INSTRUCTIONS FROM AUTHOR TO LIBRARY FOR THESES AND PRIZE ESSAYS

AUTHOR David Ellictt Powers

TITLE ""The Theology of Samuel Alexander'

TYPE OF THESIS: Ph.D. [ ] D.H.L. [ ] Rabbinic [XX]

Master's [ ] Prize Essay [ ]

1. May circulate [U/T ) Not necessary
) for Ph.D.
2. 1Is restricted [ ] for years. ) thesis

Note: The Library shall respect restrictions placed on theses
or prize essays for a period of no more than ten years.

I understand that the Library may make a photocopy of my thesis
for security purposes.

3. The Library may sell photocopies of my thesis.

no
Date [/ Signature of Auchor

Library Microfilned__ 7 //& /72

Record Date /

47(17?.# b ST Tt

Signature of Library Staff Member




THE THEQOLOGY OF SAMUEL ALEXANDER

David Elliott Powers

Thesis submitted in partizl fulfiliment of the
requirements for the Degree of Master of
Arts in Hebrew Letters and Ordination

Hebrew Union College=Jewish Institute of Religion

Cincinneti, 1972

Heferee, Prof. Dr. Alvin J. Heines




Copyright 1972, David Elliott Powers



DIGEST

This work is an exposition of the philosophical theology of
Samuel Alexander. It begins with & discussion of his metaphysics, on
which his theology is based, and continues with a presentation of reli-
gious 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 which ever newer quzalities come into
being. That quality which is yet to emerge, the next member of a hierarchi-
cal series, is deity or godhead. God's body is the universe straining to
realize the ever-potential quality of his deity that looms ahead of mind,
the highest actual quality known in the universe of Space-Time. Alexander
regards such a theological framework as pantheistic, with respect to God's
immanent bedy, and theistic, with respect to the temporally transcendent
quality of deity.

Man relates to the divine by virtue of being a part of God's body
and by virtue of beinz part of the process of emergent evolution (stri-
kingly similar to Darwin's natural selection) by which deity may be re-
alized in a future birth of Time. In a sense we may say that God is re-
sponsive to mazn, for the guality 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-~
liverances of phileosophy and by the power of the religious emotion. The

one without the other is, from the point of view of religion, insufficient.
Alexander, we note, claims that his system is a kind of empiricism, based
on man's knowledge of the physical world and his emotional reaction to

that world.
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INTRODUCTION

Samuel Alexander was = British Jewish philosopher, born in Sydney,
Austrsliz, in 1859. In 1877 Alexander went to Oxford where he czme under
the influence of Green and Eradley and was lazter stimulated by the realism
of G. E. Moore and Bertrand Russell. He was elected as a fellow of
Lincoln Collegr, Oxford, and was granted a professorship of philosophy at
the University of Manchester in 1893, From 1916 to 1918 he delivered the
Gifford lectures at Glasgow; subsequently the lectures were published in

the major two-volume work, Space, Time and Deity (1920).

Details of Alexander's perscnezl life are few; rarely did he write
on private matters. We do discover that he remazined committed to some
form of Judzism even into his later years heczuse Judaism "contains less
nonsense than the other religions known to me." There is evidence that
his Jewish commitment was somewhat deeper than he himself described:
Alexander 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 & Newtonian one. He appro-
priated the mathematiczl formulations and the physics of Minkowski, Lorentz
and Einstein as his own, but advanced beyond the strictly scientific

vreatment that they and Whitehead gave them. 3pace, Time and Deity,

klexander's most important work, represente ia this regard one of the



last grezt metaphysical systems before the overwhelming influence of the
Vienna Circle and the schools of linguistic anzlysis. [egrettably, there-
fore, his fruitful and menumental system has become lost among a myriad
of philosophical works of both more limited scope and further-reaching
CONSEGUeNnces.

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 elements of classiczl Greek metaphysics
(both Plato and Aristotle), snd influence from Spinoza, Hegel, Marx,
B;rgson, Whitehead, Otto, James, Darwin and no smzll number of others.

In 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
philocsorhical conceptions.

Essentially, his work may be described simply as emergent evolution.
His cosmology and cosmogony present a progressive world in the process of
becoming, as new qualities =zrise out of the substratz of prior existents.
Driven by a nisus and compelled forward by the restlessness of Time, the
universe, 2 union of Space and Time, strainrs toward the realization of
deity., the highest empirical quality and beyond those that are known to
man. Deity is the quslity of God whose body is the whole of Space-Time
with its nisus toward ever higher empiricael realities. Deity is forever
potential so that the universe of Space-Time is always pregnant, big
with deity.

This much Alexander gains through speculative philosophy. But

added tc the rztional assurance of metaphysics is the knowledge of the



divine, sttained in the numinous cheracter 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 gquality of deity repre-
sents.

Qur method here in dezling with Alexander's enormous work shall
be to consider briefly the essential details of his metaphysics--his
epistemology, cosmology, cosmogony aznd empiricism--in the first chapter
of this work. Our presentation of kis system in that regard shall be
limited by the extent to which the metaphysical system provides a basis
for the understanding of his theclogy, the capstone of his system. In
chapters two through five we shall examine that theology in further detail.
Criticism and comparative material appesar in this work only insofar as
they are helpful in siding to a comprehension of Alexander's intricate
and subtle phdlosophy. Our purpose is not to criticize but to explain.
To thzat end we shall quote extensively from Alexander's own works and
from secondary sources, supplying approvrizte commentary and, hopefully,
helpful organizztion which will assist the reader on to a clear under-

standing of the difficult system which Alexander's writings embody.



L.

CHAFPTER I

METAPHYSICS: AN INTRODUCTION TO THE
PHILOSCOPHY OF SAMUEL ALEXANDER

The beginning section of exposition of Samuel Alexander's philoso-
phy will necessarily be unjust, for his system must be viewed as a whole.
At times it is difficult to discover progression in the development of
his ideas, and only after one has considered the entire and unified
system can he hope to comprehend the subtlsty of each of its parts and
the significence of the relationships which obtain among them. Yei, if
one segment of Alexander'c philoscphy is to stand alone, it is his
epistemology, beczuse in large measure it is incidental to his metaphysics.
Epistemology in Alexander's scheme best illustrates the realism that is
so characteristic of his philosophicazl system. Morsover, a consideration
of Alexander's epistemology prepares the reader for the the kind of in-
quiry that the other elements of his philosophy regquire: the role of the
knowing  mind is crucial to his work. Alexander begins his work with
epistemology. We begin thére with him, not only %o payhim due homage
and respect, but with the convietion that if there is any precondition
tc a2 proper understanding of his intricate system, it is an egunally proper

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

A. Epistemology

Samuel Alexander presents us with z metaphysics of realism, by

which all forms of being are treated equslly., a technigue in which no
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particular kind of existence 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. w2 Mental objects
and material objects are, from a dispassionate and duly objective view-
point, existentially indistinguishable,3 so that "the mental process and
its neural process are one and the same existence, not two existen.ces."h

Dorothy Bmmet, in her preface to the new impression of Space, Time and

Diety, notes that Alexander has fought idealism unflaggingly, that he has
developed an "approach to philosophy through studying neurological psy-
chology," and whatever the relationship of mind to body, it is more than
z special case of the same kind of relationship which obtazins between
two obviously less exalted physical objects.5 It is contrary to the
spirit of rezlistic metaphysics, Alexander tells us, to atbtach presumsbly
favored existence to mind or to mental process. It is a serious meta-
physical error to denigrate physical existence or materiality as appear-
ance or unreality. Mental and physical qualities are equally real.
Mexander's metaphysical purpose, if one can rightly be attributed to
him, is "on the one hand to divest physical things of the colouring
which they have received from the vanity or a:zogznce of mind; and on the
other to assign them along with mind their due measure of aelf-axistence."6
Idealistic philosophy, insofar as it has insisted upon the pre-
eminence of mind over the sensory world has given modern philosophy the
burdensome heritage of z "fanciful antagonism of nature and mind."?
Also, sccordinz to Alexander, Descartes and Newton are responsible for an

abstract concention of matter, useful to the physiczl sciences, but an

unrezl conception, nevertheless, which reduces physiczl nature to a



“complexity of pushes and pulls." Mind, at the same time, regarded as

8
"an inscrutable existence altogether unfounded on matter," can have

no direct relation to the abstract view of the physical universe.

More recent philesoohy has regarded the zllzged mind-body dis-
junection somewhat more sceptically, unhappily, for some, at an imagined
degradation of the value of mind. Alexander notes that realism, it is
true, debunks the suppcsed specizl or superior reality sttributed to
mind, but realism does so without robbing mind of its due preeminence,

9
greatness or value.

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

But that preeminence of mind, as Alfred Stiernotte points out, is only
a distinction of quality without any necessary distinection of reality
in the "democracy of things.n]l Indeed, everything that exists in the
world is an organism and differences of quality are sore rightly under-
stood as the differences of complexity!2 from which they arise. Mind znd
body do not run parzllel but distinct courses. They are aspects of the
same 1.r.r!:i.1:.y.13

Still, it is--in z non-technical sense--unrealistic to pretend that
body and mind are at the same level in the democracy of existence. But
what differences obtain between mind and materiality are differences of
perfection and not differences of rezlity. Mind is more perfect than
matter because it is more developed, but that which is less developed

(matter, that is), is not accordingly less real. "The reality of con-

sciousness though more perfect does not interfere with the reality of
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the material constituents on which it is built."

Mind and metter, parts of the same world and existences of equal
rezlity, do enter into an importent 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. Mind and matter, we reczll, are equally real con=
stituents of the physical universe, and the togetherness or compresence
of mind (2 knowing subject) and matter (a known object) is the fundamental
relationship which exists between them. The relationship, which Alexander
regards as fundamentzl, occasions him to treat the theory of knowledge as
an incidentzl--albeit significant--chapter of his metaphysics.

The first and simplest relation is that all finites are merely

connected together within the one Space-Time. They may be suc-

cessive or co-existent with one aznother. but they all belong

together. In order to use a word which covers both cases, I
shzll say that they are aompresenn.19

Knowledge derives out of that togetherness in the on« continuous Space-
Time. Compresence, it must be stressed, is z relation batween any two
real finites in Space-Time.

Here a problem arises, one which trapped so noted an historian of
philosophy as Rudolf Metz. Metz regards compresence as the "simultaneous

16 N
presentness of the two components of knowledge." Yet Alexander is

cautious to avoid the requirement of contemporzneity 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 understanding of Alexander has virtually closed the

door to historicszl knowledge before it has been opened.



Alexznder is zssured of the veridity of the relation of com-
rresence by experience, declaring that is not a fact which can be proved
by argumentation. Our awareness

of the existence of a mind, an object, and 2 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 2z better position for seeing. We

judge the success og our intuition by how well it integrates

all relevant data.!
Out of Alexander's intuitive understanding of experience flows his theory

1

of knowledge "with startling simplicity." ?

Again, the knowledge relationship is composed of two partners which
belong to the single world of experience. '"The mentzl partner is the act

2 5
of mind which apprehends the object," 0 and that act of mind is constituted
of the entire mentel process, in all of its physical ramifications and
from all of its physical sources within the material seat of the mind,
which ramifications, sources, and seat, taken together, constitute the
1

mind. "The object is what it declzres itself to be,"2 whether a table,

& chair, a color, a living entity, or z geometiical pattern. The consci-

ous mind, therefore, discovers its object and there is in no sense a

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

objectively understood, is but another real entity in the universe of
finite things.23 Hence, &5 Father Copleston observes, "Alexander rejects
all forms of representationalism.“zb He assigns reality to the data of
experience. that same rezlity which minds appropriate to themselves.

The rezlationship of comprsence or togetherness of mind and physi-

cal object is one in which the mind contemplates its object, but has a
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special intimate’’ relationship with itself, thab of enjoyﬁent.zo That
is, the mind has a kind of awareness of itself which Alexander terms the
mind's "enjoyment" of itself. He admits that the term is "not . . .
particularly felicitou5"27 insofar as the mind is understood to "enjoy"
some especially painful states. Alexander seems to fear, however, that
other terms might mislead his readers, encourzging them to misconstrue
his intention by supposing that the mind's awzreness of itself is anti-
thetical to understanding. Although the mind does not experience itself
2s zn object,28 its enjoyment of itzelf is not antithetical to under-
standing.29 Rather, the mind enjoys itself as a spatial entity3o which
is zbsolutely distinct from the physicsl object which it contemplates.31
Knower and known are related by their compresence.32
We have, then, an acquaintance with the real sense of the physical
worid wnich is inessentially different from azcquaintance with our own
minds. But the datz of the physical world, while equally real with minds,
cannot rightly be called sensa unless there is z percipient which experi-
ences them. "To czll them sensa or thoughts is to speak of them in their
compresence with a percipient."- And knowledge of the things with which

one is compresent is dependent jointly upon the momentary reciprocity of

mind and upon the relative positions in Sgoce-Time of subject and object.jh

The point just made may seem clear, but it is crucizl to a proper under-
standing of Alexander's epistemology. As Arthur Murphy asserts,

fhe curse of epistemclogy, the "rezl" object which is not rela-
tive to ite appearznces but remains self-complete beyond them,
is quite definitely eliminated. The thing known is the synthe-
sis of its eepearances and contains no element not given in
experienca.3
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While we may argue that Alexander does not really eliminate the elusive
'real’ object, Murphy, we feel, is guite 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 cogent

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

Deity. Hicks questions the reality of the object of knowledge:

It is zpparent, I think, even on his Eﬂexandar'é] own showing,
that the mere compresence of a finite existent with the mind
does not account for the mind's consciousness of that object
(ep. ii. p. 30). For notoriously a mind is all the while in

2 relation of togetherness with any number of things without
being the least degree cognisant of them. And it turns out,

in fact, that the togetherness must be of such a nzture that
the one term is not merely a mind but 2 mind that is enjoying
its act of contemplating the object, and the other term is not
merely something along with the mental term in Space-Time but
"what in relation to that enjoyment is a2 contemplated object"
(ii. p. 87). . . . If, then, knowing involves 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 cognitive relations the concrete
set of circumstances which the situation comprises?37

Hicks has reised z serious objection, cne which calls the legitimacy and
scope of Alexander's reszlism 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 physical object to 2 mind which con-
templaﬁes it.

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

tional) realism, seems to be mitipated. We call it relative rezlism here,



for zlthough Professor Liexander has secured a resl place in the spatioc-
temporal reality-scheme for the objects of perception, knewledge of those
objects remains dependent upon the empirical methed, 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 a2s he himself might contend. But
realism it remains.
We are not quite content, therefore, with the objection raised by

G. F. Stout that Alexander has mistaken twe kinds of existence for two
kinds of knowledge.JB The distinction between contemplation and enjoyment
is not a disjunction, but a convenience, that "contemplation" may be used
univocally, and not be assigned to the mind's knowledge of itself.

It is this peculiarity of mind, that it enjoys and doec not con-

template itself, which concezlds from us if we do not keep care-

ful guard against prepossessions, the experienced fact that a

common world unites us both--the one, the thing contemplated; the

other, the thing enjoyed. We still imagine 2z miad which contem-

plates both and may be thought tc be the source not merely of its

knowing of things, but even of their existence.d?
In point of fact, mecreover, Alexander specifically states that the exist-
ence of mind is qualitatively different from the existence of the physical

[
objects that it contemplates.ho As ws have zlready noted,h mind is more
perfect than tables, chairs, circles, squares, dogs, and cats, and the
other objects that it cen r:cmt.empn.'m’:.e.]"2 But mind znd its objects share
equally in reality.
Alexander summarizes his epistemology best:

Berkeley said that you nave only to open your eyes, 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 situstion, and you will realize that this situation
is the compressnce of two things of which one, the act of mind,
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enjoys itself and, in the =2ct of enjoying itself, contem-
plates the other. To be aware of 2 thing is to be caught in
the common web of the universe, to be an existence zlongside
the other existences; peculiar in so far as this empirical
character of awareness is distinctive of a certain order of
existence, but otherwise not peculiar, at least for metaphysics.

Alexander's poetic affirmation that the relationship of mind to the objects
of its knowledge is nowise metaphysically peculiar is, in the words of

Professor Stiernotte, "an extreme position . . . in which he seems to
find ro difference between our compresence with physical things and the
compresence of physiczl things with one an.other."hh Why Stiernotte finds
objectionable or extreme this simplicity and universality of "the knowl-
edge relation . . . E?hicé] has no specizl dignity or peculiarity"hs
is hard to determine. We take it as crucial to Alexander's realism as
the second and more important affirmation of his reslism. First, his
system is realistic because it neither charges mind with specizl reality
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 mind and its object to distinguish the relation from the compresence
between any two objects which it contemplates, like the tree znd the
grass."h6 Knowledge is a specizl case of the relation of compresence, and
if we find it more dignified than other instances of compresence, it is
only because of the arrogance of mind by which we, a= self-conscious con-
templating entities, assign to ourselves superior reality.

"%y consclousness of z physical object," Alexander informs us,

is only a particular case of the universal compresence cof
finites. « + « Of two compresent things A and B, let A
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be 2 mind, and suppose both to be contemplated by a being higher

than mind. For such a superior being (say God) they would be

separate things, aznd if A is perceiving B, he [the superior being]

would see in this ncthing 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 A4 himself. He would be for himself only an enjoyer and B

would be contemplated. But the fact is unaltered. It is still

the fact that B is compresent with A, B is experienced because A

is experiencing. But that does not make B any less a distinct

existence from A.h
Here we learn that the'extreme" view of compresence which seemed ftio trouble
Stiernotte is insesparzble from the realism which Alexander maintains. It
is precisely because mind and matter share equally in reality that the
relation of compresence between them and the compresence of any two con-

8

templated objects "are so far forth as togetherness is concerned identical.“h

411 compresences of finite existents, then, are metaphysically identi-
cal, equally real. But Alexander does acknowledge a characteristic differ-
ence between z mind's compresence with a tree and a tree's compresence
with grass. That difference is "not in the nature of the relation, but
of the terms related."hg An objective observer, a haigher being, would
judge 211 relaticns of compresence to be identical with respect to rela-
tionship (i.e., simple togetherness) and diffeient only with respect to
the terms related. Knowledge, therefore, derives not from z special or
unigue relationship, but from 2 commor: feature of existence, "the simplest

of a1l relations, the mere togetherness of two terms, their belonging together

to a world."go
We come io know things as they revezl themselves to us in the relation

51 But our knowledge

of compresence, in our intercourse with the world.
of things is not a2 peculiar or exalted type of relationship. It is funda-

mental to the finites of the world. Such an epistemclogy which Alexander
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enuniciates stresses--and for our purposes this is the most important point--
"the integrity of the independent object and its qu&lities."52 That
integrity is the foundation of Alexander's realism. It is fundamental of

his philosophy.

B. Cosmology: the union of Space and Time

Alexander begins the main body of his extensive metaphysical tract,

Space, Time and Deity, with a consideration of Space and Time which

Stiernotte regards as "the ultimate metaphysical realities"3 in Alexander's
system. We have knowledge of Space and Time, not through any kind of

sensation, but through an apprehension which Alexander tells us is intui-
tion.gh Space, for example, cannot be known by sensation for it is not,
according to Professor John Laird, "an assemblzge of crude perceptual
data."ss Similarly, Leird continues in his interpretation of Alexander,
Space is also not an "inference from such data. On the contrary, it is

ascertained by 2 unigue sort of apprehension that is present in perception

z2lthough it does nct exhaust that process."56
Through that intuition Alexander discovers what Stiernotte calls

"the characteristic and fundamenizl feature of Alexander's [Eosmologica&)
syatem,"57 the recognition that Space and Time are indissolubly united,
that "they are interdependent, so that there neither is Space without
Time nor Time without Space;-any more than life exists without a body or
a body without life; that Space is in its very nzture temporzl and Time
59

spatial."sa Appealing to a somewhat similar analogical method,” ” Alexander
argues elsewhere that like a work of art, a fusion of spirit and matter,
Space znd Time are fused, one element corresponding to matter and another

o mind_60 The world must not be regarded as merely three-dimensional,
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because Time, insofar as it enters "into the very constitution of things,"él
requires us to regard the world as four-dimensional.

Space, Alexander informs us, is essentially necessary to Time, for
the apparent continuity of Time would become nothing more than a series
of vanishing instants were there no Space tc be the continuous element in
Time's progression, or, more rightly, in Space-Time. Space provides Time
with its ecntinuum,and thereby guarantees '"the togetherness of past and
present, of earlier and later.“62 Similarly, Time must be indissolubly
wedded to Space, or Space becomes a mere blank,

without distinguishable elements, . . . not a continuum at all.

« » « TInere must therefore be some form of existence, some

entity not itself spatial which distinguishes and separates the

parts of Space. This other form of existence is Time.
We see that Space and Time must be united if either is to preserve its
character. Time without Space is discontinuous; Space without Time is un-
differentiated.

The union 6f 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 spatial point has a temporal position, so that "there
are no such things as points or instanis by themselves. There are only
point-instants or pure event -"6b Space-Time becomes a combination of
the static and the mmc.ﬁs Spaceless instants, timeless points, Space-
less Time and Timeless Space have no real existence but are "abstractions
from Space-Times « « « The real existence is Space~Time, the continuum
of point=instants or pure events.,"

Alexander has advanced a novel position, for while the union of

Space and Time was not new t¢ 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-dimensional, i.e., in tems of
space~-time. The same idea has been elaborated in the theory of
relativity. But what for Minkowski and Einstein is a descrip=-
tive device becomes for Alexander a metaphysical postulate. « . .
No doubt exists in Alexander's mind that the abstract concepts
of mathematics are attributab}e to the real world. They are not
for him, as for Henri Poincare, pragmatic conventions contributed
by the human mind and relative to the needs of description, . . .
They are legislative to reality, and constitutive of reality.67
Others came to the same conclusions as Alexander through physics, but
Alexander developed his conception of the unity of Space and Time by meta=

physics on speculative grnunda.68 Moreover, Alexander has not blindly
followed the lead of physics and mathematics, but has taken their sugges~
tion and transferred it, adding his own creativity, to metaphysics.69 His
argument may be grounded in relativity, but it extends beyond the special
, 70

sciences.

For while Minkowski regards Time simply as a fourth dimension,
added to the three of Space, yielding a four-dimen:ional Space-Time,
Alexander does somewhat more with Time than superadd it to Space. While

1
in other works he regards Time as a fourth dimension,? in Space, Time and

Deity he is careful to regard Time more critically and discovers a “"corre=

lation between the three dimensions of space and the three empirically

ascertainable characteristics of time succession, irreversibility and
Lon 2

t.rans:.t:l.venass."T This is not to say that Alexander regards Time as

three-dimensional. Rather, he tells us that

Time does with its cne-dimensional order cover and embrace the
three dimensions of Space, and is not additional to them. « + «
Metaphysically, (though perhaps mathematically), it is not
therefore a2 fourth dimensicn in the universe, but repeats the
other three./3
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It is not within the scope of this work to develop the correlation between
the characteristies of Time and the dimensions of Space. It is Sufficient
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 Time are egually real partners of the one unity
of Space-Time, Alexander does attach a certain preeminence to Time, which
preeminence we shall regard partially here and partially in the next sec-
tion of this chapt.er.7h Everything real is subordinate to 11me,75 and
"Space must be regarded as generated in Time, or, if the expression be
preferred, by Time. For Time is the source of movement," and "Space-
Time is a system of motiona."Tﬁ Alexander here does not mean to say that
static points move among the other points in Space, but that points meve
through Time, changing their time-coefficients with the successiveness of
Time, Points acquire different time values, and in this sense we may
regard the universe of point-instants as being ir motion. Clearly, then,
Space-Time is a combination of the static (poirts) with the dynamic
(instants). We have, however, a jaundiced view, conditicned both by our
ability to remein at relative rest in Space and our inability to remain
at rest in Time. A creature which did not move in Time but in Space
(impossible or unreal in Alexander's metaphysics) might have a view of
Space-Time as a combination of the static (instants) with the dynamic
(points), Still, such a creature would see the universe of Space-Time
as a system of motion,

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

and "this means that he considers Time in ite irreversibility, its
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continuity, and its succession,"??a Time which is ever generating move-
ment in Space-Time. And time-coefficients cannct be removed from space-
coafﬁcients,?swre events 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 dstes and in no instances can these various dates be ignored."79
The historicity of Space-Time derives from the motion of Time
through points, or rather, of Space-Time through point-instants. "In this
wzy we conceive of growth in Time, 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. n80 Alexander calls such displacements of
instants of Time over points of Space '"lines of advance" a difficult
notion to conceive in which "points become different point-instants and
instants become also different po.‘m‘l:.--ins'c.af:.m:.a.“81 Professor Stiernotite
hes provided us with a helpful diagram which we reproduce here. It repre-
sents & concrete picture by which we may understard the distribution of

Time over points and Space over instants. The observer stands at the

present, at O. L
i e e S b'l;o“";t'l“‘stz“"?"‘a"
~Byt_y=-Byb_,=-Byt_y--B b --Bit ~-Bb,= by
‘"’1"-3““2“-2"°3""-3"°u'|°o"°5*'1"°6‘2“°?*‘3“

0
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As we picture the advance of Time by movement of the line of the
present IM from time t; to time t,, 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 important tc
note that every point has its instant and every instant has its
point. We may imagine the pointe-instants multiplied to infinity
in the Past and in the Future, as shown on the diagram and in

this infinite multiplication of points amd instants, it still
remains true that every point has its inagant or time-cocefficient
and every time-coefficient has its point. 2

In the diagram we note, for example, that on line (Alt._3, Azt_e T
A7t3) the point A moves through Time by virtue of the redistribution of
instants. Moreover, line (43t.3, BEjt.3, Cjt.3) is indicative cf a redis=-
tributicn of peoints of Space over the instant t_3+ In this sense we may
understand how Space is temporal and Time spatial and how a line of ad-
vance represents motion (or change or coefficients) in Space-Time.

Note also that we may understand how "space at any rioment is full
of memory and expectation,"aj for the present, line IM (Ahto, Bh‘bo, Chto)
or, more simply, one point-instant in the present (4)tg, for example) is
composged of the continuous element, A, that advances from past to future,

from t-3 te t3 in our diagram. In this way Alexander affirms the reality
of past and future, asserting that both past and future really exist, so
long as existence is not understood rigidly and wrorgly tc mean present
existence.

If we aveid this error and tzke time seriocusly, the past possesses
such reality as belongs to the past, that is, tc 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 at bottom no greater difficulty in
speaking of the future as being real and existing really than
there is in respect of the real existence of the patstuB
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A dispassionate apprzisal of Time, perhaps the appraisal of the mathe-
matician, regards the distincticn between future and past as nothing more
than the distinction between "+" and "-," A difference of sign is no
essential difference.

If the universe is to be regarded as continuous, then we should
recognize that "at any one moment the universe is the whole of its parts
which happen to exist at that moment. But the universe at one moment is
merely a section of the universe of Space-Time extending to the infinite
past and also tc the infinite fut.ure."as A view of a section of the uni-
verse is not a view of the universe in ite totality. It is a narrow view.
According to Alexander, we would more rightly view the universe not at a
single instant but should recognize ocur instant as a dividing point, seg-
menting the universe into earlier and later, each of which is equally
real-B6 Moreover, some events of an earlier time-coefficient, events at
distant stars, for example, are observed in the present while possessing
the reality of the paat.BT Cur perspective of Spare-Time is therefore a
view of the universe, of different points occupied by various instants
and different instants occupying different points. "Now," naively under-
stoody, is an arrogance of the observer, '"Now," when we take time seriously,
is a compilaticn 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 t.hings."aa

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

of substanceS-"a9 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,
e « » All existents from the simplest electron or proton tc the most
complex, man himself, are configurations of Space-Time, complexities of
Space-Time.“90 Metz enlarges on this view, understanding Alexander to
mean that Space=Time is the "logical presuppcsition" of all existents, a
sort of "framework of the yorid.“gl Alexarder himself would concur with
those physicists who declare Space-Time to be a quasi-physical entity

92
from which the universe irs made. In a like manner Sir Arthur Eddington

regards finite existents as contours or singularities of Space.93

Al though quasi-physical, Space-Time should not be regarded as
finite, for we have come to know by experience that Space-Time is infi=-
nite. BEach finite space which we encounter is part of a wider space, all
of which are part of self-contained infinite Spat:e:.9h Alexander takes
the infinity of the universe tc be an empirical fact, and one which we
can gather from mathematics.

Now the mathematician means by an infinite whole that which
contains within itself, as a part, something which can be
obtzined from it by a process in which all its various ele-
ments are represented or transformed. I will illustrate this
abstract and abstruse statement by the simplest case of in-
finity we have--the system of numbers, 1, 2, 3, L, 5, 6, etc,
This system is not infinite merely beczuse we can never get to
the end of it, but for quite a different reason. Perform on
each number of the system an operaticns « + « Double each
number; the resulting infinite series, 2, 4, 6, 8, etc., is
already contained in the original. An infinite thus is not
merely a magnified finitude. On the contrary, the finite is
Jjust that which, when an operation is performed on its members
like that, described above, yields, as a result, something which
is not contained in the original. Take the finite series 1, 2,
3, 4, S« Double each number; we have 2, 4, 6, 8, 10; and some
of these numbers do not form part of the original, and by no
operation can you get a result entirely contained in the original.



This simple but illuminating conception shows us that finitude
is thus a defective infinitude,%>

In such a way the universe is finite, nct as a fine grown big, but as
a self-contained whole of infinite parts, as well. How this infinite
matrix relates tc the finites within it becomes ncw the subject of ocur

discussion.

C. Cosmogony: a formula for Space-Time

It follows that "the ymiverse may be expressed without remainder
in terms of Space-‘l‘i.me."96 We have now to determine 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 that Alexander hclds Space to be "generated in . . . or by Time,"g?
sc that "Space may . . . be imaged as the trail of l’ime."ga Time, we
will discover now, is preeminent over Space as "an efficient Agent
« « « 3 conceived as the principle of motion and change,"”which acts
on the finites of the universe. Where Flatonic and standard theistic
philosophy regard Time as a creature, Alexander ascribes creativity to
Time,looso that the "infinite which is Space-Time . . « is not a creator
but is subject to the ongoing creative process which is Ti.me."lm Lrich
Frank interprets Alexander's notion of Time as an "elan vital of the uni-
verse,“lozfor Alexander speaks of phases of existence within the uni-
verse passing into each other with motion in 'l‘:i.mvs.m3 Moreover, Space=-
Time possesses potentiality, discharged as various kinds of existents
unfold with the passage of Time.mh

Stiernotte, understanding Alexander's view of Space-Time as a
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universal matrix, comments that

Space-Time is a creative !aic being, a matrix containing whiri-
pools of motion, groups of mofion within the finite elements of
space and time, but sustained by the all-encompassing total Space-
Time and intimately counected with it. These structures of motion
are not all alike, obviously. They vary from the simple "lines of
advance" among the point-instants in frgmordial Space~Time to the
complex motions associated with mind.10

By a mysterious process there emerge, from these whirlpools of motion

within Space~Time, qualities, the finites of empirical existence.lm Time

is creative, for it is the principle of motion, the ultimate creative
agent of finite existents.

To comprehend the creation of the world is nc simple task,
Alexander admits, and it is a frequent habit of mind tc attribute such
creation to a purposeful mind:

The creations we know are finite predicates of nature or manu-
facture of art. But when we ask ourselves about the creation

of the world we stumble, because we carry these pictures about
with us and we try to interpret by their help what is beyond the
reach of pictures. Thus because fcr us a statue or a picture

or a scientific theory or a steam engine is brought intoc being
by a mind or spirit operating upon matter, or % great and beauti-
ful fancy comes or seems tc come out of our minds, we imagine a
spirit which is an indefinite enlargement of ours, which educes
the world from we know not where by the fiat of his will. Strictly
speaking, we cannot ask of the whole how it ceme into being, for
all these conceptions, coming into being, production, causation,
willing, decrees, belong to the parts of the world and not to the
world as a whole,l0

initial cosmic creation, then, is beyond man's knowledge, and questions
of the creation of Space-Time are futile ~:n‘.\esl;‘ic>u.-.v1,wEt creation rightly
belonging only to the empirical finites of the universe. To speak of
the genesis of the world is to traffic in the unknown and unknowable.
Still more, it is to bow to 2 misleading habit of mind.

At best, we can speak of the whole of the universe as self-createcd,
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the cause of itself, and therefore uncreated. Still, the universe is
creative and accordingly must contain "scme principle or character“109of
creation, manifested in the growth of erystals, for example. Though crea-
tion appears tc be without purpose, the creation of purposive finites
apparently gives purpose to the universe itself.uo By its creative power
the universe gives birth to a "whole hierarchy of things," ranging from
"what appears as mechanical action at one end," tc "true purpose at the
other."lll For the universe is in process, and it is also, therefore,
in progress, progress that is guaranteed by the "historicity of things,"
and based upon the "restlessness of T:i.me.."n2 The restlessness of Time

became a progressive nisus, and the form thatthis nisus had

taken was open to cobservation in common life and in the

sciences . . . [as] cosmic and metaphysical evolution . . .

of the “emergeﬁg type « « + , each evolutionarﬂ stage . . .

novel in kind.
The same impulse which produces science and art are unified in the nisus
of the universe: we observe the tencency of all things to progress.
"The power of Time to create new existents becomes in the artist the cre-
ative urge to preduce a work of :n'i:.“llll Cn 2 primary level Space-Time
is the ground of all development, and from the motion of Space-Time, "Time
sweeps out intc Space ever more complex configurations of finite exist-
em:e-“u5 Alexander takes Time seriously; he has an historical conception
of nature, and that conception compels him to view the world as self-
creatad.116 "Novelty is of the essence of history and so it is of the
world of things. Every event is, considerecd strictly, new; there is in

117

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

Emergenee is the process whereby new finites come into being. They
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116
are pieces of Space-Time, formed of the primerdial matrix, but ex-

actly how such novelties emerge Alexander cannot explain. Bertram

20
Brettschneider regards it as a wea.kneasl that Alexander seeks to de=
121

scribe emergence rather than explain it. Nevertheless, he is sure
that things do come into existence in Time, the finites of the world we
know developing from the spatio-temporal matrix which of its own pos-
sesses only the quality of motion. New qualities rise out of new complex-
ities, new levels of existence emerging from lower levels as new colloca-
tions or constellations of motion subvene upon the lower level. From a
lower level emerges a next higher level with a new quality, different in
kind from the quality immediately below. That new quality is

distinctive of the higher complex. The guality and the con=

stellation |of motio to which it belongs are at once

new and expressible without residue in terms of the process

proper to the level from which they emerge.l

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

process must be, as well, a universe in progres. "If we accept the
premise (which I am personally unable to reject)," Laird states,

that process belongs to the marrow of all existence, Including

God's, we might boggle at the further premise thai process must

be progress, and again at the gloss that such progress is quite

clearly and specifically along the emergent ladder of the nisus.

If Space-Time in its early career was a fluid E..e., changi

sub=material magna the emergence of materiality would seem to be

a universal cosmic step. But what of "life?" According to many

e « o« "life" does not differ in kind from the non-living chemical

confizurations. There is no such rung on the ladder.
The objection simply stated is this: how can we know that the emergence
of 1ife is a progressive step beyond the emergence of chemical process?

If 1life is not different in kind from the level putatively below it,
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then life represents merely & variety of chemical process. But Alexan-
der may retort that surely life is not different in kind, for life and
chemical processes are both finite physicel entities. Notwithstanding
that similarity, life differs in complexity and crganization 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 universe. The infinite world of primordial Space-

Time, which has no quality other than that of meotion, "breaks up,"lzh

of its own nature,“125 "into parts held together within the stuff of

,i26

the world which I must call the one svuff. 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-

127

ties or intensities of motion and different extents of it." The

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 the
author of finitude, for it is the transitionm 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.!2

The process of emergence continues beyond the first breaking of infinite

primordial Space-Time inte finites, so that the matrix "generates into

the infinite variety of things in all their grades of development." 2
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But Space-Time, because it is infinite, is not used up in the process.
John W. McCarthy characterizes Alexander's view of creation or
emergence as Flatonic:

When a new class of finites is created = previous unity is
shattered. Apparently, too, it is always a class and not an
individual which is born. And the great original keeps for-
ever cracking up and expleoding into ever more pluralistic forms
&s the creative process goes on. Creation, in this sense, is
similar to t?godescent of the ideal forms into & world of
concretions.

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 ascent toward an ideal, but that ideal should not be regarded
as a pattern of the universe.

Emergence continues beyond the appesarance of varieiy of motion,

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

131

in complexity," differing from one another in their degree of complexity

and organization. The process is altogether natursl.

Material things have certain motions of their own which carry
the quality of materials. 1In the presence of light they are
endowed with the secondary quality of color. Physical and
chemical processes of a certain complexity have the guality of
life. The new quality of life emerges with this constellation
of such processes, and therefore life is a physico-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 cut of them. . . .
The higher quality emerges from the lower level of existence
and has its roots therein, but it emerges therefrom, and it does
not belong to that lower level, but constitutes its possessor

a new order of existent with its special laws of behaviour.l32

Each level of finite existent bears its own "characteristic empirical

quelit; _"133 Mind is the highest level of emergence known to man and

Alexander calls the next higher empiricsl quality beyond the highest
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known “deit.y."ljh Also, note that Alexander regards increasing complexity

of the emergents as increasing perfeetion, but not as inereasing reality.
The higher levels are mors perfect than the lower levels from which they
emerged, as mind is more perfect than matter, but the reality of the lower
levels on which the higher levels are built is in no way ﬁmpngned.13s In
fact, since the higher level is dependent on the lower level for its
existence, the lower level's reality is preserved in the higher level, We
noted, for example, that 1ife, 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

nature is stratified; for at critical points in the history of

nature, a new gquality arises, such as 1', and the existent pre-

viously characterised by 1 processes and the correlated quality,

is now characterised by both 1 and 1', and the existent is now
on level L', The existent on this level may emerge on a_higher
level L'' through the addition of a higher quality L'"! ‘ sie i
which now characterizes the existent in question. But it is to
be noted that the guality 1'* in no sense destroys qualities 1
and 1' so that the objegg--no less than nature--is stratified
along these qualities.l

The higher emergent preserves and grows out of the lower,u? and,
as John Elof Boodin observes, '"the future somehow is an outgrowth of the
past and therefore the order of the past eannot be indifferent to it.."na
Alexander would say that the view of emergence which he and Boodin share
takes Time seriocusly for it recognizes that the universe is historical
through and through.l” Within the historical universe we observe the

development of the hierarchy of qualities.

These levels are, in Alexander's system, first the level of
Space-Time itself during the part of history which lies before
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any qualitied emergents have arisen; the level of matter; the
level of physico-chemical changes including the simplest chemi-
cal change as well as the most complex reaction of highly
organized molecules, such as the proteins; the level of life;
the level of mind, and finally the level of deity, which is the
quality next in order of emergence and complexity to that of
mind. Each level is characterized by its specific quality, and
the quality is not merely aﬁged but depends upon the complexity
« o« « Of the lower levels,!

But Professcr Laird cbjecls to Alexander's doecirine of emergence
within the historicity of things. He admits himself unable to determine
anywhere from Alexander's own writings what might be meant by "higher"

11
in the hierarchy of emergent evolution. Laird himself suggests a
solution to this problem:
We should have to say that "higher" means whatever is common to
the superiority of life over matter and of mind over life. But
what is it that is common to these? The answer, so far as I can
see, would have to be given in tems very similar to Herbert
Spencer's "definite coherent heterogeneity." It would be an
affair of efficient complexity, somewhat darkened by the reflec=-

tion ‘sic[ that each rung in the ladder differed in kind from
its predecessor.l

Laird's suggestion amounts to the standard interpretation of Alexander
that being higher within the hierarchy of actual finite emergents amounts

to being greater in integrated complexity than the immediately preceding

level. This greater integrated complexity, however, is also new simplicity.

The new creation inherits the ancient w out of which it grows,
but it simplifies the old complexity, H?l the historical develop-
ment of democracy, for example ,J there was a chaos of conflict-
ing forces; men'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 dissatisfacticn; experiment after experiment
upon the traditional lines had faileds « « + 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 . . , 2 light had arisen; the discordant elements fall
into their places, and the complexity gives way to BlnlpliElt.y.

The synthesis is no mere reconciliation; it is creative.l 3
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14k
While emergence seems purposive, we take care not to press our analogyve-

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

to "some 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 matter 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."lhs Professor Laird has not led us
astray.

A further feature of Alexander's emergent evolution is that it
ascribes infinite potentiality to Space=Time. "Space-Time in its intrin-
sie character of infinitude and continuity is not exhausted by any of its
P?edicawso“lhé At least, there is no justification or reason for the be-
lief that the infinitude of Space-Time has exhausted itself with the emer-
gence of mind.lh? Mind may be the highest empirical quality we know, but
it is unnecessary to suppose that creative Time woula cease with :-n.‘n'llci.]'h8
If nature is historical, a growing nature which presents us with a series
of finite existents in a hierarchy of gualities, then there is indeed no
reason to expect that mind is the last possible emergent quality. The
process of emergence itself suggests that it will not stop. Accordingly
Alexander postulates a quality beyond mind and assigns it emergent poten-
tial: that quality is ds!e:i,tg.r.lhg The "humanization of man," as Rabbi Jacob
Kohn calls the emergence of mind, "would then prove only one of the ends

of the evolutionary process."lso

A number of objections may be brought against 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 the less.151

Eishop Sheen is troubled that Alexander understands Space-Time as in 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
interpret the data of experience somewhat differently. We doubt that
Alexander would be especially moved by the bishop's objections. More=~
over, we cannot help but suspect that Snheen's criticism is tendentious.
His real objection seems to be that Alexander's analogue to the prime
mever is not the Being of Whom the Bishop would approve.

But more serious objections to Alexander's metaphysics derive
from the empirical sciences which he, himself, holds deaw. The doctirine
of emergence appears to be at odds with the common scientific view of a
degenerating universe. McCarthy considers the problem ®a great strain on
his [Alaxander‘é] Peasoniﬂg;“lszand Stiernotte finds Uean Inge's criti-
cism a "forthright attack,"lsjthat Alexander's systiem violates the second
law of thermodynamics.

Inge's objection is a matier of physical law., We have a view of
the universe, he tells us, that suggests entropy,lsb a "running down like
a clock,“lgsso that the universe, taken as a whole, is passing from a
state where energy is concentrated to a stale where energy is everly dis=-

156
tributed, >



32.

The Platonists hold that there is a nisus toward the spiritual

life, unconscious in the organmic world and partly conscious in

all the varied forms of living creatures. It is extremely

doubtful whether such a nisus can be admitted as a general law

of nature. The so-called higher forms , . . are superior, from

the point of view of the evolutionists, only as long as the en-

viromnment gives them a superior survival value. . « . And the

time will almost certainly come when only the simpler and less

differentiated forms 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, gnd man will follow the dinosaurs

and the dodo into extinection.l57
The criticism is significant, yet it is mot fatal to Alexander's meta=—
physics of emergence. Stiernotte cites the speculative astronomy 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's
book) postulates atronomical principles which suggest a continuous crea-
tion of matter out of an interstellar gas of inexhaustible suppl;s.",ls9 an
entity akin to Alexander's notion of primordial Space-Time as the matrix
of al1 existence. The universe, as Hoyle understands it, is neither in
decay nor in progressive growth, but is in equilibrium; the availability
160
of matter-energy is a constant. William Pepperell Montague alsoc 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
1
conditions to the more aissipated, more uniform, and more random conditions."
Nevertheless, we find that life seems to viclate the law, for "protoplasm
presents us with concentration rather than dissipation of energies, and
with an increasze of differentiaticn and organization and thus with at
162

least temporary and local decreases of entropy."

A. S, Eadangton is rigidiy committed to the second law of
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thermodynamics, yet his interpretation of entropy is somewhat in con-
sonance with Alexander's formula of emergence. Eddington observes that
with the movement or prcgress of time the degree of randomness in the
universe increases. As the random element increases, so does the chance

6
that a "fortuitous concourse cf atoms, . . . a much prized raritx,“l 4

might come inte exisience, thermcdynamical equilibrium, for example, in
which entropy cannot occur as there is already a maximum of possible ran-
domness.lés And it is Eddington's interpretation of the second law of
thermodynamics that the whole universe can potentially attain thermo-
dynamical equilibrium Mat an infinitely remote [italics mingd date in

166
the future," The universe, as it were, is striving after such an

equilibrium and as equilibrium approaches from the infinite future entropy

and randomness increase.
167

Moreover, the increase of randomness cccasions greater chance
and time thereby takes on a dynamic quality which is irreversible.l68 It
is a dynamic quality which is ingrzined in human reason.l69 Deny it and
Eddington issues this challenge:

Show your goed faith by reversing the dynamiz quality of time
(which you may freely co if it has no importance in 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 = graduzl victory of antichance over chance. If you

are a biclogist, teach us how from Man and a myriad other primi-
tive forms of life, Nature in the course of ages achieved the
subl imely simple structure of the amoeba. If you are an astrono-
mer, tell how waves of 1ight hurry in from ihe depths of space
and condense on to the starsj; how the complex solar system un-
winds itself into the eveness of a nebula.l

The second law of thermodynamics holds true, but Eddingion sees it as no

threat to the belief in the emergent evolution of the universe. Rather,
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he develops his own evolutionary system in which entropy, productive of
randomness and chance, of a "ahuffling"17lor the matrix, underwrites evo~-
lutionary progress.

Alexander's system is strikingly similar. For "increase of random=-
ness" in the one, read "increase of complexity" in the other. For "thermo-
dynamical equilibrium 'at an infinitely remote date in the future,'" sub-

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

Dean Inge's criticism,

Yet Inge raises another objection, one which he considers more
serious, He admits that evidence requires us to affirm the reality of
evolutionary process in our experience of the universe.

The theory cf evolution is legitimate when applied to certain

parts of the universe, such as the recent history of the species

to which we happen to belong. To assume that this loczl and

temporary phenomenon is the grimary law of the macrccosm is the

extreme of provincialism.L1(2
The objection, simply stated, is that we niay discover by observation of
the sector of the universe which we know that emergeri evelution is indeed
taking place. Nevertheless, we have not the right to postulate emergent
evolution as the law applicable tc Space-Time throughout the entire uni=-
verse, both known and unknown, "The limited evidence of life on this
planet is too wesk to infer a similar evclutionary series for the universe
with its millions of galaxies.“173 Nevertheless, Alexander might (but
does not) reply that vhe principle of relativity requires that those laws
which held geood 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 stztement that our local results do indeed have

17k
universal validity."
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Alexander reasons analogically from the portion of the universe

of wnich we have direct knowledge tc the whole of the universe. Explicitly
and impliecitly he declares an analogical principle in his work, and "the
principle of analogy is basic to his entire philosophy."”5 We have seen
already, for example, how Alexander declares that there is a nisus in the
universe akin to the artistic impulse in mari,,:l?6 but the highest and most
important use of analogy in Alexander's metaphysics 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 gquality is the mind of certain primary motions.

Life is the mind of an organic being. Thus every finite is

:2::;::it§g gﬂr:EEVEQSiB of t&%? metaphysical fomula which ue.

& Ua U
that we ourselves zre unions of body with mind. Alexander discovers the
very principle of emergence by analogy, reasoning from what we do know of
the world to whal we do not know, even to levels beyond our own place in
the hierarchy of existents.178
He wishes to be careful in the use of analogy: "Now the use of

analogy lies in its relevance; it misleads if it is not adapted to the
new situation in which it is employed.“ng But cautious though he be,
Alexander specifically recormends the use of analogy when trying to dis-
cover the nature of the universe. Creation of the universe, for example,
mzy be beyond our knowledge, but creation in art certainly is not..16 Art,
as Alexarder understands it, is a "fusion of spirit and matter in finite
1ngredients."181 Similarly, in Space-Time, we find the same kind of

fusion: "Time is, as it were, the mind to the bedy which is space."lB

And,further, reasoning from the union of btody and mind which we
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find in living conscious man, Alexander discovers that "there neither is

Space without Time nor Time without Space; any more than life exists with-

83

out a bod:;r."“l The union of mind and body in man provides Alexander with

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

with an insight into the nature of the tetality of the universe.laS

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 the
matter shortly that Time is the mind of Space and Space the body

of Time. According to this formula the world as a whole and each
of its parts is built on the model with which we are familiar in
ourselves as persons, that is a2 union of mind and body, and in
particular as a union of mind and brain, But as this may lead to
the misapprehension that we are the standard and exemplar of things,
the statement is better made in the reverse and truer form that we
are examples of a pattern which is universal and is followed not
only by things but by Space-Iime itself. In any point-instant the
instant is the mind or scul of its point; in a group of points
there is a mind of those points, which upon the primary level of
Space-Time itself is the corresponding time of the complex. Quali=-
ties will be seen to be the special 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 miiﬂécorre-
sponds to it under the simpler conditions of the case.

Although Space and Time are equal partners of the universe, we see here
that Time assumes a certain preeminent function, being the mind of Space=-
Time-lm But this does not give Time greater reality than Space. Mind
ané matter are equally real; if we apply the analogy, Time and Space are
equally real.

For Alexander, man becomes the "patiern of all things rather than
the measure of all thingss"lsaas Professor Stiernotte puts it. But we
must exercise care not toc regard man as a prescriptive patterr.. He is a
pattern only insofar as he participates in the universe of Space-Time

which is constructed in its totality and in its parts along the lines of
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a mind-body monism. The pattern of the universe "is not based on us, but
rather . . . we exemplify the pattern of the uni'nrerse:."le9 Moreover, we
should not understand the mind-body monism of Space-Time too literally.
Tc say that Time is the mind or soul of Space means that Time performs
0
toward Space "the office of scul to its equivalent l':n:N:Izar."lsa
The mind=body relation of Time and Space is discoverable, as well,
in the emergents from the universe of Space-Iime. "The emergent quality of
a level appears . « « as the mind of this level, and the level itself as
151
the bodily stuff from which the new form emerges." Rudolf Metz dis-
covers 2 problem with this understanding of emergence. Every emergent in
the hierarchy of existents may be viewed as a union of mind and body, in
an analogical sense.
There is, therefore, ncthing dead in the universe, and we must
view space-time itself as somehow animated and endowed with life,
Alexander's dogtrine, therefore, ends in a panvitalism or pam=-
psychism |sic| , which is sharply opposed to the strictly empiri-
cal foundation on which he professed to build his metaphysics.
Although this speculation teo is evidently insrired by upward-
looking ideas, it is plain that it infliects & wortal wound upon
the emergence doctrine. or now the boundary between the two
levels |of mind and b is tc a large extent obliterated and

the fruitful t.hough{.99f the emergent as the creatively new loses
all its importance.

As G. Dawes Hicks understands the point, "mental process and neural
process are . . « not two but one,"lgssnd this makes guestionable the
degree to which the former might be called an emergent from the latter.
If finite existents in Space-Time are to be understcod along the lines
of mind-body monism which Alexanaer conceives as the pattern of all ex-
istence, then to what degree can a new quality be considered creatively

new, really novel, and emergent from the level to which it performs the

of fice of mind?
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Stiernotte raises a further problem with Alexander's application
of the znalogy of mind and bocdy to Space=Time and 2ll the emergents in it.
Like Metz's objection, it is the problem of panpsychism.

Can we be so certiain that Space-Time itself and its parts are
constituted on a union of body and mind? Can we assume that

this general patiern 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 ccnstituents? If a star has

ne color, such as the dark companion of Sirius, then just where

is its "mind"? The danger of applying "mind" to inorganic ob-
jects leads to such a fantastic speculation as investing molecules

with psychic qualities~-a strange view, . . . It seems that the
term "mind" may be taken only in a metaphorical or analogical sense.

194
Frofessor btiernotte has well illustrated the danger in understanding
Alexander toc literally, as did Metz. Stiernotte'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=-
bedy union is merely functional, not literal.195 It s, furthermore, in=
appropriate te inquire about the mind of the earth or the mind of the
sclar system, for every finite may be regarded as a union of body and

mind only insofar as it is an emergent from a lower level and the locus

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

for example, is not to speak of a single-level emergent, but of a com=-
posite creature, constituted of finites at several levels within 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 resoclution remains purely analogi-
cal and metaphoriczl.

" Mind! here does not mean consciousness or thought, which is the
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quality characteristic of the level we call mind proper. It is 'mind! in
196

an analogical sense, the characteristic of a new qualitative synthesis."
Botn Metz and Stiernotte, who suspect Alexander of panpsychism, require us
to hold rigidly to a philistine conception of mind, whereas Alexander uses

the term 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 deliverance would not constitute an
analogy at all. What we mean is that a secondary quality per-
forms the office of mind to extension. The mind of extension
constitutes a different quality than our human mind. Simi=-
larly, when we say that mind is a form of Time, we mean the
mind is one of the evolut.iomr{ grodncts of Time, but we are
not identifying mind and Time..?

In point of fact, Time as the mind of Space-Time is not at all like the
buman mind in quality, but is "more and not less elementary than ours."lga
New emergent qualities in Space-Time, furthermore, are more complicated
than the level from which they emerge, just as mind is more complicated
than life. In this sense we mean that the new quality "may be called
with proper caution"lgg the mind of the lower level from which it emerged,
for it perfomms to that level the office of mind insofar as it is an
emergent from that level. We must alsc exercise caution when we call Time
the mind of Space, for Time is nct an emergent from Space.zoo Space=-Time
is an indissoluble union.

We see that Alexander uses the principle of analogy as a unifying
Priﬂdple:zol 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,*’
T.’Lme..“m2 The pattern is applicable to all emergents in Space-Time, and

Stiernctte understands its application as follows:



Mind Time Instant Primary qualities
Body =  Space ca Point -  TFlementary motion

of primordial matrix
of Space-Time

as Secondary gqualities as Qualities expressive of life

Primary qualities Secondary qualities
as Qualities of mind as Quality of deit
Qualities of life Quality of mind.

All existents are ultimately complexities of Space-Time,
but throughout the hierarchy from the lowest to highest
level, there is an aspect which perfcrgssto the level im-
mediztely below it the cffice of mind,

D. Empiricism and the a prieri

20k
We have determined already that Alexander regards mind as a

type of finite existence, having no greater or lesser reality than other
kinds of finite existents, although it is qualitatively distinct from
the levels below it out of which it emerges. Alexander considers this
conclusion azbout the equal reality of mind and matter as fundamental tc
the "empirical method in me‘t-aphysica."205 He considers his philosophical
method as alwogether 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 historiceal, and out of which new and ever greater--that is, more come
plex=-existents merge.zoﬁ

A1l of the assertions Alexander mskes about the character of the
world ef Space-Time are, according to his system, grounded in experience.
To begin, the infinitude of Space~Time is an experienced fact, derived
from the "perceptual datum . . . that each finite space is part of a wider

207
ora, " Moreover, the notion of an infinite world is in no way contradicted



by the data of experience. Indeed, the data of experience, empirically
gaired knowledge, require that we consider Space-Time to be infinite.

The conception of an infinite world contains nothing which does
not follow the lines of experience. The nisus in the world which
drives it, because of Time, tc¢ the generation of fresh empirical
gualities is a verifiable fact. Its extension from mind to deity
is an application of analogy, but an analogy wiich is no more
than an extension of what can be traced as existent already.

But the notion depends undoubtedly on the hypothesis _which has
inspired . . . our whole interpretation of things. 0

The very way we cenceive the world requires ithat we recognize its infinity
as being a matter of experience.

Emergent qualities in Space-Time are empirical ,t.q:n::.zo9 They are
presented to us in our intercourse with the world. Each successive level
in the hierarchy has its own "characteristic empirical quality,"zm and
even the not-yet-emerged quality of deity is empirical ,211 &l though it is

unkncun.212 Every emergent is of greater quality than the level from

213

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

All originzl and fundamental knowledge of things comes to us in our deal=

: 21k
ing with them, through praectice, through experience, that is. Knowledge

cof things is a matter of discovery cf their reality, and is not a matter

215

of the mind's creation of the object of krowledge. Even awareness of

our own minds is a matter of experienced fact, deriving from our awareness
of mental processes which occur in the brain.216

But rather than lisu examples of Alexander's empiricism, we prefer
to understand how he employs the empiriecal method in philosophy. By em=
pirical Alexander dees not mean that his philosophy is sensationalistic,
Indeed, the same realism which stripped mind of its pretensions to

superior rezlity strips the senses of their unique claim on experience.
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Specifically, by calline his methed empiricism Alexander does nct mean
that an empirical philosophy is in some prerogative manner con=-
cerned with sense experience. The senses have no privilege in
experience, but that they are the means by which our minds
through cur bodies are affected by externsl objects. Sensations
though integral parts of experience are not the only cnes., Thoughts
are experienced as much as sensations, and are vital to experience.
« » « A philosophy which pursues an empirical method is not neces-
sarily a sensationalistic one, It deals with the actual world,
but the parts of it with which it deals empirically are non-
empirical parts of that actual world. The cgg%rast of thought and
sense is from this point of view irrelevant,“

Here Alexander makes an important distinction betwsen empiricism, which
he considers his system to be, and sensationalism, a more limited branch
of empiricism which, Alexander would tell us, denies the reality of
thoughts, considering them merely the products of mind and essentially
ineapable of being experienced. Alexander, for reasons which will become
apparent later in this section and again in a later chapter,alauishes teo
preserve 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 with which experience presents
us, There is novelty in the emerging universe, and that novelty indicates
that prediction is hmpossibie.219 New emergent qualities cannot be pre-
dicted, but "can only be known to him who experiences them."220 While
Alexander's system allows him to predict that new emergents will develeop,
their character and quality is unpredictable.

Thus to an observer in France in the eighteenth century it mizht
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 actors, But he could not predict that these
movements meant for the actors the new idea of democratic freedom
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He would onlyé
most of life,

E{edict ites appearance in forms of movement cr at
That is, it might be possible, on the basis of empirical knowledge, to
predict new complexities or constellations of motion in Space-Time. B5ut
it is not possible to predict the new qualities which will emerge from
new complexities.
Erettschneider considers this limitation on predictability to be

a severe prcblem in Alexander!s metaphysics. ©Since we cannot predict the
exaet nature of new qualities which will arise out of new constellations
of motion, "no necessity attaches tc empirical predictions."223 On the
basis of the empirical data he has acquired; Alexander has postulated a
progressive, emerging universe, But, since predictions and what they
postulate are not necessary,

it is not unreasonable that a case may ve made for the regressive-

ness of the universe. There is no necessity to the prediction of

g::ﬁ;egiivenesf of the u:i:;{seé Fromtcertain Pgrsggﬁtives what

gressive may actually turn out regressive,

S8ince Alexander cannot guarantee his predictions with the certainty of the

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

emergent formula is undermined. He has provided no rules for emergence,225

but only a desciiption. Accordingly, ile system is weakened. It fails to

adhere to the empiricism upon which Alexander bases his cosmic view. The

very dcctrine of emergence, the heart of his system, mitizates his empiricism.
It is equally limited by Alexander's notion of the categories,

the central core of his metaphysics, according to Hetz.226 Philosophy is

a science which deals with "certain ultimate questions about the nature

of thingS,"EZT Alexander tells us, Like the special sciences, philosophy

is empirically based arnd is empirically oriented. But while the special



sciences are concerned with "the empirical characters of variocus kinds of
existences and their empirical laws,"228metaphysic3 is concerned with
considerably more, "with certain comprehensive features of experience
which lie outside the purview of the special aciences."zzg It is the

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

2
of things . . . and the relations that subsist between them." 0 The

method of metaphysics remains empirical like 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 medhod used in the special
sciences. It is a description of method and not of subject-matter.
+ « « On the contrary, the subject-matter of philosophy is, in a
special and more valuable sense of the word, non-empirical. Taking
it as self-evident that whatever we know is apprehended in some
form of experience, we can distinguish in experienced things . . .
the variable from the pervasive characters. I 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 much as the empirical ones: all alike are parts
of the experienced world. Fhileosophy may therefore be described
as the experimental or empirical atudy of the non-empirical or a-
priori ana of such gquestions as arise out of the relation of the
empirical to the a priori. It is thus itself one of the sciences
delimited from the others by its special subject-matter,23l

Father Copleston understands Alexander's statement to mean that meta-
232 .
physice is concerned with the world as a whole. Philosophy is breader
in scope than the 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 subject-matter of philesophy is non-empiricalj

philosophy is concerned with the pervasive or categorical char§§§
ters of things, as distinguished from their variable features.

Philosophy uses the methods of the special sciences to discover and to
urderstand the non-empirical nature of finite empirical existents.

Such finites have empirical gqualities which we discover through our
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ordinary experiences of them. But empirical existents bear both empirical
characters which are variable and non-empirical or categorical characters
which are pervasive. Variable characiers are such as the gualities of
life or consciousness, which not 211 finite existents possess. But all
finite existents have the pervasive characters: the categories of identity,
substance, diversity, magnitude and number, for exampley, These pervasive
features of all existents are the categories. While they are not empiri=-
cal, they are essential of all which axist.s.23h The categcries are not
dependent upon the complexity of the object, but are constitutive of that
complexity.szSG that the qualities "are variations of them in empirical
t:ian::mnst.am:'e."236 Categories are of experience, and in that wider respect
are empirical,ZBTalthough they remain a priori and basically non-empirical,
They are of experience in that they are "fundamental properties
or determinations of Space-Time itself, not taken as a whole, but in every
portion of it,"zSBand hence they belong to all empirical existents which
are differentiations, cemplexities, or portions of Space-Time. But the
categories are not thereby applicable to Space-Time, HRather, finite
emergents "flow from the nature of the space-times which they occupy or
which they are,"zjgand are therefore subject to the categories "which are
the features or determinations of the space-times themselves.“2h0 As
fundamental of Space=Time, the categories can neither be defined nor com=-
pletely described, for there is nothing simpler or other than Space-Time
in terms of which they may be expressed.zhl While "Space-Time itself . . .
is beyond any categorical detemmination, . ., . any portion of Space-Time,

finite or infinite, possesses categorical characters.“zhz
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Though 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 the assertion that "nothing is real but what is
given somehow in a:q:uer’iem.':e."21‘3 If the categories are to be real, they
must be connected to experience of the real world and may not be constructs
of mind by which it understands or orders experience. Alexander, according-
1y, does not consider the categories to be mental tools. They "are not
imposed on empirical existents by the mind but belong intrinsically to any
existent and are permanent patterns in the whirlpools of Space-Tim."ahh
Experience, gua experience, is already ordered and does not need the mind
to impose categories on 1t.2h5 "All things come into being endowed with
the categories."zhé Without the categories experience would not be experi=-
ence, Without the categories experience is inconceivable, Categcrical
characters of things differ from qualities not in the way which Kant
imagined, the former belonging strictly to mind, but in pervasiveness as
opposed to variability. The ubiquitous categories are in all experience
and are characteristic of all existents, whereas experienced qualities
may vary with existent and experience.zu?

We see how Alexander's empiricism is not extireme, but is yet a
significant feature of his metaphysics. The bare data of experience are
the information upon which Alexander bases his discussion of forms of
existence, the emergent hierarchy of the gualities, 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.

Alexamier considers himself an empiricist in all matters of his philosophy,
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both in his consideration cof the actual world and in his develcpment of
the potential gqualities 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 formula for God and deity

Alexander does not atiempt to provide a dircct definition of Cod
in the theological sections of his work. Whatever God is, GCod is the
being which possesses the quality of deity. Consistent with his meta=
physical system of emergence, our author proceeds to develop the place of
deity in the &l l-embracing cosmic matrix of Space-Time in which new emer=-
gents ev01ve-l While Alexander bases his emergent system in primordial,
unqualitied Space-Time, the reality of the universe should not be under-
stood in terms of its lowest level, obut in terms of its highest level,2
beyond that of mind, the highest that is known to man. Space-Time is ever-
emergent. New qualities come into existence with the passage of restless
Time, each successive quality exceeding in perfection the qualities that
pracede it in the hiesrarchical ladder of exisience. "The most perfect
finite we know is the human mind, but the plan of emergence which we have
cbserved in the inorganic and organic worlds is prophetic of the next
higher quality, that of :EitY-"B We have no reason to believe that the
process of emergence and creativiiy would stop with mind,L for Time's
nature is to be ceaseless in the creation of new finizes:5 “Space-Time in

its intrinsic character of infinitude and continuity is not exhausted by
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any of its p:«edj.c:azws."6 Thus do Stiernotie and McCarthy interpret
Alexander's formula for Space-Time.

Alexander sPec.i-fically states that there is no reason to expect
the process of emergent evolution te stop with the blossoming out of mind.
His cosmic plan is centered not cn man but on the total reality of the
universe, It would be strange, therefore, for cne with Alexander's view=
point to regard man as the finzl goal of the process of emergence. The
scientific objectivity to which Alexander commits himself requires that
evolubion comtinue beyond mind.

Knowledge, science that is to say, points to something in nature
beyond what is already known in nature. In nature we have dif=-
ferent 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 things is through and through an historiczl world,
for history begins not withk man but with the stars and perhaps
earlier, « « . Life emerges from matter, mind from life. . « «
Now the point is this. Nature is historical and grows sc as to
produce in time a series of emergent qualities of which mind is
the highest that we know from direct experience [through enjoy=-
ment) of ourselves or on‘bemplatior'ﬂ of other selves. Why
should this process stop? The mere cutgrowth of life from matter
and mind from life . . . suggests a further quality of existence
beyond mind, which is related to mind as mind to life or life

to matter. That quality I c2ll deity, and the being which pos-
sesses it is God., It seems to me, therefore, that 211 things
point to the emergence of this quality, and that is why I said
that sgience itself, when it takes the wider view, requires
deity.

Having established a hierarchy of qualities in accordance with the ob-
served data of the universe, having based the description of that hier=-
archy in strict (although not rigid) empiricism, Alexander now postulates
a new emergent empirical quality, deity, which is the next logical step
ir 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 it represents a new complexityya a new constellation of
motions. The guality of deity, then, is a novel item in the hierarchy of
existents, a fresh empirical quality generated by the restlessness of
Time. The quality of deity fits into the pattern of the emerging universe.
Although it is "the next higher empirical quality to the highest we know,"9
still it is an emergent and is therefore logically like any other emergent.
It stands in the same relation to the gualities that precede it as does
any other emergent stand to the qualities that precede it: "At any level
of existence there is a next higher empirical quality which stands towards
the lower quality as deity stands towards mind.“lo Deity remains but an=-
other element--albeit a higher one than mind--in the universal matrix of
Space-Time, produced by the inexhaustible and infinite potentiality of
Space—-Time.11
The relation that deity bears toward the worlc is peculiar when

compared with the notions of standard theism or pantheism. Alexander re-
gards the worlc as ever striving toward the emergence, 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 distinective nature as yel emerged at this stage of

the world'e existence. It merely regards the world as owing

such divine character as it has to its nisus or striving to-
ward a higher form of 1ife.l2

The relzationship becomes more peculiar when we realize that by virtue of
its place in the evolutionary scheme, deity owes its future or potential

being to the werld cf finite existents. "[Deity, growing as it does out
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of mind . + . presupposes mind ., + « , just as mind presupposes and grows
out of life and matter and whatever may be below these, "3 Finite
existents are not mystically lost in deity, "but are the very substance
which in their hierarchical order sustain the quality of deity,"lh for
higher qualities in the ladder of existence are ever dependent upon the
lower qualities from which they emerge. "The whole of infinite Space-
Time, with all the emergent levels of existence with their appropriate
empirical qualities, sustains the deity of God, just as a portion of
Space~Time . . . sustains its highest quality."ls Deity relates to the
worlc, then, as the source of its divinity (for the worlcd strives after
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 the next higher
potential quality, that of deity. It is, in this respect, not the soul
of the world, but its outcome.

Z. A, Jordan understands Alexander's conception of deity as the
veotential attaimment of cosmic purpese threugh a "kind of blind impulsion
rather than by a kind of creative rorce.“16 As such, deity has no dise
tinctive character apart from being thai toward which the world strives
as it grows "richer in content and more perfect in value."l? While
Jordan's terminolegy is somewhat imprecise (in Alexander's terms the world
grows more perfect with 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 evolibtionary preecess



52.

as purposive only insofar as the later emergents are purposeful creatures,
Deity has no actual distinctive character apart from being a potentially
existent integrated greater complexity, more perfect than mind,

Edgar Sheffield Brightman also posits, as dces Alexander, a notion
of creative evolution styiving for the attainment of increasing perfec-
tion in the actual world, but Erightman attributes self-conscious rational
purpose to this evolutionary preocess. He describes this purpose as the
wiil of a finite God, working "within the limitations not of its own
making."l8 Perhaps Brightman has done nothing more than instituticnally
name and ascribe personality to Alexander's nisus, But like Alexander
he foresees a more perfect world: "The gemeral purpose of life and mind
and value always find new channels, new avenues of expression. It is
never entirely dammed up. The elan vital rushes on.™? This &lan vital
is certainly more lively and more optimistic an expression than Alexander's
blind nisus, but it is, at the same time, ultimately no different. It
brings tc birth ever more perfect qualities, striving after a great un-
attainable potential in the irfinite future. Each potential fulfilled
has beyond it another potential yet to be fulfilled. Brightman ascribes
the drive of the process to the will of finite God; Alexander describes
the drive as fundamental of the historical nature of Opace-Time, as de-
riving from the restlessness of Time 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 description of deity is a bit parcchial: it speaks only
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of what deity is to conscious man. Ist us interpret the notion of
deity more broadly and thereby extend it. Waxing personal, Alexander
notes that

It is sometimes said that z man is g god to his dog. This

may be true in the case of [my wife,| Jane, who deserves it,
but I almost hope it is not so in my case, for if it were so

he has 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 metaphysical state-
ment. He finds me mysterious and arbitrary, and while I pro-
vide him with good and the pieasure of exercise and company in
games, I am, he must think, a creature of moods, and if I cause
him pleasure I also cauvse 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, tc him a feeling animal with
strange unaccountable 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 thunder and 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. 1In this sense we see how the worship-inspiring quality of God,
which for ncw we shall call his deity, is a variable quality, one which
may be ascribed to any existent higher in the emergent ladder than the
specific m:\z-shi.}:lper.21
In AMlexandrian 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 in that account. Alex-
ander, it follows, regerds deity as a variable quality.

It is clear that, while for us men deity is the next higher em-

pirical quality to mind, 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
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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 ereatures 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 appesared as materiality.

+ « « 0On each level of finite creatures deity is for them sagg
'unknown' (though not 'unexperienced') quality in front. . . .

Stiernotte sees that *t follows from Alexander's position on the varia-
bility of the quality of deity that materiality, and mind is deity to
life.?3

Stiernotte, complains, however, that Alexander "cannot describe
the 'feeling' of matter for its dﬂity."ah Hence, '"deity" 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 any
level on the hierarchy of existence, the finite object may always be
said to be compresent with its deity. We recall that compresence does
not exact contemporaneity. Man is compresent with his deity for his
deity has such reality as pertains to the future.as In this respect the
relationship between matter and its deity and the relationship between
men and man's deity are fundamentally similar. The relationship is one
of compresence.

Nevertheless, we must concur with Stiernotte who, interpreting
Alexander, holds that "'deity' may be understood as a general name for the
successive empirical qualities which emerge in Time,"26 even though it is
also the name of whatever turns out to be the next, unrealized, empirical

guality. HRegrettably, Alexander uses "deity" equivocally, and his tendency
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to do sc often obscures his meaning. We are grateful, therefore, to
Stiernotte who has clarified matters significantly:

e« « « the deity of x is assumed to be realized. Another deity
lcoms into view, the deity of the deity of x. Is this second

deity alsc the deity of x? No, . « « when the deity of x is
realized, it becomes an empirical quality in a new being, X,

anc since Alexander always stresses deity as "the nexi empirical
quality," when Time has formed the being, X, its deity is "the

next member of the series," and is not the deity of x but the

deity of X. That is to say, as socn as this "next member of the
series" is realized, it ceases tc be deity, but becomes the "ming"
of the highest being then in existence |[italics mine] , and an-
other deity, the "next member of Uhe series" then looms into view.2:

Deity is not only a variable quality, but it is a word with variable mean-
ing. It stands both as a name of an unrealized empirical quality and as
a general term to describe the next higher quality to any actual finite
existent. Yet the deity-non-deity relationship is not transitive. My
dog's deity has a deity (which with reference to man 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 Spesce-Time. If this
seems to be a bit obscure, it is because deity is an imprecise term.
Strictly speaking, the deity of God to man is not tle object of my dog's
worship., God's deity is related to God's worship-inspiring quality inso-
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 nct next to dogs.
To understand deity correctly we must strip it of the religious overtones
it carries. Alexander uses it almost idiosyneratically to describe 2.
unknown empirical quality, the next higher along the hierarchieal 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 hierarchy which qualifies
actual Space-Time, deity is the next empirical quality to be realized.
In Alexander's system it is a guality of God. We recall now Alexander's
analogical method. IEvery existent is a union of body and mind or soul.
Deity stands fo Bpace=Tine as wind bo body.2>0 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 next empirical quality. Time as the
mind of Space is the soul of the world. But deity is, in a different
respect, a world-soul, as well, for deity is the next empirical quality
in the hierarchy of emergents.

The world whose soul is Time is the world which precedes quality.
The world for which deity is the soul is the same Space-Time

but with qualitied finites evolved within it up to the level

for which deity is the next quality in advance.2?

We may say, therefore, that deity is, in 2 limited sense, the soul or
mind of the qualitied universe of Space-Time. Simply put, deity is the
mind of Space-Time as we know it. _

But deity is alsc the mind of God, for the body of God is the
whole of Spsce-Time with its nisus to deihy.30 "low the body of God is

1
the whole univerae.“3‘ Wnile 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.
Essentiglly, God "is of the same structure, body and mind, as we and gll
existents znd Space-Time itself."33 The universe of Space-Time strives

3k

after the attainment of deity; it is God striving tec azttain the em-

pirical quality next higher to the highest already actual.
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Stiernotte understands the body of Gocd tc be the whole of Space-
Time, "primordial Space-Time plus the existents it ccntains up to the
moment of our observat.ion,“35 for Alexander himself has stated that "there
is no bedy outside"'Bé God's. GCod contains the world but is identical with
the total actual world,3? in a sort of pantheistic t.‘.cm.::ept.ion.38 Meta-
phorically, "our minds . . . and everything else in the world are 'organic
sensa' of God. All we are the hunger and thirst, the heart-beats and

sweat of God,">” Hence, deity shoulld not be cenfused with God. Deity

0
L the

relates to God as adjective to noun: it is the quality of God,
mind of God whose body is Space-Time.

God is variable with respect to his deity, but invariable with
respect to his body. Strietly understood, Space-Time does not grow.
Changes are new complexities of motions that emerge within the one Space-
Time, and hence God may change in quality (deity) as new actusl qualities
emerge, but he is forever stable bodily.

« » » God's body varies I:onlx] in its empirical constitution

and its 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 zlways full and it grows older through

internal rearrangements, in which new orders of empirical finites

are engendered. Nc matber therefore what guality the deity of

God may be, his body is always the whole of Space-Time.ll
As the whole of Space-Time the body of God is infinite, and by virtue of
that infinity is limited beyond changeability. There can never be more
Space-Time than there sver was or is, for all which is, is Space-Time,
there being no reservoir of existence from which Space-Time may appropri-

ate more of itself.

Agin, Cod follows the pattern of all existence, being a union of
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mind and body. "Like the relation of our mind tec cur body, the deity of
2

God is located in a portion of His hody.“'h Cod's deity is infinite but
is 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 t:r.:ni‘:’i.g;l.v:m;1::':.::'115,113 and like other configurations can-
not be the whole of Space-Time, Nevertheless, all of Cod's body sustains
his deity.

Since his deity deperds on mind, and this in turn on finites

of a lower order, until ultimately we reach the simple matrix

of Space-Time; there is no part of the universe that is nou

used up to sustain the deity of God., Evervthing in the world

is represented (in the physioclogical sense of the term) in hie

deity. . . , But all things are part of his body and belong
to himself.bk

Hence the deity of God is essentially connected witn the bedy of God.
Accordingly, even though'God in his infinity is bodily stable, should any
of the elements in God's body vary, then his body and his deity are
affected-~his body, for Space-Time will be constituted and constitutive
of different finites, and his deity, because emergence will thereby have
operated differently, yielding different results. In this respect deity
is 2 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 guality of God, is not creative,
but God, insofar as he is the wiole of the universe, is creative,
because Time is the moving principle that brings out that constant
redistribution 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
time, and what God is creative of is not these finites but the

next empirical quality of deity. It is only when we lock back
and identify God's body with its previous stages and ultimately
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with Space=Time itself that we can speak of him as creator.
God himself, that is the universe as tending to deity, is
creative only of deity.

During the 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 materialiiy emerged from the
matrix of Space-Time, Goa (which is the universe in its 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 ceased
to be creative of life in two senses. First, it had been created as a
type, and logically the type could not be created again, could not emerge
as a novelty again. OSecond, in a more important sense, a metaphysical
sense, God could not again be creative of life, as life became then a
finite empirical quality within the body of God, and God, insofar as he
is creative only of deity, could not create that which is no longer deity.
He became, instead creative of mind, and later still of d:ity, yet to
emerge.

In a stricter sense, however, God is not a creator at all, but a

L6

creature, While he is ereator of the beings in the universe,  he is a
creature of the universe with respect to the finites within his body and
with respect to his quality of deity. God's deity is a part of God and
God's deity is not the wiiverse but is in the universe, like other empiri=-
cal entities in Space-Time. In this regard we may say that God is, in a

limited sense, in the universe and therefore "is in the strictest sense

not a ereator but a creature. « . « He is an infinite creature of the



universe of Space-?ime.“h? Alexander's conclusion reguires explanation.
Unqualitied, undifferentiated primordial Space-Time of its own nature is
fragmented inte finites, whirlpools of motion within the one matrix.

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 time God's body is the whole of Space-Time, but the finite
constituents of God's body, and therefore his quality, change. Nisus or
Time provides the impulse of differsntiation and emergence and hence it

is Space-Time itself, self-caused and self—creatad,hs which gives birth

to new contours in the body of God. What shall be God's constitution is,
to speak metephorically, the decision of Time. At the instant before the
primary emergzence of motion God's body was primordial Space-Time. But an
instant later it became Space-Time plus finite motion. The nature of the
universe is itself the cause of motion and in ths respect God is the
ereature of the universe. Both the details of his bcdy and the character
of his quality are determined by the progressive flow of Time.
Professor Stiernctte has summarized tne fundamentals of Alexander's
theology nicely:
1. The "body" of God is the whole 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 gualitied existents are present. This body always

occupies the same Space, but a hierarchical order of finite exis-

tents grows within it and this order displays a variety of quali-
ti&.s. - - -

2. The "deity" of Ged, or the "mind" of God, is the empirical
quality to be realized, whether we think of primordial Space-Time,
or Space-Ilime at any moment of its historical existence., . . . 49

Various eriticisms have been lodged against Alexander's theologi-

cal method., Dean Inge, for example, sucgests 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-Time is "under sentence of death,“so "though he may have
a long time in which to realize Himself; for without the world, according
to these [emergent evolutionary| thinkers [including Alexander] He
is m:t.hing,“51 for God is the world and the whole of the world sustains
his deity.

Milton Konvitz proposes that the emergent deity postulated by
Alexander is not in consonance with his naturalism, that "no philoscpher
ought to stake his reputation on the progmostication that the offspring

[of the emergent process_] will be deity or devil.“52 While the argument

is ad hominem, the point is interesting, that indeed 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 sericus point, for, on

the other hand, it also makes Alexander unable to collect the bet. The

emergence of deity, should it ever happen, would seem to be unveriflable.53

G, Dawes Hicks raises an objection within Alexander's own framework.
If Space=Time has a nisus 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?
1f deity be an empirical quality, as is mind or life or colour,
is there more reason why the whole world should be the body of
God than it should be the body of any of these gualities? Are
We « « o to suppose that the whole world is the body (say) of
mind prior to mind's emergence, but that when it does emerge

its body shrinks into a very insignificant portion of the world?
And if so, why does the fact of emergence make so tremendous a
difference? Assuming that the whole world had at one time a
nisus towards the tirth of mind, it is surely arbitrary to assert
that it loses such nisus as soon as a certain number of mental



62‘

lives appear on the scene. So far from being infinite, the argu-

ment would rather lead to the conclusion that God's body, could

it ever be formed, would be the most infinitesimal complex of

movements pessible--a portion (say) of a mental existent that had

become complex enough to have the quality of deity, just as our

mind is a portion of the organic process complex enough to have

the quality of consciousness, i
Hicks'! 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 gquality it is not 2 body but is the mind of a body, specifie
cally the body which is Space=Time and all the emergents within it. As
such, deity (should it emerge) occupies only a portion of the body, albeit
an infinite portion, Moreover, the world before the emergence of mind is
not the 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
which it contains is tantamount toc saying that a horse is the body of its
hoof in some special sense. And tc 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!) or that a playwright is the body of his
drama or, better, of his fame. The world is not the body of deity. It
is the body of God tending to (proauce) deity. The distinction _s very
important and easily blurred. God's body is not identical with his deity.

So far from being identical, the lauter is & 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
union of body and m:lnd.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
words for Alexarder's theology.

The modern God of evolution is nothing but the transfer, without
correction, of biological categories to the spiritual worlds « «
The laws and methods of one science are not indifferently trans-
ferable to another. . . . If the subject-matter of one science
differs from another, the fommal method of study in two sciences
will be different and their laws non-transferable. . . . Because
there are only about ninety elements in chemistry, it does not
rollow that there are only ninety kinds of animals. . . . Be-
cause organisms evolve, we are not justified in concluding that
God evolves., There is no more reason for applying biology to God

than there is for applying music or chemistry or even mining
engineering.

Again, Sheen is questioning Alexander's analogical method. We
would tend to agree with him in principle, with one important qualifica=
tion, There would be no reason to suppose the number of elements and ilhe
number of animals to be egual, unless there were some gll-pervasive
character about the number of elements, if, say, "ninetymess" were found
to be of the basic nature of the observable existing world. Eimilarly,
we would not suppose the laws of biclogical evolution-- which are more
like descriptions of history than like prescriptive law--to hold for non=
erganic (i.e., spiritual) beings, unless there were some all-pervasive

character about the nature of evolution. Alexander finds evolutiocn all=
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pervasive in that it is fundamental to the very nature and structure
of the infinite physical universe, basic tn the character of every
finite existent.

Sheen's objection aside, there remains a2 serious 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 "be succeeded (either temporally or logically) by an emergent qua-
lity still higher than deity, and so on without end,“5? so that we
must think of a sort of deity bevond deity, ad infinitum, or of quali-

ties other than deity beyond doity.ss

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 zchieved, then '"we should have to say, I suppose,
that deity could not be co-eternal with the world, or at any rate that
some high level of existence (perhaps & level much higher than mere
deity) could not come first."59 But since we do not lmow that our
world is the exemplar of the attained level of emergence throughout
Space-Time.

then divine process, or a process still higher, might

very well be co-eternal with the universe. That is

what many people beliesve who believe in God's "eternity"

and also in the "redemption" of the human race. Credi-

ble or not the conception implies no inconsistency.00
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
to other qualities already actusl in Space-Time, unknown to man in his

narrow view of tane universe.
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B. Actuality and potentiality

One feature of Alexander's view of an emerging deity merits much
further consideration: to what extent are God and deity actual and to
what extent potential, and how does their actuslity or potentiality
affect their reality? First, we may note that the matter of potentiality

is erucial to Alexander's metaphysics:

Space-Time or the universe is a growing universe and is through
and through historical. If we resolve it into phases, those
phases must express its real life, and must be such as the uni-
verse can be constructed from its actual reality; they must be
phases which of ghemselvea grow each into the next, or pass over
into eech other.®!

That is, each successive phase of the universe must have had within it
the seeds of the following hisvorical phases, the pctential to develep
and give birth to new emergents. On the ground of experience we might
say that there is no emergent quality which dozs not contain within itself
the potential to effect a next emergent quality. As MeCarthy explains
the mstter,
Taking the doctrine of evolution seriously we may unde:rstand
the process by which the more nighly developed forms of life
have grown out of the lower. From Space-Time, of the rich
variety of the werld as we know it has developed. B
Space~Time itself contains the bare potential and, as it were, bequeaths
the potential to later emergents in Space-Time. Stiernotte, on the other
hand, regards all potentiality as embodied in the categories (which are
themselves features of the one matrix):
Indeed, it would not be unjust to summarize Alexander's meta-
physics by stating that all existents are complexities of Space~-
Time, constructed according to the categories which are potential
plans of orgarization pervading these existents. . . .
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[althouglﬂ the categories and the richness of qualities, hozavar,
in no sense exhaust the infinite potentiality of Space-Time.53
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Whether we follow McCarthy or Stiernotte, we see how Space-Time of its own
nature contains infinite potentiality for development. We might say,
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 actuwal, that the quality of geity possesses that reality
which pertains to the fut.ure,65rea1 ity being truly applicable to the
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future when we take Time seriously. Deity as a variable emergent qualityw

is both a name for the next higher level from any point of reference and
the name for the next quality yet to emerge. On that basis, Laird has
suggested that deity may itself be succeeded once it 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 « + o+ is full of figurative language. If we are to make

our conception less abstract we must try to represent to ourselves

some individual in whom deity is related to its basis irn the

lower levels of empirical quality as far down as the purely spatio=-

temporal; and a being of thie kind is . . . rather an ideal of

thought than somegging wnich can be realised in fact in the form

of an individual.
Alexander regards actual deity as inconceivable, more an ideal than a
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concrete actuality. wWhether by deity we mean the next quality to emerge
in the hierarchical series or the perfection after which the world is
striving, "in either sense deity is nothing actual but is merely ideal.““
Deity is a real potential guality, a fuvture quality which has not yet
emerged at this time during the historical existence and development of

the uorld.n
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Does infinite deity exist? The answer is that the world in

its infinity tends toward infinite deity, or is pregnant with

it, but that infinite deity does not exist; and we may now add
that if it did, God--the actual world possessing infinite deity--
would cease to be infinite God and break up into a multiplicity
of finite gods, which would be merely z 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 attainment of deity
makes deity finite. Deity is an empirical quality like life or
mind. But there is no existent infinite mind, but only many
finite minds. Deity is subject 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
always 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. 2

Each successive stage of deity that we know has been superseded by &
later stage. When mind was deity to life, we might say that it was
infinite delity, the mind of God. But once deity became actusl as mind,
it ceased to be deity and another infinite deity loomed ahead as a
future emergent in Space-Time. Deity, when it is concretized in actu~-
ality, loses its infinity and its flavor of deity. -It bresks up into
a new race of finite emergents. Infinite deity is forever potential:
to be an actual quality is to be a finite quality. Hence, we spesk of
the deity after which God is striving as the forever potential quality
of God, a greater pzrfection beyond whatever perfection is actual in

Space-Time. God does not actually possess deity but only is gualitied

by deity potentially.
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Consequently, God is forever in process, for the quality of infinite
deity, when deity is actualized, passes on to the next not-yet-emerged
stage or level in the hierarchy.?3 Stiemotte suggests that Alexander
spoke loosely, however, when he asserted that "the ideal when fulfilled
ceases to be God." He might have been more prudent to suggest that the
body of God appropriates to itself the qudlity of deity actualized as
empirical finites and has for its mind the new quality of deity. The body
of God has been rearranged, but God has not ceased to be God.7h

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
finites of Space-Time, new emergent configurations of the one matrix.
While arrived at by a somewhat different line of argument, we see a simi=
lar view in the world of Alvin Reines:

If the divine existence is to be infinite in duration, 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 finites . « « The

actual is finite in time because, as an actuality, it is finite

in the power of endurance and destined, therefore, as an indi-

vidual to annihilation. Being thus breeds nothingness. « . «

Accordingly, if God is to be infinite in duration, the divine

existence must forego actuality for possibility. We find there-

fore that God is infinite in duration but possesses only possible
existence, whereas being is finite in duration but possesses

actual existence. . « « God overcomes nothingness by incorpo-

rating it into the divine existence and, in so dn%gg, is emptied

of actuality and must forever remain possibility.

We can sense some (possibly circuitous) influence from Alexander in the
passage quoted from Reines. Alexander speaks of the gquality of deity

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,
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and it is both because it is identical with the whole of Space-Time,
which is itself both infinite and actual.

Alexander could agree with Reines only insofar as he would state
that those known existents within Space-Time zlways share the characters
of actuality and finitude, that there is no known actually existent gquality
in Space-Time which is not alsc finite, and, further, to be an actual
quality in Space-Time is to be finite. But the body of God is not an
empirical quality in Space-Time, but is the whole of it in its primordial
and its qualitied manifestations. Deity, however, when reaiized, actual=-
ized or concretized, or emergent in the actual world, ceases to bz in-
finite deity, and "thers is a higher deity ahead of this emergent. Deity
as such recedes into the future,"?éand is never more than possible,
Alexander!s quality of deity and Reines' God are strikingly similar.

At times Alexander speaks as if God were only z possible existent,

When we ask what for us is God, we musit ans<er that it is the
whole world with this nisus tcwards deity. If deity were at-
tained, there would be not infinite God but finite gode, and

the world-nisus would carry the distribution of motion in turn
past them. 71

The passage just quoted is somewhat later than Alexander's Gifford Lectures,

Space, Time and Deity, and as such may represent an inconsistency or a

revision of his thought. We believe it is neither, but is merely an im=-
precise marmnmer of language, commen in Alexanderts works. Our demonstra-
tion is inveolved. We begin with an understanding of finite gods.

First, we recall Professor Laird's?aand Miss Emmet‘s79 suggestion
that deity might itself when realized be succeeded by a newly potential
quality of deity. Both MeCarthy and Stiernotte reflect on the same

pessibilities:
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When mind came to birth in the universe, it was found that there
were many finite minds but no one infinite mind. Eeyond mind,

the highest existent that we know, looms tnhe next quality--deity.
The ideal toward which all striving is directed is God, viewed

in his transcendent aspect |of deity] « When it has been reached,
it gives way to another ideal, and so on ad infinitum. Infinite
deity is the infinite world straig%ng after deity and the realiza=-
tion of deity makes deity finite.

McCarthy implicitly suggests that we regard deity not only as the quality
of God but alsc as "God, viewed in his transcendent aspect." If McCarthy
is correct, then Alexander equivocates on God, sometimes meaning the uni=-
verse with its tendency to deity and sometimes meaning deily, God's
transcendent aspect.

But the solution Lo our puzzle is still more intricate, for Alex-
ander zlso refers tc infinite deity becoming finite deities. For example,
he regards the next level beyond mind, should it be actualized or should
it emerge, as the hierarchical level of angels. He considers angels a
"serious conception . + « 4 finite beings . . . , finite deities.“el Here
again we suspect that when Alexander speaks of angels cr finite gods,
he is really referring to the quality of deity made concrete in finite
deities. Stiernotte describes Alexander's notions of finite gods or
angels as the result of a "rigid adherence . . . to deity as merely a

3 82 7 §
future empirical quality," so that Alexander's insistence that infinite
deity remain forever possible and never actual leads naturally into con=
ceptions of finite gods.

Most theologians would say that God, whatever else he may be,
must at any rate be ultimate if he exists at all. According
to Alexander the precgressive historicity of things would be
ultimate, the last word in any metaphysics, but God or deity,
that is, the achievement of the next stage above "mind" in the
ladder of emergence would not be ultimatie at all. On the con=
trary, as soon as this level arose, there would be a straining

after the next level, the level aste mere deity. For every
Jove there would be a Prometheus.
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That deity shall remain forever potential in Alexancder's system, we are
compelled to think of finite gods which would better be called finite
deities, Strictly speaking, God does not become finite with respect te his
body. His quality of deity becomes finite as it becomes actual, but there
is yet a deity beyond finite deities, for the restlessness of Time does
not cease. God remains actual God.
What 1 say is that God as actually possessing deity does not
exist but is an ideal, is always becoming; but God as the whole
Universe tending towards deity dces exist., . . . Deity is &
quality and Cod a being. Act God is the forecast and as it
were the divining of ideal Ged. L
Actual God is the whole of Space-Time in its movement to deity. Ideal
God is God with infinite deity made actuval, but we have seen how ideal
God is not actualizable, for infinite deity, because of the nature of the
universe and by definition remains forever potential. Ideal God, were it
te become actual, would cease Lo be God with respect only tc his deity;
trhere would yet remain ideal God whose guality of deity is potential,
and there would yet remain actuzl God as the whole of Space~Time with
its nisus to deity.
Yet Alexander is frequently misrepresented as meaning that God is
a future emergent and, having emerged, will cease to be [od.
It would be easy enough to cavil at this misconception. A friend
of mine jested to me of the God of Abraham, Isaac and Jacob who
is to exist a million years hence. But the jest if a misconcep-
tion. For the Universe as striving towards deity is a present
reality. And the Universe so conceived is God. It is only the
actual existence of deity which belongs to the future. B
God as the possessor of deity is ideal, but God as the infinite world of
86
Space-Time striving to deity is actual, is currently real. With this

in mind, we recognize as a misunderstanding C.D. Broad's suggestion that
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"it might indeed seem difficult tc feel much enthusiasm about a God who
does not yet exist, and who will cease to be divine as soon as he begins
tc be actual."a? Quite the contrary, "'God,'! . . . for Alexander is not
the name for a not yet existing emergent quality, out stands for the
whole universe as 'pregnant'! with Deity.“s

Moreover, when Alexander speaks of an ideal God he is but making"a
concession . . . to the habit of the religious consciousnes to embody its
conception of God in an ideal shape-"89 The infinite ideal God possessing
deity is neither actual nor potential: it is but an ideal conception, the
referent of which is not asserted to exist. Actual God does rot possess
deity but strives for itgoand actual God is actual, existing as the wnole
of Spacve-Time striving for deity, a future quality, "not realised but in
the process of realisation.“91

The concept which Alexander puts forward of an actual God straining
after potential deity finds its parallels in other religicus thinkers.
Brightman, for one, speaks of a universe of "umbegun and unending dura-
tion," a "spiritual universe" which is "eternal perfectibiliby,“92 the
goal of which may be attained in infinite [ime because of the inexhausti-~
hle potentiality of such a world. In this world God "is a perfect ideal
rather than a perfect pcwer,"9330uavhat akin to Alexander's conception of
infinite deity or ideal God.

Habbi Jacob Kchn regards God as the whole of what is real and
therefore as "that source which makes existence pcssible and brings these
possibilities into sxistence.“gh Such 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 within the being of Cod, Kohn tells us, "even those
as yet unknown tc us, are within His beirg. They are objective facts in
the overall structure of reality. . . . "95 But where Alexander's God
might be doomed to death by the second law of thermodynamies, ir ccntra-
diction to Alexander's system, Kochn's conception of God is not faulty in
that regard, He admits that God need not exist.

That which makes possible all existence cannot be found within

existence. It is not a first cause; the causal is a form of

existence. It is not a thought or idea, for beth thought and

mind are among the data of actuality. 9gor can one say that it

self-existent or necessarily existent.
Such a2 God-concept is significantly different. from Alexander's, While
Alexander's notion of Cod may well be contradicted by the second law of
thermodynamics, Kohn's God is a source of possibility, like Alexander's
God, but unlike Alexander's God, Kohn's is not necessary cr self-caused.

The conception of a future deity yet to emerge also compares

readily with the theclogy of Alvin Reines. Reines ascribes mysterious,
untouchable divinity to the future. "The image of the future is the
appropriate cbject of the attitude of the holy. . . . Of course, the
future is divine,-=it is nothing other than the unending possibvilities
of being stored in the infinite recesses of the Godhead."97 Elsewhere,
Reines speaks of God as "the divine possibility" which "can offer only
for realization in the future the possibilities that reside in the being
of the p:wa'sen‘c.."98 While Alexander considers those possibilities infinite,
Reines would tend to limit them, and herein lies the significant differ-
ence between Alexander and Reines, Heines' disclazimer which limits pos-

sibility is in no way contradictory to the second law of thermodynamics.
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But Alexander's faith in limitless potential does contradict 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 preseni pos-
sibilities is very much like Alexander's doctrine of emergence.

For the image of the future looming over us is not an ordinary

one; rather it is the image of a radical future, The radical

future, urlike the ordinary kind, does not slip smoothly and

unnoticed into the vacua left by the ever-retreating present;

-~it does nct slip at all. On the contrary, it overthrows and

tears down; it plucks up the present that it succeeds by the

roots. The radical future finds existing institutions, economic,

political, social, and religicus, inadequate to contain its

creative burst. Its emergent force is not able tc be expressed

by the beliefs, symbolism, and even morality of the age it super-

sedes. The radical future discovers new truths and realities,

embodies them in new institutions, and enshrines them in new

forms of religion.??
While Alexander might not employ so violent a metaphor, he, too, views
emergent qualities, future emergent qualities, as well, as not fully con-
tainable in the levels from which they emerge, requiring rather new forms
of expression. For Alexander, such a future guality is deity. So far
forth as it is possible, a vision of deity is a vision of the radical
future, a vision of the potentialities yet to unfold.

Potentiality is within the body of Alexander's God and gains ex=-
pression as his deity. God, therefore, is a developing God, an emerging
(2lthough not emergent) God, pregnant with deity, the whole of Space=-
Time with its nisus toward the infinite potentiality which deity repre-
sents. As such, God is not perfect or complete, but is a source of

100
"inexhaustible perfectibility," as Brightman states it. In some sense,
Cod is therefore finite, although both his body and his deity are infinite.

But as inexhaustible perfectibility God is finite as compared to his



potential. This is the message of Brightman, and it is not substantially

different from the message of Alexander,
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CHAPTER III
GOD, DEITY AND NISUS

We have described in detail the manner in which Alexander regards
the development of the nniverse.1 Briefly, the cosmogonical formuls is
one of emergence. New gualities in a hierarchical scheme grow ocut of
and are sustained by lower qualities alreedy in existence: deity out of
mind, mind out of life, life out of materiality, materiality out of
motion and mection out of the primordial matrix of Space-Time. New emer=-
gents are integrated increased complexities of the levels from which they

derive, equally real with the lower levels, but more perfect, too.

4. Cosmogony and metaphysics

Throughout the body of this work we have, so far, spoken of Time
as the force which impels the world forward by imparting mction on the
matrix of primordial Space-Time, interpreting Alexander's notion of Time,
with Erich Frank "as the elan vital of the universe." 2 We have also sug-
gested that the categories, which might be regarded as the potentiality-

patterns of Space-Time, are fundamental of the mat.rix.3

In any case,
Alexander does not regard Time as a created entity but seems to think of
it as itself creative,hfor he takes Time . »iously.

There is ample ground 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. " As McCarthy
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interprets Alexander's system, Time is the cause for zll 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 grouth“7°f
finites in the universe, to that extent creation needs a guiding principle.
a motive. We might conclude that Time serves such a function adequately.
After all, it is "Time which in the firsi rlace makes motiocn possible,
and secondly provides for the ceaseless rearrangements in Space through
which groupings of motion sre possible. . . . Time is the principle of
motion and change."B 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.“9
Alexander takes Time seriously, for Time is fundamental of all
finite existents.lo Even the infinite Space-Time is subject to the con-
tinuing creativity of T‘im.e.11 Because of the emphasis which Alexander
places on Time, G. Dawes Hicks interprets Time in Alexander's metaphysics
to be
An efficient Agent; it is conceived as the principle cf 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, 211 slong the line, Time is regarded by him
as the'real greator"” and that Space is imagined as "the trail of
Time“n . . .12
Time's passage is not mer:ly mechanical but is creative, for it implies

the emergence of qualitied levels13

in the hierarchy of existence, that
emergence which is the root of Alexander's cosmogony.
Moreover. we may observe with McCarthy that

in the Alexandrian formulation everyting is subordinate to Time,
including mind and God. In fact mind and God are outcomes of
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the creative process of Time. There is an element of Time in
all things. It is the indispensible factor which produces move-
ment.

And Time continues its creative process beyond the emergence of mere con-
scious man, beyond theemergence of the highest known empirical gquality

which is mind. "It is the very nature of Time to go on ceaselessly cre-
15

ating new orders of finites." 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 nc more than
the creative impulse by which the world goes its restless way
in time, in this sense there is indeed 2z 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 created along with his world. . . .

Which leads to the observation . . . that whatever God may be,
he, too, is subject to the time-process and must change with

the change of things. . . . It is enough to {gmark that whether
God be viewed theistically or pantheistically'® (and the concep-
tion of him must do justice to both these views), he suffers,

or has the privilege of, the timeful 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 miverse
with its as yet unsatisfied tendency or desire.l

Even God is caught in Time's process of change,18and in some sense is a

1
creature of Time. 9

and not God.“20 God's body, being Space-Time, is subject to the thrust

of Time.21

It is Time or "Space-Time itself which is the creator

Consequently, Professor Stiernotte concludes that Time in Alex-
ander's system is a principle of growth, an enduring principle which does
not cease to operate with the appearance of mind,zzbut carries the world
onward toward the emergence of deity and potentially beyond. But

at this point, Alexander makes a shift in his presentetion, 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-

Time, is replaced by the hitherto not mentioned principle of

the "nisus 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."23
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 metaphysical 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 Time subordinate
to nisus is left vague and unexplained.2h

The uncertainty is best illustrated by citing Alexander's own

words.

Now since Time is the principle of growth and Time is infinite,
the internal development of the world. . . cunnot be regarded
as ceasing with the emergence of those finite configurations

of space-time which carry the empirical qusality 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 existence.25

We might conclude, on the basis of this passage, that the 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 Time, to the generation of fresh empirical qualities is a

verifiable fact."26 Here we may regard the function of the nisus as an
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outgrowth of Time's motion and consequently subordinate to it.
Although the relative importance of nisus and Time may be unclear,

we may, on the basis of the evidence we have presented, regard the nisus

27

as a kind of directing agent of emergence, 'an impulsion--possibly a blind

1mpulsion28-- which carries 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 exiatenca,30

leading from pure Space-Time, to mind, the highest emergeat 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 guite as simply as it seems. We should not regard Time 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 describini the creator in the language
of the creature. It germinates into the infinite variety of
things in 21l their grades of development. This impulse of cre-
ativeness I call the nisus of the universe. . . . This nisus
noet 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 bpe, except
for space. . . .

The nisus is no effort on the world's part to extend its bounds;
such a notion is unthinkable, for the universe is boundless;
but it ié] a ceaseless impulse to produce parts and alter the
groupings of events into things.3

Generally, the view that we have given of Alexander's system has it that
Time is the motive force of the universe of Space-Time, yet the passage

just quoted indicates clearly and explicitly that Time alone is not the
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principle of creation which we 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.

Nisus, however, serves as a sort of impulse to the process by
which the infinite matrix breaks up into finite constellations of motion
and thence into the empiricel qualities. The nisus is a creative force
and a sustaining force, as well, 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 world has a nisus to
deity. According to McCarthy, the nisus is thus creative, and, '"by a
creative spurt," flings ever new finites onto the stage of the world."32
Hence, whatever it is and however it funct®-ns, we may characturize the

33 For the moment

nisus as that "which makes for advance intoc novelty."
we will leave 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.Bh
Nisus, considered with Time as the creative impulse, gives "birth in
future Time to a number of existents higher than man,“35for God, which is
the universe of Space-Time, strives to attain deity.

AMlexander'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, tec new finites

in the progressicn of Tim2, may be regarded, in some sense, as the cause
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and foundation of finite existents, or even as a foundation of Space=-

Time. Kohn informs us that

creation is not a force because whatever forces there be, are
within the fields of existence. It is not in time, for space=-
time is the abode or field of the actual. Try as we will, we
cannot eall it other than that which makes possible existence
in space and time. . . . Creation is that which makes actual
existence possible and constantly brings new possibilities intc
actual existence.’®©

Kohn's conception of creation is somewhat unclear, for it seems both to
fulfill the potentialities of space and time and to create new possi=-
bilities in the universe. If Kohn means the fommer, that creation ful=-
fills potentialities--and this seems to be the more important sense of
creation--then nisus, as used by Alexander, appears to be a parallel
conception, for nisus is also that which impels the world toward the
fulfillment of new possibilities or rather makes actual those possi-
bilities which are already present. To understand nisus in terms of
Kohn's creation is to assert that nisus, while an impulsion, %s not
a force, that it does not act in Time, but perhaps on Time or, more
rightly, on Space=Time. This is not to say that the nisus is not re=-
lated tc Time--nothing which is real can be unrelated to Time--for it
might be regarded as fundamental of Time or as tasically characteris=-
tic of Space-Time, as are the categories, which are not properly in
Time, insofar as they are the pervasive features of Time or Space=Time,
We mean to suggest here that the nisus may be a basic property
of Space-Time rather than an event in Space-Time, that it is not a com=
plexity of Space-Time, but, frankly, a simplicity. Stiernotte explicit-
ly recommends that we understand the nisus in just such a manner, "The

nisus, + « « though not precisely defined, . . « would appear to be a
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fundamental character or category of Space-Time, more fundamental than

the other categori.es."37 In a later work on mysticism, Stiernotte

tangentially discusses Alexander's view of the nisus in terms 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 of experience,

Similarly, Bertram Brettschneider makes such a recommencation in
his more complex interpretaticns of Alexander's view of the nisus.
Brettschneider argues that the

nisus exercises a function identical to ccherence taken as an
ontological principle. Coherence is the crganizational prin-
ciprle in the Alexandrian universe. The creative function in
this universe is alsc sustained by coherence as an organizing
function of pure Space-Time.

Nisus discharges the organizing or creaiive runction in
Alexander's universe. Yet we are not told the way in which it
functions., In this essay, however, the hypothesis has been ad-
vanced that the empirical characters of Space-Time are =ubject
to conditions of harmony and comprehensiveness, the criteria of
coherence. It has been argued that coherence is the creative
and organizing principle inherent in Time's coursing thrcugh
the line of evolutionary advance. The concept of nisus commends
itself, therefore, as the creative aspeect of coherence, nisus
entails the internal relatedness of individuals within the matrix
of pure Space-Time, witnout which 38”" could be nc nisus. In
short, no nisus without ccherence.

Taken together, Kohn's view of creation, Stierncite's interpretation of
the nisus as a category and Bretuschneider's suggestion that the nisus
is the ontological aspect cf the prineiple of coherence in Space-Time
all seem to point to an understanding of the nisus as an organizing
principle which gives direction to the restlessness or natural crea-
4o

tivity of Time. Nisus would then relate to Time as a2 direction for
movement, and yet it would be a characteristic fundamental of historical

Space-Time, not prior to it or imposed upon it, but by its very nature
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coeternal with Space-Time and with the entire emergent process. ‘'When
the function of the nisus is emphasized as active throughout all Time,
then the nisus becomes co-etermal with the universe."

And such a nisus which is pervasive of zall Time, and therefore
of all Space-Time, remains a dynamic agent, one which impels the world
to change, emergent or evolutionary change, All beings are caught in
the drive of the nisus toward some future emergent quality in the universe
which is historical through and through. "Thus the nisus of the world
is not like the turning of a squirrsl in a cage, a mere repetition of

2
itself. ol We discover such a view of the nisus in the philosophy 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 the order of the past cannot be indifferent
to the future, It appears that thers is a nisus, a drift in
space-time . , . that . . . is felt as future, At any rate the
actuality when it comes has a quality of its own wrich cannot
be foreseen. It involves a creative synthesis which, while con-
diticned by the past duration, is not a mere armithmetical sum
of the characteristics of the determining conditions. Even
when histories seem to repeat cycles, as when the child lives
over the life cycle of its parent or when different cosmic his-
tories repeat corresponding cycles, so that what seems future
to a world like Alexander's may seem past tc a world of greater
range of development, it is still true, as we know, that the

repetition in the concrete is a repetiﬁ%on with variation, the
correspondence is in gereric features.

The nisus, therefore, 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 thrust of restless Time which both
points to and pushes to future Time while it sustains the actual finites

emergent in Space-Time. This is the metaphysical concepticn of the nisus.
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B, Cosmogony and theolegy: & critical understanding of the nisus

Yet we wish to consider, as well, a religious or theoleogical con=
ception of the nisus, how it relates not only tc Alexander's theory of
being, but zlso how it relates tc his theory of God and deity. First, we
note that the concept of the nisus, its thrust and direction, is a justi=-
fication for religious optimism, or for meliorism, at least. As Robert
Leet Patterson explains it,

many philosophical naturalists . . . would follow the lead of
Alexander. The universe, they would urge, constitutes some sort
of unity, There is no ground for the assumption that the process
of emergent evolution which has taken place on this planet is not
the manifestation of a tendency which is operative throughout the
entire cosmos, nor is there any reason to suppose that in this

particular case it haﬂhyet. exhausted itself. There is no justifi-
cation for pessimism.

Indeed, Alexander explicitly informs us that the impulsion of the nisus
has not stopped with the emergence of mind, but has continued and shall
continue into the emergence of apparently unlinited stages beyond mind,
inte deity and beyond, that the nisus continues to the emevgence of
deity, and once deity is realized, to stages in the hierarchy beyond
deity.hs That is, the nisus of the universe is toward the ever=-potential
infinite deity.

E. 0. James regards Alexander's position as a "curious reversal
of theism“h6 in which creation or emergence transcends its source--
Space~Time or God--as it moves toward the actualization of continually
higher empirical qualities, Nisus, therefore, is best understood as a
sort of creator of deity in a world which is pregnant with deity.h?

Alternately, if we consider God and not the nisus as the creator of deiuy,

we still find the function of the nisus to be cosmically significant:
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WGod is the infinite world with its nisus towards deity, or, to adapt a

L8 In this respect,

phrase of Leibniz, as big or in travail with deity."
the nisus seems to relate tc God as some sort of activity within him

which leads to deity. We may tentatively accept McCarthy's interpreta=-
tion of the nisus as "the desire in the universe to attain deity. . . .

L9
The special impulse which gives birth tc deity we identify as nisus,"

Alexander regards deity as "the issue in Time of a tendency or
nisus in the world of which our minds and everything else of the nature
of mind is the proximate highest outcome--a2n issue which is dependent on
the nature of things lower than itself.“so Nisus, as Alexander uses the
term, appears to be definable as a tendency which itself gives birth to
its "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. G&till, its all pervasive activity notwithstanding, we have
nc sensual experience of the nisus, which, "though not present to sense,
is yet present to reflection upon experience.“sl The nisus, as such, is
conceptually inseparable from Alexander's religious wiew of Space-Time.
"There is an actual infirite, the whole universe, with a nisus to deity;
and this is the God of the religious consciousness, though that consci-
ousness habitually forecasts the divinity of its cobject as actually
realised in an individuzl fonn.“52 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 strains towards deity“53 may

be regarded as actual in a2 religious conception of the world. "When we
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ask what for us is God, we must answer that it is the whole world with
this nisus towards deity.“Sh McCarthy boldly calls the nisus "a compre-

55 of God which is manifest in a1l emergence within the

hensive form"
universe. The connection between God, deity and nisus seems very inti-
mate, so intimate that we are tempted to identify the nisus as an aspect
of Ood, or at least as a sort of metaphysical bridge between actual God
and potential deity, over which bridge passes the flow of existence.

When we seek to discuss a notion of the world-soul in Alexandrian
metaphysics, the connection seems to become still more intimate. Since
deity is never realized as infinite deity in infinite Space-Time,

there is thus no true world-soul but only a soul of Space-Time
and a nisus in the world to deity. CSoul and body are distinc-
tions within finite things. When we take Space-Time as a whole
in its purely spatio-temporal character, its soul is coextensive

with its body. When we take the wggld of things with qualities,
its soul is only ideal not actual.

Time may be the soul of primordial Space~-Time, the soul ol the one un=
gualitied matrix, whether we refer to the matrix before any quality
emerged, or whether we abstract the primordial matrix from qualitied
Space=Time as we know it. Deity, on the other hand, is identifiable as
the soul of Space-Time considered in a gualitied stage, aad considered
in its wholeness, as constituted and constitutive of finite existents.
But deity, as such, is not actual, and hence there is no true world-soul
at all, but unly a nisus in Space-Time to deity. "Unce finites emerge
and we consider actual Space-Time, then there is no actual 'soul! but
merely a nisus in the world to deity."S7 To the extent that the world-
soul is identified as deity it is never actual, and if deity were realized

it would become finite and not a true world-soul. We suggest, therefore,
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that the closest approximation of world=-soul for qualitied Space-Time is
the nisus to deity, which is an impulse toward a world-soul and which ap=
proaches actual world-soul asymptotically. Our interpretation of the
nisus seems to square with Alexander's assertion that the world owes

"such divine character as it has to its nisus or striving towards a higher

; 58
form of 1ife," for "the nisus then is toward the attainment of the

divine mind, w7

Hardly a supporter of Alexander's metaphysics, Dean Inge regards
the concept of the nisus as our author's claim tec theism, to Alexander's
discredit, Inge would say.
If we reject the idea of "intelligitle movement," 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 in some kind of nisus, an entirely metaphysical
prineciple acting within nature itself, which has no place in the
idea of becoming as known tec inorganic science. This mysterious
nisus . . . is presented to us as the begetter of Deity. Theism
when expelled by the door, sometimes comes in by the window.

While Inge would not himself accept the nisus as a "gerneral law of nature,"

still he considers it Alexander's primary theistic conception, somewhatu
akin to deity in that respect. Alexander, on the other hand, does not
conscientiously develop the nisus as a theistic affirmation. On the
contrary, he seems tc have neglected it as a creative power,ézas Stier-
notte suggests.

At the same time, deity is inadequately developed in Alexander's
theological system, it appears. "Increasingly we find Alexander's deity
difficult to validate in its original formulation, and the conception of
a pervasive activity at all levels, such as that of the creative nisus,

beccmes worthy of examinat.ion."63 Still, the nisus does not replace deity
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in Alexander's metaphysics, and he has not intended that it should do so.

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 another
instance in which we feel Alexander should have given a hightened
recognition to the werk of the nisus, and not so much to the pre-
supposition of a distant deity which is never actually attgﬁyed
« » « and recedes ih the far distant future, so to speak.

While the conception of deity is gathered from speculative analogy, the

65

nisus is factual as the observed creative impulse. It might be 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 writings to do just

that, to understand the nisus not merely as a metaphysical postulation
but as an element of Alexandrian theology. For the system, as we have
described it, consonant with Alexander's own presentation, suggests that

God's body is not timeless but includes Time as both a con-

tinuum and succession, God's deity is not timeless but ine

cludes a part of infinite Time. But if we accentuate the suce

cessive character of Time and not its total continuity, deity

is essentially a process in the general movement of Time. In

calling deggy a process, Alexander anproaches his conception of

the nisus.
But far more than merely approach an identification of deity and nisus,
in stressing the potentiality of deity over 1ts actuality, Alexander

67

explicitly states that "deity is a nisus ard not an accomplishment,"
As a consequence, Professor Stiernotte classes the nisus as a subdi-

68
vision of the divine. Our zrgument seems to flow from the very descrip=-

tion of the nisus as it zppears in Space, Time and Deity.

Elsewhere, in a commentary on Spinoza, Alexander acknowledges the

nisus as a heritage, borrowed from the earlier philosopher: "To find
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e + o 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 persevering in its being.“69 But Alexander prefzrs teo call
the striving in the universe "by the simpler and vague name of a nisus,"?o
an impulse which pervades Space-Time. The 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 "God seen
in his transcendent nspect,"n which is deity. Winston King appears in
agreement, although his deseription is considerably more simplified and
more general, "Thus we might say ([ﬂit.ﬂ Alexander) that God is a nisus

toward perfection, a force that reaches out progressively toward higher

attainments in the realms of consciousness, moral character, and personal
qualitieS."72 As Stiernotte further clarifies the matter, deity does

not exist now apart from being the nisus towards the emergence of actual
deity at a later t.ima.?3 "Deity--except in the sense of the nisus-=-does
not actually eJ'::lsrt,."-N'I We recall, of course, that infinite deity cannot
actually exist.

We must question, therefore, what Alexanier really means by the
nisus, what is the religious value of the nisus, and how does it relate
to God and to deity. "Is 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 devotion and worship=-

75
ful commitment?" The former is actual while the latter is 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.ty or poten=
tial deity beyond deity. John Laird has reached just this conclusion.
"For every Jove there would be a Prometheus. On the whole the conclusion
here would seem to be that the nisus was more worshipful in the long run
than the particular emergent stage that we call deity. . « ."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 those critics
who directly identify it with God or with deity, we shall provisionally
call it God's tendency to deity, a tendency which brings about creation,
sustains finite creatures and strives toward creation in the future. As
a basic property of Space-Time,??it is also a basic property of God, which
is the universe of Space-Time progressing to deity. It is, furthermore,
the ground and justification for religious optimism or meliorism, the
souwrce of faith that we are not living in a decaying world, {or it is a
creator of deity, just as Ged is the creator of deity. The nisus, we have
suggested, is therefore an activity of or within God which leads to the
creation of deity, a "desire in the universe to attain deity."?a 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
actually. 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 Cod and deity. Apparently, too, the nisus inspires worship

in its creative or divine function. For all these reasons we regard the

nisus as the will 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 serve our pur-
pose better, for indeed we have described the nisus repeatedly as an im-
pulse, if not a force, in the whole universe of Space-Time. But "impulse
of God" does not seem quite adequate, for while it is a logical descrip=-
tion of the nisus, it does not carry the theistically worship=-inspiring
connoctations which we find in the "will of God." Still, lest we be mis-
understood, we do not mean to suggest that the will of God is capricious
or changeable, nor even, while possibly the object of worship, is it
rightfully thought of as responsive to prayer, as the will of a being
to which petitions or conversation may be directed. We call it the will
of CGod only because it is the nisus to perfection or deity, which, if
God were 1o have a self-conscious or capricious will. would aptly be con=
sidered idential with that will.

In sum, if we may borrow a technique of Alexander's argumenta-
tion, we shall say that nisus is the creative 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 God, a partnership sealed with
the contract of the nisus. For example, the

religious passicn is a manifestation of the nisus which the human

being possesses because he is caught in the general machinery [bf

emergent evolution ] « It has therefore no specifiec organ though

it issues in bodily movements of supplication and diffused bodily

excitements. And like other emctions it leads us to the intellec-
tual apprehension of its object.’?

That is to say, the mind of man, through his impulses, emotions and will,

shares in the nisus of the universe, a nisus which creates and sustains

ereation,® skin to the traditional and anthropomorphic views of the will

of God, Stiernotie interprests the nisus as the impulse of the universe
81
which leads man to feel at one with divinity, for "all zxistents are

caught in this nisus ., . . and since we are finite existents the nisus

82
penetrates our body and that part of our body which sustains the mind."

83
The nisus thus evokes feelings in man. The very discovery of deity by
man is an indication of the nisus of the world acting within the human
8L
mind. Deity, the quality of Cod, as Alexander would have it,

makes itself felt in the religious sense, which thus discovers
the world it sees to be clothed with divinity. For the world
is nct merely what it is for intellect alone; its nisus towards
what is higher enters into its constitution, and as impregnated
with this tendency it affects the mind by ways other than coge
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 at last what it truly is, the tendency of the world
forwards towards a new quality.as

While the parinership between mind in man and the mind of God as felt in
the nisus is not proof that nisus is, in some sense, the will of God,
still, employing Alexander's analogical method we may state that the nisus

is expressive of creation, emotion, or desire in God as it is expressive
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of or insplring to creativity, passion, or desire in man.
Because of their share of the cosmic nisus, "mincds by their ac-

tion project new combinations and are creative: they bring new things

86

into the world." 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 or nisus. The nisus which creates
new species also preserves them and gives man the vital urge to
assuage his impulse for truth, goodness and beauty in science,
virtue and art Hhich is the creative nisus of the universe in
humanized form.°7

More explicitly, '"the artistic impulse is stratified in creating a work
of ert, 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
it was good.“aB

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 not be taken
too seriously. Alexander limits the analogy severely when he warns
against imputing to the cosmic creator (whatever that may be) a will ex-
actly like the will of the artist.89 We have suggested that the nisus

is the will of CGod, largely beczuse it is fundamental of Space-Timego

N

and is coeternal with the universe,” and may even be conceived as an

object regarding which we have faith.92

But our affirmation, herein, of
a will of Ged is most emphatically not a claim that God creates by his
desire. Rather, it is =2 denial of the supposition that God is without
will, however his not lacking a will may be understood.

Consequently, while we have noticed that Brightman imputes per-

sonaglity and self-consciousness to 2 will in the universe, assigning to God
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73 Alexander should not be understcod as

"a creative and rational will,"
doing so. We, with Alexander, could only agree with Brightman in his
belief that 2 cosmic will is assumed because of the orderly emergence of
new creations in the course of Time, that evolution "is evidence for

rather than against"gh

a notion of God. Alexander, should he call the cre-
ative impulse "the Eternal Spirit"gs(which 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 may understand
more fully the value in regarding the nisus as the will of God.
Why should ensembles of space-points and time-instants have such
fertility when wedded to each other and taken in perspective?
And what accounts for the nisus towards more complex levels with
their soul? What is to prevent time and space if left to them-
selves from running riot any way whatsoever, downward as well as
upward? And what is tuggmevent us from conceiving any space-time
synthesis as complete?
Certainly it appears that the restlessness of Time would run chaotically
were it not for the basic organizing principle which the nisus represents
as a fundamental property or category of the body of God or Space-Time,
a nisus which must, as a consequence, be coeternal with the emerging uni-
verse. That the nisus so operates is not a matter of chance, for it is
within the essential structure of Space-Time that it shall unfold as it
does, Time being successive and irreversible. Hence 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

it 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 te him, as G. Dawes
Hicks interprets the Alexandrian system, "Philosophy proceeds . . . by
description and analysis, and uses, as the special sciences do, hypothe-
ses which it submits to verification."1 But the scope of philosophy is
considerably broader than the special sciences, for it is the empirical
investigation of the pervasive, categoricel, or non-empirical features
of existence.

Within the scope of philosophy as he understands it, Alexander
rresents us with & rational approach to religion. The paradoxical nature
of many religious problems vanishes "under the impact of his speculative
genius.“2 Some of the traditional religious problems--the problem of
evil, or the conflict of a theistic versus a pantheistic God-concept, for
example--are apparently inscluble outside of hi= speculative tneology.3

At the outset, the philosopher discovers that man does, indeed,
have religion. The naturalistic philosopher is particulsrly interested
in the phenomenon as how it relates to the very nature of man.

Religion is a fact of human nature. Naturalism seeks to
understand that fact; and it may incidentzlly deepen the

significance of religion by analysing its nature and
tracing its antecedents. In no way is naturalism, any
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more than any other philosophy, committed to an attempt
to show that the belief of religion is illusory.l

What the philoscpher discovers, in fact, is thst man is motivated by a
vague kind of religious sentiment "which leaves us without theoretical
asaurance"s that the object c: that sentiment, Ged, really exists. As a
result, metaphysical inquiry or rational religion is needed to bolster
the belief in divine being, acquired through some emctional response.
Alexander's primary definition of God, we find, is to describe 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 it is

insufficient for our theoretical needs, It labours under the

defect that so far as religion, however vitally rooted in

human nature, however responsive to its needs, may be but an

ennobling fancy, a being whom we project before us in imagi-

nation, in whom to believe may sustain and inspire us and have

its own sufficient justification in its effects on our happi-

ness, but to whom no reality corresponds which can be coordi-

nated with familiar realities of the world.®
Simply stated, a belief in the existence of God, based solely on the reli-
gious response of man, may inspire, ennoble and satisfy us, but religion
is wheolly inadeguate unless reality attaches to the object of its belief,
In addition to the possitly overwhelming power of the religious sentiment,
religion yet needs a raticnal element, so that we may be speculatively
assured that the object of our desire really does exist. Consequenily,
rational religion provides us "with a metaphysieal inguiry, [?s tﬂ
what place if any the object of worship occupies in the general scheme

7
of things."
Bertram D. Brettschneider explains that "Alexander discovers God

in the responses that follow from the immediate feelings in which fear,

8
admiration, and self-abasement are prepotent.” Intellectual awareness
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of God, however, can come only through an analytic metaphysical inquiry
into the nature of existence. Such "metaphysical speculation takes us
where mystical experience leaves fo,"gso that we are first moved to be-
lieve in God and secondarily we sesk to determine whether the object of
our belief possesses real existence. Hence, the religious and metaphysi-
cal approaches to Ged are complementary.lo

Furthermore, while we acquire what appears Lo be an experience of
God through religious emotion, "direct experience of something higher
than ourselves which we call God, which is not presented through the ways
of sense but through emotion,“llue still require speculative philosophy
or rational religion not only to delermine whether God exists, but also
to discover what is the nature, the character 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 . . . [?ising from aé] inquiry what conception
of God is required if we think of the universe as Space-Time ergendering
within itself in the course of time the series of empirical qualities of
which deity is the one next ahead of mind.“l2 Rational religion, there-
fore, must seek to achieve a concept of God in a2 world=reality which is
pregnent with deity.13

This is precisely what Alexander has attempted to achieve, and
what we have atiempted to illustrate in the earlier sections of this work.
The strength, then, of rational religion is that it, by using empiriecal
metaphysics as its tool, devises a conception of God in which divine being
is real, a real referent for the yeamings 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 Alfred P. Stiernotte provides
an original summary of the theological elements of that cosmic scheme as
the subdivisions of the divine:

1. The "body" of God is the whole 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. This body al-
ways occupies the same Space, but 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 the "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 existvence. This is
the transcendent strain in Alexander,

3., The "successive phases of deity," for as we have explained
at length, once deity is realized in a finite existent, it becomes
the highest gquality of that existent, and 2 new deity looms ahead.
This is the conception of the multiple transcendﬁnce of deity.

« Deity is a nisus, not an accomplislment.l

Rational religion serves as an approach to theology by which the object of
the religious sentiment is stated to exist really. It is a technique which
is secondary in practice to religious experience, but is logically prior,

and therefore we have dealt with it first.

B. Religious experience and the existence of God

Furthermore, the practical approach to religion may prove emotionally
satisfying cr inspiring, but it needs the metaphysical approach to assert
that the cbject of religicus experience, whatewer it might be, really
eXiEtS-ls Through metaphysics "we are speculatively assured that the
universe is pregnant with the gquality of de:‘.t.y,“wl even though metaphysics
is unable to provide an understanding of the nature of the quality, for
we can neither contemplate nor enjoy it. Analogically we may picture it
"as the color of the universe."

The most significant understanding 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 a quality, but "we could never discover it to be worshipful . .
without the religious emotion.“lﬁ The plan of Space-Time is ground for
belief in the existence and reality of such a2 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 understocd., As Alexander
understands religious thought,

we are assured of God's reality on the ground both of specific

experience and speculative evidence, derived 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 supplement each other.l?
Therefore, both experience and speculation are needed for a complete theo-
logical system. The one without the other is incomplete. Metaphysical
analysis, for example, can postulate a God possessing the guzlity of
deity--as does Alexander's metlaphysical 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 sentiment.“2o Both experience
and philosophy (which is based in experience) are required for an adeguate
religious theory.

Neither &m metaphysical nor the practical religious| defini=-

tion léf God] 4is therefore for theory complete in ifself. The

religious description wants authentic coherence with the system

of things. The metaphysical one wants the touch of feeling which

brings it within the circle of human interests. Were the passion

towards God already 1it, no speculative contemplation or proof of

the existence or attributes of a metaphysical God would make him
worshipful. Even the intellectual love of God which in Spinoza's
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system has the force of religion can do so, not as a mere
passion for truth in its fullest form, but because it pre-
supposes a2 religious passion. . . . Religion leans on meta-
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. The two methods of approach are therefore
complementary.2!

In this way Alexander differs significantly from William James who
asserts that theological formulas would not even be possible without
religious experience. But James does agree that metaphysical religious
speculation is secondary in practice to religious experisnce.22 James
exalts philosophical speculation beyond the value of religious passion:

Even if religious philosophy 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, and
on occasion is willing that they should even pess for paradoxical
and absurd. FPhilosophy takes just the opposite attitude. Her
aspiration is to reclaim from mystery and paradox whatever terri-
tory she touches. . . . To redeem religion trom unwholesome pri-

vacy, and to give public status and universal right of wey to its
deliverances, has been reason's task.

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 & religicus 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 ex-
perience does not logically disallow Alexander's statement that whatever
God is found to exist in metaphysical speculation is not wershipful outside
of the religious experience which brings the emotions to beat upon theo-
logical postulations.
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Others sgrees with Alexander that the validity of the religious
consciousness must be maintzined, that a philosophical approach to reli-
gion, when asserted to be the only significant approach, makes theology

inte

nothing but applied philosophy, applied speculation. Such a

view plainly amounts to a complete disqualification of the

religious consciousness itself and of all the native resources

of religion insight--philosophical specula&ton 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 metaphysics--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 tc¢ reiigion, which can

ofily B infiead, Tnstted and srouxsd; 1%

Alexander's concept of deity
seems to be such a device, according to Wilbur Marshzll Urban.
This notion of an emergent quality of deity, mentioned by
S. Alexander and others, in some way experienced as other
qualities, is an attractive and fascinating one. It affords

a sort of empirical and realistic way of explaining the 26
‘numinous" character of religious experience and language.

It seems to be part of the emotional or sentimental side of religion, a
detzil of religion which is felt or sensed in experience. 'We may now
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
apprehended."z7
Alone, metaphysics cannot contain the whole of religion, for even

the rational attributes of God are not in themselves complete, according

to Rudolf Otto, because they describe, however inadeguately, "a non=-
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28
rational Subject of which they are the predicates." A full understand=-
29

ing of deity or God "requires comprehension of & quite different kind"
from that which philosophy or speculation provides. HReligion, 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 temms,

whether as the sum of reality, or the perfect being, or the

first cause, or such cother device, we can éstablish the con-

nection between such a being and the 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 ncne, if such
a God is to be identified with the object of worship.30

Any religion is considerably more than its rational aasartions,31 for the
side of emotion, the quality of the numinous, is not adequately described
in philosophical argumentation.

Even the traditional proofs for the existence of God are no longer
convineting for Alexander.32 A priori considerations and techniques, by
which philosophers have attempted to demonstrate God's existence, intro=-
duce into philosophical theology conceptions supplied by the mind 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. The traditional proofs are unscientific, and therefore
they are unacceptable. Here is the essence of Alexander'!'s treatment of
the traditional proofs, a treatment which Stiemoite considers "exceed-
ingly brief and unsatisfactory."Bh Whether brief or unsatisfactory,
Aiexander's treatment is in essential consonance with the tenor of his
philosophy which demands a scientific or empirical method and approach in

religious or philosophical speculation.
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Cnly the argument from cesign approaches persuasiveness in such

a system, as it draws from the experience of man:

The only one of the three [proofs for the existence of Goa

which at all persuades is the argument from design which is

based on the wonderful adaptation ¢ 1living forms to their

surroundings and on "the hierarchy u. ministration" amongst

the forms, by which the lower serves the purposes of the

higher. Because such adaptaticn implies in human predicates

the operation of a designing mind, the conception is extended

« «» o« Dy an illegitimate use of analogy, to experience as a

wholee « « « Subsequent knowledge has shown that the experi-

ence which has thought unintelligible without such a conception

points in the opposite direction. For adaptation to the surround=-

ings, or the internal teleology of forms, is the result of

natur selection operating on variations.

Even the argument from design, which seems to be convinecing, is not ade=-
quate to prove that the object of religion truly exists, for the "hier=~
archy of ministration" seems more to be the product of blind evolution-
ary processes which are sometimes wasteful and destructive,36 than the
artifice of a self-conscious designing mind such as God is asserted to
be or to possess.

And before the classical proofs for the existence of God were
invented, men still were aware of divine existence through the religious
sentiment, a feeling of our relatedness tc something much higher than
mere man. Through the sentiment, through emotion, religion discovers
its object in the world of experience. bBut in more modern societies,
particularly in those after the usual proofs for the existence of God
had been invented, emotion and cognition become intemi}:ed.n Yet there
are two poles in religion--emotion and cognition--and they are absolutely
distinet in Alexander's systm.as

fiis religious system is the outgrowth of his entire metaphysical,

philosophical framework. As John McCarthy states 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 treatment of

deity is the crowning glory of a philosophy that wishes to

take into account zll of the facts of human experience, both

scientific and religious. It is a2 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 faith.3?
Within that total philosophical framework Alexander stresses the impor-
tance of practical experience in all matters of knowledge. "All knowl-
edge from bare sensation up to the highest truth is revealed through
action.“ho 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
alsc bodily, to grasp and eat it we are aware of it as eatable."h1
Original knowledge is zlways based in experience, in practical action.
But "cognition, knowledge for its own sake, or theoretical or specula-
tive knowledge“hz supervenes upon the primary stage of knowledge, and
hence we are led to believe that speculative knowledge precedes empirical
knowledge, (perhaps becanse it does so logically), whereas speculation
is but the end-product of our experience.

S0 it is in matters of religion. We are first excited by the re-
ligious passion to grope for the religicus object--the apple which is
God--and only zfter our sentiments zre stirred do we engage in speculation.
Qur actions, then, are the foundations of knowledge. We do nct worship

because we have speculative assurance of the existence of God possessing

deity. Rather, we seek the proofs or deliverances of metaphysics and
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rational religion beczuse we sense an object of our worship. In all
matters of knowledge '"we know in and through ac'bing.“h3 Problems of
religious knowledge are not unique. They are solved as are problems of
knowledge in all spheres of human endeavor or concern. Religion derives
its value and its concepts from the nature of the religious experience,
from the insights gained in and through the religious sentiment. In this
regard, therefore, religion in Alexsnder'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 passicn, metaphysical contem=
plation, no matter how satisfying, are not religion but may blaze into
the religious sentiment which is more fundamental than intellectual satis-
faction.'#h

Neither is revelation the source of religion in Alexandrian meta-

L5

physics. Rather, notions of God come to man "unreflectively and emo-
tionally. 0God satisfies his religious crsving,"h6 and sc we discover in
experience. Alexander's purpose in the development of his religious sys-
tem appears "to be the enhancement of the religious sentiment 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 anal;y’sis."h7

The current theological
conceptions of God, in fact, do not satisfy at all the religious feelings
of men. But sentiment does justify belief in an infinite object for re-
ligious feelings,hauhere 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 zfter the guality of Deity."h9

Hence the religious consclousness makes demands upon speculative

philosophy.

If we approach the subject (of religioéj from the side of
psychology there is little concerning the way we arrive at

the object of worship that may be regarded as established.

T [But the metaphysical treatment is faced with the
difficulty of understanding evil, of understanding the place

of God in a world where evil is e patent rezlity. One thing
seems clear: that no intellectual demonstration of God's nature,
teken by itself, without reference to man's emot%onal needs,

is sufficient to explain the object of religion.20

Specificelly, 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 zs such should not be identified
with God too intimately. "We must seek accordingly for God, or let us
say rather his divinity, elsewhere, as some charzcter not coextensive
with the rezlity but contained within it."s1 Such a character is deity
or nisus, and they--either of them--may be the objects of the religious
consciousness or sentiment. Rationality alone cannot come to grips with
the worshipful, and human intellect can never satisfy wholly the religious
passion.
As Rabbi Jacob Kohn states, somewhat in agreement 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--in which existence itself may be but a lonely

island. [sie] Our powers will always fail to find the one

fitting word which will serve all occasions. We take refuge

in a2 multiplicity of terms, in a vocebulary we have inherited

that is richer rather than exact. God is none of the things

described in purekysreligious experience, but He is more than
all of these. . . .22
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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

5335 Otto

in the religious experience. The "bias to rationalization,"
cells it. may pervade much modern theology, but rationalization is not
adequzte or even wholly appropriate to serve the needs of practical re-
ligion as it is found among most men. "Men do not, of course, . . .
employ these lofty 'rational' concepts . . . bui they tend to take these
concepts and their gradual 'evolution' as setting the main problem of
their inquiry, and fashion ideas znd notions of lower value, which they
regard as paving the way for them."Sh Rationality may have a legitimate
place in religion, but it is only significant to religion as a descrip-
tive or supportive substructure to the naturzl religion of sentiment.

For religion discovers its object through direct experience rather
than through rational conceptunazlizations. 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 flowars."55
God and his deity are not human inventions at 21l but zre found to be
objects heving real (actual or potential) existence. We 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.“56

We find God in the world because the human mind has the
power to react to nature as it does, because "the emotional reaction which
leads to the discovery of deity expresses a fundamental aspect of the
structure of the human mind."57 God is the object, then, of az human
instinet, "of the religious instinct as food is the object of the body's
56

craving for nourishment." The God discovered by metaphysics is not z
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fictional being, for it is confirmed to exist by the religious conscious-
ness., ''Since there is a religious emotion . . . we assume that it takes

59

an object and that its object is real." The religious sentiment, thers-
fore, is a kind of appetite or desire, wholly comparzble with the appe-
tite of hunger or the impulse of love. '"Each impulse implies its specific
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 it in the quest for
food or drink, in the quest of a mate, or in a quest of the religious ob-
Ject. 0

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 #&nselmian ontological en-gumant"e'.I
for it moves the power to prove the existence of God from the cognitive
faculty to the emotional side of human nature. Religion itself "is a
brute instinet 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-
t.uticn."62 And our desires, instincts and longings, as Brightman informs
us, "constitute part of the evidence about the kind of universe this is. W63
"Knowledge" of God may come from our human constitution, but it is there-
fore experiential knowledge about the reality of the world. We might
regard our instinctive reactions as attitudes about the world, elicited
by the objects of our consciousness,

the things which we believe to exist, whether rezlly or ideally,
along with ourselves. Such objects may be present to our senses

or they may be present only to our thoughts. In either case
they elicit from us 2 reaction; and the reaction due to things
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of thought is notoriously in many cases as strong as that
due to sensible presences. It may even be stronger.

The religious emotion is such a feeling, a strong feeling of our related-

65

ness to something greater than ourselves. Generzlly, religious feel-

ings are much stronger than the feelings approprizte to sensible objects,
and are much more convineing than the results of logic. Those who have
religious emotions usually regard them as expressions of great truths,

irrefutable through logic or by rational argumentation.66

67 and we find that God in our

"That which we worship is God,™
feeling of absolute dependence upon a greater being, through 'what for
want of a2 better name may be called the religious consciousneas.“68 Re~-
ligion, according to Alexander, is an emotionzl response "evoked by vague
stimulus from the totality of things of which the sweet influences of the

Pleiades are a symbolic and remote portion."69

We have no particular sense
organ appropriate to obtain the stimulus which provokes the religious
response. Rather, our entire being responds; our whole constitution 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 what name you will,
Mr. Otto czlls it the numinous, I prefer te call it deity, to which we
respond in this fashion, ourselves acting as z whole in response to the
play upon us of this whole of which we are a part."TO 411 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.

In 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 %?B religious feeling at all, or only . . . occasionally.

By emphasizing his belief that the numinous is not sensed by some specific
physical apparatus in the human body, Alexander rescues himself from the
possible objection that not 2ll 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

theclogical argumentations, but from z sense of reverence in man, caught

up with the nisus which drives the process of the univeraa.?‘

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 "the real innermost core

[ of religion] s and without it no religion would be worthy of the name.“73

The numinous is confirmed in all strongly felt religious emotion as a

Tk

fundamental sense of the mysterious greatness’ = 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

‘spirit' or ‘daemon' or ‘deva' or be left without any name."75 All of

the religious consciousness testifies to the numinous in the world.

The daemonic-divine object 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 te it, nay even

to meke it somehow his own. The 'mystery' is for him not
merely something to be wondered at but something that entrances
him; and beside that in it which bewilders and confounds. he
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feels a something that captivates and transports him with
a strange raviahmenté rising often enough to the pitch of
dizzy intoxication.’

The feeling of numinous is closely akin to Alexander's notion .f the

religious sentiment, wherein man is caught up in the nisus of the world.

Assurance of the reality of deity comes from the religious emotion.7?

Man finds in himself "a craving or hunger for the divine,“TB which drives
him to find its object in the real world. Man's impulse to find deity,
like the impulse to seek truth, to approve of beauty, or to create art,

is part of the nisus in the universe which drives it to give birth to

79

deity. "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 realized but prognosticated“ao in man's emotional reaction to the

universe which is higher than mind. The fear of the thunderstrom provokes

man to the religious sentiment regarding God, who is not the thundarstorm

81

but who works through it and is present in it, a "something other"  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 in the world, of an object
towards which man adopts the attitude of worship and feels
the sentiment of religious devotion. 1In this feeling and
through this feeling an object is made knouwn or revealed

to 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 his knees 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 mysterious something which enforces or pleads for
recognition. And in that experience itself 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 feeling and its object are given in one and the same

experience.8

Alexander is speaking of a mystical quzlity of experience which
is directed to God's deity and not to any particular character of God,83
although 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 the religious experience
of the worship-inspiring is "seated in the subliminal strata of consci-
ousness. It is z dim awareness ol an 'outgoing' toward the universe-in-
process,"ah a feeling which we enjoy in ourselves and thereby we "realize
our affinity for the universe, and desire a sense of its otherness, vast-

85

ness, and process," We are a part of the nisus of the universe. We

feel that union of ourselves with the whole, and feeling it experience

the religious sentiment.86 The pervasiveness of the nisus assures that

we shall be caught in the creative process znd feel at on: with the divine.a?
We are no more than configurations 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.BB The religious response in man repre-
sents the penetration of the nisus, which we have czlled the will of God,
inte our being, and that response itself is, moreover, & contribution to
the nisus.sg Hence, the very nature of religion is objective if it is z
response to the nisus, for the nisus is a universzl tendency to deity.90
Religion, therefore, is not the fear of the thunderstorm, but the

thunderstorm is the occasion of religion, just as religion may be elicited

by aesthetic strivings of men or by the drive for knowledge found in the
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empirical sciences when the mind of the investigator reaches toward the
unknown "so that he feels 1like a child gathering pebbles on the sea-shore.”91
The tendency toward deity in the environment acts on the human mind,
through whatever channels, and the striving of the man toward accomplish-
ment evokes the religious response. The nisus thus provokes a reaction
in men as it drives the universe onward to deity, an unknown quality which
gives the world a divine flavor.92 Man'g specific response to the nisus
is a

feeling of oneness with the next higher type of quality which

is to arise out of the level we or other minds have attained.

« « » Religious passion is a manifestation of the nisus which

the human being possesses because he is caught in the general
machinery.

God does not, 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 sustaimment which in its tendency
9L
to deity it gives tc our minds," Accordingly, the religious response
provides ite own satisfacticn: it is both a reaction to the divinity of
the universe and a source of contentment that that reaction is justified.
Such a religious response may be depicted as a perfectly general

phenomenon, for all

material and living things are caught in the nisus, in virtue

of which they sustzin the level above them, and without which

that level would disappear, and things would shrink back to a

lower stage. And within the 'minds' of these material and

living things themselves the nisus is felt as 2 nisus towards

scmething unattained, and they have the analogue of what reli-

gion is for us.?

Consequently we may best describe the religious sentiment as the reaction

to the upward sweep of the nisus in the human mind, a reaction which
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motivates the individual to affirm the wershipful gquality of the unknown
deity, expressed as a devotion to God, whatever kind of reality metaphy-
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. w96 Divinity is active throughout the universe and hence it moves

7 even though the nisus of the world may be concealed

ugs to worship,
from .‘::ogrr.i.timn.98

Yet whatever speculative notion we accept of the universe in tra-
vail with an emerging deity, that speculation is verified by the religi-
ous sentiment,"just as the effect of the existence of jons in chemistry
is a verification of their existence, or the observation of a planet
through a telescope is a verification of the predicted position of this

99

planet." The religious sentiment underwrites in practice the specula-

tions azbout the divine that Alexander presents in his metaphysics. We
feel emotion for the objects of Alexander's theology because we are, as
Boodin describes it, "part of a creative destiny, reaching backwerd and

forward to infinjity--a destiny that reveals itself, though dimly, in our

striving, in our love, our thought, our appreciation. n00

Alexander himself best summarizes 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 we 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 what the religious experience is an experi-
ence of is a2 matter of interpretation. In the end the interpre-
tation may be correct. But it is not direct and it is reached
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only after much other experience which we have learnmed to trust.
In itself it is a craving for something we know 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 'numinous' in the world, as Mr. Otto calls it, or
imagining an object to meet our need we may ask outselves whether
such an object is in keeping with the rest of our experience.

Cur fancy, if a true philosophy leads us to believe that the
fanecied object is demanded by the rest of our knowledge, may give
us the assurance we need. Mr., Bergson has urged lately that on
this ground we may trust the visions of mystics if they are not
discordant with other truths, as having a claim to be cocnsidered
probably true. Some philesophers have indeed tried to deduce the
existence of God by arguments which have satisfied few. At least
we can see that the object of religion is mot given directly to
us, though when we have accepted the idea of him, he may seem to
have spoken to us directly in our censcience or in other ways.
But though the object of worship has not the artificiality of
value, it is not experienced as part of the worlc with a force
superior to the beliefs of science. On the contrary, it derives
part of its pervasiveness fscm the converging indications of

the rest of our knouledge.l 1

The religious sentiment zs a confirmation of metaphysical postulations
is, therefore, complexly utilized and needs to be consonant with a body
of other experience. Conseqguently, it is mot surprising to find many men
who do not accept the validity of the sentiment, and many others who do
not experience it at all, at least not in any way comparable (o the man-
ner which Alexander describes. For of necessity the religious sentiment
is private and may even be idiosyncratic, it being both the response of
an individual to the direction and thrust of the universe and an individual
interpretation of that response which, if it is tc be authentic, ought to
be consistent with a great deal of additional experience, which may also
be private and idiosyneratic.

There is something unsatisfying, therefore, in Alexander's attempt
to disallow disconfirming lacks of experience as the results of the inace-

quacies of individuals tc feel the divine in the universe. In spite of
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the all-pervasiveness of the nisus of the universe toward deiiy, Alex=-
ander is willing to tell us that some men lack experience of the religi-
cus sentiment because they are “deity-blind“102 the way some others are
color blind or tone deaf.l03 Since most men are suggestible emotionally

to the existence of deity, Alexander argues de consensu gentium, it

appears, that the emotion is real, objective and in ne way illuscry.

C. Varieities of religion

1. Theism and pantheism. Still, whatever the consensus among

men may be regarding the reality or unreality of the quality of deity,
there remains room for significantly differing interpretations of the
nature of that quality and of its relation to the real world of experience.
The distinction between theism and pantheism is illustrative, anc, as we
shall find, significant tec Alexandrian thought.

Theism posits a God which is a "divine individual, awfully removed

10k
from man," a transcendent being, external to the worla of men with whom

men still retain some form of relationship. As such, the theist "makes
appeal to the personal or egotistic side of the religious consciousness,
feeling that in the surrender the worshipper still retains his individu-
ality and achieves it in the surrender.“105 Such a God is felt to be con-
tinuous with man, but is not so conceived philosophically. Frequently,
God is imaged theistically 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 ex nihilo or by informing a pre-existent

matter.,

Strictly speaking a theistic God (as Alexander depicts theism)



116.

must be extermal tc the material world, external, that is, even to the
mind of man which is of the material worlti.mb Should there be existents
higher than man in the material world--such as finite gods or angels-~
the transcendent God would still have tc be external tc these. Neverthe-
less, "the transcendent God of theism is conceived predominately as pos=-
sessing moral attributes and as entering into personal relations with his
human cmatma.“lD? Theism, therefore, as Alexander finds it to be em=
bodied in contemporary western relipions, asserts doctrines about a trans-
cendent God which can enter into relations with the finite existents of
the actual known world, a personal God whose perscnality is fundamentally
unlike human perscnality in perfection. That such a God=concept is a
mass of contradictions is the weakness of theism as it is expressed in
practical religion,

For the relationship of the God of theism to his creatures is
wholly xa.:!"c.:?.fit:ial,loB wholly out of consonance with the nature of a trans=-
cendent Cod, unless we do violence to the meaning of "transcendence" and
unless the theist proclaim inconsistency and self-contradiction to be the
virtues of his practical religion. To overcome such difficulties, theiste
often multiply the confusion by positing intermediaries between the ever-
transcendent God and his creation, the mundane world. By ascribing an
intermediary function to a god-man, for example, theists increase the
confusion rather than resolve it.

The need is felt of mediators between the creatures and God
wnich bridge the interval between him and them. God may be
conceived embodied in some perfect type of manhoed who is at
once both human and divine. And if the relation of man with

the perfect and unchanging God is artificial, still more so
is the 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 to the purposes of man, arise in re-

spect of the God of theism. The god-man is finite and dies.

Even Ged's control over nature, though complete is arbitrary,

obeys no principle ana is postulated rather than explained.1l09
The relation of such a God to the world seems So unlike a principle of
immanence amidst transcerdence that il appears to be no relation at all,
And if such a God is related to the world, he is but another mundane thing,
al though possibly the greatest of mundane things. It is, at best, very
difficult to reconcile the transcendent God of phileoscphical theism with

110
the immanence which theism in practical religion attributes to him.
Moreover, if the God of religion is to be immanent, he must be
more than a being related to the finites of mundane existence. "Immanence
¢« « « means that God is a principle which pervades the whole of nature
111
and has nc existence outside," whether we consider such a God as iden-
tified with nature or as the animating or inspiring princinle of nature.
"To be immanent, God lives, and lives only in his worlds Tkis 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 supplies the compre-

hensive and unlabored connection between man, nature and

God, which theism . . . fails to supply satisfactorily.

But this very speculative advantage is at the same time a

speculative defect in "merging individuality into the nebu-

lous whole." This speculative defect also signifies a reli-

gious insufficiency, for the Absclute of pantheism ultimate-

ly does not permit the finite creaturg the real independence

which is required for a free being.11
The freedom of the individual in theism and its corresponding transcendent
God is, at best, replaced in pantheism by a mysticzl union with God, or

11k
else thet freedom is altogether absent. Pantheism assigns man to an
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unsatisfying place zlso because it describes a God who is indifferent to
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the being of man, a God who has no need whatever for man. In such a

system as pantheism, moreover, '"the individual worshipper has 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-

viduality of the worshipper is lost in the divine, W16 Where practical

theism posited a lovable God (who began as awfully removed from man),
the God of pantheism remains forever awful..”7 Man may relate to a pan-
theistic God with intellectual passion, but never with emotional devotion,

for the pantheistic Supreme Being lacks the human note.

It contains humanity and all other things indiscriminately,
and it contains evil and gocd alike, for what from our human
view is evil is not evil as in the Supreme Be."..ng-‘l'l"3

Theism and pantheism are essentially distinct and they are funda-
meritally at odds with one another. MAlexander is intrigued, however, with
the possibility that they may be reconciled.

While Judaism would, I think, be admitted to be undoubtedly
theistic, Jewish philosophy has produced in the herstical
Spinoza the greatest example of pantheism known to the Western
world. Even Mr. Roth, who in his work on Spinoza, 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 0ld
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 pantreism in Jewish philo-

sophlcal theology represents an interesting phenomenon, particularly be-

cause theism and pantheism are so radically different from one another.
But attempts to reconcile the two systems seem to be failures.

If we posit a theistic God made immanent 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 in unconscious or inanimate objects

120

as he is asserted to be immanent in man. Theism and pantheism remain

unreconciled, for the God of theism must be transcendent, wholly separate
from the finite world, while the God of pantheism is immanent, whether

God is conceived as a pervading presence or whether finite things are
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congidered fragments or modes of God. A theistic God cannot be wor-

shipped by his creatures because he is not related to them, ana a panthe-

istic God cannot be loved or worshipped because he is not Ilmrshi.pf'..lll.j'?2

And how all finite things proceed from a pantheistic God is unexplained

123

or incomprehensible in pantheistic theological speculations. Also,

a creator God is necessarily transcendent and out of relation with his

12L The two

finite creatures, while a pantheistic God is not creative.
systems--theism and pantheism--seem mutually exclusive and individually
unsatisfying. The one is strong where the other is weak, but weak, also,
where the other is st.rong.ws
In spite of the difficulties which Alexander finds in pantheism,
we might be tempted to think of his system as pantheistic because he iden-
tifies the body of God with the whole of Space~Time in which all finites
are i.m:lt:u:le:i.126 In any case, he specifically states that transcendence
and immanence are irreconcilable,lz? so that if one must be chosen, we
are inclined to believe that Alexander has selected immanence and its
attendant pantheism with its speculative advanteages. Specifically, however,
Alexander does opt both for theism and for pantheism, btoth for transcend-
ence and for immanence in God, although he assigns the two disjunctive

notions to different aspects of the one (:i-od.‘lz8 Moreover, 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 historiczl conception of things rejects of necessity a
creator of the world, while accepting creators and creation
within the world. The world as a whole when viewed histori-
cally is selfw-creative. If, indeed, we take God toc mean no
more than the creative impulse by which the world goes its
restless way in time, in this sense there is indeed a Cre=-
ator God.lg

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. Furthemmore, when we think of the nisus as the will of
God, we think of God as creative in yet another respect. Sc God may be
both theistic and pantheistic. As Alexander explains the nzture cf the
matter,

whatever God may be, he, too, is subject to the time-process
and must change with the change of things. . . . It is
enough to remark that whether God be viewed theistically or
pantheistically (and the conception of him must do justice to
both these views [italics mine]), he suffers, or has the
privilege of the timeful passage of tnings. Pantheistic, he
is at nc stage of a growing universe complete; theistic he is
a projection into a single individual of the universe with its
as yet unsatisfied tendency or desire.l

There is some guestion, consequently, whether the view of theclogy
with which Alexander has presented us is a theistic or a pantheistic one.

McCarthy understands Alexander as having "solved the riddle of transcen=-
131
dence and immanence by combining the theistic and pantheistic viewpoints,"

and Alexander himself states:

If the question be asked, whether the speculative conception of
God or deity which has been advanced here as part of ihe 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, taken
by itself; that in different respects it belongs to both,132
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Kl exander regards his unique theclogical formula as both theistic and

pantheistic for "God is immanent in respect of his body, but transcendent
in respect of his :ieit.:,r."]'33 While pantheistic, God does not absort the
finites so that their individuality is lost. Rather, the finites sustain

134
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 toc God, as pantheism declares and as practitioners of theism
desire, for the body of God as the whole of Space-Time contains all finites
in the world, Furthermore, theistically, God's deiiy as the goal toward
which the finite existents in the universe strive grants greater dignity
to those finites tl;an they would have in either a itheistic or a panthe-

13

istic framework.

However, while Alexander claims that his particular theological
system has the merits of both pantheism and theism, he alsc asserts that
"if a choice must be made it is theistic,“136 for God is theistic with
respect to his deity, and it is deity which is the distinctive quality
of God, the mind of Godglj?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 charascter or quality of
God in which the religious man is most interested. Accordingly, Alex-
ander's theology is predominately theistic. While in an otherwise
scholarly work Hartshorne and Reese regard Alexander's system strictly
and simply as a union of theism and pantheism,laa we may be assured by
Alexander's own statements that his theology may be pantheistic, but

God is, in its main thrust, a theistic conceptualization. While in Space,
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Time and Deity he stresses that possible union, elsewhere Alexander ex=
plicitly declares that his system is no* a pantheism. "According to it
the world is not animated by deity as the pantheisis believe, for deity
has not in its distinctive nature as yet emerged at this stage of the
world's existence."mg
The world is divine not because of deity, but because of the nisus,

If, however, we regard the nisus as the will of God, Alexander's theology
collapses again into pantheism, for while deity does not, God then does
animate the world by the activity of his will. And even if our sugges-
tion that the nisus is identifiable as the will of God be not accepted,
we still find Alexander identifying deity with nisus™-° and in this
respect deity may, indeed, be said to animate the world, Alexander's own
protestations notwithstanding. Nevertheless,

theism anc pantheism, transcendence and immanence are twc

extremes of thought about the divine. They are rarely

found in complete purity, but are combined in practical

rel igicus belief in various proportions. They represent

the two essential characters which God shares with all other

things and with Space-Time itself, of being both body and

goul, God is immanent in respectﬁf his body, but trans-

cendent in respect of his deity.l

Eut the transcendence of God's deity beyond the finile existents
of the actual world must not be understood to signify that God's deity
is external to the world, On the contrary, while greater in perfection
than all actual existents and contained or localized in none of them,
142

God's deity remains entirely within the world  as part of the universe
of Space-Time. The deperdence of deity for its sustainment upon the
lower levels of the hierarchy requires that we regard deity as within the

world, so much so that "there is no part of the universe that is not used
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up to sustain the deity of God." We might say, in the language of

Alexander, that deity, while transcendent, is compresent with the finite
existents within the one matrix of Space-Time. Temporally, at least,
deity transcends finites for it belongs to the future, but to the future
of that same single Space-Time of which we are parts. Moreover, God is
transcendent by strict definition, because his determinative quality,
that of his deity, is next higher tc mind in the hierarchy of existents,

and is consequently qualitatively different from all the finites in the
1hl

universe.

Professor Stiernotte objects that such a view of transcendence is
not really transcendence at all:

Alexander is emphatic that deity is within the world and in

nc sense does it transcend the world. God's deity iranscends
all the finites but is this sufficient to make of Alexander's
conception, in the last rescrt, transcendent theism? Our an=
swer must be in the negative, for a conception of deity as
being central within the world and occupying only a part of

the infinite world of Cpace~Time has not the character of trans-
cendence usually associated with theism, for transcendence has
meant transcendence beyond the finites of the world. . . . Alex=-
ander's conception is the refore 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 tra{:ﬁgendent God of theism, but savors of an immanent
conception.

Still, Alexander does not refer to the transcendence of deity as "pure
transcendence" which is irreconcilable with "pure immanence." Deity is
transcendent only insofar as it transcends=--perhaps in a2 broader sense
of the term than is generally found in theism--"the infericr order of

developed creations, including man."lhé Again, God's immanernce is not

"pure,'""but being the whole world as it tends to deity or is engaged in

the production of deity, God takes in within himself the whole world and
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is therefore immanent in it."lh In a manner peculiar to Alexander's
theology, God "is transcendent, as it were, in respect of his mind (to

use a human analogy) and immanent, in respect of his body,“lhB and in
respect of his nisus is neither theistic nor pantheistic, but is "infra=-
pantheistic," insofar as some finite beings, such as the amoeba, seem not
to participate in the nisus, for they exhibit scarcely any change at all.lbg

Stiernotte provides us with a comprehensive interpretation of
Alexandrian theology with respect to the issues of thelsm and pantheism,
transcendence and immanence. The immanent feature of God is his body
which is the all=inclusive whele of Space-Time.lso The transcendence of
the theistic God is to be found in his deity, the next empirical quality
beyond that of mind. Deity is a quality which, unlike other empirical
qualities, occupies an infinite portion of Space-Time.151 But deity is
not merely transcerdent but is multiply transcendent, for "once deity is
realized by becoming the highest quality in an emergent higlier than man
in a future birth of Time, there is a higher deity ahead of this emergent
and a realized deity ceases to be deity as such.“152 Now deity, while
infinite in scope, is not a pantheistic notion, for it (which is God's
soul) "does not permeate the whole world, as it does in the strict pan-
theistic conception."153 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
well as both rationally and emotionally discovered. But the system
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remains preponderately a theism, although, as Eric S. Waterhouse inter-
prets it, it is a reversal of standard theis., a reversal in which first
comes the world of Space-Time and deity 1ater.15h
Alexander is most concerned that the God postulated in his theology

satisfy the demands of the religious consciousness. He believes such a
God is in accordance with the practical religious needs of men.

He still asks 2id from the pictorizl imagination in order to

be realised for our reflective weskness; but requires no pic-

tures that depend on violent hypotheses. The numinous mystery

still attaches to & 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 suffiziency
to the religious sentiment of any metaphysical conception of God. They
are '"that he should be greater than man, z 'universal' or all-inclusive
being, different in quality from man, and, finally, responsive to man,
so that he offers us, in W. James' language, 'a sclution of our uneasi-
ness,' whether that uneasiness is derived from our feebleness and finitude

156 The last

or from the more intimate sense of our shortcomings and sin."
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. By
virtue of his absolute infinitude, God is greater than man. He is also
a ubiquitous all-encompassing being, with respect to this body which is
the whole of Space-Time, inclusive of all the finites within the universe.

All existents are within God and a1l actual existence is identicel with
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God's body. Finally, God is qualitatively different from man with re-
spect to his deity, which is his quality, the pext level in the hier-
archy of empirical emergents beyond conscious mind. While deity may be
considered an outgrowth of mind and sustained by mind and all the levels
below it, still it represents a new configuration or complexity of Space-
Time which marks a qualitative distinction from the levels which precede
it in existence. While an outcropping of mind, deity is as different
from mind (and man) as mind is from life, as different also as life is
from insentient material configurations. It appears, therefore, that
the God of Alexander's speculative theology should satisfy the needs and
demands of the religious consciousness.

We may now consider some of the other characteristics of Alexander's
God. First, as the whole of Space-Time God's bedy is not only immanent
but is 2lso omnipresent in the u.niﬂu‘erae,158 much in accordance with tra-
ditional religion. But whereas the traditionzl 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 well. Alexander takes Time
seriously, and hence all things are subject to Time. 4nd to exist is to
exist in Space-Time for it is infinite, there being nothing outside of it
which may be called non-spatio-temporal being. Nevertheless, we may con-
ceive of God as eternzl if we understand his being eternal to mean that

he exists in 2ll Time rather than in no Time.
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While Space-Time is in some sense absolute, god-like, in no sense
is it worshipful,lsgaxcspt 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 that provokes the religious re=-
sponse, and in speaking of God as the being that possesses the future
quality of deity, Alexander approaches many of the notions of traditional,
practical religion. For we exhibit a dependence "on God, which partly
makes us think of him under the figure cf a father."léo It is "our sense
of how God gathers up for us in his person the whole infinite world to
which we belong, so that in trusting ourselves to his divinity we are
aware of our continuity with the whole in its divine qualit.y."161 Because
of his mysterious nature, God in the aspect of his deity is felt as a
father, but the fatherhcod of God is not expressive of a creative God
who fashions the world. For the individual is sustained by God,162 that
i= by the whole of Space-Time with its nisus to deity, but he is not cre=-
ated by God. Men worship the deity of God in the hope of help from a
father figure, but this is not to say that the analogy of the father is
to be pressed too 010391?-163 It refers best to a trust man has in God
and a freely given obedience of man to his God, a higher being whom man
"regards worthy of such trust..“léh

Yet man relates toc a God that is higher than man in much the same
way a dog relates to 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 nature of the supericrity is urnknown., Boodin seems to

agree with Alexander in this respect, that the quality of the being beyond



130.

man is largely unknown.
If there is a nisus towards God in our imrerfect evoluticn,
due to our trial and error adaptation tc the divine impetus,
yet we cannot presume now to share the guality 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 which no man can come. In the homely language of

Heraclitus: Man is a monkey compared tc 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,
for instance, the claim that God has a bedy and a mind,lé?the anthropo=
morphism is no more than the picterial images which are given tc the con-
siderably more profound theological conceptions. The examples which we
have cited serve to explain how God partakes of the general nature and
structure of the whole universe. Whether such a technigue is legitimate
is questiocnable, but it is one, we note that appears repeatedly in Alex=-
ander'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 is not to
postulate a canine theclogy or to make a god like a man, any more than it
is to make 2 man like a dog.

Jaccb Kohn provides us with a fairly complete rationslization and
explanation of such anthropomorphizing techniques. While he does not at-
tempt to extol anthrepomorphism, Kohn does show us how it is useful in a
system like Alexander's.

There can be no doubt that beyond the world symbolizing Deity
itself, the designations of Cod are anthropomorphic. They
describe the being as a whole of certain preperties which man
discovers within himself or within the range of his social
experience. I refer to such terms as Father, King, Judge,

Redeemer, Legislator and their like as they are found in the
literature of religious experience and worship., Post-biblical
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Jewish literature is particularly rich in descriptive phrases
for God, some of which have emotional overtones while others
already reflect speculative thought--"He who spake and the
world came into being," "Life of all worlds," "The Holy One,
Blessed be He," "The Compassionate One," "The Eye of the World"
(the all-seeirg), "The Shekhina" (in the sense of an indwelling
God), and many others. It should be noted that the tetragram-
maton which, according to the interpretation of Exodus 3:1L,
itself bore some relation to God as Being, was not regarded as
a proper noun for God. It became a cryptogram for which you
could substitute any appropriate designation. This encouraged
the weaving of a great variety of descriptive phrases which to=-
gether revezal the Jewish God idea perhaps more truly than any
of the more ambitious attempts at clarification.

Since we can only describe Supreme Being as it is relevant
to the human perspective, we must expect such anthropomorphisms
in the vocabulary of popular relifign. Neither science nor mathe-
matics are wholly free from them. &

For science and mathematics describe entities that are not human in terms
that, of necessity, are human. Anthropomorphism is a device which is
useful in explaining extra=human events or objects, for without anthro-
pomorphisms, unless we restrict ourselves tc the precise equations of
abstract mathematics, and only to those equations--not to their explana=-
tions=«human communication would become severely limited, possibly elimi=-
nated. Speculative theology as a science benefits from anthropomorphie
expressions no less than the special sciences, but it is plagued with
them, tco, for the danger seems especially great that we will take seri-
ously the anthropomorphic descriptions found in theclogical discourse.
Such expressions serve as models by which we may gain understanding, not
as rigid identifications. They are so wrongly taken only in their most
pedestrian sense.

2. Monotheism and polytheism. There remains a special problem in

Alexander's religiocus system, the problem of monotheism versus polytheism.
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Frequently Alexander speaks as though he were either monotheist or poly-
theist or both, Stiernotte asserts that Alexander "in a daring mood
extended . . . evolution to beings higher chan man, his favorite finite

: |
gods." 69 Even before Alexander speculates philosophically as to the
existence of such beings, he speaks of them in his development of epistem=
ological compresence, supposing how actual beings higher than man--angels,
that is to say--would view the relationship of compresence beiween a man

170

and a material object. Morecver, Alexander does not postulate angels
or finite gods merely as a technique in his philosophical system.

This device was adopted hal f-playfully as a pictorial embodi=-

ment of the conception forced upon us by the fact that there

is this series of levels of existence. It was used illustra-

tively. . . . But we can now see that it is a serious con-

ception. For the angelic quality 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 finite

beings with this quality. We shall have to ask how such

finite deities are related to_the infinite God, for they
themselves are finite gods.l

As deities, such beings are higher than man in the hierarchy, and as
irites they are configurations of Space-Time, each of them having a
characteristic qﬂalitynl?z Still, we may yet regard the speculation about
finite gods as a type of device, one which is used to gain a better under=-
standing of the infinite God. 1f 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=Time, and any
finite god or angel shall be, as well, a complexity of Space=Time, built
of body and scul, like all other beings in the one ule:?.vrer!m.l"?3
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, there would be not infinite God but finite gods, and the world=-
17k

nisus would carry the distribution of motiun in turn past them." For
any actual existent, as we have seen, is destined to be finite: the
characters of actuality and infinity, except with reference to total
Space-Time, are mutually contradictery, mutually exclusive. Should deity
ever become actual in Space-Time, it would yet be replaced as deity by
ancther beyond. A finite deity has yet ancther deity beyond it, which,
if that latter were to become actual, has also another infinite deity
beyond it. "There is always impending over him the menace which Prome-
theus levels against Zeus of supersession by a higher chd."175

Yet this is all part of Alexander's theological metaphysic, a
result of his evolutionary thought, and, surprisingly, the guarantee of
the theistic element in it. Stiernctte characterizes such a notion of
deity ever beyond deity as "the multiple transcendence of deity."nb A
realized deity is always to be surpassed by an infinite deity beyond it.
A finite god has yet infinite deity ahead of it, that which is deity tc
the finite god. "There is thus, if we follow through Alexander's meta-
physical assumption concerning deity as the next higher quality, a pro-
gressive 1ragmentation of the quality of deity intc the highest quality,
the 'mind! of any number of levels of finite existent.s."ln The finites
are no longer rightly called deity in such a system as Alexander's, yet
we see how they may be regarded as gods to men, finite gods in a poly-
theistic system. "The forward movement of Time implies . . . nothing less
than the fragmentation of the qualily 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 transcendent entity
which is always deity to the highest finice level in actual existence.
Consequently, we may regard the theoreticzl polytheism which Alexander
constructs as g vitzl portion of his work, one which underwrites the
transcendent character of his theistic God. Deity at any stage may noct

be ultimate, as most theolegians would require the quality to be ,l?gbut
there remains the forever ultimate notion of a multiply transcerdent deity
beyond any and every stage of actusl deity that shall be achieved in the

pregressive flow of Time. while "pantheism becomes fragmented intoc poly=-

¢ 160
theism," ~ Alexander still holds fast to a God who is pantheistic with
respect to his body and theistic with respect to his multiply transcendent
quality of deity.
Now we cannot know whether such finite gods or angels actually do

exist. Or rather (since, if they exist finitely they exist actually),
we do not know whether finite deities, gods or angels exist now in Space-
Time.

If Time has by now actually brought them forth, they do exist;

if not, their existence belongs tc the future. If they do

exist . . . they are not recognisable in any form of material

existence krown to us; and material existence they must have;

though conceivably there may be such material bodies, contain=-

ing life and minds as the basis of deity, in regions of the

universe beyond our ken. 181
That is a scholastic and trivial question.

Yet the question which Alexander regards as "scholastic and trivial"
does not seem so to a number of his critics. FProfessor Laird points out
that whether the quality of deity has yet emerged is a possible question,
one which deserves further consideration than our author has given it.

If we accept Alexander's metaphysical emergence system, and if, 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, #nd plenty of Jovian gods above
angels, and plenty of Promethean gods above Jovian gcn:is."]'a2 We must,
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 empiriczl 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 which man is wholly ig-
norant, according to Laird. But Stiernotte answers Laird by stating

that such finite gods or angels must be constructed of body and mind,

like all other existents in Space-Time. Sincz they would be so constructed
and based in lower levels of existence, "we certainly would encounter them
with some awareness of their material contcurs and biological structure
and functions, though the precise nature of their 'super-mind' would
remain unknown to “0“183 Still, we could have communion with them, as

a2 dog has communion with his master.

Professor C.D. Broad speculates that finite gods might very well
be in <xistence now,; and might have as their beodies the minds of 1|1t-3n.laj:l
If such is the case, as Broad states it, either some men support such
gods or all men and no animals do,

We might expect that if scme men stand in a much more inti-
mate relation te deity than others this would show itself in
their lives and thoughts. With half the ingenuity that

Prof. Alexander has lavished on proving that hic God has many
of the attributes aseribed by theologians to their God, I

would undertzke 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=-
tianity, attendent to his assertion that the pode-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 his total system in
which finite gods may indeed serve to bridge the gap between a trans-
cendent deity and finite man within the world order.
Whatever else Alexander's conjectures about finite deities or
finite gods may do, they do not detract from the future quality of infi-
3. 18
nite deity. ¥ Jacob Kohn affords us some insight inteo the Alexandrian
system when he places the speculation as to the existence of finite gods
into its proper perspective within that system.
Should we . « « encounter beings qualitatively different from
man, on a different plane of being, cur relations toc them
might doubtless be like that of a dog and master. Their inner
life will remain a complete secret to us, The humanization cf
man would then prove only one of the ends of the evolutionary
process, The tides of being 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, to a

future many times longer than that Bpas‘c. which saw even tha
earliest traces of civilization,l®

Finite gods, should they ever emerge, would do so only as one more step

in the continuing process of emergence, for "deity always exists in its
infinitude beyond any realized and fragmented deity into existents of a
higher order than man. e 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 with the actualization of any other finite quality
which had previously been deity to the level below it. MAlexander's poly=-
theism does not diminish the worshipful guality of a multiply transcendent
deity.

Moraover, the gquality of deity, whether considered in a finite or
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in an infinite phase, is not like the quality of mind.

To assume it to be of the nature of human mind would be as

if a race of seawseds were to hold that mind when it comes

(the gquality of deity for seaweeds) must be founded on the

life of seaweeds, and minds the offspring of seaweeds.

What form the finite god would assume we cannot know, and

it is idle to guess. The picture has been drawn merely in

order to give some idea of a higher quality of existence,170
Accordingly, actual deity is not finite because minds are finite, but
because actuality implies finitude, We cannot reason from our minds
to the character that finite deity would possess. Its nature remains
beyond our firding out.

Polytheism, now, does have a place in Alexander's system, and
2 vseful and important place at that. While polytheism cannot contain
the notion of an infinite God, it does satisfy the needs of both reli-
gion and speculation that a higher quality existent than mind be supplied.191
Moreover, polytheism serves to picture the manncr in which God's "empire
« « » is extended over the whole univ;rse."lgz Each god in a polythe-
istic pantheon serves to rule some matter or concem or character of
existence. They are fated to be as they are, in Greek mythology for ex-
ample, to "act through allotted parts . . « ==fire or stomm or even minute
departments like mildew or rust; they have domains allotted to 1:.1'1@11.“193
In another way, therefore, we may say that polytheism and finite gods
serve as means to understanding the total universe and the relation of in-
finite God and infinite deity to that universe, the one matrix of Space-
Time.
The finite gods or angels are but stages in the emergence of deity.

Beyond them is yet another empirical quality, infinite deity, which is
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the deity proper to the finite dezties.l 4 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 deity.“195 Yet no
infinite empirical quality--deity, mind or life--can actually exist, and
nthe picture which has been drawn of an infinite God is a concession . « .
to the habit of the religious conscicusness to embody its conception of
Geod in an individual shape.“196 Nor is God eternal, for all which exists
is in Time, and the deity of God occupies but an infinite portion of
SP&CE"Time-lgT Still, we can speak of God's deity as being infinite
because it represents God's infinite body.'"" As an infinite empirical
quality, God's deity is unlike other empirical qualities, actusl quali=
ties, all of which are finite‘lgg We may speak of God as infinite both
with respect to his deity and with respect to his body,200 but "God is
not the only infinite."201 Space-Time is itself infinite, instances in
Space=Time are "infinite lines in.Space,“202 and infinite numbers are
infinite.203 But the infinites which are not God are unqualitied, while
God is an infinite possessing a distinctive quality, that of deity, “"and
we learn by experience [ﬁhaﬂ} that quality is borne by finite complexi=-
ties of s;'.\ace--t.i.:rie."2(”'l As infinite, God and deity are monotheistic; as
finite, they are polytheistic.

But monotheism has usually been understood to require the rejec-
tion of P°13th315ms205 and consequently it is difficult to see how Alex-
ander's speculative theology can partake of both polytheism and monotheism.
Historiecally, 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 humanity and the gods be conceived
as transcendent human beings.”206 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 relate but
galso with "the imaginative presage of what our speculation calls the
ideal infinite deit.y."zo7
Al exander speaks of deity in two very distinct ways, and to tele-
scope the two into one leads to a confusion that his system is equally
polytheism and monotheism. His speculations about finite deities are
connected with 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 deities actually existing now. "Materiality is
deity to Space-Time, life is deity to materiality, mind is deity to 1life,
and angels or gods are deity to mind.“20B Finite gods do exist; we know,
for levels below that of mind. But infinite deity is not yet actually
existent, and were it realized there would yet be an infinite deity
beyond.209
Still, "the finite gods were a product of Alexander's mytholo=-

gizing imagination, whereas infinive Cod was the outcome of his specula=-
tive efforts.“210 His metaphysics postulates an infinite deity and his
practical religion leads him to imagine a multiplicity of finite deities
or finite gods. Moreover,

the conception of finite gods and that of infinite God are

different conceptions in metaphysics. In the one we are

transporting 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 merely as the chief in the hierarchy of
gods and not different in quality from 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 finite deities;
or if there are finitsﬁods, the infinite or supreme ideal
has ceased to be God.

Here, Alexander!s infinite God is comparable to Brightman's finite God
which is better understood as infinite God having a finite will,alzfor
the instances of deity in the actual universe are finite, all of them,
while there yet remains the infinite ideal. The system remains monothe-
istic and the supposed pantheon of finite deities or gods is but the
function of pictorial imagination seeking to understand the infinite in
the universe. Infinite deity remains forever infinite: <finite concre-
tions of deity give way to infinite deity beyond.zn But all the discus-
sion of finite deities, while consistent with Alexandrian metaphysics, is

a coneession to man's habit of mythologizing the divine.



CHAPTER V

THE APPLICATION COF PRACTICAL RELIGION

A, Value and deity

Numerous religious thinkers have described a connection between
religion and value. To determine Samuel Alexander's stand on the ques-
tion we wish first to discuss his theory of value in very general tems.
As in other sections of his metaphysics, he begins with a consideration
of the human perspective and then proceeds by analogy in two directions,
toward deity and toward the lower levels of emergents. Hence Alexander
considers human values first and later applies his theory of value as
it relates to lower forms of life and to cleit,;,r.1 Alexander accepts in
prineciple two propositions of Spinoza on the matter: "first that wvalues
are essentially relative to men and are in this sense human inventions;
goodness and beauty do not belong to things apart from their relation to
men; secondly, that while relative to men they are founded in the nature
of things and are not arbitrary."z Values are related, then, to human
nature and to human institutions. As John W, McCarthy interprets Alex-
ander, values or "tertiary qualities are emergents at the human level
under the compulsion of i.mpulse."a

Zvery tertiary quality is related to the valuing subject, the
human m:i.ru:i,h values arising when human minds enter into relations with
various kinds of r.!bject,s.5 Values are not gualities like the hierarchi-

cal qualities of 1life, mind or deity. The tertiary qualities of truth,
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goodness and beauty are not absolute descriptions or configurations of
reality.

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 illusion or
error true or false; it is a mental reality. Objects are
illusory or unrezl only in relation to the mind which has
them. Facts are true only in relation to the mind which be-
lieves them. In the same way there is no goodness in a physi-
cal fact as a mere external reality; its goodness . . . lies
in the relation it has to the physical mind which wills it.
Things are 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 . . . paradoxical and even
revolting, and it . . . shall receive its justification, when
it will be seen that a landscape has beauty not in and by it=-
self, but in the same way as a poem has beauty, which is made
by a man and when it has been made is also a physical thing
outside the maker.6

A11 value on the human level is relative to the human mind which values
an object: value does not reside in the object itself, but in the rela=-
tionship. Simply put, according to Alexander's influence from Spinoza,
"the first meaning of conatus is that the good is what we «'.lesir'e,“7 50
that "the tertiary qualities . . « are subject-object detemzinations."a
The relationship creates the value, and once it has, the value is in the

object, although originatad in the object's relation to the subject.9

Still, value is not in any sense objective; it always resides in the sub-
ject-object relation. "

But while value derives from the relationship of a valuing mind
to an external object, the subjectivity or relativity of value does nct
suggest that value is only in the mind. Both subject and object are
necessary if value is to exist really.ll Value is yet related t¢ non-

human nature, as McCarthy demonstrates: "Truth is what men believe about
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reality. Goodness consists of the reactions of men upon their enviromment.
Beauty is bound up with physical objecta.“lz Yet values remain unlike
primary or seccondary qualities. The yellowness of a flower is objective,
but that same flower!s beauty "is a subject-object detemination,“n a
determination which is, accordingly, superadded to the valued object,

even in cases where the human mind does not select the arrangement of

L i
gualities but only perceives it, as in beautiful works of nature. b ler=

tiary qualities are not discovered tc 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 intec a relation with a subjoct.ls Like knowl-
edge, value comes about because of the compresence of iwo entities, ex=-
isting as biological simplicities of stimulus and response.16

The tertiary qualities are distinctive kinds of value that arise
because of the social nature of man, the valuing subject. Each human
aserpiton of value involves a judgment that is necessarily sociel in
nature, Alexander Lells us. "Judging and socizbility are convertible.
For in judgment ocur objects or propositions come directly into relations
of agreement or conflict with other persons,“l? and our judgments of value
are thereby checked against the judgments of ot-hers.lB Hence, a judgment

of value, while subjective, is not "an individual emotive cry.“19 It is

reasonable, consequently, that Alexander should aefine the good man not
as an inrovator or challenger of popular judgments but as one who embodies

20
the scecial collectivity's expectations of the good. For goodness, like

all forms of value, has its root in inetict and "grows out of purely ani-

mal sociability such as we observe in herds of buffalo or among bees."%!
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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
group.

Even truth as a vlue has its base in human sociability. It also
has its instinctive base, deriving from our impulse of curiosity and mani-
festing itself in scientific enterprise, for example.23 For one, judg-
ments are true according tc their relation to organized bodies of knowl-
edge, not according to the correspondence rule of t.ruth.zh "The truth
of a science," Stiernotte understands Alexander to mean, "consists of the
system of coherent propositions involving the subject matter being those
configurations of Space-Time investigated in this science.“zs Truth, as

apprehended by valuing minds, is determmined by the internal structure of

reality.26 The coherence theory or test of truth means that we find truth

according to a propesition's "coherence with social minds, so that error
is not primarily lack of correspondence with objective relaity, but re=

jection by the minds whose agreement is presumed to be a manifestation

of the fact that they have the t,ruth."27

Alexander's theory of value in the human sphere extends also to
the subhuman spl:uare.28

The tertiary gualities [of truth, goocdness and beauty] are
not the only kind of values, though it is they which in the
strict sense have the right to the name. . . . Within the
human region there are values we attach to such qualities as
courage or good health; and there is the whole department of
economic values. These transitions between the different
sorts of value in man suggest that value in a more extended
sense reaches lower down than man, and perhaps is a common
feature of all finites. . . &

In every value there are two sides, the subject of valua-
tion and the object of value, and the value resides in the

relation between the two, and does not exist apart from them.2?
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Value, in its simpler and more extended sense, is a relation between two

things that matter to one another, so that food, for example, is valuable
to living beings that require nourisl’nnent.jo An animal that needs to
attain something may be said to desire as its good that which it needs,
and we ascribe value for the animal to the desired thing,31 even though
the desire is instinctive., It is essentially similar to human value.
4n animal that desires an apple values the apple, but the apple has no
value until it and the animal enter into a relationship with each ot.her.32
Animals and men partake equally of the nisus which drives them instinc-
tively or impulsively to seek their goods and to aseribe 7a1ue.33 "Animal
value is indeed exactly parallel to human psychological value, whici might
have been called from the beginning animal value were it not that man
proclaims his values and animals only act upon them.“jh

But human value and animal value are nearly objective, even though
they owe their ascrptions to existence in a relationship. The objectivity
of animal value arises from its source, from the process of natural selec=-
tion as discovered by Charles Darwin., Animals which seek or display be-
havior which does not lead to the preservation of their species do not
prevail. Their kind either ceases to exist in reality or it is altered
in accordance with the distinguishing characteristics of those members

c
whose behavior does serve to preserve the kind.L According to Darwin,

variations occur in each species which variation makes the species adapt-
able to its enviromment, During many generations many different varia-
ticns pctentially can occur.

If such do occur, can we doubt (remembering that many more
individuals are born than can possibly survive) that indi-
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viduals having eny advantage, however slight, over cthers,

would have the best chance of surviving and procreating

their kind? On the other hand, we may feel that any vari-

ation in the least degree injuriocus wculd be rigidly de-

stroyed. This preservation of favouratle individual dif=-

ferences and variations, and destruction of those which are

injuriocus, I have callséd Natural Selecticn or the Survival

of the Fitteste . « o
In the process "each creature tends to become more and more impreved in

. . 37
relation to its conditicns." Alexander understands natural selection
to be the process or history "of how value makes its entry into the

g 8
organic world. w3 The individuzl differences of organisms thereby become
well-founded values, Value below the human level is related tc a species!
adaptability, so that that which sustains the type is said to be valu-
able. Moreover, the surviving types, by virtue of the process of natural
selection, are szid to be valuable t.hemselves.39

Human value, too, has this biological basis, end it is established
in a process parallel to natural selection. "By the conflict and co=op=-
eration of many minds, by 2 process of trial and error, in short, by
Lo
experiment, . . « human values are established," As Professcr Laird
explains Alexander!'s system, virtue is the ability of some thing to
avail through its strength or ability to adjust harmmoniously and evil is
weakness or inability to au:i;ius‘!;.b'1 But Alexander does not specify the
relation among natural selection, instinct, buman impulse and the nisus.
McCarthy claims "that the instinet for preservatiocn, that of sex, the
impulse for beauty, truth and goodness are all fragments of a vast cosmic
s L2

urge or nisus." We have described the nisus as the will of God. On

such an interpretation we may then call Cod's striving after deity as the

ultimate sourece of value. 1In human endeavor value drives out unvalue
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and prevails as valuable creatures prevail in the order of cosmic eveo-
lution.LIB While some thinkers regard Uarwinism as unconcerned with
value, Alexander sees it as the history of value.

Its very meaning is that values emerge through the trial

of various types under certain external conditions, which

trial determines whether in virtue of its gifts or consti-

tution a type is worthy. For like cur human values, value

in the organism belongs not to the organism in itself, but

in its relation to the conditions of life, and accordingly

a type which can persist urder certain conditions may be

unsuited to different circumstances, much in the same way

as we approve conduct which is forced upen us by the siress

of circumstﬁﬁces, though under nomal conditions we should

condemn it.
Values are not absolutes imposed upon existent things, but rather grow
out of the very conditions of existence which an entity might t=,-xpt=.'ri4.anl.':e."Jb

6
But human value arises in harmony,h and if it is absolutesit may
only be regarded so as long as it is understood not to be totally relative
te¢ the valuing individual, The value which will prevail is thie cne most
fit, or, rather, the behavior valued positively is that which is in
hamony with the sceial group and its desire for self-preservation. Value
L7
rests vltimately in adaptive survival. But the process is not prescrip-
tive. Nabural selection does not cause success but only describes how
sucecessful adaptaticns come to be the only possible adaptations to sur-
vive. The valwe is not in the competition, but rather in the survival
LB
which competition achieves.
If value is so understcod, then religion is not a value, according

to Alexander, Nor does a sense of value necessarily lead tc religion or

to religious devotion. In its most primitive form religion is more clesely

linked to fear than to good conduct, more to a feeling of divine presence
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than to notions of du*—}'-hg Conduct may be the easiest approach and
motivation to religion in the modern world, for like value religion is
soecial or communal in nature. Yet religion and moral values are dis-
tinct: there are religious scoundrels and irreligious men who are alto-

50

gether virtuous. And ethical societies, good as they may be, do not

< . 51
grapple with religious problems. Man may approach God in several ways:
"through the phenomena of nature, through the pursuit of truth, through
52
art, or through morality."” But value is neither the significant nor
the primary approach to God.
In its primitive form 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 211 perscns feel in some degree , . . in the
presence of natural mysterious occurences.
However cleosely the sentiment for deity may be connected with the senti-
ment or desire for goodness, the twc are distinct aspects of human nature
which may appear together in modern Western religicn (particulzrly since
the development of the social gosvel in American Protestantism) but are
only associated in practice, not in essenee.gh Value is a human inven=-
tion but religion is an expression of a relation to a human discovery.55
Similarly, deity is not a value. Some might interpret deity in

Alexander's system to be a value because the universe has been described
as striving for it. "Deity is nct a value, but a quality in the order
of 'perfECt-iOﬂ-"'sé While we maintain that deity is an emergent higher
in perfection than 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 all, "for there is no unvalue with which he [Gmg can be
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cont.rasted."s7 Every value may be ccntrasted with its corresponding un=
value=-=truth with error, beauty with ugliness, good with evil, But just
as there is no "umind" neither is there "undeity" or "ungod" to which
we may compare deity as a positive '\val'u'a'.SB

Moreover, values are either subhuman adaptations, with reference
to animals, or human inventions, with reference to man, tertiary quali=-
ties which arise in a relationship. But deity is deity, even if there be

no entity to which it may relate. It is a quality inherent in reality

and not one which is discernable only because finite beings relate to one
59
another in the order of reality. Values belong to many orders in ihe

hierarchy of perfection, but deity belongs properly only to that level
which is the next higher to the highest actually in existence.éo We may
call deity (metaphorically) the cclor of the universe,él but not the
value of the universe. Deity or God may attain to value as they erter
into relation with men or other valuing entities, but of themselves they
cannot be identified as V31035°62 God or deity are discovered, but value
is irrurent‘,ad.é3 And God and his aeity are discovered objectively, while
value is orincipally 51:*.b;}\c.'ctivv'e_,&h dependent upcn the fancy of a valuing
mind.

As we have said, however, God and deity may be regarded as having
value, if rmot as being value. One of tre problems of speculative theology
has been to explain the existence of evil in the world and "the place of

God in a world where evil is a patent reality."és

The pantheistic ele=
ments of Alexander's thought require that he view the body of God (which

is the whole of infinite Space-iime) as containing evil within it. A
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purely pantheistic conception cannot solve the prcblem of evil satisfac-
torily for the religious consciousness. But neither can a purely theistic
conception, "so long as . . « God is regarded as separate from his world."
"It might be judged more irreligious," Edgar Sheffield Brightman suggests,
"to hold the world as we experience it to be the best possible expression
(tc date) of an unlimited power, "6? than to suppose that what power is
God is limited or evil in some way. In Alexander's system, God, involved
in the creative prccess of Time, is of finite will, for he is unable to
prevent the existence of evil or even tc foresee it.

As a consequence evil is redeemed, for whatever evil there is in
the world is as much a part of Cecd's body as is that which is geod.
Evil is localized in the body of Gc:.)d.é9 On the interpretation of Winston
L. King, Alexander's system is a religicus optimism because "God is a

nisus toward perfection, a force that reaches out progressively tcward

higher attaimments in the realm of consciousness, moral character, and

personal qualities ,"70

in spite of the evil which his bedy contadns.
But since deity is representative of God's body, ard since there is no
evil in Cod's deity, we can say that evil is redeemed in the progress
toward the emergence of deity, which is not z wvalue but is in the line of
valu«.»."r1 Because cf its place in the hierarchy, God's deity has value
and redeems thereby the evil in God's body. "Though God's deity is in
the line of value, it involves evil as well as good in its substructure.
Evil is, therefore, redeemed as part of God's being.“72

The universe proceeds with its risus to deity, and evil, by natural

selection, undergoes change and is redeemed as good, for it returns "into
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7
the infinite whole {of SpacE-Time] out of which it sprang." 3 Un-
values cease to be and return to Space-Time where they may be remoulded

as Vﬂl“ﬂss?b as if they were a scuptor's errors, pieces of bronze to be
melted and cast again in a more fitting fom, or were cosmic excrement
returned to the earth from which may yet emerge a thing of use and
value.7§ All evil exists in the body of God, yet it shall be redeemsd
in God's deity.76 Hence, deity is in the line of goodness, if it is not
itself a value.??

C. Lloyd Morgan understands Alexander to mean that value emerges
from mind and deity from ve\lue.ﬂ3 While the interpretation is not strict-
ly correct, for value 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 value, is in the
line of value or on the side of value. As Bertram Brettschneider sezs
it, "the histery of the universe is a quest for venlma,"?9 and in this
respect we can understand deity to be "in the line of all value, and our
values are but its proximate material.“eo Accordingly, we may regard
deity as the conservation of all value in the universe, for while not a
value, it grows out of the process by which value comes into the world
and is the (ever potential) final outcome of evolution by which unvalues
cease and values prevail.

For gocdness, whether we are considering the human values or
the subhuman values, is the character of the permanent as
opposed to the impermanent contrasted evil. The universe
worke in experience 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.
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Now the victory of the lower type which is good makes
possible the rise of its successor on the higher level.
+ + « If we apply %o the new quality of deity what we
learn from the succession of lower empirical qualities,
we conclude by analogy that the process by 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 materizl on which deity ig built, and deity is in
the line of goodness not of evil.©!

Unvzluzble existents perish in the course of Time and give way to those
which are vzluable. The line of unvalue does not continue beyond the
emergence of az 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 irn the onwerd sweep of Time.82
In Stiernotte's words, "Deity is in the line of value, precisely beczuse
deity implies the previous existence in Time of 2z hierarchical series
of existents whose continual existence as a type (not necessarily as
fndividuals) is simply their value.no>

Here Alexander'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 nature
8L

of the evolutionary process. But evolution seems to display creativity
and purpose, as well, "at the growing edge of the universe, the dominant,
never ultimately thwarted factor.“ss Wnile scme species perish, "the
general purpose of life and mind and value zlways find new channels. new
zvenues of expression."86 Biological and spiritusl evelution continue
beyond the emergence of wasted typea,e? leading to ever newer kinds of

things in an upward conservation of value.

Alexander sees struggle on the stage of the world. Even when evil
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is vanquished, it remains evil. '"Ormuzd may overcome Ahriman, but Ahri=
man is a reality.“aa With Time, however, a sorting process coccurs; new
levels emerge from the line of value and they are--all of them--prophetic
of the next, precursors of deity. Hence, all value is conserved in
deity. Yet, again, religion is not a value, nor is it faith in the con-
servation of valuves in deity. Man is moved tc religion primarily by
fear; value enters into the picture only as a later accretion.89
We reczll that in Alexandrian metaphysics all earlier emergents
support the later guslities which emerge from them, so that deity is

dependent upon the levels belew it for its existence. ” While ultimately

the deity of God is dependent upon all finites,91 it grows in particular
out of mind and presupposes it,92and by one remove is supported by'mind.93
The nisus is shared by all existents in the world, and therefore each of
them, as individuals and as types, strain after the higher empirical
quality beyond the highest made actualj all of them strive for de;ty.gb
In a ourely mechaniczl sense, therefore, man has a share in
bringing about the emergence of deity., And, as deiiy is in the line of
valuve, the actions of men--whether they be gcod or evil--affect the
future actualization of the quality of deity. There seems to be progress
in human Valnes,gsbut were there none, man would not be in the line of
value and would not be the forecast of deity., Especizlly good men, men
whom their sccieties recognize as good, are leaders who prepare the way
for the future qualities yet to emerge, "as leaders in the human contri-
bution to the world-endeavort’~ in its nisus to deity.gT Alexander posits

a kind of meliorism in which the entire cosmic process, the sweep of
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emergent evolution "may depend on human purpose, for the possibility of
g B
its contmuance,“g as Jacob Kohn suggests,
Alexander makes his meliorism rather explicit when he declares
emphatical 1y that men share in the emergernce of deity.
Every being has a value or unvalue as part cf the whcle Space-
Time; it has the nisus to a higher form in so far as it con=
tributes to the gereral nisus of the world. . . . We help to
the creation of deity in so far as through our goodness we are

qualified to share in the universal bent towards a higher qua-
litvy'l

100

Man himself makes for righteousness and thereby makes for deity. In a

respect all finites which avail are preparatory for the emergence of
deit.y.lm'

The role of man, now, and the place of relizion become more ex-
alted than we have been led to believe in Alexander's earlier arguments.
Religion is still not an outeropping of morality, but is intimately re-
lated to morality, closely tied to judements about human conduct. Rightly
understood, religicn is not a series of moral imperatives, commanding us
to do our duty, for whaiever reason, be it the will of God or otherwise.
"It is religicn to do our duty with the consciousness of helping to cre-
ate his t:!.ei.t.;.'.“m2 And if the nisus is the will of God, as we have sug-
gested, then we find, furthermore, that God's will drives us to perfomm
our duty, to work toward the emergence of deity in future time. God,
however, is not to blame for the misery in the world. Man is responsible
for his actions and--here is the main point--deity will be the outcome,
should man choose to seek the actualization of the divine.103 The charac-
ter of human endeavor determines what or that deity shall be, even though

"the process of good cver evil in human minds is merely one of the
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104
conditions of the emergence of deity." But deity is in the line of

10
human values, in the line of the highest human values. God cannot
overcome evil, although his nisus is to deity. Man, as a finite, must
overcome all the evil he can and participate, therefore, in the universal
nisus. As Alvin Reines expresses the point,
Every individual decision that resolves the pain of finitude
increases the possibility of pleasurable being in the future;
every social decision that helps resolve the pain of injustice
and poverty increases the possibility of social betterment in
the future; every scientific discovery beccmes a power for the
future. If man wills it, God conserves all the value that is
possible. « = = 106
According to Alexander, as with Brightman, the will of Ged is finite,
0
but God as the universe is "inexhaustible perfectibilit.y“1 Tand man may
work to improve the universe which is the body of God.
108
Human morality is crucial to the development of God's divinity.
The struggle in the world is not of God's making, but the struggle is
109
the maker of deity, and man may yet have a place in thestruggle. God
0
may be "the theatre of the contest between value and unvalue,"ll but man
is among the actors in that theater znd is thereby given a part in the

redemption of evil and the emergence of deity. What men do, that deity

shall be. In this respect God is respcnsive tc the actions of man.

BE. God and man in interaction

111
But God, "that which we worship," and man relate to one an-

other in diverse ways, not only in and through the evolutionary process.
While we can neither contemplate nor enjoy God's deity, we have specula-

: 112
tive assurance that it is real. Through the outgoing of ourselves to
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the whole universe in its nisus to deity, we have experience of the di-
vine in the religious sent.iment.113 Whatever "direct" knowledge man may
have of God, that tnowledge, which operates on the emotional level, is
more real and more characieristic of human needs than our speculatiwe

11
knowledge of God, as it comes through a religicus sense, as man is

1
moved by fear, admiration, wonder and kirdred feelings. 15 Religiously,

we are convinced that there is an overpowering presence in the 'inn::rlci,l]'6
one to which we can relate. It is a mysterious perception of the next
empirical quality, deity, which does not exisc in ac‘uualit.yll?but is for-
ever a future emergent. For the tendency of the world affects the human

mind, and therein is the religious response produced. Thus, the object

of our 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 it in our descriptions, but while it is not
the exact qual ity suggested in ocur anthropomorphisms, yet it is real,
a scurce of our lom_;i.ng.]'l9 Deity is the mystery of the universe, and
God strains after its resolution, yet as a mystery deity seems not guite
satisfying to human ne'ec'ls.120 Yet the mystery is of a perfect infinite
quality, growing ocut of an imperfect world.

Such a2 God may yet be responsive tc man. Certainly, God cannot
be identified with mere Space-Time, even if Space-Time is in some way
responsive to the action of man. For mere Space-Time lacks the worship=-

inspiring character which 4lexander deems necessary to the object of

practiecal religion.
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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 nct the response which Spare-Time evokss in us, but
intuition. - . . A philosophy which left one porticn of human
experience suspended without attachment to the world of truth
is gravely open to suspicion; and its failure to make the reli-
glous 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 whole of experience. . . . The universe, though
it can be expressed without remainder in terms of Space and
Time, iggpals us to forecast the next empirical quality or
deity.

Metaphysics aside, man feels a religious need which cannot be satisfied

by identifying Ood with mere Space-Time.'Z>

It is the quality of deity
which is the object of religious worship, & quality not yet actual in
Space-Time. If God were simply the matrix, he would not have his dis-

tinctive quality12h

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.'2?

Deity is the object of our worship, and if God is to be thought
responsive to man, then it is with respect to deity that we should seek
responsiveness. We have determined already 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 world because of it.126

But deity is responsive to man on a very primery level, as well,
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for the quality of deity is compresent with the quality of mina. As such,
while God enjoys his deitylz?he contemplates his body and all the finites
within it, having, therefore, Xnowledge of man and of man's mind, knowl=
edge of an order which man himself cannot attain. God or God's deity
contemplates all the empirical finites below itself.

But we are dealing here with an extended sense of knowledge as if
it were related tc God's mind exactly as knowledge is related to the human
mind, Strictly speaking, God can know only tirough the knowing finites
within his bodar-lze 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 Alexander's may claim to be more satis-
fying, such as those that postulate a perscnzl, perfect ereator God.
Nevertheless, according toc Alexander,

it seems to be more reasonable (and helpful) to worship a
being whose love draws us to him from in front, znd 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 cont.{% rather than just
obeying something we have to recognize.

Such a being as Alexander's deity may be approached in worship through
rlastic or performing arts which "have proved themselves valuable as a
means of expressing religious feelings and givimg vent to our awareness
of God.“130 Or science and philosophy may also serve as means of worship:
as the investigator delves into the material of his study he may become
aware thereby of the infinite beyond our humarn knewledge and gain "a sense

131
of religious awe and mystery." In any case, we worship a being greater

132
than man and different from man. >

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=-

cus mood of worship senses divinity, "the supreme organization of harmecny,
beauty, goodness ami loves « « « active throughout the cosmos, stimula-

13k

ting the svolution of every part in the direction of divinity." Accord-

ingly, we might sense a worshipful element in the nisus, the will of God,
as well., But in any case we sense a God whe is responsive to man. That
he should be so "is the most vital feature of the religious consciousness."135
For a God which must satisfy the relizious sentiment must be a being re-
sponsive to man,

Traditional theism refers to the fatherhood of God in relation to
man; Alexander finds in this conception the "primeval mystery wnich is
the root of religion; for the child the father is the mysterious some-
thing which he discovers to be like himself, a perscn by whom he is sus-
tained but who issues arbitrary commands which the child must Dbey.“136
However, Alexander's theism is reversed: it is man (along with all the
finites in Space-Time) who sustains the deity of God, and not the other
way around, God remains responsive, but not in the way described by tra=-
ditional theism. ©S5till, in agreement with standard theism, Alexander
asserts that "the religious mind conceives itself as doing God's work in
doing best the work of man and conceives GCod as spsaking to man in his
conscience or in his passion for truth or beauty."lB? For man's work is
to partake of the nisus and strive tLosard the emergence of deity. Man

138
and God cooperate for the betterment and development of the world.

The community [of Cod and man] is one of co-operation.
The individual Is sustained by 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 him and the
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confidence he reposes in him. There is always the double rela=-
tionship of need. If man wants God and depends on him, God
wants man and is so far dependent,13?

For God needs man's help to bring about the actualization of his deity,

the fulfillment of his distinetive quality.
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CHAPTER VI

CONCLUSION: DIRECTIONS FROM

ALEXANDER'S THEOLOGY

Samuel Alexander considers his method altogether scientific,
committed to the empirical method in philosophy. "Now what I want to
say is that the object of relizion is the completicn of the one and the
same world of things 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 religion in order to have a satisfactory view
of the wurld."l Seience and philosophy, according to Alexander, are
basically similar methods of study, both supplying hypotheses about the
nature of the world or some part of it, BEoth seek to verify these uypo-
theses empirically, by the nature and content of real experience.e
Philosophy, as much as physics or biology, for example, is a systematic
science.

As a science, philosophy seeks to deanthropomorphize the view of
the world, to place man and mind realistically where they belong in the
order of finite existents.h Accordingly, realistic philosophy does not
seek to disparage the value of mind, but toc give it its due place as an=-
other finite emergent, althecugh it is the highest known finite quality.
In short, Alexander seeks tc remove mind from its unrigh]:.i‘ul place in the

center of the speculative universe,



162.

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 21l things are referred. . . . Things are dependent
on the mind not only for being known but for their existence.
Remove the mind and they vanish into nothingness.

But Alexander's work may be considered a protest against "geocentric®
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 the privileged earth became, upon the new theory of the heavens, but
one of the heavenly bodies amongst others, so in the Copernican metaphy-
sics the mind is but one thing or class of things among others, physical
bodies being a co-ordinate group; or rather, to speak more accurately,
mind is & distinctive property of a certain group of things which are
themselves p.hysical.é' By analyzing the details of the act of knowing in-
to the simple compresence of two equally real finite entities, Alexander
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 is his Coperaican stance, his refusal to understand
the nature of things as they might appear at first blush, solely from a
human perspective. Using realism as a tool to achieve empirical but specu-
lative knowledge, Alexander posited a world-view in accordance with the
current discoveries of theoretical mathematics and physics. While White-
head and others uncovered the necessary union of Space and Time from the
standpoint of physics, Alexander did so and produced a nearly identical

system using only mataphysica.7
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And the details of the cosmic plan which Alexander uncovered ex-
tend beyond the discoveries of the specisl sciences. He maintained that
science, taken in its broadest sense, rejuired a view of the universe-=-
emergent evolution-~that suggests the future unfolding of empirical quali=-
ties not yet in existence. Science points beyond what we zlready know
about nature, to the emergence in Time of deity, the quality possessed
by God,B a quality not currently actual in the universe, but a potentiel
existent after 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. On first inspection it appears that his metaphysics of
Space-Time and the theology consequent upon it are truly descripiive of
what the human being experiences. Specifically, in the religious field,
#lexander's notions of the presence of God discovered through the religi-
ous response to nature and through the attendant religious sentiment,
appear to be in line with what the human being does feel when confronted
with the ystery and awesomeness of nature, when in the presence of the
numinous. Even the postulate of an amergent quality of deity fits nicely
into human experience of the numinous.

But while Alexander extrapolates from known existents and dis-
cusses the religious response in detail, uncovering its ramifications and
consequences, he never examines it critically to determine whether that

response and emotion might be merely an appearance or a fanciful
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imagining of human nature. He denies that the sense of the divine is
artificial, but he 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 is assumed once he is speculatively assured of God's reality. But
the character of that Qod and his quality are analyzed largely on the
basis of the religious response. And, regrettably, the religious response
in Alexandrian metaphysics or psychology, while explained and described
at length, never undergoes the kind of detailed scrutiny that our author
gives to the sensible physical world. It would seem appropriate to weigh
the suppositions that Alexander makes about human psycholcgy against the
findings of Sigmund Freud and his later colleagues. Whether philosophical
anthropology would support or confute Alexandrian metaphysics 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, snd his speculative theology, in particular, bespeak a noble
effort to account for the nature 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.



165.

NOTES

INTRODUCTION

Iqum Laird, "Samuel Alexander's Theism," The Hibbert Journal,
XL (January, 1942), 1L6.




166,

CHAPTER 1

onhn W. McCarthy, The Naturalism of Samuel Alexander (New York:
Columbia University, 1948), 9.

25 _amuel] Alexander, "The Basis of Realism," Procee s of the
British Ac , 1913-1914, VI (London: British Acadenw,'-w'll;;, 279.

3 5 amuaﬂ Alexander, Space, Time and Deity (New York: Dover
Publications, Inc., 1966), I, 26.

l"I'Did., 11, 9.

SDorot}w Emmet, Preface to S Eamuel] Alexander, Space, Time and
Deity (New York: Dover Publications, Inc., 1966), I, xiii.

6Alaxandar, "The Basis . . . ," 279.

?S [amue]_] Alexander, "Lessons from Spinoza," Chronicon Spino-
zanum, V (1927), 15. Note that Alexander uses here his own characteriza-
tion of idealism which is not necessarily accurate to the history of

philosophy.
8

9

Ibid., 15=16. Alexander, "The Basis . . . ," p. 279.

10144., pp. 279-260.

nﬂ..fred P. Stiernotte, God and Space-Time (New York: Philosophical
Library, 1954), L.

12

Alexander, "Lessons . . . ," 16. 13

1L

McCarthy, 53.
Alexander, "The Basis . . . ," 280.

15113mdar, Space . . . , II, 75.

"®Rudolf Metz, A Hundred Years of British Philosophy, trans.

Je ‘g) ngvey, T. E. Jessop, Henry Sturt (New York: The Macmillan Company,
1938), 629.

18

17(2..";., Alexander, "The Basis . . . ," 283. McCarthy, 17.

21

20,7 oxander, "The Basis . . . ," 2683. Tbid.

eta, 629.



167.

228 }amue];) Alexander, "Ptolemaic and Copernican Views of the
Flace of Mind in the Universe," The Hibbert Journal, VIII (Cctober,
1909), 58.

23

Alexander, "The Basis . . . ," 283.

ZhT‘rederi.ck Copleston, A History of Philosophy, Vol. VIII:
Bentham to Russell (New York: The Newman Press, 1956), 395.

253, J. Collingwood, The Principles of Art (New York: Oxford
University Press, 1958), 205.

2 jlexander, Space . . . , I, 12. 2'Ibid.
28&1exa.nder, "The Basis . . . ," 283.
29 \lexander, Space . . . , I, 13. -CIbid., 106.

31j.lexander, "The Basis . . . ," 28L.

32))exander, Space . . . , I, 13. > Ibid., II, 76.
3bvia., 76-77.

35Arthur E. Murphy, "Alexander's Metaphysic of Space-Time,"
The Monist, XXXVIII (1928), 21.

36I'bid.

3 7G.Dawes Hicks, "Review of Space, Time and Deity," The Hibbert
Journal, XIX (April, 1921), 579.

3 BG. F. Stout, God and Nature (Cambridge: The University Press,
1952), 203.

39xlexander, "The Basis . . . ," 28L.

hoﬁa are fgrced here to gdopt the circumlocution, "the physical
objects which it |i.e., the mind] contemplates," to refer to those
physical objects of lesser perfection than mind, for the mind, actually
a physical object, deity, potentielly a physical object, and God, really
so, are not in the strictest sense objects of contemplation by virtue
(with respect to mind and deity) of their place in the hierarchy of
existents or (with respect to God) by virtue of the total reality which
it comprises. Cf. infra, "C. Cosmogony: a formula for Space-Time," and
chap. ii, "God and Deity."



168.

b L2

19!123, pp. 3-L. Alexander, "The Basis . . . ," 280.

l"3Ib:‘u:1.,, 28l. hh.‘i‘.’r.:‘\.ax'ur.:t.t.e, S. hsﬁetz, 629.

M’Alamder, Space . . . , I, 26.

h?uexander, "The Basis . . . ," 285.

48 yrexander, Space . . . , I, 26. “mia., 26-27. Cmid., 27.

5V powrin). Almxauine; ¥irt-and the Maberdal ¥ Hiilonorhionl. and
Literary Pieces (Hereafter, PLP), ed. John ILaird (London: Macmillan and
To., Iamited, 1939), 223.

53 5k

52511 ernotte, 10. Tbid., 12.

Alexander, Space . . . , I, 37.

55.In:uhn Laird, Theism and Cosmology (New York: Philosophical
Library, 1942), 182.

58

1bid.  >'Stiernotte, 13. Alexander, Space . . . , I, L.

5901’., infra, "C. Cosmogony: a Formula for Space-Time."

608amuel Alexander, "Artistic Creation and Cosmic Creation,"

PLP, 272.

618 [amue]_:{ Alexander, "The Historieity of Things," Philosophy
and History, ed., Raymond Klibansky and H. J. Paton (New York: Harper
& Row, 1963), 11.

6

63 6L

bid., k7. ““mid., L8.

2ﬂmmnder, Space . . . , I, Lb.

653t‘-iernott.e, 1L, 664§len1:éz.1:lcler, Space . . . 5 I, 48.

6?John Elof Boodin, Cosmic Evolution (New York: The Macmillan
Company, 1925), p. 87.

68Archibald Allan Bowman, Studies in the Philosophy of Religion,

(London: Macmillan and Co., 1938), 1I, 202.

%%etz, 634. OMurphy, XXVII, 363. | Supra, p. 12.

nBoman, IT, 202. 73ﬂexander, Space . . . , I, 59.



169,

My era, pp. 20-39.  [PMcCarthy, 23.

76uexander, Space . . . , I, 61. WStiemott.e, 200.

78 8

OAlemder, Space . . . , I, 63.
83

Tbid., 22. [’Ibid.

8 82

' Ibid. Stiernotte, 18-19. Alexander, Space . . . , I, 71.

85 86

BI‘I'tvid. Stiernotte, L3.

66

Alexander, Space . . . , I, 75.

87stiernotte, 21. Copleston, 396.

89 9

Alexander, Space . . . , I, 3L1. Optiernotte, 2k,

Nypte, 637.  72Alexander, "Artistie . . . ," 271.

73 A. S. Eddington, The Nature of the Physical World (New York:
The Macmillen Company, 1929), 127.

9hAlexander, Space . . . , I, Lh2-h2.
95ﬂaxa.ndar, "Ptolemaic . . . ," 61. %HcCart.hy, 8s.
W.ﬁlexsnder 98

s Space « . . , I, 61. Ibid.

uicks, 576. stiernotte, 8.  Plmccarthy, 90.

025rich Frenk, Philosophical Understanding and Religious Truth
(New York: Oxford University Press, 1952), 01, n. 308.

103).'lexander, Space . . . , I, 66. 10hsl:.iernot.te_. 39.

105044, , 2.

106

Samuel Alexander, "Netural Piety," FLP, 313.

108

107nlexsnder, "Artistic . . . ," 257. Stiernotte, k1.

109 \exander, "Artistic . . . ," 269,  Ombid.

Mpi4., 270.

112Jr::hn Laird, "Samuel Alexander's Theism," The Hibbert Journal

XL (January, 19Lk2), 1L3.




170.

13 115

mhid.  UMecarthy, 3. Tbid., 81.
HGAIexander, "The Historicity . . . ," 15. ll?Ibid., 16.
MBgisernotte, 81.  ''PMcCarthy, 22.
120

Bertram D. Brettschneider, The Philosophy of Samuel Alexander:

Idealism in "Space, Time and Deity." (New York: Humanities Press, 196L),
1L49.

12

121 Stiernotte, 30. z.uexander, Space . . . , II, LS.

123Iaird, "Samuel Alexander's . . . ," 149.

12hAlexmdar, vArtistiec « « » 4" 273,

wsﬂexander, Space . . . , II, L7.

126 ) exander, "Artistic . . . ," 273
12'i?{.'.l-.‘.xamle:', Space . . . , II, L7. 12311‘:1(1., L7-L8.
129 ) Jexander, “Artistic . . . ," 273, ' >CMcCarthy, 89.

132

" mi4., 83. Alexander, Space . . . , II, k6. ' Ibid., 3LS.

12 thid. For full treatment of the emergence, actual or potential
of deity, cf. infra, chp. ii.

136

135&1amder, "The Basis . . . ," 280. Stiernotte, 31-32.
3Tyccarthy, 19. ' °Boodin, 36h.
139

S amuel] Alexander, et al., Science and Religion (New York:
Charles Scribner's Sons, 1931), 13kL.

14O

Stiernotte, 32. 1mLaird, "Samuel Alexander's . . . ," 15k.

1’42Ibid.. majlexander, "Natury Piety," 302.

WhStiBmOttB, 38-39. msﬁemder, "Natural Piety," 30k.

1h65tiernott.e s LO.



1mM.

mTRobert Leet Patterson, Irrationalism and Rationslism in
Religion (Durham, N.C.: Duke University “Press, 195L), 10,

148

Stiernotte, 55-56. mguexandar, Science and . . . , 135-136.

150Jacob Kohn, Evolution as Revelation (New York: Philosophical
Library, 1963), 117.

15 1li'uli;on B &:n] Sheen, God and Intelligence in Modern Philosophy:
A Critical Study in Light of the Ph:.loaoply' of Saint Thomas (New Yorks
Longmans Green and Co., 193ﬂ, 263.

52 Carthy, 86-87. 2 stiernotte, 26L.

15""“1.11:1.:::: Ralph Inge, God and the Astronomers (New York: Longmens,
Green and Co., 1933), 113.

5544, , 10.

156y [i11iam) R [alph] Inge, Jysticion in Religion (Chicago:
University of Chicago Press, 19u8), LS.

15711138, God . . . , 138-139. 1583t«iemot.t.e, 194-195.

159Fred Hoyle, The Nature of the Universe (2d ed. rev.; New York:
Harper & Brothers, 1960), 65-68, 123-132, passim.

160n44., 130.

161 William Pepperell Montague, "A Materialistic Theory of Emergent

Evolution," Essays in Honor of John Dewey (New York: Henry Holt and
Company, 1929), 267.

62054, Omagington, 7hs  1O%mid., 77.  Pmia.
660i4., 83.  '®Trbid., 78. '®mid., 1. "%mia., v2.
170

Tbid., N. 1bid., 78. "Inge, God - . & , 113.

"Mstiernotte, 256. ' "lHoyle, 6. | PMcCarthy, 68.

176

179 )1 exander, "Artistic . . . ,* 268. '80Tbid., 258.

Toid., 25. ' ('Ibid., 'h. ' OAlexander, Space . . . , II, 367-368



172.

182

81 4., 272. Tbid.

Adamdes Soes s s oo Ty dile N mas. T, 3.

186

183

1Bsstiernctte, 239. AKlexsnder, Space . . . , II, 38-39.

18754 1ernotte, 28. '0mid., 237. '91bid.

190.&.1.&:1:4;:161&:‘, Space . . . , II, 3L6. 191uatz, 6L6.

192554, "Pgicks, 577. ' ““stiernotte, 238.

19544, , 29.  '®Bumet, xv. ' MoCarthy, 15.

V9B 4y exanidin, TACEIZELD .o 0 0 5 2THs

2

199 \lexander, Space . . . , II, 68.  2®mid., 39-Lo.

20 20

' McCarthy, 2. 2stiernotte, 38. 20°Ibid.

20l

Supra, pp. 1-11. 205

Alexander, Space . . . , I, 6.

Alexander, Science and . . . , 134-135.
208

206

207

ﬂemder’ QEEQ LA Y | I, h?t Ibido, II’ 36?‘368-

2ogcoplest.on, 398, 210A1exandnr, Space . . . , II, 3L5.

2 2

M opid., W7-348.  2'2Ibid., 3u7-349.  2'’Toid., LS.

21hllaxandsr, "Art and . . . ,'" 223.

215Alexander, "Ptolemaic . . . ," 58.

216 217

Almder, §ECB « s » 3 II' ht Ibido, I’ h.so

2180f. esp. infra, chap. iv.

2

219 ) exander, Space . . . , II, 323.  “2°Ibid., 32k.

222 223

221Ibid., 326. Ibid., 327. Brettschneider, 148.



173.

225 226

22hn1a., 149, Ibid. Metz, 639.

227Semnel Alexander, "Dr. Johnson as a Philosopher," PLP, 116.

22811exandor, "The Basis . . . ," 282,

229 )1exander, Space . . . , I, k.

230Alexandar, "The Basis . . . ," 282.

%3l Alexander, Space . . . , I, L. 23'2{:'.01:‘1exst.on, 395.

2331-1101(8, 573. 23hj.lexa.nder, Spece . . . , I, 184-185.

235!-!icks, 574, 236ﬂemder, Space . . . , I, 186.
2Tyets, 640. 2Pplexander, space . . . , I, 189.

2391134., 190, HOmia.  Mrpid., 336.

2lh2 243

Stiernotie, 25. Alexander, "The Historicity . . . ," 13.

2hh3‘biemotte, 26. 2h5ﬂaxander, "The Historicity . . . ," 13.

2L6 2L7

AKlexander, Space . . . , I, 331. Tbid., 322.



174,

CHAPTER II

1Ali‘red P. Stiernotte, God and Space-Time (New York: Philosophical
Library, 1954), 55.

2

Ibid., 219.

3 John W. McCarthy, The Naturalism of Samuel Alexander (New York:
Columbia University, 1948), 83.

hStiemotte, 56, SM:Cartlw, 81.

6St19motte o B0 0Fes S[amel] Alexander, Space, Time and Deity
(New York: Dover Publications, Inc., 1966), II, 3L6.

[b uel Alexander, et al., Science and Religion (New York:
Charles Scribner's sons, 1931), 13L-136.

SStiernotte, 32. 9£1exand.er, Space . . . , II, 3LS.

104,14, 11Ibid., 3L6. 12&laxander, Science and . . . 5 136.
Uryid., 138.  '“stiernotte, 125. '°Ibid., 63.
16

Z. A. Jordan, The Evolution of Dialectical Msterialism (New York:
St. Martin's Press, 196?), 2l9.

17Ib1d. For a consideration cf the relationship of deity and
value, cf. :.nfra, chap. v.

Edgar Sheffield Brightman, A Philosophy of Religion (New York:
Skeffington & Son, Ltd., |[19L-?]), 1?5

9144, 177

2OS&‘muel Alexander, "The Mind of a Dog," Philosophical and Literary
Pieces (Hereafter PLP), ed. John Laird (London: Macmillan and Co., 1939),
111-113. We shall find this passage especially illuminating when we deal
with the religious sentiment as it relates to God. Cf. infra, chap. iv.

21 22

of. Stiernotte, 67-68. AMexznder, Space . . . , II, 347-3L8.

2gtiernotte, 57-58. Cf. McCarthy, B6.

2!‘Stri.d-.rw'u;-i'.t,e, 58, 25G:IL‘. supra, chap. i, pp. 1-11.
%stiernotte, 68. 2 Ibid., 68-69. ZOmbid., 87.
29Alexander, Space . . . , II, 368. 30Mccartlw, 1h.

31Alexander, Space . . . , II, 357.



175.
3 ECharlea Hartshorne and William L. Reese (eds.), Philosophers
Speak of God (Chicago: University of Chicago Press,1965), 365.
33ﬂexandﬂr, Space . . . , II, L25. 3"hSI:.:i.er'm:dt.t,e, 187.

36Alexander, Spece . . . , II, 357.
383'biemot.ta s 230.

B mid., 230.

39

Alexander, Space . . . , II, 357. Lo
L

Stiernotte, 231.
1Alexander, Space . . . , II, 366. l"zbbcmlw: 9.

BI’bid., 19. m“ﬂexander, Space . . . 4 II, 395.
L5

L6

Ibia. bl 397"398 -

Samuel Alexander, "Artistic Creation and Cosmic Creation,® PLP,
270.

h?ﬂexander, Space . . . , II, 398.
haalexander, WArtistic . . . ," 269-270. h98tiernott.e s 90.

Sowilliam Ralph Inge, God and the Astronomers(New York: Longmans,
Green and Co., 1933), 9.

1y [i124am) R [alphJ Inge, Mysticism in Religion (Chicago:
University of Chicago Press, 1948), LB.

5 216.11;0:1 R. Konvitz, On the Nature of Value: The Philoso, of
Samuel Alexander (New York: King's Crown Press, 19L6), 13-1L.

53 But Alexander would claim it verifiazble through the religious
emotion. Cf. infra, chap. iv.

5]43_ Dawes Hicks, "Review of Space, Time and Deity," The Hibbert
Journal, XIX (April, 1921), 580-581.

55
%Fulton J [ohn] Sheen, God and Intelligence in Modern Pnilosophy,

A Critical Study in the Light of the Philosophy of Saint Thomas (New York:
longmans, Green and Co., 1933), 261.

Stiernotte, 236.

5 ?John Laird, Theism and Cosmology (New York: Philosophical
Library, 1942), 75.

5BDorothy Bmmet, Preface to S [_amuel] Alexander, Space, Time and
Deity (New York: Dover Publications, Inc., 1966), xix.




176.

59John Laird, "Samusl Alexander's Theism," The Hibbert Journzl.
XL (January, 1942), 152.

éol.aird, "Samuel Alexander's . . . ," 152.
61 42

63

éhBertram D. Brettschneider, The Pnilosophy of Samuel Alexander:
Idealism in "Space, Time and Deity" (New York: Humanities Press, 196L),
150.

Alexander, Space . . . , I, 66. McCarthy, 18.

Stiernotte, 28, L1.

65For a discussion of the reality of the future, cf. supra,
B. Cosmology: the Union of Space and Time.; Cf. Alexander, Space . . . ,
Y, T1i

66 67 68

Ibid., IT, 347-3L8. Ibid., 345-346.
70

Hartshorne and Reese, 365.

Ibid., 35L.
69 1vid., 368.

71Alexander, Science and . . . , 136.

nﬂexander, Space . . . , II, 365. nnccarthg, 8l.

?hstiernot.t.e s 69%.

?sﬂvin J. Reines, "God and Jewish Theology," Cont.emporary Keform
Jewish Thought, ed. Bernard Martin (Chicago: Quadrangle Books, 1968), 02.

?6Stiemotte, 232.

?TS [amuel:] Alexander, Spinoza and Time (London: George Allen
& Unwin, Itd., 1921), 75.

78
8
8

lLaird, Theism . . . , 7L=-75. 79Emmet, xix.
O&Carttv, 89. ©f. Stiernotte, 67.

1A1axandar, Space . . . , II, 3L6.
83 1a1rd, "Samnel Alaxander's . & . ," 151.

sttiermtte, 263.

81‘S [amuel] Alexander, "Some Explanations," Mind, XXX (October,
1921), L28. =g

85

86Almmnd.er, Space . . . , II, 353.

8?G. D. Broad, "Prof. Alexander's Gifford Lectures," Mind, XXX
(January, April, 1921), 148.

Samuel Alexander, "Theism and Pantheism," PLF, 331.



177.

eaEmnet, xix. agnemdar, Space . . . , II, 361.

90 9

Toid. ' Ibid., 379.

P2pdgar Sneffield Brightman, The Spiritual Life (New York:
Abingdon-Cokesbury Press, 1942), 152.

93Bright.mm, A Pnilosophy . . . , 181.

9hJacob Kohn, Evolution as Revelation (New York: Philosophical
Library, 1963), 138.

95Ibid. %Ibid. s 136,

I pvin 4. Reines, "The Future and the Holy" (unpublished address,
Hebrew Union College-Jewish Institute of Religion, June 2, 1967, Cincinnati,
Ohio), L-5.
98 ;
Reines, "God . . . ," BL.
100

99R31nes, "The Future . . . ," 5.

Brightman, A Philosophy . . . , 188.




178.
CHAPTER III

1Ci‘. supra, chap. 1.

%Brich Frank, Philosophical Understanding and Religious Truth
(New York: Oxford University Press, 1952), 81 n. 38.

35 amuel] Alexander, Space, Time and Deity (New York: Dover
Publications, Inc., 1966), I, 336.

hj.li‘red P. Stiernotte, God and Space-Time (New York: Philosophical
Library, 195L), LB.

SAlaxander, T,. ‘61

6John W, McCarthy, The Naturzlism of Samuel Alexander (New York:
Columbia University, 1948), B1.

7Samuel Alexander, "Artistic Creation and Cosmic Creation,"
Pnilosophical and Literary Pieces (Hereafter, PLP), ed. John Laird
(London: Maemillan and Co., 1939), 269.

Buemder, §ECB - . [ ] II, h?-,.lB. 9Ibid!’ h&-
10gtiernotte, 200. ' McCarthy, 90.
12

G. Dawes Hicks, "Review of Space, Time and Deity," The Hibbert
Journal, XIX (April, 1921), 576.

13

Stiernotte, 211.

w]'-bCarthy, 23-2Li. But the sense of God as an outcome of Time
should be understcod to refer to God's deity, not to his body.

15MeCarthy, B1.
165‘(::1' more on this distinction, cf. infra, chap. iv.

175 [amuel] Alexander, "The Historicity of Things," Fhilosophy
and History, eds., Raymond Klibansky and H. J. Paton (New York: Harper &
Row, 1953;, 15-16,

By carthy, 90. 9ce. Stiernotte, 129-130.

2

20&lexander, Space . . . 5 II, 397. 1Ibid., 399.

22 sernotte, 56. 2Ibid, UToid., 86.

25 26

Alexander, Space . . . , II, 3L6. Tbid., 367.



179.

27 jobn Elof Boodin, Cosmic Bvolution (New York: The Macmillan
Company, 1925), 88.

28;. A. Jordan, The Evolution of Dialectical Materialism (New
York: St. Martin's Press, 1967), 2L3.

29\oCarthy, B7. °
3

Cstiernotte, 207.

32

1.Lle.x:mdar, "Artistic . . « " 273-27L. McCarthy, B2.

33Dorothy Emmet, Preface to S [amuel_.] Alexander, Space, Time
and Deity (New York: Dover Publications, Inc., 1966), xvii.

31‘St..“Lerncﬂ:,t.re, 128. Cf. MeCarthy 100. 353‘biernotte, 187.

36 acob Kohn, Evolution as Revelation (New York: Philosophical
Library, 1963), 136.

3?St.iemot.te, 56-57.

3 Eiz'tlfred P. Stiernotte, "Some Philosophical Implications of Mysti-
cism," ticism and the Modern Mind, ed., Alfred P. Stiernotte (New York:
The Iiberal Arts Press, 1959), 176=177.

39Bertram D. Brettschneider, The Philosophy of Samuel Alexanders
Idealism in "Space, Time and Deity" (New York: Humanities Press, | 5
1 ;2‘-1 gjo

N

bOnia., 154, Y stiernotte, God . . . , 257.

l‘25 [amuaﬂ Alexander, Spinoza and Time (London: George Allen
& Unwin, Ltd., 1921), 7h.

L3

Boodin, 361'-"365 -

w"‘l‘tobert Leet Patterson, Irrationalism and Rationalism in HReligion
(Durham, N.C.: Duke University Press, 1954), 9-10.

L5

W, o. James, Creation and Cosmology (leiden: E. J. Brill, 1969),

Stiernotte, God . . . , 78.

122,

I‘?Stiemotte, God . . . ; 5T. L8

hg}hcartlw, 26, 2

Alexander, Space . . . 5 II, 353.
ollexander, Space . . . , II, 388.
S'1bid., 361. 22mvid., 362. P3Stiernotte, God . . . ; 66.



180.

5k
56

Alexander, Spinoga . . . ; 75. SSMcCarthy, 102.
Alexander, Space . . . , II, 368.
STStiernotte, God « v 2 5 T9.

5 8S amuel] Alexander, et al., Science and Religion (New York:
Charles Scribner's Sons, 1931), 136.

5 9Charlea Hartshorne and William L. Reese (eds.), Philosophers
Speak of God (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1965), 365.

6Qh'illiam Ralphe Inge, God and the Astronomers (New York:
Longmans, Green and Co., 1933), 78-79.

1 bid,, 138. ©2Stiernotte, God . . . ; 250. 3Ibid., 26k
6thid., 165, S1bid., 89 661b1d., 13).

6?Alexa.nder, Space . . . , II, 36L.

80 i tarnatbe, God . ..o 5 90y OO flexander, Spinosa » . s 5 70
7OIbid|’ ?20 ?13‘:031'511?9 91.
72

Winston L. King, Introduction to Religion (New York: Harper and
Brothers, 1954), L72.

73

7§Henry Nelson Wieman, Foreword to Alfred P. Stiernotte, God and
Space-Time (New York: Phnilosophical Library, 195L), xvii.

?6John Iaird, "Samuel Alexander's Theism," The Hibbert Journal,
XL (January, 1942), 151,

Mg, , 253.

Stiemotte’ God = s ® .y 233"‘231"

78

77Gf. supra, pp. 78-80. McCarthy, 26.

79ﬂexandar, Spinoza . . . , 77-78. Our discussion of religious

passion or emotion here is only incidental to our consideration of the
nisus. For a full discussion, cf. infra, chap. iv.

sOtlle_xa.m'ltar, Spinoza . . . , 73-7L.

81Stiemotte, "Some Philosophical . . . ," 176.
825 sernotte, God . . . 5 95. O3Ibid., 97.

Bhﬁses Griffiths, God in Idea and Experience (Edinburgh: T. & T.
Clark, 1931), 130.




181.

lelexander, Space . . . , II, 377. 86

8l%eCarthy, 75. OBmid., 3. OPAlexsnder; "Artistic . . . ," 257.

Ibid., 326.

Pgtiemotte, God » . . , 86-87.. 7 Ibid., 257.

9251exander, Space . . . , II, L28.

Pgdpar Sheffield Brightman, A Philosophy of Religion (New York:
Skeffington & Son, Ltd., [1914-?] ), 178.

Mrpid,

95gdgar Sheffield Brightman, The Spiritual Life (New York:
Abingdon-Cokesbury Press, 1942), 159.

96

Boodin, B89.



1&2.

CHAPTER IV

1G. Dawes Hicks, "Review of Space, Time and Deity," The Hibbert
Journal, XIX (April, 1921), 573.

% John W. McCarthy, The Naturalism of Samuel Alexander (New York:
Columbia University, 19L8), 92.

3bid.

hStsmmel Alexander, 'Naturalism and Valua," Philosophical and
Literary Pieces (Hereafter, PLP), ed. John Laird, (London: Macmillan and
CO., 1939)3 280-

SMcCarthy, 77.

68 anmelJ Alexander, Space, Time and Deity (New York: Dover
Publications, Inc., 1966), II, 341.

7

aBer*t.ram D. Brettschneider, The Philosophy of Samuel Alexander:
Idealism in "Space, Time and Deity" (New York: Humanities Press, 196L),
Thiy.

Ibid., 3k2.

Tbid., 146. 'O1bid., 147
”Alexa.ndﬂr, Space . . . , II, 352. 12Ibi.d., 352-353.

13.&1;‘.‘1‘&«1 P. Stiernotte, God and Space-Time (New York: Pnilosophical
Library, 1954), 97.

”‘Ibid., 90. 151b1d., 53. 161bid., o7
"Tmid.  '®Alexander, Space . . . , II, 361.
19Ibid- 20Ibid., 3’42- 21 Ibid-, 31‘2-31mc

25 114am James, The Varieties of Religious Experience (New York:
Longmans, Green, and Co., 1970), L31.

23

j"Joh.n Baillie, The Interpretation of Religion (New York: Charles
Seribner's Sons, 1928), 38.

Ibid., L31-432.




183-

25Rudolf Otto, The Idea of the Holy, trans. John W. Harvey
(New York: Oxford University Press, 1968), 60.

26iﬁ_1bur Marshall Urban, Language and Reality (New York:
The Macmillan Company, 1961), 609.

28 29

27James, 6ly. Otto, 2. Ibid.
30L19xandar, Space . . . , II, 343. 310tt.o, L.

3yecarthy, 78,  >>Alexander, Space . . . , II, 3L3.
3k

36

Stiernotte, 55. 3SA.].eJcander, Space . . . 5 II, 3lLL.

37

Stiernotte, 55. McCarthy, 78.

38
Lo
L
Ly
L7

Stiernotte, 100. 39mcantw, 76.

Samuel Alexander, "Art and the Material," PLP, 220.

L2

Ibid. Ibid., 223. l""’Il:u:'t.d.. s 220,

Stiemotte, Sho thcC&!'thY, 76- h6Ibido, ?7-
Stiernotte, 127.

1‘Bt}'haa.rles Hartshorne amd William L. Reese (eds.), Philosophers
Speak of God (Chicago: University of Chicago Press, 1965), 355.

49 prederick Copleston, A History of Philosophy, Vol. VIII:
Bentham to Russell (New York: The Newman Press, 1%;, 399,
50

S [amual:\ Alexander, "Ptolemaic and Copernican Views of the
Flace of Mind in the Universe," The Hibbert Journal, VIII (October, 1909),
64.

51 g gamuel] Alexander, Spinoza and Time (London: George Allen &
Unwin, Ltd., 1921), 70.

5 2Ja.r.:ob Kohn, Evolution as Revelation (New York: Philosophical
Library, 1963), 141.

530tto, 3. lrbid., 3-h.

555 amuel] Alexander, Heauty and Other Forms of Value (London:
Macmillan Co., Limited, 1933, 293.

sBIbid. y 294.

S?Raes Griffiths, God in Idea and Experience (Edinburgh: T.& T.
Clark, 1931), 130.




184,

58

6OStiemotte, 93,
62

59 bid., 1lk.

Brettschneider, 143.

& Brettschneider, 143.
Stiernotte, 142.

63 pdgar sheffield Brightman, A Philosophy of Religion (New York:
Skeffington & Son, Ltd., [194- 2] ), 77L.

6hJames, S3. 6sBrettschneider, 14k,
66Jamaa-., 72. GT}hCarttW, 7.
68

Samuel Alexander, "Fingerposts to Religion" (Unpublished
paper, Oxfordt ca. 1885), quoted in John Laird, "Samuel Alexander's
Theism," The Hibbert Journal, XL (January, 1942), 1L46.

693 [amueﬂ Alexander, "Lessons from Spinoza," Chronicon
Spinozanum, V (1927), 26.

0734,

?15 [amue]J #lexander, et al., Science and Religion (New York:
Scribner's Sons, 1931), 133.

?2Dorothy Emmet, Preface to S [amuel] Alexander, Space, Time and
Deity (New York: Dover Publications, Inc., 1966), xviii.

3 Mrid,, 12.  P1bid., 27.  Ombid., 31.

78

Otto, 6.

Mstiernotte, 99. OMcCarthy, 76. '2Ibid., 77.

8or-ﬁ.lt.on R. Konvitz, On the Nature of Value: The Philosophy of
Samuel Alexander (New York: King's Crown Press, 1946), 13.

81Alaxander, Space . . . , II, 375.

82Samutael Alexander, “Theism and Pantheism," PLF, 316-317.
83 prettechneider, 5. mid. Bmid.
86Enmet., xviii.

87Alfred P. Stiernotte, "Some Philosophical Implications of Mysti-
cism," Mysticism and the Modern Mind, ed. Alfred P. Stiermotte (New York:
The Liberal Arts Press, 1959), 176-177.

88

89

Stiernotte, God . . . , 95. Ibid., 96.

9 9

OIbid. 1uexa.nder, Space . . . , II, LO3-LOL.



185.

22y Carthy, 87.

ga.llaxander, "Spinoza . + . ," TT.
94 exander, Space . . . , II, 381.

5’SJ‘.'leJcander, “Spinoza . . « ," Th.

%uaxander, Spece . . . , II, 376.

9?John Elof Boodin, Cosmic Evolution (New York: The Macmillan
Company, 1925), 123.

98ﬂexander, Space . . . , II, 377.
99gt10rnotte, God . . « 5 98. ©Boodin, kb6,

101uexandar, Beauty . . . , 298.

mzalexander, Spece . . . , II, 3B8.

wBSt.iemot.t.e, God v . s 5 97,
wh.llexa.nder, Space . . . , II, 389. 1051bid.

méﬂe.xander, "Theism » . « ," 320. 107Ib1d.

108 109

Alexander, Space . . . , II, 391. Ibid.
11OStiernot.te, o8 o o .v 5 11k,
M lexander,"Theism . . . ," 321, | Ibid.

"Wstiernotte, God o . . , 121,

MU yrexander, Space . . . , II, 392. ' 'Ivid., 392-393.

“61.'Lexandar, "Theism . . . ," 324-325.

118

11?M-s 325. Alexander, "Spinoza . . . ," 69.

120

119.llexender, "Theism . . . ," 320. Ibid., 323.

12"4I|.lexm:|cle1:', Space . . . , II, 388.

122uaxander, "Theism . . « ," 325.

123
12L

Alexander, Space . . . , II, 393.

nder’ “Theis:n T ,“ 326"327‘



186.

1251 exander, Space . . . , II, 392. Mecarthy, 93.
12?ﬂexa.nder, "Theism . . . " 323. 1281’.1:1.{1., 32k.

1295 [amuel] Alexander, "The Historicity of Things," Philosophy
and History, eds. ond Klibansky and H. J. Paton (New York: Harper &
Row, 1%3 i, 15.

130Ibidl, 15-16- 1311‘&:0&1‘1’-113‘, 93.

132 133

Alexander, Space . . . , II, 3%9L. Ibid., 396.

13Ut sornotte, God o « . ; 125. 13°Ibid,

136ﬂexmder’ §E§e B BH_» Y II’ 39h- 13?
Hartshorne and Reese, 371.

Ibid.
138

139411em:al1|:le:r~, Science and . . . , 136.
1Lo LN

L2

Cf. supra, p. 85. AMlexznder, Space . . . , II, 396.

Ibid., 395. 'Wroid. Myecarthy, 93.

WSstiernotte, God . . . , 2U6-2L7.
U6 ,) exander, "Meism . . . ,% 331. '4Tmpig.
B, 149

150544,, 230. 'mid., 231.  '2°mid., 232.

Stiernotte, God . . . , 9.

153].1.':5.:1., 123.

15 lll‘s‘.rir: S. Waterhouse, The Philosophical Approach to Religion
(London: The Epworth Press, 1953), 90.

]bsa\lexander, "Theism . . « " 331.

156 lexander, Space . . . , II, 382.

15?01‘. infra, chap. v. 1583t-iernot.t.e, ot s vai0a g DI
"59bid., 60-61. 9Oflexander, Space . . . , II, 398.
161&& 162_12;2_’ 386. 163& 16"&1_.9_.

165

chap. ii.

Samuel Alexander, "The Mind of a Dog," ELE, 111-113. Cf. supra,



18?-

1665 0din, 130, STstiernctte, God . . . 5 235.
168 ¢onn, 139-140.

1698tiemot.te, ISome Philosophical . . . ," 176.
170

Alexander, Space . . . , I, 26. Cf. Stiermotte, God . . . ,
105. ©Cf. Laird,150-151. o

1?1Alexander, Space . . . , II, 3L6.
172Mc0arthy, 83. 173Alexender, Space . . . , II, 35L.

Y ey siahdan, BRUAOBE: & o s o TBs

175Alexander, Space . . . , II, 38L.

1704t iernotte, God . . .. , 231, |\ /'Ibid., 232.

18m1d,  VPrLaira, 151,

W0y srnotte, dod « & o 5 263

181 182
Alexander, Space . . . , LI, 365. Laird, 151.

183

181‘0. D. Broad, "Prof. Alexander's Gifford Lectures," Mind, XXX
(January, April, 1921), 148-149.

185 186

Stiernotte, God . . . , 25L.

Ibid., 1L9. cf. supra, chap. iv.
1875t 1ernotte, God . . . 5 260. 9Ogohn, 117-118.
1895tiemotte, Bod . - .« 5 2B0.
190 1exander, Space . . » 5 II, 356, 7 McCarthy, 91.
152

Alexander, Space . . . , II, 383. ' Ibid., 283.
Whrnia,, 361,  'Prmid., 365. ' Pmid., 361.

V97 10id., 399. Of. Stiernotte, God . . . , 102.

waﬂexa.nder, Space . . . , II, 357.

199 hig., 358. Cf. Stiernotte, God . . . ; 63.
204 1ornotte, God . . . 5 66

201 yexander, Space . . . , II, 362. 2O2Ibid.

204

203154, , 363. Tbid.



188.

zosstiamotte, GOd ’ w4 3 ?7-

206ﬂaxander, Space . . . , II, 367. 2C'TIbici.
208

209
210

McCarthy, 86. Stiernotte, God . . . , 67.

McCarthy, 91. 2 Alexander, Space . . . , II, 366-367.

212 213

Brightman, 186-187.
Alexander, Space . . . , II, 39L.

McCarthy, 89.
214



189.

CHAPTER V

1John W. McCarthy, Tne Naturalism of Samuel Alexander (New York:
Columbia University, 1948), 2.

2Samue1 Alexander, "Naturalism and Value," Philosophical and
Literary Pieces (Hereafter PLP), ed. John Laird (London: Macmillan and
Co., 1939), 283.

3

McCarthy, 59.

!"Frederick Copleston, A History of Philosophy, Vol. VIII: Bentham
to Russell (New York: The Newman Press, 1966), 398.

5G. Dawes Hicks, "Review of Space, Time and Deity," The Hibbert
Journal, XIX (April, 1921), S7L.

6.'3 a:nuel) Alexander, Space, Time and Deity (New York: IDover
Publications, Inc., 1966), II, 837

8

"MeCarthy, LS.
Milton R. Konvitz, On the Nature of Value: The Philosophy of
Samuel Alexander (New York: King's Crown Press, 1948), 35.
10&.]_fred P. Stiernotte, God and Space-Time (New York: Philosophical
Library, 195L4), 146.
Wpcarthy, 60. ZIbid.
16

Alexander, Space . . . , II, 238.

13Stiarnot.te, 1L8. ”"Ibid., 149.

1500pleston, 397-398. McCarthy, 61.

""hexander, Space . . . , II, 30k.

Bstiernotte, 155. ?mid. 2OIbid., 15k 2 MoCarthy, 50.
223tiemotte, 15L. 23mcmny, o1. 21‘si:.fle:z"ur.n'.i;e,, 151.
B1bid., 152.  Omccarthy, 53. 2'Stiernotte, 153.

281b0artiv, 66-58. 29l.lexander, Space . . . , II, 302.
30 cartny, 13.
3

18 [amue]] Alexander, Beauty and Other Forms of Value (London:
Macmillen and Co., Limited, 1933), 285.

32

McCarthy, 62. Ibid., 20. - Yplexander, Beauty . . . , 265.



190.

35 bid., 286.

36Charles Darwin, The Origin of Species (New York: New American
Library, 1958), 87-88.

3 1bid., 122, Brlexander, Beauty . . . , 287.
3stiernotte, 157, OucCarthy, 65.

hTJUhﬂ Laird, "Samuel Alexander's Theism," The Hibbert Journal,
XL (January, 1942), 15L.

hz!'bCar‘hhy, 75. h3.ﬁlexa.nder, "Naturalism . . . ," 285.
Bly) exander, Space . . . , II, 309-310. PicCarthy, 11.

h6(}4:11:)1&3'0«:1‘1, 394. Mﬂem&ar, Space . . . , II, 78.

b9 ecarthy, 79.

WBri4., 310.
50rbid., 80, Cf. Stiernotte, 141. > McCarthy, 81.

52 \lexander, Space . . . , II, ko2. > bia. O
5S

Tbid., LO5.

Samuel Alexander, “"Artistic Creation and Cosmic Creation," FLP,
2?5l

5 6Samuel Alexander, unpublished letter to Hilda Oakeley (April,
1921), quoted in Laird, 155.

57

603t.iemott.e, 145. 1Ii.')i.d., 188.
62 exander, Beauty . . . , 292, O3mid., 293-29h.
6L

6SS [amueﬂ Alexander, "Ptolemaic and Copernican Views of the
Place of Mind in the Universe," The Hibbert Journal, VIII (October, 1%09),
6ho

Alexander, Space . . . , II, 110. >OIbid. > McCarthy, 9.
6

Stiernotte, 146.

66Alexander, Space . . . . II, L20.

67Edgar Sheffield Brightman, A Philosophy of Religion (New York:
Skeffington & Son, Ltd., |19L-2] ), 181.

68

MeCarthy, 100. ©PStiernotte, 166.

Minston L. King, Introduction to Religion (New York: Harper and
Brothers, 195L), L72.




191.

" plexsnder, Space . . . , II, k19, '’Ibid. [ pbid.

Ty Garthy, 98. PStiernotte, 170.
76

?BC [onwy] Lloyd Morgan, The Emergence of Novelty (New York:
Henry Holt and Company, 1933), 7L.

79Bertram D. Brettschneider, The Philosophy of Samuel Allexander:
lgaalism in "Space, Time and Deity" (New York: Humanities Press, 196L),
1 O.

77

Alexander, Space . . . 5 II, L25. McCarthy, 96.

8
8

8

omﬂtZ’ 13- TAlexand-Er’ sEace - - - » II’ h134

zstiemotte, 160. 83Il:b:'lhd(., 163.

8hBrightman, 176. 85 bia. B6Ibid., 177.

87Edgar Sheffield Brightman, The Spiritual Life (New York:
Abingdon-Cokesbury Press, 1942), 159.

88

Alexander, "Ptolemaic . . . ," 65.

Bgumder, SECG " s s 3 II’ h16"h17-

91!193(811581", §E8 L. L - ] II, 395'

925 [s.mue]:’ Alexander, et al., Science and Religion (New York:
Charles Scribner's Sons, 1931), 138.

93

9C'Si;iusn"m:d:.te.- , 63-65.

Stiernotte, 12L.

5'hS Y_amuel] Alexander, Spinoza and Time (London: George Allen &
& Unwin, Ltd., 1921), 73-7h.

95

McCarthy, 66. %ﬂax.ander, Space . . . , II, L18.
97S'tiernotte , 165-166.

9BJacob Kokn, Evolution as Revelation (New York: Philosophical
Library, 1963), 118.

99&1exa.nder, Space . . . , II, L1B. onbid., L28.
101alexander, Beauty . . . , 29L. 1m&.lexandar, Space . . . , II, 399.
103544., oo, 'Ustiernotte, 158. ' Ibid., 159.



192,

wéjlvin J. Reines, "God and Jewish Theology," Contemporary

Reform Jewish Thought, ed. Bernmard Martin (Chicago: Quadrangle Books,
1 y 83,

107grightman, A Philosophy . . . , 188.

1084\laxander, Space . . . , II, 393. 1095t1ernot.t.e, 135.
11ollaxu.ndar, Space . . . , II, k21. ”1McCart.hy, e
112

Stiernotte, 57. ”3.llexander, Space . . . , II, Lo2.

1bg, R, Marrett, The Threshold of Religion (London: Methuen &
CO. md-, 191h), 5.

"51p4d., 10.  1'®Alexander, Space . . . , II, 382.
Mgtiernotte, 73. 'OMcCarthy, 87. ' 'Kohn, 139-140.
120

Brettschneider, 162.

"2 riton g (ohn| sheen, God and Intelligence in Modern Philosophy:
A Critical Study in the Light of the Philosophy of Saint Thomas (New
York: Longman's, Green and Co., 1933), 261.

122uemder’ §E¢B - . » ] II’ 353'

Yy carthy, 8i. 2 Stiernotte, 82-83.
127 128

1235t 1ernotte, 60.

126y Carthy, 87.

Stiernotte, 124. Ibid., 105-107.

130

129Alexander, Science and . . . , 138. McCarthy, 80.

131 132

Ibid.

133.&13mdar, Space . . . , II, 273.

13,"'Joh.n Elof Boodin, Cosmic Evolution (New York: The Macmillan
Company, 1925), 123.

135
137

Alexander, Spinoza . . . , 69.

Stiernotte, 108. 136

138

Alexander, Space . . . , II, 385.

Tbid. McCarthy, 79. > Alexander, Space . . . , II, 386.



193.
CEAPTER VI

1g amuel] Alexarder, et al., Science and Religion. (New Yorks
Charles Scribner's Scons, 19315, 132,

23 [amuel] Alexander, Space, Time and Deity. (New York: Dover
mblicaﬁ.om’ Inc-’ 19&), I’ ht

3

Samuel Alexander, "Dr. Johnson as a Philosopher," Philosophical
and Literary Pieces, ed. John Laird (London: Macmillan and Co., Limited,
1939), 116.

L

S famuel] Alexander, "The Basis of Realism," Proceedings of
the British Academy, 1913-191L, VI (London: British Academy, 191L), 279.

55 [amuel] Alexander, "Ptolemaic and Copernican Views of the
Place of Mind in the Universe," The Hibbert Journal, VIII (October, 1909),
h?-hBl

6Ibid¢ F} 53 .

7Archibald Allan Bowman, Studies in the Philosophy of Religion
(London: Maecmillan and Co., 1938), 11, 202.

8
Alexander, Science , . + , 13L<136.




15L.

BIBLIOGRAPEY

Books

Alexander, S [amuel] + Beauty and Other Forms of Value, London: Mac-
millan and Co., Limited, 1933.

« Philosophical and Literary Pieces., Edited, with a memoir
by his literary executor John Laird . London: Macmillan and
CD., Lil!l.ited, 19390

« Space, Time and Deity. New York: Dover Publications, Inc.,
1966.

Alexander, S [émueﬂ s et al. Science and Religion. New York: Charles
Scritner's Sons, 1931,

Baillie, Jochn. The Interpretation of Religion. New York: Charles
Scribner's Sons, 19308.

Boodin, John Elof. Cosmic Evolution., New York: The Macmillan Company,
1926,

Eowman, Archibald Allan. Studies in the Philosophy of Religion. London:
Macmillan and Co., 1538.

Erettschneider, Bertram D. The Philosophy of Samuel Alexander: Idealism
in "Space, Time and Deity." New York: Humanities Press, 196l.

Brightman, Edgar Sheffield. A Philoso of Religion, New York:
Skeffington & Son, Ltd., =7

« The Spiritual Life., New York: Abingdon-Cokesbury Pres., 19L2.

Erown, William. OScience and Personality. New Haven: Yale University
Press, 1950.

Collingwood, R- G. The Principles of Art. New York: Oxford University
Press, 1958.

Copleston, Frederick. A History of Fhilcsophy. Vol. VIII: Bentham to
Russell. New York: The Newman Press, 1966.

Darwin, Charles. The Origin of Species, New York: Mew American Library,
1958.

Eddington, A. S. The Nature of the Physical World. New York: The Mac-
millan Company, 1929.

Frank, Erich. Philosophical Understanding and Religious Truth. New York:
Oxford University Press, 1952.




195.

Griffiths, Rees. God in Idea and Experience. Edinburgh: T. & T,
Clark, 1931.

Hartshorne, Charles and Reese, William L. (eds.). Philosophers Speak of
Gods Chicago: University of Chicagc Press, 1%€5.

Hospers, John. An Introduction to Philosophical Analysis. London:
Routledge & Kegan Paul, Ltd,, 1963,

Hoyle, Fred. The Nature of the Universe, 2d ed, revised,New York:
Harper & Brothers, 1560,

Inge, William Ralph. God and the Astronomers. New York: Longmans,
Green and Co., 1933.

« Mysticism in Relipicn. Chicago: The University of Chicago
Press, 1948,

James, E. 0., Creation and Cosmology. Leiden: E. J. Brill, 1969,

James, William. The Varieties of Rel;gioua Experience. New York:
Longmans, Green, and Co,., 1907.

Jordan, Z. A, The Evolution of Dialectical Materialism. New York:
St. Martin's Press, 1967.

King, Winston L. Introduction to Religion. New York: Harper and
Brothers, 195L.

Kohn, Jacob. Evclution as Revelation. New York: FPhilosophical Library,
1963.

Konvitz, Milton ke On the Nature of Value: The Philosophy of Samuel
Alexander. New York: King's Crown Press, 1946.

Laird, Jchn, Theism and Cosmology. New York: Philcsophical Library,
19k2.

Leighton, Joseph Alexander. Man and the Cosmos. New York: D. Appleton
and Company, 1922.

Lovejoy, Arthur O. The Revolt Against Dualism, La Salle, Illirois:
Open Court Publishing Company, 1955.

Marrett, R. R, The Threshold of Religion. London: Methuen & Co., Ltd.,
191k,

McCarthy, John W. The Naturalism of Samuel Alexander. New York:
Columbia University, 194G.




1%6.

Metz, Rudolf. A Hundred Years of Eritish Philcsophy. Translated by
J. W. Harvey, T. E. Jessop and Henry Sturt. New York:
The Macmillan Company, 1938.

Morgan, C kl‘lﬂi’% Lloyd. The Emergence cf Noveliy. New York: Henry
Holt and Company, 1933 .

+ Emergent Evolution. London: Williams and Norgate, 1923.

Otto, Rudolf. The Idea of the Holy. Translated by John W. Harvey.
New York: Oxford University Press, 1568,

Patterson, Robert Leet. Irrationalism and Rationalism in Religion.
Durham, North Carolina: Duke University Press, 195L.

Sheen, Fulton dJ [oth + GCod and Intelligence in Modern Philosophy: A
Critical Study in the Light of the Philosophy of Saint Thomas.
New York: Longmans, Green and CoO., 1933.

Stace, W. T. Time and Etemity. Princeton: Princeton University, 1952.

Stiernotte, Alfred P. God and Space=Time: Deity in the Philosophy
of Samuel Alexander. New York: Philosophical Library, 195L.

Steut, G. F. God and Nature., Cambridge: The University Press, 1952.

Turner, J. E. A TheorE of Direct Realism and the Relation of Realism
to Idealism. New York: The Macmillan Company, 1925.

Urban, Wilbur Marshall. Language and Reality. New Yrrk: The Macmillan
Company, 1961.

Waterhouse, Eric S, The Philosophical Approach tc Religion., London:
The Epworth Press, 1553.

Articles and Periodicals

Alexander, S amuel] « "The Basis of Realism," in Proceedings of the
British Academy, 1913-191k, London: British Academy, 191L.

« '"The Historicity of Things," in Klibansky, Raymond and
Paton, H.J. (eds.). Philosophy and History. New York: Harper
& Row, 1963.

« "Lessons from Spinoza," Chronicon Spinozanum, V (1927).

» "Ptolemaic and Copernican Views of the Flace of Mind in
the Universe," The Hibbert Journal, VIII {October, 1909).




197.

« "Some Explanations," Mind, XXX (October, 1921).

Broad, C. D, "Prof, Alexander's Gifford Lectures," Mind, XXX (January,
April, 1921).

Emmet, Dorothy. Preface to Alexander, Skmueﬂ. Space, Time and Deity.
New York: Dover Publications, Inc., 1966.

Hicks, G. Dawes. "Review of Space, Time and Deily," The Aibbert Journal,
XIX (April, 1921).

Laird, John. "Samuel Alexander's Theism," The Hibbert Journal, XL
(January, 19L2).

Montague, William Pepperell, "A Materialistic Theory of Emergent Evolu=
tion," in Essays in Honor of John Dewey. New York: Henry Holt
and Company, 1929.

Murphy, Arthur E. "Alexander's Metaphysics of Space~Time," The Monist,
XXXVII-XYXVIII (1927-1928). New York: Kraus Reprint Corpora-
ti.Dn, 1966c

Reines, Alvin J. "God and Jewish Theclogy," in Martin, Bernard (ed.).
Contemporary Reform Jewish Thought. Chicago: Quadrangle Books,
1968.

Stiernotte, Alfred P. "Some Philcsophical Implications of Mysticism,"
in Stiernotte, Alfred P, Mysticism and the Modern Mind.
New York: The Liberal Arts Press, 1959.

Wieman, Henry Nelson. Foreword to Stiermotte, Alfred P. God and Space=-
Time: Deity in the Philosophy of Samuel Alexander. New York:
Philosophical Library, 195L.

Address and Lectures

Alexander, S jamuel| . "Art and the Material." The Adamson Lecture
for 1925, Manchester: The University Press, 1925.

« "Spinoza." Address delivered at the Liberal Jewish Synagogue,
London, March 13, 1927. London: Jewish Religious Union, 1927.

« "Spinoza." Address in commemoration of the tercentenary of
Spinoza's birth. [ﬁanchester: Manchester University Press,
1933.

« "Spinoza and Time." The Fourth Arthur Davis Memorial Lecture,
delivered before the Jewish Historical Society at University
College, May 1, 1921, Lcndon: QCeorge Allen & Unwin Ltd., 1921.

Reines, Alvin J. "The Future and the Holy." Address at Hebrew Union
College-Jewish Institute of Religion, June 2, 1967. Unpublished
mimeograph transcript.



	Auto-Scan001
	Auto-Scan002
	Auto-Scan003
	Auto-Scan004
	Auto-Scan005
	Auto-Scan006
	Auto-Scan007
	Auto-Scan008
	Auto-Scan009
	Auto-Scan010
	Auto-Scan011
	Auto-Scan012
	Auto-Scan013
	Auto-Scan014
	Auto-Scan015
	Auto-Scan016
	Auto-Scan017
	Auto-Scan018
	Auto-Scan019
	Auto-Scan020
	Auto-Scan021
	Auto-Scan022
	Auto-Scan023
	Auto-Scan024
	Auto-Scan025
	Auto-Scan026
	Auto-Scan027
	Auto-Scan028
	Auto-Scan029
	Auto-Scan030
	Auto-Scan031
	Auto-Scan032
	Auto-Scan033
	Auto-Scan034
	Auto-Scan035
	Auto-Scan036
	Auto-Scan037
	Auto-Scan038
	Auto-Scan039
	Auto-Scan040
	Auto-Scan041
	Auto-Scan042
	Auto-Scan043
	Auto-Scan044
	Auto-Scan045
	Auto-Scan046
	Auto-Scan047
	Auto-Scan048
	Auto-Scan049
	Auto-Scan050
	Auto-Scan051
	Auto-Scan052
	Auto-Scan053
	Auto-Scan054
	Auto-Scan055
	Auto-Scan056
	Auto-Scan057
	Auto-Scan058
	Auto-Scan059
	Auto-Scan060
	Auto-Scan061
	Auto-Scan062
	Auto-Scan063
	Auto-Scan064
	Auto-Scan065
	Auto-Scan066
	Auto-Scan067
	Auto-Scan068
	Auto-Scan069
	Auto-Scan070
	Auto-Scan071
	Auto-Scan072
	Auto-Scan073
	Auto-Scan074
	Auto-Scan075
	Auto-Scan076
	Auto-Scan077
	Auto-Scan078
	Auto-Scan079
	Auto-Scan080
	Auto-Scan081
	Auto-Scan082
	Auto-Scan083
	Auto-Scan084
	Auto-Scan085
	Auto-Scan086
	Auto-Scan087
	Auto-Scan088
	Auto-Scan089
	Auto-Scan090
	Auto-Scan091
	Auto-Scan092
	Auto-Scan093
	Auto-Scan094
	Auto-Scan095
	Auto-Scan096
	Auto-Scan097
	Auto-Scan098
	Auto-Scan099
	Auto-Scan100
	Auto-Scan101
	Auto-Scan102
	Auto-Scan103
	Auto-Scan104
	Auto-Scan105
	Auto-Scan106
	Auto-Scan107
	Auto-Scan108
	Auto-Scan109
	Auto-Scan110
	Auto-Scan111
	Auto-Scan112
	Auto-Scan113
	Auto-Scan114
	Auto-Scan115
	Auto-Scan116
	Auto-Scan117
	Auto-Scan118
	Auto-Scan119
	Auto-Scan120
	Auto-Scan121
	Auto-Scan122
	Auto-Scan123
	Auto-Scan124
	Auto-Scan125
	Auto-Scan126
	Auto-Scan127
	Auto-Scan128
	Auto-Scan129
	Auto-Scan130
	Auto-Scan131
	Auto-Scan132
	Auto-Scan133
	Auto-Scan134
	Auto-Scan135
	Auto-Scan136
	Auto-Scan137
	Auto-Scan138
	Auto-Scan139
	Auto-Scan140
	Auto-Scan141
	Auto-Scan142
	Auto-Scan143
	Auto-Scan144
	Auto-Scan145
	Auto-Scan146
	Auto-Scan147
	Auto-Scan148
	Auto-Scan149
	Auto-Scan150
	Auto-Scan151
	Auto-Scan152
	Auto-Scan153
	Auto-Scan154
	Auto-Scan155
	Auto-Scan156
	Auto-Scan157
	Auto-Scan158
	Auto-Scan159
	Auto-Scan160
	Auto-Scan161
	Auto-Scan162
	Auto-Scan163
	Auto-Scan164
	Auto-Scan165
	Auto-Scan166
	Auto-Scan167
	Auto-Scan168
	Auto-Scan169
	Auto-Scan170
	Auto-Scan171
	Auto-Scan172
	Auto-Scan173
	Auto-Scan174
	Auto-Scan175
	Auto-Scan176
	Auto-Scan177
	Auto-Scan178
	Auto-Scan179
	Auto-Scan180
	Auto-Scan181
	Auto-Scan182
	Auto-Scan183
	Auto-Scan184
	Auto-Scan185
	Auto-Scan186
	Auto-Scan187
	Auto-Scan188
	Auto-Scan189
	Auto-Scan190
	Auto-Scan191
	Auto-Scan192
	Auto-Scan193
	Auto-Scan194
	Auto-Scan195
	Auto-Scan196
	Auto-Scan197
	Auto-Scan198
	Auto-Scan199
	Auto-Scan200
	Auto-Scan201
	Auto-Scan202
	Auto-Scan203
	Auto-Scan204

