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Introduction 

This is a guide to the origin of the concept of emergence; and, thus, this is a 
guide to Samuel Alexander’s Space, Time, and Deity (1920); the two are 
inextricably intertwined. This Introduction will clarify and explain these claims 
and will put them in contrast to the conflicting contemporary philosophical 
and scientific conceptions. The Guide itself will present Alexander’s coherent 
concept of Space, Time, and emergence, and show how the scientific discoveries 
of the last century rather confirm it. 

First of all, the first emergentist is often considered to be John Stuart Mill, and 
the term comes from George Henry Lewes’ book, The Problems of Life and Mind 
(1875), and the Wikipedia page of emergentism, at the start, mentions even 
Aristotle himself. However, in contrast to Alexander, these authors were not 
emergentist at all in the sense that they did not develop a whole new 
philosophical and metaphysical system based on the concept of emergence; 
they just used a few terms, for example, Mill his famous “homeopathic laws” 
and “heteropathic laws” (System of Logic 1843) for certain concrete purposes 
which can be regarded as antecedents of later emergentist concepts, especially, 
in the light of the later, mainstream and widespread Broadian interpretation of 
the concept I will discuss in a minute. Aristotle was also not an emergentist, of 
course; nonetheless, for the big picture, it is important to see both the historical 
and the conceptual connections between him and Alexander. 

Modern dualism of mind and matter, and later its antithesis of materialism, 
and the modern mathematical scientific method were born against the 
Aristotelian hierarchical concept of the universe. Alexander is not a modern 
dualist or materialist or even a physicalist in any sense but rather an 
Aristotelian on the other side of modern philosophy and science: there are two 
basic “stuff” or “hyle” (Alexander 1920 I: 341) from which the hierarchical order 
of the universe is built up or develops: first, (lifeless) matter, then, life and, 
finally, mind. They even agree that the characteristic nature of the bottom of 
reality is so-called primary matter or Space itself, which does not exist in itself 
without the other basic stuff. 

However, here comes the fundamental difference. For Aristotle, the other, 
higher stuff consists of different kinds of Forms which reflect the characteristic 
nature of mind or spirit, more exactly, the timeless/eternal nature of the so-
called prime or unmoved mover at the high end of the hierarchical order of 
reality. However, for Alexander, the other stuff is Time, which also does not exist 
without Space. Accordingly, the universe is not timeless or eternal but persists in 
Time and, thus, continuously evolves over time, and its hierarchical development 
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is determined by the fundamental relationship or interaction of its two basic 
stuffs, which is emergence itself. Deity is simply the next higher level of existence 
in this continuous emergent development. Following Alexander, the capitals of 
Space and Time express that now, contrary to a concrete particular space and 
time, we are speaking of the singular whole of Space and Time, that is, about 
reality or the universe itself. 

So, for Alexander, emergence is but the fundamental relation of Space and 
Time as Time appears in Space and Space-Time emerges, and then, more and 
more developed space-time complexes like matter, life, and mind emerge. In 
the traditional sense, there is neither material substance nor mental one; there 
is only emergent Space-Time. 

We live in an evolving universe because Time is the ordering principle or the 
ultimate fundament of reality; there is nothing more. Mind is “only” a unique 
complex of particular space-times, nothing more. Perhaps human minds “are 
but the most gifted members known to us in a democracy of things” (Alexander 
1920 I: 6), but fundamentally they are nothing more than space time complexes 
like anything else. There is no God or an absolute Aristotelian center of the 
universe; Space-Time is emergent and relational, and, therefore, everything in 
Space-Time or in the universe has its own spatiotemporal center and 
spatiotemporal perspective and relational existence, which is but the empirical 
metaphysical description of the Galilean principle of relativity postulated by 
Albert Einstein in his famous theory of relativity. 

Nobody speaks of or investigates the concept of emergence in this original 
meaning and in this original broader context from Aristotle to Einstein. This is 
the main reason that this Guide was born; and this is the main reason that it 
does not deal with the numerous contemporary metaphysical concepts and 
the secondary literature on Alexander in detail. That would entirely shift the 
focus on such discussions and interpretations which are based on 
fundamentally different premises and philosophical convictions, and the 
curious reader would never understand Alexander’s original concept of Space, 
Time, and emergence, which is the only real goal of this Guide. 

For example, A. R. J. Fisher states the following in his excellent paper on 
Alexander’s categories. 

Alexander had a significant impact on the development of twentieth-
century metaphysics […] his system should be judged on his theory of 
categories. (Fisher 2015: 249-250) 

Alexander argues that Space and Time are actually one thing. Space and 
Time are mere attributes or aspects of Space-Time. Space is intrinsically 
temporal and Time is intrinsically spatial. Therefore, he believes in a 
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four-dimensional manifold of events (STD, vol. 1, ch. 1). His arguments 
for Space-Time being one unified thing are difficult to follow and obscure. 
They were discussed at length in the literature and his correspondence. 
I do not have space to address them here. (Fisher 2015: 251) 

As I have just tried to introduce, according to Alexander, everything is the 
consequence of the emergence of Space and Time, including, therefore, the so-
called categories. The categories for Alexander, for example, relation or 
causation, are but the general or pervasive determinations of Space-Time. He 
is very straightforward and explicit in this. For example, everything is in a kind of 
spatiotemporal relation to other things in Space-Time and, thus, relation is a 
general character or category of things; while, for example, only minds are 
conscious, of course; thus, consciousness is a special character or quality of 
things. Therefore, I do not think that it is even possible to speak about Alexander's 
categories without the detailed examination and understanding of his concept of 
Space-Time; we will just do some interesting contemporary interpretation of 
them based on entirely different premises, which is fine, I really learned a lot 
from Fisher’s article, but this is not the goal of this Guide at all. 

On the other hand, Alexander does not believe in a four-dimensional 
manifold of events at all; this interpretation of Space-Time comes from our 
usual positivist scientific education, according to which “Time” is a fourth 
dimension or, more exactly, a fourth dimension of a Cartesian coordinate 
system alongside the three spatial dimensions. As we will see in the first chapter 
in detail, the whole point of Alexander’s argument about the emergence of 
Space-Time is that the nature of Time has three distinct aspects, the most 
famous and well-known of which is irreversibility, and this is the reason that 
Space-Time is three-dimensional. There is no Space or spatial dimensions 
without Time and no Time outside of Space or, more exactly, outside of the 
three spatial dimensions; this is the literal meaning that “Space is intrinsically 
temporal and Time is intrinsically spatial”. Therefore, there is only three-

dimensional Space-Time; this is our clear empirical reality because nobody 
sees any fourth or even higher dimensions, and thus, any four or other 
multidimensional description of it is, in fact, a mathematical modeling; which 
is, of course, legitimate in mathematical physics for certain practical purposes 
but not Space-Time itself as it appears in our experiences. I will circle back to 
this important methodological difference one can see here between 
Alexander’s so-called empirical metaphysics and contemporary science and 
metaphysics. 

Another famous example, now, from the contemporary literature on 
emergence, is Jaegwon Kim’s influential concept of “Alexander’s dictum” (Kim 
1992), according to which, the higher emergent levels have to be causally 
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effective, otherwise they cannot be real in the metaphysical sense; however, 
mainstream materialist or physicalist philosophers think that this active causal 
effectiveness leads via so-called over-determination and downward causation 
to the breaking of the causal closure of the lower-level physical world as, for 
example,  higher level persons voluntary move their bodies (See e.g., Kim 1998, 
1999, 2001). Since, according to them, this violation of the causal closure of the 
physical world is clearly impossible, higher-levels are, therefore, either 
metaphysically not real or they are real, but then this is not a new metaphysical 
position at all, just the old, well-known, and false dualism of mind and matter. 

The conceptual problems are numerous. First of all, according to Alexander, 
the world is neither physical nor material; mathematical physics is an 
instrumental tool (method and theory) of the mind for practical purposes, and 
we are living in an evolving universe of Space-Time; therefore, there is no causal 
closure of the physical world; it is just a (false) concept based on different 
premises and philosophical beliefs. Causation is also not a mechanical process 
between material or physical substances but a category, a unique 
spatiotemporal relation of all things in Space-Time or, in other words, a 
particular general or pervasive determination of Space-Time; therefore, there 
is no mechanical causation between non-material things and levels of existence 
in Space-Time; it is just a (false) concept based on different premises and 
philosophical beliefs. Finally, the body and mind of a person are not two 
distinct substances but the different emergent levels of the same developed 
space-time complex; therefore, there is neither over-determination nor downward 
causation between mind and body but an even more unique and intimate 
spatiotemporal relation than causation called reciprocity by Alexander. 

I only like to highlight that because of the entirely different premises, 
philosophical method and perspective, Kim’s so-called Alexander’s dictum has, 
in fact, nothing to do with Alexander’s original concept of emergence. Still, most 
contemporary philosophers and scientists are only familiar with this dictum 
concerning Alexander’s concept. As it is, in fact, neither a so-called strong nor 
a so-called weak emergence; these are all contemporary concepts based on an 
entirely different analytical philosophical approach, which goes back to C. D. 
Broad and not to Alexander himself. The only way to understand Alexander’s 
original concept of Space, Time, and emergence is a detailed internal analysis 
of his argument based on his own unique method and perspective. 

I will mention as a final brief example another typical work of literature 
related to the above problem, Bas van Fraassen’s great work on the history of 
the philosophy of Space and Time (1970). Van Fraassen does not have a 
mainstream analytical or positivist attitude at all; still, in this case, he does not 

even mention that Alexander existed at all. According to him, after Albert 
Einstein, the question of the nature of Space and Time is simply not a 
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comprehensive philosophical but a specific scientific question, which, 
unfortunately, in reality, means that the mainstream positivist philosophical 
interpretation of Einstein’s results is simply unquestionable; we are only 
dealing with the details (van Fraassen 1970: 156-190). Nonetheless, as I have 
already mentioned briefly, there are no contradictions at all between 
Alexander’s traditional metaphysical analysis and Einstein’s strict scientific 
results; on the contrary—if we can peel off the usual mainstream positivist 
interpretation, of course. Alexander’s concept of Space, Time, and emergence 
is neither dualist nor materialist, nor positivist or physicalist; it has its own 
unique realist philosophy and emergentist metaphysics, and it cannot be 
understood based on alien grounds. This is why it seems strange or even 
“obscure” and challenging to follow. However, on its own unique realist 
grounds, this is not the case at all. 

Accordingly, my goal in this Guide is to show with a detailed internal analysis 
that, on the one hand, Alexander’s concept of Space, Time, and emergence is a 
coherent one, in which practically nobody believes today, and, on the other 
hand, it is coherent with the scientific discoveries of the last century, in which 
literally nobody believes. The contradictions come not from the strict facts but 
primarily from the usual positivist scientific interpretation of Space and Time 
and, perhaps more importantly, from the Broadian mainstream analytical 
interpretation of the concept of emergence. 

So, in science, the usual mathematical description of Time is that it is a fourth 
dimension of “Space”, that is, in fact, a fourth spatial dimension already 
expressed by Einstein himself. If, according to a mainstream physicalist 
interpretation, we think that this is not just an instrumental tool for practical 
purposes but a true description of empirical reality, then this will mean that 
one of our fundamental experiences of reality that Time, contrary to Space, is 
irreversible is as illusory as we experience that the Earth is standing still under 
our feet. I would like to emphasize that this literally means that, in reality, we 
do not age and get old, that is, in reality, we do not even born to firstly be young 
that then we can get old; that, in reality, there is no evolution either in living 
nature or in the universe itself; that, in reality, everything is given in the so-
called (objective) block universe in present (or, now, instead in the so-called 
multiverse); in short, as physicists like to put it and write lengthy books about 
it, Time is just a(n subjective) illusion. 

Contrary to this, at the end of the Introduction to his Time Reborn, theoretical 
physicist Lee Smolin states the following: 

Time will turn out to be the only aspect of our everyday experience that 
is fundamental. The fact that it is always some moment in our 
perception, and that we experience that moment as one of a flow of 
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moments, is not an illusion. It is the best clue we have to fundamental 
reality. (Smolin 2013: xxxi) 

In his earlier work, The Trouble with Physics (2006), Smolin criticized the 
direction that twentieth-century physics had taken, especially string theories. 
Then, in Time Reborn, he proposed to solve the problems of modern physics by 
acknowledging a fundamental fact: Time is real. Although coming from a 
theoretical physicist, the claim is clearly philosophical. He does not question, 
for example, the validity of the Lorentz transformation in special relativity or 
the importance and validity of the equivalence principle by which Einstein 
extended the Galilean principle of relativity in his general theory, but their 
mainstream understandings according to the positivist philosophy of sciences, 
which denies the reality of Time. I just want to contrast this with Alexander’s 
words: 

It is not, I believe, too much to say that all the vital problems of 
philosophy depend for their solution on the solution of the problem 
what Space and Time are and more particularly how they are related to 
each other. (Alexander 1920 I: 35) 

Which, as I have just tried to explain it, according to Alexander, is but 
emergence itself: the origin of any further emergence is as Time appears in 
Space. However, let us now see how the scientist sees the concept of emergence 
in more detail. Smolin writes: 

Emergence is an important term in a relational world. A property of 
something made of parts is emergent if it would not make sense when 
attributed to any of the parts. Rocks are hard, and water flows, but the 
atoms they’re made of are neither solid nor wet. An emergent property 
will often hold approximately, because it denotes an averaged or high-
level description that leaves out much detail. 

As science progresses, aspects of nature once considered fundamental 
are revealed as emergent and approximate. We once thought that solids, 
liquids, and gases were fundamental states; now we know that these are 
emergent properties, which can be understood as different ways to 
arrange the atoms that make up everything. Most of the laws of nature 
once thought of as fundamental are now understood as emergent and 
approximate. Temperature is just the average energy of atoms in 
random motion, so the laws of thermodynamics that refer to 
temperature are emergent and approximate. 
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I’m inclined to believe that just about everything we now think is 
fundamental will also eventually be understood as approximate and 
emergent: gravity and the laws of Newton and Einstein that govern it, the 
laws of quantum mechanics, even space itself. (Smolin 2013: xxx-xxxi) 

Contrary to these higher-level emergent features, “Time will turn out to be the 
only aspect of our everyday experience that is fundamental.” According to 
Smolin, only Time is fundamental, and this is the reason that it is the only thing 
that is not emergent. While, according to Alexander, Time is emergent, and this 
is the reason that it is the ultimate fundament of any higher-level emergent 
development of reality. The starting claims are exactly the same: we should 
finally acknowledge the fundamental reality of Time both in science and 
philosophy. However, the concept of emergence, unfortunately, has been 
turned on its head. 

This is not a new development at all, which is why we do not even understand 
Alexander’s original concept. According to Alexander’s original intention, the 
concept of emergence simply expresses the empirical fact that we live in an 
evolving universe. This is the original metaphysical meaning of the concept, 
excluding both any kind of dualism or idealism and any kind of materialism or 
physicalism. 

However, according to the rising influence of logical positivism and analytical 
philosophy as well as materialism and physicalism, this original metaphysical 
meaning did not spread at all, but it has been displaced practically within a few 
years by an epistemological or instrumental one. Accordingly, today in 
philosophy and science, the concept of emergence, as we could see from 
Smolin’s words, expresses such comprehensive characteristics of complex 
material phenomena, the laws and descriptions of which, since those are not 
the direct characteristics of the parts, in some sense, cannot be reduced to the 
laws and descriptions of the factually existing material parts; and, thus, the only 
real question is what the different methods of reduction are or, more exactly, what 
their sense, limitations, and types are defining the (actual) concept(s) of 
emergence. The contemporary literature on emergence from the famous 
Oppenheim and Putnam paper (1958) until, for example, today’s so-called 
enactivism deals with the arising problems of this kind of differentiation between 
the levels. Nonetheless, this epistemological meaning and analytical tradition 
comes from C. D. Broad himself, who introduced his extremely influential 
views concerning the concept of emergence in his The Mind and its Place in 

Nature (1925), just five years after the publication of Space, Time, and Deity. 

In philosophy, according to a new kind of dualist approach, there is a third 
meaning of the concept of emergence, too. According to this approach, the 
observable development in the universe is not the consequence of its own, 
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independent logic or nature of the process itself, but there is a deeper divine 

activity behind it which, in fact, spurs this development. This, in the case of 
biological development, means a kind of theological concept of evolution, of 
course. This meaning comes from Lloyd Morgan, especially his famous 
Emergent Evolution (1923), who sharply separated science and his so-called 
constructive philosophy. In the case of the former, according to the modern 
positivist attitude or conviction, he does not allow any traditional 
philosophical/metaphysical explanations and principles; at the same time, he 
thinks that the traditional mechanical or physical explanation of the complex 
phenomena is not well-grounded and the emergence of the universe and, thus, 
the reality of different higher-level emergent phenomena is a well-observable 
empirical fact. In the case of the latter, however, he claims that this well-
observable development—in the lack of the reality of Time we could add—
cannot be accounted for by any natural phenomena but only by a divine 
“Activity” of God. 

These three authors together, Samuel Alexander, Lloyd Morgan, and C. D. 
Broad, are usually called the British Emergentists, and as I hope we can see, 
they themselves have already developed those conceptual frameworks in 
which we tend to use the concept of emergence ever since. Accordingly, the 
label “British Emergentism” is a pretty loose term since we can speak of a kind 
of comprehensive emergentist thinking only in a very wide or tacit sense. 
Contrary to Alexander’s original intention, the concept of emergence has 
already lost its independent or original metaphysical meaning in the hands of 
Morgan and Broad; that is, contrary to the two modern Western metaphysical 
traditions, dualism and materialist monism, which have a decisive influence, it 
did not develop an independent emergentist metaphysical philosophical 
tradition at all. 

With Broad’s illuminating terms, his own position is emergent materialism, 
that is, with today’s term, non-reductive physicalism; Morgan’s position is 
emergent dualism; while Alexander’s position is emergent neutralism, that is, 
neither dualism nor materialism, and this is exactly its central point (Broad 
1925: 649). However, neither Morgan nor Broad could acknowledge Alexander’s 
starting point: emergence, in its deepest fundamentals, is nothing but the 
relation of Space and Time; therefore, Time is real and even matter itself is an 
emergent aspect of reality. 

Nonetheless, in a broad or tacit sense, there is a common attitude or 
conviction among the three British Emergentists, namely, that all of them 
strongly believe that, based on the observable facts, it is clear that we live in an 
evolving universe, that is, on the one hand, there is no divine creation and, on 
the other one, reality is not just material in nature. Morgan also does not believe 
that there is divine creation; that would mean the violation of the separation of 
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science and constructive philosophy. There is only divine Activity which 
unfolds through the long course of emergent evolution, meaning that 
concerning the evolving universe, he is a staunch emergentist, but concerning 
the ultimate reality, he is still a dualist (emergent dualism). 

However, it is a clear conceptual contradiction that Broad, according to his 
own conceptual expression, is an emergent materialist, and he still believes 
that reality is not just material in nature. For Broad, the concept of traditional 
materialism that there is only one material substance and nothing else is 
obviously nonsense (although, he prefers stronger words) since we have direct 
experiences concerning the mind and that is clearly not material; so, for him, 
the term materialism merely means that there is only one substance, matter, 
but reality itself is much more than that. However, since he strictly follows the 
analytical method, he defines this “more” only in the epistemological sense and 
does not give any metaphysical description. 

Moreover, in different cases, he uses different, conceptually contradictory 
definitions. For example, according to him, propositions, especially logical and 
mathematical terms are not material or mental existents (substances) but 
“abstracta” (that is, especially the realms of “Pure Logic” and “Pure 
Mathematics”) which is a completely another category of reality than the 
traditional substances of matter and mind (Broad 1925: 18-19) and instead 
means a kind of idealism. Or, it only becomes clear in the last chapter of his 
book what he really means under its title “The Mind and its Place in Nature”: 
the “perpetual progress” of mankind both in the bodily and the mental or 
intellectual senses; consequently, according to him, idealism, if it is properly 
understood in this sense, is not contradictory to materialism (Broad 1925: 654). 
Contrary to Alexander, Broad does not want to be coherent concerning the 
different questions or topics to be examined, and he even explicitly states this 
(Broad 1925: 10); while, for Alexander, the coherence of perspectives is the 
indispensable starting point for truth. 

Nonetheless, the most important Broadian conceptual definition, which is 
once more a fundamentally different one contrary to the above, is his definition 
of emergence by the concept of reduction. Accordingly, a comprehensive 
property or law of a material compound is emergent if there is no other 
(traditionally, some kind of vital or mental) substance present; still, this higher-
level property or law cannot be reduced to the actual lower-level properties and 
laws of the parts of the given compound. For example, the otherwise well-
known chemical properties of water (H2O), such as being a tasteless, odorless, 
almost colorless liquid, cannot be known from the more fundamental 
properties of hydrogen and oxygen. In contrast, the mass of the water is simply 
the direct result of the masses of hydrogen and oxygen, of course (Broad 1925: 
62-63). Consequently, in Broad’s conceptual interpretation, emergence in itself 
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has no metaphysical meaning but is the simple contrary of the conceptual 
process of reduction. As a matter of fact, he rejected Alexander’s original 
concept because Alexander claimed that the mind and any other emergent 
phenomena, which, fundamentally, are all different kinds of space-time 
complexes, in a (non-materialist or non-logical/mathematical conceptual) 
sense, could be reduced. (Broad 1925: 639) 

One could ask at this point, then, what is the basis of Broad’s claim that there 
could be real mental or intellectual progress in the case of mankind? What is 
the real difference between emergent water and emergent mind? How is a 
compound of different material substances capable of perpetual mental 
progress if the mind is “obviously” not material? According to Broad, there 
exists a specific “psychic” material component that survives the death of the 
body, and it is accessible to other minds, especially for sensitive mediums. 
Broad bases these claims on the “indisputable” and “firmly established” facts 
of telepathy (Broad 1925: 16-17, 396-400) and his experiences of different 
séances and spirit summoning. He thinks that, by analogy of chemical 
compounds, the mind (only in the case of man) is probably a unique 
compound of bodily/material components and this not yet discovered 
psychic/material component, and, in reality, this unique compound is that 
specific thing/substance which possesses the quality of consciousness. (Broad 
1925: 535-550) 

I personally do not find Broad’s concepts and arguments convincing; I believe 
that the only way emergentism can be consistent if, with his term, it is 
neutralism, that is, in the traditional dualist and materialist sense, it rejects the 
reality of both the material and the mental substances and, in a new, 
independent metaphysical sense, it defines that the only fundament of reality 
is emergence itself; in other words, the evolution of the universe has its own 
distinct logic or nature and every existing thing including matter and mind and 
logical and mathematical terms emerges or unfolds from this fundamental 
emergent process. This was Alexander’s goal. This means, of course, that the 
fundamental ordering principle that determines this evolution can be neither 
material nor mental because, in reality, both matter and mind are emergent. 

The pivotal problem because of which neither Morgan nor Broad could 
accept Alexander’s original concept of emergence, and I like to emphasize that 
among scientists and philosophers this general attitude has not changed a bit 
since then, is twofold. On the one hand, this means that there is no God and 
cannot be which excludes the traditional dualist conviction; and, on the other 
hand, science or, more exactly, fundamental physics which, by its 
mathematical experimental method, tries to define the fundamental material 
substance is not the complete description of reality and cannot be which 
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excludes both the traditional materialist and the more modern positivist and 
physicalist convictions. 

The former is, of course, Morgan’s case, and the latter is, in fact, Broad’s, who, 
following Gottlob Frege and especially Bertrand Russell, tries to define the parts 
of reality that are more than material substance by positive, anti-metaphysical 
conceptual and logical analysis. Contrary to this, he simply regards Alexander’s 
traditional empirical and metaphysical analysis as “philosophical jam” (Broad 
1925: 55). 

According to Alexander, in the traditional sense, there are no substances; 
there is only the emergence of Space and Time; fundamentally, every thing is a 
particular space-time complex in relational Space-Time; there is nothing over 
and above Space-Time; every thing, including every human mind, is related to 
other things in this relational existence of Space-Time. Therefore, on the one 
hand, there are no objective things given as they are in the absolute sense of 
their substantial nature; there are only real appearances and real perspective 
between things in Space-Time; and, on the other hand, the sensory experiences 
of the so-called secondary qualities of matter and their usual experiential 
refinement into exact mathematical data are not our only source of knowledge; 
we cannot see other minds, still perfectly know that there they are or we cannot 
see the space inside the walls, still perfectly know that there it is and it is not the 
same as the continuously expanding Space itself both inside and outside the 
walls. 

Our description of Space-Time itself and of the features which belong to 
any bit of it is but a means of reaching by thought to what is deeper and 
more fundamental than the products of thought. (Alexander 1920 I: 337) 

We can do this because we are not mental substances trying to use the 
concepts and rules of a kind of “Pure Mathematics” and “Pure Logic” which 
objectively transcends our material/bodily limitations but fundamentally as 
spatiotemporal as any bit of Space-Time itself. The relational nature of Space-
Time and the principle of relativity not just limit our objectivity but also give us 
an evolutionary origin or, in this case, rather heritage by which we know way 
more than any formal logic of mind can tell us. So, after all, what are Alexander’s 
so-called empirical metaphysics and his new evolutionary attitude by which he 
tries to solve “all the vital problems” of philosophy? 

First of all, in his Introduction, he is very straightforward that: “For realism, 
mind has no privileged place expect in its perfection” (Alexander 1920 I: 8). Or: 
“the effect of the empirical method in metaphysics is seriously and persistently 
to treat finite minds as one among the many forms of finite existence, having 
no privilege among them” (Alexander 1920 I: 6). Nonetheless, then, he tries to 
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show his point by the extensive and detailed analysis of mind and its 
knowledge. I do not think that this is fortunate and the proper way to order 
mind to its proper place. So, I will only highlight the first few pages of his 
Introduction and handle the problems of mind indeed at their proper place. As 
we will see, most of my critiques will come from this problem that Alexander, 
although he is crystal clear about what his real goal is, still always circles back 
to mind, casting a deceptive shadow on his deep evolutionary attitude. 

Nonetheless, in the first few pages of his book, he unambiguously clarifies 
that philosophy is metaphysics and uses Aristotle’s traditional definition that it 
is the science of being. Therefore, philosophy “differs from the special sciences, 
not so much in its method as in the nature of the subjects with which it deals” 
(Alexander 1920 I: 1), meaning, of course, that metaphysics is a general and 
comprehensive study connecting the sciences through reality or being itself 
and not a special one. This is the meaning that metaphysics is empirical. “It will 
proceed like them [the special sciences] by reflective description and analysis 
of its special subject-matter” (Alexander 1920 I: 4). 

According to Alexander’s realism, rendering the mind to its proper place, 
there is no deep abyss between philosophy and science, as we have seen both 
in the case of Morgan and the case of Broad, who, in different ways, but 
according to a positivist attitude, sharply separate the science of being and the 
special sciences. For Morgan, it is constructive philosophy based on explicit 
dualist beliefs (emergent dualism); while for Broad, it is the analytical method 
based on Pure Logic and Pure Mathematics (emergent materialism), and 
traditional empirical metaphysics is simply “philosophical jam.” For Alexander, 
there is no deep abyss, because he does not believe either in divine Activity or 
in objective (i.e., divine) logic and mathematical analysis. He believes in 
experience wherever it leads us: “facts, however strange the description of them 
may be, must be accepted loyally and our theories accommodated to them” 
(Alexander 1920 I: 133). 

However, I like to underline once more that for Alexander, experience is not 
the result of the so-called scientific method of the special sciences, that is, 
specific mathematically expressed exact data of a material phenomenon based 
on the senses but the whole experience of human existence. For example, our 
experience that our time in existence is slowly passing away is not the same as 
the exact data of mechanical clocks expressed in the fourth dimension of a 
coordinate system. In this sense, experience and empirical metaphysics are 
“non-empirical or a priori or categorical” (Alexander 1920 I: 4). And this is the 
reason that Fischer finds Alexander’s argument concerning the unique reality 
of Time obscure; van Fraassen does not even mention him; or that the 
outspoken Broad calls his empirical method simply philosophical jam. 
Contemporary science and analytical philosophy, based on the results of the 
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special sciences, according to a positivist attitude, do not believe in experience; 
they believe in exact data, the mathematical/experimental method, and 
modern logical analysis. When Alexander speaks of the special sciences, he 
does not speak about this positivist vision. According to Alexander: 

The senses have no privilege in experience, but that they are the means 
by which our minds through our bodies are affected by external objects. 
Sensations, though integral parts of experience, are not the only ones. 
Thoughts are experienced as much as sensations, and are as vital to 
experience. It may even appear that there are experiences simpler and 
of a lower order than sensation itself; and it may be possible to indicate 
the precise relation of these various forms of our experience in the 
economy of things. A philosophy which pursues an empirical method is 
not necessarily 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. (Alexander 1920 I: 4) 

If you look up at the night sky, in the bright, starry eye of Space-Time, you will 
clearly experience that you are a small, finite part of an infinite existence, and 
you will literally see the past of the stars in three dimensions; still, a “good” 
scientist would ignore these so-called subjective impressions, because of which 
he/she has become a scientist in the first place at all, and would start to 
calculate the so-called objective data of some experiment and regard the 
passing of Time as an exact mathematical variant of a fourth coordinate. If we 
are the children of evolution in an evolving universe, and mind is ordered to its 
proper place, then neither our senses nor our reason is fundamental. In other 
words, there was a time when we had neither senses nor reason yet, but we were 
led by more fundamental experiences. Alexander simply calls our fundament 
of sense and reason intuition. 

Contrary to this, the usual method of mathematical physics and science is 
still based on the postulation of a so-called objective observer over and above 
Space-Time usually called “view from nowhere” which, with Alexander’s words, 
is, of course, an “impossible assumption of an observer outside the whole 
universe” (Alexander 1920 I: 67). It is perfectly Broadian in the sense that it 
postulates that the universe exclusively consists of material/physical 
substances; still, it describes this only one material/physical substance from an 
outside absolute mental perspective by objective logical and mathematical 
terms. This is the reason that a famous sociologist of knowledge calls this 
positivist philosophical attitude “theology in disguise” (Bloor 2007). 

As we will see in more detail, according to Alexander, the complete 
mathematization of modern physics comes from the new positivist wave of his 
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time or, more exactly, from the mathematization of metaphysics itself by 
modern logic. He will emphasize the influential role of Alfred Whitehead, 
Gottlob Frege, and especially Bertrand Russell, and he has serious fears 
concerning the future of philosophy (that is, traditional metaphysics, of 
course). Now, I only want to underline the big difference between the attitude 
of realism and the attitude of positivism and its connection to “the problem 
what Space and Time are and more particularly how they are related to each 
other” (Alexander 1920 I: 35). 

Now it is this last calamity with which metaphysics is threatened […] For 
the mathematical philosopher, mathematics and logic and metaphysics 
become in the end, except for minor qualifications, identical. Hence 
philosophy has been described by Mr. Russell as the science of the 
possible. This is the inevitable outcome of beginning with things or 
entities and generalising on that basis. Our empirical world is one of 
many possible worlds, as Leibniz thought in his time. But all possible 
worlds conform to metaphysics. For us, on the contrary, metaphysics is 
the science of the actual world, though only of the a priori features of it. 
The conception of possible worlds is an extension from the actual world 
in which something vital has been left out by an abstraction. That vital 
element is Space-Time. (Alexander 1920 I: 177-178) 

So, contrary to Broad’s “theology in disguise” and Russell’s “mathematical 
metaphysics,” Alexander’s determined goal is a strict realism: “to de-
anthropomorphize” and “to order man and mind to their proper place among 
the world of finite things” including logics, mathematics and physics 
(Alexander 1914: 1). Consequently, Alexander’s empirical metaphysics is 
entirely coherent and, thus, necessarily circular and metaphorical at some 
points as he is searching after the bottom of our very existence: the emergence 
of Space and Time, the very „stuff” from which every existent is built up, 
including our mind, our language, our mathematics and, of course, our deep 
philosophical attitudes; there are no exceptions, not even the so-called 
scientific method or modern formal logic. Although now Alexander’s work is 
more than a century old, it is, in fact, revolutionary new compared to the usual 
inquiries of science and philosophy of our time. 

I am trying to do the same. This Introduction, as Alexander’s own 
Introduction was in his own way and in his actual philosophical and scientific 
context, is a first short circle of our internal deep dive to shed some light on the 
coherence and deepness of his concept of Space, Time, and emergence and 
especially on the reasons why we do not understand his concept in our actual 
philosophical and scientific context and never will if we are still thinking in a 
usual Broadian analytical and non-reductive positivist/physicalist conceptual 
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framework. Although they are called fellow British Emergentists, they are day 
and night; they are “philosophical jam” and “incoherent conceptual trickery” 
in relation to each other; and there is no objective observer or view from over 
and above Space-Time to definitely decide between them in the absolute sense; 
truth starts on the fundament of the principle of relativity. 

This is a Guide to the origin of the concept of emergence or, which is the same, 
to Samuel Alexander’s Space, Time, and Deity. It will not deal with the 
contemporary discussions of the concept of emergence or the contemporary 
secondary literature on Alexander because that would only lead to futile 
debates; instead, with detailed internal analysis, it will circularly try to dive 
deep into Alexander’s barely known concept of Space, Time, and emergence. I 
believe that even after over a hundred years, we could learn a lot from him. 

 

 



 

 

 

 

 

PAGES MISSING 

 FROM THIS FREE SAMPLE 



Important works of Alexander 

Alexander, Samuel. Moral Order and Progress: an Analysis of Ethical 
Conception. London: Trubner & Co., 1889. 

Alexander, Samuel. Locke. London: Archibald Constable & Co., 1908. 
Alexander, Samuel. “Ptolemaic and Copernican Views of the Place of Mind in 

the Universe.” The Hibbert Journal 8 (1909) 47-66. 
Alexander, Samuel. “The Method of Metaphysics; and the Categories.” Mind 21 

(1912) 1-20. 
Alexander, Samuel. “On Relations; and in Particular the Cognitive Relation.” 

Mind 21 (1912) 305-328. 
Alexander, Samuel. “The Basis of Realism.” Proceedings of the British Academy 

5 (1914) 279–314. 
Alexander, Samuel. Space, Time, and Deity. London: MacMillan & Co., 1920. 
Alexander, Samuel. Spinoza and Time. London: Unwin Brothers, 1921. 
Alexander, Samuel. Some Explanations. Mind 30 (1921), 409-428. 
Alexander, Samuel. Beauty and Other Forms of Value. London:  MacMillan & 

Co., 1933. 
Alexander, Samuel. Philosophical and Literary Pieces, ed. by John Laird. 

London: MacMillan & Co., 1939. 
 





Important secondary literature 

Bateman, J. V. “Professor Alexander’s Proofs of the Spatio-Temporal Nature of 
Mind.” The Philosophical Review 49 (1940) 309–324. https://doi.org/10.2307/ 
2180869 

Brettschneider, Betram. The Philosophy of Samuel Alexander. New York: 
Humanities Press, 1964. 

Broad, C. D. “Professor Alexander’s Gifford Lectures I.” Mind 30 (1921) 25–39. 
https://doi.org/10.1093/mind/XXX.117.25 

Broad, C. D. “Professor Alexander’s Gifford Lectures II.” Mind 30 (1921) 129–150. 
https://doi.org/10.1093/mind/XXX.118.129 

Calkins, Mary Whiton. “The Dual Role of the Mind in the Philosophy of S. 
Alexander.” Mind 32 (1923) 197–210. https://doi.org/10.1093/mind/XXXII.12 
6.197 

Connelly, James M. 2021. “Becoming Real: The Metaphysics of Samuel 
Alexander and R.G. Collingwood.” In Marking the Centenary of Samuel 
Alexander’s Space, Time and Deity, ed. Fisher, A. R. J., 193–210. Palgrave 
Macmillan: Cham, Switzerland, 2021. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-
65121-3_11 

Emmet, Dorothy. “Time is the Mind of Space.” Philosophy 25 (1950) 225–234. 
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0031819100008238 

Gillett, Carl. “Samuel Alexander’s Emergentism: Or, Higher Causation for 
Physicalists.” Synthese 153 (2006) 261–296. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11229-
005-5470-4 

Fisher, A. R. J. “Samuel Alexander’s Theory of Categories.” The Monist 98 (2015) 
246–267. https://doi.org/10.1093/monist/onv009 

Fisher, A. R. J. “Samuel Alexander’s Early Reactions to British Idealism,” 
Collingwood and British Idealism Studies 23 (2017) 169–96. https://doi.org/1 
0.1007/978-3-030-65121-3_1 

Fisher, A. R. J. “Introduction.” In Marking the Centenary of Samuel Alexander’s 
Space, Time and Deity, ed. Fisher, A. R. J., 1–20. Palgrave Macmillan: Cham, 
Switzerland, 2021. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-65121-3_10 

Fisher, A. R. J. “Samuel Alexander and the Psychological Origins of Realism.” In 
Marking the Centenary of Samuel Alexander’s Space, Time and Deity, ed. 
Fisher, A. R. J., 165–192. Palgrave Macmillan: Cham, Switzerland, 2021. 

Fox, A. C. “Professor Alexander’s Ethical Views.” International Journal of Ethics 
44 (1934) 405–417. https://doi.org/10.1086/intejethi.44.4.2378255 

Hooper, Sydney E. “A Reasonable Theory of Morality (Alexander and 
Whitehead).” Philosophy 25 (1950) 54–67. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0031819 
100007798 

Innis, Robert. E. “Aesthetic Naturalism and the «Ways of Art»: linking John 
Dewey and Samuel Alexander.” Rivista Di Storia Della Filosofia, 3 (2017) 513–
532. https://doi.org/10.3280/SF2017-003009 



302   Important secondary literature 

 
Laird, John. “Memoir.” In Alexander’s Philosophical and Literary Pieces, ed. J. 

Laird. London: Macmillan & Co., 1939. 
Listowel, Lord. “The Aesthetic Doctrines of Samuel Alexander.” Philosophy 14 

(1939) 180–191. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0031819100011360 
McCarthy, John. The Naturalism of Samuel Alexander. New York: Macmillan, 

1948. 
Muirhead, J. H. “Samuel Alexander.” Philosophy 14 (1939) 3–14. https://doi.org 

/10.1017/S0031819100011098 
Murphy, Arthur E. “Alexander’s Metaphysic of Space-Time I.” The Monist 37 

(1927) 357–383. https://doi.org/10.5840/monist192737322 
Murphy, Arthur E. “Alexander’s Metaphysic of Space-Time II. Space-Time and 

the Categories.” The Monist 37 (1927) 624–644. https://doi.org/10.5840/moni 
st19273742 

Murphy, Arthur E. “Alexander’s Metaphysic of Space-Time III: Space-Time and 
Knowledge.” The Monist 38 (1928) 18–37. https://doi.org/10.5840/monist19 
2838123 

Rush, Michael. “Samuel Alexander on Motion.” In Marking the Centenary of 
Samuel Alexander’s Space, Time and Deity, ed. Fisher, A. R. J., 129–148. 
Palgrave Macmillan: Cham, Switzerland, 2021. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-
3-030-65121-3_8 

Simons, Peter. “Samuel Alexander’s Categories.” In Marking the Centenary of 
Samuel Alexander’s Space, Time and Deity, ed. Fisher, A. R. J., 149–164. 
Palgrave Macmillan: Cham, Switzerland, 2021. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-
3-030-65121-3_9 

Stout, G. F. “Prof. Alexander’s Theory of Sense Perception.” Mind 31 (1922) 385–412. 
https://doi.org/10.1093/mind/XXXI.124.385 

Stout, G. F. “S. Alexander (1859–1938): Personal Reminiscences.” Mind 49 (1940) 
126–129. https://doi.org/10.1093/mind/XXXI.124.385 

Thomas, Emily. “Space, Time, and Samuel Alexander.” British Journal for the 
History of Philosophy 21 (2013) 549–569. https://doi.org/10.1080/09608788.2 
012.734776 

Thomas, Emily. “Samuel Alexander’s Spacetime God: A Naturalist Rival to 
Current Emergentist Theologies.” In Alternative Concepts of God, eds. Y. 
Nagasawa and A. Buckareff, 225– 273. New York: Oxford University Press, 
2016. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-65121-3_7 

Thomas, Emily. “Samuel Alexander’s Place in British Philosophy: Realism and 
Naturalism from the 1880s Onwards.” In Marking the Centenary of Samuel 
Alexander’s Space, Time and Deity, ed. Fisher, A. R. J., 113–128. Palgrave 
Macmillan: Cham, Switzerland, 2021. 

Titus, Harold. “A Neo-realist’s Idea of God.” Journal of Religion 13 (1933) 127–38. 
https://doi.org/10.1086/481291 

Weblin, Mark. “The Rise and Fall of Australian Empiricism.” In Marking the 
Centenary of Samuel Alexander’s Space, Time and Deity, ed. Fisher, A. R. J., 
211–236. Palgrave Macmillan: Cham, Switzerland, 2021. https://doi.org/10.1 
007/978-3-030-65121-3_12 

Weinstein, Michael. Unity and Variety in the Philosophy of Samuel Alexander. 
West Lafayette, IN: Purdue University Press, 1984. 



Important secondary literature 303 

 
Williams, Donald C. “Samuel Alexander and the Analytical Introverts.” In 

Marking the Centenary of Samuel Alexander’s Space, Time and Deity, ed. 
Fisher, A. R. J., 89–110. Palgrave Macmillan: Cham, Switzerland, 2021. https:// 
doi.org/10.1007/978-3-030-65121-3_6 

 





Bibliography 

Aristotle. The Physics. London, New York: William Heinemann Ltd., G. P. 
Putnam’s Sons, 1929. 

Bergson, Henri. Time and Free Will: An Essay on the Immediate Data of 
Consciousness. London, New York: George Allen and Unwin Ltd., 1910. 

Bergson, Henri. Matter and Memory. London, New York: George Allen and 
Unwin Ltd., The Macmillen Company, 1911. 

Bergson, Henri. Creative Evolution. London: McMillan and Co., 1922. 
Bergson, Henri. Duration and Simultaneity. New York: The Bobbs-Merrill 

Company Inc., 1965. 
Bertalanffy, Ludwig von. The Modern Theories of Development. New York: 

Harper, 1962. 
Bloor, David. “Epistemic Grace: Antirelativism as Theology in Disguise.” 

Common Knowledge 13:2–3 (2007) 250–80. https://doi.org/10.1215/0961754 
X-2007-007 

Broad, C. D. The Mind and its Place in Nature. New York: Routledge, 1925. 
Campbell, Donald T. “Downward Causation in a Hierarchically Organized 

Biological Systems.” In Studies in the Philosophy of Biology: Reduction and 
Related Problems, eds. Ayala, Francisco J. and Theodosius Dobzhansky, 179–
186. London, Basingstoke: Macmillen, 1974. https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-
349-01892-5_11 

Csányi, Vilmos. Evolutionary Systems and Society: A General Theory. Durham, 
Duke University Press, 1989. 

Clark, Andy, and David Chalmers. “The Extended Mind.” Analysis 58, no. 1 
(1998) 7–19. https://doi.org/10.1093/analys/58.1.7 

Dedekind, Richard. “The Nature and Meaning of Numbers.” In Essays on the 
Theory of Numbers, 31-128. New York: Dover Publication Inc., 1963. 

Donald, Merlin. Origins of the Modern Mind: Three Stages in the Evolution of 
Culture and Cognition. Boston: Harvard University Press, 1991. 

Emmeche, Claus et al., “Levels, Emergence, and Three Versions of Downward 
Causation.” In Downward Causation. Minds, Bodies and Matter, eds. Peter B. 
Andersen et al., 13–34. Århus: Aarhus University Press, 2000. 

Einstein, Albert. Relativity. The Special and the General Theory. A Popular 
Exposition. London: Methuen and Co., 1920. 

van Fraassen, Bas. Introduction to the Philosophy of Time and Space. New York: 
Random House, 1970. 

Jackson, Frank C. “Ephiphenomenal Qualia.” The Philosophical Quarterly vol. 
32, no. 27 (1982) 127–136. https://doi.org/10.2307/2960077 

Jackson, Frank C. “What Mary didn’t Know.” The Journal of Philosophy vol. 83, 
no. 5 (1986) 291-295. https://doi.org/10.2307/2026143 

Kim, Jaegwon. “‘Downward Causation’ in Emergentism and Nonreductive 
Physicalism.” In Emergence or Reduction? Essays on the Prospects of Nonreductive 



306   Bibliography 

 
Physicalism, eds. Ansgar Beckermann et al., 119–38. Berlin: de Gruyter, 1992. 
https://doi.org/10.1515/9783110870084.119 

Kim, Jaegwon. Mind in a Physical World: An Essay on the Mind-Body Problem 
and Mental Causation. Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 1998. https://doi.org/10.7 
551/mitpress/4629.001.0001 

Kim, Jaegwon. Making Sense of Emergence.” Philosophical Studies 95 (1999) 3–36. 
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1004563122154 

Kim, Jaegwon. “Mental Causation and Consciousness: The Two Mind-Body 
Problem for the Physicalist.” In Physicalism and its Discontents, eds. Carl 
Gillett and Barry Loewer, 271–83. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 
2001. https://doi.org/10.1017/CBO9780511570797.014 

Kuhn, Thomas S. The Structure of Scientific Revolutions. Chicago: The 
University of Chicago Press, 1996. 

Laplace, Pierre-Simon. A Philosophical Essay on Probabilities. New York: J. 
Wiley and Sons, 1902. 

Lem, Stanislaw. Solaris. London: Faber and Faber, 1970. 
Lewes, George Henry. Problems of Life and Mind. First Series. The Foundations 

of a Creed Vol. II. Boston: James S. Osgood, 1875. 
McLaughlin, Brian P. “The Rise and Fall of British Emergentism.” In Emergence 

or Reduction? Essays on the Prospects of Nonreductive Physicalism, eds. Ansgar 
Beckermann et al., 49–93. Berlin: de Gruyter, 1992. 

McTaggart, John M. E. “The Unreality of Time.” Mind 17 (1908) 457–474. 
https://doi.org/10.1093/mind/XVII.4.457 

Mill, John Stuart. System of Logic. London: Longmans, Green, Reader, and Dyer, 
1843. 

Morgan, C. Lloyd. Emergent Evolution. London: Williams and Norgate, 1923. 
Nagel, Thomas. The View from Nowhere. Oxford, New York: Oxford University 

Press, 1986. 
Newton, Isaac. The Mathematical Principles of Natural Philosophy. New York: 

Daniel Adee, 1946. 
Oppenheim, Paul and Hilary Putnam. “Unity of Science as a Working 

Hypothesis.” In Concepts, Theories, and the Mind-Body Problem. Minnesota 
Studies in the Philosophy of Science Vol. II., eds. Herbert Feigl et al., 3–36. 
Minneapolis: University of Minnesota Press, 1958. 

Paksi, Daniel. Personal Reality. The Emergentist Concept of Science, Evolution, 
and Culture. Eugene, OR: Pickwick Publications, 2019. https://doi.org/10.23 
07/j.ctv10crdxr 

Polanyi, Michael. Personal Knowledge. London: Routledge and Kegan Paul, 1962. 
Robb, Alfred Arthur. A Theory of Time and Space. Cambridge: Cambridge 

University Press, 1912. 
Russell, Bertrand. The Principles of Mathematics. Cambridge: Cambridge 

University Press, 1903. 
Russell, Bertrand and Alfred N. Whitehead. Principia Mathematica. Three 

Volumes. Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1910–1913. 



Bibliography  307 

 
Russell, Bertrand. Our Knowledge of the External Word as a Field for Scientific 

Method in Philosophy. Chicago and London: Open Court Publishing, 1914. 
https://doi.org/10.5962/bhl.title.2067 

Smolin, Lee. The Trouble With Physics: The Rise of String Theory, the Fall of a 
Science, and What Comes Next. Boston: Houghton Mifflin, 2006. 

Smolin, Lee. Time Reborn. From the Crisis in Physics to the Future of the 
Universe. Boston: Mariner Books, 2013. 





Index 

A 

adaptation: 73, 126, 160, 161, 172, 174, 
208, 222, 223, 225, 228-234, 249, 269-
272, 281 

Alexander’s dictum: ix-x 
Aristotle or Aristotelian philosophy: 

vii-viii, 5, 130, 164, 165 

B 

Beauty: 211-216, 225-228 
behaviorism: 176, 177 
Behaviorism: 177 
belief: 147-148, 172, 216, 217 
Bergson, Henri: 4, 10, 54, 243 
Berkeley, George: 72, 186, 174 
Bertalanffy, Ludwig von: 271 
Big Bang: 26, 242 
block universe:  xi, 25, 210 
Bohr, Nils: 5 
Bosanquet, Bernard: 86 
British Emergentism: xiii-xvii, xxiii 
Broad, C. D.: x, xiii-xx, xiii, 91 

C 

Carnap, Rudolf: 13 
causality or causation: 24, 96, 97, 105-

112, 124, 145-148, 189, 190, 237 
center of the universe: viii, 12, 22-23 
coexistent: 8-14, 16 
coherence: 215-229 
complexity, intensive, structural 

complexity: 142, 144, 151, 156, 165, 
202, 238, 240, 271 

compresence or compresent relation: 
38-40, 45, 109, 168, 171-177, 197-200, 
201-203, 206-207, 213-216, 224, 231 

consciousness: 37, 38, 74, 141-144, 
146, 147, 179-181, 194, 202, 203, 213-
215, 238 

conservation: 17, 18, 21-24, 37, 38, 60, 
95-99, 103, 104, 106, 111, 134-136, 
158, 159 

contemplation: 38-40, 45-47, 146-148, 
171-174, 175, 176, 179-181, 185-187, 
200, 241, 245 

continuity: 7, 8, 9-14, 16-18, 28, 29, 51, 
52, 53, 54, 59, 60, 89, 90, 105-109, 
114, 115, 117, 118, 128, 133-136, 165, 
207, 208, 256, 257 

continuous: See continuity 
correspondence theory of truth: 218, 

219 
culture or cultural evolution: 212, 231, 

232, 250, 258 

D 

Darwin, Charles or Darwinian theory: 
213, 230, 270, 271 

Dedekind, Richard: 54 
Deity; divine quality: 251, 253-260, 

263-265, 267-272 
Descartes, René; Cartesian philosophy: 

37, 41 
determinism, 152, 153, 165, 237-245 
direction: 9, 10, 17,18, 20-24, 34, 37, 38, 

60, 92, 95-99, 104, 106, 108, 134, 135, 
136, 158, 159, 182, 183, 

diversity: 75, 77, 124, 135-136 
downward causation: ix, x, 86, 108-110, 

146 
Driesch, Hans: 162 
dualism: vii, xiv, 4, 5, 33, 34, 143, 153, 

165, 180, 194, 212, 231, 289 

E 

Einstein, Albert: viii, x-xii, xxiv, 2, 4-16, 
21, 23, 32-35, 51, 52, 61, 114, 154, 
200, 243,   

enjoyment: 38-40, 49-52, 109, 147, 148, 
173, 174, 182, 185-187, 209, 210, 237, 
238, 240, 241, 244, 245 



310   Index 

Epistemology: 167 
evolution: xi, xvi, 126, 127, 148, 159, 

163, 183, 189, 227, 228, 229, 230, 232, 
239, 269, 270 

existence: 76-79, 81, 84, 106, 124, 133-
136 

expectation: 47-49, 108, 109, 217 
extended mind; extended cognition: 

41 
extrinsic relations: 93, 100 

F 

faith: 272 
freedom: 237-245 
Frege, Gottlob: xvii, xx, 62, 63, 117, 118 
future determination: 108, 109, 110, 

263 

G 

Galilei, Galileo: 61, 64 
general or universal identity: 75, 81-88, 

93, 105, 124, 133-136 
geometry: 53-58, 62, 119,  
God: xvi, 251, 253-260, 263-265, 267-

269, 271, 273 
goodness: See moral goodness 
gravity; gravitational relation: 2, 24, 67, 

68, 97, 104, 115, 171, 172, 176, 191, 201 

I 

idea or image: 143, 172, 207, 208 
identity, numerical; self-identity; general 

or universal, individual, substantial 
numerical; self-identity: 75, 105, 133-
136 

illusory appearance;  illusion: 197, 198, 
199, 205-207 

implicit or tacit: 217, 218 
individual identity: 75, 81-88, 93, 104-

105, 124, 133-136, 165 
individual: See individual identity 
infinite singularity; singular infinity: 1, 

7, 25, 29, 117, 121, 122, 129, 256, 260, 
264, 273 

infinite: See infinity 
infinity:7-8, 11-13, 18, 25, 27, 130, 131, 

133-136, 259, 260 

intensity; intensive quantity: 113-116, 
124, 133-136, 192, 193 

intensive complexity: 142, 144 
intrinsic relations, 93, 100 
intuition: xix, 187-190, 193, 202 
irreversibility: ix, 4, 9, 17, 26, 55, 97 

J 

judgment, implicit or tacit, reflective 
judgment (in general): 198, 205, 215-
218 

K 

Kant, Immanuel: 122 
Kim, Jaegwon: ix-x 
Kuhn, Thomas: 221, 222 

L 

Laplace, Jean-Pierre: 29, 243 
Laplace’s demon: 29, 242, 243 
law of contradiction: 72 
Laws of Thought: 79 
Lewes, George Henry: vii 
life: 111, 112, 138, 139, 142, 150, 152, 

159-161, 162-165, 174, 180, 193-196, 
211, 215, 222, 223, 230-235, 241, 242, 
249, 255, 269-272 

Logics: xv-xx, 54, 62, 63, 64, 110 
Lorentz, Hendrik: 8 

M 

many (as a category): 124, 129-131, 
133-136, 165 

materialism or materialist monism: vii, 
xiii-xv, 143, 153, 163, 180, 231, 239, 271 

mathematical: xx, 53, 62, 63, 64 
mathematics: xv, xvii-xviii, xx, 1, 53-58, 

62-65, 117-120 
matter: xiv-xvii, xxiv, 1, 2, 6-8, 15, 24, 

27, 101, 113-116, 130, 153, 154, 155-
160, 162-165, 190-193, 211, 232, 233, 
247-250 

McTaggart, John: 25 
mechanics: 111, 162-164, 242-244  
memory: 45-52, 109, 173, 207-209, 214, 

217 



Index 311 

 
mental processes: 50, 83, 108, 142-146, 

150, 172, 179-183, 185, 186, 190, 194, 
195, 209, 238 

mental space: 37-40, 45-47, 51, 52, 109, 
182, 207, 250 

mental time: 37-40, 45-47, 49, 51, 52, 
182 

mere appearance: 197-199, 201-203, 205 
metaphysics, mathematical, empirical: 

xvii-xix, 16, 63, 64, 72, 164, 165, 271 
Mill, John Stuart: vii 
mind: vii-x, xvi-xxi, 37-43, 45-52, 67, 

68, 71-73, 104, 125, 126, 137-139, 141-
148, 149-151, 153, 159, 160, 163, 164, 
167-169, 171-177, 179-183, 185-190, 
194, 197-203, 205-210, 211-216, 223, 
225, 226, 228, 229, 232, 237-240, 247-
250, 254-256, 257-260, 271, 272, 273, 
274  

Minkowski, Hermann: 4, 9, 15, 16, 20 
morality or moral goodness: 40, 213, 

215, 216, 223-225, 226-228, 232, 247-
248, 267-272 

Morgan, Lloyd: xiv-xviii 
motion: 24-28, 33, 34, 70, 76, 85, 101, 

103, 105-107, 114, 121-126, 133-136, 
149-154, 157, 158, 159, 176, 182, 183, 
231, 251, 256 

N 

natural piety: 89, 152 
natural selection: 223, 230, 232-234, 

239, 269-272 
neo-Darwinism; neo-Darwinian theory: 

270-271 
neural processes: 42, 43, 50, 68, 141-

146, 171-174, 181-183, 185-187, 194, 
207, 208, 239, 240, 241 

Newton, Isaac: 2, 4, 5, 9, 21, 28, 33, 34, 
51, 61-62, 90, 91, 101, 153, 154, 242 

number (as a category): 117-120, 124, 
133-136 

O 

one (as a category): 124, 129-131, 133-
136, 165 

ontology: 72 
order: 95-100, 124, 133-136 

ordering principle: viii, xxiv, 95, 151-
154, 265 

over-determination: x 

P 

paradigm: 221, 222 
part (as a category): 117-120, 124, 133-

136, 165 
particular (as a category): 81-88, 93, 

124, 133-136, 181 
perception: 31, 38, 45-47, 143, 172, 173, 

188, 193, 194, 205-209, 217, 218, 220, 
257 

person: x, 30, 40-43, 49, 68, 82-83, 209, 
210, 223, 256, 262 

pervasive empirical characters or 
pervasive characters or continuous 
characters: 69, 70, 73, 74, 130, 131, 
133-136, 158, 255, 256, 259 

physicalism, non-reductive physicalism: 
xiii, xiv, 13, 16, 143, 144, 145, 237 

physics: x, xii, xix-xx, 1, 2, 4-6, 28, 29, 
33, 34, 51, 58, 61-63, 89-92, 107, 114, 
123, 153, 154, 157, 242  

polytheism: 264, 265 
positivism, logical positivism: ix-xxi, 

xxi-xxv, 2, 5, 6, 13, 16, 23, 43, 44, 64, 
154, 218, 219, 230, 263, 267 

predictability: 240-245 
primary qualities: 74, 155, 156, 185-

186, 211, 232, 233 
principle of equivalence: xii, 34 
principle of relativity: viii, xvii, xxi, xxiv, 

23, 28, 33-35, 51, 52, 197 

Q 

quantity, extensive quantity, intensity or 
intensive quantity, extensive quantity: 
113-116, 124, 133-136 

R 

real appearance: 19, 21, 23, 197-201, 
205-210, 217, 218 

realism: xi, xvii, xviii, xix, xx, 1, 4, 5, 10, 
13-16, 34, 35, 51, 61, 62, 72, 125, 154 

reason: xix, 126, 188 



312   Index 

reciprocity: 110-112, 124, 133-136, 189, 
190 

reduction: xiii, xv, xvi, 74, 91-93, 119 
reflective: 229, 231 
relation (as a category): 78, 89-94, 95-

99, 105-107, 117, 118, 124, 133-136 
relation (as an aspect of Time): 3, 15, 

16, 17-19, 24, 32-35, 37-40, 45-47, 59-
62, 67, 68, 69, 70, 73, 77, 78, 85, 89, 
90, 95-99, 104, 105, 106, 113-115, 
118, 134-136, 149, 150, 158, 159, 167, 
168, 231 

relativism: 219, 221, 222 
religious emotions or sentiment or 

experience: 253, 254, 261-265, 267, 
268 

Russell, Bertrand: xvii, xx, 61-64, 95, 96, 
117, 118 

S 

scientific method or method of 
science: xvii-xix, xix- xx, 10, 12, 15, 
21, 28-31, 39, 50, 51, 52, 57, 59, 60, 
125, 144, 145 

secondary qualities: 55, 74, 138, 139, 
152, 153, 154-157, 183, 185, 186, 190-
196, 199, 211, 231, 233 

self-determination: 238 
singularity: xxiii, xxiv, 1, 7, 54, 76, 117, 

121-122, 129, 135, 158, 165, 202, 240, 
251, 256, 260, 264, 265, 273, 274 

Smolin, Lee: xi-xiii, xxiv-xxv 
Standard Model: 6, 157, 158 
structural complexity: 142, 144 
substance: xv, 6, 13, 15, 23, 37, 41, 75, 

76, 101-107, 111, 112, 130, 162, 163, 
182, 183, 188, 189, 190 

substantial identity: 6, 75, 76, 101-107, 
111, 112, 130, 157, 158, 182, 183, 188, 
189  

successive; successiveness; successive 
nature: 8-16, 17-24, 28-30, 33, 34, 37, 
49, 51, 52, 54, 55, 59-62, 67, 68, 76, 
77, 82, 85, 92, 95-99, 104, 105-107, 
111, 113, 114, 129, 130, 133-136, 152, 
158, 159, 161, 164, 165, 259, 260 

system theory: 271 

T 

tertiary qualities or values: 138, 211-
216, 226-235, 269-272 

theism: 264, 265 
theory of relativity: viii, xxiv, 14, 15, 32-

35, 51, 200 
trust: 172, 173, 217 
truth: 212-214, 216-222, 224, 226-228 

U 

universal: 75, 81-88, 93, 105, 119, 124, 
133-136, 164, 181, 259 

unmoved mover: vii, 165 
unpredictability: 152, 153, 240-245 

V 

vacuum: 27-28, 111, 154 
variable empirical characters; variable 

qualities; distinctive characters; 
distinctive qualities: 69, 70, 73, 74, 
130, 131, 135, 158, 255, 256, 259 

view from nowhere: xix, 21, 29, 145,  
vital processes: 150, 160, 161, 162-164, 

180, 193-196, 215 
vitalism: 162-164 

W 

Whitehead, Alfred N.: xx, 62 
whole (as a category): 107-110, 117-

120, 124, 133-136, 165 

Z 

Zeno, of Elea: 54 



About the author 

Daniel Paksi has an MA in History and an MA in Philosophy (both at Eötvös 
Loránd University Budapest), a Ph.D. in History and Philosophy of Science 
(Budapest University of Technology and Economics), and Habilitation at 
Eötvös Loránd University. He has been a Lecturer of Philosophy and History of 
Science from 2006 at BUTE and between 2006 and 2018 at ELU. His main fields 
of expertise are theories of emergence and evolution, philosophy of science, 
and Michael Polanyi’s philosophy. Paksi is the author Personal Reality: The 

Emergentist Concept of Science, Evolution, and Culture (Two Volumes, Pickwick 
Publications, 2019) and the co-author of Guide to Personal Knowledge: The 

Philosophy of Michael Polanyi, Tacit Knowledge, Emergence and the Fiduciary 

Program (Vernon Press, 2022). After this book, The Origin of Emergence his next 
English work will be titled The Original Concept of Emergence: Space, Time, and 

Evolution (under work) which will be based on this Guide to Space, Time, and 

Deity and will extend the original Alexandrian concept based on twentieth-first 
century scientific knowledge and analyze its application in the main scientific 
and philosophical fields in detail. 

Department of Philosophy and History of Science, Faculty of Economics and 

Social Sciences, Budapest University of Technology and Economics, Műegyetem 

rkp. 3., H-1111, Budapest, Hungary. 

 





 

Other distinguished titles from “Series in Philosophy”: 

Vernon Press is accepting proposals for monographs or multi-author volumes in this 
series.  
For more information, visit https://vernonpress.com/publish-with-us or contact us 
directly at submissions@vernonpress.com 
 


