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ABSTRACT
WHITEHEAD, CONFUCIUS, AND
THE AESTHETICS OF VIRTUE

The most constructive response to the crisis in moral theery has been the revival of virtue ethics,
an ethics that has the advantages of being persenal, contextual, and, as this paper will arque, normative
as well. The first section offers a general comparative analysis of Confucian and Whiteheadian philesephies,
showing their common process orientation and their views of a somatic self united in reason and passion.
The second section contrasts rational with aesthetic erder, demenstrating a parallel with analytic and synthetic
reasen, and showing that rule—based ethics comes under the former and virtue ethics under the latter. The
third and final section discusses a Confucian—Whiteheadian aesthetics of virtue, focusing on love as the
comprehensive virtue. The principal geal of the paper is to propose that an appropriation of Confucian virtue

ethics will enhance the otherwise slow development of a Euro—American process ethics.



WHITEHEAD, CONFUCIUS, AND
THE AESTHETICS OF VIRTUE

Elegant is the virtuous one; he is as if cut, as if filed; as if chiselled,
as if polished; how frashly bright; how refined. . . .
The Book of Jdes 55

Beauty, meral and aesthetic, is the aim of existence.
Afred North Whitehead

Al order is. . . aesthetic order, and the moral order is merely certain aspects of aesthetic order.
Whitehead

The functien of reasen is the art of life.
Whitehead

To qive style to one s character——a great and rare art!
Friedrich Nigtzsche

One great defect in what passes as merality is its anaesthetic quality.
John Dewey

Feminist and postmedern critics appear to have placed the final nail in the coffin of the traditional
idea of ethics as ohedience to a moral code.  For postmodernists universal moral laws are the ethical
expression of logocentric and essentialist thinking and are mere intelligibly conceived as abstractions from
particular meral decision making. Feminists are mere specific in their claim that this type of merality
represents one of the most pervasive forms of patriarchy——to wit: the tyranny of the divine father who

created the rules and the earthly fathers who have enforced them. Both deontelogical and utilitarian
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perspectives alse assume a disembedied, impersonal self, which is a pale and misleading shadew of eur own
engaged persenal aqency. In his book Aam Morahy o WriveMichael Slote criticizes Kant for his moral
asymmetry: e.q., failure to help is wrong only when applied to others and not to the self. He also critiques
utilitarianism for its reductionism and, at least in its Singerian form, unreasonable meral demands such as

a veluntary equalization of living standards.

The most constructive response to the crisis in moral theory has been the revival of virtue ethics,
an ethics that has the advantages of being personal, contextual, and, as | will argue, normative as well.
In this paper | will also propose that the best way to refound virtue ethics is to return to the Creek concept
of fctn tov bioy literally craft of life. The ancients did not distinquish between craft and fine arts and
the meaning of Zz/7, even in its Latin form of a7z slill retaing the meaning of skillful crafting and
discipline. In Greco—Reman culture these techniques were very specific, covering dietetics, econemics, and
erofics. In ancient China moral cultivation was intimately connected to the arts, from the art of archery to
poetry, music, and dance such that virtually every activity would have beth a meral and aesthetic meaning.
A Chinese poet of the Aok of Jres conceives of moral development as similar to the manufacture of a
precious stone. At birth we are like uncut gems, and we have an obligation to carve and polish our potential
in the most unique and beautiful ways possible. In other work' | have employed the distinction between craft
and fine art to show that the fine arts, particularly the perferming arts of music and dance, can serve as

a model for a virtue ethics in our times.

The first section of this paper offers a general comparative analysis of Confucian and Whiteheadian
philosephies, shewing their common process orientation and their views of a somatic self united in reasen

and passion. The second section contrasts rational with aesthetic order, demonstrating a parallel with
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analytic and synthetic reasen, and shewing that rule—based ethics comes under the former and virtue ethics
under the latter. The third and final section discusses a Confucian—Whiteheadian aesthetics of virtue, focusing

on love as the comprehensive virtue.

It is hoped that Cenfucian virtue ethics will serve to enhance the otherwise slow development of a
Eurc—American process ethics. Robert Neville s diagnesis of the problem is incisive: A centinuing difficulty
with process thought today is the facile slippage from persenal lanquage to cosmological lanquage, and then
the assumption that a fully elaborated cosmelegy is a sufficient theory of human persen. t Confucius does
not ever provide such a theory, but his eminently persenalist aesthetics of virtue complements Whitehead s
aesthetic cosmaleqy very well.  Finally, a Whiteheadian thecleqy is uniquely situated to make the beld move

from a theclogical ethics based on conformity to Ged s laws to one grounded in the beauty of Ged s virtues.

A very striking and philesophically significant difference stands between Confucian and maost European
philosophy. (American process and pragmatic philesophy are instructive exceptions on this peint.) The latter
generally followed Aristotle in his claim that reasen is the essence of being human, but instead of this the
Confucians offered a marveleus pun: /@7 7e7¢ The qraph  7amxis a combination of /gmeaning person
and the number two, so the concept of relationality is at the origins of this character. Aanxis varicusly
translated as humanity, benevolence, human heartedness, love, and cempassion; and, accerding to Tu
Weiming, it is the comprehensive virtue that allows the perfection of all the others.! At the heart of Confucian
ethics is relationality rather than rational autonomy. Reasening was of course important for ancient

Chinesa—their logical canons are impressive even without the syllogism——but reason was never granted the



4

pride of place that relationality was. This means that self-mastery through reason plays ne rele in
Confucian ethics. The most direct equivalent of 7z in European philosophy is Buber s concept of
Mimenschiichker! but there is no question that relationality is at the very foundation of Whitehead s
philosephy.  Whitehead follows later Confucians in extending relationality to all parts of the cosmes.
Furthermore, like the Confucians Whitehead does not sacrifice ratienality because of his emphasis on

relationality.

The Chinese character #7—translated as mind or heart but best rendered heart-mind —
represents the ruler of the Confucian self. Reason and the passions are united in w7zse the dichetemy that
has plagued Eurcpean theught is simply nenexistent. Assuming a theroughly sematic soul, the Confucius of
the Ara/ecizdoes not even oppose heart-mind to the senses and appetites, although this dichotemy does
appear later in Mencius and Xunzi. Even so Mencius believes that the body is constitutive of personal identity,
because the virtues of the qoed person while "rooted in his heart manifest themselves in his face, giving
it @ sleek appearance. It alse shows in his back and extends to his limbs. . . ( #mcusTa21).? This means
that sages literally "image" the virtues in their bodies and make even more evident the fusion of the good,
the elegant, and the beautiful. Learning #{propriely) is essentially a discipline of the bedy and that the
literal meaning of teaching by example { s4@m/iz) is body teaching, which is to be preferred over teaching
by words ezt (Nthough usually translated as spirit,  s4@7in human beings frequently refers to the
whele psychophysical self.) The learning of /begins with physical exercises such as archery and charioteering
and extends to the choreographing of every single bodily movement. This demenstrates the truth of Robert
Neville s observation that learning the rhythms of one s own movement is part of learning to perceive the

being of others and thereby confirming cur meral connection with them.”
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Just as the Cenfucians believe that all things arise from g7energy——the heart-mind is refined ¢/
and the senses and bedy is gross ¢~—so does Whitehead beliave that everything arises out of creativity.
(Creativity is atomized as actual occasions so the universe is essentially made up of aesthetic events.) Such
an ontology forestalls the bifurcation of nature/self in the ways other philosephers have traditionally done.
For Whitehead this means that there is no split between the mind and the passiens and it alse means that
the self is thoroughly sematic. John Cobb explaing it well:  The deminant eccasion [self-soul] can rise to
such heights of experience only because the entire body is so organized as to makes this possible. It is so
constructed that there is a constant flow of novelty from dll its parts to the brain. ® This netien that the body
is constitutive of personal identity reminds cne of Merleau—Fenty’s bedy—self and his claim that the mind
is coaxtensive with the body. Whitehead is even more bold in his claim that we cannot define where a body
begins and external nature ends. * In both Confucian and Whiteheadian visicns the sagely self becomes,
through Whitehead s positive and neqative prehensions, coextensive with the entire cosmes, or in Mencius the

sage fills up the space between Heaven and Earth { #encius2a2).

It almost goes without saying that the Chinese are like Whitehead, first and foremost, process
philosophers.  One looks in vain for anything in Chinese thought that correspends te an unchanging
substance. The fact that the Chinese never had a metaphysics of substance is beth an advantage and a
disadvantage. The advantage is that they have a natural way of thinking of the world in process terms, and
some sinologists beliave that their lanquage frees them from the substantialist traps of Inde—European
syntax. The Chinese word for physics is #w /literally patterns of organic enerqy, and the Neo—Cenfucians
had a notien of vibratery energy that anticipates contemperary physics. The disadvantaqge is that they never
had to devise a sephisticated critique of substance, such as we have in Hegel, Bergson, James, Dewey,

Whitehead, and Hartshorne. With the Daoist focus on nature and the neo—Cenfucian emphasis on the
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cosmes, they would have been more sympathetic to Whitehead s speculative cesmeleqy. Te expand this
comparative analysis to nee—Cenfucianism, as Rebert Neville and Jehn H. Berthreng have dene,! weuld take
us too far from our current topic. The nee—Confucians are just as cosmolegically focused as Whitehead, so

such a venture would undermine our attempts te construct a more personalist process ethics of virtue.

Even though Confucius refuses to speak about the nature of self and reality in general, his view of
human nature is thoroughly protean and dynamic. [t is clear that for Confucius human beings are self-
creative processes rather than accidental qualities happening o a core unchanging essence, where all value
lies either by nature or by the creation of God. The Confucian self is alse thereughly relatienal and social.
The addition of secial is not redundant because the Dacists affirm a relatienal ontolegy but they deny that
the true self is socially constructed. This antisecial stance is especially pronounced in those Dacists whose
ideal persen is the mountain hermit who eschews all secial influences from the cities of the plains.  Most
dramatic example of the nensecial is the Awratn an amorpheus blob with ne apenings te the cutside world.
In ene of the most pewerful stories of the Zwangz the kings of the North and South think they are doing
the Aundun a faver by qiving him openings for perception and elimination, but all they do is end up

destroying him."

It is clear that Whitehead s entelogy is both relational and social like the Cenfucians. Sociality is
endemic to Whitehead s cosmelogy, which is built up of societies of actual occasiens, ranging from the highly
ordered societies to loose nexus of occasions. The universe achieves its values by reasen of its coordination
info societies of societies, and into sociefies of societies of societies. ™ With regard to the secial self,
Whitehead and the Cenfucians have strikingly similar notions about the fusion of subjectivity and objectivity—

the fusion of the inner and the outer. For Whitehead this beqgins at the micro level where each actual
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occasion appropriates data from the past and the potentials embodied there and alse in Ged s initial aim.
The actual occasion then forms its own subjective aim with reqard to these data and attains a unique
satisfaction about them. In an orqanic universe in which interdependence and interpenetration dominates,
the best choice for any individual would be one in which self-interest and other—interest coincide as much
as possible. Within this metaphysical framewark Jehn Cobb has drawn cut the fellowing meral implications:
When a persen acts on behalf of someone who has won his sympathy, the welfare of the other person has
become his interest—it is a new self—interest altered by the genuine concern for the welfare of the other.
Self-interest and altruism merge unproblematically. ¥ We will return to this issue of self-interest and see
whether Whitehead is closer to Aristetle, who bases paizon self-love, than Cenfucius, whese concept of love

is truly other—reqarding.

When we contrast the process self of Whitehead and Confucius to the substantial self, either Greco—
Reman or Indian, we immediately see the psychelogical and philesephical advantaqes of the former. When
Epictetus, for example, reflects abeut the nature of the self he discovers the true self, ene that never sleeps
and is never compromised by the passions. Much like the Ved ntist tman this spiritual self is unitary, a
cosmic self that we share with all human beings and is the basis of our commen humanity.  The phrase
self—examination {5%@7 ) appears often in Confucian texis, but what Confucians find in their sclitude is
a not spiritual substance of Stoic—Vedantist or Cartesian variety, neither the disselution inte a universal self
nor the solipsism of the eqocentric predicament. Confucian self—examination reveals a self that has its own
individual integrity, one that is united with its desires and emotions, and one that is constituted by its
relations with others. Confucians discover a self that is a process rather than a static substance; and they
see for themselves the single thread of which Cenfucius speke: establishing ene s own character ( Zang, the

constitution of the self, is related to the establishing of the character of others (s, the censtitution of



others.™
Tu Weiming has phrased this Confucian fusion of the inner and the outer in this way:

The mere cne penetrates inte ene s inner self, the mere ene will be capable of realizing the
frue nature of one s human—relatedness. . . . The profound person [ 72 does not practice
self-watchfulness [ %47 4] for the intrinsic value of being alene. In fact, he sees little
significance in solitariness, unless it is totally inteqrated into the structure of secial

relations.”

In his insightful examination of Hellenistic ethics Michel Foucault claims that the Stoic retreat inte the soul
serves as a ground for true social practice.”® It is clear, however, that no substantialist or essentialist view
of the self, which assumes that it is basically atemporal, unchanging, asocial, and nonplural, is able to make
this claim intelligible. Furthermore, neither the Confucian ner Whiteheadian views require us te put care of
the self before care of others. Hacause of the full relationality of self and others, they would find the Greek
priority of self over others puzzling and unnecessary. As Foucault observes: One must not have the care
for others precede the care for self. The care for self takes moral precedence in the measure that the
relationship to self takes ontolegical precedence. V' If this is correct, then this mitigates significantly

Foucault s claim that Hellenistic ethics was as truly social as he claims it te be.

One of the most instructive contrasts between a process and a substantial self is that the former
is enriched and fortified by relations whereas the latter, being self-sufficient and self-contained, would be
destroyed by them, if any relations were possible in the first place. Tu Weiming s description of the Cenfucian
concept of personal individuation parallels nicely with the Whiteheadian view, which has been described most

incisively in Hegelian terms: the . . . development of individuality is the process by which otherness is
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internalized and overcome. ™ While this is a succinct and accurate way of explaining the process of
concresence in an organic universe, the Hegelian view ultimately undermines the fundamental self-interest
of each and every actual occasion. The Hegelian view, expressed by F. H. Bradley as the private self having
utterly ceased, " is incompatible with the retention of personal integrity that we have found in Whitehead and
Confucius. We must always remind ourselves that Whitehead was just as much an Aristetelian pluralist as
an Hegelian monist, and the former comes forward most prominently in Whitehead s radical pluralism of

discrete and unique actual occasions.

Aristotle defines human beings as social as well as rational animals, but this dual definitien remains
an unresolved dichetemy in Aristotle s meral philesophy. diyuan Yu argues that Aristotle s clear preference
for ratienal autenomy over secial relations appears in his claim that friendship (2472 is primarily based
on self-love. Yu states that a good person will perform actions in other people s interests, but that is for
the perfection of one s own character. |f se, when there is a conflict with other agents in pursing the
develepment of their own characters, it is rational for a meral agent to develep his own, rather than
curtailing it. ™ There is ne ambivalence at all in the Cenfucian view that social relations constitute human
nature. Yu arques that if we conceive of 7z as filial love, then the expansien of this basic virtue to others

gives a secure foundation te a graded altruism and a truly other—reqarding view of friendship and love.

If we take the cosmos at the level of the actual occasion, we have a concept of self-interest that
is clearly more Aristotelian than Confucian. In one sense the actual occasion is the epitome of self-interest;
in fact, its impetus to a complete, self-determined satisfaction fits Paul Tillich s definition of concupiscence:

the unlimited desire to draw the whole of reality into cne s self. ™ There are, however, at least three

significant mitigating factors in the Whiteheadian view. First, at the level of reflective awareness persens can
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become censcious of the needs of others, and, as Cobb suggests, they can make these needs their own
needs. Cobb strikes an eminently Confucian note when he emphasizes the mirco—macro parallel between the
actual occasion taking care of its future and parents loving their children .2 Second, Cobb conceives of
divine initial aims as embedying the creative love of Geod, which is always committed to maximizing the
balance between self—interest and other—interest. Third, for a Christian Whiteheadian the fulfillment of God s

creative love in Christ makes it a moral imperative to make the needs of others your needs.

Cobb reminds Christians that the thrust of the New Testament is to suberdinate ethics to love rather
than to view love as one ethical requirement ameng others. ¥ | cheose 1o read Cobb s basic peint as a
recipe for a Whiteheadian virtue ethics: Jesus and Paul replace a rule—based ethics with other—regarding
love as the comprehensive virtug. Finally, this is alse an aesthetics of virtue, because Cobb chooses to
conceive of God s creative love in artistic terms. In Cobb s /s’ i o Auradsite AzeChrist is the power of
creative transformation in all things, with contemperary artists leading the way. Whitehead himself transforms
the Day of Judgment inte a harvest of beauty. It is the business of art to render the Day of Judgment a

success, now.

Both the Chinese and Whitehead also conceive of evil as basically discord and a lack of harmeny.®
Evil does not lie necassarily in the deficiency of human wills er in the body or matter, as the Manicheans
held. This means that evil is nothing desired, at least at the micro level, because every actual occasion s
satisfaction is qood by definition. For Whitehead evil definitely does arise at the level of the conscious will,
but this is primarily the result of discerd ameng actual eccasions, which always fall short of the initial aims
provided by Ged. { A new actudlity may appear in the wrong society. . . [and] insistence on birth in the
wreng seasen is the trick of evil. Y® Moreover, evil is unaveidable, because perpetual perishing is the
ultimate evil, 7 which is only partially overceme in God s consequent nature, where all past value is

recirculated  for new initial aims. Thus, evil is not only a less of what might have been, but more
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fundamentally a partial loss of what has been. Harmeny and balance are aesthetic qualities, se this means

that the overcoming of evil involves both a moral and aesthetic imperative.

Whitehead s insight that the loss of the mement s intensity and value is a great evil is not found in
Asia except for perhaps the Buddha s first Noble Truth. The twe thinkers even offer a similar selution
(Nirvana/Peace), but Buddhists de not experience this truth with the same sense of deep tragedy that
Whitehead does. According to Belaief s interpretation of Whitehead, an honest recognition of perpetudl
perishing should lead one to a feeling of quilt  a noble quilt, freely chosen as an ethical burden of
finitude. ® The end state of peace may be the same, but the means are significantly different. Perpetual
perishing leads the Buddhist in a psycholegical direction—the cessation of craving and attachment—but
it leads the Whiteheadian to religion and the question of the justice of God. In one sense, however, we could
say that the Pali Buddhist view is more tragic: there is no God to redeem time; it simply flows into

nothingness. (The loss of the present is not a problem for Mahayanists whe deny the reality of time.)

Whitehead s principle that if a thing is actual then it has some value precludes any separation of
reality into the valuable and the valueless. He therefore joins the ancient consensus about the unity of being,
goodness, and beauty. The Confucian concept of sincerity ( @7 proves to be a productive point of entry
for a comparative analysis of these issues. When Cenfucians atfribute sincerity to Heaven, which te them
is essentially impersenal Providence, they mean that Heaven will always be true to itself. Social customs (4;
the proper ways to do things, are modelled on Heaven because it is always constant and predictable. The
sages sincerity alse means that they will be true to themselves. Robert Neville aptly translates Cenfucian
sincerity into Whiteheadian terms: An occasion sheuld objectify its data truly, preserving their individually
attained values, and superject to its successors the best potentialities. 2 At the level of persenal agency this
means that moral subjective concresence should respect the values of what it prehends and what will

prehend it later. ® In a grand alliance of fact, value, and the aesthetic Neville also sees that sincerity is
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the peculiar harmeny that maximizes both inner elegance and cuter virtue. ¥ In so far as the actual
oceasion can be said to be true to itself and free in its self—determination, it can be said to have character,

at least in a way analegous to human character and virtue.

Note that Cenfucian Zis not found in Heaven, but it is created by humans using the reqularities of
Heaven as a medel. For the nea—Confucians /#is attributed to Heaven, but here it means basic principle
or essence——both in a general and specific sense. (A rough Whiteheadian paralled would be general
categoreal obligations and particular eternal objects. ) Therefore, Heaven is not specifically moral and
neither does any Cenfucian thinker say that its value is aesthetic. Whitehead is much more explicit: he helds
that truth applies enly to conformation to appearances, while beauty is realized in actual occasiens which
are the completely real things in the universe. ¥ For Whitehead all order is ultimately aesthetic order: The
actual world is the outcome of the aesthetic order and the aesthetic order is derived from the immanence
of God. ¥ Charles Hartshorne agrees: Aesthetic values are universal; they apply te all life——and they apply

fo God. . . . The value of the werld is its beauty for God. *

Given any particular meral dilemma——e.q., the survival of the Nile River fluke versus the survival of
Fqyptian peasants——the Whiteheadian God cannot possibly choose between them. (Neither can the Confucian
Heaven.) Indeed, God must offer the best initial aims for each group of creatures, and best here means
that which will bring about a balance of harmeny, peace, and novelty in the cosmos. Whitehead s God is
nenjudgmental in the primerdial nature (the origin of initial aims) and also in the consequent nature, which
takes in all experience regardless of value. Evil is not eliminated by a destructive retributive judgment, but
by an aesthetic synthesis of intensity, order, and harmeny. Whitehead s Ced is net a cosmic judge; rather,

God is a cosmic artist.  The many poor paintings of individual lives and events are transformed in a
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continuous aesthetic process of harmenizing the parts with an ideal whele in mind. As Whitehead states:
There is then the evil of triviality a sketch in place of a full picture. # In this passaqe frem Avcass and
Aealythe metapher changes from painting to poetry:  [God] does not create the world; he saves it: or,
more accurately, he is the poet of the world, with tender patience leading it by his vision of truth, beauty,

and geodness. *®

Before turning to a Confucian—Whiteheadian aesthetics of virtue, we need to werk more generally with
the concepts of rational and aesthetic order. Our word reason qoes back to the Greek verb /azg the verbal
noun of which is the famous word /agog which was translated as the Latin - 7zf2  Zagohas two principal
meanings; to say (hence the Word of John s /eg and to put together (related to /fosas the marital
couch). (As Whitehead states: Leqic starts with primitive ideas and puts them together. ) The most general
definition of rationality that we could draw from this etymelogy is the following: Rational beings are those
beings who are able to put their world together so that it makes sense to them.  We could then say that
in addition to analytic reason, one that is prescriptive and insists on universal laws of thinking, there is also

synthetic reason, which is descriptive and dees not bind us te the laws of legic.®

Synthetic reason has generally been passive in the sense that most people have accepted the way
religious and cultural institutions have put their werld together for them. Traditienal religions, then, are
constantly involved in e~z faithfully repeating the werds (/g7 and ritually putting the world together
again and aqain according to the accepted ways. Synthetic reason, however, can alse be active, creative,

and even anarchic, defying the old rules and propoesing new ways of looking at the world. Cezanne, for
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example, rejected the laws of perspective and ushered in a whele new way of doing art.  Scientists working
on the cutting edge qo with their intuitions and aesthetic instincts, putting toqether the most eleqant and
sometimes daring new theories. Only afterward are they tested by analytic reason, whereas both artists and
virtuous persons rightly resist such testing. Let us now relate synthetic reasen to the distinction between
rational and aesthetic order.” By abstracting from the particular, raticnal corder, the analytic reason
mentioned above, is ultimately indifferent to concrete individuals because it generates the rule of complete
substitutability. For example, £%and ¢Z%can stand for any word in any natural lanquage, just as in
classical physics one atem can take the place of any other atem without changing the whele. The discovery
of intimately paired subatomic particles undermines the basic assumptions of classical physics and
demenstrates that the universe is far more organic than mechanical. This discredits even more the theory
of social atomism and vindicates Whitehead s analegy of organism. The actual occasion is definitely not
interchangeable with others; rather, it constitutes a unique appropriation of the data of the world.

Whitehead s cosmes is therefore constituted by aesthetic rather than rational erder.

In moral theory the idea of substitution finds its ultimate expression in the interchangeability of the
sovereign in Kant s Kingdom of Ends. Any truly autenomous self would promulgate the same laws as any
other rational being and these laws would be universal and binding by virtue of the categerical imperative.
An equivalent unifermity is obtained in the modern bureaucratic state where individuals are leveled and made
abstract by secial rules and requlations. Even libertarians who criticize the welfare state for these indignities
share the same axiom of social atomism with their social utilitarian opponents. Regardless of context and

circumstance, the social atom of classical ecenemic theory can take the place of any other agent

In the AratsctsConfucius says that virtucus persens (/uzz2f seek harmeny net sameness; petty
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persens, then, are the opposite (13.23).% David Hall and Roger Ames propose a contrast between the

rational order of liberal democracy in the sameness of consensus making and the suz's attempt to
harmonize ameng real differences.® They refer to a culinary analegy in @ commentary on  Araacss 13.23
on which | would like expand. The recipe could be seen as an explicit formula for the rational ordering of
the ingredients. But any cook knows that a truly tasty dish is not quaranteed by merely follewing the recipe.
Rather, qood cooks must judge the nature and condition of their ingredients and as the dish is near
completion they must adjust the seasenings. Those who follow the /#in all their social roles must make the
same personal judgments and apprepriate adjustments, using the capacity found in what Cenfucius calls 4
a term translated traditienally and misleadingly as rightecusness.  This is the making of aesthetic rather
than rational order. Whitehead sums up the difference succinctly: Logic concentrates attention upen high

abstraction, and aesthetics keeps as close to the concrete as the necessities of finite understanding permit. ®

Aesthetic order focuses on the concrete particulars se theroughly that there can be ne substitution
and ne interchangeability. This applies to the work of art as much as the person of great virtue. This
means that something aesthetic is ordered primarily in terms of internal relations, the basic elements being
dependent on one another. By contrast physical or secial atoms are externally related, independent from
their environments, and for Kant s moral agents, immune te their emetions and bodies. Even though Aristotle
was the inspiration for the idea of ratienal autenemy, this applies enly to the intellectual virtues and enly
when Aristotle sees the highest qood as pure contemplation. It is important to remember that he joins reasen
and the passions in the moral virtues and he holds that these virtues are the unique self—creations of

practical reasen (ofron 5.

Aristotle claims that theeretical reasen (7o would give us a universal law suitable only for the
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geds. For human action, however, zousis deficient, a flaw corrected by the ability of practical reasen to
apply it to particular cases.!! Theoretical reasen would give us an arithmetic mean between excess and
deficiency, thereby fulfilling the criterion of universalizability of deontological ethics. Moral agents will have
exactly the same duties, se moral ratienalism alse conforms te analytic reason’s rule of subsitutability. [t
should be clear, however, that such a theery cannet determine any individual action. For example, ene might
held that it is always wreng to eat too much but only individuals themselves can find the mean that is right
for them. Aristotle and Confucius saw moral virtues as relative means derived not from a universal moral
caleulus but from a careful process of persenal discovery. Aristolle’s pron sizand Confucius® 7 the
capacity to de what is appropriate, could be seen as the meral expressien of synthetic reasen and its

creative aspects further augment our case for an aesthetics of virtue.

Analytic reason establishes rational order by reducing the whele to a simple sum of parts, while
aesthetic order is synthesized from particulars in such a way that its unity is organic and immune to
complete analysis. Ratienal order is ruled by universal laws——either physical or meral—while aesthetic order
is created by imprecise rules of thumb, by emulating the virtuous person or master artist, and self—creation
by practical reason. Rational order can be articulated in precise language, but no ene can tell us explicitly
how to be a geod persen or a great artist  Ratienal order involves "knowing that" whereas aesthetic order
is produced by "knowing how"; the former can be said and cegnized, the latter can only be shown in
practice. Commentators and disciples alike bemoan the fact that Confucius never defined 7z, but they
should have realized that the Master, without ever thinking about the distinction between rational and aesthetic

order, knew that it could not be done.

Applying this concept of aesthetic order Hall and Ames portray Cenfucian sages as virtuose
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performers whe use their /{that which is right for them) te create their own unique style of appropriating
the social patterns (4 of their community. Using the lanquage of Merleau—Ponty, Confucian sages invelve
themselves in a process of personal magetung o centrifugal process of meaning giving to the centripetal
influx of secial nerms. For Merleau—Ponty, Whitehead, and the Cenfucians human freedom and creativity
happens right at the intersection of this internal—external dynamic. (Unlike many mest European theeries
of persenal agency, these views always invelve a fusion of the inner and the outer.) The 7z persen is a
work of fine art, something wholly unique and distinctive. Whereas the craft potter makes thousands of mugs

from the same meld, the ceramic sculptor makes ene singular werk.

Ames and Rosemont s inelegant translation of /@& as authoritative person plays on the dual
meanings of autherity and creative authoring and leads to helpful translations such as:  Becoming
authoritative in one s conduct is self—originating how could it originate with others? (12.1). Ames and
Resemont also observe that Zis profoundly different from law because it can be persenalized and stylized.
A standard translation of Zas propriety takes on deeper meaning when we are reminded that the English
word comes from the Latin rgpizs making semething one s ewn. * This achievement is both meral and
aesthetic because it results in the embodiment of the goed (4 and the persenal creation of an elegant,
harmenicus, and balanced seul. The beauty of such a creation is reflected in the persen s demeaner as
well as her face, limbs, and back, as Mencius teld us above. Chinese sages are so unified with their
instruments {e.q., Butcher Ding s knife in the Zwangz) and their bedies that their actions appear effertless
and magical. The emperor sits with his back to the north star, does nothing, and all is right with the
empire. It is in this meaning of wv we{effortless action) that beth Cenfucianism and Daoism are united

in an aesthetics of virtue.



In her insightful beok on Whitehead s ethics Lynne Belaief claims that the East often identifies the
aesthetic and the ethical levels, reducing the latter to the former. ¥ She goes on 1o say that Asian
philosophy pays scant attention to a specific cateqoreal analysis of man and does not have sufficient
appreciation for the tragic in human affairs. This is a faully generalization for several reasens, but she is
correct abeut tragedy. In the Indian tradition this is most likely due to a distinction between freedem of the
will and abselute freedom, cne that Belaief refers to earlier in her book. Jainism and Sankhya—Yega do
claim that human beings have the power to fully transcend both their bodies and nature, a view | have called

spiritual Titanism, " and this total freedom does eliminate frustration and failure from human life.

Systematic analysis is indeed dlien to early Confucian thinking, but not te most Indian philesephy,
where, for example, Sankhya philesophy and the Buddhist Abhidharma contain very sophisticated schemes
and their corresponding elements. The literal meaning of Sankhya is discrimination and one is not liberated
until one understands every detail of the cosmic system. Perhaps Belaief has a very board conception of
the aesthetic, but it is only the Chinese amaong Asian philesephers whe explicitly relate the aesthetic and the
ethical. They de net, however, identify them, or place the aesthetic above the ethical as Whitehead definitely

does.

Belaief s excellent summary of the qoals of a Whiteheadian ethic enhances our continuing comparative

study with Confucian moral philosephy:

morality require[s] the decision to transcend cne s own desires . . . In this transcendence,

achieved in the intuition of peace, ene commits himself to a life of adventurous creativity,



aimed toward increasing harmeny and intensity of experience for eneself and others. The

aim is ultimately judged by the claims of love.®

The transcending of persenal desires, the aesthetic qualities of harmony and intensity, the coincidence of
self-interest and other—interest, and the focus on love all resonate well with Confucian virtue ethics.
Adventurous and intensity, however, are not words found very often in Confucian texts. Indeed, while
Confucian sages are allowed a personal appropriation of tradition, outright innovation may very well be un—
Confucian. Although Cenfucius claimed that he did not innovate, his concepts of 7z and s7are essentially
new formulations. The aesthetics of virtue should be seen on a continuum: from a craft excellence within the
bounds of social custems to a Nietzschean self—creation of the individual without reqard for norms.
Whitehead appears to stand in the middle of this centinuum, emphasizing persenal appropriation of nerms
but also novel deviations therefrom. For Whitehead wisdom is a necessary part of adventure and its lack
may be the reason why se many centemporary artists fail. Novelty and order must go hand in hand, for

novelly may promete or destroy; it may be geed or bad. ¥

Nevertheless, Whitehead believes that order in the form of fixed moral codes is an illusion which has
vitiated much philosophy. ¥ Like physical laws, meral laws are abstractiens from patterns and habits in the
world. It is ne accident that the cencept of a fixed meral cede has gone hand in hand with the idea of a
substantial self. If the true self is static and unchanging, then rules for its behavior will have similar
qualities. Substantialist views of a universal Self in Hinduism, Mahayana Buddhism, and Christianity appear
to promote a self—sacrificial ethic, arquably because this Self is always to preferred over the ego self, viz.,

Not | but Christ or Net | (/i) but Atman. The substantial self alse erects a wall between itself and the
world, such that the natural social nexus of personheod is obscured or even denied. If the redlity of the

individual self is preserved, as opposed to the Indian and Christian views just mentioned, then substance
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metaphysics takes us te the other extreme of solipsism and the egecentric predicament. As Whitehead states:
The doctrine of minds, as independent substances, leads directly not merely to private worlds of experience,
but also to private worlds of morals. The moral intuitions can be held to apply only to the strictly private
world of psychical experience. ¥ Whitehead then shows how this intensified the split, already set inte motion

by the scientific materialism, between a private realm of value and a valueless external werld.

Virtues are basic dispesitions to act in specific ways and as such they are based in our affective
natures. Thinking of y7as a capacity for premoral discrimination is particularity helpful in understanding why
the s@mrpersen, who presumably uses yis capable of liking or disliking other men (Anatacts4.3). lohn
Geheen helps us refocus our comparative study by noting that Whitehead is like Hume, who held that
knowledge of value can be had by setting down the likes and diglikes of men, ¥ which then form the basis
for general ideas of good and evil. In Whitehead s theory of prehensions this insight is generalized in the
paired concepls of adversion and aversion.® An eternal object chosen under an adverse feeling will be
enhanced and enforced, whereas just the oppesite happens under feelings of aversion. At the level of virtue
formation dispositions that are chosen under a conceptual ideal of the Good will become habitual behaviors
that bring joy and welfare to all. In her critique of Alasdair Macintyre from a process perspective, Lisa
Bellantoni counters his overemphasis on the cognitive by peinting te the prote— normative forces at the
premeral level of prehension and causal efficacy.” If the virtues are practices, as Maciniyre s proposes, then
the practice of the virtues will depend largely on an affective operative intentionality rather than a cognitive

act intentionality (using terms from phencmenclogy).

The process self clearly lends itself to virtue ethics, and Whitehead s lanquage is certainly supportive
of this move. He says that the aim of morality is to maximize impertance and  qreatest of experience.

Wisdom is defined quasi—aesthetically as greatness : Moral education is impossible apart from the habitual
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vision of greainess. The sense of greatness is the ground werk of merals. * (Making this an aesthetics of
virtue Whitehead immediately adds the all important elements of harmony, intensity, and vividness to this
experience.) The literal translation of Aristolle s magatgpsychizis  qreat souled rather than the pride that
we normally read. In Confucius and Whitehead, however, this expanded soul does not limit itself to a fraternity
of propertied males; rather, it extends inte the werld at large. For them the qeal of merdlity is the
attainment of universal peace and love, the latter virtue most clearly laid out, as we have seen, by process
theolegians such as John Cobb and Daniel Day Williams. For Confucius and Whitehead this extension is cosmic
in scope, because as Belaief states:  Ultimately the aim is to achieve relations with the entire universe of
values, actual and ideal in erder to knowledgeably intreduce that novelty which can best increase value in
the werld. . . . More speculative and bold than Confucius, Mencius envisioned that the person of 7gm¢
inspired by a flood—like ¢z will fill the space between Heaven and Earth. It is a ¢7which unites rightness
() and the Way (2a2). Aax is a love that begins in the family and radiates in ever widening circles until
all within the four seas (world) are brothers (Anatacts 12.5). Christian love is significantly different from
rerx for at least three reasons. First, Christian love is mere like the uncenditional love of the Mehists,
because the Confucians held that cne must love one s immediate family and friends more than others.
Secend, Cobb embraces the Pauline understanding of love as a divine gift unattainable by [ene s] own
efforts, ® while Mohists and Cenfucians are of course theroughly humanist en this issue. Third, Cenfucians
would reject the idea that love frumps justice as it dees in the Jesus whe told us te love our enemies. When
asked what he thought of the Dacist equivalent repaying ill will with beneficence ( # ——Confucius rejected
it saying: Repay ill will by remaining true. Repay beneficence with gratitude (14.34). Confucius finds it
irratienal to repay evil with qood since there would be ne justice in that But he does not support retaliation

either. Instead of returning evil for evil Confucius recommends standing firm in ene s virtue and becoming
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a medel for the other s moral rehabilitation. This is clear in Confucius prescriptions for the ruler:
Lead the people with administrative injunctions and keep them orderly with penal law, and
they will avoid punishments but will be without a sense of shame. Lead with excellence ( 23
and keep them crderly through cbserving ritual propriety {4 and they will develep a sense

of shame, and mereover, will order themselves (2.3).

The distinction between a rule—based ethics and its law and order application and virtue ethics could not be
more clearly drawn. Whitehead might well have jeined Christians and Dacists in repaying hate with love, but
he would have certainly agreed with the Confucians that retaliation weuld enly add more disvalue te the world
and it would also offer the wrong reasens o be meral. Aqain an alliance between Whitehead and virtue

ethics would appear to be the preferred option.

As the world becomes more cemplex and its many different peeples become more interrelated, ethical
rules and ethnic customs are becoming more and more difficult to reconcile. Equipped with a static world—
view, with a substantial self residing deep in its history, the conservative response to such a world is
sometimes intolerant reaction, semetimes silent withdrawal, semetimes beceming, as Sartre says of the anti—
Semite, as durable as stone. (Dewey s characterization of rule—based ethics as anaesthetic is particularly
apt here.)® This brave new world, however, is ready made for the process philesepher. Against the view of

the hermetically sealed qood life, Whitehead s response, as Belaief explains, is a

life that contains openness to receive novelty and change as it oceurs in the surreunding
ethical situation, tegether with the willingness to respond creatively to this novelty. [f one
conscrous/y chooses the lower experience of closure against one s own knowledge of its

inferiority, this would seem to be the very meaning of sin. ¥
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Discord that may come abeut when peaple take risks in being open to the new is not necessarily evil; rather,
the static harmony of the closed mind becomes the problem. As Whitehead says: Even discord may be
preferable 1o a feeling of slow relapse inte general anaesthesia, or into tameness which is its prelude.
Perfection at a low level ranks below imperfection with higher aim. *® This is why harmony alone is not
sufficient for strength of beauty, which alse includes complexity and intensity. Cobb offers the example of
a wall expertly painted with one pleasant color and a great painting to demonstrate the simple truth of this

claim. %

The cultural Cenfucianism of ancient China definitely became allied with the ferces of reaction, just
as Jesus radical message was ceopted by conservative priests and emperors. Breaking with a strict
interpretation of /Confucius was willing to embrace a man without relatives and to include him in a universal
human family (12.5). Confucius was alse not afraid to travel among the barbarians, confident that his meral
medel would instill virtue among the uncivilized (9.14). (This is the enly time that Confucius admits, albeit
indirectly, that he is a truly virtucus persen [iz27.) Whitehead s distinction between the closed and cpen
persen finds an instructive parallel in the Confucian small or inferior person and the sz The latter thinks
of virtue while the former thinks of possessions and profit; the sunz/seeks the Way and not a mere living;
and the sznz brings the qood things of others to completion but the inferior man does just the opposite
(Aratacts 4.1, 12, 16; 12.16). Like Whitehead s person of great experience ® the sz7is expansive and
other—reqarding while the inferior persen is self-reqarding and restrictive. (Whitehead s narrow persen of
small mind is a sketch in place of a full picture, ® demonstrating once again his pervasive appeal to the
aesthetic.) Later Confucians, such as Mencius, continued to emphasize this distinction: He who nurtures the
parts of smaller impertance [the senses] is a small man; he whe nurtures the parts of qreater impoertance

[heart-mind] is a great man (6a14). Whiteheadians would be happy te nete that a person s greater
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qualities de include the affective as well as the cognitive elements of the soul.

The junz'stands in awe of Heaven and knows the Mandate of Heaven ( Arakacis 16.8), and this leads
to some notable theological similarities as well as differences with Whitehead. Neither Whitehead s Ged nor
Confucian Heaven is a being with sense perception, so Whitehead would agree with Mencius that Heaven sees
as my pecple see; Heaven hears as my pecple hear (5a5). Whether the Confucians alse agree with Whitehead
that God knows the future only as it is actualized in human history and nature is not clear. Severdl
passages indicate that the sage can divine the future, but one interpret this as prediction rather than
foreknowledge. The most significant difference between Whitehead s God and Confucian Heaven is that the
latter is strictly nonteleclogical. While Ged s initial aim supplies a specific purpese fer literally every actual
occasion of experience, Heaven does not offer any specific direction or any aid whatsoever. What we have
is a very clear distinction between a completely particularized special providence in Whitehead and a very

general providence in Confucianism.

This means that Confucianism is more consistently humanistic than process theolegy. This is most
dramatically expressed in an emblematic passaqge in the Aratects |t is the person who is able to broaden
the way, not the way that broadens the persen (15.29). The contrast is seen most clearly in Cobb s
Christelogy where Christ is the origin of all creative transfermation in the world, whereas Confucius locates
this initiative in humanity alone. Confucian sages attain perfection on their own within the constitutive
framework of human society, but saints, under Cobb s view, conform perfectly with Ged s initial aims. The
cheice to conform is of course free but they are not the saints own creation. On the other hand, there is
nothing new under the Cenfucian Heaven whereas in Christ all things are made new. The Whiteheadian is

a risk taker and an innovator; the Cenfucian prefers to appropriate traditional values in a persenal way (/4.
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Confucianism may be more humanistic but process theeleqy is much more flexible and pro—
gressive. There is nothing, however, to prevent a contemporary Cenfucian from embracing the idea of many
different cultural 4 Indeed, it would be a natural extension of the principle of s7from the personal to the
cultural, from what is appropriate for the individual given the circumstances to what is apprepriate for
different cultures. Whitehead s prepesal that each envirenment, whether mirce or macre, has its  proper
perfection supports this cultural pluralism and it alse shows that Whitehead joins ancient virtue ethics in what
schelars have called its perfectionism. ® The actual occasion selectively appropriating data is analegeus to
the person cheosing amenq the cultural ideals of a world culture, a Whiteheadian equivalent of Hans—Georg
Cadamer s Aonzontsverscimelzung  Aqainst both Macintyre s and Derrida s insistence on the
incommensurability of traditions, the Whiteheadian {and the contemperary Bosten Cenfucians)® arque for
and point fo the overwhelming evidence for the continuity of cultural norms, perhaps the most dramatic being
the gradual extension of the meral cemmunity from Aristotle s gadsof propertied males, the Christian City
of Ged, Kant s secular versien of this as the Kingdem of Ends, and finally Singer or Regan s extension to
all sentient creation. The Buddhist Dharmakaya and the Genfucian sage filling the space between Heaven and

Earth are instructive and significantly earlier Asian parallls.

When one thinks of the question Which came first——meral rules or virtues? the obvious answer is
that virtues came first  Moral imperatives are abstractions from theusands of years of cbserving loyal,
honest, patient, just, and compassionate behavior, whereas moral prohibitions have come from neqative
experiences of the vices. One could arque that the expression of moral rules requires lanquage and one
could arque just as persuasively that virtues manifested themselves in prelinguistic human beings. (For
example, strong circumstantial evidence for compassion ameng the Neanderthals can be joined with the

hypethesis that they were unable to articulate the basic vowels because of a very high larynx. )™ It is even
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more clear that divine virtues precede divine law, because God s virtues would remain even if Ged chese not

to create a world.

The Pauline view that the Law was created only to manifest human sin further supports a Christian
view of its contingency and confirms the idea of a lawless God befere creation. (For the medieval
nominalists the moral law characterizes what God has ordained [ gotnta ordinai] for a sinful werld, and
it is not part of Cod s posmtz absolita) This arqument for the priority of the divine virtues werks only
within the framework of classical theelogy, because God without the world is not possible in Whiteheadian
theolegy.  Whitehead believes that physical laws are simply the habits of the universe, so it weuld follow that
meral laws are derived from the habitual behaviers the vices and the virtues of humankind. Moral laws would
not exist in God either because we have seen that the Whiteheadian God committed to the aesthetic values

of harmony and intensity could not be a moral legislator or judge.

We have seen that the Cenfucian Heaven is constant and sincere, the latter meaning being true
to itself.  Heaven s constancy can be eminently applied to Whitehead s God as well. | we make God a
personal society of occasions, as Hartshorne has done, we can then speak more confidently of a full
complement of divine virtues, although the traditienal view of divine justice is not supperted. Ged is not the
same as a terrestrial or even extraterrestrial persen—e.q., the cosmes is God s body enly by analeqy——so
God would embedy and act on the virtues in a uniquely divine way. However, God s conscious inclusion of
all experience in the consequent nature is the epitome of compassion and unconditional love. As opposed
to the classical doctring of divine impassivity, Ged can truly empathize with the suffering of the cosmos in
the same way that we are aware of the pain in our bedies. Patience as a divine virtue is much more
intelligible in process theclogy and the process deity would epitomize the medieval ideal of never giving up

on a person or a task. As a future desideratum, theclogians should consider thinking of God s virtues as
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a medel for human action rather than God the judge, rewarding and punishing according te a set of divine
rules. Let us conclude with some summary observations. One of the problems with a rule—based ethics is
applying the rules to specific cases. The imperatives of virtue ethics be true, be patient, be kind, be
compassionate, be couragecus——better equip an individual to neqotiate the cbstacles of the meral life. The
virtue ethics approach is not to follow a set of abstract rules, but to develep a unique ensemble of
behaviors, dispositions, and qualities that lead to human excellence. Virtue ethics may not have exact
answers to specific cases—no ethical theory could offer this——but it does prepare the moral agent for
adaptation, innovation, and self-discovery. As opposed te a rule based ethics, where the most that we can
know is that we always fall short of the nerm, virtue ethics is truly a voyaqe of persenal discovery.
Confucian, Aristotelian, and Whiteheadian ethics always aim at a personal mean that is a creative choice for
each individual. Virtue ethics is emulative——using the saqge or God as a model for virtue—whereas rule
ethics is based on simple conformity and cbedience. The emulative appreach enqages the imagination and
persenalizes and theroughly grounds individual moral action and responsibility.  Such an ethics naturally
lends itself to an aesthetics of virtue: the crafting of a qoed and beautiful seul, a unique individual gem

ameng other gems.

Acknowledgments . For financial support | would like to thank the research offica of the University of Idaho,
the Martin Institute of Peace Studies and Cenflict Reselution, and the conveners of the National Seminar on

Civic Virtue at Santa Clara University. | am grateful for John B. Cobb, David R. Griffin, and David L Hall

for their comments and criticisms.
ENDNOTES

1. See The Dancing Ru: A Confucian Aesthetics of Virtue, A4iasagpty Last and Mes/S1:2 (Beril, 2001), pp.



28
280-305. This article and the current cne share some commen passages, specifically the first two
paragraphs, two paragraphs in the first section, most of the second section, and the final paragraph.
Dancing Ru also shares eight paragraphs with another companion article: ~ Confucius, Gandhi, and the
Aesthetics of Virtue, Asizn Phiosgohy11:1 (March, 2001), pp. 41-54.
2. Robert C. Neville, /e 720 and #e luimon (Nbany, NY: SUNY Press, 1982), p. 152.
J. We will follow David L Hall and Reger T. Ames conventien of using an asterisk to distinquish between
énas a human persen and /g as the virtue. See their book Zting Through Conficivs (Nbany, NY:
SUNY Press, 1987).
4. Tu Weiming, Lanfucian Thought: Selffood as Creabve Sal-Transiormation(Nbany, NY: SUNY Press, 1985),
chap. 5.
5. The D. C. Lau tranglation of the #émcus{Harmendswerth: Penguin Bocks, 1970) will be cited by chapter
and section in the text
6. Tu Weiming, op. ct, pp. 97, 98.
/. Robert C. Neville, op. cit., p. 151.
8. John B. Cobb, A trstan Matwral Théoltagy(Philadelphia, PA: Westminster Press, 1964), p. 49.
9. Afred North Whitehead, #bdes of ThoughF(New York: The Free Press, 1968), p. 21.
10. See Naville, op. cit, chap. 8 ; and dehn H. Berthrong, A/ Unaer hHeaven: Transiorming Faradigms i
Conlucian—Chnistion Qalogue(Nbany, NY: SUNY Press, 1994).
11. See the Zwangz chap. 7. Interestingly, Zhuanqzi s knackmasters, Butcher Ding and Wheelwright Fian,
are not antisocial; they do not leave things as they are; naither the ox nor the woed is left uncarved.
Furthermore, the Duke learns moral lessons from Ding s consummate skills.
12. Whitehead, Arvantwres of frsas(New York: The Free Press, 1967), p. 206.
13. Cobb, 7he Shuctrre of Christan Evstance(Philadelphia, PA: Westminster Press, 1968), p. 133.
14. | am indebted to Wing—tsit Chan for his reference to Liu Baonan s linkage between Aratects4.15 and



29
6.28. See Chan s Sowrce Book in Chinase Philosqohy (Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press, 1963), p.

21.
15. Tu Weiming, cantally and Commonatly(Nbany, NY: SUNY Press, 1989), p. 27.

16. Foucault s conclusion is that the best of Hellenistic moral self—cultivation was not an exercise in
solitude, but a true social practice; . . . the care of the self. . . appears . . . as an intensification of secial
relations. See Foucault, /% Lure of He Salfvalume 3 of The History of Sexvally frans. Robert Hurley (New

York: Pantheen Books, 1986), pp. 51, 53.
17. Foucault, The Ethic of Care for the Self as a Practice of Freedem, Awtosqoty and Social oridcism

(Summer, 1987), p. 118.
18. Lynne Belaief, /oward o Mhiteheodion £#is(Lanham, MD: University of America Press, 1984), p. 93.
19. F. H. Bradley, £#ca/ Studtes (Oxford: The Clareden Press, 20 ed., 1952), p. 24; cited in ibid. After

reading the introduction to Jon Steward s /e Hage/ Wths and Lagands(Evanston, IL: Northwestern University
Press, 1996), | am now more vigilant about inaccurate interpretations of Hegel, not only frem his critics but

alse from deveted disciples such as Bradley.

20. Jiyuan Yu, Virtue: Confucius and Aristolle, Alosqohy Last and Hesf48:2 (Aeril, 1998), p. 335.
21. Paul Tillich, Systamatec Mheology(Chicage, IL: University of Chicage Press, 1957), val. 2, p. 52.
22. Gobb, A thristan Natural Theology p. 110.

23. Cobb, st in o Puralistz Aze(Philadelphia, PA: The Westminster Press, 1975), p. 213.

24. Whitehead, Adveniras of /deas p. 269.

25. lbid., pp. 259-262.

26. Whitehead, Awvcass and Healy p. 342.

27. lbid., p. 917.

28. Belaief, /oward a Mitehsadian £Hics p. 165.

21. Neville, /%6 /a0 and He laimon p. 152.



30
J0. Ibid.
31. Ibid., p. 133.
32. Whitehead, Adveniuras of /deas pp. 241, 295.
33. Whitehead, Aelgion in the Making(New York: Macmillan, 1926), p. 105.
34. Charles Harlshorne, Interview in &irian Universaliat Worid (November, 15, 1982), p. 1.
J4. Whitehead, Mathematics and the Goed in Paul Schlipp, ed., Ze Aulosqehy of Alred North Mikheod

p. 679.
36. Whitehead, Awvcess and Reahly{New York: Macmillan, 1929), p. 526.
J5. Whitehead, #Modis of /houghf p. 61. Leibniz qave the name Combination te what he considered to

be the most important philesophical discipline: true logic or metaphysics. This art of discovery, as he

alse called it, is synthetic not analytic. See Louis Couturat, On Leibniz s Metaphysics in Zadwiz ed. Harry

C. Frankfurt (Garden City, NY: Ancher Books, 1972), p. 30.

36. For more on synthetic reason see my Mizensian and Prenomenalogy(Nbany, NY: SUNY Press,
1981), Chapter 8. The principal inspiration for this idea came from Merleau—Penty s Hegel s
Existentialism in  S#se and Mon—Sensg rans. H. L and P. A Dreyfus (Evanston, IL: Northwestern

University Press, 1964).

J7. 1 have used the principle of subsitutability from Hall and Ames, but the examples and formulations
are my own (Hall and Ames, pp. 131-137). Hall has informed me that my concept of aesthetic order is
mere rational than his because | believe that aesthetic order has structure, a view that | will continue to
defend. It is cbvicus that Hall and | disagree on some fundamental issues in Whitehead and | will

attempt to address these in future work.

J8. The translation of Reqer T. Ames and Henry Resement, Ur., /7% Anatects of Lonfucrius: A

Phitosaotvcal Transiodion (New York: Ballantine Bocks, 1998), will be cited in the text. | prefer virtuous



persen instead of Ames and Resemont s exemplary persen as a translation of iz

J9. Hall & Ames, pp. 165-66.

40. Whitehead, Moaias of Though! p. 61.

N, Foles 128102832, Meomachean £ies11570626-1.

42. Ames and Rosement, p. 51-52.

43, Belaief, p. 161.

44. See my Spirtudl Titomism: dian, Chinasa and Westarn Ferspecives (Nbany, NY: SUNY Press, 2000).

45. Belaief, p. 166.

46. Whitehead, Awvcass and Healy p. 181.

47. Whitehead, #odes of Thoughf p. 13

48. Whitehead, Swamce and the Modern World(New York: The Free Press, 1967), pp. 195-6.

49. lohn Goheen, Whitehead s Theory of Value in P. A Schilpp, ed. , 72 Ailosqgoly of Alred North
Miteheod p. 444.

50. Whitehead, Awocass and Reaily pp. 35, 48, 388.

51. Lisa Bellantoni, M/ Progress: A Process Cridigue of Mochre(Nbany, NY: SUNY Press, 2000), p. 72.
This excellent book came to my attention late in the writing of this essay and would have had a more
profound effect on it if it had been discovered earlier.

52. lbid., pp. 13-14.

53. Whitehead, /%e Aims of £dvcation (New York: The Free Press, 1967), p. 77.

54. Belaief, p. 158.

5. Gobb, /7%e Stucture of hristan Fustnce p. 135.

56. One great defect in what passes as mordlity is its anesthetic quality (John Dewey, 47 as Lperience
[New York: Capricorn Bocks, 1958], p. 39).

57. Belaief, p. 81/.



32
58. Whitehead, Aveniiras of /deas pp. 263-4.
99. Cobb, A thrisdon Natwral heology p. 102-3.
60. Whitehead, #odas of /hough p. 14.
61. Whitehead, Zssays in Stance and Piiosaohy (New York: Philosephical Library, 1947 ), p. 119.

62. The moral code is the behaviour—patterns which in the envirenment for which it is designed will promote

the evelution of that environment towards its proper perfection (Advanitwres of /deas p. 292.)
63. See Robert C. Neville, Zoston tonfuciomiam (Nbany, NY: SUNY Press, 2000).
64. See lan Tattersall, /e Las/ Meandartia/(Boulder, CO: Westview Press, revised ed., 1999), pp. 169-70.



