions of Space. It is suff'ieient 

to note that Space and Time are so intimately related that the one may 

depend for its nature upon the other. 

But while Space and Ti.me are equally real partners of the one unity 

of Space- Time, Alexander does at tach a certain preeminence to Time, which 

preeminence we shall regard part.ially here and par tially in the next sec-
74 

tion of this chapter. 
75 

Everything real is subordinate to Time, al"!.d 

"Space must be regarded as generated in Ti.me , or, if the expression be 

preferred , by Time. For Time is the source of movement, ?' and 11Space-

Time is a system of motions. 1176 Alexander here does not mean t o say that 

s tatic points move among the other points in Space, but that points move 

t.hrough Time, changing their time- coefficients with the successi veness of 

Time . Points acquire different time values, and in this sense we may 

regarc the universe of point-instants as being ir. motion . Clearly, then, 

Space- Time is a combination of ~~e stat ic (poir.ts) with the ccynamic 

(instants). We have, however, a jaundiced view, conditicned both by our 

ability to remain at relative rest ir. Space arri our i nability to r emain 

at rest in Time . A ere a ture which did not move in Ti.me but in Space 

(impossible or unreal in Alexander' s metaphysics) might have a view of 

Space-Ti.Jne as a combination of the static (instants) with the dynamic 

(points) . S~ill , such a CI"?a~ure would see the universe of Space-Time 

as a system of motion. 

For Alexander takes Time seriously, as his fond expression goes, 

and 11 this means that he considers Time i n its irreversibility, its 
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77 
continuity, and its succession," a 'l'i.me ldlich is ever generating move-

ment in Space-Time . .And time-coefficients cannot be removed from space-

78 coefficients, pure avent.s being simple entities, requiring for their 

reality both their spatial and temporal localizations. "Total Space- Time 

is through and through historical because Space is occupied by Time of 

various dates and in no instances can these various de.tes be ignored. 11
79 

The historicity of Space-Time derives from the motion of Time 

through points, or rather, of Space- Time through point-instants. "In this 

way we conceive of growth in Ti.Me, or the history of the Universe as a 

whole, or any part of it, as a continuous redistribution of instants of 

Time among points of Space. 1180 Alexander calls s uch displacements of 

ir.stants of 'l'i.me over points of Space "lines of advance" a difficult 

notion to conceive in which "points become different point-instants and 

t t b al d ·rr t · t · t t 81 Prof St. •t ins an s ecome so .l. eren po111 -111s an s . " essor i.erno .. e 

has provided us with a helpful diagram which we reproduce here. It repre-

sents a concrete pictur e by which we may understar..d the distribution of 

Time over points and Space over instants. '!be observer stands at the 

present, at o. L 

r 
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As we picture the advance of Time by movement of t.he line of the 
present LM from time t 0 to time t 1 , the time- coefficients are 
redistributed since all the points in the past have now become 
older by one unit , and all the points in the future have decreased 
in temporal distance from the present by one unit. The irreversi ­
ble flow of Time implies this constant redistribution of instants 
among points and points among instants . But it is impo~ant to 
note that every point has its instant and every instant has its 
point. We may imagine the point-instants multipli ed to i nfinity 
in the Past and in the Future, as s hown on the diagr am and in 
t his infinite multiplication of points atxi instants, it sti ll 
remains true that every point has its instant or time- coefficient 
and every time- coefficient has its point . 82 

In the diagram we note , for example .• that on line (A1 t _3, A2t 4 , • , , , 

A1t3) the point A moves through Time by virtue of the redistribution of 

instants. Moreover, line (A1t- 31 B1t- 3, C1t. 3) is indicative of a red.is-

tribution of points of Space over the instant t _3• In this sense we may 

understand how Space is t emporal and Ti.me spatial and how a line of ad-

vance represents motion ( or change or coefficients) in Space-Time. 

Note also that we may unders t and how "space at. any HOment is full 
BJ 

of memory and expectation, " for the present, line TM (A4t0 , B4t0 1 C4t0 ) 

or, more simply, one point- instant in the present. (A4to1 for example) is 

composed of the continuous element, A, that advances from past to future, 

f r om t _3 to t 3 in our diagram. In this "1ay Alexander affi.:nns the reality 

of past and future, asberting that botr. past and future really exist , so 

long as existence i s nJt understood rigidly and wrongly to mean present 

existence . 

If we avoid this error and take time seriously, the past possesses 
such reality as belongs to the past, t hat is, to what is earlier 
than the point of reference; it does not exist now but it did 
exist then , and its reality is to have existed then. As to the 
later or the future, there is ~t bottom no greater difficulty in 
speaking of the future as being real and existing real l y than 
there is in respect of the real existence of the past. 84 
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A dispassionate appraisal of Ti.me, perhaps the appraisal of the matbe-

matician, regards the distincticn bet~een future and past as nothing more 

than the distinction i:> etflleen "+" and 11- . 11 A difference of sign is no 

essential difference . 

I f the universe is to be regarded as continuous, then we should 

recognize that "at any cne moment the universe i s tbe whole of i ts parte 

which happen to e:xist at that moment . But. the uni.ve rse at one moment is 

merely a section of the universe of Space- Time extending to tbe inf'inite 

past and also to the infinite future. 1185 A view of a section of the uni-

verse is not a view of the universe in its totality. It is a narrew view. 

According to Alexander, we would more rightly view the universe not at a 

single instant but should recognize our instant as a dividing point, seg-

menting the universe into earlier and later, each of which is equally 

reai.86 Moreover, some events of an earlier time- coefficient, events at 

distant stars , for example , are observPd in the present while possessing 
87 

tbe reality of the past. Our perspective of Spa~e-Time i s therefore a 

view of the universe , of different points occupied by various instants 

and diffe:rent instants occupying different points . "Nm.i , 11 naively under-

stood, is an arrogance _of t.he observer. 11 Now," when we take time seriously, 

is a compilation of instants distribuLed over Space. 

If it appears that we have been representing Alexander as holding 

Space-Time to be a category of existence, we should clarify the matter 

now. Space-Time is the "ultimate reality, the basic matrix of all things . 1188 

Space-Time is neither a category, nor a substance, "but it is the stuff 

of substances •1189 As Stiernotte understands Alexander , "all existents are 
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not merely immersed in the fullness of Space-Time, but are made of it. 

. . . A.11 existents from the simplest electron or prot on to the most 

complex, man hilllself , are cor.figura tions of Space- Time, complexities of 
90 

Space- Time . " Metz enlar ges on this view, understanding Alexander t o 

nean that Space-Time is the "logical presuppositi on" of all existents , a 

91 
sort of 11 framework of the worlci. 11 Alexanier himself would concur with 

those physicists who declar e Space- Time to be a quasi-physical entity 

from which the uni.verse if made. 92 
In a like manner Sir Arthur Eddingt on 

?J regards finite existent s as contours or singularities of Space. 

Although quasi-physical , Spa~e -Time should not. be regarded as 

finit;e , for we have come to know by experience that Space- Time i s infi-

nite. Bach finite space which we encounter is part of a wider space, all 

94 
of which are part of self- contained infinite Space . Alexander takes 

the infinity of t.he universe tc be an empirical fact, and one which we 

can gather i'rom mathemati cs . 

Now the mathematician means by an infinit e whole that which 
cont a ins within itself, as a part, some thing which can be 
obtained from it by a process in which all it& various ele-
ments are represented or transfonned. I will illustrate this 
abst ract and abstruse statement by the simplest case of i n­
finity we have--the ~stem of numbers , 1 , 2, J , 4, 5, 6J e~c. 
Thl.s system i s not infinite merP.ly beca.•.ise we can never get to 
the end of it, but for quite a different reason. Perfonn on 
each number of the system an operation. • • • Double each 
number; the r esulting infinite series, 2, L, 6 , SJ etc. , is 
already contained in the original . An infinite thus is not 
merely a magnified f initude. On the contrary, tbe finite is 
just that which, when an operat i on is per formed on its members 
l ike that , described above , yields, as a rest.;l. t , something vbicb 
is not contained in the original . Take the f inite series 1, 2, 
3, 4, 5. Doubl e each number; we have 2, 4, 6, 8, 10; and some 
of these numbers do not fonn part of the original , and by no 
operation can you get a result entirely contained in the origi nal. 



This simple but illuminating conception shows us t hat finitude 
is thus a defective infinitude.95 

In Guch a way ~he universe is fini~e , not as a fine grown bigi but as 

a self- contained whole of iniinite parts, as well . How this infinite 

matrix relates t o the finites within i t. becomes new the subject of our 

ciiscussion. 

c. CoSlllogocy: a fonnula for Space-Time 

It follows that 11 the tmiverse mlzy be expressed without remainder 
96 

in t enns of Space-Time." We have now to detennine how the undiffer-

entiated universe of Space~Time is resolved into the physical qualities 

and configurations which are the empirical finites known to man. We 

recall ~hat Alexander holds Space to be "generated in ••• or by Time,u97 

98 
sc that 11 Space may • • • be imaged as tbe trail of I'ime." Time, we 

will discover now, is preeminent over Space as ''an efficient Agent 

99 
• •• , conceived as the principle of motion and change, " which acts 

on the finites of the universe. Where Platonic and standard theis t i c 

philosophy ragard Time as a creature, Alexander ascribes creativity to 
100 

Time, so that the "infinite which is Space-Time •• ~ is not a creator 
101 

but is subject to the ongoing creat.ive process which is Ti.roe. " Erich 
,. 

Frank interprets Al exander's notion of Ti.me as an "elan vital of the uni-

102 
verse , '' for A.lexan:ier speaks of J.lha.Ses of existence within the uni-

10) 
verse passi?l; into each other with motion in Time. Moreover, Space-

Time possesses potentiality , discharged as v-arious kinds of existents 
104 

unfol d wit.h the passage of Time. 

S~iernotte, unde~standing Alexat:rier1 s ~ie• of Space-l'ime as a 
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universal matrix , comments that 

Space- Time i s a creative ~sic l being, a matrix containing whirl­
pools of motion , g roups o mot'ion within t he fill i te elements of 
space and time , hut sustained by t he all -encompassing total Space­
Time and intimately connected with it. These structures of mi::>ti on 
are not all alike, obviously. They vary f r om the simple "lines o!' 
advance" among too point-instants in prY11ordial Space-Time to the 
complex motions associat ed with mind.10~ 

By a mysterious p rocess t here emerge, from these whirlpools of mot.ion 

within Space- Time, qualities, the finites of empirical existence . 1o6 Time 

is creative, for it is the principle of motion, the ultimate creative 

agent of finite existents. 

To comprehend the creat ion of the world is nc simple task , 

Alexander admits, and it is a frequent habit of mind t o attribute such 

creation to a purposeful mind: 

The creations we know are finite predicates of nature or manu­
f act ure of art. But when we a sk oursel ves about the creation 
of the worl d we stumble , because we carry these pictures about 
with us and we tey to interpret by their help what is beyond the 
reach of pictures. 1llus because f c,r us a statue or a picture 
or a scientific theory or a steam engine is brought i nto being 
by a mind or spirit operating upon matter , or ~ great and beauti­
ful fancy comes or seems t o come out of our minds, we imagin~ a 
spirit which is an indefinite enlargement of ours, which educes 
the world from we krow not where by the fia t of his will . Strictly 
speaking, we cannot ask of the whole how it came into being, for 
all these c onceptions, coming into being, production, causation, 
willing , decrees , belong to the parts of the world and not to the 
world as a whole .107 

I nitial cosmic creat ion, then , is beyond man's knowledge, and questions 
108 

of the c r eation of Space-Time are futile quest.ions, creation rightly 

belonging only to t he empirical f i nites of tihe universe. ·ro speak of 

the g enesis of the world is to t raffic in the unknown and unknowable. 

Stil l more, it i s to bow to a misleading habi t of mind. 

At best, we can speak of the whole of t he universe as self-created , 
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tbe cause of itself, and therefore U."lCrea~ed. Still , the universe is 

109 
creative and accordingly must cont ain "some principle or character" of 

creation, manifested in the growth of crystals, f or example. Though crea-

tion appears to b e without purpose, the creati on of purposive finites 

apparently- gives purpose to the _uni.verse it.self . uo By its creative power 

the univers e gives birth to a "whole hierarchy of things , 11 ranging from 

"what appears as mechanical action at one end, 11 t c "true purpose at the 

ill 
other. 11 For t he univer~e i s in process , and it is also, therefore, 

in progress , progress that is guaranteed by t.he 1thistor icity of thi ':"tgs , 11 

112 
and based upon the "restlessness of Time." The restlessness of Ti.me 

became a progressive nisus , and the form thatih.is nisus had 
taken was open to observation ia co111mon life and in the 
sciences • • • [as] cosmic and metapb~sical evolution • • • 
of the "emergeff' type • •• , each (!volutionari} stage • 
novel in kind. 3 

The same i.Jllpulse which produce s science and art are unified in the nisus 

of the universe: we observe the tena.ency of all things to progress. 

"The power of Time to create new existent s become :> in the artis t the cre ­

llL 
ative urge to produoo a work of a.rt . 11 On a p rimary lev-el Space - Time 

is the gr ound of all development, and from the motion of Space- T:i.Jne , "Ti.me 

sweeps out into Space ever more compl ex configurations of finite exist-
115 

ence . " Alexander takes Time seriously; he has an historical conception 

of nature , and that conception compels him to view the world as self-

116 
created. ''Novelty is of the essence of history and so it is of the 

world of things . Every event is! considered strictly, new; there is in 
117 

particular an 1 emergence' of novel characters in things ." 

Elme~genee is tbe process vhe=-eby new finites come into being. 'lhey 
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are pieces of Space-Time, fonned of t he primordial matrix , b'd ex-

119 
actly how suet novelties emerge Alexander cannot expl ain. Bertran 

120 
Brettschneider regards it as a weakness that Alexander seeks to de -

121 
scribe emergence rather than expl ain it . Neverthel ess, he i s sure 

that things do come into existence in Time , the finites of the worl d we 

know developing f r om the spatio- temporsl matrix which of its own pos-

sesses only the quality of moti on. New qualities rise out of new compl ex-

ities , new levels of existence emerging from lower levels as new colloca-

tions or constell ations of motion subvene upon the lower level. From a 

l ower level eme r ges a next higher l evel with a new qual ity, different in 

kind from the quality immediat9ly below. That new quality is 

distinctive pf the hi,gl:lier compl ex. The 4uality and the con­
stellation L of motion~ to which it belo~s a re at once 
new and expressibl e without r esidue i n tenns of the process 
proper to the l e vel from 'Which they emerge. 122 

Professor Laird objects to Alexander' s notion that a universe in 

process must be, as well, a universe in p~ogres. "If we accept the 

premise (which I am personally unable to reject) ," L?ird states, 

that process belongs to the marr ow of all existence, !.ncludi~ 
God ' s , we might boggle at thP furtber premise that process must 
be p rogr ess , and again at the gloss that such progress is quit e 
clear ly and specifi cally along the emergent ladder of t he nisus . 
If Space-Time in its early career was a fluid ~.e ., changiili 
sub-material magna the emergence of materiality would seem to be 
a universal cosmic step. But what. of "life?" According to many 
• • • "l ife" does not differ in kind from the non-living chemical 
configurations. There is no such rung on the ladder. 12J 

The objection simpl y stsued is this : how can we know that the emergenc~ 

of life is a progressive step beyond the emergence of chemical pr oceGs? 

If ~ife is not different in kind from the level putatively bel ow it, 
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then life represents merely a variety of chemical process. But Alexan-

der may retort that surely life is not different in kind, i'or li.fe and 

chemical processes are both finite pb,ysical entities. Notwithstanding 

that s"imilarity, life differs in complexity and organization and repre-

sents a progressive step in that regard. It differs "in kind" only 

where "kind" means "quality" and "quality" is reducible to "complexity." 

Increase in complexity is the source of progress in the emergence 

of finites in the tmiverse. The infinite world of primordial Space­

Time, which has no quality other than that of motion, "breaks up, 11124 

•of its own nature, 11125 "into parts held together within the stuff of 

the world which I must call the one stuff. 11126 The infinite Space-

Time gives birth to finite emergents, which, on the primary level, beyond 

that of primordial Space-Time, are "simple motions of different veloci­

ties or intensities of motion and different extents of it.11127 'l'he 

interaction of Space and Time with one another causes the emergence of 

finites . 

Time and Space, either of them, creates differences in the 
other or breaks it up. But in a special sense Time is ·t.he 
author of finitude, for 1t is the transition intrinsic to 
Time which in the first place makes motion possible, and 
secondly provides for the ceaseless rearrangements in Space 
through which groupings of motion are possible.128 

The p':"Ocess of emergence continues beyond the first breaking of l.nfinite 

primo:rdial Space- Time into finites, so that the matrix 0 generates into 

the ini'inite variety of things in all their grades of developnent. 11129 
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But Space-Time, because it is infinite, is not used up in the process. 

John W. McCartl:13 characterizes Alexander's view of creation or 

emergence as Platonic: 

When a new class of .firiites is created a previous unity is 
shatte'red. Apparently, too, it is always a class and not an 
individual which is born. And the great original keeps for­
ever cracking up and exploding into ever more pluralistic fonns 
as the creative process goes on. Creation, in this sense, is 
similar to t?~ descent of the ideal forms into a world of 
concretions. O 

But the shattering of Space- Time is not exactly the "descent of the ideal'' 

into the concrete world . It might be better to represent Alexander's 

view as an a.scent toward an ideal, but that ideal should not be regarded 

as a pattern of the universe. 

Elnergence continues beyond the appearance of variety of motion, 

giving birth to a hierarchy of qualities, 11a series of finites growing 

in complexi.ty,"131 differing from one cinother in their degree of complexity 

and organization. The process is altogether naturf.1, 

Material things have certain motions of their own which carry 
the quality of materials . In the presence of light they are 
endowed with the secondary quality of color. Physical and 
chemical processes of ? certain complexity have the quality of 
life. The new quality of life emerges with this constellation 
of such processes , and therefore life is a p}\ysico-chemical 
complex and is not merely physical and chemical, .for these terms 
do not sufficiently characterise the new complex which in the 
course and order of time has been generated out of them. • • • 
The higher quality emerges from the lower level of existence 
and bas its roots therein, but it emerges therefrom, and it does 
not belong t o tnat lower level , but constitutes its possessor 
a new order of existent with its special laws of behaviour. 132 

Each level of finite existent bears its own "characteristic empirical 

qutlit'" n133 Mind is the highest level of emergence known to man and 

Jlexander calls the next higher empirical quality beyond the highest 
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known "deity. 11134 Aleo, note that Alexander regards increasing compl exity 

of the emergents as increasing perfeetion , but not as increasing reality. 

The higher levels are mors perfec t than the lower levels from which they 

emerged, as mind is more perfect than matter , but the reality of the l ower 

l evels on which the higher levels are built is in no way impu.gned . 135 In 

fact , since the higher level is dependent on the lower level for its 

existence, the lower level1 s :-eality is preserved in the higher level. 'We 

noted, for example, that life, although it is not merely physical and 

chemical is also a physico- chemical process with greater complexity than 

mere physico- chemical processes. 

A hierarchy of qualities is 

the cardinal doctrine of emergent evolution , the theory that 
natur e is stratified, for a t critical points in the history of 
natur e , a new quality 4.!"ises , such as 1 1

1 and the existent pre­
viously cha racterised by 1 processes and the corr elated quality, 
is now characterised by both l and 1 1 , and the existent is now 
on level L1 • 'lhe existent on this l evel may emerge on a higher 
level L' I through t he addition of a higher qualit y L' 1 r sic ] 
which now characterizes the existent in question. But i~ is t o 
be noted ihat the quality l'' i n no sense destroys qualities 1 
and 1 1 so that the object-- no less than nature-- is stratified 
along these qualities .136 

The higher emergant preserves and grows out of the lower, 137 and, 

as John Elof Boodin observes , 11the future somehow is an out.gr owth of the 

past and tr.ere.fore t be order of the past cannot be indifferent t o it. 11138 

Alexander would say that the view of emergence which he and Boodin s hare 

t akes Time seriously for it recognizes that the universe is historical 

139 
t.hrough and through. Within the historical universe we observe the 

development of the hierarchy of qualities . 

'lhese levels are, in Alexander's system, first the level of 
Space- Time itself during 'the part of history which lies befor e 
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any qualitied emergents have arisen; the level of ma~ter; the 
l evel of physico-chemical changes including the simplest chemi­
cal change as well as the most complex reaction of highly 
organized molecules , such as th~ proteins; the l evel of life; 
the level of mind, and finally t.he level of deity, which is the 
quality next in order of emergenca and complexity to that of 
mind. Each level is characterized by its specific quality, and 
the quality is not merely aeded but depends upon the complexity 
••• of the lower levels.I 0 

But Professor Laird objects to Alexander 's doctrine of emergence 

within the historicity of things . He admits himself unable to detennine 

anywhere from Alexander's own writings what might be meant by "higher'' 
lW. 

in the hierarchy of emergent evobtion. Laird himself suggests a 

solution to this problem: 

We should have to say that 11h1.gher1t means whatever is common to 
the superiority of life over 1!1.atter and of mind over life. But 
what is it that is common to these? '!he answer, so far as I can 
see, would have to be given in tenns very similar t o Herbert 
Spencer' s "definite coherent hete r ogeneity. 11 It would be an 
affair of efficient compleJtity, somewhat darkened by the reflec­
tion [sic] that each rung in the ladder differed in kind from 
its predecessor. 1L2 

Laird1 s suggestion aJT1ounts to the starrlard interpt'{?tation of Alexander 

that being higher within the hierarchy of actual finite emergents amounts 

to being greater in integrated compl exity than the :immediately pr eceding 

level. This greater integ~ated complexity, ho'W'l?ver, is also new simplicity. 

The new c reation inherits ~he a.;cient w'7s out of which it grows, 
but it simplifies the old complexity. {Jn the historical develop­
ment of democracy, for ex~le,J there was a chaos of conflict­
ing forces ; men 1 s minds were groping confusedly in a tangle of 
divergent and intercrossing interests; there was a vast unrest; 
the old habits were lingering on though they had lost their con­
vincingness and bred dissatisfaction; experiment after experiment 
upon the traditional lines had failed. • • • Suddenly, at the 
bidding of some great single mind, or oftener perhaps of some 
conspiration of many minds , stirred to their depths with obscure 
foreboding of the future birth of time, and finely if still vague­
ly troubled • • • a light had arisen; the discordant elements fall 
into their places, and the complexity gives way to simpl.i~ ty. 
The synthesis is no mere ~econciliation; it is creative.lo) 
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144 
Whi le emergence seems puryosive, we take care not to press our analogy-

for we have seen that it might be inappropriate to look for an analogue 

t o "so1110 great single mind" in the historical development of the universe 

(if that mind be God) --and we observe in our comparison of social emer-

gence (revolution) with existential emergent evolution that the matte r of 

integration of complexity is vitally important. For "nature is • • • 

history of organic growth in which the new type is • at once more 

complex and more highly simplified. 11145 Professor Laird has not led us 

astray. 

A further feature of Alexander's emergent evolution is that it 

asc ribes in.finite potentiality t o Space-Time. "Space-Time in its intrin-

sic character of infinitude and continuity is not exhaus ted by any of its 

predicates.
11146 

At least , there is no justification or reason for the be-

lief that the infinitude of Space- Time has exhausted itself with the emer­

lh7 
gence of mind. Mind may be the highest empirical quality we know, but 

it is unnecessary to sup~ose that crea t ive Time woula cease with mind.
148 

If nature is historical , a growing nature which presents 'i1s with a series 

of finite existents in a hierarchy of qualities, then t here i s indeed no 

reason to expect that mind is the last possible emergent quality. The 

p rocess of emergence i tself suggests that it will not stop. Accordingly 

Alexander postulates a quality beyond mind and assigns it emergent poten­

t i al: that quality i s deity.
149 

The "hwnanization of man , " as Rabbi Jacob 

Kohn calls the emergence of mind 1 "would then prove only ~ of the e nds 

of the evolutionary process . nl50 

A number of objections may be brought agains t Alexander's view of 
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cosmogony. For example, Bishop Fulton J . Sheen voices the predictable 

Thomistic criticism: 

The acceptance of Professor Alexander ' s theory depends upon 
the rejection of two elementary laws of being: first, that 
there can never be movement without a thing that moves ; and 
secondly, that the greater can never come from t.he less .151 

Eishop Sheen is-troubled that Alexander understands Space- Time as i n motion 

of its own nature, without a mover to set it in motion. Secondarily, the 

entire doctrine of emergence requires the renunciation of causation as 

generally understood by the Thomists . But Sheen and Alexander clearly 

interpr et the da ta of experience somewhat differently. We doubt t hat 

Alexander would be especially moved by the Bishop•s objections. More-

over, we cannot help but suspect that Sneen's criticism is tendentious. 

His real objection seems to be that Alexander' s analogue to the prime 

mover is not the Being of Whom the Bishop would approve. 

But more serious objections to Alexander's metaphysics derive 

from t.'1e empirical sciences which be , himself, holds dea·:. The doctrine 

of emergence appears to be at odds with the common scientific view of a 

degecerating universe . McCarthy considers the problem •a grea t strain on 

[ 1 152 
his Alexander1 aj reasoning , " and Sti emotte finds IJean I:ige ' s criti-

153 
cisro a " forthrigbt. attack," that Alexander's system viol ates the second 

law of thermoczynamics. 

Inge' s objection is a mat'ter of physical law. We have a view of 
lSL 

the universe , he tells us, that suggests entropy, a "running dow like 
155 

a clock, " so that the unive~se , t aken as a whole, is passing from a 

state where energy is concentrated to a state whe re energy is evenly dis-
156 

tributed. 
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The Platonists hold that there is a niaus toward the spiritual 
life, unconscious in the organic world and partly conscious in 
all the varied forms of living creatures. It is extr emely 
doubtful whether such a nisus can be admitted as a general ll'lw 
of nature. The oo- called higher fonns •• • are superior, f rom 
the point of view of the evolutionists , only as long as the en­
vironment gives them a superior survival value. • • • And the 
time will almost certainly come when only the simpler and less 
differentiated fonns of life will survive, for a time, amid the 
rigours of a dying world . The triumphs of evolution, as we con­
sider them, will then vanish, ~d man will follow the dinosaurs 
and the dodo into extinction.157 

The criticism is significant, yet it is rx>t fatal to Alexander's meta-

physics of emergence. Sti ernotte cites the speculative astr~nomy of Fred 
158 

Hoyle which supports, but does not prove, Alexander ' s system. Hoyle 

(in a later and revised edition of his work , published after Stiernotte 1 s 

book) postulates atronomical princi ples which suggest a continuous crea-

159 tion of matter out of an interstellar gas of inexhaustible supply, an 

entity akin to Alexander ' s notion of primordial Space-Time as the matrix 

of all existence. The universe , as Hoyle understands it, is neither in 

decay nor in progressive growth , but is in equili~~ium; the availability 
160 

of matter~energy is a constant. William Pepperell Montague also lends 

support to Alexander. Montague declares that the second law of thermo• 

dynamics does seem all pervasive, that there is a "one-way tendency of 

energy to flow from the more concentrated, differentiated, and organized 
161 

conditions to the more ciissipated, more unifonn , and more random conditions. t1 

Nevertheless, we find "that life seems t.o violate the law, for "protopl asm 

presents us with concentratio~ rather than dissipation of energies, and 

with an i~crease of different.iat.icn and organization and thus with at 
162 

l eas t temporary and l ocal decreases oi' entropy. t1 

A. S . Eacu.ngton i s rigidly committed to the second law o! 
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163 
thermodynamics , yet his interpretat ion of entropy i s somewhat i n con-

sonance with Alexander' s forrr.ula of em&rgence . Eddington observes tha t 

with the movement or p rcgress of time t he degree of randomness in t he 

universe increases. As the random element increased: so does the chance 

that a "fortuitous concourse of a.toms, • • • a much prized rarity, 11164 

might come into exi stence, thennodynamica.l equilibrium, f or example, in 

1'hich entropy cannot occur as there is already a maximum of possible ran-

165 
domness . And it is Eddington•s i nterpl'etation of the second law of 

thermodynamics that the whole universe can potentially attain thermo­

dynamical equilibrium 11 at an infinitely remot_~ [i.talics min~ date in 
166 

the future , It The universe, as it were, is striving after such an 

equilibrium and as equilibrium approaches from the infinite future entr opy 

aod randomness increase . 
167 

Mor eover, the increase of randomness occasions greater chance 
168 

and time thereby takes on a dynamic quality which ir, irreversible. It 

is a dynamic quality which i s ingrained in hwnan reason .
169 

Deny it and 

Eddington issues this challenge: 

Show your good fai th by reversing the dynami~ quality of time 
(which you may freel y oo if it bas no importance i n Nature), 
and, just for a change , give us a picture of the universe pass­
ing from the more random to the less random state, each step 
showing a gradual victory of antichance over chance. If you 
a.-e a bi ol ogist , t each us how from Man and a myriad other prirn:i:­
tive forms of life , Nature in the course of ages achieved the 
sublimely simple structure of the a'!loeba. If you are an astrono­
mer , tell how waves of light hurry in from the depths of space 
and condense on to the stars ; how t he complex solar system un­
winds i tself into the eveness of a nebula.170 

The second law of thermodynamics holds ~rae, but Eddington sees it as no 

threat to the helief in the emergent evol ution of the universe . Rather, 
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he develops his own evolutionary system in which entropy, productive o! 

randomness and chance, of a "shuffling111nof the matrix , underwrites evo-

lutionary progress. 

Alexander ' s system is str ikingly simil ar. For "increase of random-

ness" in the one, r ead "increase of complexity" in the other. For "thenno-

dynamical equilibrium 1 at an infinitely remote date in the future , 111 sub-

stitute 11 deity." Mutatis mutandis , Alexander's metaphysics is rescued from 

Dean Inge ' s criti ci sm. 

Yet Inge raises another objection, one ~nich he consi ders mor e 

serious. He admits that evicence requires us to affinn the reality of 

evolutionary process in our experience of the universe . 

The theory cf evolution is legitirr,ate when appl ied to certain 
parts of the universe , soch as ihe recent history of the species 
to which fte happen to belong. To assume that this local and 
temporary phenomenon is t he f3rimary law of the macrccosm is the 
extreme of provincialism.172· 

The objection, simply stated, is t hat we 1i1ay discover by observation of 

the sector of the universe which we know that emergcr' ... evolution is indeed 

taking place . Nevertheless , we have not the righ~ to poFtulate emergent 

evolution as the law applicable tc Space-Time throughout the entire uni-

verse , both known ana unknown. 11 The l imited evidence of life on this 

planet is too weak to infer a similar evolutionary series for the universe 

with its millions of galaxies . 11173 Nevertheless , Alexander might (but 

does not) reply that ih~ pTinciple of relativity requires tt~ t those laws 

whi ch hold good for that perspective of Space-Time which we have must 

hold good for all of Space-Time in its entirety. "For the principle of 

relativity is simply a stat.ement that our local results do indeed have 
174 

universal validit.y . 11 
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Alexa.n~er reasons analogically from the portion of the universe 

of which ~e have direct knowledge to the whole of the universe . Explicitly 

and implicitly he declares an analogical principle in his work , and "tte 
175 

principle of analogy is basic to his entire philosophy. " We have seen 

already, for example, how Alexander declares that there is a nisus in the 

universe akin to the artistic impulse in man,176 
but the highest and most 

important use of analogy in Alexander's metaphys i cs is found in his decla-

ration of monism in Space-Time. In brief, as McCarthy sees it~ 

Time is the mind of Space. Materiality is the mind of matter. 
A secondary quality is the mind of certain primary motions . 
Life is the mind of an organic being . Thus every finite is 
c~nstruct~d on the basis of tf7~ metaphysical fonnula which we 
discover in ourselves • •• , 

that we ourselves are unions of body with mind . Alexarrler discovers the 

very principle of emergence by analogy , reasoning from what we do know of 

the world to what we do not know, even to levels beyond our own place in 

th h . h f . t ~ 1 ( 8 
e ierarc y o exis en~s . 

He wishes to be careful in the use of analogy i 11Now the use of 

analogy lies in its relevance; it misleads if it i~ not adapted to the 

179 
new situation in which it is employed. 11 But cautious though he be , 

Alexander specificallf reccr:mends t he use of analogy when t rying to dis-

cover the nature of lhf' universe. Great.ion of the universe , for example, 
180 

may be beyond our knowledge, but creation in art certainly is not . Art, 

as Alexan:ier underntands it, i s a "fusion of spirit and matter in finite 
181 

ingredients. " Similarly, in Space-Time, we find the same kind of 

fusion: 
182 

ttTime is, as it. were, the mind t o the body l;hieh is space . 11 

And,~1rther, reasoni ng from the union of body and mind which ve 
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find in living conscious man1 Alexa.OOer discovers that 11t.here neither is 

Space without TilTle nor Tim~ without Space; any more t.han life exists with­

out a body. 11183 The union of mind and bocy io man provides Alexander with 

184 
a "clue to the interpretation of the lower levels of existence," and 

with an insighl; into the nature of the totality of the universe .185 

Time as a whole and in its parts bears to Space as a whole and 
in its corresponding parts a relation analogous to the relation 
of mind to its equivalent bodily or nervous basis ; or to put t he 
matter shortly that Time is the mind of Space and Space the body 
of Time . According to this fonnula the 'WOrld as a whol e and each 
of its parts is built on the 'Tlodel with which we are familiar in 
ourselves as persons, that i& a union of mini and body, and in 
particular as a union of mini and brain. But as this may lead to 
the misapprehension t.'l<>t we are the standard and exemplar of things , 
the statement is bett er made in the r everse an:i t ruer fonn that we 
are examples of a pattern which is universal and is followed not 
only by things but by Space- Time itself. In any point- instant tbe 
instant is the mind or .soul of its point; in a group of points 
there is a mini of those points , which upon the p r imary level of 
Space- Time itself is the corresponding time of t.he complex. Quali­
ties will be seen to be the speciaJ form which on each successive 
level of existence the mind element assumes . • • • The relation 
of Time to Space is not absolutely identical with that of mind to 
its body ••• but analogous to it> or rather that whiIH

6
corre­

sponds to it under the simpler conditions of the case. 

Although Space and Time are equal partners of tlie universe , we see here 

that 1'i.me assumes a certain preeminent function, being the mind of Space-

187 
Time. But this does not give Time great.er reality than Space. Mind 

and matter are equally real ; if we apoly l;he analogy, Time and Space are 

equally real . 

For Alexander, man becomes the "pattern of all things rather than 

188 
the measure of all things ," as Professor Btiemotte put.s it. But we 

must exercise care not to regard man as a presc~iptive patterr.. He is a 

pattern only insofar as he participates in the universe of Spa ce- Time 

which is construct.ed in i ts totality and in i~s parts along the lines of 
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a mind- body monism. The pat.tern of the universe i:is not based on us, but 

rather • we exemplify the pattern of the universe. 11189 Moreover , ve 

should not understand the mind- body monism of Space- T'ilne too literally. 

Tc say that Time j.s the mind or soul of Space means r.bat Ti.me perfonns 

190 
toward Space 11 the office of soul to its equiv::Ll.ent body. 11 

The mind- body relat.ion of Time and Space is discoverable , as well, 

in the emergents from the wiiverse cf Space- rime . " Tne emer gent quality of 

a l evel appears • • • as the mind of this level , and the level itself as 
191 

the bodily stuff from which the new form emerges . 11 Rudol f Met z dis --

covers a problem with this understanding of emergence . E.'ve ry emergent in 

the hierarchy of existents may be viewed as a union of mind and body, in 

an analogical sense . 

Th:!re is , therefore , nothing aead in the universe , and we must 
view space- time itself as somehow animated and endowed with life. 
Alexand.er 1 ~ do~trine, therefore, ends in a panvitalism or pam­
psychism s icJ 1 which is sharply opposed to the str ictly empiri­
cal founda ion on which he profess~d to build his metaphysics . 
Although this speculation too is evidently insrired by upward­
looking ideas , it is plain that it inflicts & ~oortal woun:i upon 
the eme~eree doctrine . .for now the boundary between the two 
levels Lof mind and bod:[} is to a large extent obliterated and 
the frui tful thoughf9~f the emergent as the crea~ively new loses 
all its importance. 

As G. Dawee Hi cks understands the point, "mental process and neural 

process are not t wo but one 1
11193 and this makes questionable the 

degree to which the former might be called an emergent from the latter. 

If finite existents in Space- Time a re to be understood along the lines 

of mind- body monism ..-hi.ch Alexanaer conceives as the pattern of all ex-

istence, then to what degree can a new quality be consider ed creatively 

new, really novel 1 and mnergent from th: level to which it perfonns the 

office of mind? 
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Stiernot.te raises a further problem with Alexander' s application 

of the analogy of mim and bocy to Space- Time and all the emergents in it. 

Like Metz ' s objection, it is the problem of pa.opsychism. 

Can we be so cer-.ain that Space~Time itself and its parts are 
constituted on a union of body and mind? Can we assume that 
this general pattern pervades the universe and all its existents? 
If so , how shall we interpret the following questions? What 
is the mind of the earth? What is the mind of the solar system, 
of our galaxy of some .tens of billions of stars? Is the color 
of the star the mind of its atomic consti t uents? If a star bas 
no color~ such as the dark companion of Sirius, then just where 
is i ts 11mind11 ? The danger of applying "mind" t o inorganic ob­
jects leads to such a fantastic speculation as investing molecules 
with psychic qualities•-& str ange view. • • • It seems that the 
tenn "mind" may be taken only in a metaphorical or analogi-:al sense. l9L 

Frofessor ~tiernotte has wel l illustrated the danger in understanding 

Alexander too literally, as did Metz. Stiemotte' s conclusion that " ' mind' 

may be taken only in a metaphorical or analogical sense, " is precisely 

the point which Alexander makes . The formula for Space- Time as a mind-

195 
body union is merely ftmctional, not literal . It ·.s , .furthermore, in-

appropriate to inquire about t.he i':lind of the earth or the mind of the 

scl ar system , f o r every finite may be regarded as a union of body and 

mind only insofar as it is an emergent from a low.?r level and the locus 

of the anergence of a higher level. To speak of tbe earth as a whole, 

for example, is not to spea.~ 0£ a single- level emergent , but of a com-

posite creature , constituted of finites at several levels vi.thin the 

hierarchy. The earth itself, on Alexander's scheme , would have no mind. 

Only the basic finite existents which comprise the earth can be resolved 

into unions of body and mind , and this resolution ranains purely analogi-

cal and metaphorical. . 

" ' Mind ' here does not mean consciousness or thought, which is the 
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quality characteristic of the level ve call mind proper. It is 1 mind 1 in 

1.96 
an analogical sense, the charact eristic of a new qualitative synthesis ." 

Both Metz and Stiemotte, who suspect Alexander of panpsychism, require us 

to hold rigidly t.o a philistine conception of mind, whereas Alexander uses 

the tenn freely and figuratively. 

When we say that Time is the mind of Space, or that secondary 
qualities are the mind of extension, we do not mean a human 
mind. In fact , such a deliver ance would not constitute an 
analogy at all. What we mean is that a secondary quality per­
fonos the office of mind to extension. Ille mind of extensi~n 
constitutes a differ ent quality than our human mind. Simi­
larly, when we say that mind is a fonn of Time , we mean the 
mind is one of the evolutiona11 ~roducts of Ti.me, bu.t we are 
not identifying mind and 'fime . 9 

In point of fac t , Ti.me as the mind of Space- Time is not at all like the 
198 

human mind in quality, but is ''more and not. less elementary than ours." 

New emergent qualities in Space- Time, furtbennore , are mor e complicated 

than the level from which they emerge , just as mind is more complicated 

than lile. In this sense we rnean that the new qualicy "may be called 
199 

With proper caution" the mind of the lower level from which it emerged, 

for it perfoITlls to that level t he office of mind insofar as it is an 

emergent f r om that level. We must also exercise caution when ve call Time 
200 

the mind of Space, for Time is not ab emergent from Space . Space- Time 

is an indissoluble union. 

We see t.hat Alexander uses the p rinciple of analogy as a unifying 

201 
principle, for the union of matter and mind in man is one "example of 

a more fundamental cosmic plan which is Space with its •mind ' or •soul , ' 
202 

Time . " The pattern is applicable to all emergents in Space- Tllne , and 

Stiernotte understand8 its application as follows: 



Mind 
Body 

Time 
Space 

88 Secondary qualities 
Primary qualiti es 

as Qualitie~ of mind 
Qualities of life 

Instant 
Point 

as 

as 

as Pr inary qualities 
Element ary motion 
of primordial matrix 
of Space- Time 

~ualities expressive of life 
Secondary qualities 

Qrutlity of deity 
Quality of mind. 

All existents are ultimately complexi~ies of Space- Time, 
but t hroughout the hie rarcb;r from the lowest to highest 
level there is an aspect which pe rfo:nns to the level inl• 
llledia tely be low it tbe office of mind, 203 

D. Enipiri.cism and the a prior~ 
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ho. 

We have determined already that Alexander regards mind as a 

type of finite existence, having no greater or lesser r eality than other 

kinds of finit.e existents, al though it is qualitatively distinct from 

tre levels below it out of which it. emerge &. Alexander considers t his 

conclusion abou t the equal reality of mind and matter as fundamental tc 

the 11 empirical method in metaphysics . 11205 He considers his philosophical 

method as al.~~ether empirical , similar in style to the scientific method. 

Knowledge , as acquired in science , Alexander tells us, requires that we 

postulate a hierarchy of existent things according to which the world 

is historical , and out of which new and ever greater- - that is , more com-
206 

plex--exLstents eite?'ge . 

All of the assertions Alexander makes about the chara<.'ter of the 

world ef Space-Time are, according to his system, gr ounded in experience. 

To begin, the infinitude of Space- Time is an experienced fact, derived 

from the "perceptual datum • • • that each finite space i s part of a wider 
207 

or..e ~ " Moreover, the notion of an iniinite wo rld is in no way contr adicted 



by the data of experience. Indeed, tre data of experience, empirically 

gained knowledge , require that we consider Space-Time to be infir.i.te. 

The conception of an infinite world contains nothing which does 
not follow the lines of experience. The nisus in the world which 
drivee i t , because of Time, to the generation of fresh empirical 
qualities is a verifiable fact . Its extension from mind to deity 
is an application of anaJ ogy, but an analogy wr.ich is no more 
than an extension of what can be traced as existent already. 
But the notion depends undoubtedly on the hypothesis

8
whicb has 

inspired •• • our whole interpretation of things.20 

u. 

The very way we ceneeive the world requires that we recognize its infinity 

as being a matter of experience. 

Emergent qualities in Space- Time are empirical , too .
209 

They are 

presented to us in our intercourse with the world . Each successive level 
210 

in the hierarchy has its own "characteristic ~mpirical quality, 11 and 

211 
even the not- yet-emerged quality of deity is empirical , al though it is 

unknown.
212 

Every emergent is of greater quality than the level from 
21 ) 

which it emerged. We know this "as a matter of observed empirical fact. 11 

All original and fundamental knowledge of things comes to us in our deal.-
21ll 

ing with them, through practice , through experience , that is. Knowledge 

cf things is a matter of discovery of their rnalit.y1 and is not a matter 

of the mind's creation of the object of knowledge. 215 Even awareness of 

our own minds is a matter of experienced fact , deriving from our awareness 

f tal wh . h . h b . 216 o men processes ic occur in t e rain . 

But rather than iis~ examples of Al.exander1 s empiricism, ve prefer 

t o understand how he employs the empirical method in philosophy. By em-

pirical Alexander does not mean that his philosophy is sensationalistic. 

Indeed, the same realism which s~ripped mind of its pretensions to 

superior reality strips the senses of their unique cla:bn on experience. 



42. 

Specifically, by calling his mel.hod empiricism Alexander does not mean 

that an empirical philosophy is in some prerogative manner con­
ce rr.ed with sense experience. The senses have no privilege in 
experience) but that t.hey a re the means by which our minds 
through our bodies are affected !>y external objects. Sensations 
t hough integral parts of experience a re not the only ones . Thoughts 
are experienced as much as s ensations, and are vital to experience. 
• • • A philosophy which pursues an empirical method i s not neces­
sarily a sensati onal istic one. It deals with the actual world , 
but the p arts of it with which it deals empirically are non­
empirical parts of that actual world. The ~ntrast of thought and 
sense i s from this point of view i rreletant. 217 

Here Alexander makes an important distinction between empiricism, which 

he considers his system to be, a:id sensationalism, a more limited branch 

of empiricism wh i ch , Alexander would tell us, denies the reality of 

thoughts , considering them merely the products of mind and essentially 

i ncapable of being experie nced. Alexander, for reasons which will !:>ecome 

218 
apparent later in thi.s s ect.ion and again in a l ate r chapter, wishes to 

pr e serve the reality of unsensed data of experience . 

While he considers his method scientific in that it is empirical , 

he does not wish to assert that his philosophy is able to make predictions 

about emergence from data and hypotheses wi tb which exp43rience presents 

us . There is novelty in the emerging universe , and that novelty indicates 

that prediction is impossible. 219 New eme r gent qualities cannot b e pre-

220 
dieted, but 11 can only be known to him who experiences the111. 11 While 

Alexander' s system allows him to predict that new emergents will develop , 

t hei r character and quality is unpredictable . 

Thus to an observer in France in the eighteenth cent.ury it might 
have been plain that some revolution and reconstruction was in­
evitable. He might with sufficient knowledge have calculated 
beforehand the movements in mechanical, or even physiological , 
terms of all the actore . But he could not p r edict that these 
movements meant for the actors t he new idea of democratic freeaom 



LJ. 

He would onl.y2~dict i t s appearance i n fonns of movement or at 
most of l:ll e. 

That is, it might be possible, on the basis of empirical knowledge 1, t o 

predict new complexities or constellations of motion in Space-Time. But 

it is not possible to predict the new qualities which will emerge from 

222 
new compl exities. 

Bret tschneider consi ders this l imit a tion on predictabil ity to be 

a s evere pr oblem in Alexander' s metaphysics . Since we cannot predict the 

exact nature of new qualities which wil l arise out of new constellations 
223 

of motion, "no neces sity att aches to empirical predi ctions. 0 On t he 

basi~ of t he ell!pirical data he has acquired, Alexander has postulated a 

progressive, emerging universe . But, since p:-edictions and what they 

postulate are not necessary, 

it is not unreasonable that a case may oe made f or t he regressive­
ness of the universe. There is no necessity to the prediction of 
progres~iveness of the universe. From certain pers~~fltives what 
seems progressive may actually turn out regressi~e . 

Since Alexander cannot guarantee his predict ions with the certainty of the 

hypothesis-and- data-based expectations of the special sciences, his whole 

225 
emergent .!'onnula i s undermined. He has !lrovided no rul es for emergence, 

but only a description. Accordingly, ~J;.e system is weakened. It fails to 

adhere t o the empiricism upon which Al exander bases his cosmic view. The 

verf dcctrine of emergence, the heart of hi s system, mitigates his empiricism. 

It is equal ly limited by Alexander's notion of the categories, 
226 

the central core of his metaphysics , according to Metz . Philosophy is 

a science which deals with 11 cerlain ul ti.mate questions about. the nature 

0 1> thin::rs , "227 ~ .'b Alexande r tell~ us . Like the special sciences, philosophy 

i .3 empiricall y based arrl is empir ically oriented. But whil e the special 



sciences are concerned with "the empirical characters of various kinds of 
228 

existences and their empirical laws, " metaphysics is concerned with 

considerably more, 11 with certain comprehensb·e features of experience 
229 

which lie outside the purview of the special sciences . " It is the 

task of metaphysics to deal with 11the fundamental or a priori characters 
230 

of things • • • and the relations that suosist between t.hem. 11 The 

method of metaphysics remains empirical li.Y.e the method of the special 

sciences . 

But the word empirical must not be too closely pressed. It is 
intended to mean nothing more than the rne)hod used in the special 
sciences . It is a description of met hod and not of subject-matter. 
• • • On the contrary, the subject-matter of philosophy is, in a 
special and more valuable sense of t he word, non-empirical. Taking 
it as self-evident t.~at whatever we know is apprehended in some 
fom of experience, we can distinguish in experienced things •• • 
the variable from t he pervasive characters. 1 shall call this the 
distinction of the empirical from the non- empirical or a priori or 
categorical. These a priori elements of things are , however, ex­
perienced just as mucll as the empirical ones : all alike are parts 
of the experienced world. Philosophy may therefore be described 
as the experimental or empirical study of the non- empirical or a.­
priori ana of such questions as arise out of the rela tion of th~­
empirical to the a priori. It is thus itself one of the sciences 
delimited from the others by its special subject-matter. 231 

Father Copleston uooersta.nds Alexander' s statement to mean that meta-
232 

physics is concenied with th? world as a whole. Philosophy is brtader 

in s cope tlu..n t he special ·sciences, but it too 

proceeds by description and analysis , and uses , as the empirical 
sciences do , hypotheses, which it submits to verification. On 
the other hand, the subje ct-matter of philosophy is non- empirical; 
philosophy is concerned with the pervasive or categorical char~jj 
ters of things, as distinguished from their variable features. 

Philosophy uses the methods of the special sciences to dis cover and to 

u.rrlerstana the non- empirical nature of finite empirical existents . 

Such finites have empirical qualities which we discover through our 



ordinary experiences of them. But empirical existents bear both empirical 

characters which are variable and non-empirical or categorical characters 

which ax-e pervasive. Variable charact ers are such as the qualities of 

life or consciousness, which not all finite existents possess. But all 

finite existents have the pervasive characters: the categories of identity, 

substance, diversity, magnitude and number, for example, These pervasive 

fea t ures of all existents are the categories . While they are not empiri-
234 

cal , they are essential of all which exists . The categcries are not 

dependent upon the compl e:d.ty of the obJect, but are constitutive of that 

23S 
complexity, so that the quali ties "are variations of them in empi r i cal 

236 
ci rcumstance . 11 Categories are of experience, and in that wider respect 

237 
are empirical , al though they remain a priori and basfoally non- empirical . 

They are of experience i n that they are "fundamental properties 

or detenninations of Space- Time i tself, not taken as a whole, but in every 

238 
portion of it, " and hence t.hey belong to all empirical existents which 

are di fferentiations , ccmpl exities , or portions of ~pace-Time. But the 

categories are not thereby applicable to Space- l'ime. Rather , finite 

emergents "flow from the nature of the space- times which they occupy or 

239 
which they are , 11 and are therefore subject to the categories 11which are 

21JO 
the features or determinations of t.he space- times themselv es . 11 As 

fundamental of Space- Ti.me, the categories can neither be defined nor com-

pletely described, for the:-e is nothing simpler or other than 5pace- Ti.rne 

in tenns of 'lobich t hey may be expressed. 
241 

While "Space- Time itself • • , 

is beyond an,y categorical detennination, •• • any portion of Space- Time , 

finite or infinite, possesses categorical charact.ers . 1124.2 
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'nlough a priori , the categories are not products of mind, but are 

objective, descriptive of real space- times . Alexander's historical. view 

of the universe requires ~he assertion that ''nothing is real but what is 

given somehow in experi.ence. 112u3 If the categories are to be real , they 

must be connected to experience of the real wo?"ld and may not be constructs 

of mind by which i t understands or order s experience . Alexander , according-

ly-1 does not conaider t.he categories to be Mental tools . They "are not 

imposed on empirical existents by the mind but belong i nt rlnsically to an::r 
2hh 

existent and are pennenent patterns in the whirlpools of Space-Time . " 

Experience, qua experience , i s al.ready or dered and does not need the mind 
245 

to impose categories on it. 11All things come into be ing endowed witb 

the categories.
11246 

Without. the cat egories experience would not be experi -

ence. Without the categories experience is inconceivable. Categorical 

characters of things differ from qualities not in the way which Kant 

iJnagined, the fonne r belonging strictly to mind, but in ;>ervasiveness as 

opposed to variability. The ubiquitous cat egories are in all experience 

and are characteristic of all existents, whereas experienced qualities 

2u7 
m~ vary with existent and experience . 

We see how Alaxander's empiricism is not extreme, but is yet a 

significant feature of his metaphysics . The b are dat..a of e:>.-perience are 

the information upon which Alexande r bases his discussion of fonns of 

exist,ence, t he emergent hierarchy of the qualities , and all characters of 

existence , including the non- empirical categories which we discover to be 

determinants of the empirical as they are essential. of all experience. 

Alexanier considers himself an empiricist i n all matters of his philosophy, 
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both in his consideration of the actual ~orld and in bis development or 

the potential qualities yet to emerge. Such a potential quality is deity, 

such a study in theology, and it is to Alexander' s theology that we now 

turn. 



CHAPTER II 

GOD AND DEITY 

A. Emergence: a fonnula for God and deity 

Alexander does not attempt to provide a direct definition of God 

in the theological sections of his wo1·k . Whatever God is , God is t he 

being which possesssq the quality of deity . Consistent with his meta-

physical system of emergence, our author proceeds to develop the place of 

deity i n the al 1 - embracing cosmic matrix of Space-Time in which new emer-
1 

gents evolve. While Alexander bases hi s emergent system in primordial , 

unquali t i ed Space- Time , t.he reality of the universe should not be under-

. 2 
stood i n terms of its lowest l evel , out i n tenns of i ts hi ghest l evel , 

beyond that of mind , the hi ghest that is known to man . Space- Time is ever-

emergent . New qualities come into existence •:ith the pas sage of restless 

Time , each successive quality exceeding in perfec t i on the qualities that 

precede it in t.he hierarchical ladder of exisL.ence . 11 l'he most perfect 

finite \.\e know is the human mind , tui;. the plan of emergence which we have 

observed i n the inorganic and or ganic worlds is prophet.ic of the next 
~ 

higher quality , that. of c:eity. 11
' We have no r e ason to bel i eve that the 

process of emer gence and creativity would stop with mind, h for Time ' s 

· b · · r r· · 5 
nature 1.S to e ceaseless in t;he creauon o new ir>..ites : "Space- Time_ in 

its intrinsic character of infinir.ude and continuity is not exhausted by 
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any of its predicates. 11 Thus do Stien1otte and McCarthy interpret 

Alexander's formula for Space-Time. 

Alexander specifi cally stat es that there is no reason to expect 

the process of emergent evolution to stop with the blossoming out of mi.nd. 

His cosl'llic plan is centered not on man but on the total reality of the 

universe. I t w:>Uld be str ange , therefor e , for one with l:Jexander' s view-

point to regard man as U1e final goal of the process of emer &ence . 'Ille 

scientific objectivity to which Alexander commits himself requires tha~ 

evolution continue beyond mind. 

Knowledge , science that is to say, points t o something in nat ure 
beyond what is already know. in natur e . I n nat ure we have dif­
f erent grades or levels of existence. • • • Now these levels of 
existence grow up in the order of time, in a series or history. 
The world of r.hings is through and through an t.istoric~ world, 
for history begins not wi th man but with the stars and perhaps 
earlier. • • • Life emerges from matter, mind from life •• •• 
Now t he point is this . Nature is historical and grows so as t o 
produce in time a series of emergent qual ities ot~hich mind is 
the ~ghest that we know Jrom direct ~erience Lthrough enjoy­
me:ntj of ourselves or ~ontemplatioi1} of other selves. Why 
should this process stop? The mere outgr owth of life from matte r 
and mind from life • • • suggests a further quality of existence 
beyond mind, which is related to mind as mind to life or l ife 
to matter. That quality I call deity, and t he being which pos­
sesses i t is God. It seems to me , therefore , that all things 
point to the emerbence of this quality , and that i s why I said 
that science itself, when it takes the wider view, requir es 
deity.7 

Having establ i shed a b.lerarchy of qualities ir. accordance with the ob-

served data of the universe, having based the descripti on of that hier­

archy in strict (although not rigid) empiricism, Alexander now postulates 

a new emergent empi rical quality, deity, which i s the next l ogical step 

in the progression that scientifically established emergent evolution 

suggests . 
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Deity, as a new quality, is an outgrowth of mind, but differs 

from mind because i t represents a new complexity, 8 a new constellation of 

motions . The ~uality of deity , th~n, is a nove1 item in the hierarchy of 

existent&, a fresh empirical quality generated by the restlessness of 

Time. The quality of deity fits into the patten: of the emerging universe . 

Although it is 11 the next higher empirical quality to the highest we know,119 

still it is an emergent and is therefor e logically like any other emergent. 

It etands in the same relation to the qualities that precede it as does 

any other emergent si:.and to the qualities that precede it: "At any level 

cf existence there is a next higher empirical quality which stands towards 
10 

the l ower quality as deity stands towards mind. 11 Deity remains but an-

other element--albeit a higher one than mind--in the universal matrix of 

Space- Time, produced by the ine:xhaustible and infinite potentiality of 

S T
. 11 pace- i.me . 

The relat.ion that deity bears toward the liorld is peculiar when 

compared with the notions of standard theism or pantheism. Alexander re -

gards the world as ever striving toward the emergen~-e, the actualization, 

of the quality of deity. 

Such a conception is not pantheism; according to it the world 
is not animated by deity as pantheists believe, for deity has 
not in its distinctive nature as yet emerged at this stage of 
the world's existence. It nerely regards the world as owing 
su.ch divine character as it has to its nisus or striving to­
ward a higher fo!'!ll of life.12 

The relationship becomes more peculiar when we realize that by virtue of 

its place i n the evolutionary scheme, deity owes its future or potential 

being to the wor1.<l of finite existents. 11r:eity, growing as it does ou-t 
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of mind • • • presupposes mind • • • , just as mind presupposes and growz 

out of life and matter and whatever may be below these . 1113 Finite 

existents are not mystically lost in daity, "but are the very substance 

which in their hierarchical order sustain the q\;.ali ty of deity, 1114 for 

higher qualities in the ladder of existence are eve r dependent upon the 

lower qualities from which i;hey emerge . "The whole of infinite Space-

Time , with all the emergent levels of existence with their appropriate 

empirical. qualities, sustains the deity of God , jus~ as a portion of 

Space- Time ••• sustains its highest quality . "lS Deity relates to the 

worlc , t hen , as the source of its divinity (for the worl~ strives a~er 

deity) and as the creation of the cosmic process in which the world is 

engaged, by which the world , Space- Time that is to say, supports or sus-

tains the highest known empirical quality, mind, as well as tt:e next higher 

potential quality, that of deity. It is , in this respect , not the soul 

of t.h e world , but its outcome. 

z. A. Jordan urrlerstands Alexander's concepti on of deity as tbe 

~otential attaimnent of cosmic purpose through a "kind of blind impulsion 

r ather than by a kind of creat ive force.
1116 

As such, deity has no dis-

tinctive character apart from bei.r:g that toward which the world strives 

. 17 
as it grows "richer in c .. mtent and more perfect in value . 11 While 

Jordan's terminology is sanewhat imprecise (in Ale>:ander1 s terms the world 

grows more perfect 'Wl. th freshly emerged details rather than richer in 

content} , still we may regard Jordan ' s view as substantially correct. 

The developing universe of Space- Time strains after the attainment of the 

ever-potential quality of deity; we consider that evolhtionary process 
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as purposive only insofar as the la+'!r emergents a re purposeful creatures, 

Deity has no actual distinctive character apart from being a potentially 

exis tent integrated greater canpl exity, more perfect than mind . 

Edgar Sheffield Brightman also posits , as dces Alexander, a notion 

of creative evolution striving for the attairunent of increasing perfec-

tion in the actual worl d , but Brightman a ttributes self- conscious rat ional 

purpose to this evol~tionary process . He describes this purpose as the 

will of a finite God , working 11within the limitations not of its own 

18 
making . '1 Perhaps Brightmar, has done nothing more than institutionally 

name ard ascribe personalit y to Alexander's nisus . But like Alexander 

he foresees a more perfect world: "The general purpose o! life and mind 

and value always find new channels, new avenues of expr ession. It is 

never en t irely dammed up . The elan vital r ushes on. 1119 Thi s elan vital 

is certainly more l i vely and more optimistic an expr~ssion than Alexander' s 

blind nisus , but i t is , a t the same time , ult imately nc• different. I t 

brings to bir th ever more perf ect qualities , striving afte r a great un-

att ainable potential in the ir.finite future . Each potemial fulfilled 

bas beyond it another potential yet to be fulfi lled. Brightman ascribes 

the driv·e of the p rocess t o the will o! finite God ; Alexander describes 

the drive as fundamental of the hi storical na ture of $pace- Time, a s de-

riving from tbe res t lessness cf l'il!!e and the motion which Time imparts to 

the cosmic system . 

Alexander has spoken of deity as an emergent , potential quality , 

one which has not yet been attained in the historical universe of Space-

Time. But such a descripti on of deity is a bit parochial : it speaks only 
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of what deity is to conscious man. I.et us interpret the notion of 

deity more broadly and thereby extend it. Waxing personal, Alexander 

notes that 

It is sometimes said that a man is ~ god to his dog. This 
may be true in the case o.f [my wifezt Jane, who deserves it, 
but I almost hope it is not so in nzy- case, for if it were so 
he bas so often broUght me my boots that he must long ago have 
discovered that the feet which wear them are of clay. Yet 
there is some little foundation to this very metap!v'sical state­
ment. He finds me Dzy'Sterious and arbitrary, and while I pro­
vi.de him vi th good and the pleasure of exercise and company in 
games, I am, he must think, a creature of moods, and if I cause 
him pleasure I also ca\".Se him pain, and he has perforce to be 
content. In this respect he feels as any child may feel to a 
father, or as any man may feel to a person he does not under­
stand. • • • I am, I suppose, to him & feeling aniJll.al vi.th 
strange unaccOlmtable flashes of some unintelligible and compul­
sive energy to which he submits. • • • I am a part of himself, 
or rather of the atmosphere in which he lives, and sometimes 
there is thunaer anti lightning in it .20 

The attitude that Alexander's dog assumes toward his master is akin to 

the worshipful way in which many traditional theists relate to their 

God. In this sense we see how the worship-inspiring quality of God, 

which for now we shall call his deity, is a variable quality, one which 

may be ascribed to any existent higher in the emergent ladder than the 

21 specific worshipper . 

In AleY.andrian metaphysics we call this a generalized description 

of deity, and it is much more profound than comes clear in the account of 

a dog•s putative religion, although it is basic i.n that account . Alex-

ander, it follows, regards deity as a variable quality. 

It is clear that, whil e for us men deity is the next higher em­
pirical quality to ~ind, the description of deity is perfectly 
general. For any level of existence, deity is the next higher 
empirical quality. It is therefore a variable quality, and as 



the world grows in time, deity changes with it. On each level 
a new quality looms ahead, awfully, which plays to it the part 
of deity. • • • To creatures upon the level of life, deity is 
still the quality in front, but to us who came later this quali­
ty has been revealed as mind. For creatures who possessed only 
the primary qualities, - -mere empirical configurations of space­
time, - - deity was what afterwards appeared as materiality. 
• • • On each level of finite creatures deity is for them some 
'Wlknown 1 (though not 'unexperienced') quality in front • •• • 22 

Stiernotte sees that 7t follows from Alexander's position on the varia-

bility of the quality of deity that materiality, and mind is deity to 

lii'e . 23 

Stiernotte, complains, however, that Alexander "cannot describe 

the •feeling' of matter for its deity. 1124 Renee, 11deity" is an imprecise 

and inexact idea. The relation of man to his deity would seem to be very 

different in quality and kind from the relationship of undifferentiated 

materiality to its deity. Yet, there is a similarity, too, for at ari.y 

level on the hierarc}\y of existence, tbe finite object may al.ways be 

said to be compresent with its deity. We recall tr.at compresence does 

not exact contemporaneity. Man is compresent with his deity for his 

deity has such reality as pertains to the f'uture. 25 In this respect the 

relationship between matter and its deity and the relationship bet~een 

man and man's deity are .fundamentally similar. The relationship is one 

o.f compresence. 

Nevertheless, we must concur with Stiernotte 'Who, interpreting 

Alexander, holds that 111 deity 1 IJ'I~ be understood as a general name .for the 

successive empirical qualities which emerge in Time, 1126 even though it is 

also the name of whatever turns out to be the ne..ict, unrealized, empirical 

quality. Regret tabl.y, Alexander uses "deity 11 equivocally, and his tendency 
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to do so often obscures his meaning. We are grateful , therefore, to 

Stiernotte who has clarified matters significantJ..y: 

••• the deity of x is assumed to be realized . Another deity 
l ooms into view, the deity of the deity of x . Is this second 
deity also the deity of x? No , .•• when the deity of x is 
realized, it becomes an empi.rical quality in a new being, X, 
and since Alexander always stresses deity as "the next empirical 
quality," when 'rime has fo nned the being 1 X, its deity is "the 
next member of the series, " arxi is not the deity of x but the 
deity of X. That is to say, as soon as this ''next, member of the 
series" is realized, i t ceases to be deit but becomes the "mind" 
of the hi est bein then in ex stence italics mine , an an-
other deity, the "next mem er of the then l ooms into view.2? 

Deity is not only a variable quality 1 but it is a word with variable mean-

ing. It stands both as a name of an unrealized empirical quality and as 

a general tenn to describe the next higher quality to a:r>..y actual finite 

existent. Yet the deity- non- deity relationship is not transitive. My 

dog'~ deity has a deity (which with reference to ma.n is deity proper) , 

but my dog ' s deiLy' s deity is not deity to my dog , even though what is 

deity to man is compresent with dogs in historical S~~ce-TL~e . If this 

seems to be a bit obscure , it is because deity is an imprecise term. 

Strictly spea.lcing , the deity of God t.o man is not t!~ object of my dog's 

worship . God' s deity is related to God ' s worship- inspiring quality i nso -

far as it underwrites the mystery of the divine . Deity is just the name 

of the next empirical quality : what is next to man is not next to dogs. 

To understand deity correctly we must strip it of the religious overtones 

it c;;rries. Alexander uses it almost idiosyncratically to describe 2.1 

unknown empirical quality, the next higher along the hierarchical ladder 

of existence than the particular point of reference in historical Space-

Time that an actual being assumes. 
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With respect to man's position in the hierar<:hy which qualifies 

actual Space-Time, deity is the next empirical quality to be realized .• 

In Alexander 's system it is a quality of God. We recall now Alexander's 

analogical method. Ii.Very existent is a union of body and mind or soul. 

Deity stands to Space-Time as mind to body . 28 We have seen how Time is 

the mind of Space, but in a larger sense deity is the mind or soul of 

Space-Time, insofar as it. is the neA.-t empirical quality. Time as the 

mind of Space is the soul of the world. But deity is, in a diffarent 

respect, a world- soul, as well , for deity is the next empirical quality 

in t he hierarchy of emergents . 

The world Whose soul is Time is the world which precedes quality. 
T'ae world for which deity is the soul is the same Space- Time 
but with qua.litied finites evolved within it up to the level 
for which deity is the next quality in advance.29 

We may say, therefore, that deity is , in a limited sense, the soul or 

mind of the qualitied universe of Space-Ti.me . Simply put, deity is the 

mind of Space-Time as we know it. 

But deity is also the mind of God, for the body of God is the 

whole of Space- 'I'Une with its nisus to deity)O "Now the body of God is 

the whole universe. 1131 While Hartshorne and Reese understand this to 

mean that God is not actual because deity is not actual>32 we prefer to 

interpret Alexander as positing the actually existent finites of the in-

finite world as composing the body of God which is infinite Space-Time. 

Essentially", God "is of the saroe structure, body and mind, as we and all 

existents and Space- Time itself . 1~3 The universe of Space- Time strives 

after the attairunent of deity; 34 it is God striving to attain ~he em-

piri cal quality next higher to the highest already actual. 
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Stiernot te understands the body of God t o be t he whole of Space-

Time , " primordial Space-Time plus the existents it contains up to the 

moment of ou r observation, 1135 

i~ no body outside1.t
36 

God's. 

37 

for Alexander himself has stated that 11 there 

God contains t he world but is identical with 

the total actual world, in a s ort of pantheistic conception.
38 

Met~-

phorically, "our minis • and everything else in the world are 1 organic 

sensa' of God . All we are the hu.'1ge r and thirst, the heart- beats and 

sweat of God . 1139 
Hence , deity s hould not be confu~ed with God. Deity 

relates to God as adjective to noWl : it is the quality of God, 40 the 

mind of God whose body is Space- 'l':ime. 

God is variable with respect to his deity , but invariable with 

respect to his body. Strictly understood, Space-Time does not g row. 

ChaT'l ges are new complexities of motions that emerge within the one Space-

TiJTle, and hence God may change in quality (deity) as new actual qualities 

emerge 1 but he is .forever stable bodily . 

• • • God' s body varies ~nly] in its empirii;al constitution 
and i ts deity . For we are not to think of the matrix , Space­
Time, as something that grows bigger in extent with the lapse 
of Time; its Space is clways full and it grows older through 
int ernal rearrangements , in which new orders of empirical finites 
are engendered. No matter therefore what quality the deity of 
God may be, his body is always the whole of Space- Time.41 

As the whole of Space- Time the body of God is infinite, and by virtue of 

that infini'ty is limited beyond changeability. There can never be more 

Space-Time than there ever was or is, for all which is, is Space-Time, 

there being no rese rvoir of existence from which Space- Time may appropri-

ate more of itsel f . 

Agin, Goe follows the JXi t tern of all existence , being a union of 
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mind and body. "Like the re la ti on of Ol:.r mind to our body, the deity of 

God is located in a portion of His body. u
42 

God ' s deity is infinite but 

i s still only a portion of Space-Time, the body of God being all of Space-

Time. Infinite deity, insofar as it is a quality, is a configuration of 

Space-Time like other coru"'iguratioos,
43 

and like other configurations can-

not be the whole of Space- 1"ime. Nevertheless , all of God ' s body sustains 

his deity. 

Since his ciei ty depends on mind, and th is in turn on finites 
of a lower order, until ultimataly we reach the simpl e matrix 
of Space- Time; there is no part of the universe that is no~ 
used up to sustain the deity of God. EveT"Vthing in the world 
is represented (in t.he physiol ogical sense of the term) in his 
deity. • • • But all things are part of his body an:i belong 
to himself . UL 

Hence the deity of God is essentially connected with the body of God. 

Accordingly, even t hough God in his infinity is bodily stabl e , should any 

of the elements in God1 s body vary, then his body and his deity are 

affected- - hi$ body, for Space-Time will be constituted and constitutive 

of different finites , and his deity, because emergence will ther eby have 

op'31-ated differently, yielding different results . In this respect deity 

is a quality of God, dependent upon the constitution of God ' s body which 

itself is made of all actual existents in Space- Time. 

Deity as a potential emergent , a quality of God, i a not creative, 

but God, insofar as he is the 'Whole of the universe , is creative, 

because Time is t he moving principle that brings out that constant 
redistribut ion in the matrix which is equivalent to the birth of 
finite forms . Even then it is, properly speaking , Space- Time it­
self which is the creator and not God. The body of God includes 
all the finites which have hitherto been evolved in the lapse of 
ti.me, and what God is creative of is not these finites but the 
next empirical quality of deity. It is only when we look back 
and ident:ify God ' s body with its previous stages and ultimately 



with Space-Time itself that we can speak of him as creator. 
God himself , that is the universe as ~ending ~o deity, is 
creative only of dP.ity.uS 
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During t~ successive stages of the development of the universe , God is 

creative of that stage next to exist , that stage which is deity at the 

time of consideration. For example , when materiality emerged from the 

matrix of Space- Time, Gori (which is the universe in ic.s tendency to deity) 

was creative of life , the next level of emergence , deity to materiality. 

As soon as life emerged from materiality, God ceased to be creative of it 

and became creative of mind which is deity to life . That is , God r.eased 

to be creative of life in twro sens~s. First, it had been created as a 

type , and logically the t:,ipe could not be created again, could not emerge 

as a novelty a gain . Second, in a more important sense, a metaphysical 

sense, God could not again be creative of life , as life became then a 

finit e enpirical quality within the body of God, a:id God , insofar as he 

is creative only of deity , could not crea te tl,at which is no longer deity. 

He became , instead creative of mind, and later still of d~ity, yet to 

emerge. 

Tn a :s~!"i.cter sense, however, God is not a creator at all, but a 

creature . While he is creator of the beings in the universe , 46 he is a 

creature of the universe with respect to the finites wi thin his body and 

with respeci; to his quality of deity. God ' s ceity is a part of God and 

God's deity is not the um verse but is i n the universe , like other empiri-

cal entities in Space- Time. In this rega:::-d we may say that God is , in a 

l imited sense, in the universe and therefore "is in the strictest sense 

not a creator b ut a creature. • • • He is an infinite creature of the 
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47 
universe of Space- Time . 0 Alexander's conclusion requires explanation. 

Unqualitied, undifferentiated pri.mordial Space- Time of its own nature is 

fragmented intc finites , whirlpools of motion within the one matr...x . 

The restlessness of Time is the driving force which precipitates the 

emergence of motion and later materiality from the primordial base . At 

any moment of ti.me God ' s body is the whole of Space- Tillte, but the f~nite 

constituents of God ' s body, and therefore his quality , change. Nisus or 

Time provides the impulse of differentiat.ion and emergence and hence it 

is Space- Time itself , self- caused and self- created,
48 

which gives birth 

to new cont.ours in tbe body of God. What shall be God ' s constitut.ion is, 

to speak metephorically, the decision of Time. At the instant before the 

primary emergence of motion God's body was primordial Space- Time. But an 

instant later it became Space-Time plus finite motion. Tile nat ure of the 

universe is itself the cause of motion and in this respect God is the 

creature of the universe . Both the details of his bcdy and the character 

of his quality are determined by the progressive flow of Ti.me. 

Professor Stiernctte has surunarized tnc fundamentals of Alexa.~der• s 

theology nicely: 

1. The 11body11 of God is the whol~ of Space Time, whether we 
think of primordial Space-Time before any qualitied existents 
have arisen, or whether we think of tl'le prL~ordial matrix at any 
moJT1ent at which qualitied existents are present . This bo~ always 
occupies the same Space, but a hierarchical order of finite exis­
tents grows within il. anti. this order displays a •.rariety of quali­
ties . • • • 

2. The 11deity11 of God, or the "mind11 of God, is the empirical 
quality to be realized, whether we think of primordial Space- Time, 
or Space- l'i.me at any moment of its historical existence ••• • 49 

Various criticisms have been lodged against Alexander's theologi-

c-al method. Dean Inge, for example , suggests that in a universe in entropy, 
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according to the second law of thermodynamics , a God whose body is the 

whole of Space- 'l'i.Jlle is 11 under sentence of death,"SO "though he may have 

a long time in which to realize Himsel!; for without the world, according 

t o these [emergent evolutionary] thinkers [including AlexandeiJ He 

is nothing , 1151 for Ood is the world and the whole of the world sust ains 

his deity. 

Milton Konvitz proposes that the emergent deity postulated by 

Ale:xander is not in consonance with his naturalism, that "no philosopher 

ought to stake his reput ation on the progmostication that the offspring 

[of the emergent process] will be deity or devu. 1152 While the argument 

is ad hominem, the point is interesting, that i ndeed Alexander has risked 

a lot with his pronouncement. But we would challenge Konvitz to collect 

the bet, for deity is, by nature , an unknown quality , and if it should be 

realized we would not be aware of it . This is a serious point, for, on 

the other hand, it also makes Alexander unable t o collect the bet. The 

emer gence of deity , should it ever happen, would seem t o be unverifiable. SJ 

G. ~awes Hicks raises an objection within Alexander' s own framework. 

If Space- Ti.me has a nisu5 or striving, then to call the world the body of 

God seems arbitrary and ultimately unreasonable . 

Why should God be conceived as the whole world possessing deity? 
If deity be an empirical quality, as is mind or life or colour, 
is the re more reason why the whole world s hould be the body of 
God t h.m it should be the body of any of these quali ties? Are 
we •• • t o suppose that the whole worlrl is the body (say) of 
mind prior to mind's emergence, but that when it does emerge 
i ts body shrinks into a very insignificant portion of the world? 
And if so, why does the fact of emergence make s o tremendous a 
differance? Assuming that the whole world had at one ti.me a 
nisus t owards t he ti.!-th of mind, it i s surely arbitrary to assert 
that i t loses such nisus as soon as a certain number of mental 



lives appear on the scene. So far .from being infinite, the argu­
ment would rathe r lead to the conclusion t.hat God's body, could 
it ever be fomed, would be t.he most infinitesimal complex of 
movements possible--a portion (say) of a mental existent that had 
become comple: enough to ha'\"e the quality of deity, just a,s our 
mind is a portion of the org~ic process complex enough to have 
the quality of consciousneas.-'h 

Hioks ' objection, which we have quoted at length , illustrates a serious 

error in understanding Alexander . First, Hicks treats God as a quality 

like the quality of mind, whereas Alexander has defined God as the being 

whose body is Space-Time and whose mind is the quality of deity. Hicks 

would have Alexander speaking of a body of deity, but deity in Alexander's 

system is not embodied, first because it is yet to emerge, and second 

because as a quality it is not a body but is the mind of a body, specifi• 

cally the body which is Spa~e-Time and all the emergents within it. As 

such, deity (should it emerge) occupies only a portion of the body, albeit 

an i:ifinite portion. Moreover, the world before the emergence of mind is 

not tte body of mind but is the world, the body of God (just that) with 

its tendency to mind, then deity. In no respect is the world the body of 

empirical finites . But to say that the world is the body of the finites 

vhich it contains is tantamount to saying that a horse is the body of its 

hoof in some special sense. And to suppose that the world is, at any 

time , the body of deity is tantamount to supposing that that same horse 

is the body of its glue (alas I) or th a t· a playwright is the body of his 

drama or, better, of his fame. Tbe ~orld is not the body of cieHy. It 

is the body of God tending to (p r oouce) deity. The distinction -~ very 

important and easily blurred. God 1 s body is not identical with his deity. 

So far from bei.ng identical , the la,.1ter is s. quality of the former and 
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the former only tends to (fulfill or produce , not. become) the latter. 

Many theists recoil in horror when they encounter Alexander's 

speculation about God ' s body or about God's evolution. But , as Stier-

notte explains , Alexander is adamant about his conception of God, that it 

follow the pattern of Space-Time, of the universe, and be a developing 

u.,ion of body and mind. SS Others, however, have questioned the wisdom 

of expecting God to follow the patterns of evolution or of the special 

sciences . Bishop Fulton J. Sheen, for example, has issued some harsh 

wor ds for Ale:xarrler's theology, 

The modern God of evolution is nothing but the transfer , without 
correction, of biological categories to the spiritual world • •• • 
'lhe laws and methods of one science are not indifferently trans­
ferable to another. , • • If the subject-matter of one science 
differs frorn another , the fonnal method of study in tvo sciences 
will be different and their laws non-transferable . • • • Because 
there are only about ninety elements in chemistry, it does not 
follow that there are only ninety kinds of animals . • • • Be­
cause organisms evolve , \oE are not justified in concluding that 
God evolves. There is no more reason for applying biology t o God 
than there is for applying music or chemistry or even mining 
engineering . 56 

Again , Sheen is questioning Alexander's analogical method. We 

would tend to agree with him in principle , with one impor tant qualifica-

tion. There -would be oo reason to suppose the number of elements and the 

number of animals to be equal, unless there were some all -pe rvasive 

cha~acter about the number of elements, if, say, "ninetyness" were found 

to be of the basic na ture of the observable exi isting world . Similarly, 

we would not suppose t.he laws of biol ogical e•1olution-- which are mors 

like des~riptions of history than like prescriptive law--to hold for non­

organic ( i .e. , spiritual) beings, unless there were some all-pervasive 

character about the nature of evolution. Alexanier !'inds evolution all-
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pervasive in that it i.s f'Undamental to the very nature and structure 

of the infinite physical universe, basic tn the charact.er of every 

fj.ni. te existent. 

Sleen's objection aside, there remains a serioua problem, sug-

gested by John Laird. Laird observes that if deity is the next empiri­

cal quality beyond mind and if mind is deity to life, then deity ought 

to 11be succeeded (either temporally or logical..ly) by an emergent qua­

lity still higher than dP.ity, and so on without end, 1157 so that we 

must think of a sort of deity bey-ond deity, ad infinitum, or of quali­

ties other than deity beyond deity.SB Moreover, we have no reason to 

believe that the late emergence of mind on this planet is characteristic 

of the whole universe. If progress on earth is indicative of the stage 

of progress everywhere achiev~d , then ''we should have to say, I suppose , 

that deity could not be co-eternal with the world, or ~t any rate that 

some high level of existence (perhaps a level much higher than mere 

deity) could not come first . 11S9 But since we do not know that our 

world is the exemplar of the attained level of emergP-nce throughout 

Space- Ti.me. 

then divine process, or a pTocess still higher, might 
very well be co-eternal witt the universe. That is 
what many people believe who believe in God's "eternity" 
and also in the "redemption" of the human race. Credi­
ble or not the conception illlpl.ies no inconsistency.60 

Deity remains deity, but is not necessarily the goal of the universe. 

On such a view as Laird suggests, deity may be but one quality, inferior 

t o other qualities already actual in Space-Time, unknown to man in his 

narrow view of ti1e universe . 



B. Actuality and potentiality 

One feature of Alexander's view of an emerging deity merits much 

further considerationt to what extent a.re God and deity actual and to 

what extent ;x>tential, and bow does their actuality or potentiality 

affect their reality? First, we may note that the matter of potentiality 

is crucial to Alexander 1 s metaphysics : 

Space-Time or the universe is a growing universe Md is th.rough 
and through historical. If we resolve it into phases, those 
phases mu.st express its real life, and must be such as the uni­
verse can be constructed from its actual real-ity; they must be 
phases which of ~emselves grow each into the next, or pass over 
into each other. 1 

That is, each successive phase of the universe must have had within it 

the seeds of the following hist.orical phases, the potential to develop 

and give birth to new emergents. ~ the ground of experience we might 

say that there is no emergent quality which doas not contain within itse.lf 

the potential to ef'fect a next emergent quality. k3 McCarthy explains 

the matter, 

Taking the doctrine of evolution seriously we may unde:.·stand 
the process by which the more highly developed fonr$ of life 
have grown out of the lower . From Space-Time, ~ of the rich 
variety of the world as we know it has developed. 2 

Space- Time itself contains the bare potential and, as it were, bequeaths 

thP potential to later emergents in Space-Time. stiernotte, on the other 

hand, regards all potentiality as embodied in the categories (•-bi.ch are 

themselves features of the one matrix): 

Indeed, it would not be unjust to SUJ!TlllariZe Alexander's meta­
physics by stating that all existents are complexities of Space­
Time, constructed according to the categories which are potential 
plans of organi zatlon pervading these existents. • • • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 
[altboug~ the ca~egories and the richness of qualities, ho'ltjever , 
in no sense exhaust the infinite potentic..lity of Space-Time.63 
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Whether ~-e follow McCarthy or Stiernotte , ~e see how Space-Time of its own 

nature contains infinite potentiality for development . We might say, 
64 

accordingly, that deity, from the outset , is a potential emergent. 

Tentatively, we will suggest that deity as a potential or future emergent 

is real while not actual, that the quality of aeity possesses that reality 

which pertains to the future ,
65

reality being truly applicable to the 

f t he t k T. . sl Deit . bl 
66 

t al. t 67 u ure w n we a e ime seriou y. y as a varia e emergen qu i y 

is both a name for the next hi gher level from any point of reference and 

the name for the next quality yet t o emer ge. On that basis, Laird has 

suggested that deity may itself be succeeded once i t has appeared. 

Alexander admits that there is much difficulty in conceiving of 

deity. first , we can neither contemplate nor enjoy it, at least not 

according to the epistemological system which Alexander has suggested. 

Moreover, with respect to God , 

even the description of God as the whole universe , as possessing 
deity ••• is full of figurative language. If we are to make 
our conception less abstract we must try to represent to ourselves 
sone individual in whom deity is related t o its basis ir. the 
lower levels of empirical quality as far down as the purel y spati o­
temporal; and a being of this kind is ••• rather an ideal of 
thought than some~ing which can be realised in fact in the form 
of an i ndividual . 

Alexander regards actual deity as inconceivable , more an ideal than a 
69 

concrete actuality. Whether by deity we mean the next quality to emerge 

in the hierarchical series or the perfection af'ter which the world is 

striving , 11 in either sense deity is nothing actual but is rne rely ideal. 11 7i 

Deity is a real potential qual ity, a future quality which has not yet 

emerged at this time during the historical existence and development of 

71 
t.he world. 
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Does infinite deity exist? T"ne answer is that the world in 
its infinity tends toward infinite dei~YJ or is pregnant with 
it, but that inf'ini te deity does not exist; and we may now add 
that if' it did, Ood--the actual world possessing infinite deity- ­
would cease to be infinite God and break up into a multiplicity 
of finite godsJ which would be merely a higher race of creatures 
than ourselves with a God beyond. 

Infinite deity then embodies the conception of the infinite 
world in its striving after deity. But the attairunent of deity 
makes deity finite. Deity is an empirical quality like life or 
mind. But there is no existent in.finite tnind, but only many 
1'inite minds. r»ity is subj ect to the same laws as other em­
pirical qualities, and is but the next member of the series. 
At first a presage, in the lapse of time the quality comes to 
actual existence, animates a new r ce of creatures, and is suc­
ceeded by a still higher quality. God as an actual existent is 
alwczy-s becoming deity but never attains it. He. is the ideal 
God in embryo. The ideal when fulfilled ceases to be God, and 
yet it gives shape and character to our conception of the actual 
God, and always tends to usurp its place in our fancy.72 

Each successive stage of deity that we know has been superseded by a 

late:- stage. Wlen mind was deity to lif'e, we might s~ that it was 

infinite deity, the mind of God. But once deity became actual as mind, 

it ceased to be deity and another infinite deity loomed ahead as a 

future emergent in Space- Time. Deity, when it is coooretized in actu-

ality, loses its infinity and its flavor of deity. It breaks up intrJ 

a new race of f inite emergents . Infinite deity is forever potential: 

to be an actual quality is to be a finite quality. Hence, we speak of 

the deity a.f'ter which God is striving as the forever potential quality 

of God, a greater ~rfection beyond whatever perfection is actual in 

Space- Time . God does not actually possess deity but only is qualitied 

by deity potentially. 
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Consequently, God is forever in process, for the quality of infil'i te 

deity, when deity is actualized, passes on to the next not-yet- emerged 

stage or level in the hierarchy . 73 Stie1notte suggests that Alexander 

spoke loosely, however , when he asserted that 11 the ideal when fulfilled 

ceases to be God. 11 He might have been more prudent to suggest that the 

body of God appr opri.at.es to itself the qucDity of deity actualhed as 

empirical finites and has fo r its mind the new quality of deity. The body 

of God has been rearranged, but God has not ceased to be God. 74 

But deity to be deity, or infinite deity , may not be actual. We know 

from the course of the universe that actualized deity breaks up into 

fin:tes of Space-Time , new emergent configurations of the one matr:iJC. 

While arrived at by a somewhat different line of argument, we see a sim.i-

lar view in t.he world of Alvin Reines: 

If the divine existence is to be infinite in dura tion, it can 
be this only as possibility. For the actually existent is al­
ways limited; nothing unlimited can be sensed or imagined, let 
alone conceived. To be actual is to be finite . • • • The 
actual is finite in time because, as an actuality 1 it is finite 
in the power of endurance and destined, therefore , as an indi­
vidual to annihilation. Being tllus breeds nothingness •• • • 
Accordingly, if God is to be infinite in duration , the divine 
existence nust forego act.uality for possibility. v.Je find there­
fore that God is infinite iu ouration but possesses only possible 
existence, whereas being is finite in duration but possesses 
actual existence. • • • God overcomes nothingness by i ncorpo ­
ratiri.J it into the divine existence and, in so ::c7og, is emptied 
of actuali ty and must for ever remair. possibil ity. ' 

We can sense some (possibly circuitous) influence from Alexander in the 

passage quoted from Reines. Alexander speakR of the quality of ueity 

in much the same way as Professor Reines deals with God. Alexander would 

ascribe potentiality to God ' s mind, to the infinite quality of deity, 

but the body of God in Alexander's system is both infinite and actual, 



and it is both because it is identical. with the whole of Space- Time, 

whi ch is itself both infinite and actual . 

Alexander could agr ee with Reines only i nsofa r a s he would state 

that those known existents within Space-Time always share the charact ers 

of actuality and finitude , that there is no known actually existent quali ty 

in Space- Time which is not also fini t e , and, further , to be an actual 

qual. i ty in Space-Time is to be finite . But the body of God is not an 

empirical quality in Space-Time , but is t.he whole of it i n its p rimordi al. 

and i ts qualitied manifestations . Deity, however, when real ized, act ual -

ized or concretized, or emergent in Lhe actual worl d , ceases to ba i n-

fini ..a deity , and 11 there is a higher deity ahead of this emer gent . Deity 

as such recedes into the future , 1176 and is never more than possible. 

Alexander' s quality of deity and Reines ' God are str ikingly similar. 

At times Alexander speaks as if God were only a possibl e exis~ent. 

When we ask what f or us i s God, we must ~ns #er that it is the 
whole world with this nisus towards deity . If deity we·:-e at­
tained, there would be not infinite God but finite godF 1 and 
the world- nisus would carry the distributioP of mot:on in turn 
past them. 77 

The pass age ju.st quoted is somewhat later than Alexander ' s Gifford Lectures , 

Space, Time and Deity, and as such may represent an inconsi stency or a 

r evision of his thought . ~e believe it is neither , but is merely an im-

precise manner of lang1..age , common in Alexander' s works . Our demonstr a -

tion is involved. We begin wi th an understanding of finite gods . 

First, we recall Professor Laird1 s
78

and Miss Emmet•s 79 suggestion 

that deity might itself wben realized be succeeded by a newly potential 

quality of deity. Both McCarth7 and Stiernotte reflect on the same 

possibilities: 
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When rnind came to birth in the universe, it was found t.hat there 
wer e ma.ny finite minis but no one infinite mind . Beyond mind, 
the highest existent that we know, looms the next qual ity--deity. 
The ideal toward which all striving is directed is God, viewed 
in his transcendent aspect fuf deity) • When it has been reached, 
it gives way to another idea~ and so on ad infinitum. Infinite 
deity is the in.f'ini. te world strai!fong after deity and the realiza­
tion of deity makes deity finite . 0 

McCarthy implicitly suggests that we regard deity not only as the quality 

of God but also as "God, viewed in his transcendent aspect . " If McCar thy 

is correct, then Alexander equivocates on God, sometimes meaning the uni-

verse with its tendency to deity and sometimes meaning deity, God ' s 

transcendent aspect. 

But the solution to our puzzle; is still more intricate, for Alex -

ander also refers to infinite deity becoming finite deities. For example , 

he re~ards the next level beyond mind , should it be actualized or should 

it emerge, as the hierarchical level of angels. He considers angels a 

11 serious conception • • • 1 finite beings • 1 finite deities. 1181 Here 

again we suspect that when Alexander speaks of angels or finit.e gods , 

he is really referring to the quality of deity made concrete in finite 

deities . Stiernotte describes Alexander ' s notions of fir.it.e gods or 

angels as the result o f a 11 rigid adherence • • • to deity as merely a 

future empirical quality, 1182 so that Alexanier's ir.sist~nce that infinite 

deity remain forever possible and never actual leads naturel.ly into con-

ceptions of finite god3 . 

Most theologians would say that God , what.ever else he may be, 
must at any rate be ultimate if he exists at all . According 
to Alexander tbe progressive historicity of things would be 
ultimate , the las t word in any metaphysics, but God or deity, 
that is, the achievement of the next stage above flmind" in the 
ladder of err.ergence would not be ul. tima:te a r. all . On the con­
trary, as soon as this level arose , the re would be a straining 
after the next level, the level ag~ve mere deity. For every 
Jove there •1.:> uld be a Pr ometheus. 
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That deity shall remain forever potential in Alexander ' s system, we are 

compelled to think of finite gods which ~ould better be calleri finite 

deities. Str ictly speaking, God does not become finite wi th respe ct t o his 

body. His quality of deity becomes finite as it becomes actual , but t ter e 

is yet a deity beyond finite dei t i es, for the restlessness of Time does 

not cease . God remains actual God. 

What I say is that God as actually possessing deity does not 
exist but is an ideal 1 is al ways becoming ; but God as the whol e 
Universe tending towards deity does exist. • • • Deity i s a 
quality and God a bei ng . Act~4God is the forecas t and as it 
were the divining of ideal God. 

Actual God is the whole of Spa!e- Time in i ts movement t o deity. I deal 

God is God with infinite deity made actual , but we have s een how ideal 

God is not actualizabl e , f or infinite deity , because of the nature of the 

universe and by definition remains forever potential. . Ideal Jed , we re i t 

tc become actual , wo uld cease to be God with r espect onl y to his dei ty; 

there would. yet remain ideal God whose qua1.i ty of deity is potential ! 

and there would yet remain actual God as the whole of SpacF - Ti.me with 

its nisus to deity. 

Yet Alexander is f requently misrepresented as meaning that God is 

a future emergent and, having emerged, will cease to be God. 

It would be easy enough to cavil a t this misconception. A friend 
of mine jested to me of the God of Abraham, Isaac and J acob who 
is to exist a million years hence. But the jest i f a mi sconcep­
tion. For t he Universe as s~r.i..ving towards deity i s a pr esent 
reality . And the Universe so conceived is God. It is only the 
actual ex~stence of deity which belongs to the future . es 

God as the possessor of deity is ideal , but God as the infinite world of 

. 86 
Space- Time stri ving to deity is actual , is currently real . Wi th this 

in mind , we recognize as a misunderstanding C.D. Broad' s suggestion that 
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''it might indeed seem difficult t o feel much enthusiasm about a God who 

does not yet exist, and who will cease to be divine as soon as be begins 

'87 
to be act ual. 11 Quite the contrary 1 "'God,' . • for Alexander is not 

the name for a not yet existing emergent quality, but stands for the 
88 

whole universe as ' pregnant ' with Deity.'' 

Moreover, when Alexander speaks of an ideal God he is but making 11a 

concession ••• to the habit of the religious consciousnes to embod.y its 

89 
conception of God in an i<lca1 shape." The infinite ideal God possessing 

deity is neither actual nor pot.ential: it is but an ideal conception, the 

referent of which is not asserted to exist. Actual God does rot possess 

90 
deity but strives for it and actual God is actual , existing as the whole 

of Space- Time striving for deity, a fut.ure quality, "not realised out in 

. 91 
the process of real.isatl.on. 11 

The concept which Alexa.rxier puts forward of an actual God straining 

after potential deity firxis its parallels in other religivus thinkers. 

Brightman, for one , speaks of a unive!'se of "unbegun and unending dura· 

tion, 11 a "spiritual universe" which is "eternal perfectibility1
1192 the 

goal of which may be attained ir, infinite l'ilne because of the inexhausti-

hle potentiality of such a world. In this l'\o rld God "is 3 perfect ideal 

93 • 
rather than a perfect power, " somewhat akrn to Alexander's conception of 

infinit;e dei.ty or ideal God . 

Rabbi Jacob Kohn regards God as the whole of what is real and 

trerefore as 11 that source which makes existence pcssible and brings these 

possibilities in to existence . 119L !:iuch a God is very much like Alexander• s 

concept of Space- Time as God's body which is, in a sense, creative of all 
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emergents , including ( or especially) future emergents or deity . All 

possibilities are w"i thin t.he being of G!ld , Kolin tells us, 11 even t hose 

as yet unknown to us , are witnin His beir.g . They are objective facts in 

the overall structure of reality •• •• 1195 But whe re Alexander' s God 

might be doomed to death by the s econd law of thermodynamics , i r contra-

diction to Alexander ' s sys tem, Kohn' s conception of God is not faulty in 

that regard . He adnits that God need not exist. 

That which makes possibl e all existen~e cannot be found within 
existence. It is not a first cause; ~he causal is a form of 
existence. It is not a thought or idea, fo r both thought and 
mind are among the data of actuality. 

9
go r can one say t hat it 

self- existent or necessarily existent. 

Such a God- concept is significantly different. from Alexander• s . While 

Alexander' s notion of God !!lay well be contradicted by the second law of 

therrnodynEmics , Kahn' s God is a source of possibility, like Alexander' s 

God , but unlike Alexander' s God , Kohn's is not necessary er self- caused . 

The conception of a future deity yet t o emerge also compares 

readil y with ~he theol ogy of Alvin Reines . Rei~es ascribes mysterious, 

untouchable divinity to the fut.ure . "The image of the f\J.ture is t he 

appropriate object of the attitude of the holy •• Of course , the 

fu t ure i s divine , --it is nothing other than the unending possfoilities 

of being stor ed in the infinite recesses of t.he Gcdhead . 1197 Elsewhere, 

Reines speaks of God as 11 the divine possibility" which 11can offer only 

for realization in the ful.ure the possibilities t hat. reside i n the being 

98 
of the present . " Whil e Alexander considers those possibilities infinite, 

Reines would tend to limit t hem, and herein lies ~he significant differ-

ence beti.een Alexande!' and Reines . Reines' disclaimer which limits pos-

sibilit~r i s i n no way contradicto ry to the second law of t.hermodynamics . 
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But Alexander' s fai th i n limi t l ess potential does contradic t experienced 

entropy, unless we accept Eddington ' s view of entropy which makes for 

greater, not lesser, potentiality. 

Still , Reines ' view of the future as the unfolding of present pos-

sibilities i s very much like Alexander' s doctrine of emergence. 

For the image of t he future looming over us is not an ordinary 
one ; rather i t is the image of a radical f uture . The radical 
future, W".like the ordinary kind, does not slip smoothly and 
unnoticed into the vacua left by the ever- ret r eating present; 
--i t does not slip at all . On the contrary, it ove rthrows and 
tears down; it plucks up the present that it s~cceeds by the 
roots . The radical future finds exi sting i nstitutions, economic, 
political, social , and religi ous, inadequate t o contain its 
creative burst. I t s emergent force is not able t o be expressed 
by the beliefs , symbol ism, and even morality of t he age it super­
sedes . The r adical fu t ure discovers new truths and realities, 
embodies them in new institutions, and enshrines them in new 
fonns of religion. 99 

While Alexander might not employ so violent a metaphor, he , too , views 

emergent qualities, future emergent qualities, as well , as not fully con-

t ai nable in t he levels from which t.hey emerge, requi ring rather new fol"lllS 

of expression. For Ale.xander, such a future quality i s deity. So far 

forth~ i t is possible , a vision of deity is a vision of the radical 

fu t ure , a vision of the potentialities yet to unfold . 

Potentiality is wi thin Lhe body of Alexander' s God anti gains ex-

pressi.on as his deity. God, there fore, is a developing God, an emerging 

(although not emergent} God , pregnant. with deity, the whole of Space-

Time with i ts nisus toward the infinit.e potentiality which deity repre-

s ents . As such , God is not perfect or complete , but is a source of 
100 

"inexhaustible perfectibility, " as Brightman states it. In some sense, 

God is therefore finite, although both his body and his dei ty a.re infinite. 

But as inexhaustible perfectibilit y God i s f'i.nit.e as compared to his 
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potential . This is the message of Brightman, and it is not substantially 

different from the message of Alexander. 
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CHAPTER III 

G-OD, DEITY AND NISUS 

We bave described in detail the manner in which Alexander regards 

the developnent of the universe.
1 

Br iefly, the cosmogonical formula is 

one of emergenc.e . New qualities l.n a hierarchical scheme grow out of 

and are sustained by lower qualities alreedy in existence: deity out of 

mind, mind out of life, life out of materiality1 materiality out of 

motion and motion out of the primordial matrix of Space-Time . New emer• 

gents are integrated increased complexities of the levels f'rom which they 

derive, equally real with the lower levels, but more perfect, too . 

A. Cosmogony and metapb;ysics 

Throughout the body of this work we bav~, so far, spoken of Time 

as the force which impels the world forws rd by imparting mr,tion on the 

matrix of primordial Space- Time, interpreting Alexander's notion of Time, 

with Erich Frank "as the -e1an vital of the universe." 2 
We have also s ug-

gested that the categories, which might be regarded as the potentialit y­

patterns of Space-Time, are fundamental of the matrix . 3 In any case, 

Alexander does not regard Time as a created entity but seems to think of 

it as itsel.f creative , 4ror he takes Time . ... iously. 

There is ample grow1d in Alexander's writings for us to consider 

Time to be the creative force in the world . Principally, "Space must 

..• be regarded as generated in Time, or, if the expression be pre­

ferred, by Time. For Time is the source of movement . .,5 As McCarthy 
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interpre,ts Alexander's system, Time is the cause for all emergence, for 

"Time sweeps out into Space ever more complex configurations of finite 
6 

existences." To the extent, then, that Space "must contain in itself 

some principle or character which is manifested in this growthn7of 

finites in the universe, to that extent creation needs a guiding principle, 

a motive. We might conclude that Time serves such a function adequatel,y. 

After all, it is "Time which i'.n the first rlace makes motion possible, 

and secondly provides for the ceaseless rearrangements in Space thr ough 

which groupings of motion are possible. Ti.me is the principle of 

B motion and change." The nature of the world , taken as a created entity, 

requires that "Time is in truth the abiding principle of impermanence 

which is the real creator. 119 

Alexander takes Time seriously, for Time is fundamental of all 

f . •t . t t lO 1n1 e exi.s en s. Even the infinite Space- Time is subject to the con-

tinuing creativity of Time. 11 Because of the emphasis which Alexander 

places on Time, G. JiRwes Ricks interprets Time in Alexander's metaphysics 

to be 

An efficient Agent; it is conceived as the principle of motion 
and change, the abiding principle of impermanence, that at once 
creates the movements which constitutes things and keeps things 
in movement. Professor Alexander calls this taking Time seriously. 

One finds that, all along the line, Time is regarded by him 
as the 11real ~reator 1: and that Space is imagined as "the trail of 
Time" . •. ,12 

Time's passage is not mer.?ly mechanical but i s creative, for it implies 

the emergence of qualitied levels13in the hierarchy of existence, that 

emergence which is the root of Alexander's cosmogony. 

Moreover, we may observe with McCarthy that 

in the Alexandrian fonnulation evecyting is subordinate to Time, 
incl uding mind and God. In fact mind and God are outcomes of 
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the creative process of Ti.me. There is an element of Ti.me in 
all t~~ngs. It is the indispensible .factor which produces m.ove­
ment • .1..4 

And Time continues its creative process beyond the emergence of mere con-

scious man1 beyond theenergence of the highest known empirical quality 

which is mind. "It is the very nature of Time to go on ceaselessly cre­

ating new orders of finites. 111 5 In this respect 

the historical conception of things rejects of necessity a cre­
ator of the world, while accepting creators and creation within 
the world. The world as a whole when viewed historically is 
self-creative . If, indeed, we take God to mean no more than 
the creative impulse by which the world goes its restless way 
in time, in this sense there is indeed a Creator God. This is 
not, however, the sense which commonly attaches to the notion 
of a Creator God, if only because it implies that the creator 
is himself cTeated along with his world. • • . 

Which leads to the observation •.• that whate~er God may be, 
he, too, is subject to the time-process and must change with 
the change of things. . • . It is enough to 'gnark that whether 
God be vie'loled theistically or pantheistically (and the concep­
t ion of him must do justice to both these views) , be suffers, 
or has the privilege of, the timef'ul passage of things. Panthe­
istic, he is at no stage of a growing universe complete; theis ­
tic, he is a projection into a single individual of the ""liverse 
with its as yet unsatisfied tendency or desire.17 

Even God is caught in Time's process of change,18and in some sense is a 

creature of Time. 19 It is Ti.me or "Space- Time itself which is the creator 

20 and not God. 11 God's body, being Space- Time, is subject to the thrust 

of Time. 21 

Consequently, Professor Stiernotte concludes that Ti.me in Alex-

ander 1s system is a principle of growth, an enduring principle which does 

not cease to operate with the appearance of mind, 22but carries the world 

onward toward the emergence o.f deity and potentially beyond. But 

at this point, Alexander makes a shift in bis presentation, for 
the office of Time as the soul of Space, or the principle of 
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growth of the whole emerging structure of existents in Space­
Ti.me, is replaced by the hitherto not mentioned principle of 
the "nisu.s of Space-Time " which bears the creatures of the pri­
mordial matrix not only to the levels so far experienced, but 
"will bear them forward to some higher level of existence. 1123 

It appears that Alexander conceives of the nisus in Space- Time as the 

driving force of emergence in the universe. We have now to discover what 

the nisus is and what is its function in Alexander's meta.Jlb7sical system. 

The exact function of nisus and its relation to Time is not clearly ex-

pressed in Alexander's works. It appears that Alexander considered Time 

insufficient to provide the needed driving force and so he posited the 

nisus, but whether the nisus is subordinate to Time or Ti.me subordinatf! 

24 to nisus is l eft vague and unexplained. 

The uncertainty is best illustrated by citing Alexander's own 

words . 

Now since Time is the principle of growth and Time is in.finite, 
the internal developnent of the world. • • c....nnot be regarded 
as ceasing with the emergence of those finite configurations 
of space-time which carry the empirical quality of mind . •.. 
There is a nisus in Space- Time which, as it has borne its crea­
tures forward through matter and life to mind, will bear them 
forward to some higher level of er.istence .25 

We might conclude, on the basis of this passage, that ~be nisus is some-

thing which impels Time to its restlessness , or at least gives direction 

to temporal motion, a sort of undergirding support for the movement of 

Time, which motion Time imparts to the matrix of Space-Time. Hence we 

might think of Time as subordinate to the nisus, as an entity whose motion 

is caused by the nisus . Alternately, Time seems also to be a principle 

which gives existence to the nisus. "The nisus in the world which drives 

it because of T"'...me, to the generation of fresh empirical qualities is a 

verifiable fact. 1126 Here we may regard the function of the nisus as an 
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outgrowth of T:illle's motion and consequently subordinate to it. 

Although the relative importance of nisus and Time m~ be unclear~ 

we may, on the basis of the evidence we have presented, regard the nisus 

as a kind of directing agent of emergence, 27an impulsion--possibly a blind 

impulsion28-- which can-ies the universe somewhere, although where and 

how is not clear. 29 Still, the nisus appears to be a driving force which 

is somehow tied to the emergence of higher and higher levels of exi.stence,30 

leading from pure Space-Time, to mind, the highest emerge~t that we know, 

beyond to deity. 

While Alexander has led us to believe that Time is the principle 

of creativity and change in the universe , it is not clear that he means 

that quite as simply as it seems. ~ should not regard Ti.me as the source 

of creativity and end our inquiry there. 

The primodrial world which is without parts breaks up into parts 
held together within the stuff of the world which I must call 
the one stuff, for fear of describinb the creator in the language 
of the creature. It germinates into the infiui te variety of 
thi:lgs in a1-l their grades of developnent. This impulse of cre­
ativeness I call the nisus of the universe. . . . This nisus 
not only leads to the formation of things and to the sustainment 
of them, but impels the world forward towards new creations, 
bringing forth the new out of the bosom of the old. . . . Yet 
lest it should be thought that time is the creator, we remind 
ourselves that time could do nothing, could not even be, except 
for space • . 

The nisus ~s no effort on the world's part to extend its bounds ; 
such a notion is unthinkabl e, for the universe is boundless; 
but [it is] a. ceaseless impulse t o produce parts and alter the 
groupings of events into things . 31 

Generally, the view that we have given of Alexander's system has it that 

Time is the motive force of the universe of Space-Ti.me, yet the passage 

just quoted indicates !!learly and explicitly that Tim.J alone is not the 
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principle of creation which 1fe find manifest in the world. Or if Time 

is creative , it is only so because of its necessary association with Space, 

by Virtue of which relation infinite Space-Time is fragmented into finite 

parts, whirlpools of motion within the matrix and later into empirical 

existents . 

Nisu.s, however, serves as a sort of impulse to the process by 

which the infinite matrix breaks up into finite constellations of mot~on 

and thence into the empirical qualities. The nisus is a creative force 

and a sustaining force, as vell, and its activity has not yet been ex-

hausted in the course of Time. Rather, it seems to be inexhaustible, 

such that its creativity will, perforce, continue beyond the emergence of 

mind as the world strains after deity, i .e . , as the worl d has a nisus to 

deity . According to M::Carthy, the nisus is thus creative, and, "by a 

creative spurt," flings ever new finites onto the stage of the world. 1132 

Hence, whatever it is and however it funct 1 ~ns, we may charact~rize the 

nisus as that ''Wl'dch makes for advance into novelty. 1133 For the moment 

we will leeve its precise definition, description and character unspeci-

fied . It is sufficient to note that whether nisus or Time be the princi­

ple of creativity in Space-Time, God remains not a creator but a creature. 34 

Nisus, considered with Time as the creative impulse, gives "birth in 

future Time to a nwnber of existents higher than ruan, 1135ror God, which is 

the universe of Space-Time, strives to attain deity. 

Alexander's conception of the nisus seems very similar to Jacob 

Kohn ' s view of creation. Nisus, as an impulse which drives the universe 

to the fulfillment or realization of new potentiality, to new finites 

in the progressicn of Time, may be regarded, in some sense, as the cause 
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and foundation of finite existents, or e ven as a f oundation of Space-

Ti:me. Kohn informs us that 

creation is not a force because wbateve=- forces the re be, are 
within the fiel ds of existence . It is not in time, for space­
tirne is the abode or field of the actual. Try as we will, we 
cannot call it othe r than that which makes possible existence 
i n space and time. • • • Creation is that which makes actual 
existence possible, and constantly br~ngs new possibilities into 
actual existence.Jb 

Kohnts conception of creation is somewhat uncl ear, f or it seems both to 

fulfill the potentialities of space and time ~nd to create new possi-

bilities in the universe. If Kohn means "the fornier , that creation ful. -

tills potentialities--and this seems to be the more important sense of 

creation--then nisus , as used by Alexander, appears to be a parallel 

conception, fo r nisWJ is also that which impels the world t oward the 

fulfillment of new possibilities or rather makes actual those possi -

bili ties which are al.ready pr<?sent. To understand nisus in tenns of 

Kohn' s creation i s to assert that nisus, ·.in.ile an impulsion, .. _i: not 

a force , that it does not act in Time , but perhaps £!! Ti.me or, more 

rightly, on Space-Time. This is not to say that the nisus is not re-

lated t o 'I'iJne--nothing which is real can be unrelated to TLrt1e--for it 

might be regar ded as fundamental of Time or as basically characteris-

tic of Space- Time, as are the categories, which ara not properly in 

Time , insofar as they are tbe pervasive featUT'es of Time or Space- Ti.me . 

We mean to suggest he re that the nisus may be a basic property 

of Space-Time rather t han an e vent in Space- Time, that it i s not a com-

pl exity of Space- Time , but, frankly , a simplicity. Sti.ernotte explicit-

l;r recommends that ve understand t he nisus in just such a manner. "The 

nisus, • • • thcugh not precisely defined , • • • would appear to be a 
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fundamental character or category or Space- 'fime , more fundamental. than 

the other categories . 1137 In a later work on myst:!.cism, Stiernot.te 

tangentially discusses Alexander' s view or the nisus in tenns that are 

consistent with his suggestion that. it is a category , calling it an 

"organizing emergent power " which manifests a "creative pattern of • 

38 
emergent process" in the world or experience , 

Similarly , Ber t r am Brettschnei de r makes such a r ecommenQation i n 

his more complex interpretations o.f Al exander' s view of the nisus. 

Brettschneider a rgues that the 

nisus exercises a function identical to coherence taken as an 
ontological principl e . Coherence is the organiza tional prin­
ciple in the Alexandr ian universe. The creative functi on in 
this universe is also sustained by coherence as an or ganizing 
function of pure Space- Time . 

Nisus dischar ges the organizing or crea~ive 1unction in 
Alexander ' s universe . Yet we are not told the way in which it 
functions . In this essay, however, the hypothesis bas been ad­
vanced that the empirical characters of Space-Time are subject 
t o conditions of hannony and comprehensiveness , the cr iteria of 
coherence. It has been argued that coherence is the creative 
and organizing principle inherent in Time ' s coursing thrc·ugh 
the line of evolutionary advance . The concept of nisus commends 
itself, therefore , as the creative aspec t of coherence , nisus 
entails the internal relatedvess of individuals within the mat r ix 
of pure Space-Time, without which ~~ere could be nc nisus. 
short, no nisus without coherence. 

In 

Taken together , Kohn ' s view of creat.i.on, Sti ernotte's in~erpretation of 

the nisus as a category and Brett.schneider's suggestion t.hat the nisus 

is the ontological aspect cf the principle of coherence in Space-Time 

all seem to point to an underEtanding of the nisus as an organizing 

principle which gives direction to the restlessness or natural. crea­
LO 

tivity of Time. Nisus would then rel.ate U> Time as a direction for 

movement , and yet, it would be a characteristic fundamental of histor ical 

SpAce- Ti..mo, not prior i,o it or imposed upon it, hut by its very nature 
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eoetemal. with Space- Ti.'Tle and with the entire emergent process . ''When 

the functicn of the nisus is emphasized as active throughout all Time, 

then the nisus becomes co- eternal with the universe . " 
Ul 

And such a nisus which is pervasive of all Time , and therefore 

of al 1 Space- Time, remains a dynamic agent, one which impels the world 

to change, emergent o r evolutionary cha~e . A.11 beings are caught in 

the drive of the nisus toward some future emergent quality in the universe 

which is historical through and through . 11 Thus th6 nisus of the world 

is not like the turning of a squi rrel in a cage, a mere repetition of 

itself. 1142 We discover such a view of the nisus in the phil osophy of 

John Elof Boodin, who acknowledges his indebtedness to Alexander, when 

he explains his own conception of emergence in Space- Time. 

It is true • that the future somehow is an outgrowth of the 
past and therefore t he order of the past cannot be indifferent 
to the future . It appears that ther~ i.> a nisus, a drift in 
space- time ••• that • .• is felt as future. At :my r ate the 
actuality when it comes has a qualit y of its own ,,,r.icb cannot. 
be foreseen . It involves a creative synthesis uhich, while con­
ditioned by the past duration, is not a me re a:rmi thmetical sum 
of the characteristics of the detennining conditions. Even 
when hi stories seem to repeat cycles, as when the child l ives 
over the life cycle of its parent or when different cosmic his· 
tories repeat corresponding cycles, so that what seems futur~ 
to a world like Alexander' s may seem past to a world of greater 
range of development, it is still true, as we know, that the 
repetition in the concrete is a repeti~'on with variation, the 
co!'responden ce is in gem ric features. 

n~ nisus, t~refore, is an impulse toward fresh empirical qualities 

yet to emerge, an impulse which is basic or categorical of the matrix 

of Space- Time, the direction and t hrust of restless Time which both 

points to and pushes to future Time while it sustains the actual finites 

em~rgent in Space- Time. This is the metaphysical conception of t.he nisu.s . 
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B. Cosmogony and theolegy: a critical understanding of vhe nisus 

Yet we lri.sh to consider1 as well, a religious or theological con-

ception of t!le nisus , how it relates not only to Alexander's theory of 

being, but also how it relates to his theory of God and deity . Firs t , we 

note that the concept of the nisus , its thrust and direction, is a justi-

fioation for reli gious optimism, or for meliorism, at least. As Robert 

Leet Patterson explains it, 

many philosophical naturalists • • • would follow the lead of 
Alexander . The unl,,verse , they would urge , constitutes some sort 
of unity. There is no ground for the assumption that the process 
of emergent evolution \oilich has taken place on this planet is not 
the mani..festa ti.on of a tendency ...tlich is operative throughout the 
entire cosmos, nor is there any reason to suppose that in this 
particular case it ha$, yet exhausted itself. rbere is no j ustif i ­
cation for pessimism. 41! 

Indeed, Alexander e)tpl icitly infonns us that the impulsion of the nisus 

has not stopped with the emergence of mind , but has cont inued and shall 

continue into the emergence of apparently unlit.ii ted stages beyond mind , 

into deity and beyond, that the nisus continues to the erne:.·gence of 

deity, and o~ce deity is realized, to stages in ~he hierarchy beyond 

d ·t LS el. y. That is , the nisus of the universe is toward the ever- potential 

infinite deity. 

E. 0 . J runes regards Alexander ' s position as a "curious reversal 

of theism1146 in which creation or emergence transcends its source--

Space- Time or God--as it moves toward the actualiiation of continually 

higher empirical quali~iee. Nisus, therefore, is best understood as a 

sort of creator of deity in a world which is pregnant wi. th deity. 47 

Alternately, if we consider God and not the nisus as the creator of dei~y, 

we still find the function of the nisus to be cosmic&lly significant : 
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"God is the infinite world with its nisus towards deity, or, to adapt a 

phrase of Leibni7 , as big or in travail wi. th deity. 
1148 

In this respect., 

the nisus seems to relate t o Gori as some scrt of activity within him 

which leads to deity. We may tentatively accept McCarthy's interpreta­

tion of the nisus as 11 the desire in the universe to attain deity. • • • 
49 

The special impulse which gives birth to deity we identify as nisus." 

Alexander regards deity as "the issue in Time of a tendency or 

nisus in the world of which our minda and everything else of the nature 

of mind is the proximate highest outcome-- an issue which is dependent on 

the nature of things lower than itself • •• So Nisus, as Alexander uses the 

term, appears t o be definable as a tendency which it.self gives birth to 

it.s "issue. " It is the father , mother and midwife of the world, so that 

it is the nisus which is creative of new finites and of emergents yet to 

be realized. Still , its all pervasive activity notwithstanding, we have 

no sensual expe:-ience of the niaus, which, "though not pr esent. to sense , 

.51 
is yet present to reflection upon experience." The nisus, as such, is 

conceptually inseparable from Alexander's religious view of Space-Time. 

11There is an actual infil"'..ite, the whole universe,, with a ni~us to deity; 

and this is the God of the relig ious consciousness, though that consci-

ousness habitually forecasts the divinity of its object as actually 

realiseci in an individual form. 1152 
Just as a conception of Space- Time 

is inseparably connected to the nisus, so then is a conception of God 

striving to attain deity necessarily dependent upon the nisus . 

Moreover, while infinite God possessing actual deity is merely 

an ideal, "the nisus of the universe which strain~ towards deity 11.5J may 

be regarded as actt:al in a religious conception of the world . "When we 
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ask what for us is God, we .must answer t.hat it is the whole world with 

SL 
this nisus towards deity. 11 McCarthy boldly calls the nisus ••a compre-

hensive form 1155 of God which is manifest in au emergence within the 

universe. The connection between God , deity and nisus seems very inti-

mate, so intimate that we are tempted to identify the nisU8 as an aspect 

of Ood, or at least as a sort of metaphysical bri dge between actual God 

and potential deity, over which bridge passes the now of existence. 

When we seek to discuss a not ion of the world- soul in Alexandr-an 

met aphysics, the connection seems to becom~ still mor e i ntimate . Since 

deity is never realized as infinite deity i n inf i nite Space-Time , 

trere is thus no t rue world- soul but only a :;;cul of Space-Time 
3.0d a nisus in the world to deity. Soul and body are dis tinc­
tions within finite things . When we take Space-Time as a whole 
in its purely spatio-temporal characte r , its soul is coextensive 
with its body. When ue take the wggld of things with qualities, 
its soul is only ideal not ac tual. 

Time may be the soul of primordial Space- Time , the soul of the one un-

~ualitied matrix , whether we refer to the matrix before any quality 

emerged, or whether we abstract t.he primordial matrix from qual. i tied 

Space-~...me as we know it. Deity, on the other band, is identifiabl e as 

the soul of Space- Time considered in a qualitied stage, aJld considered 

in its wh oleness , as constit uted and constitut.ive of finite existents. 

But deity, as such, is not a~tual , and hence there is no true world- soul 

at all , but <Jnly a nisus in Space- Time to deity. 110nce f i nites emer ge 

and we consider actual Space- Time, then there is no actual ' soul • but 

merely a nisus in the world to deity . 11 57 To the extent that the worl d-

soul is identified as deity it is never actual, and if deity were realized 

it would become fini. te and not a true world- soul . We suggest , therefore, 
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that the closest approximation of world-soul for qualitied Space-Time i s 

the nisus to deity, which is an impulse toward a wo rld- soul and which ap-

pr oaches actual world- soul asymptoticall y. Our interpretation of the 

nisus seems t o square with Alexander's assertion that the wo rld owes 

"such divine character as it has to its nisus or striving towards a higher 

56 
fonn of life , 11 fo r "the nisus then is t.o"°ard the attainment of the 

divine mind. 1159 

Hardly a supporter of Alexander' s metaphysics , Dean I nge rega rds 

the concept of the nisus as our author's cla:L~ t o thei sm, to Alexander 's 

discredit, Inge would say. 

If we reject the idea of "intelligible movement , 11 which is not 
the contradiction of stability, we are left, it seems to me , 
with directionless movement, unless , indeed, with Alexander and 
others , we smuggle i n some kind of nisus , an entirely metaphysical 
principle acting within nature itself, which has no place in the 
idea of becoming as known to inor ganic science. This mysterious 
nisus •• • is presented t o us as the begetter of Deity. Thgbsm 
when expelleo by the door, sometimes ~omes in by the windo~~ 

While Inge would not himself accept t he nisus as a 11 ge11eral law of nature, 1161 

still he considers it Alexander' s primary theistic conception, somewha~ 

akin to deity in that respect. Alexander, on the other hand, does not 

conscientiousl y develop the nisus as a theistic affinnation. On t.he 

d 
. • 62 contr ary , he seems t o have neglecte it as a creative power, as Stier-

notte suggests. 

At t he same tiJT1e, deity is i nadequately developed in Alexander's 

t heological system, it apnears . "Increasingly we find Alexander' s deity 

difficult to validate in its or iginal fonnulation, and the conception of 

a pervasive activity at all levels , such as that of t he creat i ve nisus , 

becomes worthy of e.xamination . 11 63 Still , the nisus does not r eplace dei t y 
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Nevertheless , 

Alexander admits that deity does not exist, however much he has 
used the conception of deity in most of his argumentation, but 
what does actually exist is the nisus to deity. This is anot her 
instance in which we feel Alexander should have given a hightened 
recogni tion to the work of the nisus, and not so much to the pre­
supposition of a distant deity Which is never actuall7 att~ed 
• • • and recedes ih the far distant future , so to speak. 

While the conception of deity is gathered from specul ative analogy, the 

ni . f t al •'"' b d t. . ul 65 It . ht b sus is ac u as ..... e o serve crea ive l.JllP se. mi.g e appro-

priate, consequently, to suggest a greater identification of nisus with 

God or deity, and employ the nisus , therefore , as an aspect of God. 

Apparently there is ground in Alexander's own vri. tings to do just 

that, to underst and the nisus not merely as a metaphysical postulation 

but as an element of Alexandrian theology. For tbe system, as we have 

described it, consonant with Alexander's own presentation, suggests that 

God ' s b ody is not timeless but includes Time as both a con­
tinuum and succession. God ' s dei ty is not timeless but in­
cludes a part o.f infinite Time . But if we accentuate the sue~ 
cessive character of Time and not its total continuity, deity 
is essentially a process in the general movement of Time. In 
calling de~!Y a process, Alexander aTJproaches his conception of 
the nisus . 

But far more than merely approach an identification of deity and nisus1 

in stressing the potentiality of deity over its actuality, Alexander 

67 
explicitly states that "deity is a nisus arrl not an accomplishment . " 

As a con.5equence, Professor Stiernotte cl asses the nisus as a subdi-

. . ~ h d' . 68 f h d V'l..s~on 01 t e ivine. Our argi..Ullent seems to flow rom t e very escrip-

tion of the nisus as it appears in Space, Time and Deity. 

Elsewhe ret in a commentary on Spinoza. Alexander acknowledges the 

nisus as a herit.age, borrowed from the earlier philosopher: "To find 
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• • • deity or divinity let us go back to another of Spinoza' s concep-

tions , that of the conatus which according to him everything possesses of 

persisting or perseYering in its being. 1169 But Alexander prefers to call 

70 
the str iving in the universe "by the simpler and vague name of a nisus , " 

an impulse which pervades Space- 'lime. 'l'he debt which Alexander owes 

Spinoza for his conception of the nisus is a further suggestion that the 

nisus , if it is not God, is at least of God and is in some sense divine, 

possibly as an aspect of God. 

Thus does McCarthy ultimately understand the nisus as 11God seen 

71 
in his t ranscendent aspect , " which is deity. Winston King appears in 

agreement, although his desc ription is considerably more simplified and 

more general. 11 Thus we might say ( (wit~ Alexander) that God is a nisus 

toward perfection, a fo rce that reacl~s out p r og r essively toward hi gher 

attairunents in the realms of consciousness, moral characL.er, and personal 
72 

qualities. 11 As Stiernotte further clarifies the matter, deity does 

not exist now apart from being the nisus towards the eme rgence of actual 

73 
deity at a later time. 11Deity- -except in the s ense of the nisus- - does 

7L1 
not actually exist. " We recall , of course, that infinite deity cannot 

actually exist . 

We must question, therefore, what Alexanler really means by the 

hisus , what is ~he religious value of the nisus, and how does it relate 

to God and to deit y . 11Is it the nisus which brings forth the best or is 

it the future state of being as yet unknown to us in its distinctive char-

acter to which we should give ourselves in supreme de7otion and worship -

75 
ful. commi totrent? 11 The former is actual while the latter i s ideal but 
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but merely potential. Moreover, since deity, once it does emerge , is des-

tined to be superseded by yet another deity, more perfect in quality, the 

nisus seems to be far more absolute than Goa, deity , mere de ... t:r or poten-

tial deity beyond deity. John Laird has reached just this conclusion. 

11 For every Jove there would be a PrO'lTletheus . On t he whole the conclusion 

here wculd seem to be that the nisus was more worshipful in the long run 

than the particular emergent stage that we call deity • • 11 76 . . 
Again , we are tempted, therefore , to regard the nisus as an as-

pect of the divine or of God . While we would not agree with thos-e cri t i cs 

who direc~ly identify it with God or with deity, we shall provisionally 

call it God1 s tendency to deity, a tendency which orings about creation, 

sustains finite creatures and strives toward creation in the future . As 

a basic property of Space-TiJlle,
77

it is also a basic property of God, which 

is the universe of Space- Time progressing to deity. It is, furthermore , 

the ground and justificatiol" for rel).gious optimism or melior ism, the 

source of faith that we are not living in a decaying world, ~or it is a 

creator of deity, just as God is the create~ of deity. The nisus, we have 

suggested, is therefore an activity of or within God which leads to the 

creation of deity, a 11 desire i n the universe to attain deity." 
78 

In some 

sense, moreover, the nisus can be understood as a provisional soul of 

the world until the (impossible) emergence of infinite deity, as a source 

of animation for the world, while deity itself does not animate the world 

actu<Uly. Some critics have even suggested that it is in the conception 

of the nisus that we find Alexander's theism, for there seems to be a 

close identification or at least an intimate association of God, deity 

and nisus. We have suggested, for example, that the nisus serves as a 
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bridge between Ood and deity. Apparently, too , the nisus inspires worship 

in its creative or divine function . For all these reasons we regard the 

nisus as the •-ill of God. 

Admittedly, our suggestion uses anthropomorphic language, and it 

is best understood--in the grand Alexandrian tradition--as a metaphorical. 

hypothesis that we regard the nisus as the will of God. We do not neces ­

sarily mean a self-conscious will; perhaps impulse would s erve our pur­

pose better, for indeed we have described t~ nisus repeatedly as an im­

pulse, if not a force, in the whole universe of Space-Time. But "impulse 

of God11 does not seem quite adequate , for while it is a logical descrip­

tion of the nisus , it does not carry- the theistically worshi~-inspiring 

connotations which we find in the "will of God. 11 Still, lest we be mis­

understood , we do not mean to suggest that th€" will of God is capricious 

or changeable, nor even, while possibly the object of worship, is it 

r ightfully thought of as r~sponsive t o prayer, as the will of a being 

t o which petitions or conversation may be directed. We ca.1.1 it the will 

of God only because it is the nisus to perfection or deity, which, i£ 

God were ~o have a self-conscious or capricious will: would aptly be con­

sidered idential with that vi.1 1. 

In sum, if we may borrow a technique of Alexander' s argu:menta­

t"!.on , we shall say that nisus is the creat ive impulse of Space-Time. As 

such, it is related to deity, the mind of Space- Time, or the mind of God, 

but it is not identical with deity . It serves deity or God in the office 

of impulse, in the way which human impulse serves the mind of man. Or, 

it serves deity in the office of will, in the way which will serve the 

mind of man. 
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We find, in fact., that Alexander discovers a close partnership 

between the mind of man and the mind of Ood, a partnership sealed with 

the contract of the nisus. For example, the 

religious passion is a manifestation of the nisus which the hlDllan 
being possesses because he is caught in the general machinery [ of 
emergent evolution ] • It has therefore no specific organ though 
it issues in bodily movements of suppl ication and difi\tsed bodily 
excitements . And like other emo~ions it leads us to the intellec­
tual apprehension of its object . 79 

That i.s to say, the mind of man, through his impulses , emotions and will, 

shares in the nisus of the universe , a nisu.:> which creates and sustains 

cr~ation , 80 akin to the t raditional and anthropomorphic views of the will 

of God. Stiernott.e i nterprets the nisus as the impulse of the universe 
81 

which leads man to feel at one with divinity, for "all ~xistent.s are 

caught in this nisus ••• and since we ar e finite existents the nisus 
82 

penetrates our body and that part of our body which sustains the mind. 11 

8.3 
The nisus thus evokes feelings in man . The very discovery of deity by 

man is an indication of t :1e nisus of the world acting within the human 
84 

mind. Deity, the Quality of God, as Alexander \o«luld have it, 

makes itself felt in the religious sense, which thus discovers 
the worl~ it sees to be clothed with divinity. For the wo rld 
is net merely what it is for intellect alone; its nisus towar ds 
what is higher enters into its constitution, and as impregnated 
with this tendency it affects the mind by ways other than cog­
nition. The whole world with its real tendency to deity stirs 
in us from the depths of our own nature a vague endeavor or de­
sire which shadows forth its object. Then the intellect comes 
into play, and discovers in detail the characters of this object , 
and finds a t las t what it truly is, the tendency of the ;.10rlri 
forwards towards a new quality. BS 

While the part.nership between mind in man and the mind of God as fel~ in 

the nisus is not proof that nisus is, in some sense, the will of God, 

still, employing Alexander1 s analogical method we may state that the nisus 

is expressive of creation, emotion, or desi re in God as it is expressive 
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of or inspiring to creati~ity , passion, or desire in man. 

Because of their share of the cosmic nisus, "min('ls by' their ac-

tion project new combinations and are creative: they bring new things 

into the world. 1186 McCarthy elaborates: 

It is my conviction that the instinct for preservation, that of 
sex, the impulse for beauty, truth , and goodness are all frag­
ments of a vast cosmic urge o::- nisus. The nis,us which creates 
new species also preserves them and gives man tbe vital urge to 
assuage his impulse for truth, goodness and beauty in sc~ence, 
virtue and art ~hich is the creative nisus of the universe in 
hwnanized fom. 7 

More explicitly, "the artistic impulse is stratified in creating a work 

of art, and in contemplating it the artist sees that it is good, just as 

God in the first chapter of Genesis created the world and then found that 

88 it was good. 11 

But the similarity of the mind of man and the mind of God, which 

also prompts us to view the nisus as the will of God, must r.ot be taken 

too seriously. Alexander limits the analogy severely when he warns 

against imputing to the cosmiccreator (whatever that may be) a will ex­

actly like the will of the artist. 89 We have suggested that the nisus 

is the \oli.lJ. of C-<>d , largely because it is fundamental of Space- Time90 

and is coeternal nth the unive:rse, 91 and may even be conceived as an 

object regarding which we have faith. 92 But our affirmation, herein, of 

a will of Ocd is most emphatically not a claim that God creates by his 

desire. Rather, it is a denial of the supposition that God is without 

wil l, however bis not lacking a \oli.ll may be i.lnderstood. 

Consequently, while we have noticed that Brightman imputes per-

sonality and self-consciousness t-0 a will in the universe, assigning to God 



"a creative and rational will, 1193 Alexander should not be understood as 

doing so. We, with Alexander , could only agree with Brightman in his 

belief that a cosmic will is asswned because of the orderly emergence of 

new creations in the course of Ti.me, that evolution "is evidence for 

rather than against 1194a notion of God . Alexander, should he call the cre­

ative impulse 11tbe Eternal Spirit1195(whicb he does not ) , as does Brightman, 

would do so only to suggest that the nisus is of God, while it is not 

necessarily a spiritual entity at all . 

If we consider some problems suggested by Boodin, we m~ understand 

more fully the val ue in regarding the nisus as th~ will of God. 

Why should ensembles of space- points and time-instants have such 
f~rtility when wedded to each other and taken in perspective? 
And what accounts for the nisus towards more complex levels with 
t heir soul? What is to prevent ti.me and space if lef't to them­
selves from running riot any WB¥ whatsoever , downward as well as 
upward? And what is to prevent us from conceiving any s pace-time 
synthesis as complete? 9b 

Certainly it appears that the restlessness of Time would run chaoticall¥ 

werP. it not for the basic organizing principle which the nisus represents 

as a fundamental property or categoey of the body of God or Space-Ti.me, 

a nisus which must, as a consequence , be coeternal with the emerging uni-

verse. That t he nisus so operates is not a matter of chance, for it is 

within the essential structure of Space- Time that it shall unfold as i t 

does, Ti.me being successive and irreversible. Her.ce the nisus, of neces-

sity , according to its nature , must impel the world forward toward the 

attainment of deity. Accordingly we (although not Alexander} characterize 

i t as the will of God . 
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CHAPTER IV 

GOD, DEITY AND RELIGION 

A. Metaphysics and religion: rational religion--its strength 

We recall that Alexander's philosophical method is empirical, 

like the method of the special sciences. According t o him, as G. J)lwes 

Hicks interprets the Alexandrian system, "Philosophy pr oceeds . .• by 

description and analysis, and uses, as the special sciences do, hypothe­

ses which it submits to verii'ication. 111 But the scope of philosophy is 

considerably broader than the special s ciences, for it is the empirical 

investigation of the pervasive, categorical, or non-empirical features 

of existence. 

Within the scope of philosophy as he understands it, Alexander 

presents us with a rational approach to religion . The paradoxical nature 

of many religious problems vanishes "under the impact of his speculative 

genius. 112 Some of t he t raditional religious problems- -the problem of 

evil, or the confl ict of a theistic versus a pantheistic God-concept, fo r 

example--ar e apparently inscluble outside of his speculative tneology. 3 

At the outset, the philosopher discovers that man does, indeed, 

have religion. The naturalistic philosopher is particularly interested 

in tbe phenomenon as how it relates to the very nature of man . 

Reli~on is a fact of human nature . Naturalism seeks to 
understand that fact; and it may incidentally deepen the 
significance of religion by analysing its nature and 
tracing its antecedents. In no way is naturalism, any 



more than any other philosophy, committed to an attemp~ 
to sbow that the belief of religion is illusory. 4 

What the philosopher discovers , in fact , is that man is motivated by a 

vague kind of religious sentiment "whi.ch leaves us wit hout theoretical 

assurance115 that the object 01 that sentiment, nod, really exists . As a 

result , metaphysical inquiry or rational religion is needed to bolster 

the beli~f in divine being, acquired th rough some emotional response . 

Alexander ' s primary definition of 3od, we find , is to d.escribe it 

as the object of the religious emotion or of worship . He is 
correlative to that emotion or sentiment as food is correla­
tive to appetite. What we worship, that is God. But i t is 
insufficient for our theoretical needs . It labours under the 
defect that so far as religion, however vitally rooted i n 
human nature , ho•.Jever responsive to its needs , may be but an 
ennobling fancy , a being whom we pr oject before us i n imagi­
nation, in whom to believe may sustain and inspire us and have 
its own sufficient justification in i t s effects on our happi­
ness , but to whom no reality corresponds which can be coordi­
nated with familiar realities uf the world.6 

Simply stated, a belief in th~ exi~tence of God, based sol ely on the reli-

gious response of man, may inspire, ennoble and satisfy us, but. religion 

is wholly inadequate unless reality attaches to the object of its belief. 

In addition to the possibly overwhelming power of the religious sentiment, 

religion yet needs a rational element , so that we may be speculatively 

assured that the object of our desire really does exi.st. ConsequentJ..y, 

rational religion proV".i..des us "with a metaphysical inquiry, [as t~ 

what place if any the object of worship occupies in the general scheme 

. 7 
of t hings . " 

Bertram D. Br ettschneider explains that "Alexander discovers God 

in the responses that follow rrom the inunediate feelings in which fear , 

8 
admiration , and self- abasement a r e prepotent. " Intellectual awareness 
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of God, hoveve?', can come only through an analytic metaphysical inquiry 

into t he nature of existence. Such "metaphysical speculation takes us 

. 9 
where fl\YStical experience leaves =>ff, 11 so that "'-'e are first moved to be-

lieve in God and secondarily we seek to determine whether the object of 

our belief possesses real existence . He1~ oe, the religious and metaphysi-
10 

cal approaches to God are complementary. 

Furthe rmore , whi l e we acquire what a ppears to be an experience of 

God thr'ough religious emotion, "direct experience of something higher 

t.han ourselves which we call God , which is not presented through the ways 

of sense but through emotion, 
1111 

we still require speculative philosophy 

or rational religion not only to determine whether God exists, but also 

to discover what is the nature , the cha r acter or quality , of such a God. 

If we question what is the nature of the divine ,, then "our answer is to 

be a philosophical one [rising from an] inquiry what conception 

of God is requir ed if we think of the uni~erse as Space- Time ergenderi.ng 

within itself in the course of tirne the series of empir i cal quali t i es Qf 

12 
which deity is the one next ahead of mind . " Rational r eligion , there -

fore, must seek to achieve a concept of God in a world- reality which is 

13 
pregnent with deity. 

This is precisely what Alexander has attempted to achieve , and 

what we have attempted to illust~ate in the earlier sections of this work. 

The strength, t hen , of rational religion is that it, by using empirical 

metaphysics as its tool ,, devises a c onception of God in which divine being 

is real , a real referent for the yeanlings of religious passion. By this 

method, Alexander has formulated a vast cosmic scheme in which the place 
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of God is vitally significant. Professor Alfreci P. Stiernotte provides 

an original summary of the theological elements of that cosmic scheme as 

tr.e subdivis ions of the divine: 

1. The "bodyn of God is Ute \.bole of Space- Time , whether 
we think of primordial Space- Time before any qualitied existents 
have arisen, or whether we think of the primordial matrix at any 
moment at which qualitied existents are present. Tnis boczy al ­
ways occupies the same Space , b ut a hierarchical order of finite 
existents grows within it and this order displays a variety of 
qualities . This is the immanent strain in Alexander. 

2. The "deity" of God or t.he "mind" of God , is the empirical 
quality to be realized, whether we think of primordial Space-Time, 
or Space- Time at any moment of its historical exist.ence . This is 
the transcendent strain in Alexander~ 

) . The "successive phases of deity, 11 for as we have explrlned 
at length , once deity is realized in a finite existent , it becomes 
the highest quality of that existent, ard a new deity looms ahead. 
This is the conception of the multiple t.ranscendence of deity . 

L. Deity is a nisus, not an accomplishment. l L 

Rational religion serves as an approach to theology by which the object of 

the religious sentiment is stated to exi.st really. It is a technique which 

is secondary in practice to religious experience , but is logically pr ior, 

and therefore we have dealt with it first . 

B. Religious experience and the exist.ence of God 

Furthermore, t~ practical approach to religion may prove emotionally 

satisfying or inspir ing, but it needs the metaphysical approach to assert 

that the object of religious experience, whatever it might be, really 

15 
exists . Through metaphysics 11we are speculatively assured that the 

16 
uni verse is pregnant with the quality of deity, 11 even though metaphysics 

is unable to provide an understanding of the nature of the quality, for 

we can neither c ontemplate nor enjoy it. Analogically we may picture i t 
17 

11 as the color of the universe . " 

The most significan t Wlderstanding of the notion of God is derived 
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from practical experience, from our emotional and instinctive reactions 

to the world about us . True, through metaphysics we may arrive at the 

bare concept. of a deity . Philosophical speculation permits us to postu-

late such n quality, but 11 we coulo never discover it t.o be worshipful • 

without the religious emotion. 1118 The plan of Space-Time is ground for 

• • 

belief in the existence and reality of such a quality, but such a philoso-

phical notion hardly compels our admiration, much less does it excite us 

to worship , at least not as worship is generally understood. As Alexander 

understands religious thought, 

we are assured of God 1 s reality on the ground both of specific 
experience and speculative evidence, de rived from experience 
itself. The belief reposes on this double basis; or at least 
when emotion assures us of God, we can look for speculative 
evidence of him in experience , and the direct experience and 
the speculative one support and suppl ement each other .19 

Therefore , both exper ience and speculation are needed for a complete theo-

logical system. The one without the other is incomplete. Metaphysictl 

analysis, for example , can postulate a God possessing the qu;>J.ity of 

deity- - as does Alexander's me~aphysical system--but such a being as 

"possesses deity need not necessarily, so far as bare metaphysical descrip­

tion goes , be the object of the religious senti.ment. 11 20 Both experience 

and philosophy (which is based in experience) are required for an adeq•.iate 

religious theory. 

Neither ~h~metaphysical nor ~he practical religiousl defini­
tion ~f Godj is therefore for theory complete in il~elf. The 
religious description wants authentic coherence with the sys t em 
of things. The metaphysical one wams the touch of feeling which 
brings it within the circle of human inter ests . \-Jere the passi on 
towards God already lit, no speculative con~e~plation or proof of 
the existence or attribu-ces of a metaphysical God would make him 
worshipful . Even the in tellectual love of God which in Spinoza' s 
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system has the force o·f religion can do so, not as a mere 
passion for truth in its fullest fonn, but because it pre­
supposes a religious passion. Religion leans on ~eta­
physics for the justification of its indefensible conviction 
of the reality of its object; philosophy leans on religion 
to justify it in calling the possessor of deity by the reli­
gious name of God . 'l'he two methods of approach are therefore 
complementary.21 

In this way Alexander differs significant.ly from William James who 

asserts that theological fonnulas would not even be possible without 

religious experience. But James does agree that metaphysical religious 

speoulation is secondary in practice to reli.gious experience. 22 Jame& 

exalts philosophical speculation beyond the value of religious passion; 

Even if religious philosoph;y had to have its .first hint supplied 
by feeling, may it not have dealt in a superior way with the mat­
ter which feeling suggested? Feeling is private and dumb and 
unable to give an account of itself. It allows that its results 
are mysterious enigmas, declines to justify them rationally, snd 
on occasion is willing that they should even pass for paradoxical 
and absurd. Philosophy takes just the opposite attitude. Her 
aspiration is to recl aim from mystery and paradox whatever terri­
tory she teaches. . . . To redeem religion 1~om unwholesome pri­
vacy, and to give public status and i.miversal right of w-~ to its 
deliverances, has been reason ' s task. 23 

In spite of differences, we interpret Alexander as in fundamental 

agreement with James . Both thinkers seem to suggest that neither experi-

ence nor reason alone are enough to develop a religious system . Alex-

ander's demand that the object of religious experience be shown to exist 

by philosophical analysis is similar to James' assertion that the privacy 

of religious experience needs to be removed by the universal publicness 

of rational method and discourse . James' claim that rational religious 

discourse could not be possible without the motivation of religious e~-

perience does not logically disallow .Alexander's statement that whatever 

God is fotuid to exist in metaphysical speculation is not worshipful outside 

of the religious experience which brings the emotions to beat upon theo­

logical postulations. 
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Others agree W'ith Alexander thet the validit~ of the religioUB 

consciousness must be maintained, that a philosophical approach to reli-

gion, when asserted to be the only· significant approach, makes theol ogy 

into 

nothing but applied philosophy, applied speculation. Such a 
view plainly aJ11ounts to a complete disqualification of the 
reli gious consciousness itself and of all the native r esources 
of religion insigbt--philosophical specula~fion now being called 
to do what hs hitherto been done by faith. 

Metaphysics is essential too weak to provide the basis of religion. 

Some would say that the products of metapbysics- -concepts--which may be 

passed from one man to another, are not as significant as that which can-

not be taught, the "numinous basis and background t o religion, which can 

only be induced, incited and aroused. 112 5 Alexander 's concept of deity 

seems to be such a device, according to Wilbur Marshall Urban. 

Tbis notion of an emergent quality of deity, mentioned by 
s. Alexander and others, in some way experiencP.d as other 
qualities, is an attractive and fascinating one. It affords 
a sort of empirical and realistic way of explaining the 
11numinous 11 character of religious exper ience and language . 26 

It seems to be part of the emotional or sentimental side of religion, a 

detail of religion which is felt or sensed in experience. ''We may nov 

lay it down as certain that in the distinctly religious sphere of experi-

ence, many persons {how many we cannot tell ) possess the objects of their 

belief , not in the form of mere conceptions which their intellect accepts 

as true , but rather in the form of quasi-sensible realities directly 

27 apprehended. " 

Alone , metapl'\Ysics cannot contain tbe whole of rel igion, for even 

the rational attributes of God are not in themse lves complete, according 

to Rudolf Otto, because t.bey describe, however inadequately, "a non-
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28 
rational Subject of which t.hey are t.he predicates . 11 A full understand-

29 
ing CJf deity or God "requires comprehension of a quite different kind" 

from that which philosophy or speculation provides. Religion, which en-

compasses man's activity of worship , is much more than that which the 

speculations of philosophy supply. 

It is idle to hope that by defining God in conceptual tenns, 
whether as tre sum of reality, or the perfect being , or the 
first cause, or such other device , we can e stablish the con­
nection between such a being and t he rest of our experience. 
We do but start with an abstraction and we do but end with one. 
Proofs of God ' s existence and nature there are none, if such 
a God is to be identified with the object of worship.JO 

31 
Al\,V religion is considerably more than its rational assertions, for the 

side of emotion, the quality of the numinous, is not adequately descr ibed 

in philosophical argumentation. 

Even the traditional proofs for the existence of Ood are no longer 
32 

convincting for Alexander. A priori considerations and techniques , by 

which philosophers have attempted to demonstrate God' s existence , intr o-

duce into philosophical theology conceptions supplied by t.he rnino and 

fail to take account of the details and facts of real experience.
33 

Yet 

it is through experience that the important matters of the religious senti-

ment are derived. 'Ihe traditional proofs are W'lscientific, and the refore 

they are unacceptable . Here is the essence of Alexander' s t r eatment of 

the traditional proofs, a t reatment which Sti ernotte considers "exceed­

ingly brief and unsatisfactory. 1•
3L Whether brief or unsatisfactory, 

Alexander' s t reatment i s in essential consonance with t.he tenor of his 

philosophy lfhich demands a scientific or empirical method and approach in 

religious or philosophical speculation. 
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Only the argument from aesign approaches pe rsuasiveness i n such 

a system, as it draws f r om the experience of man : 

The only one of tte t.hree [proofs for the existence of Go;j} 
which a t all persuades is the argument from des i gn which is 
based on the wonde rfUl adaptation 0 l i ving fonns to their 
surroundings and on "the hierarchy ..,,: ministration'' amongst 
the forms , by which the lower serves the purposes of t he 
higher. Becaus e such adaptaticn implies in human predicates 
the operation of a designing mind , the conception is extended 
• • • by an illegitimate use of analogy, to experience as a 
whole . • • • Subsequent knowledge has shown that the experi-
ence which has thought unintelli gi ble without such a conception 
points in the opposite d irection. For adaptation to the sut"I'ouna ­
ings , or..}he i nternal t eleology of fo rms , is the result of 
[nat ura!J selection operat ing on variations . 35 

Even the argumen t from design, which seems to be c onvincing , is not ade-

quate to prove tna t the object of religi on trul y exists , for t he 11hier-

archy of ministration" seems more t.o be the p roduct of blind evolution­

ary processe s which are sometimes wasteful a.'ld destructive 1 
36 than the 

artifi ce of a self- cons cious designing mind such as God is asserted to 

be or to possess . 

And before the classical proofs fo r the existence of God were 

invented, men still were aware of divine existence th rough the religious 

sentiment , a feeling of our relatedness t o something much higher than 

mere man . Thr ough the sentiment, through emotion, reltgi on discover:: 

its object in the world of experience . But in more modern societies, 

particularly in those after the usual pr oofs for the existence of God 

had been invent ed, emotion ana cogni~ion b ecome intennixed. 37 Yet ther e 

are two poles in religion-~motion a.rd cognition--and they are absoJ.utely 

distinct in Alexander' s system.
38 

Flis religious system iis t.he outgrowth of his entire me t.aphysical , 

philosophical framework . As John McCarthy s tates the point, 
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the theology which he presents is not a mere appending to a 
brilliants metaphysical analysis but is a natural outcome of 
his treatise of space, time and value. His t:-eatment of 
deity is the crowning glory of a pbilosoph,y that wishe .. to 
take into account al.l of the facts of human experience, both 
scientific and religious. It is a naturalistic attempt that 
begins with statements about mathematics, physics, and biology 
which are honored by men of science, and concludes with observa­
tions about religion which may be scrutinized by theologians and 
men of practical religious faitb.39 

Within that total philosophical framework Alexander stresses the impor-

tance of practical experience in all matters of knowledge. '1All knowl-

edge from bare sensation up to the highest truth is revealed through 

action. "40 Knowledge, then, does not determine our actions. "The apple 

is not first apprehended as food and therefore eaten; but insofar as the 

physical apple excites us physically through the disposition which is 

also bodily, to grasp and eat it we are aware of it as eatable. ,,41 

Original knol:ledge is always based in experience, in practical action. 

But "cogniti on, knowledge for its own sake, or theoretical or specula­

tive knowledge.,42 supervenes upon the primary stage of knowledge, and 

hence we are led to believe that speculative knowledge precedes empirical 

knowledge , (perhaps because it does so logically), whereas speculation 

is but the end- product of our experience . 

So it is in matters of religion. ~ are first excited by the re-

ligious passion to grope for the religious object--tbe apple which is 

Ood--and only after our sentiments are stirred do we engage in speculation. 

Our actions, tben, are the foundations of knowledge. We do net worship 

because we have speculative assurance of the existence of God possessing 

~eity. Rather, we seek the proofs or deliverances of metaphysics and 
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rational religion because we sense an object of our worship. In all 

matters of knowledge "we know in and through acting . ,.43 Problems of 

religious knowledge are no~ unique. They are solved as are problems of 

knowledge in all spheres of hwr.an endeavor or concern . Religion derives 

its value and its concepts from the nat11re of the religious experience, 

from the insights gained in and through the religious sentiment. In this 

regard, therefore, religion in Alexc.nder's thought follows the pattern 

of all disciplines, of the special sciences, of ontology, of cosmology, 

of cosmogony . First come action and experience . From action and experi-

ence knowledge derives. But the religious passion always remains prior 

to philosophical theology. "Intellectual passion, metaphysical contem-

plation, no matter how satisf'y"ing, are not religion but may blaze into 

the religious sentiment which is more fundamental than intellectual satis­

faction . ,,44 

Neither is revelation the source of religion in Alexandrian meta­

physics. 45 Rather, notions of Ooci. come to man "unreflectively and emo­

tionally. God satisfies his religious craving, 11116 and so we discover in 

experience. Alexander's purpose in the development of his religious sys-

tern appears 11to be the enhancement of the religious ser.ti.ment qua feeling 

with the depreciation of current theological theories constructed to 

explain or justify this sentiment which may be difficult to validate 

through a rigorous metaphysical analysis . 1147 The current theological 

conceptions of God, in fact, do not satisfy at all the religious feelL~gs 

of men . But sentiment does justify belief in an infinite object for re­

ligious feelings, 48where metaphysics cannot . Since the religious consci-

ousness demands a God that is infinite) God is ''identified with the 
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infinite universe as striVing after the !}_Uality of Deity. uU9 

Hence the religious consciousness makes demands upon speculative 

philosophy. 

If we approach the subject [of religiori} from the side of 
psychology there is little concerning the way we arrive at 
the obj ect jf worship that may be regarded as established. 
. • • [But the metaplzy"sical treatment is faced with the 
difficulty of understanding evil, of understanding the place 
of God in a world where evil is a patent reality. One thing 
seems clear: that no intellectual demonstration of God's nature, 
taken by itself, without reference to man's emot;on?.l needs, 
is sufficient to explain the object of religion .~O 

Specifically, the greatest actual existent discerned by intellectual 

demonstration or speculative philosophical analysis is the whole universe 

of Space-Time. But that greatest, infinite actual existent cannot be 

conceived as the object of worship, and as such should not be i dentified 

with God too intimately. HWe must seek accordingly for God, or let us 

say rather his divinity, elsewhere, as some character not coextensive 

with the reality but contained within it. 1151 Such a character is deity 

or nisus, and they--either of them- -may be the objects .Jf the religious 

consciousness or sentiment. Rationality alone cannot come to grips with 

the worshipful ~ and hwnan intellect can never satisfy wholly the religious 

passion . 

As Rabbi Jacob Kohn states, somewhat in ag;"ee:nent with Samuel Alex-

ander, 

When we are seeking words to point to something beyond mere 
existence, to something which is as Well the infinite sea of 
possibility--~ which existence itself may be but a lonely 
island. [ sioj Our powers will always fail to find the one 
fitting word which will serve all occasions. We take refuge 
in a multiplicity of terms, in a vocabulary we have inherited 
that is richer rather than exact. God 5.s none of th6 things 
described in purely~ligious experience, but He is more than 
all of these . . .. 2 
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To understand the divine we need to proceed beyond the predicates which 

our rationality assigns to God, to the elements of emotion which we find 

in the !"eligious experience . The "bias to rat ionalization, 1153as Otto 

calls it, may pervade much modern theology, but rationalization is not 

adequat e or even wholly appropriate to serve the needs of practical re-

l igion as i t is found among most men. "Men do not , of course, • . • 

employ these loi"ty 1rational 1 concepts . .. but they tend to take these 

concepts and their gradual 'evol ution' as setting the main problem of 

their inquiry, and fashion i deas and notions of lower value , which they 

regard as paving the way for them. 1154 Rationality may have a legitimate 

place in rel igion, but it is only significant to religion as a descrip-

t ive or supportive substructure to the natural rel i gion of sentiment. 

For religion discovers its object through direct experience rather 

t han through rational conceptualizations. God ''is presumed or concluded 

to be in its own right, and the recognition of it is religion . It belongs 

accordingly to the order of things like apples or rocKs or flowers . 1155 

God and h':i.s deity are not human inventions at all but ::re found to be 

objects having real (actual or potential) existence. \\.e discover God 

not because of thought but because "a need for him sets us seeking him, 

and so we seek him because, in the famous phrase of Pascal, we have found 

him already . 1156 We find God in the world because the human mind has the 

power to react to nature as it does, because 11the emotional reaction which 

lead3 to the discovery of deity expresses a fundamental aspect of the 

structure of the human mind. 1157 God is the object , then, of a human 

instinct, ''of the religious instinct as food is the object of the body ' s 

craving for nourishment. "SB The Ood discovered by metaphysics is not a 
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fictional being, for it is confinned to exist by the religious conscious-

ness. "Since there is a religious emotion . we assume that it ta.Ices 

an object and that its objec;::. is real. 1159 The religious sentiment, ther~-

fore, is a kind of appetite or desire, wholly comparable with the appe-

tite of hunger or the impulse of love. 11Eacb impulse implies its speci.fic 

object which satisfies the outgoing emotion, and the task of intellectual 

reconstruction is secondary to the primary sentiment or impulse which 

expresses the outgoing of our whole personality, be i t in the quest for 

food or drink, in the quest of a mate, or in a quest of the religious ob­

. t ,,60 Jee . 

We see, therefore, that the very sentiment of religion asserts the 

object of its longing to exist really. Brettschneider notes that such a 

conclusion is a "translocation of the Anselmian ontological argument 1161 

for it moves the power to prove the existence of God f r om the cognitive 

faculty to the emotional side of human nature. Religion itrielf "is a 

brute instinct or brute conation of human nature--brute not in its ordi-

nary sense of baseness, but as given in the very structure of our consti-

62 t ution. 11 And our desires, instincts and longings, as Brightman informs 

us, "constitute part of the evidence about the kind of universe this i s.1163 

11 Knowledge 11 of God may come from our human constitution, but it is there-

fore experiential knowledge about the reality of the world. W3 might 

regard our instinctive reactions as attitudes about the world, elicited 

by the objects of our consciousness , 

the things wb)ch we believe to exist, whether really or ideally, 
3.long with oursel ves . Such objects may be present to our senses 
or they may be present only to our thoughts . In either case 
they elicit from us a reaction; and the reaction due to things 



of thought is notoriously in many cases as strong as that 
due to sensible presences. It may even be stronger. 64 

110. 

The religious emotion is such a feel ing, a strong feeling of our related­

ness to something greater than ourselves. 65 Generall y, religious feel -

ings are much stronger than the feelings appropriate ~o sensible objects, 

and are much more convincing than the results of. 1.ogic. Those who have 

religious emotions us11ally regard them as express1ons of great truths, 

irrefutable through logic or by rational argumentation.66 

"That which we worship is God, 1167 snd we .find that God in our 

feeling of absolute dependence upon a greater being, through 11what for 

want of a better name may be called the religious consciousne3s , n68 Re-

ligion, according to Alexander, is an emotional response "evoked by vague 

stimulus from the totality of things of which the sweet i.nf'luences of the 

Pleiades are a symbolic and remote portion. 1169 We have no particular sense 

organ appropriate to obtain the stimulus which provokes the religious 

response. Rather , our entire being responds; our whole conJtitution is 

stimulated by the influences of the universe and we react in our total 

being. ''There is a character in the world, call it by !Shat name you will, 

Mr. Otto calls it the numinous, I prefer to call it deity, to which we 

respond in this fashion, ourselves acting as a whole in response to the 

play upon us of tbis whole of which we are a part. 1170 AJ.1 of our being 

reacts to the impetus given our emotions by the world, and we attach 

reality in belief to the existence of things which provoke our response. 

L~ recognizing the existence in real fact of this numinous 
element in the world, I • • • profess myself in this 
respect an otto-man. But I do not in the least mean that 
there is some rare specific quality in things which we can 
discover, which is the numinous , which is the object of 
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religious feeling as frost can be felt by our sense of cold. 
On the contrary, I should say we have no organ which enables 
us to apprehend the numinous, and that many persons do not 
have the religious feeling at all, or only .•• occasionally. 

71 

By empha.sizing his belief that. the numinous is hot sensed by some specific 

physical. apparatus in the hwnan body, .Alexander rescues himself from the 

possible objection that not all men have the religious feeling, which 

should seem to be the case were the numinous physically apprehended. 

Awareness of deity or of the numinous may be related to the senses, but 

it is not derived from the senses. Belief in God comes not from explicit 

theological argumentations, but from a sense of reverence in man, caught 

up with the nisus which drives the process of the tmiverse. 72 

Alexander himself has stated that his system is linked closely 

with the religious thinking of Rudolf Otto. Otto calls the sense of the 

holiness of the divine existence in the world 11the real innennost core 

[of religion] , and without it no religion would be worthy of the name . 1173 

The numinous is confirmed in all strongly felt religious emotion as a 

fundamental sense of the rey-sterious greatness74 which Alexander might call 

deity. The religious sense or emotion comes basically and primarily in 

a "stupor before something ' wholly other', whether such an other be named 

1spirit 1 or 1 daemon 1 or 1 deva 1 or be left without any name-. 1175 All of 

the rel igious consciousness testifies to the numinous in the world . 

The daemonic-divine obj ect may appear to the mind an object 
of horror and dread, but at the same time it is no less 
something that allures with a potent charm, and the creature, 
who trembles before it, utterly cowed and cast down, has 
always at the same time the impulse to turn to it, nay even 
to make it somehow his own. The 'rey-stery' i s for him not 
mere~v something to be wondered at but something that entrances 
him; and beside that in it which bewilders and coni'ounds: he 



feels a something that captivate~ and transports him with 
a strange ravisbmentJ rising often enough to the pitch of 
dizzy intoxication.7o 

11 2 . 

The feeling of numinous is closely akin to Alexander 1 s notion ~f the 

religious sentiment, wherein man is caught up in the nisus of the world. 

Ass urance of the Teality of deity comes from the religious emotion. 77 

Man finds in hllnsel.f 11a craving or hunger for the divine, 1178 which drives 

him to find its object in the real world. Man ' s impulse to find deity, 

like the imptll.se to seek truth, to approve of beauty, or to create art, 

is part of the nisus in the lllliverse which drives it to give birth to 

deity. 79 ''We sense deity in our feeling of going out towards the world 

in a quality higher than that of mind or any of the human values. Deity 

is not re~ized but prognosticated1180 in man's emotional reaction to the 

W1iverse which is higher than mind. The fear of the thunderstrom provokes 

man to the religious sentiment regarding God, who is not the thunderstorm 

but who works through it and is present in it, a "something other1181 to 

which we relate during the moments of terror which the phenomena of 

nature elicit . Men feel a divine experience, an expression of 

the sense of the divine element ir. the world, of an object 
towards which man adopts the attitude of worship and feels 
the sentiment of religious devotion. In this feeling and 
through this feeling an object is made known or revealed 
t o the person who has the feeling, and he calls it God. 

And the object itself may be revealed to the worship­
per in all manner of ways: it may be an overpowering pres­
ence which compels him to bis lmees or terrifies him into 
submission; or it may be a being evoked through his desire 
for support in anguish, and answers his desire; or more 
vaguely something to lean on in his sense of dependence; or 
a gracious presence which responds to him mysteriously with 
love and excites his love . . . • Always there is the aware­
ness of a IllY'Sterious something which enforces or pleads for 
recognition . And in that experience itsel.f there is no 
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question raised of whether the object experienced exists 
or not; it is for the worshipper as much a fact as a green 
leaf or the sun is for a dispassionate observer . The reli ­
gious feelioo and its object are given in one and the sam~ 
experience.82 

Alexander is speaking of a mystical quality of experience which 

is directed to God's deity and not to any particular character of Goa,83 

altho~gh the first provocation to such feelings may come from a need in 

man for a God with some specific character, be it goodness , omnipotence, 

love, or whatever . But the emotion expressed in tbe religious experience 

of the worship-inspiring is "seated in tbe sublimin:ll strata of consci-

ousness. It is a dim awareness o~ an 'outgoing' toward the universe-in­

process, 118u a feeling which we enjoy in ourselves and thereby we "realize 

our affinity for the universe, and desire a sense of its otherness, vast ­

ness, and process. 1185 We are a part of the nisus of the imiverse. W:! 

feel that union of ourselves with the whole, and feeling it experience 

the religious senti.Jnent.86 The pervasiveness of the nisus assures that 

we shall be caught in the creative proc~ss and feel at on3 with the divine. 87 

We are no more than confi.gurations of Space-Time, and hence we are wholly 

affected by the body of Space- Time, we, striving after the object of our 

religious appetite which is God. 88 The religious response in man repre-

sents the penetration of the nisus, which we have called the will of God, 

into our being, and that response itself is, moreover, a contribution to 

the nisus. 89 Renee , the very nature of religion is objective if it is a 

response to the nisus, for the nisus is a universal tendency to deity. 90 

Religion, therefore, is not the fear of the thunderstonn, but the 

thunderstorm is the occasion of religion, just as religion may be elicited 

by aesthetic strivings of men or by the drive for la:lowledge found in the 
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empirical sciences when the mind of the investigator reaches t oward the 
91 

unknown "so that he feels like a cnild gathering pebbles on the sea- shore." 

The tendency toward deity in tne environment acts on the human mind, 

through whatever channels , and the striving of the man toward accomplish-

ment evokes the religious response. 'Ihe nisus thus provokes a reaction 

in men as it drives the ur.iverse onward to deit7, an unknown quality which 
92 

gives the ~ rld a divine flavor. Man ' s specific response to the nisus 

is a 

feeling of oneness w"'.i..th the next higher type of quaJ.ity which 
i s to arise out of the level we or other minds have attained. 
• • , Religious passion is a ma11ifestation of the nisus which 
the human being possesses because he is caught in the general 
machinery. 93 

God does noi, in turn , reply to the religious response as an individual 

person. "The universe does not answer to our prayers by overt external 

actions • , but in the strength and sustainment which in its tendency 
9L 

to deity it gives to our minds . " Ar.:cordingly, t.he religious r esponse 

provides its own satisfaction: it is both a reaction to the divinity of 

the universe and a source of contentment that that reacti on is justified. 

S~ch a religious rei;ponse may be depicted as a perfectly general 

phenomenon, fo r all 

material and living things are caught in the nisus , in virtue 
of which they sustain the J evel above t.hem, and without which 
that level would disappea1·, and thlllgs would shrink b ack t o a 
lower stage. And within the ' minds• of these material and 
living things themselves the nisus is felt as a nisus vowards 
sorr~thing unattained, and they have t he analogue of what reli­
gion is for us , 9S 

Cons-equentJ.y we may best describe the religious sentiment as the reaction 

to the upward sweep of the nisus in tbe human mind, a reaction which 



motivates the individual t o affi rm the worshipf'ul quality of the unknown 

deity, expressed as a devotion to Ood, whatever kind of reality metapey-

sics might determine that God to be. Alexander agrees with William James 

"that it is from out of the subliminal strata of our personality that 

the religious emotion arises into consciousness by a kind of uprush from 

below. 1196 Divinity is active throughout the Wliverse and hence it moves 

us to worship, 97 even though the nisus of the world may be concealed 

f •ti 98 rom oogm. on . 

Yet whatever speculati ve notion we accept of the universe in tra-

vail with an emerging deity, that speculation is verified by the religi-

ous sentiment, II just as the effect of the existence of ; ons in chemistry 

is a verification of their existence, or the observation of a planet 

throur.h a telescope is a verification of the predicted position of this 

planet . 1199 'lbe religious sentiment underwrites in practice the specula-

tions about the divine that Alexander presents in his metaphysics . We 

feel emotion for the objects of Alexander's theol ogy because ~e are, as 

Boodin describes it, "part of a creative dest iny, reacbins backwa.rd and 

f'orward to infinity--a destiny that reveals itsel£, though dimly, in our 

striving, in our love, our thought, our appreciation. 11100 

Alexander h1msel£ best sUJ11m.arizes the thrust and complexity of t 

religious sentiment. We quote him at length to do justice to his system. 

The belief that in religious experience w2 have direct experience 
of God goes entirely beyond the record. An experience we have, 
which is as direct as in other mental actions which we live 
through, in the language of Mr. Bergson, or as I am accustomed 
to say, enjoy. But wat the religious experience is an experi­
ence of is a matter of interpretation. In the end the interpre­
tatioil"'may be correct . But it is not direct and it is reached 
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only after much othe r experience -.nich we have learned to trust. 
In itself i t is a craving f or something we k:nO'tl not what, and 
we search in the rest of our experience for what it may tell us 
of the object we seek. We may start with the actual experience 
of a certain 1numinous ' in t he worlo, as Mr. Otto calls it, or 
imagining an object to meet our need we may ask outselves \olhether 
such an object is in keeping with the rest of our experience . 
Our fancy, if a true philosophy leads us to believe that the 
fancied object is demanded by the rest of our knowledge , may give 
us the assurance we need. Mr . Bergson has urged lately that on 
t.his ground we may trvst the visior.s of mystics if they are not 
discordant with other truths , as having a claim to be considered 
probably true . Some philosopher s have indeed t ried to deduce the 
existence of God by arguments which have satisfied few. At least 
we can see that the object of r eligi on is rot given directly to 
us , though when we have accepted the idea of him , he may seem to 
have spoken to us directly in our conscience or in other ways. 
But though the object of worship has not the artificiality of 
value, it is not experienced a~ part of the worlci with a force 
superior to the beliefs of science . On the contr ary , it derives 
part of its pervasiveness f~om the convergi ng indications of 
the rest of our kr1owledge .1 l 

The religious sentiment as a confi rmation of metaphysical postulations 

is , therefore , compl exly utilized and needs to be consonant ~ith a body 

of other experience. Consequently, it is rot surprising to find many men 

who do not accept the vali.C.i t.y of Lhe sentiment j and many other s i.'ho do 

not experience it at all , at least not in any way comparable ~o the man-

ner which Alexander describes. For of necessity the r el i gious sentiment 

is private and may even be idiosyncratic , i t being botr. t he response of 

an individual to the direction and thrust of the universe end an individual 

intell'retation of that response which, if it is to be authentic, ought to 

be cons i stent with a great deal of additional exper ience, which may also 

be private and idiosyncratic . 

Ther e is somethin6 unsatisfying ~ therafore , in Alexander ' s attempt 

to di sallow disconfirming lacks of experience as t.he results of the inaae-

quacies of individuals to feel the divine in the universe. In spite of 
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the all- pervasiveness of the nisus of the tmiverse toward deity, Alex-

ander is willing to tell us t.hat some men lack experience of the religi-
102 

ous sentiment because they are "deity- blind" the way some others are 

103 
color blind or tone deaf . Since most men are suggestible emotionally 

to the existence of deity, Alexander argues de consenou gentium, i t 

appears , that the emotion is real, objective and in no way illusory. 

C. Variei~ies of religion 

l. Theism and pantheism. Still, whatever the consensus among 

men may be regarding the reality or unreality of the quality of dei ty, 

there remains room for significantly differing interpretations of the 

nature of that quality and of its rela tion t o the real world of experience. 

The distinction between theism and pantheism is illust rative, anc. , as we 

shall find, significant to Alexandrian thought . 

Thei sm posits a God which is a "divine individual, awfully removed 
104 

from man, 11 a transcendent being, external "to the worlo of 1T1er1 with whom 

men still r etain some form of relationship , As such, the theist 11makes 

appeal to the personal or egotistic side of the religious consciousness , 

feeling that in the surrender the worshipper still retains his l.Ildivid~-

105 
ality and achieves it in the s urrender. 11 Such a God i s felt to be con-

tinuous with man, but is not so conceived philosophically. Frequently, 

God is inaged theistical.ly as the creator of the universe who calls the 

world into being by the exercise of his will . When he is conceived as 

creator, he may create alternately eJC nihilo or by informing a pre-existent 

matter, 

Strictly speaking a theistic God (as .Uexander depicts theism) 
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must be external. tc the material world, external , that is, even to the 

106 
mind of man which is of the material world. Should there be exist ents 

higher than man in the material world--such as finite gods or angels--

t he transcendent God would still have to be external to these . Neverthe-

less, 11 the transcendent God of t.heism is conceived predominat.ely as pos-

sessing moral attributes and as entering into personal relations with his 

107 
human creatures . 11 Theism, therefore, as Alexander finds it to be em-

bodied in contemporary western religions, as serts doctrines about a trans -

cendent God which can enter into relations with the finite existents of 

the ac tual kl'X>wn world, a personal God whose personality is fundamentally 

unlike human personality in perfection. That such a God- concept is a 

mass of cont radictions is t.re weakness of theism as it is expressed in 

practical religion. 

For the relationship of the God of theism to bis creatures is 
108 

wholly artificial , wholly out of c1msonance with the nature of a trans-

cendent God , unless we do violence to the meaning of "trans cendence" and 

unless tre theist pr oclaim inconsistency and self- contr adict.ion to be the 

virtues of his practical religion . To overcome such difficul t.:i.es , theists 

often multiply the confusion by positing intennediaries be tween ~he ever-

transcendent God and his creation, the mundane world. By ascribing an 

intermediary function to a god- man , for example, theists increase the 

confusion rathe r than resolve i~. 

The need is felt of mediators between the creatu res and God 
which bridge the interval between him and them. God may be 
conceived embodied in some perfect type of manhood who is at 
once both human and divine. And if the relation of man with 
the perfect and unchanging God is artificial 1 still more so 
is tt>.e connection of God with nature . All the perplexities 
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which experience makes us so familiar with of the imperfect 
subjegation of nature t.o t. he purposes of man , arise in re ­
spect of the God of theism. '.lbe god- man is finite and dies. 
Even God's con t tol over na ture, though complete is arbitrary, 
obeys no principle ana is postulated rather than expl ained. 109 

The relation of such a God to the world seems so unlike a principle of 

immanence amidst transcenience that it appears to be no relation at all. 

And if such a God is related to the world , he is but another mundane thing , 

although possibly the g r eatest of mundane things . It is , at best, very 

difficult to reconcile the t r anscendent Goct of philosophical theism with 

110 
t he :immanence which theism in practical religion attri butes to him. 

Moreover, if the God of religion is to be immanent , he must be 

more than a being rel ated to the f inites of mundane existence. "Immanence 

• • • means that God is a principle which pervades the whole of nature 

111 
and has no existence outside, 11 whether we consider such a God as iden-

tified with nature or as the animating or inspiring principle of nature. 

"To be immanent , God lives, and lives only in his world. This notion is 

112 
the essence of pantheism." Pantheism, as opposed to theism, has the 

advantage of positing the existence of a God who is in intimate relation 

with .his world . It 

has the speculative advantage that it s Uppl i es the compre­
hensive and unlabored connection between man, nature and 
God, which theism ••• fails to supply satisfactorily. 
But t hi s very speculative advantage is a t the same time a 
speculative defect in "merging individuality into t he nebu­
lous whole. 11 This speculative defect also signifies a reli­
gious insufficiency , for t he Absolute 0£ pantheism ultimate­
ly does not pennit the finite creai.ufj the real independence 
which is required for a free being . 11 

The f'reedom of the individual in theism and i ts corresponding transcendent 

God is, at bes t , replaced in pantheism by a mystical union with God , or 

llL 
e l se that freedom is al~ogether absent. Pantheism. assigns man to an 
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unsatisfying place also because it describes a Ood who is indifferent to 

the being of man, a God who has no need whatever for man.115 In such a 

system as pantheism, moreover, "the individual worshipper bas no real 

existence apart from the divine, and the perpetual danger to which no 

pantheism hitherto has offered a sufficient resistance is that the indi­

viduali t,y of the worshipper is lost in the di vine. •1116 ~ere practical 

theism posited a lovable Ood (who oegan as awfully removed from man ), 

the God of pantheism remains forever awful.117 
Man may relate to a pan-

theistic God with intellectual passion, but never with emotional devotion, 

for the pantheistic Supreme Being lacks the hum.an note. 
It contains humanity and all other things indis~riminately, 
and it contains eVi.l and good alike, for .mat from our hW1lall 
view is evil is not evil as in the Supreme Being. 118 

Theism and pantheism are essentially distinct and they are fund.a-

mentally at odds with one another . Alexander is intrigued, however, with 

the possibility that they may be reconciled. 

While Judaism wou.ld, I think, be admitted to be undoub+,edly 
theistic, Jewish philosophy has produced in the herstical 
Spinoza the greatest example of pantheism known to the \tteste:-n 
world. Even Mr. Roth, who in his work on Spino~a, Descartes 
and Maimonides maintains the debt of Spinoza to Maimonides and 
his affinity with Maimonides, admits that God could not be 
equated with the World by Maimonides as he is by Spinoza, God 
being for Maimonides an immaterial intelligence beyond 'the 
order demanded by the universal claims of the thinking mind' . 
Maimonides, I suppose, represents the theology of the Old 
Testament . Spinoza's pantheism, whatever its antecedents, is 
unorthodox. Both, however, arise within the womb of Judaism. 119 

To Alexander, the presence of both theism and pant~eism in Jewish philo-

sophlcal theology represents an interesting phenomenon , particularly be-

cause theism and panthe ism are so radically dii"ferent from one another. 

But attempts ~o reconcile the t wo systems seem to be failures. 

:r£ we posit a theistic God made i.nunanent by a quasi-divine god-man, we 
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have hardly at all made pantheism and theism square with one another, for 

an immanent God must be as immanent ;n unconscious or inanimate objects 

as he is asserted to be immanent in man. 120 Theism and pantheism remail1 

unreconciled, .for the God of theism must be transcendent, wholly separate 

from the finite world, while the God of panthei sm is immanent, whether 

God is conceived as a pervading presence or whether finite things are 

considered fragments or modes of God . 121 A theistic God cannot be wor-

shipped by his creatures because he is not ~elated to thero, and a pan~he­

istic God cannot be loved or worshipped because he is not worshipfu..1 . 122 

And how all finite things proceed from a pantheistic God is unexplained 

or incomprehensible in pantheistic theological speculations .123 Also , 

a creator God is necessarily transcendent and out of relation with his 

finite creatures, while a pantheistic God is not creative.124 '!'he t vo 

systems--theism and pantheism--seem mutually ex.elusive and individually 

unsatisfying. The one is strong where the other is weak, but. weak, also, 

where the other is strong.125 

In spite of the difficulties which Alexander finds in pantheism, 

we migllt be tempted to think of his system as pantheistic because be iden-

tifies the body of God with the whole of Space-Time in which all finites 

are included. 126 In any case, he specifically states that transcendence 

and immanence are irreconcilable, 127 so that if one must be chosen, we 

are inclined to believe that Alexander has selected immanence and its 

attendant pantheism with its speculative advantages. Specifically, however, 

Alexander does opt both for theism and for pantheism, both for transcend-

ence and for immanence in God, although he assigns the two disjunctive 

notions to different aspects of the one God. 128 ll>~eover , he seems to 
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accept both pantheism and theism when he rejects a created world while 

accepting a notion of divine creation within the world. 

The historical conception of things rejects of necessity a 
cr~ator of ~he world, while accepting creators and creation 
within the world . The world as a whol e when viewed histori ­
cally is self-creative. If, indeed, we take God to mean no 
more than the creative impulse by \obich the world goes its 
restlese way in time , in this sense there is indeed a Cre­
ator God .129 

Moreover, we may say that God is the creator of the -world for Space- Time, 

which is self- creative, is identified with the body of God as creative of 

the universe. Furthermore , when we think of t he nisus a::> the will of 

God, we think of God as creative in yet another respect. So God may be 

both theis~ic and pantheistic. As Alexander explains the nature cf the 

natter, 

whatever God may be, he , too , is sutject to the time- process 
and must change wi. th the change of things. • • • It is 
enough to remark that whether God be vie•ed t heistically or 
pantheistically (and the conce tion of him must do ·ustice to 
both these views italics mine , he suffero, or has the 
privil ege of the timeful passage of things . Pantheis~ic , he 
is at no stage of a growing universe complete; theistic he is 
a projection into a single individual of the universe with its 
as yet unsatisfied tendency ~r desire.130 

There is some question, consequ~ntly, whether ~he view of theology 

wi~h which Alexander has presented us is a theistic or a pantheistic one . 

McCarthy understands Alexander as having "solved the riddle of transcen-

dence and inlnanence by combining the theistic and pantheis~ic viewpoints , 11 

and Alexander himself states: 

If the question be asked, whe~her the specula~ive conception of 
God or deity which has been advanced here as part of the empiri­
cal treatment of Space-Time and has appeared to be verified by 
religious experience belongs to theism or pantheism, the answer 
must be that is not strictly referable to either of them , taker. 
by itself; that in different '<"espects it belongs to both .132 

131 
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Alexander regards his unique theological fonnula as both theistic and 

pantheistic for "God is immanent. in respect of his body, but transcendent 

133 
in respect of his :ieity. 11 While pantheistic, God does not absorb the 

finites so that their individuality is lost. Rather , the finites sustain 

13L 
the quality of God's deity because of their place in the hierarchy. 

Yet while not absorbed in God , the finites of mundane existence are still 

related to God, as pantheism declares and as practitioners of theism 

desire , ror the body of God as the .tl.ole of Space- Time contains all finites 

in tre wrlci. Furthermore, theistically, God's deity as the goal toward 

which the finite existents in the universe strive grants greater dignity 

to those finites than they would have in either a theistic or a panthe-
135 

is tic framework . 

However, while Alexander claims that his particular theological 

system has the merits of both pantheism and theism, he also as5erts that 

136 
11 if a choice must be made it is theistic , 11 for God is theistic with 

respect to his deity, and it is deity \oilicb is the distinctive quality 

137 
of God , the mind of God, and, we may add , the particular quality of 

God which provokes man to worship . Simply put , deity, if not the totality 

of God and if not fundamental of God, is that character or quality of 

God in which tre rel igious man is most interested. Accordingly, Alex-

ander1 s theology is predominately theistic . While in an otherwise 

scholarly work Hartshorne anu Reese regard Alexander's system strictly 
138 

and simply as a union of theism and pantheism, we m~ be assured by 

Alexander's own stat.ements that. his t.lteology mar be pantheistic, but 

God is, in its main thrust , a theistic conceptualization. Whil e in Space, 
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Ti.me and Deitr he stresses that possible union , elsew~re Alexander ex-

plicitly declares that his syst.em is no+. a pantheism. "According t o it 

the world is not animated by deity as the pantheists believe, for deity 

has not in its distinct ive na ui.re as yet emerged at this stage of the 

l d ' . t ,,139 wor s exi s ence . 

The 1<orld is divine not because of dei't.y, but because of the nisus . 

If, howeve r, we regard the nisus as the will of God , Alexander ' s i.heology 

collapses again into pantheism, for while dei t.,f does not , God. then does 

animate the world by t he acti vi ty of .his will . And even if our sugges-

tion that the nisus is identifiable as the will of God be not accepted , 

we stil1 find Alexander ident ifying deity with nisus140 and in this 

r espect deity may, indeed, be said to animate the world, Alexander's own 

p rotestations notwi thstanding . Nevertheless , 

theism ana pantheism, transcendence arrl immanence are two 
extremes of thought about the divbe. They are ra:-ely 
found in complete pur ity, but are combined in pra ctical 
religious belief i n va rious proportions. They represent 
the two e ssential characters which God shares with all other 
things and ..iith Sp~ce-Time itself , of being both body and 
soul . 3od is immanent in r espectLof his body , but trans­
cendent in r espect of his deity. l 1 

But the t ranscendence of God' s deity beyonri the finite existents 

of tre actual world must not be ul'lierstood t o signify that OoC. 1 s deity 

i s external to the "-'Orld . On the contrary , while greater in perfection 

than all actual existents and contained or localized in none of them, 
l l.i2 

God' s dPity remains entirely within t he world as part of the universe 

of Space- Time. The deperrler.ce of deity for its sustainment upon the 

l ower level~ of the hierarchy requires that we regaro deity as wi. t.~in the 

world, s o much so that 11there is no part of the universe that is not used 
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up to sustain the deity of God. 11 We might. say, in the language of 

Alexander, that deity, while transcendent, is compresent with the finit.e 

existents within the one matrix of Space- 'l'.ime . Temporally, at least , 

deity transcends finites for it belor:gs t o the future, but to the future 

of that same single Space- Tilile of which ae are parts . Moreover, God is 

transcendent by strict definition, ber.ause his detenninative quality, 

that of his deity, is next hi gher tc mind in the hierarchy of existents, 

and is consequently qualitatively different from all the finite~ in the 

HL 
universe. 

Professor Stiernotte objects that such a view of transcendence is 

not really transcendence at all l 

Alexander is emphatic that deity is within the world and in 
no sense does it transcend the world. God ' s deity t r anscends 
all the finites but is this sufficient to make of Alexander's 
concept ion, in the last resort, transcendent theism? Our an­
swer must be in the negative, for a conception of deity as 
being central within the world am occupying only a part of 
the infinite world of ~pace-Time has not the character of trans­
cendence usually associated with theism, for transcenden~e has 
meant transcendence beyond the finites of the world. • • • Al.ex­
ander' s conception is therefore not transcendent theism, but is 
rather influenced by pantheism. Certainly, a God who in his 
character of deity occupies a portion of the infinite world, is 
not the .trare~endent God of theism, but savors of an "'1manent 
conceptl.on. 

Still, Alexanier does not refer to the traJ«scendeoce of deity as "pure 

transcendence" which is irreconcilable with "pure ilT'Jnanence. 11 Deity is 

transcendent only insofar as it transcends- perhaps in a broader sense 

of the term than is generally found in theism--"the inferior order of 
1L6 

developed creations, incli.;.ding man . 11 Again, God ' s immanence is not 

11pure,'111 but being the whole world as i t tends to deity or is engaged in 

t he production of deity, God talces in within himself t-he whole world and 
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lu7 
is therefore immanent in it. 11 In a manner peculiar to Alexander's 

theology, God "is transcendent , as it were, in respect of bis mind (to 

use a human analogy) and immanent , in respect of his body,"
148 

and in 

respect of his nisus is neither theistic nor pantheistic , but is "infra-

pantheistic, 11 insofar as some fir.ite beings, such as the amoeba, seem not 

1L9 
t o participate in the ni.sus, for they exhibit scarcely any change at all. 

Stiernotte provides us with a comprehensive interpretation of 

Alexandrian theology with respect to the issues of t.helsm and pantheism, 

transcendence and immanence. The immanent feature of God is his body 
150 

which is the all - inclusive whole of Space- Time. The transcendence of 

the theistic God is to be found in bis deity, the next empirical qualit-y 

beyond that of mind. Deity is a quality which , unlike other empirical 

151 
qualities, occupies an i nfinite portion of Space-Time . But deity is 

not merely t r anscendent but is multiply transcendent, for "once deit y is 

reali-zed by becoming the highest quality in an emergent hig!1er than man 

in a future birth of Time, there i s a higher deity ahead of this emergent. 

and a realized deity ceases t.o be deity as such. 11152 Now deity , while 

infini~e in s cope , is not a pantheistic notion, for it (which is God ' s 

soul) 11does not permeate the whole world, as it does in the strict pan­

theistic conception . 111 53 Alexander's God, then, shares of theism and pan-

theism, of transcendence and immanence . The system is a union of oppo-

sites, albeit modified forms of those opposites. 

Accordingly, the God that .Alexander postulates and claims verified 

by religious sentiment or experience has characteristics appropriate to 

such a unified system. It is a God that is theistic and pantheistic, as 

WP-11 as both rsttionally and emotionally discovered. But the system 
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remains preponderately a theism, although, as Eric s. W&terhouse inter-

prets it, it is a reversal of standard theis.a, a revernal in whioh first 

comes the world of Space- Time and deity later.154 

Alexander is most concerned that the God postulated in his theology 

sat:i,sfy the demands of the religious consciousness·. He believes such a 

God is in accordance with the practical religious needs of men. 

He still asks aid from the pictorial imagination in order to 
be realised for our reflective weakness; but requires no pic­
tures that depend on violent hypotheses. The ntnninous mystery 
still attaches to a world making for deity; and love given and 
returned is, as it seems to me, as conceivable towards a being 
greater than ourselves, who draws us forward ·to himself by the 
force of our own aspirations, as to one who draws backward to 
him the creatures which he created to love him.155 

More specifically, Alexander gives us four criteria for the suffbiency-

to the religious sentiment of any metaphysical conception of God. They 

are 11that he should be greater than man, a 'universal' or all.-inclusive 

being, different in quality from man, and, final ly, responsive to man, 

so that he offers us, in W. James' language, 'a solution of our une.ssi-

ness, 1 whether that uneasiness is derived from our feebleness and fini tude 

or i'rom the more intimate sense of our shortcomings and sin. 111 56 The last 

of these we shall consider in some detail later. 157 We may deal with the 

others rather briefly. 

Alexander ' s God , in the first place, is surely greater than man. 

He is the whole of the universe as tending to the quality of deity. B.r 

virtue of his absolute in!'initude, God is greater than man . He is also 

a u~iquitous all-encompassing being, with respect to this boey which is 

the whole of Space-Time, inclusive of all the :finites within the universe. 

All existents are within God and all actual ex5.stence is identical with 
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God's body. Finally, God is qualitatively different f rom man with re-

spect to his deity, which is his quality, the ottt level in the hier­

archy of empirical emergents beyond conscious roi:ld. '1tri.le deity may be 

considered an outgrowth of mind and sustained by mind and all the levels 

below it, still it represents a new can.figuration or complexity of Space-

Time which marks a qualitative distinction from the levels which precede 

it in existence. Wrl.le an outcropping of mind, deity is as different 

from mind (and man ) as mind is f'roro life, as different also as life is 

from insentient material con.figurations. It appears, therefore, that 

the God of Alexander's speculative theology should satisfy the needs and 

demands of the religious consciousness. 

~ may now consider some of the other characteristics of Alexander's 

God. First, as the wbole of Space-Time God's body is not only immanent 

but is also omnipresent in the universe, 158 much in accordance with tra-

ditional religion. But whereas the tradition::i.l God of standard theism 'is 

generally asserted to be beyond considerations of Time, Alexander cannot 

conceive of such a being. To be out of relation to Time, to be timeless, 

is not to exist, for since the all-encompassing matrix of Space-Time is 

composed as much of Time as it is of Space , all which exists in Space-­

even in all of Space--must exist in Time, as "-ell. Alexander takes Time 

seriously, and hence all things are subject to Tirue. And to exist is to 

exist in Space-Time for it is infinite, there being nothing outside of it 

which J'IUIY' be called non- spatio-temporal being. Nevertheless, we may con-

ceive of God as eterr.al if we understand his being eternal to mean that 

he exists in all Ti.me rather than in no Time . 
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While Space-Time i s in some sense absolute, god-like, in no sense 

159 
i s it worshipful, except in that it. tends to deity. Bare Space- Time 

does not satisfy the religious consciousness which longs for a worshipful 

divinity in the universe. It is deity t hat provokes the religious r e-

sponse, and in speaking of God a s the being that possesses t he future 

quality of deity , Alexander appr oaches many of the notions of t raditional, 

pr actical r eligi on. For we exhibit a dependence "on God, which partly 

makes us think of him under the figure of a father . 11160 It is "our sense 

of how God gather s up for us in his person the whole infinite world to 

which we belong, so that in trusti ng ourselves t o his divinity we are 

aware of our continuity with the whole i n its divine qualit y. 11161 Because 

of his mysterious nature , God in the aspect of his deity i s felt as a 

father , but the fatherhood of God is not expressive of a creative God 

who fashions the l«>rld. For the individual is sustained by God, 162 t hat 

is by the whole of Space- Time with its nisus to deity, but he i 3 not ere-

ated by God. Men worship the deity of God in the hope of hel p from a 

f ather figure, but thi5 i s not to say that the analogy of the father i s 

16) 
t o be pr essed too closely. It refers best to a t rust man has in God 

and a freely given obedience of man t o his God, a higher being whom man 

16L "regards worthy of such trust. 11 

Yet man relates t o a Goc.i t hat is higher than man in much the S&IJle 

way a dog rela tes t o his master ,165 as a qualitatively lower being that 

can but scarcely comprehend the higher, that can but sense it as something 

greater , but the narure of the superiori t.y is unknown. Bood.in seems to 

agree with AleXander in t hi s r espect , that the quality of the being beyond 
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man is largely unknown. 

If there is a nisus towards God in our :inr) erfect evolution, 
due to our t r ial and error adaptation to the divine impetus , 
yet we cannot presume now to share the quality of God in kind 
any more than a dog who shares the friendship of a Newton can 
hope to share the mind of Newton . • • • Clearly God dwells in 
a light to ;dlich no man can come . In the homely language of 
Heraclitus: Han is a monkey compared to God. There is a dif- 166 
ference in quality which separates us from being God in essence . 

While much of Alexander's language seems full of anthropomorphism, 

f or instance, the claim that God has a body and a mind 1
167

the anthropo-

morphism is no more than the pictorial images which are given t o the con-

3iderably more pr ofound theological conceptions . The examples which we 

have cited serve to explain how God partakes of the general nature and 

structure of the whole universe. \ihether such a technique is l egitimate 

is questionable , but it is one , we note that appears repeatedly in Alex-

arxier1 s writings. Even the fanciful speculation that a man is as a God 

unto his dog is such a technique , but its intention is to show how God 

is not qualitatively the same with man. Alexander' s purpose i s not t o 

postulate a canine theology o r to make a god like a man, any more than it 

is to make a man l ike a dog. 

Jacob Kohn provides us with a fairly complete rationalization and 

explanation of such anthropomorphizing techniques . While he aoes not at..-

tempt to extol anthropomorphism, Kohn does show us hov it is useful in a 

system like Alexander ' s . 

There can be no doubt that beyond the world symbolizing Deity 
itself, the designations of God are ar1thropomorphic. They 
describe the being as a whole of certain properties which man 
discovers within himself or within the range of his social 
experience. I refer to such tenns as Father , King, Judge , 
Redeemer, Legislator and their like as they are found in the 
lit.e rature of religious experience and worship. Post-bibli cal 
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Jewish literature is particularly rich in descript.ive phrases 
for God, some of which have emotional overtones while other s 
al.ready reflect speculative thought-- 11He who spake and the 
world cane into being , 11 "Life of all worlds , 0 " The Hol y One , 
Blessed be He , 11 "The Compassionate One , " "The Eye of the World" 
(the all- seeing) 1 

11 'Ihe Sbekhina11 (in the sense of an indwelling 
God), and many others. It should be noted that the tetragr am­
maton which, according to the interpretation of Exodus 3:14, 
itself bore some relation to God as Being, was not regarded as 
a proper noun for God. lt became a cryptogram for which you 
could. substitute any appropri ate designation. This encouraged 
the weaving of a great varie ty of descriptive phrases which to­
gether r eveal t he Jewish God idea perhaps more truly t han any 
of the mere ambitious attempts at clarification. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

Si nce we can only describe Supreme Being as it is relevant 
t o ti~e hWllan perspective, we must ex~ect such anthropomorphisms 
in t he vocabulary of popular religiQn. Neithe r science nor mathe­
matics are wholly f r ee from them.16~ 

For ecience and mathematics describe entities that are not human in terms 

t hat , of necessity, are human. Anthropomorphism is a device which is 

useful. in explaining extra-human event s or objects, f or without antbro-

pomorphisms, unless we restrict ourselves t o the precise equations of 

abstract mathematics, and only t o those equations--not to their explana-

tions--human communication would"become severely limited, possi bly elimi-

nated. Speculative theology as a science benefits from anthropomorphic 

expressions no less than the special sciences, but it is plagued \o"ith 

them, tco, for the danger seems especially great th.nt we will take seri-

ously the anthropomorphic descrip tions found in theological discour se . 

Such expressions serve as models by which we may gain understanding, not 

as rigid identifications . ! hey are so \otrongly taken only in their most 

pedestrian sense. 

2. Monotheism and polytheism. There remains a special problem i n 

Alexander's religious system, the p~blem of monotheism versus polytheism. 
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Frequently Alexander speaks as t.hough he were either monotheist or poly-

theist or both. Stiernotte asserts that Alexander "in a daring mood 

extended • • • evolution to beings higher c.han man , his favorite finite 

gods . 11169 Even before Alexander speculates philosophically as to the 

existence of such beings, he speaks of ~hem in his development of epistem-

ological compr esence, supposing how actual beings higher than man--angels , 

that is to say--~Quld view the relationship of compresence bet.ween a man 
170 

and a material object. Moreover, Alexander cioes not postulate angels 

or finite gods merely as a technique in his philosophical system. 

This device was adopted half-pl ayfully as a pictorial embodi­
ment of the conception forced upon us by t.he fact that there 
is this series of levels of existence. I t. was used i llustr a ­
tivel y. • • • But we can now see that it is a serious con­
ception. For the angelic qual ity the possession of which en­
ables such beings to contemplate minds is the next higher em­
pirical quality of deity and our supposed angels are fini t e 
beings with this quality. We shall have t o ask bow such 
finite deities are related to t he infinite God, for t hey 
t hemselves are finite gods .171 

As deities, such beings are higher than man in the hierarchy, and as 

fi~ites they are configurations of Space-Time , each of them having a 

ch t . t• ai·t 172 arac eris ic qu i Y• Still , we may yet regard the speculation about 

finite gods as a type of device , one wnich is used to gain a better under -

standing of U1e infinite God. If we transport ourselves in thought to 

the next level beyond that of mind, we conceive of a finite deity struc-

tured along the same lines as other existents in Space- TilTle 1 and any 

finite god or angel shall be, as well, a complexity of Space-Time, built 

of body and soul , like all ot.her beings in the one universe .173 

The idea of finite polytheistic gods is a natural outcome of the 

application of Alexander' s theology and metaphysics . "If deity were 
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attained# the r e woul d be not infinite Ood but finite gods , and the world­

nisus would carry the dist ri. bu tion of mothn in turn past them. 1117 L For 

any actual existent , as we have s een, is destined t o be finite: the 

charact ers of actuality and infinity, except wit h reference to total 

Space-Time, are mutually- contradictory , mutual l y exclusive . Should deity 

ever become actual in Space-Time , i~ would yet be replaced as deity by 

another beyond. A finite deity has yet another dei ty beyond it, which, 

if tha t latte r were to become act ual, has also another infinite deity 

beyond it. "There is always impending over him the menace which Prome­

theus levels again~t Zeus of supersession by a higher God. 11175 

Yet this is all part of Alexander 's theological metaphysic , a 

r esult of his evolutionary thought, and , surprisingly, the guarantee of 

the theist ic eleme nt in i t . Stiernotte characterizes such a notion of 

176 
deity ever beyond deity as "the multiple transcendence of deity. 11 A 

realized deity is always to be s urpassed by an infinite deity beyond it. 

A f inite god has yet iniinite deity ahead of it, that fthl ch is deity t c 

the finite god. "There is thus , if we follow through Alexander ' s meta-

physical assumption concerning deity as t he next higher quality, a pro­

gr essiv·e r r agmentation of the quality of deity into the highest quality, 
177 

tlJe 1mind l of any nwiber of levels of finite existents . " The finites 

are no longer rightly called deity in such a system as Alexander 's, yet 

we see how they may be rega.-dee as gods to men, finite gods in a poly-

theistic system . 11 The forward movement of Time implies • • • nothing less 

t han the fragmentat ion of the quality of deity into an increasing poly-

theism of finite existents higher than man , • • • a system of numerous 

178 
angels and finite gods emerging on the levels higher than man. " But 
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infinite deity remains forever beyond, a multiply t ranscendent entity 

which is always deity to the highest finic,e 1 evel in actual existence. 

Consequently , we may regard the theoretical polytheism which Alexander 

constructs as a vital portion of his work, one which underwrites the 

transcendent character of his theistic God. Deity at any stage may not 

be ultimate, as most theologians would require the quality to be, 179but 

there remains the forever ultimate not ion of a multiply transcezrlent deity 

beyond any and every stage of actual deity that shall be a chieved in the 

progressive flow of Time. While "pantheism becomes fragmented into poly-

h . 11180 
t eism, Alexarrler still holds fast to a God who is pantheistic with 

respect to his body and thei stic wi th respect to his multiply transcendent 

quality of deity. 

Now we cannot know whether such finite gods or angels a ctually do 

exist . Or rather (since, if they exist finitely they exist actually) , 

we do not know whether .finite deities , gods or angels exist now fa Space-

Time. 

If Time has by now actually br ought them forth , they do exist; 
if not, Lheir existence belongs t o the future. If they do 
exist • • • they are net recognisable in any form of material 
existence kn::>wn to us; and material. existence they must have; 
though conceivably there may be such moterial bodies , contain­
ing life and minds as the basis of deity, in regions of the 
umverse beyond our ken . 

181 That is a scholastic and trivial quest ion. 

Yet the question which Alexander regards as "scholastic and t rivial" 

does not seen so to a number of his critics . Professor Laird points out 

that whether the quality of deity has yet emerged is a possibl e question, 

one which deserves furtrer consideratior: than our author has given it. 

If we accept Alexander's metaphysical emergence system, and ii', therefore , 
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deity' s emergence must. somehow be based on mind , then it is fully possible 

that there are "plenty of angels now, c :rl plenty ':)f Jovian gods above 

1 d 1 t f P th ~- above Jovi·an gods . 11
182 w t ange s, an p en y o rome ean gouo e mus , 

needs, be unaware of them all, for we can neither enjoy, still less con-

template them, for they are all higher emergents than our own human minds . 

In fact, it seems rather likely that in the course of the infinite Time 

which has elapsed, such finite empirical existents have emerged, all of 

which are unknown to us . Hence Alexander ' s system seems to require a 

polytheism which suggests a pantheon of gods of whi ch man is wholly ig-

norant , according to Laird. But Stiernotte answers !.aird by stating 

that such finite gods or angels must be constructed of body and mind, 

like all other existents in Space- Time. Since they would be so constructed 

and based in lower level s of existence, "we certainly would encounter them 

with some awareness of their material eont curs and biological struc ture 

and functions , though the precise nature of their ' super- mind ' ·.rould 

183 
remain unknown to us. 11 Still , we could have communion with them, as 

a dog has ccmmunion with his master . 

Professor C. D. Broad speculates that finite gods might very well 
ieu 

be in ~xistence now, and might have as their bodies the minds of men. 

If such is the case, as Broad stat.es it1 either some men support such 

gods or all men and no animals do. 

We migbt expect that if sane men stand in a much more inti­
mate relation to deity than other s this l.X:luld s how i tself in 
their lives arxi thoughts . With half the ingenuit y that 
Prof. Alexander has lavishe d on proving that hiE God has many 
of the attributes ascribed by theologi ans to their God, I 
would 1mdertake to work some of the most characteristic doc­
trines of the Christian religion into his system . 185 
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Broad seems eager to show that Alexander ' s implicit rejection of Chris-

tiaoity, att endent to his assertion that the god- man as a principle of 

theistic immanence is incapable of serving the function which it is sup-

186 
posed to serve, is premature or inconsistent with bis total system in 

which finite gods may ind~ed serve to bridge the gap between a 'trans -

cendent deity and finite man within the worl d order. 

Whatever else Alexa.Nier's conjectures about finite deities or 

finite gods :nay do , they do not detract from the future quality of i nfi-

ru..te de.;ty.
167 

J b K hn ffi d · h h 1 dr • aco o a or s us some insig t into t e A exan ian 

system when he p laces the speculat.ior. as to the existence of finite gods 

into its proper per spective within that system . 

Should we • •• encounter beings qualitatively different from 
man, on a different plane of being, our rel~tions to them 
might doubtless be like that of a dog and master . Their inner 
life will remain a complete secret to us . The humani?iation cf 
man would then prove only one of the ends of tre evolut ionary 
process . The tides of beini"°might have swept beyond us . 

Of this only can we be sure- they have never paused on 
planes below us and they can carry us on, if we will, t o a 
future many times longer than that past which saw even th13 
ear liest traces of civi.lization.188 

Finite gods , should they ever emer ge , would do so oniy as o~e more step 

in the continuins process of emergence: , for "deity always exists in i ts 

infinitude beyond any realized and fragmented deity into existents of a 
189 

higher order than man." There is no reason to expect the nisus of 

the universe to stop with the emergence of finite gods, any more than it 

has stopped in the past ~-ith the actualization of any other finite quality 

which had previously been deity to the level below it. Alexander ' s poly-

theism does not diminish ~he worshipful quality of a multiply transcendent 

deity. 

Moreover, the quality of deity, whether consi dered in a finite or 



in an infinite pbase, is not, like the quality of mind. 

To assuTl!e it to be of the nature af human rnind would be as 
if a race of seaweeds were to hold that mind when it comes 
(the quality of deity for seaweeds) must be founded on the 
life of seaweeds, and minds the offspring of seaweeds . 
What fonn the fini'te god would assume we cannot know, and 
it is idle t.o guess . The picture has been drawn merely in 
order to give some idea of a higher quality of existence.190 

Accordi~ly, actual deity is not finite because minds are finite , but 

because actuality impl ies finitude. We cannot reason from our minds 

to the character that finite deity would possess . Its r.ature remains 

beyond our fir.cling out . 

Polytheism, now, does have a pl ace in Alexander' s system , and 

a useful and important place at that. While polytheiSill cannot contain 

the notion of an infinite God, it does satisfy the needs of both r eli-

191 
gion and speculation that a higher quality existent than mind be supplied. 

Moreover, polytheism servt::s to picture the maru.cr in '4hich God' s "empire 

• • • is extended over the whole univ ~se . 11192 Each god in a polythe-

istic pantheon serves to rule some matter or concern or character of 

existence. They are fated to be as they are , in Greek mythology for ex-

ample, t o 11act through allotted parts • .• --fire o r stonn or even minute 

departments like mildew or rust ; they have domains allotted to them. 111 93 

In another ..,ay, therefore, we may sar that polytheism and finite gods 

serve as means to understanding the total universe and the relation of in-

finite God ant;;. infinite deity to that unive rse , the one matrix of Space-

Ti.me. 

The finite gods or angels are but stages in the emergence of deity. 

Beyond them is yet another empirical quality, infini~e deity, which is 
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the deit.y proper to the finite deities.19
1.i Infinite deity may not possess 

actual existence, but :it "embodies the conception of the infinite world 

[which is the body of God] in its striving after deit y . 11195 Yet no 

infinite empirical quality··-deit y, mind or life--can actually exist, and 

11t he picture which has been drawn of an infinite God is a concession • • • 

to the habit of the religious consciousness to embody its conception of 
196 

God in an individual shape. " Nor is God eternal , for all which exi sts 

i s in Time, ;md the deity of God occupies but an infinite portion of 

S T. 197 
pace- l.me. Still, we can speak of God ' s deity as being ini'inite 

becau.5e it represents Godl s infinite bocty.198 
As an il'lfinite empi r i cal 

quality, God 1s deity is unlike other empirical qualities, actual quali-

. 199 
ties , all of which are finite. We may speak of God as infinite both 

200 
with respect to his deity and with respect to his body, but "God is 

201 
not the only infinite . " Sµace- Time is itself infinite , instances in 

202 
Space- Time are "infinite lines in Space, 11 and infini t,e numbers are 

. r· ·t 203 
in itU. e . But the infinites which are not God are unqual i tied, while 

God is an infinite possessing a distinctive quality , that of deity , "and 

we learn by experience [that] that quality is borne by finite compl exi-

204 
ties of space- time. 11 As infinite, God and deity are monotheistic; as 

finite, they are polythei stic. 

But monotheism has usually been understood to require the rejec­

tion of polytheism, 
205 

and consequently it is difficult to see how Alex-

antler' s speculative theology can partake of both polytheism and monotheism. 

Htstorically, polytheism has generally attempted "to secure deity in finite 

forms , and it is not unnatural that in this imagination the divine quality 
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should also be construed in terms of our hurnani ty and the gods be conceived 

as transcendent human beings. 11206 Taken as such, the more primitive reli-

gious imagination which characterizes polytheistic thought provides the 

human mind not only with finite gods to which man can easily r elate bu"t 

al so with "the imaginative pr esage of what our speculation call s the 

ideal infinite deity. n207 

Alexander speaks of deity in two very distinct ways , and to tel e-

scope the two into one leads to a confusion that his system i s equally 

polytheism and monotheism. His speculations about finite deities are 

connected rlth his total metaphysical scheme in which each level of ex-

istence foresees , as it were , a next level which is its deity . There 

are thus many finite deiti es actually existing now. "Materiality is 

deity to Space- Time , life is deity to materiality, mind is deity to l ife, 

d l ds d . t t . d ti 208 an ange s or go are ei y o m:i.n • Finite gods do exist , we know 1 

for levels b elow that of mind. But infinite deity is not yet ac .. :.ually 

existent, and were it real i.zed there would yet be an infinite deity 

beyond. 209 

Still , "the .finite gods were a proauct of Alexander's mythol o-

gizing !.magination, whereas infini~e God was the outcome of his specula­

tive efforts. 11210 His metaphysics pos tulates an infinite deity and his 

pr actical rel i.gion leads him to imagine a multiplicity of finite deit ies 

or finite gods . Moreover, 

t he conception of finite gods and that of infinit.e God are 
different conceptions in metaphysics . In the one we are 
t r ansporting outselves in thought to the next order of 
finites; in the other we think of the whole world as tend-
ing towards deity or godhead. But in the inevitable blend­
ing of speculation and pictorial mythology the two conceptions 
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may become confused. This occurs, for instance, whenever 
God is conceived rerely as the chief in the hierarchy of 
gods and not di fferent in quality frorn them . For as we have 
seen, in speculation, either there is an infinite God , which 
is an ideal , and there are then no angels or fini te deities; 
or if t~ re are fini teif ods, the infinite or supreme ideal 
has ceased to be God. 2 

Here , Alexander• s infinite God is comparable to Brightman ' s .finite God 

which is better understood as infinite God having a finite will , 
212ror 

the instances of deity in the actual universe are finit.e, all of them, 

while there yet ~mains the infinite ideal. The system remains monothe-

istic and the surposed pantheon of finite deities or gods is but the 

function of pictorial imagination seeking to understand the infinite in 

the wtl.verse . Infinite deity remains forever infinite : finite concre­

tions of deity give way to infinite deity beyond.
213 

But all the discus -

sion of finite deities , while consistent with Alexandrian metaphysics , i s 

a concession to man's habit. of mythologi zing the divine . 



CHAPTER V 

THE APPLICATION OF PRACTICAL RELIGION 

A. Value and deity 

Nwnerous r eligious thinkers have descr i bed a connection between 

relig i on and value. To deterniine Samuel Alexander ' s stand on the quea-

tion we wish first to di s cuss his theory of val•.ie in very general tenns. 

As in other sections of his metaphysics , he begins with a consideration 

of the human perspective and then proceeds by analogy in t wo directions , 

toward deity and toward the lower levels of emergents. Hence Alexander 

considers human values first anti later applies his theory of value as 

it relates to lower forms of 1 if e and to deity. 
1 

Alexander accepts in 

princi ple t wo propositions of Spinoza on the matter: "first that values 

are essentially relative to men and are in this sense human inv .. mtions; 

goodness and beauty do not belong to things apart from their r ela tion to 

men; secondly, that while relative to men they are founded in the nature 

of things and are not arbi trary. 11
2 

Values a re rela~ed, then, t o human 

nature and t o human instit utions . As John W. McCarthy interprets Alex-

ander, values or "tertiary qualities are emergents at the human level 

under the compulsion of impulse. 113 

?.very tertiary quality is r elated to the valuing subject , the 

u 
human mind, values arising when human minds enter into r elations with 

various ki nds of objec ts . 5 Val ues are not qualit.ies like the hierarchi-

cal qualities of life , mind or deity . The ter tiary qualities of truth, 
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goodness and beaut,y are not absolute descriptions or configurations of 

r eality. 

These values are not qualities of reality in the same sense 
as colour, or form, or life. Reality is not true nor false ; 
it is reality. Not even is the mental state of ill usion or 
error true or false; it is a mental reality. Objects a r e 
il l usory or unreal only i n relation to the mind which has 
them. Fact s a r e true only in relation to the mind which be­
lieves them. In the same way tbere is no goodness i n a physi­
cal fact as a mer e external reality; its goodness • •• lies 
in the relation it has to the physical mind whi ch will s it. 
Things a r e good only in so far as we extract their goodness 
by using them to our purposes. That physical things are 
beautiful only in relation to us is • • • pa radoxi cal and even 
r evolting , and it • • • shall receive its justifi ca t i on, when 
it will be seen that a l andscape has beauty not i n and by it­
self , but in the same way as a poem has beauty, which is made 
by a man a nd when it has been made is also a physical t hing 
outside the maker. 6 

All value on the human l evel is relative to the h uman mi ni which values 

an object: value does not r eside in the object itself , but i n the rel a-

tionship. Simpl y pu~, acco r ding to Alexander' s influence from Spinoza , 

"the first meaning of cona tus is that the good is what we desir e , 11 7 so 

that 11the terti ary qualities • • • are subject-object determinati ons . 118 

The relationship creates the value, and once it has , the value is in the 

object , although originate d in the object ' s rel ation to the subject . 9 

Still, value is not in any ser>..se objective; i t always r esi des in the sub­

j~ct-object relation.
10 

But while value der ives from the relationship of a valuing mind 

to an ext.emal object, the subjectivity or relativity of value does net 

suggest that value is only in the mind. Both subject and object are 

11 
necessary i f value is to exist really. Value is yet related to non-

human nat.ure,, as McCarthy demonstrates : " Truth is what men beli eve about 
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reality. Goodness consists of the reactions of men upon their envi roment.. 

12 
Beauty is bound uo with physical objects • 11 Yet values remain unlike 

pr inmry or secondary qualities. The yellowness of a flower is objective , 

but that same flower's beauty "is a subject-object detemination, 013 a 

determination which is , accordingly, superadded to the valued object, 

even in cases where the human mind does not select the arrangement of 

iu 
qualities but only perceives it, as in oeautiful works of nature. rer-

tiary qualities a r e not discovered t o be in the object but are invented 

by the valuing mind, for value is a quality which an object would not have 

except insofar as it enters i nto a relation \..'ith a s ubject.
15 

Like knowl -

edge, value comes about because of the compresence of t wo entities, ex-
16 

isting as biol ogical simplicities of stimulus and response. 

The tertiary q ualities are distinctive kinds of value that arise 

because of the social nature of man, the valuing subject. Each human 

ascrpiton of value involves a juogment t.hat is necessarily socicJ. in 

nature , Ale.xander t.ells us . "Judging and sociabilit.y are convertible . 

For in judgment our objects or propositions come directly into reliitions 

of agreement or conflict with other persons , 
1117 

and ou r judgments of value 

18 
are thereby checked against the judgments of other s . Hence , a judgment 

of value , while subjective, is not. "an individual emotive cry. 1119 
It is 

reasonable , consequently, ~hat Alexander should ae~ine the good man not 

as an inr.ovator or challenger of popular judgments but as one who embodies 

20 
the social collectivity's expectations of the good. For goodness , like 

all forms of value , has its root in ini:tict and "grows out of pu rely ani­

mal sociabili.ty such as we obse rve in herds of buffalo or among bees . 11 21 
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The good in human tems relates to the satisfaction of human needs "made 

coherent in the relations of individuals with one another in the social 

22 
gr oup. 

Even trut~ as a vlue has its base in hwnan sociability. It also 

has iti; instinctive base , deriving from our illtpulse of curiosity and mani-

festing itself in s cientific enterprise, for example.
23 

For one , judg-

ments ar e t rue according to their relation to organized bodies of knowl­

edge, not according to the correspondence rule of t r uth. 24 
11The truth 

of a science, 11 Stiem otte unde r stands Alexander to mean , "consists of the 

system of coherent p r oposit ions i nvolving too subject matter being those 

config-.irations of Space- Time investigated in this s cience. 1125 
Tr uth, as 

apprehended by valuing minds , is determined by the internal str uct ure o£ 

r eality. 
26 

The cohe r ence t heory or test of t ruth means that we find t r uth 

ac cor ding to a p r opositi on' s ''coherence with social minds , so that error 

is not primarily lack of cor respondence with objective r el ai ty, but re-

j ection by the mirr:is whose agreement is presumed to be a ma."lifestation 

of the fact that they have the trutb. 11 27 

Alexander' s t heory of value in too human spher e extends also to 

the subhuman spher e . 28 

The tertiary qualities [of truth, goodness and beauty] are 
not th~ only kind of values , though it is they lolhich in the 
strict sense have the right to the name. . • • within the 
human region there ar e values we attach t.o such qualities as 
courage or good heal th; and there is the whole department of 
economic values . These transitions between the differ ent 
sorts of value in man s uggest that value in a more extended 
sense reaches lower down than man , and perhaps is a connnon 
feature of all finites •• • • . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . 

ln every value there are two si<ies, t.he subject of valua­
tion and t he object. of value , and the value resides in the 
r elat5.on between the two , and does not exis t apart f r om t hem. 29 
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Value , in its simpler and m:>re extended sense, is a relation between two 

things that matter to one anotherJ so that food, for example , is valuable 

t . . hm t 30 to living beings tha require nouris en • An animal that needs to 

attain something may be said to desire as its good that which it needs, 
31 

and we ascribe value for the animal to the desired thing, even though 

the desire is inst inctive. It is essentially similar to human value. 

An animal t hat desires an apple values the apple , but the apple has no 

value until it and the animal enter ~nto a relationship with each other.
32 

Animals and men partake equally of the nisus which drives them instinc­

tively or impulsivel y to seek their g oods and to ascribe value. 33 "Animal 

value is indeed exactly parallel to human psychol ogical value, whicil might 

have been called from the beginning animal value were i t not that man 

proclaims his values and animals only act upon them. 1134 

But human value and animal v alue are nearly objective , even though 

they owe their ascrptions to existence i n a r elationship. The objectivity 

of animal value arises from its source, from the process of natural selec-

tion as discovered by Charles Darwin . Animals which seek ~r display be-

havior which does not lead to the preservation of their species do not 

prevail . Their kind either ceases to exist in r eality or it is altered 

in accordance with the distinguishing characteristics of those members 

whose behavior does serve to preserve the kind. 
35 

According to Darwir:.
1 

variations occur in eacl: species which \rari.ation makes the species adapt-

able to its environment. During many gene rat.ions many ciif ferent varia-

tions potentially can occur. 

I f such do occur, can we doubt (remembering that many more 
individuals are born than can pos sibly survive) that indi-



viduals having any advantage, however sl ight, over others , 
would have the best chance of surviving and procreating 
their kind? On the other hand, we may feel tha t any vari­
ation in the least degree injurious would b e rigidly de­
stroyed. This p reservation of favourable individual dif­
fere.~ces and variat ions , and destruction of those which are 
injurious , I have callid Natural Selection or the Survival 
or the Fittest. • • . 3 
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In the process "each creature tends to become more and more improved in 

relation to its conditions . ,,
37 

Alexande r understands natural selection 

to be the process o r history "of how value makes its entry into the 

or ganic world. 1138 The individual differences of o rganisms thereby become 

well - founded values . Value below the human level is related to a species ' 

adaptability, so that that which sustains the type is said to be valu-

able . Moreo,rer , the surviving types , by virtue of the process of natural 

39 
selection, are said to be valuable themselves. 

Human value , too , has this biological basis , and it is e st,ablished 

in a pr ocess parallel to natural selection. "By the conflict and .~o-op-

eration of many minds, by a process of trial and error, in s hort, by 

experiment, • • • human -values are establi.shed.
1140 As Frofesscr Laird 

explains Alexander' s system, virtue is the ability of -some thing to 

avail through its strengt.h or ability to adjust harmoniously and evil i s 

weakness or i nability to adjust . hi Sut Alexander does not specify the 

relation among natural selection , instinct, human impulse and the nisu.s . 

McCarthy claims 11 that the instinct for preservation, that of sex, the 

:iinpulse for beauty, t r uth and goodness are all fragments of a vast cosmic 

L2 
urge or nisus . 11 We have des cribed the nisus as the will of God. On 

such an interpretation we ma:y then call God 1 s striving after deity as the 

ul:t imate sour~ of value . I n human endeavor value d rives out unvalue 
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and prevails as valuable creatures prevail in the order of cosmic evo­

lution . h3 While some thinkers regard D~rwinism as unconcerned with 

value , Alexancier sees it as the history of value . 

Its very meani ng is t1hat values emerge through t;he trial 
of various types under certain external conditions, which 
trial determines whether in virtue of its gifts or consti ­
tution a type is wor thy . For like our hUlllan values , value 
in the organism belongs not to the or ganism in i tsel f , but 
in its rel ati on to the conditions of life , and accordi ngly 
a type which can pe r sist urrl er certain conditions may be 
unsuited to different ci rcumstances , much in the same way 
as we approve conduct which i s forced upon us by the str ess 
of circumstfqlces , though unde r normal conditions w-e should 
condemn it. 44 

Values are not absol utes imposed upon existent things , b ut rat he r g r ow 

out of the very cond.it.ions of existence which an entity might exper ience . 4~ 
46 

But numan value arises in hannony, and if it is abs olutes i t may 

only be regarded so as long as it is understood not to be totally r e l ative 

to th.e valuing indiv'idual, The vaJ.ue which will prevail is the one most 

fit, or , rather, the behavior valued positively is that which is io 

hannony with the social group and its desire for self - pr eservation. Value 

47 
rests ultimately in adapti ve survival. But the process is not pres crip -

tive . Natural selection does not cause s uccess but only descri.he s how 

sucoes3ful adapt ations come to be t he only possible adaptati ons t o s ur-

vive . The valte is not i n the competition, but rather in the survival 

L8 
which competition achieV"es . 

If value is so understcod, then religion is not a value , accor ding 

to Alexander. Nor does a sense of value recessarily lead tc religion or 

t o religious devotion. In its most primitive fonn religion is more closel~ 

linked to fear than to gooci conduct , more to a feeling of divine pr esence 
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L9 
than to notions of duty. Conduct may be t.he easiest cpproach and 

motivation to religion in the modern world, for like value religi on is 

social or communal in nature. Yet. religion and moral values are dis -

tinct: there are r eligious scoundrels and irreligious men who are al.to­

gether v:i.rtuous .
50 

And ethical societies, good as they may be, do not 

grapple with religious p roblems.
51 

Man may approach God in several ways: 

"through the phenomena of nature , t.J:rough tl'E pursui t of truth, through 

art , or through morality.
1152 

But value is neither the significant nor 

t.he p rimary approach t.o God . 

In its p rimitive fonn it is the religious sense of awe which 
is felt in the presence of natural powers . No irreverence is 
implied in asserting that in its elementary character it is 
less closely allied to morality than to the uneasiness or sen­
sitiveness which all persons feel in some degree • • • in the 
pr esence of natural mysterious occurences. 53 

Houever closely the sen t unent for deity may be connected with the senti-

ment or desire for goodness, the two are distinc t aspects of human nature 

which may appear toget.l-ier in mode rn Western religion (particularly since 

the development of the social gospel in American Protestantism) but are 

only associated in practice, not in assence . 5L Value is a human inven­

tion b ut religion is an expres sion of a r e l ation to a human discovery . 55 

Similarly, deity is not a value . Some might int erpret deLty in 

Alexander' s system to be a value because the universe has been described 

as striving for it . "Deity is not. a value, but a quality in t.he order 

of 'perfection.
11156 

While we maintain that deity is an eme::-gent higher 

in perfection th.lin mind or any other level hierarchically below the 

quality of deity, deity and God are still not the highest values, nor are 

they values at alJ , 11 f or there is no unvalue with l\tlich he [oo~ can be 
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contrasted. 1157 Every 'lral ue may be contrasted wi. th its corresponding un-

value- truth with error, beauty with ugliness, good with evil . But just 

as there is no 11unmind11 neither is there 11 undeity11 o r 11 ungod11 to which 

56 
we may compare deity as a positive value. 

Moreover, values are either subhuman adaptations , with reference 

to animals , or human inventions, with refer ence to man , tertiary quali-

ties which arise in a relationshi p . But deity is deity, even if there be 

no entity to which it may relate. It i.~ a quality inherent in reality 

and not one which is d.iscernable only because finite beings relate to one 

. 59 
another in the order of reality. Values belong to many orders in the 

hierarchy of perfection , but deity belongs properly only to that level 

which is the next higher to the highest actually in existence . 6o We may 

call deity (metaphorically) 
61 

the color of the universe , but not the 

value of the universe . Deity or God may attain to value as they enter 

into ~elation with men or other valuing entities , but of themselv es they 

cannot be identified as values.
62 

God or deity are discovered, but value 

. . t d 63 
is inven e • And God and his cieity are discovered objectively , while 

al i . . all b . t• 64 
v ue s princip y su Jee ive , dependent upon the fancy of a valuing 

mind . 

As we have said, however, God and deity may be regarded as having 

value , if rot as being value. One of tre probl ems of speculative theology 

has been to explain the e,i;istence of evil in the v.-orld and "the p l ace of 

God ;in a world where evil is a patent reality. 1165 The panthei stic e l e­

ments of Alexander's thought requi re that he view the body of God (which 

is the whole of infinite Space- 'l'ime) as containing evil within it. A 
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purely pantheistic conception cannot solvP. the p r cblem of evil satisfac-

tori.ly for the religious consciousness. But neither can a purely theistic 

conception, "so long as • •• God is regarded as separate from his world. 1166 

"It might be judged more irreligious , 11 Edgar Sheffield Bri ghtman suggests , 

"to hold the world as we experience it to be the best possible expression 

67 
{to date) of an unlimited power, 11 than to suppose that what power is 

Ood is limited or evil in some way. In Alexande.- 1 s system, God, involved 

in uhe creative pr ocess of Time, is of finiLe will, for he is unable to 

prevent the existence of evil or even to foresee it.
68 

As a consequence evil is redeemed , for whatever evil there is in 

t he world is as much a part of God ' s body as is that which is good. 

E'vil is localized in the body of God. 
69 

On the interpretation of Winston 

L . King , Alexarrler1 s system is a rel i gi ous optimism because "God is a 

r.isus toward perfection, a force that reaches out progressively tc·ward 

higher attairnnents in the realm of comciousness, moral character, and 

personal qualities , 1170 in spite of t he evil which his bccl;y conta.1.n.s. 

But since deity is representative of God ' s body, and since there is no 

evil i n God ' s deity, we can say that evil is redeemed in t.ll; progress 

toward the emergence of deity , which is not a. value but is in the line of 

71 
value. Because of its place in the hierarchy, God ' s deity has value 

and redeems thereby the e"lril in God ' s body . "Though God 1 s deity is in 

the line of value, it involves evil as well as good in its substructure . 
72 

Evil is, the ref ore , redeemed as part of God 1 s being. u 

The universe proceeds with its nisus to deity, and evil , by natural 

selection, undergoes change and is redeaned as good , for it returns "into 
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the in.finite whole r f :-i r whi 73 Lo Space- Time.J out o ch it. sprang. 11 Un-

values cease to be and return to Space-Time wrere they may be remoulded 

7L 
as values , as if they were a scuptor1 s err or s , pieces of br onze to be 

melted and cast again in a more fitting fonn , or were cosmic excrement 

returned to the earth fran whi. ch may yet emerge a thing of use arrl 

75 
value. Al l evil exists in the body of God , yet it. shall be redeemgd 

i n Cod's deity.
76 

77 
itself a value. 

Hence, deity is in the line of goodness , if it is not 

C. Lloyd Morgan understands Alexander w me an that value emerges 

from mind a."ld deity from value. 
78 

While the interpret.at.ion is not strict-

ly correct, for vs.lue is not an emergent quality like mind or deity, 

Morgan' s gloss on Alexander is an instructive representation of what 

Alexander means by the claim that deity , while not a ~alue , is in the 

line of value or on the side of value . As Bert ram Bret.tschneider se?s 

U., "the history of tre universe is a q~st for value , 11 79 and in this 

respect we can underst.and deity- to be " i n the line of all vs.lue , and our 

values are b ut its proximate material . 11 80 Accordingly, we may regard 

deity as tllP. conservation of all value in the universe , for while not a 

value, it grolls out of the process by o;bich value comes into the world 

and i s the (ever potential) final outcome of evolution by which unvalues 

cease and values prevail. 

For goodness, \o.hether we are considering the hwnan values or 
the subhuman values, is the character of the pennanent as 
opposed to the impennanent contrasted evi l . The uni verse 
works in exp eri ence so as to secure the survival of good, or 
rather that which survives in the longer run in the contest 
establishes its value thereby and is good. 



Now the victory of the lower type which is good makes 
possible the rise of its successor on the higher level. 

If we apply to the new quality of deitJ what we 
learn from the succession of lower empirical qualities, 
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we conclud~ by analogy that the process 'cy which good over­
comes evil in the reigion of mind is one of the conditions 
of the emergence of deity. • • • Thus goodness or good 
will is material on which deity i~ built, and deity is in 
the line of goodness not of evil. tl1 

Unvalu.able existents perish in the course of Time and give way to those 

which are valuable. The line of unvalue does not continue beyond the 

emergence of a maladaptive type, and hence the line cannot continue to 

the emergence of deity. But the line of value is, as well, the line of 

persistence from which deity shall emerge in the onward sweep of Time .82 

In Stiernotte 1s words , "Ileity is i.~ the line of value, precisely because 

deity implies the previous existence in Time of a hierarchical series 

of existents whose continual existence as a type (not necessarily as 

ind.i vi duals) is simply their value. 1183 

Here JJ.eY..ander's religious system is similar to that of Brightman. 

The latter regards the religious problem as it relates to natural selec-

tion as the seeming waste or purposelessness, the dysteleological nattJ.re 

of the evolutionary process. 84 But evolution seems to display creativity 

and purpose, as weJl, ''at t he growing edge of the universe, the dominant, 

never ultimately thwarted factor. ,,B5 ~le s cme species perish, 11the 

general purpose of lif'e and m) nd and value always find new channels.) new 

avenues of expression . 1186 Bi ological and spiritual evolution continue 

beyond the emergence of wasted types,87 leading to ever newer kinds of 

things in an upward conservation of value. 

Alexander sees struggle on the stage of tbe world. Even when evil 
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is vanquished , it remains evil . "0rmuzd may overcome Ahriman, but Ahri­

man i s a reality. 1188 With Time, however, a sorting p rocess occurs ; new 

levels emerge from the line of value and they are--all of them--prophetic 

of the next, precursors of deity. Hence, all ,,.alue is conserved in 

deity. Yet, again , religion is not a value , nor is it faith in the con-

servation of values in deity . Man is moved to religion pr imaril y by 

i'ear; value enters into the picture only as a late r accretion . 89 

We recall that in Alexandrian metaphysics all ear l i er emer gents 

support t h e later quslities which emerge from trem , so that dei ty i s 

dependent upon the levels below it for hs existence. 90 While ul tir.iatel y 

the deity of God is dependent upon al l finites ,
91 

it gr ows in particular 

t f . d _,::i • t 92 93 ou o min a u .. 1 presupposes l. , !llld by one remove is suppor ted by mind . 

The nisus is shared by all existents i n ~ world, and therefore each of 

them, as individuals and as types , str ain after the higher enpirical 

9L quality beyond the highest made actual; al 1 of ~heJ!l strive for de..l ty. 

In a ;mrely mechanical sense, therefore , man has a share in 

bringing about the emergence of deity. Arrl , as deity is in the line of 

value , the actions of men--whether they be good or evil--affect t~e 

future actualization of the quality of deity . There seems to be progress 

. h l 95 l.n uman va ues , but were there none , man would not be in the l i ne of 

value and would not be the forecc..~t of deity. Es pecially good men, men 

whom their societies recogni-oe as good, are leaders who prepare the way 

for the future qualities yet to emerge , 11 as leaders in t.he human contri ­

bution t o the world-endeavor1196 in its nisus to deity. 97 
Al ~xander posi ts 

a kini of meliorism in which the entire cosmic process, the sweep of 
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emergent evolution "may depend on human purpose , f or the possibility of 

•t . 11 98 i. s co nti.nuance, as J acoh Kohn s u.ggests . 

Al exande r makes his meliori sm rather expli cit when he declares 

emphatically that. me n share in the emergeree of dei t.y. 

Every being has a vall.E or unval ue as part of the whole Space­
Time; it has the nisus to a higher f orm in so far as it con-
tributes to t he gen?ral nisus of t he world . • We help to 
the creation of deity i n s o far as through our goodness we are 
qualified to share in the universal bent towards a higher qua­
lity. 

Man himself makes for righteousness and the reby makes for deity . loo In a 

r espect all f inites which avail are preparatory for the emergence of 

d •t 101 
ei. Y • 

The role of man , now, and the place of religion become more ex-

al ted t han we have been led to believe in Alexander• s earlie r arguments . 

Religion is still not an out cropping of morality, but is intimat.ely re-

lated to morality, closely tied to judgments ?.bout human conduct . Rightly 

understood , rel igi on is not a series of mo ral imperatives , ccmmanding us 

to do our duty , for whatever reason , be it the will of God or otherwise . 

11 lt is relieion to do our duty with the consciousness of helping to cre-

102 
ate his deity . " And if the nisus is the will of God , as we have sug-

gested, then we find, furthermore , that Goci' s will drives us to perfonn 

our duty, to work toward the emergence of deity in future time. God, 

however, is not to blame for the misery in the "-Orld . Man is responsibl e 

for his a ctions and-- here is the main point--deity will be the outcome , 

should man choose to seek the actual ization of the divine .
103 

The charac-

ter of human endeavor detennines what or that deity shall be , even though 

" the p rocess of good over evil in humnn minds is merely one of the 
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104 
conditions of the eJ11ergence of deity." But deity is in the line of 

105 
human values , in the line of t he hi~hest human values. God cannot 

overcome evil , although his nisus is t o deity. Man, as a finite , must 

overcome all the evil he can and participate, therefore , in the universal 

nisus . As Alvin Reines expr esses t he point, 

Every individual decision that resolves the pai n of i'i.nitude 
increases the possibility o f pleasurabl e being in the future; 
evezy social decision that helps resolve the pain of injustice 
and poverty increases the possibility of social bettennent in 
the future; every s cientific discovery becomes a power fo r the 
future . If man wills it , God oonserves all the value that is 
possible . • • • 106 

According to Alexander, as wi th Brightman, the will of God i s finite, 

but God as the universe is "inexhaastible perfectibility
111 07 

and man may 

work to improve the universe which is t he body of God. 
108 

Human morality is crucial to t he development 0£ God's divinity. 

The struggle in the world is r.ot of God ~ s making , but the struggle is 
109 

the maker of deity, and man may yet have a place in the struggle. God 

110 
may be "the theatre of the contest between value and unvalue," but man 

is among the actors in that theater and is theraby given a part in the 

redemption of evil and the emergence of deity. What men do , that deity 

shal] be . In th is respect God is responsive t o the actions of man . 

B. God and man in interaction 
111 

But God , 11 that which we worship , 11 and man relate to one an-

other in diverse ways> not only in and through the evolutionary p r ocess. 

While we can neither cont emplate nor enjoy God ' s deity, we have specula-

• t\,.A • t • al 112 t ive assurance 1 ic:. t. 1 is re • 'fhrough t he outgoing of ourselves to 
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the whole universe in its nisus to deity, we have experience of the di-

. . th i · . t' t ll.3 nne in e re 1g1ous sen 1.lllen • Wha tP.ver 11 di:-ect" knowledge man may 

have of God, that knowledge, which operates on the emotional level, is 

more real and JTOre char acterist ic of hurnan needs than our speculati ve 

11L 
knowledge of God , as it comes through a r eligious sense, as man is 

moved by fear, admiration, wonder and kindr ed feeli~s .115 Religiously, 

116 
we are convinced t ha t there i s an overpowering presence in the worlci, 

one to which we can relate. It is a mysterious perception of the next 
ll7 

empirical quality, deit y , whidl does not exJ.s' in actuality 'but is for-

ever a future emer gent . For t!le tendency of tre world affects the human 

mind , arrl t herein is the religi ous response produced~ Thus , the object 

of o ur religious sentiment is real , though not actual . It is not of our 
118 

own creation , but is rather a human discovery. To understand such a 

being we anthropomorphize i t in our descriptions , but while i t is not 

the exact. quality suggested in ou r a nthropomorphisms , yet. it is rea·_ , 

a scurce of our longing .
119 

Deity is the mystery of ~he universe, and 

God strains after its resol ution, yet els a mystery deity seems not quite 

120 
satisfyin~ to human needs . Yet the mysie~f is of a perfect infinite 

121 
quality, ~rowing out of an imperfect \.Orld. 

Such a God may yet bg responsive to man. Certainly, God cannot 

be identi.f ied with mere Space- Time , eve~ i f Spa ce -Time i s in some way 

responsive to the action of man . For mer e Space -Time lacks the worship-

inspiring character which Alexander deems necessary to the object of 

practical rcligi0~ . 
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Now, no one could worship Space-Time. It may excite specula­
tive or mathematical enthusiasm and fill our minds with intel­
lectual admiration, but it lights no spark of religious emotion. 
Worship is not the response which Spa~e-Time evokes in us, but 
intuition. . . . A philosophy which le~ one portion of human 
experience sus~ended without attachment to the world of truth 
is gravely open to suspicion; and its failure to make the reli­
gious emotion speculatively intelligible betrays a speculative 
weakness. For the religious emotion is one part of our experi­
ence, and an empirical philosophy must include in one form or 
another the whol,e of experience. • • • 'lbe universe, though 
it can be expressed without remainder in terms of Space and 
Time, compels us to forecast the next empirical quality or 
deity. 122 

Metaphysics aside, man feels a religious need which cannot be satis.fied 

by identit'ying God with mere Space-1:.ime . 123 It i$ the quality of deity 

which is the object of religious worship, a quality not yet actual in 

Space-Time. I.f God were simply the matrix, he would not have his dis­

tinctive quality124 which makes him worshipful . Moreover, Space-Time, 

including all the finites within it, could not be called spirit, for 

deity is not spirit, but beyond, nor is infinite deity the whole of 

infinite Space-Time.i 25 

Deity is the object of our worship, and if God is to be thought 

responsive t.o man, then it is with respect to deity that we abould seek 

responsiveness. ~ have det(!rmined alread,.v how man has an effect on the 

outcome of the universal process with its nisus to deity. And we have 

noted how the nisus of God toward deity has its effect on man, bringing 

him to religious consciousness and motivating him to art and to science 

by providing him with impulse, a fragment of the cosmic nisus. Man is 

caught up in the striving of God, and he senses a certain divine flavor 

in the ~orld because of it. 126 

But deity is responsive to man on a very primary level, as well, 
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for the quality of deity is compreeent with the quality of minu . As such, 

hile God . h. d . 127 w enJoys is eny he contemplates his body and all the finites 

within it, having, there::'ore , knowledge of man and of man's mind, knowl-

edge of an order which man h:imseU cannot attain. God or God' s deity 

contemplates all the empirical finites belOl·' i tseli'. 

But we are dealing here with an extended sense of knowledge as if 

it were related to God ' s mind exactly as knowledge is related to the human 

mind . Strictly speaking, God can know only through t he knowing finites 

128 
wi-..hin his body. The activity of man ' s mind is to know, but deity as 

the mind of God is not precisely parallel to the mind of man. 

Other forms of theism than Alexan:ler' s may claim to be more satis-

fying, such as those that postulate a personal , perfect creator God. 

lllevert.heless , according to Alexander, 

it see111s to be more r easonable (and helpful) to worship a 
being whose love draws us to him from in front , and whom 
we thus help into existence , rather than a being independ­
ent of our efforts , who pushes us from behind . We are cre­
ating something over which we have contf~~ rather than just 
obeying sanething we have to recognize. 

Such a being as Alexander' s deity may be approached in worship through 

plastic or perfonning arts which 11 have proved themselves valuable as a 

means of expressing religious feelings and givi~ VPnt to our awareness 
130 

of God." Or science and p hilosophy may also serve as means of wor ship : 

as the investigator delves into the material of his st.uciy he may become 

aware thereby of the infinite beyond our human knowledge and gain "a sense 
131 

of religious awe and mystery. 11 In a rw case, we worship a being greater 

than man and different from man . 
132 

For in religion man senses himself in communion with a greater 
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133 
and higher object than himself . As Boodin has it, man in the religi-

ous mood of worship senses divinity, "the supreme organization of hannony, 

beauty, goodness an:i love, • • • active throughout the cosmos, stimula-
131.i 

ting the evolution of every part in the direct.ion of divinity. " Accord-

ingly 1 we might sen"e a worshipful element i.n the nisus, the will of God, 

as well . But in any case we sense a God who i s responsive to man. That 
13$ 

he should be so 11 is the most vital feature of the religious consciousness." 

For a God which must satisfy the religious sentiment must be a being ra-

sponsive to man. 

Traditional theism refers to ttla fatherhood of God in r elation to 

man; Alexander finds in this conception the "primeval mystery which i s 

the root of religion; for the child the father is the .mysterious some-

thing l>bich he discovers to be like himself, a person by whom he is sus­

tained but who issues arbitrary commands whi ch the child must ol:ey • 11136 

However, Alexarxier ' s theism is reversed: it is man (along w:i..th all the 

finites in Space- Time) who sustains the deity of God, and not the other 

way arou.'1.d , God remains ~esponsive, but not in the way described by tra-

ditional theism. Still , i.n agreement with standard theism , Alexander 

asserts that 11 t he religious mind conceives itself as doing God' s wo r k in 

doing best the work of rr.an and conceives God as speaking to man in hi s 

137 
conscie.11ce or in his passion for truth or beauty. " For man' s work is 

to partake or t.he nisus and strive to.varo the er.iergence of deity. Man 

lJS 
and God cooperate for the betterment and development of the world . 

The community [or God and man] is one of co- operation. 
The i ndividual is sustained b:y trust in God but he wants 
and claims the help of God as a child his father ' s , and 
in turn God reciprocates the worship man pays hi111 and the 
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confidence he reposes in him. There is always U1e double rela­
tionship of need. lf man wants God and depends on him, God 
wants man and is so far dependent , 139 

For God needs man' s help to bring about the actualization of his deity 1 

the ful f illment of his distinctive quality. 
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CHAPTER VI 

CONCLUSION: DIRiCTIONS FROM 

ALEXANDER'S THE.OLOGY 

Samuel Alexander considers his method altogether scientific , 

committed to the empiri cal method in philosophy. 11Now what I want to 

say is that the object of rel:i~ion is the c ompleticn of the one and the 

same world of thi~s of which physical nature is another part, and con-

sequently that religion has no call modestly to urge that spirit and God 

count for something in the world , but rather that a scientifically-minded 

person needs to recognize r eligion in order to have a satisfactory view 
1 

of the world . " Science arxi philosophy, according to Alexander, are 

basically similar methods of study, both surplying hypotheses about the 

nature of the 'lotOrld or some part of it. Eot.h seek to verify these :1ypo­

theses empirically, by the nature and content of real experience . 2 

Philosophy, as much as physics or biology, for example , is a systematic 

. 3 science. 

As a scienca, philosophy seeks to deanthropomorphize the view of 

the world , to place man and mind realistically where tiley belong in the 

h 
order of finite existents . Accordingly , realistic philosophy does not 

seek to disparage the value of mind , but to give it its due place as an-

other finite emergent, although it is the highest known finite quality. 

In short , Alexander seeks to remove mind from its unrightful pl ace in the 

center of the speculative universe . 
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The geocentric and heliocentric views of astronomy have their 
counterpart in metaphysics, and the geocentric view is still 
omnipotent The human mind in nearly all modern metaphysics 
is the centre of the universe. It is the point of reference 
tc which all things are referred. • • • Things are dependent 
on the mind not only for being known but for thei$ existence. 
Remove the mind and they vanish into nothingness. 

But Alexander's work may be considered a protest against 11geocentri c 11 

metaphysics, an attempt to assign mind to its proper place and, therefore, 

also to give due reality to other objects in the world of finite things. 

"As tht! privileged earth be.came, upon the new t heory of the heavens, but 

one of the heavenly bodies amongst others, so in the Copernican metapb;y-

sics the mind is but one thing or class of things among others, ~sical 

bodies being a co-ordinate group; or rather, to speak more accurately, 

mind is a distinctive property of a certain group of things which are 

themselves physical. 6 
By ana~ing the details of the act of knowing in-

to the simple compresence of two equally real finite entities, !le;..:ander 

placed mind in its proper station, denied it of its supposed greater 

reality, but ascribed to it its true supremacy in the world of actually 

existing finite qualities. 

We suggest that Alexander's primary and significant basic contri-

bution to philosophy io bis Coperaican stance, his refusal to understand 

the nature of things as the~ might appear at f'irst blush, solely from a 

human perspective. Using realimn as a tool to achieve empirical but specu-

lative knowledge, Alexander posited a world-view in ac~ordance with the 

current discoveries of theoretical mathematics and physics. \tllile W"lite-

head and others wicovered the necessary union of Space and Time from the 

standpoint of physics, Alexander did so and produced a nearly identical 

system using only metaphysica.7 



And the details of' the cosmic plan which Alexander uncovered ex-

tend beyond the discoveries of the special sciences. lie maintained that 

science, taken in its broadest sense, rt1uired a view of the universe--

emergent evolution- -that suggests the future unfolding of 6111pirical quali-

ties not yet in existence. Science points beyond what we already know 

about nature, to the emergence in Time of deity, the quality possessed 

by God,8 a quality not currently actual in the universe, but a potentiel 

ex.is.tent ai'ter which all actual being strains. Using the methods and 

discipline of empiricism, Alexander developed a rational realistic the-

ology which has its foothold in experience but which speaks of the per-

vasive character of the universe, fundamentally of God whose body" is the 

whole of Space- Time with its nisus to deity. 

Whether Alexander's findings square with human experience is a 

crucial matter. en first inspection it appears that his metaphysics of 

Space-Tillie and the theology consequent upon it are truly descriptive of 

what the human being experiences. Specifically, in the religious C'ield, 

Alexander ' s notions of the presence of God discovered through the religi-

ous response t o nature and through the attendant rel igious sentiment, 

appear to be in line with what the human being does feel when confronted 

with the ~tery and awesomeness of nature, when in the presence of the 

numinous . Even the postulate of an emergent quality of deity fits nicely 

into hwnan experienc~ of the nwninous. 

But wile .Alexander extrapolates from known existents and dis -

cusses the religious response in detail, uncovering its r8.!1lifications and 

conseGuences , he never examines it critically to determine whether that 

response and emotion might be merely an appearance or a fanciful 



imagining of human nature. He denies that the sense of' the divine is 

arti..f'icial, but be never disproves the possibility that it might be 

merely a projection of human longing, a delusion fomented by some pecu­

liarity of the human psyche . For Alexander the trustworthiness of emo­

tion i s asswned once he is speculatively assured of God's reality. But 

the character of that Ood and his quality are an~ed largely on the 

basis of the religious response . And, regrettably, tbe religious response 

in Alexandrian metaphysics or psychology, while explained and described 

at length, never ID'ldergoes the kind of detailed ttcrutiny that our autbot' 

gives to the sensible physical world. It would seem appropriate to weigb 

the suppositions that Alexander makes about human psycholcgy against the 

findings of Sigmund Freud and his later colleagues. Wlether philosophical 

anthropology would support or confute ilexandrian metap~sics and theology 

is beyond the scope of this work, but the suggestion is made to take note 

of a possible defect which the reader might wish to investigate . 

Nevertheless with or without such a defect, Alexander's metaphysics, 

in general, 3.lld his s pecuJ ati ve theology, in particular, bes peak a noble 

effort to account for the naturs of the world and its destiny. Right or 

wrong- -and we doubt whether Alexander's intricate system can be so simply 

or flippantly evaluated--the system is ingenious and intriguing . It 

merits our attention and our respect. 
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