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decisions for it, and by its very existence provides decisions for other actual entities which
supercede it. Thus the ontological principle is the first stage in constituting a theory embracing the
notions of ‘actual entity,” ‘givenness,’ and ‘process.” Just as ‘potentiality for process’ is the
meaning of the more general term ‘entity,’ or ‘thing’; so ‘decision’ is the additional meaning
imported by the word ‘actual’ into the phrase ‘actual entity.” ‘Actuality’ is the decision amid
‘potentiality.” It represents stubborn fact which cannot be evaded.'
In this way, the delimited, given object cognized in ‘presentational immediacy’ only becomes
‘objectified’ in virtue of its distinction from the rest of the multifarious universe. To be sure, Whitehead
writes, “where there is no decision involving exclusion, there is no givenness.”'” Thus, the notions of
‘division’ and ‘decision’ are constitutive of the very conditions for the possibility of the cognition of
actual entities out from the backdrop of the extensive continuum. But, at this point, it is wrong to ascribe
‘division’ and ‘decision’ solely to subjective activity because the object may also be said to ‘donate’ itself
to such ways of perceiving it. And, itis equally to be affirmed that actual entities given in ‘presentational
immediacy’ are also the result of a perceptual synthesis of their various objective clements within the
process of prehending them. For Whitehead, the actual entity is ‘objectified’, positively prehended or,
alternatively, felt by the subject only by an interplay of ‘division’ and ‘connection’.'® Consequently, in
response to Hume, Whitchead believes that it is a mistake to assume that ‘presentational immediacy’ is
representative of the most primordial form of perception. Rather, an actual entity given in ‘presentational
immediacy’ presupposes a ‘sceptical’ phase in the process of objectification involving the ‘division of”

16 PR, p. 43. AsJ. L. Nobo points out in Whitehs pd Solid:

Whitehead uses it as a technical term, ‘decision’ dosnotgenenllymana consc:ouschonce or a ‘conscious
judgment’, though in respect to some high-grade occasions it may mean that; instead, the term is taken in its ‘root
sense of a cutting off". (...) What is ‘cut off° is always some possibility or potentiality for the determinateness of an
actual entity. Actual entities, God excepted, are finite things, and finitude involves exclusion; thus, ‘decision’ means
a cutting off, or exclusion, of the potentiality for being ‘that’, in order to realize the potentiality for being this.”™ (p.

153)
17 PR, p. 43, my emphasis.

18 In this manner, “an actual entity as felt is said to be ‘objectified” for that subject.” (PR, p. 41) Also, “the
analysis of an actual entity into ‘prehensions’ is that mode of analysis which exhibits the most concrete elements in
the nature of actual entities. This mode of analysis will be termed a *division’ of the actual entity in question. Each
actual entity is ‘divisible’ in an indefinite number of ways, and each way of ‘division’ yields its definite quota of
prehensions. A prehension reproduces in itself the general characteristics of an actual entity: it is referent to an
external world, and in this sense will be said to have a ‘vector character’; it involves emotion, and purpose, and
valuation, and causation.” (p. 19) Also, Whitehead writes, “actual entities involve each other by reason of their
prehensions of each other. There are thus real individual facts of the togethemess of actual entities, which are real,
individual, and particular, m&emmnwhebmﬂmnaand&cptehmmmmmdmdmm
particular. Any such particular fact of togetherness among actual entities is called a ‘nexus.’ The ultimate facts of

irnmediate actual experience are actual entities, prehensions, and nexiis. All else is, for our experience, derivative
abstraction.” (p. 20)
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and “decision about’ the extensive continuum. Therefore, in Whitechead’s scheme, it is clear that the
givenness of the object in immediate perception, is a “derivative abstraction, necessary indeed as an
element in the description of the fundamental experiential feeling, but delusive as a metaphysical starting-
point.™** That is to say, for him, “consciousness is the crown of experience, only occasionally attained,
not its necessary base.”*

In this way, following from the principle of relativity, Whitchead overturns a basic presupposition
in modemn philosophy, namely, the centrality of consciousness. In contrast, his metaphysics holds that
consciousness is derivative from feeling. In the philosophy of Organism, consciousness, which involves
the immediate perception of a given object, arises only in a late derivative phase of the process of
prehension, and presupposes the ‘division’ and ‘decision’ of the extensive continuum. For Whitehead,

the general case of conscious perception is the negative perception, namely, ‘perceiving this stone

asnotgrey’. The ‘grey’ then has ingression in its full character of a conceptual novelty, illustrating

an alternative. In the positive case, ‘perceiving this stone as grey,’ the grey has ingression in its

character of a possible novelty, but in fact by its conformity emphasizing the dative grey, blindly

felt. Consciousness is the feeling of negation: in the perception of ‘the stone as grey,’ such feeling

is in barest germ; in the perception of ‘the stone as not grey,’ such feeling is in full development.

“Thus the negative perception is the triumph of consciousness.?!
By way of the contrast of the propositions, ‘the stone as grey’ and ‘the stone as not grey’, Whitehead
shows that a stone, as consciously perceived, involves the negation or ‘cutting off> of those qualities it
does not actually possess. For him, consciousness is described as the feeling of negation, in which the
notions of ‘division’ and ‘decision’ are implicit. And, it is in virtue of this negation that in Whitehead’s
speculative philosophy, comsciousness implies scepticism. In Chapter Six of this dissertation,
consciousness will be further elucidated with respect to Whitehead’s theory of prehensions, in which it
is described as the ‘affirmation-negation’ contrast. In any event, it is through this insistence on the
principle of relativity and the argument that consciousness is derivative from feeling that Whitehead
attempts to modify Hume’s account of perception, so as to include ‘causal efficacy’ as the primitive mode
of perception.

19 PR, p. 160.

20 PR. p. 267.

21 PR p. 161.



Whitehead’s Amendment to Hume’s Theory of Perception: ¢

Hy psa) Efficac

Following from the principle of relativity, in Symbolism and Process and Reality, Whitehead
proposes an amendment to that empirical standpoint which admits only immediate experience as the truth
of what is. In this way, he wants to overcome that form of neo-Humean scepticism whose “general
procedure (...) is to tie down opponents strictly to the front door of presentational immediacy as the sole
source of information, while (his) own philosophy makes its escape by a back door veiled under the
ordinary usages of language.”? In particular, Whitehead wants to include ‘causal efficacy’ not only as
a legitimate mode of perception alongside ‘presentational immediacy’, but as the most primordial form
of perception. In his assessment, “Hume’s difficulty with ‘cause and effect’ is that the ‘necessary
connexion’ lies ‘beyond the immediate impressions of our memory and senses.” In other words, this
manner of connection is not given in any impression.” Therefore, Hume argues that the ‘necessary

22 PR, p. 174, my addition. Whitehead explains, “For both (Hume and Kant) presentational immediacy was
the primary fact of perception, and any apprehension of causation was, somehow or other, to be elicited from this
primary fact. (..) The modem critical movement in philosophy arose when Hume and Kant emphasized the
fundamental, inescapable, importance which this doctrine possesses for any philosophy admitting its truth. The
philosophy of organism does not admit its truth, and thus rejects the touchstone which is the neolithic weapon of
‘cnitical’ philosophy.” (PR, p. 173) Whitehead also states, “For subsequent empiricists the pleasure of the dogma
has overcome the metaphysical rule of evidence: that we must bow to those presumptions, which, in despite of
criticism, we still employ for the regulation of our lives. Such presumptions are imperative in experience.
Rationalism is the search for the coherence of such presumptions. Hume, in his series of ideas and impressions,
derivates from impressions of sensation, implicitly allows that the building-up of experience is a process of addition
to original data. It disagrees with Hume as to the proper characterization of the primary data. In Hume’s philosophy
the primary impressions are characterized in terms of universals.™ (PR, p. 151) In distinction from other
philosophies, Whitehead believes that “the development of cosmology has been hampered by the stress laid upon
one, or other, of three misconceptions: (i) the substance-quality doctrine of actuality; (...) (ii) the sensationalist
doctrine of perception ; (...) (iii) the Kantian doctrine of the objective world as a construct from subjective
experience.” As such, the philosophy of organism diverges from “the combined influence of these allied errors
(which) has been to reduce philosophy to a negligible influence in the formation of contemporary thought Hume
himself introduces the ominous appeal to ‘practice’ - not in criticism of his premises, but in supplement to his
conclusions. Bradley, who repudiates Hume, finds the objective world in which we live, and move, and have our
being, ‘inconsistent if taken as real.’ Neitherside conciliates philosophical conceptions of a real world with the world
of daily experience.” (PR, p. 156)

23 PR, p. 134. He continues, “Thus the whole basis of the idea, its propriety, is to be traced to the repetition
of impressions. At this point of his argument, Hume seems to have overlooked the difficulty that ‘repetition’ stands
with regard to ‘impressions’ in exactly the same position as does ‘cause and effect.” Hume has confused a ‘repetition
of impressions’ with an ‘impression of repetition of impressions. ™ Antecedently, Whitehead quotes Hume to the
effect that “the only connection or relation of objects, which can lead us beyond the immediate impressions of our
memory and senses, is that of ‘cause and effect’; and that because it is the only one, on which we can found a just
inference from one object to another. The idea of cause and effect is derived from experience, which informs us,
that such particular objects, in all past instances, have been constantly conjoined with each other: and as an object
similar to one of these is supposed to be immediately present in its impression, we thence presume on the existence
of one similar to its usual attendant. According to this account of things, (...) probability is founded on the
presumption of a resemblance between those objects of which we have had experience, and those of which we have
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connexion’ implied between ‘cause’ and ‘effect’ is not empirically given in ‘presentational immediacy’.
As Whitehead summarizes,

Hume’s polemic respecting causation is, in fact, one prolonged, convincing argument that pure
presentational immediacy does not disclose any causal influence, either whereby one actual entity
is constitutive of the percipient actual entity, or whereby one perceived actual entity is constitutive
of another perceived actual entity. The conclusion is that, in so far as concerns their disclosure by
presentational immediacy, actual entities in the contemporary universe are caunsally independent

of each other.?*
On the contrary, in view of the principle of relativity, Whitehead thinks that we perceive more than
Hume’s theory would have us believe. In particular, he objects to the fact that if Hume’s scepucxsm were
to be taken to its radical conclusion, we would be unable to make reference to the relations between
objects, nor the basic categories of thought we attribute to the external world. In this case, there would
remain “only what Santayana calls ‘Solipsism of the Present Moment’. Even memory goes.”> The
problem is that ‘presentational immediacy’, “gives only positive information about the immediate present
as defined by itself " Therefore, in holding to ‘presentational immediacy’ as the unmitigated Hume
does, no reference can be made as to the past or the future for that presupposes induction and
metaphysics. However, according to Whitehead, Hume's task of attempting to observe the necessary
connection between cause and effect is problematic in that “consciousness only dimly illuminates the

had none; and, therefore, it is impossible this presumption can arise from probability.” (from Bk I, Part I, Sect.
VL) Elsewhere, in SB, Whitehead explains that “the followers of Hume and the followers of Kant have thus their
diverse, but allied, objections to the notion of any direct perception of causal efficacy, in the sense in which direct
perception is antecedent to thought about it Both schools find ‘causal efficacy’ to be the importation, into the data,
of a way of thinking or judging about those data. One school calls it a habit of thought; the other school calls ita
category of thought. Also for them the mere data are the pure sense-data.” (pp. 39-40)

24 PR, p. 123. However, according to Whitehead, “it is a great mistake to attribute to Hume any disbeliefin
the importance of the notion of ‘cause’ and ‘effect.’ Throughout the Treatise he steadily affirms its fundamental
importance; and finally, when he cannot fit it into his metaphysics, he appeails beyond his metaphysics to an ultimate
Justification outside any rational systematization. This ultimate justification is ‘practice.”” (PR, p. 133) Elsewhere,
in SB, Whitehead surmises that “Hume’s followers in developing his doctrine presuppose that presentational
immediacy is primitive, and that causal efficacy is the sophisticated derivative. This is a complete inversion of the
evidence. So far as Hume’s own teaching is concemned, there is, of course, another slternative: it is that Hume's
disciples have misinterpreted Hume's final position. On this hypothesis, his final appeal 10 “practice’ is an appeal
againstthe inadequacy of the then current metaphysical categories as interpretive of obvious experience.” (pp. 51-51)
25 SB. p. 33. This reference is to Santayana’s Scepticism and Animal Faith. Whitehead quotes Hume in that
according to him, “ought not to receive (...) any of the observations we may make conceming identity and relation

of time and place; since in none of them can the mind go beyond what is immediately present to the senses, either
to discover the real existence or the relations of objects.™ (SB, p- 32, from Hume’s Trearnise, Part I, Sect. H)

26 ER. p. 124.
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prehensions in the mode of causal efficacy, because these prehensions are primitive elements in our
experience.”” As such, Whitchead makes the case that although

Hume’s demand that causation be describable as an element in element in experience is (...)

entirely justifiable (...) the point of the criticisms of Hume’s procedure is that we have direct

intuition of inheritance and memory: thus the only problem is, so to describe the general character

of experience that these intuitions may be included.?®
In this way, Whitehead proceeds to make an amendment to Hume’s account of experience so as to
include the particular intuitions which we do have in practice, and which we may associate with
perception in the mode of ‘causal efficacy’. For Whitchead, ‘causal efficacy’ is equally as valid as
‘presentational immediacy’, and is in essence, more primordial. While Hume emphasizes that “pure
presentational immediacy does not disclose any causal influence,” and falsely holds the view that
causality is “dependent upon presentational immediacy,” Whitehead believes the reverse, namely, that
‘causal efficacy’ is intrinsic to ordinary perception and that ‘presentational immediacy’ is actally
dependent upon ‘causal efficacy’.® He writes, “Hume’s doctrine inverts this relationship by making
causal efficacy, as an experience, dependent upon presentational immediacy. This doctrine, whatever be
its merits, is not based upon any appeal to experience.”*® On the contrary, Whitechead maintains that
“presentational immediacy is an outgrowth from the complex datum implanted by causal efficacy,” that
“the sense-data, required for inmediate sense-perception, enter into experience in virtue of the efficacy
of the environment,” and that ‘presentational immediacy’ belongs only to high-grade organisms.*!
Furthermore, it is his contention that “the notion of causation arose because mankind lives amid
experiences in the mode of causal efficacy,” and from this perspective, he attributes ‘feeling’ as primitive,

27 PR, p. 162.

28 PR p. 166-167.

29 PR, p. 124, PR, p. 176. In SB, Whitehead states, “Hume’s argument first tacitly presupposes the two
modes of perception, and then tacitly assumes that presentational immediacy is the only mode. Also Hume’s
followers in developing this doctrine presuppose that presentational immediacy is primitive, and that causal efficacy
is the sophisticated derivative. This is a complete inversion of the evidence.” (pp. 51-52) Whitehead also suggests
that “one reason for the philosophical difficulties over causation is that Hume and subsequently Kant, conceived the
causal nexus as, in its primary character, derived from the presupposed sequence of immediate presentations. But
if we interrogate experience, the exact converse is the case; the perceptive mode of immediate presentation affords
information about the percepta in the more aboriginal mode of causal efficacy.” (PR, p. 178)

30 PR, p. 176.
31 PR, p- 172, SB, p. 52. In SB. Whitehead states that perception in the mode of ‘presentational immediacy’

“is mainly a characteristic of more advanced organisms; whereas all organisms have experience of causal efficacy
whereby their functioning is conditioned by their environment.™ (p. 5)
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rather than consciousness.’> Hence, in distinction from Hume, the perspective that consciousness arises
from feeling is, for Whitehead, representative of a more accurate doctrine of ‘empirical realism’.

In defending ‘cansal efficacy’ as a more primordial mode of perception, Whitehead elaborates
on three interconnected points. First, he uses the empirically verifiable example of the experience of the
bodily organism in relation to its environment. He argues that “our bodily experience is primarily an
experience of the dependence of presentational immediacy upon causal efficacy.”*® In Whitehead’s view,
the most primitive experience involves our bodily sense-organs which fee! the environment. In Humean
fashion, he alludes to the fact that we feel the ‘caunsal efficacious’ impress of the object in our hand and
we see the object with our eyes, pointing to the real relationship between percipient and what is percetved.
That is to say, “sense-data functioning in an act of experience demonstrate that they are given by the
causal efficacy of actual bodily organs.”** Thus, for Whitehead, ‘causal efficacy’ is a real mode of

32 PR, p. 175. Antecedently to this quotation, Whitehead takes issue with Hume’s interpretation of experience
as elucidated in his example of the ‘non-empirical’ nature of causality, of the man blinking after a flash. He writes,
*“The philosophy of organism accepts the man’s statement, that the flash made him blink. But Hume intervenes with
another explanation. He first points out that in the mode of presentational immediacy there is no percept of the flash
making the man blink In this mode there are merely the two percepts - the flash and the blink - combining the two
latter of the three percepts under the one term *blink.” Hume refuses to admit the man’s protestation, that the
compuision to blink is just what he did feel. The refusal is based on the dogma that all percepts are in the mode of
presentational immediacy - a dogma not to be upset by a mere appeal to direct experience. Besides, Hume has
another interpretation of the man’s experience: what the man really felt was his habir of blinking after flashes. The
word ‘association’ explains it all, according to Hume. But how can a ‘habit’ be felt, when a ‘cause’ cannot be feit?
Is there any presentational immediacy in the feeling of a *habit’? Hume by a sleight of hand confuses a ‘habit of
feeling blinks after flashes’ with a ‘feeling of the habit of feeling blinks after flashes.”™ (PR, p. 175)

To illustrate this point regarding feeling, Whitehead describes the primitive experience of the organism as
‘causal efficacy’. He suggests, “It would seem therefore that inhibitions of senss, given in presentational immediacy,
should be accompanied by a corresponding absence of ‘causal feeling’; for the explanation of how there is ‘causal
feeling’ presupposes the well-marked familiar sensa, in presentational immediacy. Unfortunately the contrary is the
case. An inhibition of familiar sensa is very apt 10 leave us prey 10 vague terrors respecting a circumambient world
of causal operations. In the dark there are vague presences, doubtfully feared; in the silence, the irresistible causal
efficacy of nature presses itself upon us; in the vagueness of the low hum of insects in an August woodland, the
inflow into ourselves of feelings from enveloping nature overwhelms us; in the dim consciousness of half-sieep, the
presentations of sense fade away, and we are left with the vague feeling of influences from vague things around us.
It is quite untrue that the feeling of various types of influences are dependent upon the familiarity of well-marked
sensa in immediate presentnent.” (PR, p. 176)

33 PR p. 176.

34 SB, p. 51. Here, Whitchead takes up Hume’s account of the role of the bodily organs in the acquisition
of sense-data: “(Hume) writes: ‘if it be perceived by the eyes, it must be a color.” Thus, in asserting the lack of
perception of causality, he implicitly presupposes it. l-’orwhatnsthcmamngof‘by’ in “by the eyes,”. (...) His
argument presupposes that sense-data, functioning in presentational immediacy, are ‘given’ by reason of the ‘eyes,”
(--.) functioning in causal efficacy.” Similarly, as V. Lowe, in AN, Whitchead: The Man and His Work (Vol. 2),
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perception denoting the feeling originating from a datum acting on the sensory organs of the body, and
vice-versa. However, while admittedly Hume more than adequately considers the body in his own
claboration from a similar perspective, Whitehead cites the fact that in both Hume’s and Descartes’
respective accounts, the body is dropped out of the analysis. He writes,

both(D&scanesandene)agreethouthmnemoreexphcxdy that sense-perception of the
contemporary world is accompanied by perception of the ‘withness’ of the body. It is the
‘withness’ of the body that makes the body the starting point for our knowledge of the
circumambient world. We find here our direct knowledge of ‘causal efficacy’. Hume and
Descartes in their theory of direct perceptive knowledge dropped out this withness of the body and
thus confined perception to presentational immediacy. Santayana, in his doctrine of “animal faith,’
practically agrees with Hume and Descartes as to this withness of the actual world, including the
body. Santayana also excludes our knowledge of it from givenness. Descartes calls it a certain
kind of ‘understanding’; Santayana calls it ‘animal faith’ provoked by ‘shock’; and Hume calls it
‘practice.” But we must - to avoid ‘solipsism of the present moment’ - include in direct perception
something more than presentational immediacy. (...) Even presentational immediacy begins with
sense-presentation of the contemporary body.**

Therefore, in Whitehead’s assessment, Hume’s analysis points directly to ‘causal efficacy’ but maintains
only ‘presentational immediacy’ as fundamental While Whitehead believes, like Hume, that “all exact
observation is made by perception in the mode of presentational immediacy,” he also acknowledges that
it “solely depends upon the ‘withness’ of the ‘body,’ and only exhibits the external contemporary world
in respect to its systematic geometrical relationship to the ‘body.’”?® As such, in contrast to Hume,
Whitehead attempts to carry out the full ramifications of this real interdependence between the bodily
perspective and the environment, as an example of how ‘causal efficacy’ is the basic mode of perception.
He states, “So far as concemns the causal efficacy of the world external to the human body, there is the
most insistent perception of a circumambient world of beings.”> And, what is perceived in

summarizes, “Whitehead attacks Hume’s denial that there is any perception of causal efficacy by simply asking for
the meaning of ‘by” in his observation that if the idea of substance is perceived by the eyes it must be a color, if by
the ears a sound, if by the paiate a taste. Was Hume not assuming that what he called ‘impressions’ are given by the
causal efficacy of eyes, ears, and palate? And his argument must begin again over the perception of those sense-
organs.” (p. 209)

35 PR p. 81.
36 PR p. 333.

37 SB. p. 55. Whitehead makes the case that “in the mode of presentational immediacy (the sense-data) are
projected to exhibit the contemporary world in its spatial relations. In the mode of causal efficacy they exhibit the
almost instantaneous precedent bodily organs as imposing their characters on the experience in question.” (p. 50)
Similarly, “Hume (...) states the fundamental point, that sense-data functioning in an act of experience demonstrate
that they are given by the causal efficacy of the actual bodily organs. He refers to this causal efficacy as a component
in direct perception.” (p. 51)
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‘presentational immediacy’ is limited in terms of what is originally perceived in ‘cansal efficacy’,
pointing to his thesis that feeling originates cognition. Whitehead argues, “Presentational immediacy
comes into being by reason of an integration of a conceptual feeling drawn from bodily efficacy with a
bare regional feeling which is also a component in a complex feeling of bodily efficacy,” where ‘bodily
efficacy’ is “a component presupposed by (...) presentational immediacy and leading up to it.”>* Later,
he uses animal instinct as an example of the primitiveness of ‘causal efficacy’ as the mode of perception
of other bodily organisms. For him, non-human animals have perception in ‘causal efficacy’ and not in
‘presentational immediacy’. He argues that “all organisms have experience of causal efficacy whereby
their functioning is conditioned by their environment,” whereas cognition only belongs to a few ‘high-
grade’ organisms. >

Second, Whitehead makes the case that the circumambient relatedness and functionality between
organisms and their environment is the basis for much of our emotional life. For him, this points directly
to the primitiveness of ‘causal efficacy’. As Whitehead suggests, “emotions are accompanied by the
clearest recognition of other actual things reacting upon ourselves. (...) (For instance,) when we hate, it
is a man that we hate and not a collection of sense-data - a causal, efficacious man.”* And, emotions are
by no means subordinate to clear and distinct objects, immediately presented. He argues that “for Hume,
hating, loving, thinking, feeling, are nothing but perceptions derivate from (...) impressions. This is the
a priori sensationalist dogma which bounds all Hume’s discoveries in the realm of experience.”™!
Practically-speaking, organisms are finite creatures concemned for their existence and their survival.
Socially-speaking, they are only one among many, and are thoroughly concemned with the ways in which
they interrelate with their species. Hence, for Whitehead, organisms exhibit emotion due to their real
perception of the “‘causal efficacy’ of the environment and others on them, and vice-versa. Furthermore,
their emotions are transferred from past or other occasions into present or contemporary ones. In this
light, “the primitive form of physical experience is emotional - blind emotion - received as felt elsewhere
in another occasion and conformally appropriated as a subjective passion (...) The primitive element is

38 PR p- 316, BR. p- 312
39 SB.p.- S.
40 SB. p. 45, my addition.

41 PR, p. 146.
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sympathy, that is, feeling the feeling in another and feeling conformally with another.” In these ways,
Whitehead incorporates emotion as demonstrative of the primitiveness of perception in the mode of
‘causal efficacy’.

Third, contrary to the ‘solipsism of the present moment’ stemming from the unmitigated Humean
perspective, Whitehead’s introduction of ‘causal efficacy’ as a primary mode of perception points to the
possibility of reference to other occasions, not immediately experienced, as in memory. In this respect,
Whitehead admits ‘non-sensuous’ perception, which has its basis in the contimuity of nature, into his
scheme. In tumn, this represents a breach of the unmitigated Humean empiricism. But, as mentioned in
Chapter Four, above, his position is to admit induction from a naturalist perspective, as well as memory,
into his cosmology. In conjunction of his maintenance of the principle of relativity, he believes that the
various occasions in the life of the organism may be said to conform to each other. In his view, the
present is directly derived from, and conforms to the past. According to Whitehead, “we only finish a
sentence because we have begun it,” and hence, ‘causal efficacy’ may also be said to be “the hand of the
settled past in the formation of the present.”* In this way, Whitehead shows that time is not merely the

42 PR, p. 163. For Whitehead, it is also “evident that *perception in the mode of causal efficacy’ is not that
sort of perception which has received chiefattention in the philosophical tradition. Philosophers have disdained the
information about the universe obtained through their visceral feelings, and have concentrated on visual feelings.”
ER. p. 121)

43 PR, p- 129, SB, p. 50. Whitehead is not convinced by Hume's account of memory. He states, “This is
Hume's doctrine of memory (Treatise, Part I, Sect. V): ‘Since therefore the memory is known, neither by the order
of its complex ideas, nor the nature of simple ones; it follows, that the difference between it and the imagination lies
in its superior force and vivacity.” But, (in Part I, Sect. I) he writes: ‘By ideas I mean the faint images of these (i.e.,
impressions) in thinking and reasoning,” and iater on he expands ‘faint’ into ‘degree of force and vivacity.” Thus,
purely differing in ‘force and vivacity,” we have the order: impressions, memories, ideas. (...) This doctrine is very
unplausible; and to speak bluntly, is in contradiction to plain fact But, even worse, it omits the vital character of
memory, namely that it is memory. In fact the whole notion of repetition is lost in the ‘force and vivacity’ doctrine.
‘What Hume does explain is that with a number of different perceptions immediately concurrent, he sorts them out
into three different classes according to force and vivacity. But the repetition character, which he ascribes to simple
ideas, and which is the whole point of memory, finds no place in his explanation.” (PR, pp. 134-135)

Later, in Adventures of Ideas (1933), New York: The Free Press, 1967, p. 184, Whitehead argues, “Hume
appeals to a doctrine of force and liveliness as an essential factor in an impression of sensation. This doctrine is
nothing but a special case fo the doctrine of subjective forms. (...) He holds that the force and liveliness of one
occasion of experience enter into the character of succeeding occasions. The whole doctrine of ‘custom’ depends
on this assumption. If the occasions be entirely separate, as Hume contends, this transition of character is without
any basis in the nature of things. What Hume, in his appeal to memory, is really doing is to appeal to an observed
immanence of the past in the future, involving a continuity of subjective form. (...) With this addition, every
argument of Part Il of Hume's Trearise can be accepted. But the conclusion follows that there is an observed
relation of causation between such occasions. The general character of this observed relation explains at once
memory and personal identity.
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pure succession of our acts of experience, independent and separate. Rather, it is in virtue of the
cumulation of the occasions of the past that the present occasion is what it is, 2 notion which represents
his denial of ‘simple occurrence’. For Whitehead, it is common sense to suggest that “there is nothing
which ‘simply happens’,” without a reference to the past.** “The causal efficacy from the past”
Whitehead writes, “is at least one factor giving our presentational immediacy in the present. The how
of our present experience must conform to the what of the past in us.”*° In Whitehead’s view, the
importance of the past is that it is the bearer of ‘fact’ and actuality. According to him,
eventsbecomeandpmsh. In their becoming they are immediate and then vanish into the past. (...)

When they perish, occasions pass from the immediacy of being into the not-being of immediacy.
But that does not mean that they are nothing. They remain ‘stubbomn fact.’ (...) The not-being of
occasions is their ‘objective immortality.”*

4  SB,p.38

45 SB, p. 58. Whitehead argues against the Humean presupposition of “the individual independence of
successive temporal occasions,” (PR, p. 137) which stems from the following passage of the Treatise, “now as time
is composed of parts that are not coexistent, an unchangeable object, since it produces none but coexistent
impressions, produces none that can give us the idea of time; and, consequently, that idea must be derived from a
succession of changeable objects, and time in its first appearance can never be severed from such an succession.”
(PR, p. 136, from Bk L Part I, Sect. ) However, Whitehead’s position is that “Hume’s impressions are self-
contained, and he can find no temporal relationship other than mere serial order. This statement about Hume
requires qualifying so far as concerns the connection between ‘impressions’ and ‘ideas.” There is a relation of
‘derivation’ of ‘ideas’ from ‘impressions’ whnchhelsalw:yscmngmdneverdnscussmg So far asitis to be taken
seriously - for he never refers it 10 a correlate ‘impression’ - it constitutes an exception to the individual
independence of successive ‘perceptions.’ Thlspreupposmonofmdmdmlmdependencelswhatlhveelsewh«e
called, the ‘fallacy of simple location.” The notion of ‘simple location’ is inconsistent with any admission of
‘repetition’; Hume'’s difficulties arise from the fact that he starts with simple locations and ends with repetition. In
the organic philosophy the notion of repetition is fundamental. The doctrine of objectification is an endeavour to
express how what is settled in actuality is repeated under limitations, so as to be ‘given’ for immediacy. Later, in
discussing ‘time,” this doctrine will be termed the doctrine of ‘objective immortality.”” (PR, p. 137)

In Al, Whitehead writes, “The present moment is constituted by the influx of the other into that self-identity
which is the continued life of the immediate past within the immediacy of the present,” (p. 181) and “The immediate
past as surviving to be again lived through in the present is the palmary instance of non-sensuous perception.” (p.
182) Also, Whitehead asserts “in 5o far as we apply notions of causality to the understanding of the events in nature,
we must conceive these events under the genenl notions which apply to occasions of experience. For we can only
understand causation in terms of our observation of these occasions. This appeal to Hume has the sole purpose of
illustrating the common-sense obviousness of the present thesis.” (p. 184)

For Whitehead, “If we hold with Hume, that the sole data originating reflective experience are impressions
of sensation, and also if we also admit the obvious fact that no one impression by its own individual nature discloses
any information as to another such impression, then on that hypothesis the direct experience for interconnectedness
vanishes.” (p. 220) However, “if we hold, as for eample in Process and Reality, that all final individual actualities
have the metaphysical character of occasions of experience, then on that hypothesis the direct evidence as to the
connectedness of one’s immediate present occasion with one’s immedistely past occasions, can be validly used to
suggest categories applying to the connectedness of all occasions in nature.” (p. 221) Later, this distinction serves
as the basis for the chapters, “Nature Lifeless” and “Nature Alive,” in MT.

46 Al p- 237.
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In this way, following from the principle of relativity, Whitchead argues for the interdependence of
experienced facts and temporal occasions in the life of the organism. However, he also admits the
possibility of the ‘separation’ of objectively immortal occasions by the higher organisms, which is the
activity of memory. Specifically, the ‘division’ and ‘decision’ of the extensive continuum regarding past
temporal occasions, is implicit to memory. To be sure, for Whitehead, “the separation of the potential
extensive scheme into past and future lies with the mode of causal efficacy and not with that of

With regards to the ‘higher grade organisms’, Whitchead makes the case that perception in the
modes of ‘presentational immediacy’ and ‘causal efficacy’ cannot be nigidly separated. Rather, both
modes are intertwined within the experience of the organism. He writes that “the contrast (and interplay)
between the comparative emptiness of Presentational immediacy and the deep significance disclosed by
Causal Efficacy is at the root of the pathos of the world.”** And, it is from this discussion of the interplay
of the two' pure modes of perception, i.c., ‘presentational immediacy’ and ‘causal efficacy’, that
Whitehead presents his third mode of perception, ‘symbolic reference’.

OL  Whitchead’s Third Mode of Perception: ‘Symbolic Reference’

Whitehead’s philosophy of Organism sets forth two pure modes of perception. First, perception
in the mode of ‘causal efficacy’ is the primitive perception of the organism in relation to the environment,
including bodily feelings, emotions, and memory. Second, perception in the mode of ‘presentational
immediacy’, which is accessible only to higher-grade organisms, involves cognition of ‘actual entities’
and ‘nexus’ that are fully objectified. However, in Symbolism and Process and Reality, Whitehead also
presents a third mode of perception which is a synthesis of ‘causal efficacy’ and ‘presentational
immediacy’. For him, “the interplay between the (first) two modes will be termed ‘symbolic
reference’.” The ‘interplay’ representative of ‘symbolic reference’ “is chiefly to be thought of as the
clucidation of percepta in the mode of causal efficacy by the fluctuating intervention of percepta in the

47 PR, p.170.
48 SB, p. 47, my addition.

49 PR p. 121, my addition.
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mode of presentational immediacy,” and vice-versa.®® For Whitehead, ‘symbolic reference’ is
representative of the ‘ordinary’, everyday, ontological mode of human perception, since “complete ideal
purity of perceptive experience, devoid of any symbolic reference, is in practice unobtainable for either
perceptive mode.”*! ‘Symbolic reference’ arises from the ‘intersection’ of both ‘causal efficacy’ and
‘presentational immediacy’ and is the synthesis of the ongoing process of the feeling of, and the
cognizing of the very same datum. More generally, ‘symbolic reference’ is defined by Whitehead as “the
interpretative element in human experience.”*?

Perception in the mode of ‘symbolic reference’ involves the integration of emotions and bodily

feclings with the immediately presented objects. Particularly, it involves the contrast-in-process of

the two distinct perceptive modes (the objectification of) (...) actual things under the guise of

presentational immediacy, and (the perception of) (...) them under the guise of causal efficacy.

The synthetic activity whereby these two modes are fused into one perception is what | have called

‘symbolic reference.’>
In explanation of the third mode of perception, Whitehead states that while the “exact discrimination (of
emotion from emotion), of thing from thing, and of position from position is vague (in ‘causal efficacy’)
(...), the definite discrimination, which in fact we do make, arises almost wholly by reason of symbolic
reference from presentational immediacy.”** Hence, in virtue of the interplay of ‘causal efficacy’ and
‘presentational immediacy’, there is a perceptual ‘division’ and ‘decision’ of the extensive continuum,
fundamental to ‘symbolic reference’. Through the ‘division’ and ‘decision’ of the extensive continuum
intrinsic to ‘symbolic reference’, occurring by way of the fluctuation of what “is directly and distinctly
perceived in presentational immediacy and is indistinctly and indirectly perceived in causal efficacy,”
what Whitehead calls the ‘presented locus’ issues forth.** The ‘presented locus’ is one ground for
perception in the mode of ‘symbolic reference’, and constitutes the ‘logical subject(s)’ in a proposition.
It is “directly illustrated by the sensa; while the causal past, the causal future, and the other contemporary

50 PR p. 178.

51 SB.p. 54.

52 PR p. I73.
53 SB, p. 18, my additions.
54 SB, p. 55, my addition.

55 PR p. 169.
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events, are only indirectly perceived by means of their extensive relations to the presented locus.”* The
other ground for symbolic reference “is the connection between the two modes effected by the identity
of an eternal object ingredient in both of them.”*” An eternal object is loosely, an ‘idea’ developed by
the cumulative perception and interplay of the two pure modes. In other words, past perceptions
continuously inform ‘presentational immediacy’, giving rise to eternal objects. Furthermore, for
Whitehead, since eternal objects are the basis for predication in general, they connect the two pure modes
of perception. As such, the illustration of the ‘presented locus’ together with the development of eternal
objects, ultimately yield propositions, which are what is mainly perceived or, altematively, ‘conceptually
analyzed’ in the mode of ‘symbolic reference’.

By way of the conceptual analysis of propositions, i.e., with ‘symbolic reference’ human beings
can “define with some accuracy those distant features in the immediate world by which their future lives
are to be determined.”*® Specifically, they can readily make linguistic reference to fully objectified actual
entities, which is the sense in which ‘symbolic reference’ belongs to the ordinary experience of human
beings. However, while for Whitchead, “it is true that the general agreement of mankind as to
experienced facts is best expressed in language,” he is very distrustful of “language as an adequate

56 PR p. 169.

57 PR, p. 170. For Whitehead, “any entity whose conceptual recognition does not involve a necessary
reference to any definite actual entities of the temporal world is called an ‘eternal object’.” (PR, p. 40) To clarify,
while eternal objects may be considered as being ‘separate’ from the world, Whitehead’s standpoint is that, like
Hume, eternal objects originate from our cumulative and ongoing perception of the external world. He explains that
the relation of eternal objects to “symbolic reference’ is such that “the antithetical terms ‘universals’ and ‘particulars’
are the usual words employed to denote respectively entities which nearly, though not quite, correspond to the
entities here termed “eternal objects,” and “actual entities.” These terms, ‘universals’ and ‘particulars,’ both in the
suggestiveness of the two words and in their current philosophical use, are somewhat misleading. The ontological
principle, and the wider doctrine of universal relativity, on which the present metaphysical discussion is founded, blur
the sharp distinction between what is universal and what is particular. The notion of a universal is of that which can
enter into the description of many particulars; whereas the notion of a particular is that it is described by universals,
and does not itself enter into the description of any other particular. According to the doctrine of relativity which
is the basis of (this) metaphysical system (...), both these notions involve a misconception. An actual entity cannot
be described, even inadequately, by universals; because other actual entities do enter into the description of any one
actual entity. Thus every so-called ‘universal’ is particular in the sense of being just what it is, diverse from
everything eise; and every so-called ‘particular’ is universal in the sense of entering into the constitution of other
actual entities. The contrary opinion led to the collapse of Descartes’ many substances into Spinoza’s one substance;
to Leibniz’ windowless monads with their pre-established harmony; to the sceptical reduction of Hume’s philosophy

- a reduction first effected by Hume himself, and reissued with the most beautiful exposition by Santayana ™ (PR,
p- 48)

58 SB. p. 59.
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expression of propositions (of fact).”* Following from the principle of relativity, one fundamental
problem is that .

every proposition refers to a universe exhibiting some general systematic metaphysical character.
Apart from this background, the separate entities which go to form the proposition, and the
proposition as a whole, are without determinate character. Nothing has been defined, because
every definite entity requires a systematic universe to supply its requisite status. Thus every
proposition proposing a fact must, in its complete analysis, propose the general character of the
universe required for that fact. There are no self-sustained facts, floating in non-entity.*
In this way, Whitehead defends that one cause for error is that the determinate character of propositions
always involves the ‘division’ and ‘decision’ of the essentially unbounded extensive continuum. On this
note, Whitchead agrees, although from a different perspective, with one of Hume’s dictums that “there
is something in the world which cannot be expressed in analytic propositions.”* Thus, according to
Whitehead, ‘symbolic reference’ is a later result of the ongoing process of the objectification of actual
entities and is to be regarded an abstraction from our primitive experience of the world. ‘Symbolic
reference’, being that mode of human perception which is the vehicle for linguistic propositions of fact,
is subject to error. As he states, it “plays a dominant part in the way in which all higher organisms
conduct their lives. It is the cause of progress, and the cause of error,” and it is a “faculty (which) is not
infallible.”$* This is the case since a proposition does not always conform or correspond to the objective
occasion. And, the non-correspondence of propositions to the objectified world is a basic premise of
scepticism in the realist sense. But, according to Whitehead, “error is the mark of the higher organisms,
and is the schoolmaster by whose agency there is upward evolution. For example, the evolutionary use
of intelligence is that it enables the individual to profit by error without being slaughtered by it.”** In any
event, the ‘division’ and ‘decision’ of the extensive continuum is a definite presupposition of ‘symbolic
reference’, as it is in ‘presentational immediacy’ and in the one aspect of ‘causal efficacy’, i.e, in
memory.

59 PR, p. 11, PR, p. xiii.
60 PR, p. 11

61 PR, p. 140. Regarding Hume’s emphasis on separation and “division®, Whitehead adds, “Hume discovered
that “We murder to dissect’. (...) Hume discovered that an actual entity is at once a process, and is atomic; so that
in no sense is it the sum of its parts. Hume proclaimed the bankruptcy of morphology.”

62 $B. p. 59. Similarly, Whitehead writes, “The errors of mankind equally spring from (the abstractions of)
symbolism_(...) Anadequate account of human mentality requires an explanation of (i) how we can know truly, (ii)
how we can err, and (iii) how we can critically distinguish the truth from error.” (pp. 6-7)

63 PR, p. 168.
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IV, ‘Division’ in Whitehead’s T} (E .

The notions of the “division’ and decision’ of the extensive continuum is the main subject matter
of Part IV of Process and Reality, entitled ‘The Theory of Extension’. Following from his principle of
relativity, Whitehead’s vision is that of the solidarity and functional interrelatedness of all organisms
compositional of the extensive continuum. In this way, nature is, for him an “organic extensive
community” in which the universe has the property of unbounded extension, but which is “indefinitely
subdivisible.”* Wlmehead points out that it belongs to the high-level modes of perception, namely, the
‘conscious perception’ of the high-grade organisms, which executes the “division’ and ‘decision’ the
extensive continuum. For the sake of his analysis, Whitehead asserts that there are two manners in which
one may ‘divide’ an actual entity, namely, ‘genetic division’ and ‘coordinate division’. While ‘genetic
division’ is the division of the process of concrescence of an actual entity and is “concerned with an
actual entity in its character of a concrescent immediacy,” ‘coordinate division’ is the “division of the
concrete” and is concerned with “an actual occasion in its character of a concrete object.™* Furthermore,

64 PR, p. 289, PR, p. 28S.

65 PR, p. 292, PR, p. 283, PR, p. 292. Whitehead explains, “In the "genetic’ mode, the prehensions are
exhibited in their genetic relationship to each other. The actual entity is seen as a process; there is growth from phase
to phase; there are processes of integration and of reintegration. At length a complex unity of objective datum is
obtained, in the guise of a contrast of actual entities, eternal objects, and propositions, felt with corresponding
complex unity of subjective form. This genetic passage from phase to phase is not in physical time. It can be put
shortly by saying, that physical time expresses some features of the growth, but noz the growth of the features.” (PR,
p. 283) In this way, it may be said that ‘genetic division’ places emphasis on the mental pole of actual entities. On
the other hand, coordinate division places emphasis on the physical pole of the ‘actual entity’. Whitehead writes,
“in so far as the objectification of the actual world (...) is concemed, there is nothing to distinguish this coordinate
division from an actual entity. But it is only the physical pole of the actual entity which is thus divisible. The mental
poleisincurably one. (...) Itis (...) an empirical question to decide (...) whether the distinction between a coordinate
division and a true actual entity is, or is not, relevant.” (PR, pp. 284-285)

For Whitehead, coordinate division presupposes the high levels of experience of the higher organisms. In
this sense coordinate division presupposes the theory of prehensions, the subject matter of Part IIl of PR. As
Whitehead sutes, “A coordinate division is thus to be classed as a generic contrast. The two components of the
contrast are, (i) the parent actual entity, and (ii) the proposition which is the potentiality of that superject having
arisen from the physical standpoint of the restricted sub-region. The proposition is thus the potentiality of
eliminating from the physical pole of the parent entity all the objectified actual world, except those elements derivabie
fomdmmdpom:andyammmgtherdmdmoﬁhembjmefmm”np 285)

h !L LYES-SaRR e ? i e YRIRelY (e 2 [STP4 1
Fordham University Press, 1998 EKmsdeﬁnesdlemmofthemmtbaween gmcdmsum and
‘coordinate division’. She states, “In genetic analysis, the self-creative process of the subject is traced as it grows
from phase to phase. Coordinate analysis, focusing on the fully determinate satisfaction achieved in concrescence,
takes as its object the spatio-temporal standpoint in the extensive continuum which the entity has actualized. The
former mode divides an occasion into prehensions, underscoring its final causality; the latter mode yields space-time
regions through which chains of efficient causality are propagated.” (p. 107)
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while ‘genetic’ division is “analytical of the process of which constitutes its own becoming,” ‘coordinate’
division is “analytic of its potentiality for ‘objectification’ in the becoming of other actual entities.”*
Another distinction between the two ways of analysis of an actual entity is that the ‘genetic’ mode is
conceived of as out of space-time and the ‘coordinate’ mode as in space-time. But, in fact, actual entities
compose space-time. Thus, while for Whitehead, ‘genetic’ analysis divides up the one actual entity into
its many ‘prehensions’, and ‘coordinate’ analysis divides up the one actual entity into its many composing
actual entities, these modes of analysis are not to be radically distinguished, since, “how an actual entity
becomes constitutes what that actual entity is.™’ But, here, for our present purposes, I am only concerned
with ‘division’ in the ‘coordinate’ analysis of extension.

In conjunction with his notion of ‘coordinate division’ in his ‘Theory of Extension’, Whitehead
also advances the opposite notion, namely, ‘extensive connection’ which is representative of the objective
relativity, mutual inclusion, and joining of the many actual occasions into a common spatio-temporal
region to form one nexus. The interplay of ‘extensive connection’ and ‘coordinate division’ comprises
the morphological and geometrical processes by which the many actual entities cumulatively penetrate
one another in order to comprise the one nexus or, conversely, the processes by which the one actual may
be separated into its component parts. In Part [V, in the sections entitled, ‘Flat Loci’, ‘Strains’, and
‘Measurement’, Whitehead takes up the ways in which actual entities may be connected or divided. In
these sections, a morphological (from the Greek, ‘morphé’ - meaning ‘form’) analysis dealing with the
component structure of actual entities and nexis is undertaken, providing a valuable contribution to both
descriptive and projective geometries. For Whitchead, these forms of geom=try are to be described
primarily as “the investigation of the morphology of nexis.™* Stemming from this analysis, the various
abstract ‘divisions’ and ‘connections’ regarding the extensive continuum, which are executed in the higher
modes of human perception, discloses space-time as ‘atomized’ by the many concrete actual entities or
nexis. Each nexus, in the formal physical sense, may be itself subdivided into its many compositional
actual entities, and conversely, each of the many actual entities may be themselves connnected to form
the one nexus. Pointing to this solidarity in the universe, Whitehead writes, “If you abolish the whole,

66 PR p 23.

67 PR.p. 23.

68 ER. p. 302. Also see both Whitehead’s The Axjoms of Projective Geometry, and The Axioms of
Descriptive Geometrv,

New York: Hafner Publishing Co., Inc_, 1960. As Whitehead explains, “The bonds of the
objectified nexus only exhibit the definiteness of mathematical relations.” (PR, p. 327))
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you abolish its parts; and if you abolish its parts, then that whole is abolished "** In this light, the main
tenet of ‘coordinate division’ involves the contrast between the particular actual entity perceived and “the
potentiality of eliminating from the physical pole of (that) (...) actual entity all the objectified actual
world.”™ In other words, for Whitehead, consciousness of an actual entity is constitutive of the contrast
between itself and the rest of the extensive continuum, a notion which also implies that the contrast of
propositions is also presupposition of consciousness. In this manner, what an entity is formally, involves
its ‘cutting off” from what it is not. Specifically, as has been maintained throughout this chapter, the
concrete actual entity is ‘divided’ and ‘decided’ by the prehending subject out from the backdrop of the
extensive continuum. However, it must be remembered an actual entity is equally the connection of its
component actual entities and that the one nexus is itself a society of actual entities. One subsequent
problem involved with the execution of the ‘division’ and ‘decision’ of the extensive continuum by the
prehending subject, which is characteristic of consciousness, is that “in dividing the region we (...) (may
be) ignoring the subjective unity (of the actual entity in question) which is inconsistent with such
division,” and that “the divisions of the region are not divisions which are; they are divisions which might
be.””' In this way, for Whitehead, the ‘division’ and ‘decision’ of the extensive continuum is an
abstraction which may be said to disregard the subjective unity of the actual entity in question. Thus,
Whitehead’s point is that our ‘divisions’ and ‘decisions’ of unbounded extension may potentially
constitute instances of the ‘fallacy of misplaced concreteness’, which create “the separations of perceptual
fact from emotional fact; and of causal fact from emotional fact, and from perceptual fact; and of
perceptual fact, emotional fact, and causal fact, from purposive fact; (...) (which) have constituted a
complex of bifurcations, fatal to satisfactory cosmology.”” And in attempting to overcome such arbitrary
‘bifurcations’, Whitehead advances his theory of prehensions, emphasizing feeling in contrast to
consciousness.

<

Prefiminary £

The present chapter has had its purpose in demonstrating that, for Whitehead, the notions of the
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69 PR, p. 288.
70 PR, p. 285.
4! PR, p- 284, my additions.

72 PR, p. 290.
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“division’ and ‘decision’ of the extensive continuum are main presuppositions of: 1.) perception in the
mode of ‘presentational immediacy’, 2.) memory, which is attributed to perception in the mode of “causal
efficay, 3.) perception in the mode of ‘symbolic reference’, as well as 4.) ‘coordinate division’.
Stemming from this analysis, the thesis [ have proposed is that the notions of the ‘division’ and ‘decision’
of the extensive continuum signify scepticism. In this interpretation, scepticism is the formal element in
the ‘objectification’ of actual entities. My account follows from Hume’s brand of scepticism which
emphasizes that there is no empirical perception of any necessary connection in relation to putatively-
stated cases of ‘cause’ and ‘effect’, nor with regards to conscious perceptions of distinct objects. To be
sure, as stated in the Treatise of Human Nature, Hume’s scepticism has its basis in the notion that “a/l
our distinct perceptions are distinct existences, and that the mind never perceives any real connexion
among distinct existences.”” However, following from 1.) his naturalist standpoint on induction and
causality, 2.) the principle of relativity, as well as 3.) his emphasis on feeling, Whitehead is affirming that
in the mode of ‘causal efficacy’, there is neither a perception of a necessary separation of actual entities,
nor a perception of a ‘division’ between putatively-stated ‘causes’ and ‘effects’. Consequently,
Whitehead writes that “the theory of ‘prehensions’ embodies a protest against the ‘bifurcation’ of nature.
It embodies more than that: its protest is against the (radical) bifurcation of actualities.”™*

One fundamental point of Whitehead’s speculative cosmology is the comjunction of his
ontological principle with his adherence to the principle of relativity. Stemming from this standpoint,
itis to be affirmed that Whitehead seeks to maintain a balance of division and connection. For him, some
‘division’ and some ‘connection’ is a necessary precondition for ontology in general. While he shares
many concems of the modem sceptics regarding the errors of ‘symbolic reference’, it is clear that for him,

LE] Hume, A Trestise of Human Nature, p. 678. However, preceding the above quotation, Hume states that
“we only feel a connexion or determination of thought, to pass from one object to another.” (p. 677) After the above
quotation, Hume remarks, “Did our perceptions either inhere in something simple and individual, or did the mind
perceive some real connexion among them, there wou’d be no difficulty in the case. For my part, I must piead the
privilege of a sceptic, and confess, that this difficulty is too hard for my understanding ™ (pp. 677-678)

Co 1990 S T FmﬂmrepmsﬂntChﬂesMﬂikadmnlsmdmtofWhnehadswhowemmmbecome
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the bifurcation of actuality in the practical sphere. According to Franklin, one important question Malik raised in
“The Metaphysics of Time in the Philosophy of A. N. Whitehead and M. Heidegger,” was “the bifurcations between
the human world and the natural world have been standard in Westemn culture. (...) Do these bifurcations serve to

protect our human integrity or do they destroy our human integrity by isolating us from the very world which
provides us with our context”” (p. 77)
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when the ‘division’ and ‘decision’ of the extensive continuum is excessively executed in such a manner
as to break down the actual entity into its many components, ad infinitum, ontology is unjustifiably
jeopardized. The oneness and the subjective unity of the actual entity is negated and we are only left with
the void of division or, alternatively, a view of the actual entity, in question, as an absolute nothingness.
To be sure, Whitehead may be seen to recite his ontological principle: “No actual entity, then no reason”™
with literal precision.” And, in response to this radical scepticism, in a later paper, Whitchead writes,
“Complete scepticism involves an aroma of self-destruction. It seems as the negation of experience. It

craves for an elegy on the passing of rational knowledge - the beautiful youth drowned in the Sea of
Vacuity.”™

75 PR, p. 19.

76 Whitehead in “Harvard: The Future,” (1936) in ESP, p. 156, my emphasis. Preceding and subsequent to
this comment, Whitehead makes a few general remarks on scepticism. He writes, “the palmary instances of human
certainty, Logic and Mathematics, have given way under the scrutiny of two thousand years. To-day we have less
apparent ground for certainty than had Plato and Aristotle. The natural rebound from this conclusion is scepticism.
Traust your reflexes, says the sceptic, and do not seek to understand. Your reflexes are the outcome of routine. Your
emotions are the reception of the process. There is no understanding, because there is nothing to understand.

“(...) The large and practical effect of scepticism is gross acquiescence in what is immediate and obvious.
Postponement, subtie interweaving, delicacies of adjustinent, wide co-ordinations, moral restraint, the whole artistry

“Thus, in practice, scepticism always means some knowledge, but not too much. I is indeed evident that
our knowledge is limited. But the taditional scepticism is a reaction against an imperfect view of human
knowledge.”



The concept of creativity is the mamie-plece on which Whitehead founds his speculative
cosmology in Process and Reality. According to Whitehead’s philosophy of Organism, ‘creativity’
characterizes the process of becoming of all actual entities and is to be considered “the universals of
universals characterizing ultimate matter of fact.”' He even goes so far as to define the universe itself as
“the creative advance into novelty.”> For Whitehead, the concept of ‘creativity’ is the ultimate factor
involved in the one overall process constituting the life of the ‘creatures’ composing the universe.
However, this one creative process may be seen to be divided into two aspects, one of appropriation and
one of self-realization. While the former aspect of appropriation is representative of the ‘prehensive’
passage of what is ‘empirically real’ into ‘ideality’, (i.c., the passage of an objective given into
subjectivity), the latter aspect of self-realization is the causal ‘ingression’ of whatis ‘ideal’ into ‘empirical
reality’, (i.e., the metamorphosis of a ‘subjective’ content into objectivity). In this sense, his speculative
cosmology seeks to describe, first, the ‘creative process’ by which “What is done in the world is
transformed into a reality in heaven, and (second, that by which) the reality in heaven passes back into
the world.™ In clarification of this abstract ‘division’ within the one ‘creative process’ of organisms,
Whitehead writes of the contrast between the ‘provisional realism’ of his philosophy of Organism and
schools stemming from the Kantian philosophy, which, for him, includes those philosophies branding
themselves ‘Absolute Idealism’. He states,

For Kant the process whereby there is experience is a process from subjectivity to apparent
objectivity. The philosophy of organism inverts this analysis, and explains the process as
proceeding from objectivity to subjectivity, namely, from the objectivity, whereby the external

1 Whitehead, Prg - dition, edited by D. R. Griffin and D. W. Sherburne,
NewYork:TheFreePress. 1978 p 21 Forvmousd:scusnonsfoumgontheanﬂalconeeptof crestivity” in

Whitehead's metaphysics, see F. Rapp and R. Wiehl (eds.), eral. Whitehesd's Metaphvsics of Crestivity, Albany:
S.UN.Y. Press, 1986.

2 R p.222.

3 PR, p. 351. However, in Whitehead’s philosophy, the dichotomy of appropriation and self-realization is
false because it may be said that the selfrealization of a subject implies the appropriation of an object, and
conversely, that the appropriation of a subjectalso implies the attainment towards the self-realization of an object.
In Whitehead’s terminology, an actual entity’s attainment of its ‘subjective aim’ implies its status as a ‘superject’.
What Whitehead means by the “superject’ nature of an actual entity is that status whereby the subject has fulfilled
its ‘subjective aim’, thus attaining its ‘objective immortality’. It then loses its subjectivity and becomes an object:
‘food” to be appropriated by other actual entities in their own subjective make-up. In these ways, an actual entity
has both subjective and objective cycles.
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world is a datum, to the subjectivity, whereby there is one individual experience.*

In contrast to the Kantian philosophy emphasizing self-realization, Whitehead’s aim in Process and
Reality as represented by his ‘provisional realism’ is to trace the ‘genetic’ process of appropriation by
the organism “for the foundation of its own existence (i.e., its subjective aim), the various elements of
the universe out of which it arises.”® In other words, Whitehead is primarily concerned with how the
organism seizes an ‘actual occasion’, and makes it its own by transforming the actual occasion into an
‘ideal’ content. This appropriative metamorphosis is the ‘creative process’ described in Part Il of
Process and Reality - “The Theory of Prehensions’. And, because the theory of prehensions is at the
center of his speculative scheme, Whitehead’s philosophy of Organism may be interpreted as a
“transformation of (...) Absolute Idealism onto a realistic basis.”® However, the aspect of causal self~
realization predominant in the ‘Kantian schools’ (in Whitehead’s reading) is not neglected in his own
philosophy of Organism.” Consequently, Whitehead wants to overcome the abstract separation of the
‘movements’ from ‘reality’ to ‘ideality’, and vice-versa, as described here. Rather, his emphasis is on
the one ‘creative process’ representing the lives of organisms. As he states, the “reality of the actuality
in question belongs to its process of concrescence and not to its ‘satisfaction’ at either end of the
spectrum of creativity.® Thus, for Whitehead, the disjunctions of ‘appropriation’ and ‘self-realization’,
‘reality’ and ‘ideality’ are abstract ‘bifurcations’ of the process of concrescence of actual entities, and are

4 PR, p. 156. On Whitehead's list of “prevalent habits of thought (to be) (...) repudiated” by the philosophy
of Organism is “the Kantian doctrine of the objective world as a theoretical construct from purely subjective
experience.” (p. xiii) It must be mentioned again that, due to the slimness of Whitehead’s readings of the history of
philosophy, he interprets ‘absolute idealism’ as derived from Kantian philosophy. Whitehead writes, “Kant, for
whom ‘process’ is mainly a process of thought, accepts Hume’s doctrine as to the “datum’ and turns the ‘apparent’
objective content into the end of the construct. So far, Kant’s “apparent’ objective content seems to take the place
of the ‘satisfaction’ in the philosophy of organism. In this way there can be no escape from the solipsist difficulty.
But Kant in his appeal to ‘practical reason’ admits also the ‘satisfaction’ in a sense analogous to that in the
philosophy of organism; and by an analysis of its complex character he arrives at uitimate actualities which, according
to his account, cannot be discovered by any analysis of ‘mere appearance.” This is a very complex doctrine, which
has been reproduced in all philosophies derivative from Kant. The doctrine gives each actual entity two worlds, one
world of mere appearance, and the other world compact of uitimate substantial fact.” (p. 152)

5 PR, p. 219, my addition.
€ ER, p. xiii.
7 Whitehead states, “the entity, when considered ‘formally,’ is being described in respect to those forms of

its constitution whereby it is that individual entity with its own measure of absolute self-realization. (PR, p. 51)

8 Whitehead, in D. W. Sherbume (ed.), A Key to Process and Reality, Chicago: University of Chicago Press,
1966, pp. 14-15.
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to be interpreted as dynamic contrasts, rather than strict dichotomies.

To reiterate the sequence of analysis in Part Two of this dissertation: in Chapter Four, it was
shown that Whitehead’s philosophy of Organism endeavours to provide a process metaphysical synthesis
of realism and idealism, in order to undercut the ‘mutual scepticism’ of philosophy and the natural
sciences. It was found that one of his central aims was to resolve the arbitrary ‘bifurcations’ of nature,
such as ‘matter’ and ‘mind’, brought on by the mutual divorce of philosophy and the natural sciences.
In Chapter Five, following from an examination of Whitechead’s three modes of perception and theory
of extension, it was demonstrated that the notions of the ‘division’ and ‘decision’ of the extensive
continuum are the formal element in the process of ‘objectification’ of actual entities as presupposed in
the higher levels of experience of the higher organisms, such as consciousness. Subsequently, I proposed
that his notions of the ‘division’ and ‘decision’ of the extensive continuum signify scepticism. However,
in this interpretation, scepticism is further to be associated with Whitchead’s notion of ‘negative
prehensions® which are the means by which the organism executes the ‘division’ and “decision’ of the
extensive continuum. As Whitehead writes, in conjunction with the notions of the ‘division’ and
‘decision’ of the extensive continuum, “it is the mark of a high-grade organism to e/iminate, by negative
prehension, the irrelevant accidents in its environment, and to elicit massive attention to every variety of
systematic order.”® And, it is largely in virtue of ‘division’, ‘decision’ and ‘negative prehensions’ that

9 PR, p. 317, my emphasis. In a similar vein to the interpretation set forth by this dissertation, E. Wolf-
G:zosmp«mdei“NemmaMCoanheOngnsofSeIfComom&mHegdde inG

S.U.N.Y. Press, 1986, pp. 207-215 mdankaadenﬂedeompnnsonoﬁlegel'smdw smpecuvenouons
of ‘negation’. He writes, “an essential notion for the interpretation of Hegel’s System is the function of Negation
(Logik L, 35-38; 100-102; II, 494-499). The act of negation is a self-conscious mental act exclusively in Hegel,
whereas for Whitehead such self-conscious acts are included within the scope of the theory of prehension, but
negative prehension is not limited exclusively to this class of acts. For Hegel, negation is a systematic treatment of
the overcoming of contradictions in the world. For Whitehead, in contrast, negation is 2 manifestation of mental
cogitation within the wider spectrum of man’s mental activities. For Whitehead, conscious negation is one form of
the possible ‘higher phases of experience,” but not the exclusive case, since bare perceptive acts may themselves
exhibit features of negative prehension.

“The nature of negation for Hegel involves dynamism in the forms of thought exclusively, while for
Whitehead ‘negation’ may involve feelings in terms of awareness of contrasts. (...) It is negativity as a unity of the
negative as well as the positive which addresses what Whitehead considered the essential problem of a natural
philosophy - ‘the bifurcation of natwre’.” (p. 213)

“In Whitehead there is no simple contrast possible, but always a contrast of contrasts. Likewise, in Hegel's
worldview, there seems to be no simple or isolated act of negation possible, for there always follows another
negation, a ‘negation of negation.” It seems that the essence of the contradiction lies in the very interdependence
of the relevant entities in question. It is, perhaps, the secret of Hegel and Whitehead that they discovered the nature
of contradiction in the world, each in his own way: the one in terms of negation, the other in terms of contrast.™ (p.
214)
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while “we can imagine beings who observe all phenomena in all space with an equal eye, unbiased in
favour of any part (...), with us it is otherwise, a cat at our feet claims more attention than an earthquake
at Cape Homn, or than the destruction of a world in the Milky Way.”'® Therefore, in Chapter Six, [ will
investigate the role of scepticism via the notion of ‘negative prehensions’ with respect to his description
of the ‘creative processes’ of organisms.

In this chapter, I demonstrate that in Process and Reality, ‘negative prehensions’, which eliminate
data from the process of concrescence may be said to ‘move’ creativity, since they constitute the efficient
element involved in the creativity of organisms. In Whitechead’s ‘genetic’ analysis of actual entities,
namely, with respect to the theory of prehensions, his notion of a ‘negative prehension’ represents the
means by which the organism ‘divides’ and ‘decides’ the extensive continuum, leading to the novel
contrasts characteristic of the higher phases of experience. By way of negative prehensions, Whitehead
seeks to depict how “in the passage from our lower type animal experience to our higher type human
experience, we have acquired a selective emphasis whereby the finite occasions of experience receive
clear definition.”'' These higher phases of experience include complex comparative feelings, which
involve the dynamic contrast of ‘reality’ and ‘ideality’. While negative prehensions play a one-way
eliminatory and ‘decisive’ role in the early phases of concrescence, they play a two-way eliminatory role
in the later phases of concrescence, dissolving oppositions into contrasts. Consequently, from this
interpretation, in Whitehead’s theory of prehensions, scepticism is ‘feeling-based’, but with respect to
the particular occasion in question, the final satisfaction of the concrescing actual entities involves no
further elimination. In order to carry out this investigation, in a first part, it will be necessary to examine
the function of negative prehensions with regards to Whitehead’s synopsis of the initial phases of the
process of concrescence marked by the appropriation of ‘reality’ and its transformation into an ‘ideal’
content. Second, I will elucidate the role of negative prehensions with respect to the later phases of the
process of concrescence, characterized by self-realization, namely by the metamorphosis of an ‘ideal’
content back into ‘reality’. Third, it will be imperative to discuss the functioning of negative prehensions
in relation to the dynamic contrasts characteristic to the higher phases of experience, including
consciousness. Fourth, I shall examine the role of scepticism with regards to Whitehead’s contrast of the
‘Ideal Opposites’, namely ‘God and the World’, as contained in Part V of Process and Reality.

10

natics, Oxford: Oxford University Press, 1990, p. 91.
11 Whitehead, Modes of Thought, New York: Macmiilan Co., 1966, p. 77.
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Negative Prehensions gnd Prebensive Appropriation; ‘Reslity’ to ‘Ideality’

The “first half® of Whitehead’s elucidation of ‘creativity’ involves the organism in its process of
appropriation or ‘prehension’ of the objective world, namely, the process by which an objective actual
entity is transformed into an ‘ideal’ content by the prehending subject. Whitehead’s theory of
prehensions is the central in the philosophy of Organism, a fact which coincides with his belief that
feeling is more primitive than consciousness with regards to the organism’s experience of the world. It
is clear that for Whitehead, a philosophy of feeling is representative of a more accurate form of realism
than many of his predecessors. The theory of prehensions is primarily a ‘genetic’ analysis of the
actualities composing the extensive continuum. In Process and Reality, Whitehead’s description of this
process of prehension runs through various phases, beginning with feeling and ending with consciousness.
Generally-speaking, in his scheme, the order of the ‘creative process’ begins with the organism feeling
its environment, then integrating those feelings into their own internal constitution, and lastly, with respect
to the higher organisms, being conscious of their environment, as characterized by an awareness of
contrasts. As such, for Whitehead, ‘consciousness’ occurs in the higher phases of experience of the
higher organisms, and is not the necessary base of experience. Hence, his cosmology attempts to build
the ‘house of experience’ from the ‘bottom-up’, starting with simple physical feelings.

In explanation of his standpoint, Whitehead defines “a feeling - i.¢., a positive prehension - (as)
(...) essentially a transition effecting a concrescence.” The ‘concrescence’, or ‘growing together’ of
actual occasions denotes the process by which feelings (originating from an objective actual occasion,
not yet fully ‘objectified’) become fully integrated into the internal constitution of the prehending subject.
That is to say, the object and the subject ‘grow together’ and are unified Furthermore, the process of
‘concrescence’ is constitutive of a formal definition of what the actual entity itself is. In other words, an
actual entity is essentially a ‘creature’ composed of its creative process. According to Whitehead,
“‘Concrescence’ is the name for the process in which the universe of many things acquires an individual
unity in a determinate relegation of each item of the ‘many’ to its subordination in the constitution of the
novel ‘one’.”'> While his “stages’ or ‘phases’ of concrescence are abstract ‘divisions’ of the process made
solely for the purposes of his analysis, they help him describe the process by which the many objective

12 PR p. 221, my addition.

13 Whitehead in D. W. Sherbumne (ed.), A Kev t0 Process and Reality, p- 7.
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data are transformed into one objective datum by, and for the prehending subject towards its
‘satisfaction’. For Whitehead, prehensions in fluctuating interplay with negative prehensions, drive the
process of ‘concrescence’, and with respect to the ‘genetic’ analysis, they are the sub-components of
actual entities in general. At the start of his analysis, Whitehead lists the five determinate factors involved
in the various stages of concrescence. These determinate factors include: “(i) the ‘subject’” which feels,
(ii) the ‘initial data’ which are to be felt, (iii) the ‘elimination’ in virtue of negative prehensions, (iv) the
‘objective datum’ which is felt, (and) (v) the ‘subjective form’ which is how that subject feels that
objective datum.”'* Each phase of concrescence involves different types of feelings whose sub-
components, may be divided into these determinate factors. Thus, negative prehensions play a role in
each stage of the process of concrescence. Essentially, the process of concrescence runs through three
stages: 1.) a ‘conformal’ phase of ‘simple physical feelings’, 2.) a stage of ‘conceptual feelings’, and 3.)
a phase of ‘comparative feelings’. In this way, the process of concrescence starts with raw sensory data
developing ‘up’ into consciousness and the higher levels of experience. Here, in my analysis of
scepticism in Whitehead’s theory of prehensions, I focus on the functioning of negative prehensions with
respect to the phases of ‘simple physical feelings” and ‘conceptual feelings’ belonging respectively to the
physical and mental poles of the prehending subject.

‘physical’ when its datum involves objectifications of other actual entities.”'* In maintaining his
‘provisionally-realistic’ Humean standpoint, Whitehead starts his analysis on the realist assumption that
all experience of the actual world originates from simple physical feelings, in abstraction from conceptual
feelings.'® However, following from his response to the Humean theory of perception which, in

14 PR p. 221.
15 PR p. 245.

16 Although this principle, which is derived from Hume, maintains his ‘provisional realism’, Whitehead's
notion of *hybrid feelings’ and his ‘Category of Conceptual Reversion’ place some modifiersonit. A ‘hybrid feeling’
may be divided into two species: 1.) feelings of the conceptual pole of another actual entity, and 2.) feelings of the
conceptual feelings of God. In a *hybrid feeling” of the first type, “the actual entity forming the datum is objectified
by one of its conceptual feelings.” (PR, p. 246.) That is to say, with respect to the first type, there is a sympathetic
feeling and valuation of the conceptual pole of another actual entity, either a re-enacted past occurrence in the
constitution of another actual entity or an eternal object, entering into the creative purposes of that actual entity, i.e.,
God in another actual entity. The second type leaves open the possibility of the conceptual feelings of God as the
initial stage in the process of concrescence. At any rate, the notion of “conceptual reversion’ will be analyzed later
with respect to ‘conceptual feelings’.
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Whitehead’s assessment, has its basis in the mode of ‘presentational immediacy’, he makes the case that
a prehension, that is, a ‘simple physical feeling’, is itself an instance of ‘causality’. As he explains,
“causation is the transfer of a feeling.”'” Hence, in his analysis of a prehension, an objective ‘actual
occasion’ (not yet fully objectified) ‘causes’ the multiplicity of feelings which are the “effect’ felt by the
prehending subject.’* By way of the body’s sensory organs, simple physical feelings are registered which
are both seized from and ‘cansed’ by an object (not yet fully ‘objectified’). In his description, “an actual
entity in the actual world of a subject must enter into the concrescence of that subject by some simple
causal feeling, however vague, trivial, and submerged.”'? In terms of a ‘simple physical feeling’, in
feeling the feelings ‘caused by’ and ‘seized from’ another actual entity (not yet fully ‘objectified’) by way
of the sensory organs, the prehending subject is introduced to the initial data which will possibly be
integrated into its own constitution. On the one hand, a prehension of the ‘positive’ species with regards
to this possibility is the “definite inclusion of that item into positive contribution to the subject’s own real

17 PR p. 238.

18 AsL.S Forde:plmnsm“Whnteheld lesnncnveFms. m&C Neville and T. P. Kasulis (eds.), er

he R of Philosoph - : ONo! . dwin Smith, Albany: S UN.Y. Press, 1997,
“The ooncept of ptehenslon embls ustospanthegap between sctenceand phenomenology. Prehensionisa
generalization of perception as ‘apprehension’, where the ‘ap-" has been removed to indicate that this relationship
is not necessarily conscious. Itis any ‘taking account’ of another. Thus if A causes B, then B prehends A. So both
the causation of science and the perception of phenomenology can be linked together by this useful concept.

“We may state this basic schema another way: if (object) A causes B, then (subject) B prehends A Or if
(past) A causes B, then (present) B prehends A.  The relation of subject and object, so problematic ever since
Descartes treated res cogitans and res extensa as two different kinds of actuality, can be resolved by treating them
as two different temporal aspects of the same actuality. The causal-prehensive relations between objects and subjects
are asymmetrical, extemnal to the object but intemal to the subject.” (p. 137)

Whitehead uses “the term ‘prehension’ for the general way in which the occasion of experience can include,
as par of its own essence, any other entity, whether another occasion of experience or an entity of another type.
This term is devoid of suggestion either of consciousness or of representative perception. Feelings are the positive
type of prehensions. In positive prehensions the ‘datum’ is preserved as part of the final complex object which
‘satisfies’ the process of self-formation and thereby completes the occasion.” (Adventures of Ideas, New York, The
Free Press, 1967, p. 234) On the contrary, what Whitehead terms ‘negative preheasion’ is a prehension which “is
active via its contribution of its subjective form to the creative process, but it dismisses its ‘object’ from the
possibility of entering into the datum of the final satisfaction.” (AL p. 232)

R is clear that the notion of a prehension overcomes the traditional bifurcation of ‘subject” and ‘object’.
Rather, a prehension involves both: 1.) an act of “appropriation’ or “seizing’ of objective datum by the prehending
subject, and 2.) a causal act on the prehending subject’s sensory organs by objective actual occasions. Therefore,
neither subject, nor object has priority in the process of concrescence or ‘growing together’ of actual occasions.
‘What is occurring is that the prehending subject is ‘appropriating’ the object, and the object ‘donates’ itself. Also,
here, it should be noted that there is a close proximity between the German notion of ‘Concept’ (Begriff), and
‘Whitehead’s notion of a ‘prehension’. Particularly, Begriff is related to the verb: greifen, meaning to ‘grasp’ or to

19 PR. p. 239.
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internal constitution,” while on the other hand, a prehension of the ‘negative’ species with regards to this
possibility is the “definite exclusion of that item into positive contribution to the subject’s own real
intemnal constitution.”® Thus, through alternating positive integrations and negative eliminations of the
feelings which are, at once, ‘caused’ by the object (not yet fully ‘objectified’) and °seized’ by the
prehending subject, the object becomes ‘objectified” for the subject out from the backdrop of the
extensive continuum. The object becomes one objective datum (i.c., a nexus), in the sense of a “realized
pattern of the initial data,” thus ‘divided’ and ‘decided’ for the prehending subject, by way of the
fluctuating interplay of positive and negative prehensions.?® To be sure, for Whitehead, negative
prehensions “consist of exclusions from contribution to the concrescence (and) can be treated in their
subordination to positive prehensions.”? And, with respect to ‘simple physical feelings’, in determining
the object that was the ‘cause’ of the feelings registered by the sensory organs, the exclusion from feeling
is the delimitation of data constitutive of the one objective datum. In Whitehead’s perspective, the feeling
of the objective datum involves the dismissal of those feelings extraneous to it, as well as the elimination
of the incompatibility of feelings internal to the one objective nexus. In this sense, negative prehensions
sever or ‘divide’ the irrelevant feelings from the more ‘causally’ relevant ones, leaving the former on the
peripheries of perception, and letting the objective datum be felt as one. This development into ‘oneness’
of the many feelings registered is the ‘objectification’ of the datum for the prehending subject.

The ‘objectification’ of the datum involves the fluctuating contrast of positive and negative
prehensions. As Whitehead writes, “if the actual entity be this, then by nature of the case it is not that
or that.”® Subsequently, the subjective form of ‘simple physical feelings’ involves the feeling of the
qualitative and quantitative intensity of the objective datum, i.c., how the subject feels that datum, perhaps
emotionally. Also, according to Whitehead, with respect to the subjective form of positively prehended
datum, there is a re-enaction of the objective datum by the subject, such that the objective datum is
reproduced conceptually. While, for him, a “re-enaction is not perfect” in its reproduction of the
objective datum, in the positive sense, it is the basis for the development of an etemmal object**

20 Whitehead in D. W. Sherbume (ed.), A Kev to Process and Reality, p. 9.
21 PR p. 231

22 PR, p- 220, my addition.

23 PR, p. 240.

24 PR p- 237.
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Furthermore, it is in virtue of this ‘re-enaction’ that, for Whitehead, the conceptual experience of an
occasion is always made up of past sensory data. At any rate, he makes it clear that it is by way of the
involvement of negative prehensions intrinsic to ‘simple physical feelings’, that “the cause passes on its
feelings to be reproduced by the subject.”** In other words, it is by way of the contrast-in-process of
positive and negative prehensions that ‘simple physical feclings’ are constitutive of the physical
registration of “the deterministic efficient causation (or) inflow of the actual world in its own proper
character of its own feelings, (each) with their own intensive strength, feit and re-enacted by the (...)
concrescent subject.”?®

Prenensions an ) ual reeling

In Process and Redlity, the objective datum of ‘conceptual feelings’ is an eternal object, in
abstraction from the objective datum of the ‘simple physical feelings’. In keeping with Whitechead’s
maintenance of Hume’s principle that all experience originates from physical experience, it must be
reiterated that eternal objects are constitutive of a conceptual re-enaction of an objective datum which was
originally transferred via ‘simple physical feelings’. However, here, in respect to ‘conceptual feelings’,
the objective datum is that ‘re-enaction’ as an ‘integrated datum’. As such, what is felt in a ‘conceptual
feeling’ is only that ‘integrated datum’ or eternal object, “in the primary metaphysical sense of being an
‘object’™ and in abstraction from ‘simple physical feelings’.”’ Hence, Whitehead defines conceptual
feeling as “the feeling of an unqualified negation; that is to say, itis the feeling of a definite eternal object

25 PR, p. 237. Whitehead writes, “The novel actual entity, which is the effect, is the reproduction of the many
actual entities of the past. But in this reproduction there is abstraction from their various totalities of feeling. This
abstraction is required by the categoreal conditions for compatible synthesis in the novel unity. This abstractive
‘objectification’ is rendered possible by reason of the ‘divisible’ character of the satisfactions of actual entities. By
reason of this ‘divisible’ character causation is the transfer of a feeling, and not of a total satisfaction. The other
feelings are dismissed by negative prehensions, owing to their lack of compliance with categoreal demands.

“A simple physical feeling enjoys a characteristic which has been variously described as ‘re-enaction,’
‘reproduction,” and ‘conformation.” This characteristic can be more accurately explained in terms of the eternal
objects involved. There are etemal objects determinant of the definiteness of the objective datum which is the
‘cause,” and etemnal objects determinant of the definiteness of the subjective form belonging to the ‘effect.” When
there is re-enaction there is one etemal object with two-way functioning, namely, as partial determinant of the
objective datum, and as partial determinant of the subjective form. In this two-way réle, the etemal object is
functioning relationaily between the initial data on the one hand and the concrescent subject on the other.” (PR, p-
238)

26 PR, p- 245, my addition.

27 PR, p. 239.
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with the definite extrusion of any particular realization "> Therefore, a ‘conceptual feeling’ is the feeling
of an eternal object in separation from the actual world. For Whitehead, this abstraction is the work of
negative prehensions eliminating the actual world from feeling.

For Whitehead, “conceptual prehensions, positive or negative, constitute the primary operations
among those belonging to the mental pole of an actual entity.”® In ‘conceptual feelings’, there is no
necessary ‘initial data’ which needs to be synthesized into one ‘objective datum’, as in ‘simple physical
feelings’. That is to say, the role of negative prehensions in the feeling of eternal objects is effectively
not the transition of many data into one datum. To be sure, Whitehead explains that the ‘conceptual
feeling’ of an eternal object

does not involve elimination by negative prehensions; such eliminations of positive prehensions

in the concrescent subject would divide that subject into many subjects, and would divide these

many subjects from the superject. But, though there can be no elimination from the supervening

phase (of ‘conceptual feelings’) as a whole, there may be elimination from some new integral

feeling which is merely one component of that phase.*
Therefore, it may be said that the prehending subject directly feels an integrated datum or an eternal
object through its ‘conceptual feelings’. However, negative prehensions do play a definite role in
conjunction with the subjective form of the feelings. For Whitehead, the determination of the subjective
form of a ‘conceptual feeling’ involves the ‘valuation’ or ‘decision’ of the importance and intensity of
the particular integrated datum, as a possibility of the development of an eternal object, in the sense of
being a novel potential for actualization. Some re-enactions, i.c., integrated datum, are kept as eternal
objects introducing creative purpose, some are modified with component elements derived from other
occasions (as in what he calls ‘conceptual reversion’), and others are eliminated outright. As such, it is
by means of negative ‘conceptual prehensions’ that the integrated datum is modified or dismissed. The

28 PR, p. 243. On this note, W. A Christian in Ap Interpretat hitehe + 1

Yale University Press, 1967, pp. 214-215, writes, “The negation mvolvedm eoncepnnl feehngs must not be
confused with the (same type of) negation involved in negative prehensions (as in ‘simple physical feelings’). A
negative prehension ‘holds its datum as inoperative’ in the concrescence in which the prehension occurs. (...) The
datum of a conceptual feeling (a positive conceptual prehension) is not *withheld” but has a positive function in the
concrescence. The negation involved in conceptual feelings is not a negation of the function of the datum in the
experience. Negation enters into feeling as a property of the datum itself The datum of a negative prehension is
not ‘feit.” The datum of a conceptual feeling is positively felt as not physically realized. Mental experience is ‘the
experience of forms of definiteness in respect to their disconnection from any particular physical experience, but with
abstract evaluation of what they can contribute to such experience.”™ (my additions)

29 PR p.240.

30 PR, p- 240, my emphasis and addition.
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valuation of eternal objects is determined in relation to the concrescent subject’s other integrated data,
and in virtue of the subjective aim of the actual entity in question. Thus, the subjective form of a
‘conceptual feeling’, “values up, or down (via negative prehensions), so as to determine the intensive
importance accorded to the eternal object. ™' The subjective form determines how the eternal object is
to be used as a medium for creative purpose in the internal constitution of the subject, where negative
‘conceptual prehensions’ are involved in the selection or dismissal of an eternal object as a potential for
future actualization.’? In other words, the subjective valuation via negative prehensions ‘decides’ which
integrated datum or, alternatively, which eternal objects will enter positively into the prehending subject’s
internal constitution as a medium for creative purpose. In the case of ‘conceptual reversion’, the
subjective form is enriched with respect to other ‘conceptual feelings’. In ‘conceptual reversion’, the
eternal object may be synthesized with other etemal objects such as to increase the intensity of the eternal
object, subsequently, adding ‘value’ to the eternal object’s possibility of entering into the prehending
subject’s internal constitution as a potentiality for future actualization or, alternatively, ingression in the
actual world. In this way, the eternal object may be creatively modified with respect to any one of the
subject’s other feelings, including physical feelings, and it may take on some novel content. From this
perspective, it is t0 be noted that Whitehead’s ‘conceptual reversion’ is analogous to the mitigated
Humean notion of the connection of ideas in the mind. In any case, it is clear that the role of negative
prehensions in ‘conceptual feelings’ is valuation, namely, to provide the occasion for the modification
of eternal objects, or to eliminate them altogether from positive inclusion of them as future potentialities
for ingression.

In summary, for Whitehead, negative prehensions play an important role in the ‘first half’ or,
altemnatively, in the initial appropriative phases of the process of concrescence. On the one hand, “simple

31 PR, p. 241, my addition. There are three characteristics involved in the ‘valuation’ of eternal objects
belonging to the subjective form of conceptual feelings. Here, I have quoted the third characteristic. The first two
are: “(i) According to the Category of Subjective Unity, and of Subjective Harmony, the valuation is dependent on
the other feelings in its phase of origination. (...) (ii) The valuation determines in what status the eternal object has
ingression into the integrated nexus physically feit™ However, he states, “But though these three characteristic are
included in a valuatio, they are merely the cutcome of the subjective aim of the subject, determining what it is itself
integrally to be, in its own character of the superject of its own process.”

32 As Whitehead states, “In any given concrescence, (an eternal object) may be included positively by means
of a conceptual feeling: but it may be excluded by a negative prehension. The actualities have to be felt, while the
pure potentials can be dismissed. So far as concerns their functioning as objects, this is the great distinction between
an actual entity and an eternal object. The one is stubbom matter of fact; and the other never loses its ‘accent’ of
potentiality.” (R, p. 239, my addition)
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physical feelings’ were described as the feelings derived from the ‘cansal inflow’ of the objective world
on the sensory organs, in abstraction from mentality. With respect to ‘simple physical feelings’, the
fluctuating interplay of positive and negative prehensions is the ground of the ‘division’ and
‘objectification’ of actual occasions out from the backdrop of the extensive continuum. Negative
prehensions cut off the irrelevant data from feeling, an climination necessary for the transition of the
many objective data into the one objective datum, and subsequently, for the integration of datum into the
internal constitution of the prehending subject.®® On the other hand, ‘conceptual feelings’ were defined
in terms of the feeling of the integrated datum as well as eternal objects, in abstraction from the objective
world. With respect to ‘conceptual feelings’, negative prehensions play an important function in the
valuation and “decision’ of integrated datum or etemal objects to enter into the internal constitution of
the prehending subject as potentialities for future actualization. Overall, these eliminations in terms of
both ‘simple physical feelings’ and ‘conceptual feelings’ drive the process by which the ‘empirically real’
occasions of experience are ‘objectified’, and are appropriatively transformed into ‘ideal’ contents, by
the organism, as potentialities for future actualization.

rpati Prehensions and Self-Reslization: ‘Ideslity’ to ‘Reslity’

The ‘second half® of Whitehead’s elucidation of ‘creativity’ has to do with the organism i its
‘self-causal’ process of realizing a ‘subjective aim’. Particularly, it concemns the actualization of an
‘ideal’ content by the organism. However, L. S. Ford reports that the full conceptions of the ‘subjective
aim’ and ‘God’ were late developments in Whitehead’s thought, and were late insertions into the draft
of Process and Reality. As such, the notion of ‘subjective aim’ contrasts with his original standpoint of
‘provisional realism’, but it remains an extremely important aspect of Whitehead’s cosmology.**

33 Whitehead’s categories of ‘Objective Identity’ and *Objective Diversity’ maintain the ‘societal’ nature of
actual entities, that the many compose the one and the one is compositional of the many. These categories
respectively assert the “essential self-identity of any entity as regards its status in each individualization of the
universe” and dismiss “the notion of diverse elements exercising an absolute identity of function.” (PR, p. 225)

34 In his analysis of the genesis of PR from 1926-27, L. S. Ford, in The Emergence of Whitehead's
Metaphvsics, Albany: SUN.Y. Press, 1984, writes that “the Giffords draft has a theory of subjectivity cast in terms
objects, from which the occasion derives its ‘ideal of itseif.” ‘Process is the growth and attainment of a final end.
The progressive definition of the final end is the efficacious condition for its attainment.” (PR 150)

“Certain features of the concept of *subjective aim’ are already present here. Thereis an individualized final
causation operative throughout concrescence, whose nature is partially determined by the occasion itself. ks
derivation, however, is more closely associsted with the past than with God. Most importantly, the “ideal of itself”
does not play nearly (such) (...) a central role in concrescence as the ‘subjective aim’ comes to play simply because
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Particularly, it is through the notion of a ‘subjective aim’ that Whitehead retains the essential elements
of ‘idealistic’ philosophy. For Whitehead, from his ‘provisional realist’ standpoint, the initial stages of
concrescence constitute a description of the origination of an eternal object from the actual world as
physically felt, i.e., its development as a novel potential for future actualization and ‘self-realization’ in
the actual world. It is in this sense that he describes his philosophy of Organism as an inversion of Kant
and Hegel, since it provides an understanding of the conditions for the possibility of the development of
a ‘subjective aim’. And, along a realistic line of thinking, the organism’s development of an ‘ideal of
itself’ derived from its feeling of the actual world would seem to constitute one ‘end-point’ of the process
of concrescence. It is for this reason that in elucidating the relation between Absolute Idealism and his
own philosophy, Whitehead states “It is now evident that the final analogy to philosophies of the
Hegelian school, noted in the Preface, is not accidental. (...) The concrescence of a res vera is the
development of a subjective aim. This development is nothing else than the Hegelian development of
an idea.”* As was shown in the previous section, for Whitehead, the positive valuation of eternal objects
(initially appropriated from objectivity) via negative prehensions is the pre-condition for self-realization,
namely, the actualization of eternal objects, and the ‘satisfaction’ of the subject. Here, I sketch the
functioning of negative prehensions with respect to the process of concrescence as it passes from
‘ideality’ to ‘reality’, namely as the subject “passes from a subjective aim in concrescence into a superject

it is not required in a process initiated by the original datum. Given the multiplicity of initial data, ‘subjective aim’
is needed in order to coordinate the activity of crestive unification. Theterm ‘subjectiveaim’ and its special enlarged
role only comes much later in the final revisions.” (pp. 193-194)

In Transforming Process Theism. Albany: S UN.Y. Press, 2000, Ford describes his interpretive approach
to the issue of God in Science and the Modern World and PR. He states, “the determination of Whitehead’s own
concepts of God depends upon the compositional analysis of the two books. In the case of Science and the Modern
World, he devised temporal atomicity, which led to a more transcendent interpretation of eternal objects and to his
first concept of God, only after he had given the lectures that comprise mast of the book. With a few insertions, he
determined to publish the lectures as presented. Thus, there are two strata reflecting different philosophical
perspectives within the same book. The first perspective shows a nontheistic metaphysics for his earlier philosophy
of nature, while the second gives a preview of what will be more fully developed in Process and Reality.
Compositional analysis undertakes to separate and analyze these two strands.” (p. xvi)

35 PR, p. 167. Whitehead’s realism consists in that “the truth itself is nothing else than how the composite
natures of the organic actualities of the world obtain adequate representation in the divine nature. Such
representations compose the ‘consequent nature” of God, which evolves in its relationship to the evolving world
without derogation to the etemal completion of its primordial conceptual nature. In this way the ‘ontological
principle’ is maintained - since there can be no determinate truth, correlating impartially the partial experiences of
the many actual entities, apart from one actual entity to which it can be referred. The reaction of the temporal worid
on the nature of God is considered subsequently in Part V (of PR): it is there termed ‘the consequent nature of
God.”” (PR, p- 13, my addition)
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with objective immortality.™*¢

In Whitechead’s philosophy of Organism, the development of a subjective aim signifies the
positive conceptual prehension or valuation of an eternal object (initially derived from the feeling of the
objective world), via the eliminations of negative prehensions and through ‘conceptual reversion’, as a
potential for future actualization. The developed ‘subjective aim’ is constituted by “anticipatory feelings
of the transcendent future in its relation to immediate fact (...) (involving) realization of the relevance of
eternal objects in the primordial nature of God.”> In explicating the importance of the notion of
‘subjective aim’ with respect to ‘creativity’, Whitchead believes that an entity’s urge for self-realization
is constitutive of the actuality of that entity. He writes, “self-realization is the ultimate fact of facts. An
actuality is self-realizing, and whatever is self-realizing is an actuality.”*® However, the developed
‘subjective aim’ represents the ‘mid-point’ of the whole process of concrescence, for the ‘ideal” must pass
once again into the actual world. For him, the ‘subjective aim’ of an actual entity is to be ascribed to the
mental pole of the actual entity and to the primordial nature of God. For Whitechead, God is the
“aboriginal condition” and “the principle of concretion” qualifying the creativity of actual entities,
conceptually valuating and ‘deciding’ which etemal objects are to be potentials for realization in the
objective world.* In this way, an actual entity is what it is in virtue of God’s conceptual decisions which
are the final cause of the actual entity. Therefore, through his notion of the ‘subjective aim’, Whitehead
is able to introduce the principle that “each temporal entity, in one sense, originates from its mental pole,
analogously to God himself. It derives from God its basic conceptual aim, relevant to its actual world,

36 PR p. 245.

37 PR p.278.

38 PR, p- 222. This quotation concerns Whitehesd's category of Subjective Unity within his system. The
category of Subjective Unity asserts the principle that as concerns the conceptual make-up of an entity, the entity
strives for its own subjective unity as a final end. Furthermore, the Category of Subjective Unity emphasizes that
the subject is at work in every feeling of the objective world, and seeks to maintain a unity of its various feelings of
that objective world. According to Whitehead, the category of Subjective Unity involves the notion that “the
inherence of the subject in the process of its production requires that in the primary phase of the subjective process
there be a conceptual feeling of subjective aim: the physical and other feelings originate as steps towards realizing
this conceptual aim through their treatment of initial data.” (PR, p. 224)

39 PR, p. 225, PR, p. 244. The category of “Subjective Harmony” asserts that “the valustions of conceptual
feelings are mutually determined by their adaptation to be joint elements in a satisfaction aimed at by their subject”
ER p- 254-25)
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yet with indeterminations awaiting its own decisions.” In this way, the notion of a ‘subjective aim’
would seem to constitute a modification of the Humean principle that all experience originates from the
actual entity’s physical feelings of the objective world, as well as represents an abandonment of his
realistic stance. On the contrary, following from the ontological principle, it does not, since each entity
in Whitehead’s system is already objectively immortal, or altematively, an acrual entity in virtue of its
initdal feelings of the objective world. As he states, “an actual entity is at once the subject of self-
realization, and the superject which is self-realized.”*' Rather, Whitehead seeks to maintain that “God
and the actual world jointly constitute the character of the creativity for the initial phase of the novel
concrescence.™

Subsequent to his examination of the initial pham of concrescence as represented by ‘simple
physical feelings’ and ‘conceptual feelings’, Whitehead takes up ‘transmuted feelings’ which bring about
a further integration between ‘physical’ and ‘conceptual feelings’ and represent an important step on the
road to consciousness. In ‘transmuted feelings’, the prehending subject “transmutes the datum of (a)
conceptual feeling into a contrast with the nexus of those prehended actual entities.”® Whitehead calls
such a transmuted feeling a ‘complex physical feeling’. In ‘ransmutation’, the conceptual feelings of an
cternal object are re-ascribed to the physical feelings of a nexus inclusive of all component actual entities
within that nexus. Thus, the eternal object is felt as encompassing the actualities composing the nexus,
without regard for the multiplicity in their detail or the discordance of the individual members within that

transmutation is the way in which the actual world is felt as a community, and is so felt in virtue
of its prevalent order. For it arises by reason of the analogies between the various members of the

40 PR p. 224

41 PR p- 222. It might be interpreted from PR that there are actually many subjective aims involved in the
process of concrescence, where, the first one is the most important to the creature as it is the fundamental and mitial
wb;mmdmdymedhyﬁemmquu&mbmwhmhhoﬂsﬁnthemulpobofumﬂm
which the organism may define itself The subsequent subjective aims may hold merely for particular occasions, and
do not essentially define what the organism is. But, for Whitehead, even though subjective aims originate from the
primordial nature of God, there is always, conjointly, an objective derivation from the World. Itis in this sense that
it might be said that the actual entity is always already ‘objectively immortal’.

42 PR p- 245, my emphasis.
43 PR, p. 251, my addition.
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prehended nexus, and eliminates their differences. Apart from transmutation our feeble intellectual

operations would fail to penetrate into the dominant characteristics of things. We can only

understand by discarding *
In this way, in ‘transmutation’, the discordances of the individual actual entities within the nexus are
massively eliminated by negative prehensions, so that the objectified nexus may be felt as ‘one’ through
an eternal object. Furthermore, in ‘ransmuted feelings’, the nexus becomes part of the conceptual
valuation of that eternal object which now encompasses it. On the one hand, if the nexus is associated
with an etemal object which in its conceptual feeling was valued upward with reference to the subjective
aim, the result is adversion 1o that objective nexus on the part of the prehending subject. On the other
hand, if the nexus is associated with an eternal object which in its conceptual feeling was valued
downward with reference to the subjective aim, the result is aversion to that nexus on the part of the
prehending subject. In this sense, negative prehensions also play a role in eliminating the objectified
nexus from importance to the concrescing subject’s creative drive to satisfy its ‘subjective aim’ in the
world. Thus, because of either the positive or negative valuation of the eternal object which is
‘transmuted’ onto the nexus, the prehending subject either has adversion or aversion to that nexus. And,
for Whitehead, ““adversion’ and ‘aversion’ are types of decision” of the extensive continuum.** In other
words, through ‘transmuted feelings’, by means of its contrast with an eternal object, an objectified nexus
is valuated via negative prehensions as being either relevant or irrelevant to the prehending subject’s
conceptually-‘decided’ process of self-realization.

levels of experience, Whitehead elaborates on the stage of ‘propositional feelings’, which is necessary
for consciousness. In his theory, “a proposition enters into experience as the entity forming the datum
of a complex feeling derived from the integration of a physical and a conceptual feeling,” namely, the
integration brought on by ‘ransmuted feelings’.“* A proposition provides the link between the eternal
object as felt and the objectified nexus as feit. In particular, for Whitehead, eternal objects conceptually
felt in the primordial nature of God are themselves indeterminate. Eternal objects “tell no tales as to their

44 PR, p. 251.
as PR p. 254.

46 PR. p- 256.
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ingressions (in the occasions of the actual world) (...) for no eternal object is ever (by itself) true or
false.”” In other words, eternal objects “cannot demonstrate what they are except in some given fact.”**
However, through ‘propositional feelings’ the prehending subject can determine the relevance of that
eternal object to the objectified nexus. For Whitehead, a proposition is itself an entity determining how
an eternal object has ingression into the empirical occasions of the actual world. In this sense, a
proposition is initially a potential as to the meaning or relevence (with reference to the actual world) of
the eternal object contained in the primordial nature of God. Thus, both propositions and eternal objects
“are definite potentialities for actuality with undetermined realization in actuality (...) but they differ in
that an eternal object refers to actuality with absolute generality, whereas a proposition refers to indicated
logical subjects.”® As such, on the one hand, it is out of the eternal object that the ‘predicative pattern’
of a proposition arises. On the other hand, a proposition gives reasons: it makes definite reference to the
objectified actual entities as logical subjects. And, by way of the contrast of the ‘predicative pattern’ and
the logical subjects, the proposition “must be true or false.”*® Specifically, “the proposition is the
possibility of that predicate applying in that assigned way to those logical subjects.”' Thus, in a
propositional feeling, negative prehensions play a role in determining the relevance of the predicative
pattern to the logical subjects of the objective world. The determination as to the truth or falsity of the
proposition is based in the ‘valuation’ or ‘decision’ as to whether or not the predicative pattemn is to be
felt with adversion or aversion with reference to the logical subjects in question. Hence, the
determination by way of the proposition of whether or not the predicative pattern applies to the logical
subjects, is made by way of negative prehensions.

To sum up, in this section, I have traced the workings of negative prehensions as they pertain to

47 PR, p. 256, my additions.
48 PR, pp. 258-259.

49 PR, p. 258.

S0 PR, p. 256.

51 PR, p. 258. In reference to this determination, Whitehead subdivides propositional feelings into two main
categories. If, on the one hand, the logical subjects are positively prehended as being identical with the predicative
pattern (i.e., the eternal object); that is to say, if the proposition is ‘true’, then there is what Whitehead calls
‘perceptive propositional feelings’. If, on the other hand, the logical subjects are prehended negatively, as being
distinct from the predicative pattemn; in other words, if the proposition is ‘false’, then there is what Whitehead calls,
‘imaginative propositional feelings’. Subsequently, he defines that a ‘true’ proposition must be ‘perceptive’,
‘authentic’, and ‘direct’. See PR, pp. 261-265.
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the phases of self-realization of the process of concrescence involving the passage of an ‘ideal’ content
or a ‘subjective aim’ into ‘empirical reality’. First, in my analysis of ‘transmuted feelings’ in which
eternal objects are ascribed to an objectified nexus, I have demonstrated that it is through negative
prehensions that the prehending subject valuates or ‘decides’ an objectified nexus as being adequate or
not adequate to its ‘subjective aim’. Second, in my elucidation of ‘propositional feelings’, it is by way
of negative prehensions that the prehending subject determines the truth or falsity of a proposition by way
of the applicability of the predicate to the logical subjects in question. Overall, these eliminations in
terms of both ‘transmuted feelings’ and ‘propositional feelings® drive the process by which ‘ideal’
contents are transformed, by the organism, into ‘empirically real’ occasions of experience. Through this
process, etemal objects have ingression into actual occasions and/or the organism may realize its
‘subjective aim’.

In the last chapter of Part Il - ‘The Theo:y of Prehensions’ in Process and Reality, Whitchead
takes up the “higher phases of experience’, thus completing his description of the process of concrescence
which started with ‘simple physical feelings’ and ends with consciousness. In it, he essentially completes
his argument that “consciousness follows, and does not precede, the entry of the conceptual prehensions
of the relevant universals.”*? Furthermore, in this section, Whitehead elucidates what he calls
‘comparative feelings’ characterized by the complex feelings of contrasss. It is important to note that,
for Whitehead, a conrrast does not signify the incompatibility of actual entities nor does it mean the
opposition of extremes. Rather, a contrast is representative of the realization by the prehending subject
of the ‘growing together’ of actual entities, and in particular that “opposed elements stand to each other
in their mutual requirement.”* Iusetheteun‘dynamic’to.empbasizethataconnastdenommemgr-in-

52 PR p.273.

53 PR p. 348. Other possible synonyms for Whitehead’s use of the term “contrast’ are: the ‘mutual inclusion’,
the ‘co-dependence’, or the * umtpmmon ofamﬂmneorofe!mtsmomlymdtobe in opposition’.

According to J. Jones in [ntensity: An Essav i eheadian Ontology, Nashville: Vanderbilt University, 1998, “A
‘contrast’ s&epommhnmofmam&mdmmﬁewmplexof&dmgmohedm
concrescence, such that those elements are mutually compatible and enhancing rather than mutually inhibiting or
indifferent. That is to say, prehensions involving a contrast of elements allow for more of the actual world to be
positively and importantly involved in the concrescence of an entity. All prehensions are brought under some mode
of contrast, either to the enhancement or diminishment of overall intensity of feeling We should note at the outset
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process of the concrescing actual entities.>* One such contrast is the unity of ‘reality’ and ‘ideality’
involved in comparative feelings, which may altematively be described as the foundation for the
correspondence theory of truth.** In contrasts, negative prehensions play a ‘two-way’ eliminatory role,
in distinction from the earlier ‘one-way’ roles in the earlier phases of concrescence. Here, I elucidate the
function of negative prehensions in relation to ‘comparative feelings’, consciousness, and the ‘higher
levels of experience’.

“‘Comparative feelings’,” Whitehead writes, “are the result of integrations not yet considered:
their data are generic contrasts.”>® For him, there are two main types of comparative feelings: 1.)
‘intellectual feelings’, a class which is subdivided into ‘conscious perceptions’ and ‘intuitive judgments’,
and 2.) ‘physical purposes’.” While ‘intellectual feelings’ involve propositions, negation, and contrasts

that the concept of ‘contrast’ allows Whitehead to avoid the metaphysical difficulty of describing an entity as feeling
every item in its world separately.” (pp. 12-13)

54 See PR, pp. 106, 228, 266-267. Also see Appendices #1, #2, and #3 below. The term ‘dynamic’ should
not be seen to be an amendment to Whitehead’s notion of a ‘generic’ contrast, which implies the ‘oneness’ pertaining
to the members of a contrast.

S5 The philosophy of Organism fields a correspondence theory of truth in that “an account of an actual
occasion in terms of its connection, with the realm of eternal objects,” which is the basis for a correspondence theory
ofwuth. For him, “the theory of judgment in the philosophy of organism can (...) be described as a “comrespondence’
theory or as a ‘coherence’ theory. It is a correspondence theory, because it describes judgment as the subjective
form of the integral prehension of the conformity, or of the non-conformity, of a proposition and an objectified
nexus. The prehension in question arises from the synthesis of the two prehensions, one physical and the other
mental. The physical prehension is the prehension of the nexus of objectified actual occasions. The mental
prehension is the prehension of the proposition. (...) (Also, the) judgment is concerned with a conformity of two
components within one experience. It is thus a ‘coherence’ theory. (...) In this sense there is a ‘comrespondence’
theory. But, at this point of the argument, a distinction must be made. We shall say that a proposition can be true
or false, and that a judgment can be correct, or incorrect, or suspended. With this distinction we see that there is
a ‘correspondence’ theory of the truth and falsehood of propositions, and a ‘coherence’ theory of the correctness,
incorrectness and suspension of judgments.” (PR, pp. 190-191)

56 PR, p. 266.

57 Whitehead explains, on the one hand, “the distinction between (‘conscious perceptions’ and ‘intuitive
judgments”) (...) is not absolute. (...) A conscious perception is a very simplified type of affimnative judgment; and
a direct affirmative judgment is a very sophisticated case of conscious perception. The difference between the two
has its origin in the fact that one involves a perceptive feeling, and the other involves an imaginative feeling ” (PR,

pp- 272-273, my addition) For Whitechead, while a “conscious perception is the feeling of what is relevant to
medmﬁctmmastw:thmpmmlmdm @R, p. 268) In an intuitive judgment, “the datum is the
generic contrast between an objectified nexus and a proposition whose logical subjects make up the nexus™; “an
mtuitive judgment may be a belief, or a disbelief, or a suspended judgment.” (PR, p- 270, PR, p. 272) However,
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which are the fundamental aspects of consciousness, the more primitive ‘physical feelings’ do not. On
the one hand, with respect to “intellectual feelings’, eternal objects have ingression into actual occasions
by way of a proposition. On the other hand, with respect to ‘physical purposes’, eternal objects have
direct aesthetic ingression into actual occasions.

In Whitehead’s synopsis, ‘intellectual feelings’ are the feelings which have consciousness as their
subjective form. For him, propositions are a fundamental component of consciousness. As he writes,
“there is no consciousness apart from propositions as one element in the objective datum.™*® ‘Intellectual
feelings’ stem from the integration or contrast of propositional feelings with the feeling of what the
proposition itself indicates, namely, a nexus of actual entities in the world. He defines ‘intellectual
feelings’ as the feeling of the “contrast between a nexus of actual entities and a propositions with its
logical subjects members of the nexus,” namely, the feeling of the “contrast between the affirmation of
objectified fact in the physical feeling, and the mere potentiality, which is the contrast between ‘in fact’
and ‘might be’, in respect to particular instances in this world.”** For Whitehead, consciousness is to be
defined as the way in which the prehending subject feels this “affirmation-negation contrast,” involving
decisions regarding what is actual and what is potential ® Therefore, negative prehensions play a two-
way eliminatory role in ‘intellectual feelings’. Particularly, the conscious affirmation of what is the case
in actuality always involves the negative prehension of what is merely potential, and conversely, the
conscious affirmation of what is the case in potentiality always involves the negative prehension of what
is merely actual. To be sure, in elucidating the meaning of consciousness, Whitechead writes that

in awareness actuality, as a process in fact, is integrated with the potentialities which illustrate
either what it is and might not be, or what it is not and might be. In other words, there is no
consciousness without reference to definiteness, affirmation, and negation. Also affirmation
involves its contrast with negation, and negation involves its contrast with sffirmation. Further,
affirmation and negation are alike meaningless apart from reference to the definiteness of particular
actualities. Consciousness is how we feel the affirmation-negation contrast. Conceptual feeling
is the feeling of an unqualified negation; that is to say, it is the feeling of a definite etemal object

with the definite extrusion of any particular realization. Consciousness requires that the objective
datum should involve (as one side of a contrast) a qualified negative determined to some definite

“‘physical purposes’ constitute a type of comparative feeling more primitive than the type of intellectual feelings ™
@R, p- 275)

58 PR p- 243.

59 PR p- 266, PR, p- 267.

60 PR p. 243 and 267.
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situation !

Thus, for him, consciousness involves the awareness of the contrasts of actuality and potentiality as well
as affirmation and negation. In this manner, the fluctuating interplay of positive and negative prehensions
in relation to the conformity of the proposition to the nexus in question is one of the main presuppositions
of consciousness.

With respect to the class of intellectual feelings Whitehead calls ‘conscious perceptions’, “the
comparative feeling arising from the integration of the (propositional) feeling with (its) original physical
feeling. "> For Whitehead, ‘conscious perceptions’ integrate a proposition (which indicates its logical
subjects and attributes its predicate to the nexus) with the physical feeling of the nexus. In this way, the
contrast felt in conscious perceptions, “confronts the nexus as fact, with the potentiality derived from
itself, limited to itself, and exemplified in itself. (...) The subjective form thus assumes its vivid
immediate consciousness of what the nexus really is in the way of potentiality realized. ™ Thus, for him,
‘conscious perceptions’ “are the outcome of an originative process which has its closest possible
restriction to the fact, thus consciously perceived.”* However, ‘conscious perceptions’ are not infallible.
Rather, they are among the highest abstractions from primitive experience and belong only to the higher
grade organisms. Accordingly, Whitehead states that “what is (mostly) in doubt (in conscious)
perceptions is not the immediate perception of a nexus which is a fragment of the actual world. The
dubitable element is the definition of the nexus by the observed predicate.™* Similarly, in the sense that
the fallacious element in conscious perceptions is the predicate, scepticism (i.c., ‘negative prehensions’)
in the realist sense play an overriding role in determining whether the predicate may define the objectified
nexus in question.

‘Intuitive judgments’ comprise the second class of ‘intellectual feelings’ which also involve

61 PR, p. 243.
62 PR. p. 268.
63 PR, p- 269.
64 PR, p. 272.
65 PR p- 270, my addition. Whitchead writes that there are “two immediate guarantees of the correctness

of a conscious perception: one is Hume's test of ‘force and vivacity,” and the other is the illumination by
eommmofthevmom&elmgsmolvedmtbem @R p. 269)
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consciousness as their subjective form. Whitehead defines ‘intuitive judgments’ as the feeling of the
“contrast between an objectified nexus and a proposition whose logical subjects make up the nexus,” but
with emphasis on the truth or falsity of the proposition.* There are three possibilities with respect to
‘intuitive judgments’: 1.) that there is identity with respect to the predicate and the objectified nexus,
which is an ‘affirmative intuitive judgment’, 2.) that there is incompatible diversity with respect to the
predicate and the objectified nexus, which is an ‘negative intuitive judgment’, and 3.) that the predicate
and the objectified nexus are neither compatible, nor incompatible, which is a ‘suspended intuitive
judgment’. As such, ‘intuitive judgments’ are involved in all determinations as to the compatibility or
incompatibility, i.e., the truth or falsity of a proposition with respect to the objectified nexus. Thus,
‘intuitive judgments’ represent the basis of a ‘correspondence’ theory of truth. To be sure, Whitehead
explains that
the theory of judgment in the philosophy of organism can equally well be described as a
‘correspondence’ theory or as a ‘coherence’ theory. It is a correspondence theory, because it
describes judgment as the subjective form of the integral prehension of the conformity, or of the
non-conformity, of a proposition and an objectified nexus.’
Furthermore, he states, ““truth’ is the absence of incompatibility (...) in the patterns of the nexus and of
the proposition in their generic contrast.”® Hence, it is clear that, for Whitehead, ‘truth’ in the sense of
the ‘absence of incompatibility’ involves the satisfaction of scepticism (i.c., negative prehensions) in both
its ‘idealistic’ and ‘realistic’ forms.

In general, the class of ‘intellectual feelings’ Whitehead calls ‘intuitive judgments’ which have
consciousness as their subjective form, are comparative between an affirmative or negative valuation (or
‘decision’) of an objectified nexus as being relevant as logical subjects to a proposition (and/or to the
‘subjective aim’ of the organism) and an affirmative or negative valuation (or ‘decision’) of the truth of
the proposition with respect to the objectified nexus. Therefore, scepticism, i.c., negative prehensions
would seem to play a two-way eliminatory role in the development of “intuitive judgments’. First, there

66 PR, p- 270.
67 BR p. 190.

68 PR p- 271. Whitehead also analyzes the case in which there is indifference to truth on the past of the
prehending subject, which involves negative prehensions. He writes that the “indifference to truth is (...) to be
expressed as readiness to eliminate the true objectifying pattern exemplified in the objective datum of the physical
feeling in question; while the attention to truth is merely the refusal to eliminate this pattermn.” (PR, p- 275) Thus, for
Whitehead, the prehending subject may simply enjoy its ‘imaginative freedom’.
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are negative prehensions by which the prehending subject “decides’ whether an objectified nexus is either
relevant or irrelevant, as a logical subject to its proposition and/or to its ‘subjective aim’. These negative
prehensions can be said to constitute scepticism in the ‘idealistic’ sense. Second, there are negative
prehensions by which the prehending subject ‘decides’ the truth or falsity of the proposition with respect
to the objectified nexus in the actual world. These negative prehensions can be interpreted to constitute
scepticism in the ‘realistic’ sense. Therefore, ‘truth’, in the sense of the incompatibility of proposition
and objectified nexus, comes only by passing through the eliminations of both ‘idealistic’ and ‘realistic’
forms of scepticism. However, in Whitechead’s perspective,

the triumph of consciousness comes with the negative intuitive judgment. In this case there is a

conscious feeling ot‘whatmightbe, and is not. The feeling directly concems the definite negative

prehensions enjoyed by its subject. It is the feeling of absence, and it feels this absence as

ptodncedbydled@ﬁmmexchnswenessofwhat:smﬂypresem. Thns,tl:eexphcnmasofnegauon,
which is the peculiar characteristic of consciousness, is here at its maximum.*

In Whitehead’s theory of prehensions, the second class of ‘comparative feelings’ are ‘physical
purposes’ which are said to be more primitive than ‘intellectual feelings’. Unlike ‘intellectual feelings’,
‘physical purposes’ do not involve propositions, nor consciousness. Rather, in the satisfaction of a
‘physical purpose’ there is a direct aesthetic ingression of eternal objects into actual occasions, without
their mediation by propositions. For Whitchead, ‘physical purposes’ involve “the contrast of the
conceptual datum with the reality of the objectified nexus (and the comparative feeling of the) (...)
compatibility or incompatibility of the fact as felt with the eternal object as a datum in feeling.”™ The

69 PR pp. 273-274.

70 PR, p. 276. Some commentators seem to downplay the importance of ‘physical purposes’ in PR. In my

ew, this should not be the case. For example, in D. W. Sherbumne (ed.), A Kev to Process and Regljty, his section
on physncalpurposa (p. 55) is not placed in the order as it appears in PR Rather, it is placed before the section
on ‘propositional feelings’ under ‘ simple comparative feelings’. Also, he states that ‘physical purposes’ “characterize
the primitive sorts of actual entities that are members of the kinds of societies we term inanimate objects.” (p. 235)
Furthermore, in E. Kraus’ The Metaphvsics of Experience, she writes, “less sophisticated comparative feelings
characterize lower-grade organisms, actual entities lacking sufficient complexity in their actual worlds to elicit
affirmation-negation contrasts.” (p. 131) Whitehead himself makes two comments which seem to suggest that we
should downplay ‘physical purposes’ in contrast to ‘intellectual feelings’. First, he states, “in general, it seems as
though intellectual feelings are negligible, soas only to obtain importance in exceptional actual entities.” (PR, p. 275)
Second, he writes, “in respect to physical purposes, the cosmological scheme which is here being developed requires
us to hold that all entities include physical purposes.” (PR, p. 276) However, in my reading, ‘physical purposes’ are
quite important, and they should maintain their placement in PR, after ‘intellectual feelings’. Whitehead’s notion
of ‘physical purposes’ is the affirmation of the universality of his system with respect to all actual entities and
“explains the persistence of the order of nature, and in perticular of ‘enduring objects.” (PR, p. 276) Also,
intellectual functioning, including finding out the truth or falsity of propositions is by no means representative of the
main drives of organisms, not even human beings. Rather, physical purposes are representative of the drives of
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role of negative prehensions in ‘physical purposes’ may include the modification on the part of the
prehending subject, of the integrated datum or the eternal object so as to add intensity (as in ‘conceptual
reversion’), and the ‘decision’ of the compatibility or incompatibility of eternal objects and objective
occasions towards the satisfaction of the “subjective aim’.” But, due to the primitiveness of ‘physical
purposes’, it is clear that negative prehensions play a more limited role than in ‘intellectual feelings’. In
any event, the realization of a ‘physical purpose’ is representative of the ingression of the etemnal object
into the actual world or, alternatively, actualization of a ‘subjective aim’. And, in Whitehead’s
descriptions the realization of the ‘subjective aim’ is a ‘novel consequent’ implying the culmination and
satisfaction of the whole creative process of the organism. For him, “an actual fact is a fact of aesthetic
experience. All aesthetic experience is feeling arising out of the realization of contrast under identity.”™
Subsequently, in Whitehead’s terminology, in feeling the realized aesthetic contrasts between the
‘subjective aim’ and the actual world, the prehending subject becomes a superject, i.e., ‘objectively
immortal’. Furthermore, Whitehead’s notion of ‘physical purposes’ is representative of the universality
of his scheme in its applicability to all actual entities.

In summary, in Whitehead’s view, the satisfaction of the higher organisms is constituted by the
‘complex comparative feelings’ and awareness of dynamic contrasts, and of “contrasts of contrasts.””
In ‘comparative feelings’, it is through the ‘double-edged sword’ (i.c., the two-way elimination) of
negative prehensions that incompatibilities between terms are dissolved and that contrasts are felt.
Particularly, in ‘comparative feelings’ it is through the overcoming of the opposition between, and/or the
‘bifurcation’ of ‘reality’ and ‘ideality’ that the organism is satisfied. And, with the satisfaction of the
actual entity, there is no more elimination by way of negative prehensions for that particular occasion of
concrescence, which passes into ‘objective immortality’ and is conceptually ‘registered’ in the consequent

organisms to feel the sesthetic contrasts between eternal objects and objectified nexus, without propositions and
judgment. Assuch, ‘physical purposes’ represent ‘transcendent creativity” as in the private realization of subjective
aims. Also, with Whitehead's insistence on feeling as opposed to consciousness is evidence enough to support that
‘physical purposes’ are extremely important in his scheme.

71 For Whitehead, the category of ‘Subjective Intensity’ is constituted by modifications to the eternal objects
in a physical purpose, so as t0 add to the intensity of contrasts, and bring about what he calls ‘balance’. In his view,
‘balance’ means “the adjustment of identity and diversities for the introduction of contrast with the avoidance of
inhibitions by incompatibilities.” (PR, p. 278, also see pp. 277-280)

7 PR, p. 280.

3 PR, p. 278.
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nature of God. At any rate, I have now traced the workings of negative prehensions in the whole creative
process as represented by organism’s appropriation of, and self-realization in the actual world, as
described by Whitehead. In the next section, I shall investigate the relation of scepticism to Whitehead’s
dynamic contrast of ‘God’ and the ‘World’ as contained in Part V of Process and Reality.

cepticism and Whitehead’s Ideal Opposites: ‘God’ and the ‘Worid’

In Part V of Process and Reality, Whitehead provides an additional synopsis of the one ‘creative
process’ by which the organisms appropriate, and realize themselves in the actual world, in terms of the
‘ideal opposites’ of God and the World. To reiterate, he writes that the one creative process is that in
which “what is done in the world is transformed into a reality in heaven, and the reality in heaven passes
back into the world.””* First, the completed process of prehensive appropriation of the world is for
Whitehead, the development of a ‘subjective aim’ or, aiternatively, the positive conceptual valuation of
an eternal object (via negative prehensions) in the primordial nature of God. That is to say, the primordial
nature of God receives and ‘decides’ eternal objects out from the physical feelings of the objective world.
Therefore, the primordial nature of God may be characterized as the realm of ‘finite potentiality’ of
eternal objects in relation to their capacity for future ingression into the actual world. Second, the
completed process of self-realization in the world is for Whitehead, the actualization of the eternal object
(via negative prehensions) in the world, and involves the consequent nature of God. The consequent
nature of God is the storehouse of the past actualized eternal objects in the objective world, which are to
be considered ‘fact’, and ‘objectively immortal’. In this way, the consequent nature of God may be
characterized as the realm of ‘infimite actuality’ of ctermal objects, and “devoid of all negative
prehensions,” i.e., without any further possibility of ‘movement’ by scepticism.” However, it must be
remembered that, for Whitehead, both natures of God are mediated by the World. In this sense, for him,
God is not a static, condescending Caesar nor an ‘unmoved mover’, radically separated from, and
unaffected by the World. Rather, he argues, God is with the World, i.e., God is in contrast with the
World. The primordial nature of God transforms the objective datum derived from the World into eternal
objects while the consequent nature of God stores the objectively immortal eternal objects which have
ingressed into the actual occasions of the World. Hence, in his speculative cosmology, Whitehead

74 PR p.35L

75 PR p. 345.
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presents a non-‘bifurcated” view of the relationship between God and the World. For him, neither God
nor the World has priority over the other. In other words, in Whitehead’s view, God and the World are
not incompatible extremes. Rather, for him, the traditional ‘bifurcation’ of God and the World is bridged
by his ultimate principle of ‘creative process’. As such, in his perspective, the relationship between God
and the World should be characterized by ‘reciprocity’, ‘symmetry’, and dynamic contrast. In particular,
it is an infinitely co-dependent or ‘biconditional’ relationship which can be construed in a similar manner
to Spinoza’s ‘God sive World, and conversely, ‘World sive God’. In his presentation of the dynamic
contrast of God and the World, Whitehead attempts to overcome the incompatibility which arose from
the sceptical, ‘divisive’ view which holds that there is a “vicious separation of” actualities.”® Rather, for
Whitehead, following from the principle of relativity, which holds that “no two actualities can be torn
apart: each is all in all,” God and the World are ‘interpenetrating’ actualities.” In this way, Whitehead
warns us that we should

not make the mistake of assuming that the World and God are external to, separate from, each
other. Remember the togetherness of all actual occasions. The ‘saving’ of the world is not
something that goes on apart from the world of actual events. To conceive God ‘separate’ from
the World would be to commit the fallacy of misplaced concreteness.”™
Again, in his view, the arbitrary ‘dividing line’ between God and the World is bridged by ‘creative
process’, and each shares in the components traditionally ascribed to the other. For example, in
Whitehead’s cosmology, through the fact that both God and the World are caught “in the grip of the
ultimate metaphysical ground, the creative advance into novelty,” both God and the World can be said
to be finite and infinite.” Also, both God can be said to transcend the World, and the World can be said
to transcend God. Furthermore, both the World can be said to be immanent in God, and God can be said
to be imnmanent in the World. Finally, for Whitchead, both God can be said to create the World, and the
World can be said to create God. Thus, in dissolving the “‘bifurcation’ of these actualities into contrasts,
and into contrasts of contrasts, the components: ‘finitude’ or ‘infinitude’, ‘transcendence’ or ‘immanence’
in one are “not separated by any decisive line from analogous components for which the assumption is

76 PR, p. 346.
s PR, p. 348.
78 ‘Whitehead in Jentz, A. Whitehead's Philosophy, Lanham: University Press of America, p. 67.

79 PR, p- 349. Also see p. 348. Here, Whitehead does not use the terms “finite’ and “infinite’, rather ‘fluent’
and ‘permanent’.
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not made” in the other.®
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The present chapter has demonstrated that, for Whitehead, the arbitrary ‘bifurcations’ of ‘reality’
and ‘ideality’ and ‘God’ and the ‘World’ are to be bridged by the ultimate notion of “creative process’.
The sequence of analysis in Part Two of this dissertation has been as follows. In Chapter Four, I argued
that one of the main tenets of Whitehead’s philosophy of Organism was to provide a ‘provisionally-
realistic’ synthesis of realism and idealism, in order to overcome the ‘bifurcation’ of nature which was
brought on by the mutual scepticism of philosophy and the natural sciences. In Chapter Five of this
dissertation I proposed that Whitehead’s notions of the ‘division’ and ‘decision’ of the extensive
continuum which “dominate that creative process which we term our lives” signify scepticism.®' Here,
in Chapter Six, I have shown that, with respect to Whitehead’s ‘genetic’ analysis of the concrescence of
actual entities (i.e., the theory of prehensions), the notion of a negative prehension is the efficient element
in the organism’s ‘creative process’, and is the means by which it executes its ‘division’ and ‘decision’
of the extensive continuum. In this interpretation, scepticism is ‘feeling-based’, and caught up in the
selectivity of organisms. By way of their one-way eliminations of irrelevant data from fecling in the
lower phases of concrescence, and their two-way eliminations in the higher phases of concrescence
dissolving oppositions into contrasts, negative prehensions drive the process of concrescence in which
organisms appropriate and actualize themselves in the actual world. But, in the final satisfaction of the
concrescing actual entities, no further elimination occurs for that particular occasion as it passes into
‘objective immortality’. However, in pointing to their necessity and importance in the development and
the process of concrescence of organisms, Whitchead writes that “the right coordination of negative
prehensions is one secret of mental progress but unless some systematic scheme of relatedness
characterizes the environment, there will be nothing left whereby to constitute vivid prehension of the
world.”® As such, while negative prehension is intrinsic to our vivid experience of the world, he makes
it clear that excessive negative prehension leads to the negation of experience. That is to say, excessive
negative prehension leads to the view of the world as an absolute nothingness, eliminatory of actuality

80 PR p- 347.
81 MT. p. 75.

82 PR, p- 254, my emphasis..
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PartsOncandTwoofthxsdlssetunonhavecompnscdanexammmonofthcnmandﬁmcnon
of scepticism in speculative philosophy, through a conjoint study of Hegel’s Logic and Whitehead’s
Process and Reality. Within the sphere of speculative, ‘process’ metaphysics, I have emphasized the
contrast between Hegel’s Absolute Idealism and Whitehead’s Organic Realism. On the one hand, as can
be seen from the Logic, Hegel’s Absolute Idealism can be said to accentuate the ‘idealistic’ starting point
of finite Spirit in its transition into Nature, and its return into Absolute Spirit. Regarding this particular
dialectical progression of the logical Concept, characteristic of Absolute Idealism, I proposed that for
Hegel, scepticism, defined as the recognition (and negation) of finitude, participates as the moment of
cancellation within the mutual sublations of ‘ideality’ and ‘reality’. Furthermore, within this specific
dialectical movement, I emphasized how Logic ‘bridges the gap’ between Spirit and Nature. On the other
hand, with respect to Process and Reality, | demonstrated that Whitehead’s descriptions of the organism’s
creative processes ‘provisionally-prioritize’ realism. In his speculative scheme, he initially accentuates
and prioritizes the process of prehensive appropriation, by which the ‘empirically real’ is transformed
into an ‘ideal’ content, over the process of self-realization of the organism, by which an ‘ideal’ content
is actualized in ‘reality’. In my analysis, I proposed that for Whitehead, the notions of the “bifurcation’
of actuality and the ‘division’ and ‘decision’ of the extensive continuum both imply and signify
scepticism. It was shown that the organism executes its ‘division’ and ‘decision’ of the extensive
continuum by way of negative prehensions. Therefore, stemming from this interpretation of Whitehead’s
speculative cosmology, scepticism is ‘feeling-based’, and caught up in the selectivity of organisms.

Overall, this dissertation has demonstrated that both Hegel and Whitehead respectively present
a synthesis-in-process of idealism and realism, by which a correspondence theory of truth is satisfied.'
1 showed that for both authors, it is only through the satisfaction of the respective scepticisms inherent
to idealist and realist positions that philosophical, scientific, and religious truth is reached. Therefore,
itis clear that in speculative philosophy, it is the nature and function of scepticism to be the ‘mover’ of

1 Tt is to be understood that the notion of a ‘correspondence theory of truth’ is being used in a general sense
regarding Hegel’s position and is not to be overstated. Regarding ‘comrespondence’ see the Encvciopedis Logic,
translated and edited by T. F. Geraets, W. A. Suchting, H S. Harris, Indianapolis: Hackent Publishing Company,
1991, pp. 286-288. Also see the Science of Logic, transiated by A. V. Miller, New Jersey: Humanities Press, 1969,
pp- 826.
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the philosophical, scientific, and religious endeavours, an interpretation which is consistent with the initial
hypothesis | made in the Introduction of this dissertation. Over the course of this study, | emphasized the
contrast between Hegel’s “initial prioritizing’ of idealism and Whitehead’s ‘provisional prioritizing” of
realism within their respective elucidations. Stemming from my emphasis on this contrast, I have aimed
to suggest that there is no strict priority nor posteriority between ‘ideality’ and ‘reality’ in the unfolding
of experience, truth, and meaning.?

Here, in this Seventh (and final) Chapter, in light of this study of speculative philosophy, I am
now in a position to make some final conclusions regarding the nature and function of scepticism.
Resulting from Parts One and Two of this dissertation, my final synopsis is that scepticism implies the
positing of nothingness. On the one hand, Hegel’s description of scepticism as the recognition (and
negation) of finitude within the ongoing dialectical progression of the logical Concept has pointed to this
thesis.> For Hegel, particularly Ancient scepticism is representative of the ongoing demonstration of the
nullity of the finite. However, conversely, all determinacy is the result of such negation. Throughout the
Logic, scepticism participates as the dialectical moment of the Concept, which incites the Aufhebung, and
subsequently, scepticism accompanies every ‘sublation’. On the other hand, Whitehead’s elucidation of
the ‘bifurcation’ of actuality, and the ‘division’ and ‘decision’ of the extensive continuum also points to
the positing of nothingness. For Whitehead, the positing of nothingness will not only belong to the
processes by which actual entities become ‘objectified’, but is the basic presupposition of perception in
the modes of ‘presentational immediacy’ and ‘symbolic reference’ as well as in coordinate division. For
him, the creative activity of the organism, including both the processes of prehensive appropriation and
self-realization stem largely from the workings of ‘division’, ‘decision’, and ‘negative prehensions’.

2 Thus, in light of this dissertation, S. Alexander’s loose synopsis regarding idealism and realism might be
adopted. In Space. Time, and Deitv, New York: Macmillan Co. 1934, p. 8, Alexander states, “The real difference
between idealism and realism lies in the starting-point or the spirit of their method. For the one, in some form or
other, however much disguised, mind is the measure of things and the starting-point of inquiry. The sting of absolute
idealism lies in its assertion that the parts of the world are not ultimately real or frue but only the whole is true. For
realism, mind has no privileged place except in its perfection. The real issue is between these two spirits of inquiry;
and it is in this sense that (Alexander’s own) (...) inquiry is realistic. But no sane philosophy has ever been
exclusively the one or the other, and where the modern antithesis has hardly arisen as with Plato, it is extraordinarily
difficult to say under which head the philosophy should be classed ™

3 My conclusion that scepticism implies the positing of nothingness is also demonstrated in Hegel’s section
in chapter three - ‘Being-for-self® in the Science of Logic, pp- 157-184. There, Hegel explicitly takes up the positing
of nothingness in relation to the dialectic of ‘The One and the Many’ including the sub-sections: (a) The One in its
own self, (b) The One and the Void, and (¢) Many Ones: Repulsion. The interplay between the one and the many
is also a main theme in Whitehead’s elucidation of creativity in Process and Reality.
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Thus, it will be the purpose of this chapter to further investigate and solidify the notion that for Hegel and
Whitehead, scepticism implies the positing of nothingness. Scepticism, mthlssensc,wmptesentntself
throughout the whole web of logical and creative processes by which identity, determinacy, essence, truth,
meaning, consciousness, and ontology in general become and develop. It is further to be hypothesized
that the ‘mover’ of every one of these processes, as described by Hegel and Whitehead, will be sceptical
negativity which posits nothingness.

As initial evidence, for these speculative thinkers, it is by way of scepticism that nothingness is
posited which both mutually challenges, and separates, for example, what is determinately ‘ideal’ and
what is determinately ‘real’ and vice-versa, thus ‘driving’ the overall process by which a correspondence
theory of truth is attained. In essence, both Hegel and Whitehead will adhere to the ontological principle
that what something fundamentally is, involves what it is not, and the negation of what it is not. As such,
to posit somethingness, implies the positing of nothingness, and vice-versa, pointing to the inherence of
scepticism in conscious experience. For Hegel, “there is nothing which is not an intermediate state
between being and nothing.”* For Whitehead, what is felt is felt only in virtue of what is eliminated from
feeling. Subsequently, in his view, “every occasion (in conscious experience) is a synthesis of being and
not-being,” and “you cannot think of mere nothing; and the something which is an object of thought may
be called an entity.”® Therefore, in distinction from some sceptical systems, for both Hegelian and
Whiteheadian philosophies of ‘process’, the positing of nothingness only occurs in conjunction with the

4 SL, p. 105. / “das nicht ein Mittelzustand zwischen Seyn und Nichts ist” (WSL, GW21, p. 92)

s Whitehead, Science and the Modern World, New York: The Free Press, 1967, p. 163-164, my addition;
p. 144. For Whitehead, “4, conceived merely in respect to its relationships to other eternal objects, is ‘4 conceived
as not-being’, where ‘not-being’ means “abstracted from the determinate fact of inclusions in, and exclusions from,
actual events.’ Also ‘A as not-being in respect to a definite occasion a’ means that 4 in all its determinate
relationships is excluded from a. Again ‘4 as being in respect t0 @’ means that 4 in some of its determinate
relationships is inciuded in a. But there can be no occasion which includes A4 in all its determinate relationships; for
some of these relationships are contraries. Thus, in regard to excluded relationships, 4 will be nor-bdeing ina , even
when in regard to other relationships 4 will be being in a. Furthermore, though some eternal objects are synthesized
in an occasion a merely qua nor-being, each etemal object which is synthesized qua being is also synthesized qua
not-being. ‘Being’ hete means ‘individually effective in the aesthetic synthesis.” Also the “aesthetic synthesis’ is the
‘experient synthesis” viewed as seif-crestive, under the limitations laid upon it by its intemal relatedness to all other
actual occasions. We thus conclude-what has already been stated above - that the general fact of the synthetic
prehension of afl eternal objects into every occasion wears the double aspect of the indeterminate relatedness of each
eternal object to occasions generally, and of its determinate relatedness to each particular occasion.”

As R Demos points out in “The One and the Many in Plato,” in Philosophical Essavs for A N. Whitchead
New York: Russell and Russell, 1966, p. 52, “By virtue of the category of non-being, being divides into the many.
By virtue of the category of participation, the many are integrated into wholes. Non-being re-enters the scene,
functioning by way of limiting the membership of the wholes. Thus, every whole is bounded.”
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positing of being. In speculative philosophy, scepticism may be interpreted to have the contrasting role
either of positing being within nothingness or of positing nothingness within being. According to the
balanced perspective of these speculative philosophers, we may suggest that by positing nothingness in
relation to being, scepticism is that ‘organ’ of reason which may be said to be the ‘mover’ of the
progression of philosophical, scientific, and religious endeavour. With this proposed conclusion in mind,
I will now proceed to characterize and respond to that contemporary form of scepticism, which I call
‘instramental’ scepticism, which may be seen to dominate the philosophical thought of the present era.

As stated in the Introduction, this dissertation aims at presenting a contemporary perspective on
scepticism in light of my conjoint elaboration of Hegel’s and Whitehead’s respective speculative
philosophies. Therefore, in the present chapter, I shall offer a response to the radical ‘instrumental’
scepticism predominant in our era. Radical ‘instrumental’ scepticism is a predominant method employed
today, for example, in philosophical dialogue, by interpreters of texts, as well as by students and
educators alike. It is a strategy in which, for example, an excessive recognition (and negation) of finitude
instrumentally occasioning the positing of nothingness, is used as a means to satisfy various practical
ends, such as to attain ‘truth’, to ‘move’ the interpretation of texts forward, or to disclose and appropriate
another’s legitimate ideas and beliefs, by way of constant challenging and demanding for justification.
This attritional sceptical method is summed up well by Hume as he states, “It is an infinite advantage in
every controversy to defend the negative.™ As such, the main purpose of this scepticism is to control the

6 “On the Immortality of the Soul” in Hume, Selected Essavs, edited by S. Copley and A. Edgar, New York:
Oxford University Press, 1993, p. 331. It must be noted that this remark is not meant to label Hume as simply a
radical ‘instrumental’ sceptic, although it does serve to help define the excessiveness of radical ‘instrumental’
scepticism. At any rate, in response to Hume, Kant also believes that the method of ‘scepticism’ is the ‘mover’ of
philosophy. Kant states in the Critique of Pure Reason that scepticism discloses the ‘dialectical battlefield” littered
with antinomies, through its “method of watching, or rather provoking, a conflict of assertions, not for the purposes
of deciding in favour of one or the other side, but of investigating whether the object of controversy is not perhaps
a deceptive appearance which each vainly strives to grasp, and in regard to which, even if there were no opposition
to be overcome, neither can arrive at any result, - this procedure, I say, may be entitled the sceptical method. Itis
altogether different from scepticism - a principle of technical and scientific ignorance, which undermines the
foundations of all knowledge, and strives in all possible ways to destroy its reliability and steadfastness. For the
sceptical method aims at certainty. It seeks to discover the point of misunderstanding in the case of disputes which
are sincerely and competently conducted by both sides.” (Kant, Critigue of Pure Reason., edited and translated by
N. K Smith, New York- Macmillan & Co., 1965, p. 395) At any rate, when confronted with the imminent question
whether Descartes’ motivated doubt in the Mediations is to be regarded as ‘instrumental’ scepticism, it is my
respoase that yes it is, but that it is definitely not as excessive and attritional as some contemporary forms, nor is it
directed against another. In my view, in contemporary times it is not Descartes’ assertion of *cogifo ergo sum’ that
is important, rather, we wrongly worship his sceptically ‘motivated doubt” as its causal source and its underlying
ground. Thus, for the radical sceptic, the cogito is treated in its subordination to the motivated doubt, in that the
cogito is posited only by and through bracketing out everything else. However, in my view, the doubt does not stand
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creativity (in the Whitecheadian sense) of organisms, and particularly, for acquiring an advantage in the
circle of appropriation and self-realization. From a Hegelian perspective, as scepticism is the ‘mover’
of the logical Concept, radical ‘instrumental’ scepticism seeks the control of the dialectical progression
of the Concept in its various manifestations. Consequently, in our era, radical ‘instrumental’ scepticism
has used its excessive method of occasioning the positing of nothingness in order to control the
development of philosophical, scientific, and religious endeavour. Furthermore, the predominance of
this type of thinking, which has culminated in today’s all-out attack on metaphysics in general, threatens
to reduce genuine philosophizing into a subordinate and valueless resource supply.” But, as will be
elucidated here, it is my perspective that this form of scepticism is inappropriate to philosophical,
scientific, and religious endeavour. In the course of responding to radical ‘instrumental’ scepticism, it
will be necessary to further reflect on scepticism, first, from an Hegelian perspective, and, secondly, from
a Whiteheadian standpoint. Third, [ shall make some final comments on ‘instrumental’ scepticism in
relation to finitude and creativity.

In Part One of this dlssenmwn, I demonstrated that Hegel’s speculative definition of scepticism
is the recognition (and negation) of finitude or, alternatively, the declaration of the untruth of finitude.
I elucidated the role of scepticism in terms of the process by which the criterion of truth is carried out in
the Logic. From the perspective of Hegel’s Absolute Idealism, scepticism is the ‘common element’
inherent to both one-sided idealisis and realisms. Furthermore, I described how scepticism belonged
to the working out of the dialectical opposition between idealism and realism, yielding the ‘Idea’. From
this study, it is to be affirmed that Hegel consistently argued that scepticism was an important element

over the cogito. Therefore, it is to be admitted that it is a shortcoming of these interpretations of Descartes’
philosophy to overemphasize the motivated doubt, which thereby radically separates subject and object.

7 My response to radical ‘instrumental’ scepticism is also offered in light of the later Heidegger’s 1951
lecture, “The Question Conceming Technology™ in Basic Writings, edited by D. Krell, New York: Harper San
Francisco, 1977, pp. 283-317. In that lecture, Heidegger wams us of the ‘danger’ of instrumentality, residing in a
way of thinking which he calls ‘enframing” (Ge-stell), which is defined as the causing of beings to reveal themselves.
In the human domain, Heidegger argues that such calculative thinking threatens to reduce human beings to a
‘standing reserve’ purely for technological ordering and purposes. Against the instrumental appropriation of beings,
Heidegger argues that philosophy needs to psy more attention to the complex notion of the fact of beings as the
ground of Beings. One question is if Whitehead’s philosophy of Organism addresses some of these Heideggerian
concems. Itis precisely this question which is being worked on by David Farr of McMaster University. Farr intends
to ask whether Whitehead’s metaphysical position would satisfy Heidegger’s standpoint with regards to the fact of
beings as the ground of Being. Namely, does Whitehead's metaphysics withstand a Heideggerian critique?
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contained within the logical Concept, and that the ‘end result’ of the dialectic could be conceived as a
‘determinate negation’ of the finite. However, with regard to this assertion, one must guard against
making the interpretation that Hegel is fielding an ‘instrumental’ form of scepticism in his system. In the
introduction to the Phenomenology of Spirit, he states,

The necessary progression and interconnection of the forms of the unreal consciousness will by
itself bring to pass the completion of the series. To make this more intelligible, it may be
remarked, in a preliminary way, that the exposition of the untrue consciousness in its untruth is not
a merely negative procedure. The natural consciousness itself normally takes this one-sided view
of it; and a knowledge which makes this one-sidedness its very essence is itself one of the patterns
of incomplete consciousness which occurs on the road itself, and will manifest itself in due course.
This is just the scepticism which only ever sees pure nothingness in its result and abstracts from
the fact that this nothingness is specifically the nothingness of that from which it results. Foritis
only when it is taken as the resuit of that which it emerges, that it is, in fact, the true result; in that
case it is itself a determinate nothingness, one which has a content. The scepticism that ends up
with the bare abstraction of nothingness or emptiness cannot get any further from there, but must
wait to see whether something new comes along and what it is, in order to throw it too into the
same empty abyss. But when, on the other hand, the result is conceived as it is in truth, namely,
as a determinate negation, a new form has thereby immediately arisen, and in the negation the
transition is made through which the progress through the complete series of forms comes about
of itself.

But the goal is as necessarily fixed for knowledge as the serial progression; it is the point
where knowledge no longer needs to go beyond itself, where knowledge finds itself, where
(Concept) corresponds to object and object to (Concept).®

In this paragraph, Hegel is preparing the reader for his presentation of the dialectical progression of the
finite forms of consciousness, namely, for the long ‘climb’ towards the ‘plateau’ of the Absolute, which

8 Hegel, Phenomenology of Spirit (1807), translated by A. V. Miller and analysis by J. N. Findlay, New York:
Oxford University Press, 1977, pp. 50-51, my emphasis. / “Die Vollstindigkeit der Formen des nicht realen
Bewusstseins, wird sich durch die Notwendigkeit des Fortganges und Zusammenhanges selbst ergeben. Um diss
begreiflich zu machen, kann im Allgemeinen zum voraus bemerkt werden, dass die Darsteilung des nicht wahrhaften
Bewusstseins in seiner Unwahrheit, nicht eine bloss negarive Bewegung ist. Eine solche einseitige Ansicht hat das
natiirliche Bewusstseyn iberhaupt von ihr; und ein Wissen, welches diese Einseitigkeit zu seinem Wesen macht, ist
ein der Gestalten des unvollendeten Bewusstseyns, welche in den Verlauff des Weges selbst filit, und darin sich
darbieten wird. Sie ist nemmlich der Skeptizismus, der in dem Resuitate nurimmer das reine Nichts sieht, und davon
abstrahirt, dass diss Nichts bestimmt das Nichts dessen ist, woraus es resultirt. Das Nichts ist aber nur, genommen
als das Nichts dessen, woraus es herkémmt, in der That das wahrhafte Resultat; es ist hiemit selbst ein bestimmies
und hat einen Innhalr. Der Skepiticismus, der mit der Abstraction des Nichts oder der Leerheit endigt, kann von
dieser nicht weiter fortgehen, sondem muss es erwarten, ob, und was ihm etwa neues sich darbietet, um es in
denselben leeren Abgrund zu werfen. Indem dagegen das Resultat, wie es in Wahrheit ist, aufgefasst wird, als
bestimmie Negation, so ist damit unmittelbar eine neue Form entsprungen, und in der Negation der Uebergang
gemacht, wodurch sich der Fortgang durch die vollstindige Reihe der Gestalten von selbst ergibt.

“Das Ziel aber ist dem Wissen ebenso notwendig, als die Reihe des Fortganges gesteckt; es ist da, wo es
nicht mehr Gber sich selbst hinaus zu gehen nétig hat, wo es sich selbst findet und der Begriff dem Gegenstande, der
Gegenstand dem Begriffe entspricht” (Phinomenologie des Geistes (1807), Vol. 9 of Gesammeite Werke, edited
by W. Bonsiepen and R Heede, Hamburg: Felix Meiner, 1980, p. 56-57)
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is the subject matter of the Phenomenology of Spirit. Consequently, here, he is responding to the
imminent conclusion of the sceptics that if the finite forms of consciousness continually overturn
themselves (with the exception of Absolute Knowing), then pure nothingness must be the result of every
dialectical opposition. But, his main response to the sceptics is that it is a one-sided and biased point of
view to think that the only result of the dialectic is ‘nothingness’’ Following from his mature
understanding of the dialectical movement of the logical Concept, Hegel explains that the identity of that
nothingness must come to be only in virtue of the negation of the previous finite form of consciousness.
As such, Hegel’s hidden premise here is that the sceptical interpretation that ‘nothingness’ is the result
of the dialectic always involves the negation of the previous form of consciousness or mode of
knowledge. In this way, according to him, the sceptic must negate each finite form of consciousness as
it comes along. Therefore, in Hegel’s view, the result of the dialectic never has the content of pure
nothingness, and thus, the positing of nothingness only occurs in conjunction with the positing of being.
On the contrary, as Hegel points out, it may be truthfully said that the result is always a ‘determinate
negation’ (bestimmte Negation) of a preceding finite form of consciousness that comes about of itself.'°
This notion of ‘determinate negation’ is extremely important for Hegel. However, in distinction from
the imminent sceptical interpretation that the notion of ‘determinate negation’ implies that the result of
the dialectic is an ‘empty nothingness’ and that we should carry out the project of negating all finitude,
Hegel’s own position is that ‘determinate negation’ implies the natural movement and development of
the logical Concept, which occurs of itself. In other words, ‘determinate negation’ is the source of
‘becoming’, ‘life’, ‘motion’, ‘activity’, and ‘process’, in which the finite (qua finite) overturns of itself,
no less than it does from the negative ‘hand’ of scepticism. Furthermore, as was described in Chapter
Three of this dissertation, while ‘nothingness’ may be considered a moment of the dialectic, from an
Hegelian perspective, it is wrong to attribute to it the connotation of finality to this ‘nothingness’, as many
types of scepticism (such as the Ancient form) do. As Hegel writes, “speculative philosophy must not

9 Later, in the Introduction to the Phenomenology, Hegel repeats his point against those sceptics who believe
that the result of the dialectic has the content of nothingness. He states that “in every case the result of an untrue
mode of knowledge must not be allowed to run away into an empty nothing, but must necessarily be grasped as the
nothing of that from which it results - a result which contains what was true in the preceding knowledge.” (BS, p.
56)

10 In German, the adjective: bestimmte means ‘determinate’, “definite’ (as in the ‘negation’ of the finite), or
‘precise’. The verb: bestimmen means ‘to decide on’ (*decide’ from the latin: decidere meaning ‘to cut off"), ‘to
identify’, or ‘to define’.



191

be charged with making negation or nothing an ultimate.”'’ But, it is easy for one to misinterpret this
‘determinate negation’ that Hegel describes as a more ‘truthful conception’ of the result of the dialectic,
and as a more radical mode of scepticism, particularly, one that is both radical and instrumental in its
treatment of philosophical, scientific, and religious endeavour.

Here, I am characterizing radical ‘instrumental’ scepticism in conjunction with a particular
understanding of the Concept, namely, one that uses the implicit sceptical element contained in the
Concept for one’s own calculative purposes. In particular, the method of this form of scepticism can be
construed as ‘determinately negating’ every succeeding philosophical novelty. In this way, radical
‘instrumental’ scepticism is to be characterized by an excessive and contrived privileging of the moment
of ‘cancellation’ (follere) within the Concept, as a calculative and appropriative means to definite ends.
That is to say, it is representative of a determinate method of negating progressively ‘more truthful’
philosophical standpoints ad infinitum. On the contrary, for Hegel, as was elucidated in Chapter Two
of this dissertation, this ongoing recognition of finitude and its negation ad infinitum is fielded with the
problem of the ‘spurious infinity’. With regards to the ‘spurious infinity’, it may be suggested that
determination is itself representative of finitude, and that ‘determinate negation’ must always carry with
it the connotation of the ‘finitude of negation’. Thus, from this perspective, scepticism’s ongoing
negation of finitude is always tempered with the converse notion of the ‘finitude of negation’. But, it may
be conjectured that, in effect, radical ‘instrumental® scepticism attempts to carry out its negation unto the
‘spurious infinity’. In any event, in my view, the excessive negation fielded by the radical ‘instrumental’
form of scepticism is the main source of the ‘exhaustion’ and ‘death’ of genuine philosophy which
struggles to come up with new justifications and new instances of creative novelty, only to find once
again that its claims are, as Hegel states above, ‘thrown into the same empty abyss’. Practically-speaking,
one may interpret this movement in conjunction with the contemporary situation in which the
proliferation of radical ‘instrumental’ scepticism has over-challenged, and consequently, over-hastened
the development of philosophical, scientific, and religious endeavour. In this manner, it may be stated
that radical ‘instrumental’ scepticism does not seem to want to let finitude overturn of itself. Rather, it
constantly wants to be the causal “hand’ of all intellectual development, by occasioning both the perpetual
perishing of that which is finite, as well as all determination. Hence, by way of its excessiveness in
occasioning the positing of nothingness, radical ‘instrumental’ scepticism has alienated genuine

11 SL. p. 113/ “der speculativen Philosophie muss aber nicht Schuld gegeben werden, dass ihr die Negation
oder das Nichts ein Letztes sey.” (WSL, GW21, p. 101)
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philosophizing from its own labours, and has reduced it to a valueless and subordinate resource supply.
However, while I am characterizing that radical ‘instrumental’ scepticism consists in the overemphasis
of the moment of ‘cancellation’ within the Concept, for Hegel, the truth is the totality of the ‘moments’
of the Concept. In my interpretation, the ‘moments’ of the Concept are derived from the three meanings
of ‘Aufheben’, and every genuine articulation of truth and meaning naturally belong to the three
‘moments’ of ‘preservation’ (preservare), ‘cancellation’ (tollere), and ‘raising up’ (elevare). Hence, for
Hegel, from this interpretation, all three ‘moments’ have equal importance in representing the Concept,
which moves of itself. Subsequently, the other two ‘moments’ should also not be overemphasized, a
point which is implied as he characterizes that in the absence of opposition and ‘cancellation’, there is
a ‘lack of movement’. To be sure, in the Philosophy of Nature, this ‘lack of movement’ is what Hegel
calls “the repose of the dead.”'? In contrast, for Hegel, a genuine philosophical attitude or, alternatively,
a “life of God and divine cognition™ requires “the seriousness, the suffering, the patience, and the /abour
of the negative.”"* From this perspective, in my view, it is imperative to0 treat each ‘moment’ of the
Concept equally. Therefore, I would take a position against the privileging of any one of the ‘moments’
of the Concept above the others, as does radical ‘instrumental’ scepticism. For it is only in virtue of the
Concept’s ongoing development of itself in respect to the totality of its ‘moments’, that Life, Philosophy,
Truth, Beauty, and the Good are able to flow naturally and harmoniously.

oL A _Rejoin pcerning Scepticism in Wh 3¢ !
In light of his attempt to construct a speculative scheme which seeks to describe many elements
of experience which were left out by previous systems of metaphysics, Whitehead insists that radical
scepticism implies negation and the positing of nothingness. His assertion that “complete scepticism (_..)
seems as the negation of experience,” is no mere passing remark.'* Rather, this position regarding
scepticism and the negation of experience, is implied throughout much of Process and Reality and
elsewhere, to varying degrees. To be sure, in The Principles of Natural Knowledge, in considering the
unending dilemmas of the idealist-realist debate and prior to his development of the theory of

.
[1{5 ysgem

12 See Hegel, Philosophv of Nature (Vol. 3), translated by M_ J. Petry, New York: Humanities Press Inc.,
1970, section 375, pp. 209-210. Hegel writes, “(A living being) is a process which needs opposition. (...) The lack
of opposition to which the organism progresses constitutes the stiliness (and repose) of death ™ (my additions)

13 PS, p. 10, my emphasis.

14 Whitehead in “Harvard: The Future,” (1936) in Essavs on Science and Philosophy, p- 156.
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prehensions, Whitehead writes of a “sceptical descent” where one is “left solitary in the character of a
void of experience without significance.”"* In conjunction with this stance, we may recollect that in

15 Whitehead, Principles of Natural Knowledge, Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, 1955, p. 11
Whiteheads consideration of complete scepticism as the negation of experience is affirmed as he responds to the
Berkeleyan idealist-realist dilemma whether perceptions are in or out of the mind He does this in taking up
Berkeley's Fourth Dialogue (section 10) between Alciphron and Euphranor which posits the difference between
perceptions of objects (the specific examples being a castle, a planet and a cloud) at a succession of distances, and
the objects themselves. As Whitehead’s considerations oscillate between realist and idealist positions regarding the
status of perception in Berkeley’s dilemma, he asserts that one is lead to a reduction in which one must inevitably
negate the existence of space and time, a “sceptical descent™ where one is “left solitary in the character of a void of
experience without significance.”

Whitehead states, “The difficulty to be faced is just this. We may not lightly abandon the castle, the planet,
and the crimson cloud, and hope to retain the eye, its retina, and the brain. Such a philosophy is too simple-minded -
or at least might be thought so, except for its wide diffusion.

“Suppose we make a clean sweep. Science then becomes a formula for calculating memal ‘phenomena’
or ‘impressions.” But where is science? In books? But the castle and the planet took their libraries with them.

*“No, science is in the minds of men. But men sleep and forget, and at their best in any one moment of
insight entertain but scanty thoughts. Science therefore is nothing buta confident expectation that relevant thoughts
will occasionally occur. But by the bye, what has happened to time and space? They must have gone after the other
things. No, we must distinguish: space has gone, of course; but time remains as relating the succession of
phenomena. Yet this won’t do; for this succession is only known by recollection, and recollection is subject to the
same criticism as that applied by Berkeley to the castle, the planet, and the cloud. So after all, time does evaporate
without space, and in their departure ‘you’ also have accompanied them; and I am left solitary in the character of
a void of experience without significance.

“At this point in the argument we may break off, having formed a short catalogue of the sort of
considerations which lead from the Berkeleyan dilemma 10 a complete scepticism which was not in Berkeley's own
thought

“There are two types of answer to this sceptical descent One is Dr. Johnston's. He stamped his foot on
a paving-stone, and went on his way satisfied with its reality. A scrutiny of modem philosophy will, if I am not
mistaken, show that more philosophers should own Dr. Johnson as their master than would be willing to
acknowledge their indebtedness.

“The other answer was first given by Kant We must distinguish between the general way he set about
constructing his answer to Hume, and the details of his system which in many respects are highly disputable. The
essential point of his method is the assumption that ‘significance ' is an essential element in concrete experience.
The Berkeleyan dilemma starts with tacitly ignoring this aspect of experience, and thus with putting forward, as
expressing experience, conceptions of it which have no relevance to fact. In the light of Kant’s procedure, Johnson's
answer falls into its place; it is the assertion that Berkeley has not correctly expounded what experience in fact is.

“Berkeley himself insists that experience is significant, indeed three-quarters of his writings are devoted to
enforcing this position. But Kant’s position is the converse of Berkeley’s, namely that significance is experience.
Berkeley firstanalyses experience, and then expounds his view of its significance, namely that God is conversing with
us. For Berkeley the significance is detachable from the experience. It is here that Hume came in. He accepted
Berkeley’s assumption that experience is something given, an impression, without essential reference to significance,
and exhibited it in its bare insignificance. Beskeley’s conversation with God then became a fairy tale.

“What is ‘significance’? Evidently this is a fundamental question for the philosophy of natural knowledge,
which cannot move a step until it has made up its mind as to what is meant by this ‘significance” which is experience.

“Significance’ is the relatedness of things. To say that significance is experience, is to affirm that
perceptual knowledge is nothing eise than an apprehension of the relatedness of things, namely of things in their
relations and as related. Certainly if we commence with a knowledge of things, and then look around for their
relations we shall not find them. ‘Causal connection’ is merely one typical instance of the universal ruin of
relatedness. But then we are quite mistaken in thinking that there is a possible knowledge of things as unrelated.
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describing his reformed subjectivist principle, Whitehead asserts that “apart from the experiences of
subjects there is nothing, nothing, nothing, bare nothingness.”'¢ In fact, one of the key claims Whitehead
makes against both the arbitrary bifurcation of nature and the unmitigated Humean dismissal of causality
is that they neglect significant factors of experience and important sources of knowledge about the world.
For example, Whitehead maintains that causality is a indeed a factor of experience. For him, “the notion
of causation arose because mankind lives amid experiences in the mode of causal efficacy.”"” Itis for
this reason that Whitehead seeks to include and analyze the real elements of experience in his speculative
scheme. In a parallel manner, in his description of the creative life-processes of organisms, Whitechead
points out that the organism’s own dismissal of various elements of experience is tied up with the notions
of the ‘division’ and “decision’ of the extensive continuum in virtue of his doctrine of objectification, not
to mention with respect to the key role negative prehensions play in the process of concrescence. These
notions may be said to designate the ‘partial’ scepticism of organic selectivity in contrast to the radical
scepticistn consisting in a complete negation of experience. It is to be presumed that according to
Whitehead, a complete negation of experience would mean the extinction of universal relatedness,
significance, meaning, and importance. However, in his view, it is only by way of the dismissal or the
climination of various elements of experience that the organism acquires its perspective necessary for
creative advance.

Whitehead’s own view regarding scepticism stems explicitly from Santayana’s Scepticism and
Animal Faith, which is representative of a doctrine of organic selectivity. In Process and Reality,
Whitehead is enthusiastic regarding Santayana’s project, as he states, “Santayana irrefutably exposes the

It is thus out of the question to start with a knowledge of things antecedent to a knowledge of their relations. The
so-called properties of things can always be expressed as their relatedness to other things unspecified, and natural
knowledge is exclusively concemed with relatedness.” (pp. 10-12, my emphasis) Whitehead’s notion of
‘significance’ later develops into the notion of “importance’ in Process and Reality and in Modes of Thought.

Later, in Science and the Modern World, Berkeley’s dialogue is again quoted by Whitehead in order to
define his notion of a ‘prehension’. He states, “(Berkeley) contends that what constitutes the realisation of natural
entities is the being perceived within the unity of mind.

“We can substitute the concept, that the realisation is a gathering of things into the unity of a prehension;
and that what is thereby realized is the prehension, and not the things. This unity of a prehension defines itseifas
a here and a now, and the things so gathered into the grasped unity have essential reference to other places and other
times. For Berkeley's mind, I substitute a process of prehensive unification.” (SMW, p. 69)

16 PR p. 167.

17 PR p. 175.
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full extent to which (Hume’s brand of) (...) scepticism must be carried.”** The link to Santayana is further
acknowledged by Whitechead as he states, “the approximation of the philosophy of organism to
Santayana’s doctrine of ‘animal faith’ is effected by this doctrine of objectification by the mediation of
‘feeling’.”'? Santayana holds that is by way of the fluctuating interplay of scepticism and animal faith
that objects are posited. According to Santayana, while “the ultimate position of the sceptic, (is) that
nothing given exists,” the positing of, and belief in objects is “a function of animal life.”** For him, the
reporting of an actual object is based in the organism’s “compulsion to use things as materials, to drop
them and forge ahead, or to eat and digest them.”?' That is to say, the selection-in-virtue-of-the-dismissal
of actual objects occurs by way of animal endeavour, based in animal intuition, desire, hunger, emotion,
and instinct. As Santayana describes,

It is only things on the scale of the human senses and in the field of those instinctive reactions
which sensation calls forth, that can be the primary objects of human knowledge: no other things
can be discriminated at first by an animal mind, or can interest it, or can be meant and believed in
by it. It is these instinctive reactions that select the objects of attention, designate their locus, and
impose faith on their existence. But these reactions may be modified by experience, and the
description the mind gives of the objects reacted upon can be revised, or the objects themselves
discarded, and others discerned instead.>

Correspondingly, Whitehead’s doctrine of objectification involving the notions of ‘division’ and
‘decision’, as well as ‘negative prehensions’, derive themselves largely from Santayana These notions
are representative of scepticism pervading the organism’s selection of its elements of experience in
respect to its creative life-process, providing its ‘perspective’. Thus, in a similar manner to Santayana,
Whitehead holds that “the sense of importance (or interest in experience) is embedded in the very being

18 PR p. 49.

19 BR, p. 142, also see pp. 47-52. Furthermore, Whitehead suggests that “if we allow the term *animal faith’
to describe a kind of perception which has been neglected by the philosophic tradition, then practically the whole
of Santayana’s discussion is in accord with the organic philosophy.” (PR, p. 142) While agreeing with Santayana’s
notion of ‘organic selectivity’, Whitehead discusses where he differs from Santayana. He states “the exact point
where Santayana differs from the organic philosophy is his implicit assumption that ‘ intuitions themselves’ cannot
be among the “data of intuition,’ that is to say, the data of other intuitions. This possibility is what Santayana denies
and the organic philosophy asserts.” (p. 142, also see pp. 142-143)

20 Santayana, Scepticism and Animal Faith, New York: Scribner’s Sons, 1929, p. 49; p. 166.

21 Santayana, Scepticism and Animal Faith, New York: Scribner’s Sons, 1929, p. 281. For Santayana,
“complete scepticism is (...) not inconsistent with animal faith; the admission that nothing given exists is not
incompatible with belief in things not given.” (p. 105)

22 Santayana, Scepticism and Animal Faith. New York: Scribner’s Sons, 1929, p. 175.
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of animal experience. As it sinks in dominance, experience trivializes and verges towards nothingness.”>
However, as mentioned, in distinction from Santayana, in Whitehead’s scheme, scepticism is ‘feeling-
based.** Particularly, negative prehensions are an intrinsic element in the organism’s self-development

23 MT.p. 9.

24 The fact that for Whitehead, scepticism is primarnily ‘feeling-based’ may also be said to constitute a
fundamental distinction between the role of scepticism and negation in Hegel’s system. For Hegel, negation is
primarily caught up with consciousness and thinking in general. According to Hegel, “Thinking is in fact the
negation of something immediately given - just as we owe our eating to food because without it we could not eat.
It is true that, in this context, eating is represented as ungrateful, since it is the digesting of that to which it is
supposed to owe itself. In this sense, thinking is no less ungrateful.” (EL, p. 36) However, Hegel also believes that
feeling is not to be radically separated from thinking. He states, “one can hold that the need is there, in view of the
prejudice of our day and age, which separates feeling and thinking from each other in such a way that they are
supposedly opposed to each other, and are even so hostile that feeling - religious feeling in particular - is
contaminated, perverted, or even totally destroyed by thinking, and that religion and religiosity essentially do not
have their root and their place in thinking. Making a separation of this kind means forgetting that only man is
capable of religion, and that the lower animals have no religion, any more than right and morality belong to them.”
EL. p- 25)

On the differentiation between the roles of scepticism and negation in Whitehead’s and Hegel’s respective
systems, see Wolf-Gazo, E. “Negation and Contrast: The Origins of Self-Consciousness in Hegel and Whitehead,”
in G. R Lucas (ed.), Hegel and Whitehead, Albany: SUN.Y. Press, pp. 207-215. According to Wolf-Gazo, “Both
Whitehead and Hegel seem to agree that consciousness is a form of human experience. The essential difference
between the two philosophers at the outset is that Hegel considers consciousness as a necessary expression of Mind,
while for Whitehead consciousness is merely a possible form of human experience.” (p. 207)

“An essential notion for the interpretation of Hegel’s System is the function of Negation. (...) The act of
negation is a self-conscious mental act exclusively in Hegel; whereas for Whitehead such self-conscious acts are
included within the scope of the theory of prehension, but negative prehension is not limited exclusively to this class
of acts. For Hegel, negation is a systematic treatment of the overcoming of contradictions in the worid. For
Whitehead, in contrast, negation is a manifestation of mental cogitation within the wide spectrum of man’s mental
activities. For Whitehead, conscious negation is one form of the possible ‘higher phases of experience,’ but not the
exclusive case, since bare perceptive acts may themselves exhibit features of negative prehension.

The background of the Hegelian notion of negation can help us more fully tc appreciate its function not
only in Hegel’s system, but also in Whitehead’s categorial scheme in terms of Contrast.” (p. 208)

“I would like to propose that Hegel’s notion of ‘negation’ seems to have an equivalent in Whitehead’s last
category of existence, namely Contrast.” (p. 212)

“Clearly, if we read these Whiteheadian passages carefully we do find some striking analogies: specifically,
structures woven into the whole fabric of the categorial scheme of Process and Reality which resemble the function
and nature of Hegel’s ‘Negation.’ Particularly, the ‘affirmation-negation’ contrast exhibits a form of Whitecheadian
higher phases of experience resembling Hegel s process of *double negation.” Both operations are logical in function
but ontological in import. An Hegelian negation may appear in the form of a ‘feeling of negation’ (PR 244) eliciting
consciousness in terms of 2 ‘negative perception’ such as suggested by Whitehead’s example of ‘perceiving this stone
as not grey’ (PR 245) For perceiving this stone as grey means (...) that there is an ‘ingression’ of one particular
etemnal object or form of definiteness taking place (to the deliberate exclusion of other possibilities) so as to
formulate a determinate experience (or judgment of experience) in one of many possible worlds.” (p. 213)

“The nature of negation for Hegel involves dynamism in the forms of thought exclusively, while for
Whitehead ‘negation” may involve feelings in terms of awareness of contrasts. In Hegel’s worldview, thought
becomes conceptual and thereby perpetuates the process of thinking Negation is reality as actuality. Hegel
impresses upon us that there is no such thing as ‘pure positivity” as we might call it. For “pure positivity’ is a myth
created by those who claim that the observer of the world is just a passive bystander in the world of ontological
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in terms of creativity, and in the acquisition of its experiential perspective. To be sure, Whitehead
suggests that “the right coordination of negative prehensions is one secret of mental progress but unless
some systematic scheme of relatedness characterizes the environment, there will be nothing left whereby
to constitute vivid prehension of the world.”** As such, it is clear that he distinguishes between an excess
of negative prehension displayed by a complete scepticism, which would lead to a complete elimination
of experience, of perspective, of actuality, and of contrasts in general, and the negative prehensions
representative of the scepticism intrinsic to organic selectivity. Moreover, his concern with degrees of
negative prehension throughout our experience is repeated as he describes the fundamental role of
negative prehensions in determining the principle of ‘intensive relevance’ with respect to experiencing
any actual entities. Whitehead states that

The notion of intensive relevance is fundamental for the meaning of such concepts as ‘alternative
possibilities,” ‘more or less’, ‘important or negligible.” The principle asserts that any item of the
universe, however preposterous as an abstract thought, or however remote as an actual entity, has
its own gradation of relevance, as prehended, in the constitution of any one actual entity: it might
have had more relevance; and it might have had less relevance, including the zero of relevance
involved in the negative prehension; but in fact it has just that relevance whereby it finds its status
in the constitution of that actual entity.*

Much of Whitehead’s metaphysical scheme is a defense of actuality against excessive negative
prehension, and sceptical reductions involving the positing of nothingness. The issue of ‘nothingness’
is a constant theme in Process and Reality, since his system is largely based on the premise that there is
not two systems of reality, one true, the other false, as represented by the vicious bifurcation of nature.
Rather, our experience of the world must be flexible, for example, to both the scientific explanations of

affairs.” (p. 213)

“It is negativity as a unity of the negative as well as the positive which addresses what Whitehead
considered the essential problem of a natural philosophy - ‘the bifurcation of nature’ (or, as Hegel called it
‘Entzweiung und Zerissenheit.” Negativity posits, preserves, negates, and sublates the entities that constitute the
world.” (pp. 213-214)

“There is an essential difference between Hegel and Whitehead on this point (negation). For Hegel, self-
conscious thinking has inherited exclusively the function of negation, while for Whitehead, negation is already
present in simple perception, which takes place in the form of differentiation, configuration, contrasting, and mainly
in the process of Gestalt” (p. 214.)

25 PR p.- 254, my emphasis.

26 PR p. 148, my emphasis. This point regarding the ‘zero’ of relevance given to some actual entities is
echoed as he states that “the actual entities enter into each other’s constitutions under limitations imposed by
incompatibilities of feelings. Such incompatibilities relegate various elements in the constitutions of felt objects to
the intensive zero, which is termed ‘irrelevance’” (p. 149)
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our experience of reality as well as to everyday explanations of our experience of reality. Furthermore,
his ontological principle, ‘no actual entity, then no reason’, expresses that while “actual entities are drops
of experience,” “in separation from actual entities there is nothing, merely nonentity - ‘The rest is
silence’.”?” That is to say, without the admittance of actual entities into the philosophical scheme, there
is no basis for reason at all. One can also assume that Whitehead’s own views regarding scepticism’s
positing of nothingness coincide with those of Bergson, from whom Whitehead drew much inspiration.
Particularly, in Creative Evolution, Bergson argues that the assumption of nothingness is a falsity. He
states,

The problem of knowledge is complicated, and possibly made insoluble, by the idea that order fills
a void and that its actual presence is superposed on its virtual absence. We go from absence to
presence, from the void to the full, in virtue of the fundamental illusion of our understanding. That
is the error of which we noticed one consequence in our last chapter. As we then anticipated, we
must come to close quarters with this error, and finally grapple with it We must face it in itself,
in the radically false conception which it implies of negation, of the void and of the nought.*

27 PR, p. 18; p. 43. In Process and Reality and elsewhere, Whitehead is thoroughly concerned with issue of
the positing of nothingness. He maintains the Aristotelian principle that “apart from things that are actual, there is
nothing - nothing either in fact or in efficacy (and the Cartesian notion that) ‘for every clear and distinct conception
(perceptio) is without doubt something, and hence cannot derive its origin from what is nought...’ This general
principle will be termed the “ontological principle.” It is the principle that everything is positively somewhere in
actuality, and in potency everywhere.” (p. 40); “It is a contradiction in terms to assume that some explanatory fact
can float into the actual world out of nonentity. Nonentity is nothingness.” (p. 46); “Chaoctic disorder means the
lack of dominant definition of compatible contrasts in the satisfactions attained and consequent enfeeblement of
intensity. It means the lapse towards slighter actuality. It is a natural figure of speech, to conceive a slighter
actuality as being an approach towards non-entity. But you cannot approach nothing; for there is nothing to
approach. It is an approach towards the futility of being a faint compromise between contrary reasons.” (pp. 92-93);
“In abstraction from actualization, truth and falsehood are meaningless: we are in the region of nonsense, a limbo
where nothing has claim to existence.” (p. 223); “to be an abstraction does not mean that the entity is nothing. It
merely means that its existence is only one factor of a more concrete element of nature.” (The Concept of Nature,
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1995, p. 71); “the universe is passing on to a triviality. All the effects to
be derived from our existing type of order are passing away into trivialities. That does not mean that there are not
some other types of order of which you and I have not the faintest notion, unless perchance they are to be found in
our highest mentality and are unperceived by us in their true relevance to the future. The universe is laying a
foundation of a new type, where our present theories of order will appear as trivial. If remembered, they would be
remembered or discemed in the future as trivialities, gradually fading into nothingness. This is the only possible
doctrine of a universe always driving on to novelty.” (ESP, p. 90)

28 Bergson, H Creative Evolution, Mineola, New York: Dover Publications, Inc., 1998, pp. 274-27S. The
claim of the falsity of nothingness may be tied to Whitehead's arguments against the existence of mathematical
objects in nature. According to W. W. Hammerschmidt in Whitehead's Philosophv of Time. New York: King’s
Crown Press, 1947, p. 34, “Whitehead’s theory implies that there are no real separations of two contiguous regions.
The boundary of two contiguous occasions has no extension and therefore can have no real fact within it and can
directly express or illustrate no real character of fact. If A and B are contiguous, and A is red and B is green,
nothing separates the red from the green.” Similarly, Hammerschmidt records that “Whitehead’s arguments against
points and instants fall into three general classes: arguments asserting that no points are perceived in nature,
arguments showing that it is impossible that they should be ultimate real elements of nature, and arguments showing
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And, Bergson believes that by proclaiming the falsity of the idea of nothingness, the demands and
excessive constraints placed on philosophy by scepticism are dismissed. Specifically, in The Creative
Mind, he writes,

‘Disorder’ and ‘nothingness’ in reality designate therefore a presence - the presence of a thing or

an order which does not interest us, which blunts our effort or our attention; it is our

disappointment being expressed when we call this presence absence. Consequently, to speak of

the absence of all order and all things, that is, to speak of absolute disorder and absolute

nothingness, is to pronounce words void of meaning, flatus vocis, since a suppression is simply

a substitution envisaged by a single one of its two sides, and since the abolition of all order and

all things would be a substitution with but a single side - an idea which has exactly as much

existence as a round square. When the philosopher speaks of chaos and nothingness he is only

carrying over into the order of speculation - raised to the absolute and consequently emptied of all

meaning, of all effective content - two ideas made for practical use and which were related to a

particular kind of matter or order, but not to all order or all matter. That being so, what becomes

of the two problems of the origin of order and the origin of being? They fade away since they only

arise if one represents being and order as ‘what turned up,” and consequently nothingness and

disorder as possibles or at least as conceivables. But those are only words, mirages of ideas.

Let human thought but become impregnated with this conviction, let it be freed of this

obsession: immediately it begins to breathe. It no longer worries over questions which retarded

its progress. The difficulties raised for example by ancient skepticism and modem criticism in turn

are seen to disappear.”
But, however much we want to assume and accept Bergson’s thesis about the falsity of the idea of the
nothing and the dissolution of the challenges posed by ancient and modem scepticism, Bergson’s
psychologistic standpoint may be challenged, as Heidegger and Sartre did later in the twentieth century.
Thus, it seems inconclusive whether or not nothingness as experienced, has a veritable reality ornot. At
any rate, the fact remains that scepticism, negation, and the positing of nothingness are dominant themes
both in Whitehead’s work, and in the works of those who inspired him. Similarly, Bergson did consider
that the positing of nothingness is the ‘mover’ of philosophizing in general. Bergson writes that
“Philosophers have paid little attention to the idea of the nought. And yet it is often the hidden spring,
the invisible mover of philosophical thinking.”*® Pointing to the significance of scepticism as the ‘mover’
of creativity in his own system, for Whitehead, while there are many elements involved in the creativity
of organisms, it is largely by way of negative prehensions that the organism acquires its experiential

the undesirability of a formal analysis of nature which treats them as ultimate elements. This last argument is not
against mathematics taken as a closed system. k is against the cumrent way in which mathematics is applied to
nature.” (p. 19)

29 Bergson, H The Creative Mind New Jersey- Replica Books, 1999, pp. 64-65.
30 Bergson, H Crestive Evolution, Mineola, New York: Dover Publications, Inc., 1998, p. 275.
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perspective: namely, that contrast of experienced finitude and experienced infinitude necessary for
physical and conceptual appetition and realization.®' Thus, negative prehensions constitute the efficient
element involved in creativity. Some other important clements involved in the creativity of organisms
may include the positive prehensions in relation to the negative prehensions, as well as the subjective aims
of organisms, which may be said to constitute the element of final causality ingredient in creativity.

In Part Two of this dlssettanon, I ptoposed that in Whitehead’s philosophy of Organism, the
notions of the ‘division’ and ‘decision’ of the extensive continuum signify scepticism. For Whitehead,
the great importance of ‘division’ and ‘decision’ in the creative life-process of organisms is articulated
as he asks,

What are the general principles of division which dominate that creative process which we term
our lives? (In taking account of the notion of ‘prehension’) We can only appeal to our direct
insight - to what Descartes termed, our inspectio. Our judgement, that is, our judicium to which
Descartes also appealed, requires an inspection to provide the material from which decision arises.
The question therefore is as to those fundamental modes dominating experience. Such modes are
modes of division, each division involving differences with essential contrasts.*?

From a Whiteheadian point of view, by occasioning the positing of nothingness, it is to be suggested that
radical ‘instrumental’ scepticism incites the radical ‘bifurcation’ of actualities and rigidly separates the
notions of ‘mind’ and ‘matter’, ‘real’ and ‘ideal’, and ‘God’ and the ‘World’, and eliminates contrast.
In contradistinction, following from his adherence to the principle of relativity, Whitehead emphasizes

31 According to Whitehead, “the process of feeling involves negative prehensions which effect elimination.
Thus the data are felt under a ‘perspective’ which is the objective datum of the feeling. In virtue of this elimination
the components of the complex objective datum have become ‘objects’ intervening in the constitution of the subject
of the feeling ” (PR, p. 231) Thus, “the objectification is the ‘perspective’ ofthe initial datum " (p. 231) Furthermore,
regarding the notion of ‘perspective’, “immediacy of finite existence refuses to be deprived of that infinitude of
extension which is its perspective.” (Whitehead, Modes of Thought, New York: Macmillan Co., 1966, p. 83, also
see pp. 78-79)

32 MT, p- 75, my addition. One close definition of “prehension’ is found in Descartes’ notion of “intuition’
(inspectio). Therefore, Whitehead quotes, “the perception of (the wax) is neither an act of sight, of touch, nor of
imagination, and never was either of these, though it might formerly seem so, but is simply an innuition (inspectio)
of the mind.” Subsequently, Whitehead notes that “the Latin word ‘inspectio’ is associated in its classical use with
the notion of theory as opposed to practice.” (SMW, p. 146) The words: ‘inspectio’, ‘perspective’, ‘speculative’,

and ‘scepticism’ all have similar etymological roots. While the words: inspectio, perspective, and ‘speculative’ have
the Latin root, “specere’ meaning ‘to look’, the word: “scepticism’ has the Greek root, “skeptesthai” also meaning
‘to look”. For Whitehead, “the speculative school (of philosophy) appeals to direct insight, and endeavours to
indicate its meanings by further appeal to situations which promote such specific insights "(MT, p. 173)



201

throughout his philosophical writings that

Connectedness is of the essence of all things of all types. It is of the essence of types, that they be

connected. Abstraction from connectedness involving the omission of an essential factor in the

fact considered. No fact is merely itself. (...) It follows that in every consideration of a single fact

there is the suppressed presupposition of the environmental codrdination requisite for its existence.

This environment, thus codrdinated, is the whole universe in its perspective to the fact.*
In this paragraph, Whitehead is emphasizing the importance of ‘connectedness’ in view of his ontological
principle. However, Whitehead defends a position which maintains a balance between “division’ and
‘connection’ thus enabling the ‘objectification’ of actual entities. For him, some ‘division’ and some
‘connection’ of the extensive continuum is intrinsic to the workings of reason and ontology in general.
This is the case since, on the one hand, an overemphasis of the ‘division’ of the extensive continuum, as
in radical ‘instrumental’ scepticism, would seem to lead to a view of the universe as an absolute
nothingness. On the other hand, the overstatement of ‘connection’ leads to a static monistic view of the
universe, which is not what Whitehead has in mind. Therefore, Whitehead’s process metaphysics is
constituted by the dynamic interplay and logical contrast of the notions of ‘division and ‘connection’ of
the extensive continuum, involving the creative metamorphoses of the one into the many, and the many
into the one.** And, within this creative ontological process, scepticism may be said to participate in
‘dividing’ the extensive continuum or, altematively, in positing nothingness as implicitly operational
within being, and conversely, in positing being as implicitly operational within nothingness. In this way,
Whitehead is able to balance his ontological principle with the principle of relativity, thus preserving the
creative notion that the universe is indeed composed of individual organisms within societies, and
individual organisms composed of societies. Furthermore, for him, it is only through a balance of
*division’ and ‘connection’ that both the legitimate physical and mental poles of organisms can be
preserved ontologically. That is to say, by adhering to this logical balance and contrast within the
unfolding of experience and of ontology in general, Whitehead seeks to maintain that “no entity can be
considered in abstraction from the universe, and no entity can be divested of its own individuality.”*

33 MT. p. 9.

34 As mentioned earlier in Chapter Five of this dissertation, the metamorphosis from one into many decreases
the many by one, but the one is preserved in ‘objective immortality’. The process from many into one increases the
many by one.

35 Whnehadm“hﬂahmesmdthe(iood, inP. A Schilpp (ed.), ezal. TheLibrary of Living Philosophers

X irth Whitehead, New York: Tudor Publishing Company, 1941, p. 678. This
paperduectlyfocussontherelmonsmpbetweenthe‘diwsxon of the extensive continuum and the promotion of
the Good.
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Whitehead’s philosophy further highlights the notion of ‘creativity’ in relation to the life-
processes of organisms. In Chapter Six, [ demonstrated that negative prehensions are the efficient
element implicit to the creative process by which organisms appropriate their environment and realize
themselves in the actual world. Particularly, in Whitehead’s perspective, negative prehensions, which are
the means by which the organism ‘divides’ and ‘decides’ the extensive continuum, and has access to the
‘higher levels’ of experience, such as ‘consciousness’, ‘rationality’, ‘truth’, and ‘reason’ which are
characterized by the feeling of novel and dynamic contrasts. Therefore, from a Whiteheadian standpoint,
scepticism is intrinsic to the very workings of reason. In The Function of Reason, Whitehead writes that
as “Reason is the organ of emphasis on novelty,” the very “function of reason is to promote the art of
life.”* From a Whiteheadian standpoint, in conjunction with some of his main claims in Process and
Reality and elsewhere, ‘the promotion of the art of life’ means, progressively, “to live well, to live better,
and to have an increase in satisfaction” through: 1.) the “enjoyment of (novel) contrasts,” 2.) “fathom(ing)
the deeper depths of the many-sidedness of things,” and 3.) “morality.”®” Furthermore, the ‘promotion
of the art of life’ constitutes an essential definition of the Good. And, scepticism does participate as an
‘organ’ of reason towards the promotion of the Good. However, in my view, the radical ‘instrumental’
scepticismn which excessively aims to occasion the positing of nothingness is detrimental to these means
(listed above) of promoting the art of life.

First, with regards to the ‘promotion of the art of life’ through ‘enjoyment of novel contrasts’,
it is to be implied, positively, that scepticism is itself an ‘organ’ of reason insisting on creative novelty.
However, the occasioning of the positing of nothingness as in radical ‘instrumental’ scepticism,
climinates creative novelty by over-hastening its development. This form of scepticism is directed against

36 Whitehead, The Fynction of Reason (1929), Boston: Beacon Press, 1969, p. 20, p. 4. Whitehead follows
this assertion with the further expianation, “in the interpretation of this definition, I must at once join issue with the
evolutionist fallacy suggested by the phrase ‘the survival of the fittest.” The fallacy does not consist in believing that
in the struggle for existence the fittest to survive eliminare the less fit The fact is obvious and stares us in the face.
The fallacy is the belief that fimess for survival is identical with the best exemplification of the Art of Life. (...) In
fact life itself is comparatively deficient in survival value. The art of persistence is to be dead.” (FR, p. 4, my
emphasis) Later, Whitehead articulates the notion of the art of life comprises the engagement by organisms to
“modify their environment”™ in order to “(i) 1o live, (ii) to live well, (iii) to live better. In fact the art of life is firsz
to bealive, secondly 1o be alive in a satisfactory way, and thirdly to acquire an increase in satisfaction.” (p. 8) While
in FR, Whitchead states that the primary function of reason in its promotion of the art of life is the “direction of the
attack on the environment,” here [ am not endorsing this view. (ER, p- 8) Rather, my own position regarding this
assertion is that while it may be stated that ‘instrumental’ reason can be described in this manner, reason itself
promotes the art of life by holding a balance between humanity and the surrounding environment.

37 See FR. p- 8, FR, p. 22 (my addition), PR, p. 342, PR, p- 13.
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the creative capacity of organisms and leads to their feelings of ‘Life-tedium’, ‘exhaustion’, and ‘fatigue’.
To be sure, Whitehead states that “Life-tedium is fatigue derived from a thwarted urge toward novel
contrast.™* And, according to him, “‘Fatigue’ is the antithesis to Reason. The operations of Fatigue
constitute the defeat of Reason. (...) Fatigue means the operation of excluding the impulse towards
novelty.”” Similarly, for Whitchead, the notion of ‘fatigue’ denotes the state of affairs where the
organism has divested itself “of any factor involving the effort towards living well, and still less of any
effort towards living better.”*® Therefore, along a Whiteheadian line of thought, scepticism does have
its place as an ‘organ’ of reason. However, in my own view, if scepticism is to have a goal, then it should
work together with reason in aiming at the moderate promotion of creativity and the art of life, including
a balance between humanity and the surrounding environment, rather at the construction of the ‘mill of
death’.*' For Whitehead,

“Refutation has its legitimate place in philosophic discussion: (but) it should never form the final

chapter. Human beliefs constitute the evidence as to human experience of the nature of things.

Every belief is to be approached with respectful enquiry. The final chapter of philosophy consists

in the search for the unexpressed presuppositions which underlie the beliefs of every finite human

intellect. In this way philosophy makes its siow advance by the introduction of new ideas,
widening vision and adjusting clashes.”*

Second, with respect to promotion of the art of life by ‘fathoming the depths of the many-
sidedness of things’, scepticism also operates productively as reason’s organ of selective capacity. By
way of sceptical elimination, reason is able to select and decide what aspects and evidences are relevant
to the objects of its enquiry. In fact, as has been maintained throughout Part Two of this dissertation, the
‘objects’ of enquiry are ‘objectified’, primarily by way of elimination and exclusion. That is to say, they
are selected through the ‘divisive’ and ‘decisive’ workings of scepticism. However, Whitehead’s
cosmology has shown how “division’ is to be balanced with ‘connection’ as well as how exclusion is to
be balanced with inclusion. For Whitehead, “the creative process is a process of exclusion to the same

38 ER, p. 20. The notion of ‘fatigue’ also appears in PR, pp. 16, 239, 339.
39 ER, p. 23.
40 FR, pp. 23-24.

41 It must be stated that while the word ‘promotion’ (from Latin, promovére, meaning “to move forward’)
has the connotation of ‘to move’, ‘to further’ or “elevate’, in relation to creativity and the art of life, I do not myself
intend to advance Whitehead’s notion of the ‘promotion of the art of life” in the stronger connotation of ‘to cause’
in the sense of instrumentality and calculation.

42 ESP. p. 92.



204

extent as it is a process of inclusion.”* Furthermore, regarding the notion of exclusion as the selective
capacity of organisms, Whitchead reaffirms his ‘fallacy of misplaced concreteness’ as he states, “the chief
danger to philosophy is narrowness in the selection of evidence (...) (and) evil (is the) result from this
distortion of evidence.”* In this sense, error and evil in philosophy are fundamentally constituted by a
neglect of the many-sidedness of things. I consider this neglect as characteristic of radical ‘instrumental’

scepticism which eliminates creative contrast, and radically ‘bifurcates’ actualities. To be sure,

Whitehead further explains that “the nature of evil (involves the finality of statement) that the characters
of things are mutually obstructive.™*

Third, in view of the promotion of the art of life through ‘morality’, scepticism operates as a
fundamental aspect of the individual’s rational capacity to ‘control its own life-process’. According to
Whitehead, “morality consists in the control of process so as to maximize importance,” where
‘importance’ means the attribution of value to finite occasions in that “the infinite (has immanence) in
the finite.” It is easy to see that scepticism is involved in what Whitehead means by the ‘control of
process’. In particular, scepticism enables individual human beings to eliminate those occasions or
actions that are detrimental to their own health and welfare, as well as to select those occasions which are
meaningful and important to them. However, radical ‘instrumental’ scepticism (qua ‘instrumental”) is
definitely to be regarded as a ‘control of process’. But, in being wiclded in a manner such as to
constantly challenge others, its end is to ‘control’ the creative processes of those others. Furthermore,
in this sense, radical ‘instrumental’ scepticism involves the exact opposite of Whitehead’s definition of
morality. As an overemphasis in recognizing finitude and proclaiming the nullity of things, this form of
scepticism involves the ‘control of process so as to minimize importance’. Namely, it is the view-point
that the infinite has no immanence in the finite. As such, from a Whiteheadian perspective, the radical
‘instrumental’ scepticism that I have characterized here is fundamentally immoral.

43 Whitehead, Religion jn the Making, New York: Macmillan Co., 1960, p. 113.

44 Whitehead, Process and
New York: The Free Press, 1978,

Reality : pcted Edition, edited by D. R. Griffin and D. W. Sherburne,
. 337, my additions.
45 PR, p. 340.

46 PR, pp- 13-14, PR, p. 20, my addition.



process, are altogether finite. For Whitehead, “all forms of realization express some aspect of finitude.
Such a form expresses as being rhis, and not that. In other words it expresses exclusion; and exclusion
means finitude.™*’ Pointing to the indispensability of exclusion, finitude, and negation to creative
process, one may hold that if the creative capacity of human beings was not finite, i.c., if it was infinite,
for example, we could produce infinite numbers of art-works, works of philosophy, etc..., rendering art
and philosophy entirely meaningless. As Whitehead defines, for instance, “The work of Art is a fragment
of nature with the mark of a finite creative effort, an individual thing detailed from the vague infinity of
its background.”* Therefore, it may be said that it is always in virtue of the finitude of the creative
capacity of its author that art-works are meaningful, and are created in the first place. The finitude of the
creative capacity of the author also contributes to the meaningfulness or value of ant-work. A painting,
for example, is a finite art-work (qua finite) that is ‘framed’ or ‘cut off’ from the rest of unbounded
extension. The frame erected around the painting itself represents a ‘nothingness’ which separates the
finite, meaningful occasion from the rest of the extensive continuum. In the same way, it is the nature
of reason and ontology to ‘divide’ entities. But, the frame, in part, is a misrepresentation of the entity
in question. In the same way, scepticism in the Whitehead sense of ‘division’ and ‘decision’ is, in part,
a misrepresentation of finite entities because, as much as the object seems to ‘donate’ itself to this
boundedness, it is another subjectivity which posits that boundedness. But, in the case of the radical
‘instrumental’ form of scepticism, the object is reduced to a pure nothingness, devoid of its own
individuality and subjective unity. Against this reduction, in maintaining the ontological principle while,
at the same time, adhering to the principle of relativity, Whitehead rightly thought that “the crux of
philosophy is to retain the balance between the individuality of existence and the relativity of existence.™*
And similarly, above all, he thought that “no entity can be conceived in complete abstraction from the

47 MT, p. 78. “The full solemnity of the world arises from the sense of positive achievement within the finite,
combined with the sense of modes of infinitude stretching beyond each finite fact. This infinitude is required by each
fact to express its necessary relevance beyond its own limitations. It expresses a perspective of the universe. (...)
Importance arises from this fusion of the finite and the infinite.”

48 Whitehead, Adventures of Ideas (1933), New York: The Free Press, 1967, pp. 270-271.

49 Whitehead, in “Mathematics and the Good,” in P. A Schilpp (ed.), er . The Library of Living
Philoss (Vg The Philosophy of A ' - p.680.

-
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system of the universe, and that it is the business of speculative philosophy to exhibit this truth.”*°

In his 1941 papers on “Immortality” and “Mathematics and the Good,” Whitehead defends a
logical contrast and a balanced interplay between finitude and infinitude in our experience of the world,
in our knowledge, and in ontology in general, against the extreme views of both dogmatism and radical
scepticism. On the one hand, according to him,

The notion of the complete self-sufficiency of any item of finite knowledge is the fundamental
error of dogmatism. Every such item derives its truth, and its very meaning, from its unanalyzed
relevance to the background which is the unbounded Universe. Not even the simplest notion of
arithmetic escapes this inescapable condition for existence. Every scrap of our knowledge derives
its meaning from the fact that we are factors in the universe, and are dependent on the universe for
every detail of our experience. The thorough sceptic is a dogmatist. He enjoys the delusion of
complete futility. Wherever there is the sense of self-sufficient completion, there is the germ of
vicious dogmatism. There is no entity wlnch enjoys an isolated, self-sufficiency of existence. In
other words, finitnde is not self-supporting.**

Furthermore, on the other hand, Whitehead spoke the words: “There is finitude - unless this were true,

infinity would have no meaning,” explaining that

all value is the gift of finitude which is the necessary condition for activity (and that) (...) infinitude
in itself is meaningless and valueless. Itacqmresmeanmgandvalucbyttsembodnmentofﬁmte
entities. Apart from the finite, the infinite is devoid of meaning and cannot be distinguished from
nonentity. Thenononoftheessennﬂmlatednssofaﬂthmgs:sﬂlepmmystepmmdersmdmg
how finite entities require the unbounded universe, and how the universe acquires meaning and
value by reason of its embodiment of the activity of finitude.*?

In this manner, Whitehead consistently argued that finitude in its contrast with infinity is representative
of what is meaningful and genuinely creative. To be sure, Whitehead believes that “there is no meaning
to ‘creativity’ apart from its ‘creatures,” and no meaning to ‘God’ apart from the ‘creativity’ and the

50 PR, p. 3.

51 thtehend,m%themanamdtheGood. m P ASdnlpp(ed.),etaI. The Library of Living
F OSOP ' iQ Iy © ired INQ hiteh -_m'.

. . DS 0 0 head, p. 682, 674-675, my additions. Whitehead
wmm“&mofﬁmmdemdmﬁnmm&m&e&ndmmﬂmhymdmmamym
involves an indefinite array of perspectives, each perspective expressing a finite characteristic of that entity. But any
one finite perspective does not enable an entity to shake off its essential connection with totality. The infinite
background always remsins as the unanalysed reason why that finite perspective of that entity has the special
character that it does have.” (p. 682)



207

‘temporal creatures,” and no meaning to the ‘temporal creatures’ apart from ‘creativity’ and ‘God.”™*
Hence, it is clear that scepticism’s recognition of finitude, implying the positing of nothingness which
challenges the finite being, can be construed as causally ‘enabling’ creativity. In this sense, creativity is
primarily a response to a finitude entirely divorced from infinity. As I myself hold, where there is no
Temporality, there is no Transcendence of the World, and conversely, where there is no Transcendence
of the World, there is no Temporality.** Thus, the recognition of temporal finitude and the drive for
infinite self-realization are co-dependent.*®* This is the sense in which radical ‘instrumental’ scepticism,
on the one hand, seems to have the motive of being the causal source of creativity. The radical
‘instrumental’ sceptic knows that whatever is placed in bounds, (i.c., recognized as finite) will attempt
to overcome them. On the other hand, the radical ‘instrumental’ scepticism also may have the motive
of being directed against, and stifling legitimate creativity, either by purely destructive means or by over-
hastening creative development.

In the late stages of Process and Reality, Whitchead writes that “the ultimate evil in the temporal
world is deeper than any specific evil. It lies in that the past fades, that time is a ‘perpetual perishing.”*
And, as was alluded to earlier, radical ‘instrumental’ scepticism does not want to let finitude overturn of
itself. Rather, its goal is to be that which occasions the perpetual perishing of the finite. Therefore, it is
clear that, on the one hand, radical ‘instrumental’ scepticism which has the motive to destroy creativity
may be described as the mimicry of the World, or of Nature, in its character of bringing about the

S3 PR, p. 225, my addition.

54 I derived this statement from a reading of Heidegger’s “What is Metaphysics”” in Pathmarks, edited by W.
McNeill, New York: Cambridge University Press, 1998. As he states, “Dasein means: being held out into the
nothing. (...) Holding itself out into the nothing, Dasein is in each case already beyond beings as a whole. Such
being beyond beings we call rranscendence.” (p. 91) Conversely, 1 hold that temporality means: thenothing held out
into being. Also, where there is no immanence in the world, there is no spatiality, and vice-versa. My point is that
as Heidegger states, “Only in the nothing of Dasein do beings as a whole, in accord with their most proper possibility
- that is, in a finite way - come to themselves,” we should not take this as affirming the freedom to use scepticism
in a radical, ‘instrumental’ manner, in challenging beings by occasioning the positing of their nothingness, thus
bringing Dasein to the nothingness, in which it may ‘come to itself”. (Pathmarks. p. 95) A further thesis Heidegger
holds is that “the nothing is the origin of negation, not vice-versa.” (p. 92) These issues will be investigated in my
upcoming paper entitled, “Heidegger with Whitehead on Technological Thinking ™

55 Here it may be pointed out that the drive for self-realization does not necessarily imply the promotion of
the Good. Perhaps more often than not, an excessive drive for self-realization is unethical. Therefore, occasioning
the drive for self-realization, as in ‘instrumental” scepticism, cannot be said to represent the promotion of the Good.

$6 PR, p. 340.
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perpetual perishing of human endeavour.” On the other hand, as I have previously pointed out, according
to speculative philosophy, scepticism is the ‘mover’ of the processes by which, identity, truth, meaning,
consciousness, and ontology in general become and develop. And, in the present chapter, | have shown
how the recognition of finitude occasioning the positing of nothingness may, in practice be construed as
a causal source of determination and of creativity. Therefore, in its excessiveness, radical ‘instrumental’
scepticism, with the motive to cause creativity, may conversely be described as the mimicry of God, as
the ‘unmoved mover’ of these processes.”®* Here, philosophizing is reduced to the subordinate role of
‘moved unmover’.

In my view, radical ‘instrumental’ scepticism’s mimicry of God and the World, in these senses,
constitutes evil. For Whitehead,

Evil is exhibited in physical suffering, mental suffering, and loss of the higher experience in favour
of the lower experience. The common character of all evil is that its realization in fact involves
that there is some concurrent realization of a purpose towards elimination. (...) Evil, triumphant
in its enjoyment, is so far good in itself; but beyond itself it is evil in its character of a destructive
agent among things greater than itself. In the summation of the more complete fact it has secured
a descent towards nothingness, in contrast to the creativeness of what can without qualification be
termed good. Evil is positive and destructive; what is good is positive and creative.*®

On the contrary, human beings are not God, nor are they Nature, nor are they both, nor neither, in the

57 Many ‘post-modem’ philosophies can be inciuded in my characterization of radical * instrumental’ scepticism
which mimics the temporal world in our chmenmon ofn as reprsennng the ‘perpetual perishing’ of human
endeavour. In this way, whereas in Existe: : man Em ns, New York: Carol Publishing Group, 1990,

J-P. Samechmcwnmmms“ﬁmdamemalproyect”asthe“dmtobeGod.”(p 63), in reaction, many
philosophies following from Heidegger’s destruktion (Zerstoren, Zerstorung) of the history of ontology can be
classified as the ‘fundamental project’ of the ‘desire to be Nature’. See my paper, “Towards a Philosophical
Cognition-Only.” Many ‘post-modern’ philosophers advance their radical ‘instrumental’ scepticism as ‘life-
enhancing’ or ‘life-affirming’ deceptions, and above all, the ‘causal source’ of creativity. However, in the
philosophical cuiture of ‘post-modernity’, we have made the error of ceasing to affirm genuine philosophizing.
Rather, now, we worship radical ‘instrumental’ scepticism as it is held to be this “‘causal source’ of creativity. But,
in my view, the post-modem scepticism is anti-creative, and has no claim to be the exclusive ‘debtor’ of genuine
philosophizing Derrida, in coining his notion of ‘deconstruction’, fused Heidegger’s notion of desrruktion with
another word, ‘Abbau’, meaning “to take apart an edifice in order to see how it is constituted.” (Derrida, The Ear
of the Other, New York: Shocken Books, 1985, p. 87)

58 The notion of the ‘unmoved’ or ‘prime mover’ to describe God was developed by Aristotle to denote the
first, or original cause of the motion of the universe and 1o prevent an infinite regress of causes. This definition of
God was later eamined by Aquinss and Duns Scotus. See J. LM(&WM
Princeton University Press, 1987; McDermott, T. (ed.), Aquinas: d Writings. New York:

Oxford University Press, 1993; Wolter, A(tnns.),lndnmpohs:ﬂackax
Publishing Co., 1987.

59 Whitehead, Religion in the Making, New York: Macmillan Co, 1960, pp. 95-96.
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senses outlined here ® I believe that the goals of humanity should not include the causal incitation to
creativity, nor should they include the destruction of creativity. Rather, human beings are themselves the
chief participants in the creativity of the cosmos. Human beings are themselves the ‘site’ of this
Creativity, functioning as the mean between God and the World, Everything and Nothing. But, the
excessive radical ‘instrumental’ scepticism seeking advantage in the circle of appropriation and self-
realization is constitutive of evil.$! As such, human creativity in all its finitude should be treated neither
with radical ‘instrumental’ scepticism, nor with pity, but rather with compassion, recognizing both its
immanence in the infinite as well as the immanence of the infinite in it.

The present chapter has had its purpose in pointing out that both Hegel’s and Whitehead’s
perspectives seem to agree that scepticism which implies the positing of nothingness may be legitimately
said to be the ‘mover’ of philosophical, scientific, and religious endeavour. 1 outlined some main
concems regarding radical ‘instrumental’ scepticism from both Hegelian and Whiteheadian points of
view. And, I showed how both Hegel and Whitehead attempt to provide a balanced perspective on the
nature and function of scepticism within their respective speculative philosophies.®? It is in this light that
this dissertation has made the appeal that the ‘sword’ of scepticism be wielded in a mature manner.**

60 This statement is not meant to initiate a debate regarding the status of Christ as the Son of God. Rather,
from my own ‘Buddhisto-Christian’ perspective, while this is an indisputably true statement, my point here is merely
to suggest the fundamental role and place of humanity in the cosmos. Whitehead himself states, “The besetting sin
of philosophers is that, being merely men, the endeavour to survey the universe from the standpoint of gods.” (ESP,
p- 93) On the other hand, for Whitehead, “God is in the world, or nowhere, creating continually in us and around
us. This creative principle is everywhere, in animate and so-called inanimate matter, in the ether, water, earth, human
hearts. But this creation is a continuing process, and ‘the process is itself the actuality,’ since no sooner do you
arrive than you start on a fresh journey. Insofar as man partakes of this creative process does he partake of the
divine, of God, and that participation is his immortality, reducing the question of whether his individuality survives
death of the body to the estate of an irrelevancy. His true destiny as cocreator in the universe is his dignity and his

grandeur.” (Whitehead in L. Price, Dialogues of Alfred North Whitehead, Boston: Little, Brown, and Co., 1953,
p-37)

61 However, Whitehead himself suggests that the experience of evil eventually dissolves into the past, where
ftis only vaguely recoliected. He writes that “the revolts of destructive evil, purely self-regarding, are dismissed into
their triviality of merely individual facts; and yet the good they did achieve in individual joy, in individual sorrow,
in the introduction of needed contrast, is yet saved by its relation to the completed whole.” (PR, p. 346)

62 In light of my study on the nature and function of scepticism, I have attempted to make s critical response
to the radical ‘instrumental’ scepticism predominant to our era, unless what the radical sceptic is precisely ‘sceptical’
of, includes the notions of ‘essence’ and “‘function’ themselves.

63 1 would like now to close this study of the nature and function of scepticism in speculative philosophy with
some further Hegelian reflections made by E. E. Hamis in the conclusion to his latest book, The Restitution of
Metaphvsics, New York: Humanity Books, 2000, p. 284. Here Harris brings out correctly that the fact that ‘evil’
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and ‘error’ are aspects of finitude which are progressively overcome of zhemselves by the dialectical development
of the Concept, and not by privileging one of its moments. Also, I believe his reflections both re-emphasize the
importance of wholeness and connectedness which has been fundamental to this thesis. Harris writes, “Eviland error
are incident and consequent upon finitude; they are due solely to privation. However unfortunate an event or
depraved a person’s conduct and character, the resulting constraint on progress towards perfection (which
constitutes evil) is due to limitation, whether of self-control or of insight and knowledge or of both. Suffering in
general is the consequence of finitude - aithough not all suffering is evil - for what is not finite is impassible, and so
cannot suffer. Whatever in the unfortunate event or in the delinquent person is positive is not evil. The energy,
emotion, or judgment involved is wrong and bad only so far as it is misplaced, distorted, or exaggerated due to lack
of knowledge or self-control (i.e., to defect and deprivation). On the other hand, strength in distress and courage
in the face of danger are virtues. Error, likewise, is a lack of knowledge or abridged content; the garbled or curtailed
information constituting error, in its proper context and full exposition, correct.

*“Error and evil, then, may be equated with finitude, which as the scale of forms unfolds, is progressively
overcome. But finitude is inevitable wherever differentiation occurs, and differentiation is indispensable to
wholeness. Hence the presence of evil and error in the world is unavoidable. Only in this regard are they attributable
t0 God, who could not create a world at all, the necessary differentiation of the concrete totality, without the mutual
limitation of the parts and phases. Nevertheless, although evil and error are necessary in a finite world, as Spinoza
asserts: “God did not lack means for the creation of every degree of perfection from the highest to the lowest™
(Ethics, 1 Appendix). And the exercise of God’s power is the perpetual overcoming of evil, for evil and error are
continuously sublated, remedied, and corrected as the dialectic proceeds, and in the Absolute, they are transcended
altogether and finally cancelled out. As St. Paul tells us: “When that which is perfect is come, then that which is in
part will be done away” (I Corinthians 13:10).
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APPENDICES:




Moment 1. A=A ‘A’ is Self-Relating; ‘A’ is Identical to itself.
Simple Self-Identity and Universality.
‘Preservation’ (preservare) of ‘A’.

Moment 2. A»-A ‘A’ is not its Negation; Negation of ‘A’ and Positing of its Opposite.
Distinction in virtue of ‘Self-Othering’ and Particularity.
‘Cancellation’ (1ollere) of ‘A’.

Moment 3. A=-- ‘A’ is not not ‘A’; Negation of the Negation of ‘A’.
Determinate Identity and Individuality.

‘Raising-Up’ (elevare) of ‘A’.

.. “A’” advances to a ‘higher’ level, but in its conceptual movement returns to the 1* moment . . .!

1 Thanks to Dr. McComick of the University of Ottawa and Dr. Burch of the University of Alberta for
bringing to light this ‘one-term asymmetrical” interpretation of the dialectical movement of Hegel’s logical Concept
and ‘principle of identity’ for me. This aspect of Hegel’s logical Concept stems directly from Fichte’s own die
Tazhandlung(Act,Acuon)oftherssdfmambesemﬁomthermeuschaﬁlehn See D. Breazeale
(trans. and ed.), Ficht: ndati , g psophy, Ithaca: Comell University Press, 1992. In fact,
theeonceptofm:jhebmnseommontobothl"’dmmdﬂegel.




Moment 1.
Moment 2.
Moment 3.
Moment 4.

Moment 5.

Moment 6.

Moment 7.

Moment 8.

A

A-B
B-A
A=B

-A=-B

(-A=-B)=(A=B)

(Alternatively),

--A=-B)=-(A=B)

IfA thenB

If B, then A

If A, then B and if B, then A

If not A, then not B and if not B, then not A
~ Neither A, nor B

Iff (If not A, then not B and if not B, then not A) then
If A then B, and if B then A

Iff neither A, nor B then if A then B and if B then A

Neither (Neither A, nor B), nor ([ff A then B)

--(-A=-B)=--(A = B) Neither (Neither (Neither A, nor B)), nor (nor (ff A then B))

. .. To Infinity and Return . . .

Moment -8.
Moment -7.

Moment -6.

Moment -5.

Moment 4.
Moment -3.
Moment -2.

Moment -1.

--(-B=-A)=--(B=A) Neither (Neither (Neither B, nor A)), nor (nor (ff B then A))

-(-B=-A)=-(B=4)

(-B=-A)=(B= A)

(Alternatively),

-B=-A

B=A
A-B

B-A

Neither (Neither B, nor A), nor ([ff B then A)

Iff (Iif not B, then not A and if not A, then not B) then
IfB then A, and if A then B

Iff neither B, nor A then if B then A and if A then B
If not B, then not A and if not A, then not B

~ Neither B, nor A

IfB, then A and if A, then B

IfA then B

IfB, then A
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Note:  An articulation of Whitehead’s Logic of Contrasts, similar to the latter, may be pointed to in The Aims of
Education, New York:- The Free Press, 1967, pp. 109-110, where he states:

“The first section (of the departments of logical theory) - namely, the arithmetic stage - deals with the
relations of definite propositions to each other, just as arithmetic deals with definite numbers. Considerany definite
proposition; call it ‘p.” We conceive that there is always another proposition which is the direct contradictory to
‘p’; call it “not-p.” When we have got two propositions, p and q, we can form derivative propositions from them,
and from their contradictories. We can say, ‘At least one of p or q is true, and perhaps both.” Let us call this
proposition ‘p or q.” [ may mention as an aside that one of the greatest living philosophers has stated that this use
of the word ‘or’ - namely, ‘p or q" in the sense that either or both may be true - makes him despair of exact
expression. We must brave his wrath, which is unintelligible to me.

We have thus got hold of four new propositions, namely, ‘p or q,” and ‘not-p or q,” and ‘p or not-q.” Call
these the set of disjunctive derivatives. There are, so far, in all eight propositions, p, not-p, q, not-q, and the four
disjunctive derivatives. Any pair of these eight propositions can be taken, and substituted for p and q in the
foregoing wreatment. Thus each pair yields eight propositions, some of which may have been obtained before. By
proceeding in this way we arrive at an unending set of propositions of growing complexity, ultimately derived from
the two original propositions p or q. Of course, only a few are important. Similarly we can start from three
propositions, p, q, r, or from four propositions p, g, 1, s, and 30 on. Any one of the propositions of these aggregates
may be true or false. It has no other alternative. Whichever it is, true or false, call it the ‘truth-value’ of the
propositions.

The first section of logical inquiry is to settle what we know of the truth-values of these propositions, when
we know the truth values of some of them. The inquiry, so far as it is worth while carrying it, is not very abstruse,
and the best way of expressing its results is a detail which I will not now consider. This inquiry forms the arithmetic
stage.”



Here, I ‘resolve the tension’ between the ‘one-term asymmetrical’ interpretation in Appendix #1

and the ‘two-term symmetrical’ interpretation in Appendix #2. In order to come to the standpoint of
‘Asymmetry in Symmetry’, I note three points:

L)

2)

In Appendix #1, the dialectical movement is described as ‘A’, - A’, ‘- - A’. Here, ‘A’ is only
‘A’ in virtue of the negation of ‘- A’, leading to ‘- - A’. It is to be noted that the second
‘moment’, i.e., the ‘sceptical moment’ or, alternatively the ‘first negation’: ‘- A’ only represents
one third of the whole movement.

In Appendix #2, ‘- A’ is represented by ‘B’ and ‘- B’ is represented as ‘A’. Thus, either ‘A’ or
‘B’ exclusively are equivalent to ‘one half® of the infinitely symmetrical unity of ‘A’ and ‘B’,
which we may symbolize as:

A=B

In this ‘half-term’ interpretation, the symmetry of Appendix #2 may be broken up into its two
asymmetrical components, i.e., ‘A’ and ‘B’.

A=A+-A+--A B=B+-B+--B
A=2A+(-A) B=2B +(-B)
~A=A ~B=B

Therefore, each asymmetrical component: ‘A’ or ‘B’ represents the ‘leaf-side’ of the other.
within the ‘infinite symmetrical’ interpretation. Hence, here, I advance the notion of “asymmetry
in symmetry’ with respect to the dialectical movement of Hegel’s Logical Concept and with
regards to Whitehead’s Logic of Contrasts.?

2

WhatI have tried to point out here regarding asymmetry in symmetry is what Whitehead suggests regarding

exclusion and inclusion, as he states, “this fact, that every event is known as possessing the quality of exclusion,
shows that exclusion is as positive a relation as inclusion. There are of course no merely negative relations in nature,
and exclusion is not the mere negative of inclusion, though the two relations are contraries. Both relations are
concemed solely with events, and exclusion is capable of logical definition in terms of inclusion.” (The Cogcept of
Nature, Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, pp. 186-187)
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