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It is the aim of the present thesis to present a commentary-on
A. N. Whitehead's theory of propositions with special reference both
to his critical attitude toward the philosophic use of Yordinary lan-
guage', and to his repudiation of the notion of substance (in so far
as that notion is referent to something which "requires nothing else
in order to exist"). Because of the organic nature of Whitehead's
writings, it is not claimed that this treatment of propositions is in
any way exhaustive of the topic. Indeed, in view of the interconnec-
tedness of every aspect of Whitehead's writings, the present topic
would of necessity eventually come to the surface in a serious discus-
sion of nearly any aspect of his thought. It is hoped, rather, that
the present writing will shed light on some important aspects of process
philosophy and in particular to show how intimately Whitehead's philo-
sophic view of languaze, and his repudiation of the substance ontology
are tied to his theory of propositions. Some details and implications
of these ties will be developed.

It will soon be recognized that the theory of propositions aris-
es from the problem of the relationship holding between form (which is
universal and abstract) and actuality (which is particular and concrete).
This is Plato's problem of lMethexis which, of course; he attempts to
solve by means of his Theory of Forms. It is this problem, with 211 its
historical reformulations, that constitutes the backdrop for ¥hitehead's

discussion of propositions.



The problem may be stated as follows: (1) There are actual
events in the world which we experience in their full particularity
and concreteness. (ii) Before (logically) these evénts becone actual
they must first be possiblel. (PR 72, 367) The oft-cited "Euclidean
Square Circle" would be an example, and of course by no means the only
example, of such as would not be included in a class of things which are
possible, And for this very reason one would never expect to experience
one in any way. (iii) The claés, or configuration, of possibles (Forms
of Definiteness, Eternal Objects, etc.) is somehow related to its cor-
relative actualized set of events -- at least so far as gsome of the ele-
ment$ of a set of possibles are not merely possible. What is this rela-
tion? What is its ontological status in the world?

For Whitehead this many~faceted problem has never been satisfac-
torily solved and he sees its solution to be of central concern for the
philosopher. Although the theory of propositions should not be thought
of as Whitehead's entiré‘atteﬁpt at the solution of this problem, it re-
mains as one of the most fully articﬁlated and possibly the most_philo~
sophically important aspects of that solution.

Before a full discussion of the topic can be begun it will be
requisite to devote considerable space to an introducfory chapter in
order to ciéfify many of Whitehead’s-presupﬁositions,lmethods, arnd ajims

as well as to outline in brief some of his categoreal scheme in so far

1Whitehead distinguishes the use of ‘'possible’ from the use of-
*real possibility? which latter he usually refers to as °'potentiality?.
'Possible’ is then to be understood here in an unrestrictive sense. (PR 336-7)
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as we will require the use of his terminology as we proceed.

This thesis is written under the intentionally imposed limitatlon
of working almost entirely from Whitehead's later philosophical writings
because of the ever present possibility of “constructing® views which,
on close examination,'may prove alien to his intentions. Though it is
perhaps less to be fearéd in the present writing, this possibility is
guite evident in other cases. For instance, one could construct a theory
in an allegedly Russellian context which might incorporate.diverse and
non-coincident doctrines from different phases of Russell's philosophical
develppment which, though well-documented, would falsify the avthorts

intentions.
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THE PHILOSOPHICAL BASIS OF WHITEHEAD'S THEORY OF PROPOSITIONS

Section 1. General Aporoach

Perhaps the ideal introduction to a discussion of Whitehead's
" thought would be impossible to write. Indeed, Whitehead himself has

expressed wmuch concern and dissatisfaction with his own attempts in

Process and Reality. The ordering or development of the material; be-
cause of the nature of his philoéophy, seens not to be linear; Because
of the interrelatedness2 of all the key concepts employed.it is easy to
feel that some kind of bold and unwafranted postulatiénal method has
found its way into Whitehead®s, thought. Such sppears to be the case if
one attempts to make a firs£ step into his philosophy in the traditional
way in which one usuélly starts with the "undeniable" and "self-evident®
deliverancés of experience. This is the general starting point in the
tradition from which Whitehead claims to have derived the large part of
his immediate iﬁpetus - pmainly that period frdm Descartes fﬁ Hﬁ@e. In
reading Whitehead®s mature metaphysical works (and this is most evident

in Process and Reality) one may have the feeling that although Whitehead

seems obvicusly to have a definite zo2l in mind, his exposition leads
one around and about the main ideas. One feels that he is participating

in an Indian attack on a wagon train instead of proceeding in a line-

ZWhitehead calls this interrelatedness of fundamental concepts
their fcoherence' and he uses the term to indicate that *...the funda-
mental ideas, in terms of which the scheme is developed, presuppose each
other so that in isolation they are meaningless.”(PR 5)
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formation in the British tradition. (Perhaps this approach is intended.)
Whitehead seems to have been well aware of his divergence from the cus-
tonary procedure as ié testified by'his remark that, "The verification
of a rationalistic scheune is to'be Sought in its general success, and
not in the particular cerfainty, or initiél clarity of its first princi-
ples.” ... "Metaphysical categories are not dogmatic statements of the
obvious; they are tentati?e formulatlions of the ultimate generalities.”
(PR 12) With this in mind we proceed to some more special aspects of

Whitehead®s thought.

Section 2. Philosophy

Whitehead's notion of what philosophy is at once assumes a high
degree of importance for us and for our expectations as to what can be
done in a philoscphical approach to the topic presently at hand. The
presuppositions of a thinker, whether of not they are consciously re-
viewed, certainl§ have a telling effect on the product of his thought.
We must admit with Whitehead fhat A great deal of confused philosophical
thought has its origin in obliviousness to-the fact that the relevance
of evidence 1is dictated by theory. For you cannot prove {or disprove)
a theory by svidence which that theory dismisses as irrelevant.”(AI 284)
In our present task we are fortunate in that we do not have to look far
to find how Whitehead views philosophy. His view of philosophy can be
described as modegt yet hopeful; modest in the sense that there is a keen
awareness and recognition of the limitatiéns imposéd by our being the
kind of creature we ére and by our dependence upon language which coun-
pounds the initial limitations of thought. Language, an important means

of communication, presupposes thought and adds its own kinks to the fabric



of thought. %...In the use of language there is a double symbolic refer-
ence: ~ from things to words on the part of the speaker, and from words
back to things on the part of the 1istener.”($ 12) The point insisted

on is that language is by no means a wholly. transparent medium through
which thoﬁghts are conveyed. abur understanding outruns the ordinafy U.S~
ages of words.” (MT 68) - However, in spite of Whitehead's avowed modesty,
his belief iﬁ the need for an adventuresome attitude is never disavowed.
'"Speculative boldness muSt be balanced by complete humility before logic,
and Eefore fact. It is a disease of philosophy when it is neither bold
nor humble, but merely the refleqtion of the temperamental presuppositions
of exceptional personalities.®(PR 25)

Although Whitehead spent much of his life as a mathematician and
physicist he sees philosophy as a very different kind of activity. He is
profoundly aware of the important role logico-mathematical thinking can
(and should) play, yet he sees the two disciplines as essentially different;
Unlike other great philosopher-mathematicians of the past, Whitehead is
not led to the view that philosophy must pattern itéelf after mathematics.,
nThe primary method of mathematics is deduction; the primary method of
philosophy is descriptive generalization."tPR 15-16) |

Wnitehead sees spéculative philosopﬁy as, “,..the endeavour %o
frame a coherent, logical, necessary system of general ideas in terms of
which every element of our experience can be interpreted."(PR 4) But in
spite of its ﬁsing the methods of desériptive and imaginative generalization,
philosophy is noﬁ.confined to this methodology.

...philosophy is (also) the critic of abstractions. Its function is

. the double one, first of harmonising them by assigning to them their
right relative status as abstractions, and secondly of completing



them by direct comparison with more concrete intuition53
and thereby promoting the formation of mere complete schemes of thought.
o ew

Philosophy is not one among the sciences with its own 1little scheme
of abstractions which it works away at perfecting and improving. It is
the survey of the sciences, with the special objects of their harmony,
and of their completion. It brings to this task, not only the evidence
of the separate sclences, but also its own appeal to concrele experience.
It confronts the sciences with concrete fact.(SMW 126-7)

<.+ (It) is the welding of imagination and common sense into a re-
skraint upon specialists, and also into an enlargement of their imagi--
nations. (PR 26)

-Purther,

The explanatory purpose of philosophy is often misunderstood. Its
business is to explain the emergence of the more abstract things from
the more concrete things. It is a complete mistake to ask how concrete
particular fact can be built up ont of universals. The answer is, *In
no way.' The true philosophic question is, How can concrete fact ex-
hibit entities abstract from itself and yet participated in by its owm
nature? (PR 30)

fhitehead's philosophy has both rational and empirical aspects.

It is rational in its aim at being fcoherent’ and Mogical?; it is empirical

£

in its aim at being fapplicable'and ‘adequate'.(PR 5) Whitehead is attempt-
ing to get beyoné a purely phenomenalistic description of experience to a
realisticiaécoﬁnt of fhe objeéfs of immediate experience by meaﬁs of iman__'
ginative generalizations toward objects of mediate experience which nmust

be presupposed By such a realistic interpretation. Furthermore, he clalus
that those sensztions which we have that are severally ®clear™ and "distinct"
are.by:no means the primitive elements of expefience. They a#e, rather,
elements in complex and relatively high levels of awareness where highly

developéd and specialized organs of perception are involved.(AI 289) The

really primitive experiences are not readily available for observation.

' 3There is a good discussion of Whitehead's use of the term 'intuition’
in A. H. Johnson's Whitehead's Theory of Reality (pp. 9-11).

of the universe, -



They underlie and are presupposed by consciousness (much the same as are

Leibniz's petites perceptions). It is interesting also to note Whitehead's

view toward the interpretation of data. "It is the accepted doctrine in
physical science that a living body is to be interpreted according to
what is known of other sectionsrof the physical universe. This is a sound
axiom; but it is double edged. For it carries with it the converss deduc-
-tion that other sections of the universe are to be interpreted in accord-
'anqe with what e know of the human body."” (PR 181-2)

A critical question now seems to be, how does Whitehead propose

to do philosophy as he sees it?

Section 3. Method

It is evident that Whitehead’s concept of what philosophy is has
‘a:considerable effect on his nethod of doing ?hilosophy. His vivid aware-
'Pﬁéés of the importance of theory (as mentioned above) leads him to say
that, ¥Philosophic discussion in the absénce of theory has no criterion
of the validity of evidence."(AI 284) Whifehead's aim is to ground his

philosophiéal claims in the totality of our ekperience& and to develop a

Q“In order to discover some of the major categories under which
we can classify the infinilely various components of experience, we.
must appeal to evidence relating to every variety of occasion. No-
thing can be ouwitted, experience drunk and experience sober, exper-
ience sleeping and experience waking, experience drowsy and experience
wide-aweke, experience self-conscious and experience self-forgetful,
experience intellectual and experience physical, experience religious
and experience sceptical, experience anxious and experience care-free,
experience anticipatory and experience retrospective, experience hap-
py and experience grieving, experience dominated by emotion and ex-
perience under self-restraint, experience in the light and experience
in the dark, experience normal and experience abnormal.”(AI 291)



itheoretic scheme in terms of which every Qlement of that experience can
be interpreted.(PR &) It is important to note what this iﬁplies. White-
head is consciously avolding the erfor of depending on either a “purely
empirical? basis for his scheme‘or on a Y“purely rational® one. 'éecause"
he beliéves that our experience of the world is intelligibly relational
in character he insists on the inclusion of both empirical and rational
factors in the framing of hls method. Indeed, he reports that Dewey asked
him ".,.to decide between the geneticafuﬁctional interpretation of first
principles and the mathematical-formal interpretation.® It is evident
how the illicit empirical-rational dichotomy would immediately blas the
igsue the moment Whitehead‘should.opt for either one over the'other.
Whitehead's attitude is reflected in his answer to DeWéy that: *Qur pre-
sent problem is the fusion of the two interpretations. The historic pro-
cess of the world, which requires the genaticmfunctiohal interﬁretation,
also requires for its uﬁderstanéing some insight into those ulitimate prin-
ciples of existence which express the necessary connections withinjtﬁe“flux.“
(SP 132)

Whitehead recognizes that a person doésn't simply have experiences
devoid of subjective colorings -- that one's experiences are partly depen-
dent on previous experiences and so on. This 'subjective form' (as White-
head calls it) is partly derivative from previous feelings which.are in-
herited. Along with this inherifance comes the form the feelings assumed
in the constitution of the previous'pasf self. All this is experience of
concrete entities as opposed to the tore abstract elements of éxperience,

The frame of ideas in terms of which or through which one comes

to grips with experience is of this more abstract nature. It employs



general and universal notions some of which are derived rather directly
from experience by descriptive generalization. Others are»arrived at by

a more circuitous method of imaginative generalization. (It is to be noﬁed,
and it will be brought out more’clearly later, that even this latter has
its roots in concrete experiencé.)

Admittedly there are aifficulties to be faced in the framing of
these general ideas. It is supposed by Whitehead that in order to frame
such 2 scheme in the first place, one would have to have an idéa of what
such a schenme would be like and what it could do. As stated above, White-
head sees the ideal as a coherent, logical, necessary interpretation of
every element of our experience tﬁat is at once applicable and adequate.
(PR 4) The guestion now arises: what would such a scheme include as basic

presuppositions? What ..."generic notions (are) inevitably presupposed
in our reflective consciousness - presupposed, but rarely expréssed in
explicit distinction?” (PR 27)

Whitehead®s answer to this question is his "categoreal scheme’.

It is not the aim of the present thesis to discuss Whitehead's philoso-
phy in full, so this treabtment of his categqreél notions will be some~
what incomplete and rather tailored.ﬁo‘suit the topic of propositions

5

and certain related areas. The next section deals with the material

we will need to consider for our special purposes.
It may occur to the reader that an attempt at a formlation of

this categoreal scheme does not suggest an altogether clear or obvious

%5Admiutedly, the limiting of the discussion of categories to
what seems to be of special concern in this thesis is somewhat of a
risk, but it is hoped that the discussion will not suffer unduly be-
cause of it. '

g



line of development., At least it is not clear as to what will be needed.

Suffice it to say, that Process and Reality ° endeavours  "to compress

material derived from years of meditation.®(PR x) And so far as his ul-

timate principles are concerned, "The sole appeal is to intuition.w(PR 32)

Section &, Catezoreal Nctions

The following discussion is intended to lay some of the needed

,fouﬁdation fof the later development of the theory of propositions. The
relations between the notlons to be explained are not'immediately apparent
and are only cursorily noted.',It is.hoped that thelr relationships to one
another will be more clearly brought out as we proceed. Even the mean-
ings of the individual notions cannot be as fully afficulated as one will

find them in Process and Reality, because by their relational and mutually

requisite natures, the meanings only become fully apparent as they are used
(and the more .they are used the better). It is unfortunate that this is
the case but no immediate solution to the problem seems apparent.

"Actual entities ...are the final real things of which the world

is made up. There is no going behind actual entities to find anything
more real.,"(PR 27-8) We are told that if an entity is actual then that
entity has significance for itself - selfi-enjoyment. This involves 'feél-
ing' and subjective immediacy. ZEvery actual entity has both a subjective

and a superjective nature,. The first refers to its belng an experient

subject; the latter refers to its being a potential object for an experient
subject. The actual entity, in becoming, while at the same time 'enjoying®
its own subjective immediacy, provides itself as a datum for future becom-

ings. This is its superjective function. "...it belongs to the nature



of a 'being' that it is a potential for every 'becoming'. This is the

tprinciple of relativity'."(PR 33) Every actual entity is bipolar in that
it has a physical pole and a conceptﬁal pole, Tha conceptual péle arises
from the physical pole and in so arising constitutes conceptual Véluaﬁidny
valuation up or valuation down; The function of the poles is called ‘pre-

L 0. .

hension’. And it does not in either case necessarily involve consciousness.
Consciousness is rather a product of higher level integrations of physical
and conceptual feelings.

Prehensions are "concrete facts of relatedness™ and can be dis-
criminated according to whether they are negative or positive (iﬁ the
latter case they are termed 'feelings')é, and according to whether they:
are physical or conceptual.(PR 35) A phyéical prehension is defined as
the prehension of‘another actual entity and‘a conceptual prehension is

defined as the prehension of an eternal object.

Etefn;l objects ‘are alternatively célled ;Féggs of Definiteness?,
*Pure Potehtials Tor tﬁe Specific Determination of Faét', or 'the carriers
of potentiality into realization’. Each has an individual and a relation-
al esgence -~ the latter describes how the parficular eternal object stands
in reiation;to ail other eternal objects. Because of this relational as-
pect of eternal objects, "...1t is presupposed that no entity can be con-
ceived in complete abstraction from the system of the universe, and that
it is'the busipess of. the speculative philosopher to exhibit this trﬁth."
(PR 5) Eternal objects are Whitehsad's}attempt to circumyent sonie of the

difficulties associated with the traditional terminology such aéwPlato's

6

See (PR 268) for Whitehead's reason for attributing 'feelings'
to the whole of the actual world.
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“Forms® and the medieval #Universals®™. Though the name refers to the.same
kind of entity, its systematic meaning, as Whitehead develo?s it, is some-
what different from the traditional meanings. Eternai objects are real
but non-actual, i.e., non-concrete. Wnen an eternal object 1s respénsible
for a particunlar form of definiteness in a particular becouing actual‘sn_
tity, it is said to have ingressed. If the eternal object is derived

from the determinate nature of a previous actual entity via physical pre-
5ensions (physical feeling), then that past actual entity'is objectified
for the later one which feels it. It is termed a datum or an object, but
in either case, the process of objectification has taken place. This
notion of objectification sintroduces a distinctién between two species

of eternal objects; they may be of either an objective or of a subjecti&e
species according to whether they function as determinative of the defin-
iteness of an objectified nexus,which is tﬁé datum of a feeling,or of

the subjective foym of the feeling itself, It is a distinction between
publicity and privacy.(PR 445)

* Concrescence’ and 'ecreativity® are related notions which presuppose

the notion of “ogethernesd which in turn, "presupposes the notions 'crea-

tivity’? ‘many?, ‘one®, 'identity', and 'diversity!. ...'Together?! is a
generic term covering the varidus special ways in which various sorts of
entities are "together! in an actual occasion.‘... The 'productioﬁ of
novel togetherness! is the ultimate noltion embodied in the term ‘con-
crescence’ ,"(PR 32) . A A ;

"1C0reativity’ is the universal of universals characterizing ulti=-

7

This is not logical circularity but rather mutual dependence.
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mate matter of fact. It is the vltimate ?rinciple by which the many, which
are the universe disjunctively, become the one actual occasibn, wnlch is
the universe conjunctively. It lies in the nature of things that the many
enter into complex unity."(PR 31) The lmport of this is that in éach be-
coming actual entity tﬁe superjeétive universe, as objectified, i.e., as

datum, from this varticular perspective is partially constitutive of (makes

a difference to, is internally related to) this particular becoming entity.
This conétituting process, reguiring the objectified universe, does not
however, fully constitute the actual entity in question. It adds its oun,
valuation - valuation up or valuation down. There may also be reversion
or transmutation (both fo be discussed later). And in the extreme case
of aversibn (valuation down) there may be complete elimination from feél-
ing, i.e., negative prehension. In short, the actual entity reacts. It
has its inception in the coming together of feelings projected from tﬁe.
superjective natures of 'perished! actual entities of the past; but this
is not the whole story. In the later stages of the concrescenée the actual
entity 'completes® itself by itself. It isn't merely a collection but,
rather, a novel entity with a new individuality embodying a'new'satiséacti@n'.
"The many become one and are increased by one.”(PR 32) And.u.ghgﬂ an actual
entity becomes constitutes what that actual entity is. ... Its'beingd is
constituted by its 'becoming?. This is the ’prihciple of process';“(PR 34-5)
In a1l discussion concerning Whitehead's -categoreal notions it is
essential ta bear in mind bis constant awareness of the possibility of
mistaking the abstféct for the con&rete. (he calls it the 'Fallacy of
Misplaced Concreteness'.) It is largely in reactibn to the historical

tendency of philosophers to fall into this fallacy that he has written
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Process ana Reality. Wnitehead has oftén been accused of reverting to
ontologising in the face of epistemological difficulties. This is a very
important accusation for his pbilosbphy must bg understood in clear view
of his 'ontological principle”and the fallacies which he claims to follow
its neglect. The principle states that "...actual entities are the oﬁly
reasons; so that to search for a reason is to search for one or more actual
entities,"(PR 37) or alternatively, "...that every decision is referable
to one or more actval entities, because in separation from actual entities
‘there is nothing, merely non-entity - *The rest is silence’.”(PR 68)
ﬁowever, *The scope of.the ontological principle is not exhausted by the
corollary that 'decision’ must be referable to an actual entity. ﬁvery-
thing must be somewhere; and here 'somewhere' means 'some actual entity®.w
(PR 73) |
Perception8 is analysed into two types which, though not absolute-

ly distinguishable from. one another, illustrate relagtively important di-

vergences, These are called perception in the mode of causal efficacy-

and perception in the mode of presentational immediacy.. Though a fullk
and ade@uate discussion would occupy much space and cannot be elaborated

here, let the following serve as points of contrast between the twe wmodes:

Causal efficacy is most immediately referent to physical prehension and
only in this wmode is the discrimination of 'before® and 'after’ explicable.
Spatiality, however, is only dimly perceived in this mode. Of the two

modes causal efficacy is the more primifive. Presentational immediacy

8Strictly speaking, the developed account of perception goes be-
yond the description of categoreal notions per se. Categories are uni-
versal and pertain to entities on all levels.
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Section 5. ‘Language

Finally, before proceeding,fo the main sﬁbject'of,the thesis, it
is important to meﬁtion Whitehead's philosophy of language. It may be the
case that how a philosopher views language largely determines how he frames
his philosophy, or coﬁversely tﬁat his philosophical thinking to a 1arge
extent affects his view-of language. Perhaps nelther possibility should
be forgotten. In Whitehead's instance this seems'particularly to be the
‘case. His associations with Russell, who admittedly was strongly influenced
by G.. 5. Moore, probably had some influence on his philosophic thinking
and certainly his formal matbemafical‘and logical studies have had a great
influence in his systeﬁatic development. His constant rgferences to the

ecessity of recognizing the place of logic attest to this fact. *Specu-
lative bbldness must be balanced by complete humility before logic, and
before fact."(PR 25) | ’

The relationship betwegn philosophy and language, as Whitehead
sees them, is one of the unavoidable difficulties we must face. Since
philosophy is so concerned with the explanation of experiencé and sincé
"Language is one of the great storehouses of human experience?, philoso-
phers must of necessity have recourse to language in order to profit from
the past to any appreciable degree beyond mere memory.(PR 7) But, at the
same time, we are warned by Whitehead that, "It‘is misleading ta study
the history of ideas without constant remembrance of the struggle of
novel thought with the obtuseness of language."(4I 153) The point being
insisted upon by Whitehead is that our experiences are far richer in con-
tent than is our capacity for expressing that content in languége. Hore

specifically, Whitehead claims that everv proposition has a richness of
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detail that cannot be rendered by 1ingﬁistic expression., JIn discussing

the ontological status of propoéitidns, this thesis attempts to elaborate
more fully the implication here made that there is a fundamental\distinc-
tion between propositions and verbal expressions gi rop051tlons. Hence,
though language is refefent to experience, and in so being adds'to exper-
ience, it is not coextensivé with that experience to which it is an‘acfﬁal
reference. And the reason is not confined to the trivial one that language

-cannot be self-referent. In a statement which is admittedly not self-jus-

tifying, but which is strongly buttressed by the whole of Process and Reality,

Whitehead makes this point clear.

It is merely credulous to accept verbal phrases as adequate
statements of propositions. The distinction between verbal phrases
and complete propositions is one of the reasons why the logicians’®
rigid aliernative ‘true or false' is so largely irrelevant for tne
Dursult of knowledge. (PR 17)

“Langua ;e almost exclusively refers to (perceptlon in the mode of)

presentational immediacy as interpreted by symbolic reference.”{PR 263)
Those aspects of our full experience which include perception in the mode

of causal efficacy are conspicuously absent from-linguistic expression.
This not uO say that we never so refer but that, as a matter of fact, we
seldom do...This tendency is even more pronounced in certain philosophical
circles which have been strongly influenced by Hume's atomléulc doctrine
of external relatedness. There seems altaJs to be the fear that one will
assert some "philosophically unjustifiable” doctrine or relatedness.
Another aépect of language which rust be taken into consideration
is what Whitehead calls its 'ellipticity'. Language cannot be understood
apart from the fact tﬁat its meaning always depends, in part, upon the

particular circumstances of its use. Whitehead cites an example: "...the

word 'Caesar' may mean a puppy dog, or a negro slave, or the first Roman
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Emperor.” (PR 297)

One of the main problems of philosophy, Whitehead tells us, is the
tacit acceptance of common z0des of S§eech. (The appeal to ordinary lan-
guage) Incidentally, the most common criticism lévelléd at Whiteﬁeaa'is'
COhcern for his Yuncommon diveréence" frqm accepted linguistic usage.:
Whitehead is well aware-of the dif;icult& and he even criticises the iﬁ—“
eptness of his owm attempis to meet it; but, at the same time, he refuses
Afo deny %he nécessity of trying. He discusses the prgblem briefly in

M¥odes of Thought.

There is an insistent presupposition contwnuglly steﬂlllvlnw
philosophic thought., It is the belief, the very natural belief,
that markind has consciously entertained all the fundamental ideas
which are applicable to its experience. Turther it is held that
human language, in single words or in phfaseo, ey071c1tlv expresses
these ideas. I will term this DPG“HPDOSlthn, The Fallacy of the
Perfect Dictionary.

. R caer -

The Fallacy of the Perfect Dictionary divides pnllogophnrﬂ into
two schools, namely, the "Critical School! which repudiates specula-
tive philosophy, and the Bpeculative School' which 1n07udes it. The
critical school confines itself to verbal analysis within the limits
of the dictionary. The speculative school appeals to direct insight,
and endeavours to indicate its meanings by further zopeal to situations
which promote such insights. It then enlarges the dictionary. The
divergence between the scnools is the gquarrel between safety and ad-
venture, (235-6) '

Whitehead's whole notion of the philoéophic venture precludes the
enjoynent of this kind of’%afety"f "The very pﬁrpose'of philosophy is to
delve belosr the apparent clarity of common spéech. In this comnection it
is only neces sary to refer to Socrates. CAi 285). .‘4 . - ,#

We have sketched a small picture of wﬁat Whitehead thinks of lan-
guage in its relation to speculétiﬁe philosopby; Tt remains to see what
Whitehead, as a philosopher, proposes from the standpoint'from which he

views the problem. It certainly seens as though souething must be done

-
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if philosophy is to have any chance of escaping the preconceptions tra-~
ditionally associated with commuon usages. "Common usage" here refers
equally to common philosophical terminology (even though it may in ite
self be of a technical nature) as well as to the more ordinary non-tech~
nical modes of speech.

- Whitehead's philosophy ”redesigné language in the same way that,
in a physicallscience, pre~existing appliances are reaesigned. It is ex~
“aectly at this point that the appeal to the facts is aldiff'cﬁlt operation.
-This appeai iéhﬁot solely to the expressionb5f”fhe fécts in current verbal
statementé. 'Thé adequacy of such senténces‘is fhe main question at issue.”

(PR 16)

o In résponée to the now obvious nee& to alter existing modes of
expression in order.to perform tasks generated'by the special requirements
of hié pﬁilqsOphic thought, Whitehead proposes and executes at least two
distinci typéé of change: (i) the coining of néw words, and (ii) the ex-
tenéion of the meanings of ‘current wdrds to a level of geherality COnson=
ant I-Jithit’neir' capacity for variable appliéa‘tioh. |

. 'An example of the formef would be his notion of ;cohcrescence’.
His practice of coining new woras for new and/or technical concepts has

a long history and seems not to need much explicit jﬁstification; but the
lattéf:of the above-mentioned practices is often vigwed with disdain since
it oftéh imposes strange connotations (and thereby meanings) on pre-exis-
ting uses of terms. s
Whitehead's position on this métﬁer parallels his choice of ad-
venture in the place of security; of being a speculative thinker rathér

than a "eritical?® philosopher. His views are presented quite clearly in

the following: -
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In framing a philosophic scheme, esach metaphysical notion should
be given the widest extension of which it seems capable. It is only
in this way that the true adjustment of ideas can be explored. More
important even than Occham's doctrine of parsimony -~ if it be not
another aspect of the same - is this doctrine that the scope of a
metaphysical principle should not be limited otherwise than by the
necessity of its meaning.(AI 304-5) :

And,

There is no Justification for checking generalization at any par-
ticular stage. Each phase of generalization exhibits its own panticu-
lar simplicities which stanc out at just that stage, and at no other
stage. There are simplicities connected with the motion of a bar of
steel which are obscured if we refuse to absiract from the individual
molecules; and there are ceritain simplicities concerming the behaviour
of men which are obscured if we refuse to abstract from the individual
peculiarities of particular specimens. In the same way, there are cer-
tain truths, about the actual things in the common world of activity,
which will be obscured when attention is confined to some particular
detailed wode of considering them. These general truths, involved in
the meaning of every particular notion respecting the actions of things,
are the subject matter for speculative philosophy.(PR 25)

Perhaps Whitehead's use of the words 'feeling’ or 'conceptual' are
geod examples of such extensions of meaning. In both cases the terms are
taken to apply to every element of reality. Every element of réality ' is
a "drop of experience” and as such it has 'feelings'. From every physical
feeling there arises a conceptuel feeling. Now, immediately with this in-
troduction of a special usage of a term there is at the same time the dan-
ger of a strong inertial tendency to interpret the term in the previous
more familiar way and/or to evaluate its usage according to criteria es-
sentially associated with it in the previous framework of thought. Possi-

bly the previous schema retains its original use or validity only under

a new gqualification; that qualification including, among other things,

that the previous usage does not exhaust the valid extension of the mean-
ing of the term.

Again, Whitehead's uncommon awareness of the problem can hardly
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- be matched.

The technical language of philosophy represents atteupts of var-
ious schools of thought to obtain explicit expression of general ideas
presupposed by the facts of experience. It follows that any novelty
in metaphysical doctrines exhibits some measure of disagreement with
statements of the facts to be found in current philosophical litera-
ture. The extent of disagreement measures the extent of metaphysical
divergence, It 1s, therefore, no valid criticism on one metaphysical
school to point out that its doctrines do not follow from the verbal
expression of the facts accepted by another school. The whole con-
tention is that the doctrines in question supply a closer approach
to fully expressed propositions.(PR 18)

$

o
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THE THEORY OF PROPOSITIONS

Section 1. Thelir Ontolozical Status

In the discussion following, the major concern is with ontology.
It is the aim of this section to take seriousiy Whitehead's statement
that, "...all difficulties as to first principles are camouflaged meta-
ﬁhysical difficulties. Thus also (epistemological difficulties are) only
solvable by an appeal to ontology. (PR 288) It is presupposed that there
are difficulties associated with the lopic of propositions>that are of
an epistemic nature. Thus the following discussion of propositions will
traée the genetic develépment along successive phaées of integration of
the vérious éspects of any particular proposition. The singular propo-
sition is taken o be the fundamental type from which arise all other
more:complex types. Throughoqt tﬁe'discussion it is'intended that wﬁifen
head®s ’ontologiéal principle? be the ériterion by-which évery additional
eleﬁent‘or phasenis Justified. The ontologicgl érincipleﬂétates that:

Everything must be somewhere and that 'somewhere' is always referent to

an actual entity. Actual entities are the only actual places in the uni~;:

verse. Moreover, 'everything?’ Would inciude 'Forms? or "Eternal Objects’
'meaningé{, and-’propositions’.

Tt must first be noted that, for Whitehead, 'propositions’, in
thé céfrect dnderstanding of the tem, aré alwajs"hybrid’ entitiss. 3y
'hybfid’ it is meant that they'are optologically hybrid.. They are got

20 -
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fully concrete nor are they fully abstract; they are both concrete and
abstrac:"c.9 They are constituted by both physical feelings (feelings of
other actual entities), and conceptual feelings (feelings of eternal ob-
jects) in contrast. It is a unity under contrasti The unity derives from
the subjective unity of the prehending actuwal entity. The contrast ob-
tains from the difference between the physical and concepﬁuai aspects.

As just mentioned, "According to the ontological principle, every
proposition must be somewhere. The 'locus? of a proposition cousists of
those actual occasions whose actual worlds include thé logical subjects
of the proposition.”(PR 283) The *actual world' of a becoming actual en-
tity is the nexus of aétual entities in the universe éorrelate to‘gggi
actual entity. The relations<between_it and members of its actual world
are internal to it and extermal to all actual entities in its actual world,
(Relations will be the subject for later discussion.) For example, “"The
ground is covered with snoﬁ”;.is a statement of a proposition referent to
a logical subject (the ground) in my actual world (I feel it)., On the
other hand however, "My son has measles™, is not even a proposition in the
correct use of the word. It is rather, a statement referent to a pure
possibility which happens not tobobtain in fact. Becéuse Dreéently I have
no son, there is no such logical subject in my actual world. One of the
requirements for propositions has not been met., It is important also tow
note that the logical subjects must alﬁazs be either actual entities or

nexlis of actual entities, It is for this reason that Whitehead says that

O s : . o 1
This use of 'abstract' is not to be construed as g predicate of
conceptual feelings, but rather, it refers to the data for conceptua
feelings - eternal objects. _ :
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SUCCESSIVE PHASES OF DEVELOPMENT OF A PROPOSITIONAL FEELING
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proposit?ons are glways either true or false. There is nof the third pos-
sibility of the " truth-value one often fipds in three-valued logics.
Indeed, "t¥ cannot qualify a 'proposition’ in Whitehead's use of the term;
it rather refers to the statement of a-'pure possibility!., Given the logi-
cal subject as gctual, the predicate (predicative pattern) either fits or.
it doesn®t. Judgment may be suspended, but the proposition is either true
or false,

Propositions have their origination in physical feeling (feeling

3

of another actual entity or nexus of actual entities). This phase of feel-

ing in a proposition is of a concrete entity. The actual entity, or nexus

of actual entities, physically felt as objectified in the datum is the
logical subject of the proposition. This primary feeling of the logical
Subjéct is called the *indicative feeling' (et iﬁ the diagram). This indic-
ative feeling gives rise to another physical feeling akin to it Whichi
Whitehead calls the 'physical recognition® or 'physical recollection?
(R in the diagram). Hére certain eternal objécts determinative of the
definiteness of the datum are'singled out. The indicative feeling is a
bare "it" lacking individual character of its own, but the physical reéog-
nition assumes an individual character,(by selection of certain eternal
objects) which is partly determined by the subjective form of the actual
entity feeling it. Subjective criteria of relevance are here operative.
These phases oflphysicai feeling in the originadtion of a proposi-
tion are alternatively referrqd to as: the 'primary', 'receptive', or
'conformal';phases. The actual enfity feeling.the proposition cannot
change what it feelslphysically; it can only influence how it feels it.

The question of what is fell is decided only on the basis of compétibility
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and incompaﬁibility and not by active choice. All that gég be felt is
felt, (PR ix, 41, 335, 353) The relevance of those feelings once felt is
another matter and must in part await subjective valuation. An instance
of incompatible physical feelings might be shown where one places a hand
on the center of one side of a door in order to feel iis surface texture.
In this case, because of physical incoupatibilities, one cannot, with the
same hand ét the same time, prehend the surface texture on the reverse
side of the door. It is true that he would be feeling every bit of the

"door but some parts under different aspects of objectification. For this

reason, though the texture on the reverse side is not immediately felt,
the whole door is Telt (séme parts mediately). That which is not immed-
iately felt is responsible for fhe door's solidity, resonance (when struck),
etc. ' o | ;
These conformal (physical) feelings are very important in White-
head's philosophy for they transwmit information, emotional tone, véluation,
etc, via thelr vector character from the pasﬁ through the present into
the future. As with Descarteé' ball of wax, where the heat from his hand
'caused the wax to soften, the vector transmission of energy involved is
here interpreted as an example of physical feelings of the conformal type.
In this primitive example we find negligible transmission of emotional
tone or valuation, but rather, the wax conforms to the temperature, and .
eventually to the form, of his haid.
In the case of propositions~we find that conformal feelings are
fast followed by concepfual.feelings (¥ in the diagram) arising from them,;
in this case from the physical recognition. We are now faced with a

Yhybrid? feeling. It has both physical and conceptual elements comprising
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its unity. Its ﬁnity obtains from the unity of the experience of its pre~
hending subject. In 'hybrid' feelings fhere are two ways in which suc-
cessive phases of development can occur: (i) a 'physical purpose' may re-
sult, or (ii) a proposition may arise. In the former case, the conceptual
feeling of an eternal object, arising“from the prior physical prehension,
may lose its element of universality. %...The eternal object as a mere
potentiality, undetermined as to its‘physical realization, may lose its
indetermination, i.e., its universality, by integration with itself as an
element in the realized definiteness of the physical datum of the physical
prehension.” In this case there is valuation up or valuation down, or in
keeping with Whitehead’é terms, "adversion' or‘'aversion' with respect to
" the particular eternal objects realized as determinate of the definiteness
of the physical datum.(PR 280)

In the second case the conceptual feeling does not lose its dis-

ety -

‘tinctively ‘potential' character. It is no longer a 'pure possibility'
with reference to 'any* logical subjects, rather, it is a possibiliily jor
reglization (which may or may not already be realized). Because of the
unitary character of the hybrid feeling it is referent to ;just those!
logical subjects felt in the conformal phase. (PR 398-9) .

In the derivation of the,conceptual feeling from the physical rec=
ognition there is the possibility of the entertainment of certain eternal
objects partially diverse from the eternal objects determingtive of the
definifeness of the logiﬁal subjects (8 in the diagfam). ‘This is possiblevﬁ
through conceptual reversion wﬁere, becaﬁse oflthe relational essences of

the eternal objects formative of the physical recognition, there is a ready

transfer from them to the prehension (feeling) of related but novel eternal
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objects in the conceptual phase.lo A classic example of this is to be
found ianume‘s Treatise where he discusses the derivation of ideas from
previous impressions. One exception to the general rule is mentioned by
Hume. It is the example of the "missing shade of blue". According to

the example, Hume allows that it is possible té have an idea without its
previous lmpression usually necessary for the idea to be perceived. This
nay happen in the case where we are hypothetically told that a persdn has
Had impressions of every shade of blue except for one particular shade
which he has never experienced. Hume allows the possibility of forming

an idea of that shade without its antécedent impression. This example is
counter %o his general.principle that all ideas must bé derived ﬁrom ante-
cedent impressions, so this example is dismissed as merely an extraordinary
occurrence not worthy of serlious consideration. For Whitehead quite the
reverse is the case, The~pcssibility of such a phenomenon depends oﬂ‘the
above-mentioned ‘*conceptual reversion' which is centrally important,for
it makes possible real.novelty (apart from novel combinations).and in
large part is responsible for individual freedom. t is because of thg
possibility of reversion that one is not completely tied to the past or

to certain illuminated aspects of the past. It is the'wholg ground of the
possibility of anticipation of the future or of any other consideration
of 'possibilities' which loom large in importance in nearly all moral con-

‘ : 11
siderations. According to Hume's stated first principles, we could not

0 . 2 ) . ) . .

So far as we know, the conceptual operations, wherein reversion
is possible, are of negligible significance in "non-living”, *inorganic™
actual occasions. (PR 269) '

'llln this discussion I refer to Section I, of Part I of the First
Book of the Treatise, Selby-Bigge ed.
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have an idea of the present as projected into the future. The only pos-
sibility he provides is that of "novel relations" of previous ideas for
which we do have impressions. The.catch is, however, that his first prin-
ciples do not strictly Jjustify these ¥novel relatiohs" of ideas; for we
remember that “relations” are ideas for Hume also and as such must have
their antecedent impressions. It is here suspected that these novel re-
latioés arise in the mind in the same way as does the missing shade of
blue.

Whichever type the derived conceptual feeling becomeé; either
(K) strictly derived from the physical recognition, or (§) derived from,
but with some novel disparity from, the conformal phase, it forms the
predicative pattern which is the datum for a predicative feeling (étill

conceptnal) derived from it and entertained in contrast with the conformal

feeling (physical).

' The ente¥tainment of this coﬁtrast in a unity of feeling is what
Whitehead calls a propositional feeling - a feeling of a hybrid entity,
the proposition. It might be noted here that propositions depend for their
exlstence upon tﬁeir prehending subjects. - They are not self-created in

the sense that an actual entity is. Their unity is imposed.

Section 2, Tvypes of Propositions

Propositional—feelings are classified into two distinguishable

types according to whether the indicative feeling and the physical recog-

nition are identiczl or different. In the first case we have what are

called "perceptive feelings’ and in the latter case we have *imaginative
feelings'., Perceptive feelings in turn may fall into one of three subdi~
visions which shade off into one another depending on whether or not re-

version or transmutation have occurred in the derivation of the conceptual
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feeling from the conformal phase of the hybrid feeling.

(i) Direct authentic perceptive feelings arise where there is no

reversion in the conceptual phase. " The predicative pattern arising in

the conceptual phase (¥) is derived directly from the physical recognition
QB). There may still be varying degrees of.valuation, aversion, adversion,
etc., but the datum of the conceptual feeling is restricted to the physié
cal recognition. There is no novsl datum, i.e., datum not already felt
physically, in this type of propositlional feeling. This type of propo-
sition must be true. It is a feeling of what is.

(i) Indirect authentic perceptive feelines-arise where there is

no reversion but wheré there is transmutation in the.derivation of the
originative (conceptual) phase from the conformal phase in the proposition-
al feeling. TranSMutationlz éccurs, in the seﬁse how reférred to, when

in accordance with conceﬁtual valuation or conceptual reversion, "...the
proposition ascribes to its logical subjects the physical enjoyment of a
nexus with the definition of its predicate; whereas that predicate may

have only been enjoyed conceptually by those logical subjects. .+« Unless

it is understood for what it is error arises."(PR 40, 401)

. (1ii) Unauthentic verceptive feelings occur in the situation where

there is reversion (§) in the derivation of the predicative feeling from

the physical recognition. The predicative pattern has incofporated eter-

2Transmutation nay also occur in the following way: when in ac-
cordance with conceptual valuation or conceptual reversion, the prehend-
ing subject feels a multiplicity of individual actual occasions each qual-
ified by the same eternal object, the prehending subject may transmute
the multiplicity into a unity felt as a single nexus qualified by the
same eternal object.(PR 40)
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nal objects diverse from those determinative of the def%niteﬁess of the
conformal phases. The predicative pattern is not fotally diverse from
those eternal objects responsible for the particular definiteness of the
confornal phases; but,bécause of the relational essences of those eternal
objects, it is possible for the prehending subject to entériéin related
eternal objects which are not actually ingressed in the conforﬁal phases.
Novelty has been introduced. "The predicate ié thus distorted from the
trath by the subjectivity of the prehending subject.(PR 500) ihitehead
calls this an example of *ttied imagination". It is tied to the ultiﬁate
fact of the logical subject because the physical feelings of the conformal
phase are identical. |

Examples of the most primitive kinds of perceptive feelings can-
not readily be given for they do not involve consciousness. However, in
conscious perceptlon, which is of a higher level of integration of'these
primitive types, oné can cité examples that illustrate essentially what
is being said by Whitéhead abéﬁt this more fundadental level of experience.
Take the exampie of é stage-player. The first mentioned above, direcﬂ
authentic perceptive feelings, would be illustrated by a speétator's hav-
ing a clear perception of the player and his surroundings on the stage be-
fore him. An example of indirect authentic perceptive feelings might
occur where the spectator entered the playhouse and unexpectedly came upon
2 player rehearsing a écene portraying anger. The spectator might mistake

his actions for real anger via transmutation. Unauthentic perceptive feel-

-~
\

ings would be illustrated if the spectator happened to be a fellow player
entering rehearsal a little late and came upon a stagehand arranging props

and mistakenly identified the stagehand-as one of the players.
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In the case where the two physical feelings of the conformal phase
are different, i.e., where the indicative feeling and the.physical recoge
nition are ggﬁ identical, we no longer havé‘perceptive feelings but imag-
inative feelings, one might say of the "untied® or free type. Beéause of
the relative diversity between the indicative feeling (=) and the physical
recognition (B), the conceptual feeling (derived from}?), and hence the
predicative pattern of the proposition, is no longer strictly tied to the
logical subject. According to Whitehead, there is no absolute distinction
between the two kinds of propositional feelings..- perceptive and imagina-
tive. Depending on how much the indicatiﬁe feeling and thé physical re-
“cognition differ the amount of "free imagination® may be great or small,
In the case of imaginative feelings there may or may nbt be reversion.

The proposition may be true or false. ™...the proposition is felt as an

imaginative notion concerhing its logical subjects.”(PR L402-3)

Section 3. The Notion of Truth

In the foregoing thereais frequent reference to “truth®. Iis
meaning will now be stated briefly. In its primary and most fundamental
sense, the notion of truth requires the notion of a proposition - and in
the following way: It is alwéys a proﬁosition that is true 5r false., And,

«osThe “truth of a proposition lies in its truth-~relation to the nexus
which is its logical subject. A proposition is true when the nexus
.does in reality exeuplify the pattern which is the predicate of the
proposition. Thus in the analysis of the various component factors
involved the proposition, if true, seems to be identical with the
nexus. For there are the same actual occasions and the same eternal
objects involved., But in 2ll analysis there is one supreme factor
which is apt to be omitted,. namely, the mode of togetherness. The
nexus includes the eternal object in the mode of realization., Where-
as in the true proposition the togetherness of the nexus and the
~eternal object belongs to the mode of abstract possibility. The
eternal object is then united to the nexus as s mere 'predicate’.
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Thus a nexus and a proposition belong to different categorieé of be-
ing. Their identification is mere nonsense.(AI 313-14)
A nexns is a plurality of actualities whereas, "A proposition is
a notion about actualities, a suvﬁestion; a.theory, é supposition about
things. ...It is an e rtreme case (51mole) of Aqgeavance.”(PR 312-13)
(emphasis added) Thus for Whitehead, ¥Truth is a qua;ification which
applies to Appearance alone. Reality is just itself, and it is nonsense
to ask whether it be true or false. Truth is the conformation of Appear-
ance to Reality. This conformation nay be more or less, also direct or
indirect.”(AT 309) And,"...within any type of truth-relation a distincw.
tion arises. The Reality functions in the past, the Appearénce is perceived
in the present.” (AT 317) The Eeality of the past refers to the actual ex-
periénce of physical feelings of the logical subject which are prehended

L

in the early phaseé of the ﬁropositional feeling., The Appearance of the
present requires conceptual feelings in the later stages of the proposition
where consciousness maj arise from a contrast between the conformal phase
and the conceptual feelings aﬁplifying certain aspects and contrasting
with certain aspects of the conformal feelings. It is not implied that
the Appearance is not real but the point in question is whether it is real
in the same sense in which it is taken tq be real, i.e., as‘really quali-
fying the logical subjects.

In later phases of integration whgre proposifional feelings are
entertained in comparison with the indicative feelings, from which they

. . . . . 13
are in part derived, we find the origination of consciousness (as the

subjective form of what Whitehead calls 'intellectual feelings'). This

.

’)
“Thus we see that consciousness is essentlally dependent upon

comoaraulve Aeellngs invelving propositions.
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involves an 'affirmation-negation contrast'. It is consciousness of the
contrast between "what is™ and "“what might be". The former is a way of
describing physical feelings of ¥the Reality of the past™ (the very proxi-
mate past in an early phase of the moré complex urity of the comparative
feeling); the latter is eséentially referent to propositional (hybrid)
feﬁllnvs of ”the Appearance of the present" as 111um¢nated in consciousness.
Thﬂs Apnearance of the present always contalns soue parulally indeterminate
aspecqs (1ndeterm1nate so far as the prehendlng SubJeCo is concernea)

These 1ndeterm1nate aspects are conceptual in nature and as such concern

eternal objects which, though they ratain for their prehending_subject

soﬁe aegree‘éf potentiality or'indeterminatéﬁess aé ﬁo their actual in-
gréssion;'méy really be qualifying their loéicél.éubjects. Whether or not:
these euernal obgects formative of the pfedﬂcatlve pattern are really
quallflcatlons of the logical subgects in tbe WEy they ’Appear" to be,

de terﬂlnes wheuh&r or not the prop051tlor is true.

Section L. Singular,"General, and.Universal Propositions

Reburning now to the more fundamental‘aspecfs of cur discussion
we focus on the discrimination of propositions according to ieve;s of
generdllty. Thé preceding diagram may beqhélpfﬁl to'keep s;me of the fore-
going dlstlnctlons in order and in recoonlzable reTatlon to one another.
According to Whitehead, and as already mentioned, singular propositions

are taken to be the basic kind from which all. others are derived. He

contrasts their definitions as follows: Singular propositions are, "the

potentiality of an actual world including a definite set of actual entities

-

in a nexus or reactions involving the hypothetical ingression of a defi-..

nite set of eternal objects.' General provositions differ from singular
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propositions by the generalization of "one definite set of actual entities”

into "any set belonging to a certain sort of sets". Universzl propositions

differ from general propositions in that "the sort of sets™ includes "all
sets with potentiality'for that nexus of regctions“.(PR 282-3)

It is evident from the above that the level of generality of a
proposition concerns its loglcal subject. Again referring to our scheﬁétic
representation of the development of propositions, we see possible iﬁdicau
tions of where these propositiohal types may occur.

In perceptive propositional feelings, where the indicative feeling
() and the physical recognition (B) are identical, the logical subjects
of the proposition are, as mentioned above, "tied” to the particularity
of the initial physical feelings (hence the terﬁ fconformal phase”). This |
apparently puts some restriétion on the level of generality accruing to
the logical subjecés in such cases. Keeping in mind Whitehead's defini~.
tions of general ,and universal propositions cited above, it seems as though
one ié forced to acknowledge that universal propositions would not occur
on the strictly pefceptive level. For we probably never perceive "all
sets (of nexfis) with potentiality for (a certain) nexus of reactions”.

The question of whether general propositionsla occur on a strictly per-
ceptive level seems more diffigult to answer. Whether or not we ever
perceive "any set belonging to a certain sort of sets¥, which is wﬁitehead's
characterization of the level of generality required for the logical sub-

ject of a general proposition, may seem at best questionable. However,

Cf, Whitehead's discussion of a type of "general' proposition
in Process and Reality, pp. 300-303. -
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Whitehead does not intend that his definitions of general and universal
propositions, as noted above, be rigidly adhered to as exhaustive of the
notion of generality. . For he says:

«.oln a proposition, the eternal object, in respect to its possibili-
ties as a determinant of nexls, is restricted to (its) logical subjects.
The proposition may have the restricted generality of referring to any
among these provided logical subjects; or it may have the singularity
of referring to the-complete set of provided logical subjects as poten-
tial relata each with its assigned status, in the couplex pattern which
is the eternal object. '

...The set of logical subjects is either completely singled out as
these logical subjects in this pattern or it is collectively sin-

gled out as any of these logical subjects in this pattern or as

some of these logical subjects in this pattern.(PR 393-4)

Upon examination of propbsiﬁional feelings of the imaginative
type we see that since the indicative feeling (ot) and tbe physical recog-
nition (B) may differ in greater or lesser degree, thé logical subject
is no longer "iied® to the particularity of the physical indicative feel-
ings. This would seem to be ﬁhé most obvious place to classify general

15

and universal proposifions. For in such cases the logical subjects of
the propositions, for insténcé in the case of the statement of a physical
"law”, are.not all physically felt but rather seem to be hypothetically
or imaginatively entertained. This ihterpretation appears to be borne
out by Whitehead's statement that:

«e.If, in the comparison of an imaginative (propositional) feeling

with fact, we merely knew what 1s and what is not, then we should
have no basis for discovering the work of objectification in effect-

5Perceptive feelings of the ¥tied" imaginative type seem not to
be viable candidates for this classification for they involve, ™a propo-
sition imaginatively arrived at, which concerns the nexus and disagrees
with the facts."(PR 412) (emphasis added)
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ing omissions from the forwal constitutions of things. It is this

additional knowledge of the compatiblility of what we imagine with

what we physically feel, that gives us this information. (PR 419)
(emphasis added)

Knowledge of this comoatlolllty would seem to require a principle
of verification., And ve“lflcatlon, an activity quite distinct from the
expression of general or universal propositions, depends upon feelings
which are *...(i) perceptive, (ii) anthentic, and {iii) direct..."(PR 403}

From the above interpretatiﬁn that general and universal proposi-
tions may be generally classified as "imaginative” types,'we shoﬁld not
draw the converse inference by saying that imaginative propositions must
be either general or universal oﬁes. It may be the case thal however much
the indicative feeling and the.physical recognition differ, the features
of particularity and individuality may be preserved. In the event that
this obtains a singular proposition would still result.

An interesting consequence of this interpretation (if it is cor-
rect) is that 211 logico-mathématical‘statements or statements of a scien-
tific nature that partake of eithef generality or universality are to be

16

classified as imaginative propositions.

Section 5. Propositions and "Qualities”

With Whitehead's rejection of the substance-ontology, it would
seem that one-is led to ask how he purports to reinterpret the traditional

view of primary and secondary qualities. This is a légitimate guestion

16Whiﬁehead's detailed discussion of the theorem: "one and one
make two" seems to substantiate this 1nterpretatlon. See (PR 300-303),
also (SP 103).

Applying this interpretation to "E = mcz",we may have an illus-
. tration of Einstein's statement that, "Imagination is more important than
- knowledge.” ‘
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because the rejection of the traditional concept of substance means a re-
statement of the notion of Yqualities inhering in a substance". Without
entering upon a detailed discussion of the matter (which would require a
volume in itself and which the writer‘is not prepared to offer), it may
be possible to indicate how Whitehead's metaphysical scheme would alter
the interpretation. |

Following Whitehead's procedure, it may be helpful to contrast
his views with those of the pre-Kantian European tradition. The nétion
of substance dominated much of the thought of Descartes and of Locke.
Nor is Hume free from the far-reaching influences of modes of thinking
dérived from earlier substance~ontologies. An example Whitehead uses will
serve to illustrate one side of the contrast.

Locke, writing with a knowledge of Newtonian dynamics, places
mass ameng the primary qualities of bodies. In short he elaborates
a theory of primary and secondary qualities in accordance with the
state of physical science at the close of the seventeenth century.
The primary qualities are. ths essentiazl qualities of substances whose
spatio-temporal relations constitute nature. The ordérliness of these
relationships constitute the order of nature. The occurrences of na-
ture are in some way apprehended by minds, which are associated with
living bodies. Primarily, the mental apprehension is aroused by the
occurrences in certain parts of the correlated body, the occurrences
in the brain, for instance...But the mind in apprehending also exper-
iences sensations which, properly speaking, are qualities of the mind
alone. These sensations are projected by the mind so as to clothe
appropriate bodies in external nature. Thus the bodies are perceived
as with gqualities which in reality do not belong to them, qualities
which in fact are purely the offspring of the mind. Thus nature gets
credit which should in truth be reserved for ourselves: the rose for
its scent: the nightingale for its song: the sun for its radiance.
The poets are entirely mistaken, They should address their lyrics
to themselves, and should turn them into odes of self-congratulation
on the excellency of the human mind. Nature is a dull affair, sound-
less, scentless, colourless; merely the hurrying of material, epd~
lessly, meaninglessly.

However you disguise it, this is the practical outcome of the
characteristic 501ent1flc philosophy which closed the seventeenth
century.
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And yet -~ it 1s quite unbelievable, This conception of the uni-
verse is surely framed in terms of high abstractions, and the para-
dox only arises because we have uwistaken our abSuractlons for concrete
realities. (SMY 79-81)

Indeed with Whitehead's‘theory.of propositions, coupled with his
frequent warnings of the dangers of falling into the "Fallacy of Misplaced
Concreteness®, we are presented with a radically differing point of view.

Whitehead's is a realistic epistemology in the sense that percep-
tion has a definite link with the world external to the animal body. This
'1ink®' (a propositional feeling) as we have seen, has both objective and
subjective aspects and cannot bg abstracted from either without being re-
ductionistic. The objective side would be closely identified with the
conformal phase of the proposition in so far as it conforms to what obje¢~
tively is, and the subjective side would be identified with the originative
phase of tha_proposifion forming fhe pfedicative pattern (possibly incor-
porating it into é compérati?e‘feeiing leading to conscious perception).
And we remember that in a proPositional feeling (where the experiences of
qualities will cccur) the ground of the originative phase is the conformal
phase of the same propositional feeling.

The distinction between objective and subjéctive aspécts of exper-
ience is further indicated by the difference between objective and subjec-
tive species of eternal.objec£3a The former can only obtain ingression
as "...an e’em nt in the dellnlteness of some objectified nexus...which
is the datum of a (physical) feellng."(PR hir5) It is solely as an agent
of objectification and never as an élement in subjective form, and. . ."The
solidarity of £he world rests upon the incurable objectivity of this species

of eternal object.”(PR 445-6) Also they are referred to as "the nathemati~

cal platonic forms” and as such would be involved in épatial relations. (Ibid.)
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Members of the subjective species are primarily elements in the
" subjective foxrm of feeling. These would function in emotion, pleasures

or pains; and valuations. But they also include "sense qualities” as in=

tensities of feelings. The distinction from Locke, however, would be that .

the intensities are prehended from other entities as intensities of physi-
cal energy.(PR 447) The eternal object involved will function both sub-
jectively and relationally (whereas the objective species function only
relationally). (PR 445.6)

For example, ‘redness' may first be the definiteness of an emotion
which is a subjective form in the experience of A; it then becomes an
agent whereby A is objectified for B, so that A is objectified in re-
spect to its prehension with this emotion. Bubt A may be only one
occasion of a nexus, such that each of its members is objectified for
B by a prehension with an analogous subjective form. Then by the
operation of the category of transmutation, the nexus is objectified
for B as illustrated by the characteristic 'redness'. The nexus will
also be illustrated by its mathematical forms which are eternal obJeﬁts
of the objective species. (PR 447)

Two observations are important for the present thesis, One is
that in a propositional feeling the "predicative pattern” may involve both
kinds of eternal objects or "dualities". The other is that both types in
functioning relationally are involved in feelings which are constitutive

of the prehending subject. This leads to the theory of relations and its

bearing on the importance of propositions.

Section 6. Propositions and The Theory of Relations

. In our experiences in the wérld we must invariably come to the
conclusion that in so far as thére,is diversity, the diverse elements are
related. No one will deny this ultinate fact. A problem arises, however,
when we attempu to describe how these relations in fact are to be found.

The nroblem of relations can be treaued on many levels of complexity but



for our convenience we are here concerned with. two-termed relations and,
since we are talking about the world and our experiences of it, we are at

present interested in actual concrete terms for our relations. We use the

term ¥internal® to refer to a relation which is constitutive of an actual

_oceasion, and the term "external® to refer to a relation which is not in=
ternal to a given actual occasion. Given the above there are three fore.
mally possible ways in which two actual occasions might be related. We
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use the following diagram to represent the situation:

) @(——). external-external or e-e relations
(2) (:}a—eé:) internal-internal or i-i relations

(3) external-internal or e-i relations

It is of paramount importance to understand Whitehead's s pos tlon
with respect to this problem. First it wight be noted that the adoptlon
of one or more of these ﬁossibilities,(usually tacitly) has historical
preceaent of great import. The'phiIOSophies that have adopted the now.-
tion of "Substance® whereby it is conceived és being "that-which requires
nothing in order to be as it isﬁ, i.e., as "existing', are fo#éed wltimately -
to adopt the first of these three types ~ the e-“relation as Eolding be-
tween the constituent parts of thé'ﬁorld (A) and (B) are then 1nternreteq
as substances and as such they 1nd1v1dualLy éan be exactly as they are re- N

gardless of what happens to everything else in the umiverse. Wittgensteln s

early phllOSOphy is a paradigm example of a pnllosophy of this klnd. o

1 ‘ :
7Here the (A) is not meant to indicate any kind of priority over
(B) such as temporal priority which is a separate consideration to be.
dealt with later.
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The tradition of absolute idealism has at times claimed the second
bof these possibilities, the i-i relation, to be a characterization of the
vltimate connectedness in the universe. F. H. Bradley and Professor Brand
Blanshard are hotable exponents of this view. According to this schema,
everything in the universe affects everything else in the universe with-
oul exception.

Whitehead*s position is elaborated in his theory of feelings (in-
cluding of course, propositional feelings). For Whitehead, feelings are the

only actual links between individual existvent entities. Physical feelings

are essentially of a vector character. 'They always have direction and
determinateness. They are coming froﬂ something and going to something.
The somethlnv from which they come is a perishing actual entlty of the past
and the sometnlng to which they go is a becoﬂlnﬂ (prehendlng) actual entity
~of the preseat. Whitehead has opted, in his tneory of feelings, Lor(ube
thlrd p0551b111ty above.- relations of the e~i.£ype. ;The irreversible
temporality of actual thlngs determines that the feellng relation between
actual occa51ons go in one dlrectlon only. (PR 363). Thls means that the
present can feel the past, mediately in the case of the dlstant past =
1mmed1ately in tne case of the prox1mate Dast and that it gggggﬁ feel the

present. It mlghu have felt antlclpatlons of what the present is or of

what it mightvhave been but this anticipatory feeling would have been of

a potenﬁialiﬁonnly (a conceptual feeling) and not of an actuality (a
_physical feeling). The future heither feels nor is felt. It is "...merely
real, without being actual; wherees the past is a nexus of actualities.”
(PR 327) The fﬁture is "merely real" because it is a "real possibility“.

It is especially to be noted here that where actual relations of
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this kind are under consideration Whitehead is qguite explicit about the
ontological status of the relations themselvgse "It is to be remembered
that just as the relations modify the natures of the relata, so the relata
modify the nature of the relation. The relationship is not a universal.
-It is a concrete fact with the same concreteness as the relata.®(AT 201)

The relationship between Whitehead®s theory of relations and his
theory of propositions is then of central importance. For constitutive
relations are not always merely feelings of settled fact in the actual
world of the prehending subject; Fach fact is émbedded in a penunbra of
possibilities which, for prehending subjects of relatively complex types,
are prehended as predicates of propositions involving the physical feeling
of those settled facts as the logical subjects of the propositions. The
process of feeling (being éonstituted by) propositions requires this'theory
of relations, and not only effects decision but it also results in a lure
to furthef feeling. It is in this role as a lure for feeling that propo-
sitions are essentially concerned with contrast - contrast between what
is and what might be. In its complex forms of integration, this contrast
(as affirmation-negation contrast) results in conscioqsness. As wé have
mentioned.before, propositions essentially involve valuation, and here it
can be seen how the constitutive function of relations in Whitehead's

philosophy provides for the actualization of this value. But this function

of relations does not exhaust the topic for Whitehead.
There is one situation which.Whitehead describes in terms of e-e
relations. It is the case of strict contemporaries. "...so far as phy-

sical relations are concerned, contemporary evenis happen in causal inde-

pendence of each other."(PR 95) Whitehead's emphasis on the word “causal®
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is explained by the fact that for him, "A simple physical feeling is an
act of causation.”(PR 361) . ' "

A consequence of Whitehead's definition of contemporaneity is that.
what one experiences as “immediate" in his actual world is not strictly
contempofary with him but lies in bis.very proximate past. It is illumin-
ated and projected as immediate by perception in the mode of presentational
immediacy., Of course the proximate past shares most of the characteristics
of the becoming present that is contemporaneous.witﬁ him anyway so that
which is presented in presentational immédiacy is for the most part quite
corfect° |

Finally, for Whitehead, where actual occasions are concerned there

is ﬁever an occurrence of the setond type or'i<~i relation shown above. But
whenvthe notion of relatedness is extended to apply to ﬁhe non-temporal

and noﬁwéctual eternal objects, the i;i felation does apply; Because of -
their relational essences, eternal objects ére mutually involved with each

other. This involvuent may be one of compatibility (as with 'redness' and

*roundness') or one of incompatibility (as with 'squareness' and 'roundness!),

but nevertheless there is involvment. It is on the strength of his doc-..
trine of relations as it applies to eternal oEjects.ana their employment
as general and universal terms in systematic thought that Whitehead tells
us, "The systemization of knowledge cannot be conducted in watertight
compartments. All general truths condition each other; and the limits of
their application cannot be adequately defined aéart from their correlation
by yet wider generalities."(PR 15) | | |

From thg above we see Whitehead's doctrine of relations applyiﬁg

to two mutually exclusive ontological realms - the actual and the abstract.
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The distinction between the types of relations that can apply in either
case is likewise divided into two mutually exglusivé kinds; on the oqe.
hand e-i and e-e relations apply only to the actual and on the other hand
i-i relations apply only to the abstract.
it is doubly important to notice this clear distinction in his
philosophy for it is to the confusing of such a distinction that White-
head attributes much of the confusion in traditional philosdphic thought,
He gives us a cogent example:
Owing to the disastrous”confusion, more especially by Hume, of
conceptual feelings with physical feelings, the truism that we can
only conceive in termms of universals has been stretched to mean that

we can only feel in terms of universals. This is untrue. Our per-
ceptual feelings feel particular existents...(PR 351)

Section 7. Pfﬁpositions and Judgmenté

In his treatment of the theory of propositions Whitehead makes a
very sharp distinction between propositions (which are always true or false)
and judgments (wh:ch are correct incorrect, or suspended). Although one
may judge a proposition as "true" the judgment itself is not true; it is
correct or incorrect. Whitehead defines 'Jjudgment' as #the decision ad-
mitting a prOposifion into intellectual belief."(PR 285) Since 'intellec-
tual feelings' is Whitehead's name for conscious (comparativé) feelings,
it follows that judgments are‘aiways conscious judgments.(PR 292, 4o6)
Furthermore, Whitehead states that, "the doctrine here laid down is that,
in the realization of propositions, judgment is a very rare component,
and so is consciousness."(PR 281) Tﬁe primafy significénce of proposi-
tions islthat they serve as lures for feeling. In acting as luresfthey

are elements in *decision' which, though usually not conscious, effects

- either adversion or aversion - valuation up or valuation down. The central
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point is that judgments imply é highér type of prehensive capacity on the
part of their subjects thanldo propositional feelings.generally since
propositionélAfeelings do not necéssarily imﬁiy consciousness; but, "con-
scious ﬁerception isc..the most primitive form of judgment."(PR 245)

As mentioped briefly above, there érise two possible cases in the
enﬁertainﬁént of a proposition. Tt is either coﬁformal or nonmconformgl
with the facts (i.e., the actual world of a membér of its iocus) either
trﬁe 6f faise. In this connection Whitehead makes thé foiléwing appérently
strange sﬁatement: "In the real world it is.more imﬁSrtant that a proposi~-

tion be interesting than that it be true.*(PR 395-6) This somewhat para-

doxical statement is maﬁe clear upon examination of what happens when either

conformal or non-conformal propositions are admitited into feeling. When
a conformal (true) proposition is admitted into feeling there is merely

a recognition or taking account of what ;g. Whitehead calls it the con-
formation of feel%ng to fact wjthjsome attendant amplification or diminu-
tion of that feeling. But whep a non-conformal (false) proposition is édn
mitted into féeling there is an introduction of an awareness of the dis-
‘crepancy between what is and what might be. This contrast takes the form
of a coumparative feeling between a2 propositional feeling anq_é feeling of
the logical subjects from which it derives. Propositions ére "fales that
might be told" about their logiéal subjects. Here we. see the impdrtance
of 'contrast' in the world, for a no%él entity has emerged. Whitehead

calls this awareness the 'affirmation~negation contrast® and he tells us

o

that "the subjective form of the feeling of this contrast is consciousness.™

(PR Lo7)
Whenever any feeling (including propositional feelings) is admitted

as partially constitutive of its prehending subject, decision has occurred.
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Indeterminateness is made determinate.(PR 227) A judgment ~. is a conscious
decision that "weakens or strengthens the decision whereby the judged pro-
p051t10n, as a constltuent in the lure, is aomltted as an efficient ele-

ment in the concrescence, with the relnforcement of knowledge. A judg-

ment is the critique of a lure for feeling."(PR 294)

e

_ Under the topic of Judgments there are further divisions. White-

head writes:

Judgments are divisible into two sorts. These are (i) intuitive
judgments and (ii) derivative judgments. In an intwuitive judgment
the integration of the physical datum with the proposition elicits
into feeling the full complex detail of the proposition in its com-
parison of identity,or diversity, in regard to the complex detail of
the physical datum. The intuitive judgment is the consciousness of
this complex detailed comparison involving identity and diversity.
Such a judgment is in its nature correct. For it is the conscious-
ness of what is.

In the derivative Jjudgment the integration of the physical datun
with the proposition elicits into feeling the full complex detail of
the proposition, but does not elicit into feeling the . compdrison of
this detail with the complex detail of the physical fact. There is
some comparison involving the remainder of the detail, But the sub-
jective form®embraces the totality of the proposition, instead of
assuming a complex pattern which discriminates between the compared
and the uncompared components. In derivative judgments there can be
error.(PR 292) IR AR :

Upon comparlng the above with Whltehead's clalm thaf there are
two kinds of comparatlve (conscious) feellngs, 1ntu1t1ve Judgments and
conscious perceptlons, we notice that conscious percepulons must be the
same as derlvatlve Judgments.(PR L06) This 1nternretat10n is reinforced
by the statement above that derivative Judgments (which are conscious)

are the only klnd of judgment that can admit error. Conscious perception

also admits error when it involves perception in the mixed mode of sym-

A though it is not to our purpose to discuss it here, it should
be mentioned that Whitehead allows for ithe important consideration of
suspended judgments as well as for those of the "yes” and "no" forms.

(Pr L12-13, 419) :



b5

bolic reférence -~ which is the usval case for coﬁscious perception, In-
deed, even though Whitehead dra&s the distingtion between them that he'
does, some aspects of consclous perception even closely approach.the level
of sophisticaltion required by intuitive-judgmentg As he tells us; A con-
scious perception is a very siﬁplified type of intuitive judgment; and a
direct affirmative intuiltive judgment is a vefy sophisticéted case of cone-
scious perception., (PR 417)

In his drawing of the sharp distinction between propositions and
Judgments, Whitehead says that Eis theory might be called a fcorrespondence
theory?! of the truth or félsity of propositions and a ‘'coherence theory!
of the correctness or incorrectness of judgments.(PR 291) The proposition
may or may not correspond to the facts and é judgment'ﬁay or may not point
to a coherence between the entertaimment of a propoéitions and the feeling

of those logical subjects from which it derives.

Section 8. Symbolic Reference

We remember that Whiteﬁead sald that, taken in isolation from the
ofhér, neither of the two pure modes of perception could lead to error
but thatlgrrqf (incorrectness);when it arises, ariseé in the act of Sym—-
bolic reference., Then it seems that,unless a judgmént can éccur"without
perception in the mixed mode of symbolic reference, i.e., in one of the
pure modes of either causal efficacy or presentational immediacy, (which
would seem to be ruled out by his statement that, "complete ideal purity
of perceptive experience, devoid of.any symbolic reference, is in practice
unobtainable for eitﬁer perceptive mode."(s 54)), judgments must be acts
included undervthe heading of symbolic,reférence. Ana; COnVersély, since

Sttcnctmactanbratmmss

symbolic reference aglways involves consciousness, and consclousness always
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involves judgment, symbolic reference must alwags involve Jjudgment.

It seems a curious fact that (so far as the present erter can
determine) Whitehead never made an attempt to integrate his theories of
propositional-~judgmental feelings and sﬁmbolic reference so that théy
might mutually 1llum1nate one another. In fact even as late as Adventures
of Ideas he mentions both in the same sentence without further mentioning
their relatedness. He says: "The two consplcuous examples of the truth-
relation in human experience are afforded by propositions and gense-per-
ception.”(pp. 311-12) (emphasis mine) Since, "when human experience is
in question, perceptlon' almost always means perceptlon in the mixed
mode of Smeollc reference' (PR 255-6), the fact that Whitehead does not
relate these nOulons seens even more remarxable 1f one Jjuxtaposes his ad-’
dltlonal statﬂments that Teesdn experleﬁée éonsciousﬁess arises by reason
of 1ntellecuual feelings, and.in proportion to the Varleuy and intensity
of such feellnvs," and that -In an intellectual ;eellng the datum is the
generic contrast between a nexus of aétuaiientities and a proposition with
its 1og¢cal subjects members of the nexus."(PR 407) |

o Perhaos the reason Whitehead omlts dlscu351on of a relatlonshlb
between the two theories might be found in hls dlstlnctlon between the
two ﬁays-one can analyse anlactual occasion of gxperienceA— 'egenetic div;
iéﬁ"and fcoordinate divisionf. '"Genetic division is diﬁision of the
concrescence; coordinate division is division of‘the concrete."(PR 433)
The genetic division of a concrescence is a division into phases within‘
tbﬁt concrescence, The sﬁccessive phases do not corréspond to actual
temporal divisions because the occasion is avquantum of experience and

as such is atomic. "Each phase in the genstic process presupposes the
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entire quantum, and so does each feeling in each phase.'(PR L3l) Slnce
propositional feelings, and derivatively Judvments, (1.e., comparatlve
. feelings involving propositional feelings) are in themselves phases of
of atomic actual occasions, the analysis of their successive phases of
integration tas we have ehown in the diagram) would correspond %o, or be
included under, the heading of genetic division. Further, the type of
division we have elaborated in our discussion and analysis of propositions
seems not to be division of the coordinate type. For, ¥,,.it is only the
phyeical poie of the actual entity which is (coordinately) divisible.
The mental cole is incurably one."(PR 436) But the analysis we have enw
gaged in has shown divisions within the conceptual (originative) phases of
integraticahcfrfﬁe pfopositional feeling. ié‘eeema then that the analysis
of propositionai feelings, as Whitehead treats the ﬁrcblem, follows along
lines of'geﬁecichrather Than cf coordinate civision.

On the other hand, the fact that Whﬂtehead says that propositions

may or may not encounter gud cment seems to 1nd1cate a p055101e temporal

dlstlnctlon between the entertainment of o prop051t10n as a lure for feel-
ing and uhau prop051t10n as partlal datum for a Judgment. If this is the
case then we have here coordlnaue d1v151on rather than genetlc division
because of Whltehead's clalms that:

Phy51cal time makes its appearance in the Fcoordlnate analysis
~of the *satisfaction', The actual entity is the enjoyment of a cer-
tain quantum of physical time. But the genetic process is not the
temporal succession: such a view is exactly what is denied by the

epocnal theory of time.(PR 434)
- As further reason for believing that we are here deallng with a

temporal dlstlnctlon, an example Whitehead uses to illustrate the experience

of causal efficacy comes to mind. In the example, a person is in a dark
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room when suddenly the bright electric light is tufned on causing him to
blink. The light's flash is at least partly causally efficacious in its
effect on the person's bodily state. Analogously, a person is ‘caused’

to retract his hand from a pain-inducing object before he is presentation-
ally aware of whether thébobject is hot or cold. (e.g., the possible con-
fusion between "hot" ice and hot objects.) Here we have exauples of co-
ordinate division (because of temporal distinctions) between the efficacious
experience apd the affirmative judgment that what is experienced in the
presentational mode is a faithful presentation of what is realli experienced.

Further grounds for affirming that there may be temporal (and therefore

coordinate) division between propositional feelings and those same feelings
as judged is offered By the similarity of Whitehead's statements that: (i)

“In an intellectual (judgnental) feeling the datum is the generic contrast

between a nexus of actual entities and a proposition with its logical sub-
jects members of *the nexus."(PR_hO?), and (ii) "A coordinate division is

«++ to be classed as a generic Qontrast."(PR 437) (emphases added)

The relation between symbolic reference and propositions may be
even rnore direétly drawn by feference toAcoordinate division of the spa-
tial element in respect to quanta, that is in the extensive region which
is the basis of the concrescénce. This basis prgvides possible objecti~
fications for the concrasceﬁce, and P...the coordinate divisibility of the
satisfaction is the satisfaction considered in its relationship to the
divisibility of this region.'"(PR 435)

Whitehead specifically relates propositions to this type of divi-
sion by regarding them as one kind of componen£ in a generic conérast (a

conscious perception). Thus..."the two components of the contrast are,
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(1) the parent actual entity, and (i1) the proposition which is the poten-
tiality of that sﬁperject having arisgn from the physical standpoint of
the restricted sub-region.”(PR 437) This way of analyzing constious per-
ception is very similar to the description of percebtlon in the modes of
causal efficacy and presentational immediacy and of symbolic reference
relating the two with respect to spatial location.

Should the above prove to be tenablé points of comparison, it
would seem to be necessary to show in more detail how the two pure modes
of perception are related to the contrasted elements of judgmental feel-
ings. It is here put forward as a suggestion that causal efficacy be
identified with experiénce of the logical subjects as they are contrasted
with their correlative propositional feeling in a judgment. This would
be the conformal or physical phase of the comparative feeling which, in
the absence of the full comparison, would issue in the unconscious pefm
ception encountered when causal efficécy is regnant over presentational
immediacy. It is also suggested that perception in the mode of preséenta-
tional immediacy may be Sagnificantly compafed to conscious awareness ol
the propositional feeling (by itself)‘which is contrasted with the loglical
subjects under the mixed mode of symbélic reference (in judgment). Paral-
lel to Whitehead's analysis of thé genesis of the several feelings in-
volved in judgmént we have the following:

The bonds of céusal efficacy arise from without us. They disclose
the character of the world from which we issue, an inescapable cone
dition round which we shape ourselves. The bonds of presentational
immediacy arise from within us, and are subject to intensifications
and inhibitions and diversions according as we accept their challenge
or reject it.(S 58)

In the comparison drawn above it cannot immediately be supposed

that every Jjudgment must be an act of symbolic reference though this may
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- be the case. Sincte sjmbolic reference is usually mentioned by Whitehead
as a mode of consclous perception, the’tendency on the paft of the reader
may be not only to leave it to that but eveh.tc reétrict it to that mean-
ing. However, it seems thatl Whitehead may not be quick to limit its range
of applicability in such a way. As the following passage may serve to ine
dicate, his references to the two modes significantly overlap, if indeed
they are not identical with similar references to judgmental (comparative)
feelings. For example:

«+.The respective roles of the two perceptive modes in experience
are aptly exemplified by the fact that all scientific observations
such as measurements, determinations of relative spatial position,
determinations of sense-data such as colours, sounds tastes, smells,
temperature feelings, touch feelings, etc., are made in the mode of
presentational immediacy; and that grealt care is exerted to keep
this mode pure, that is to say, devoid of symbolic reference to
causal efficacy., In this way accuracy is secured, in the sense that
the direct observation is purged of all interpretation. On the
other hand all scientific theory is stated in terms referring exclu-
sively to the scheme of relatedness, which, so far as it is observed,
involves the percepta in the pure mede of causal efficacy. It thus
stands out at once, that what we want to know about, from the point
of view either of curiosity or of technology, chiefly resides in those
aspects of the world disclosed in causal efficacy: but that what we
can distinctly register is chiefly to be found among the percepta in
the mode of presentational immediacy.(PR 257)

Certainly the foregbing discussion is not coﬁclusive in its results,
but it may well point to a distinction in method which Whitehead consider-
ed importgnt enough to warrant leaving his otherwise well—developed'theo-
ries of judgment and symbolic reference as separate and apparently unre-

lated as he did.

Section 9. The Problem of Error

‘From the several brief fefersnces to error in the foregoing it
nay be noticed that there are two major areas where Whitehead treats the

notion of error. They are: (i) propositional-judgmental feelings and
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(1i) symbolic reference. In respect to the former, our first consideration
will be the question as to what constitutes error in such cases. This
consideration may be seeﬁ as somewhal problematic in that there is some
ambiguity in Whitehead's'expoéition as to whether error may arise simply
from propositional feelinés or whether judgmental feelings are required

as well in order for error to arise. It is a contention of this thesis
that judgmental feelings are required in order that error occur. This is
contended for several reasons. One reason follows frbm conjoining our
previous interpretation of presentatiohal imnediacy, as consisting of the
conscious entertainment of propositional feelings devoid of judgment, with
Wnitehead's statement (previously noted) that "...while the two pure moaes
are incapable of error; symbolic reference introduces this possibllity.”
(PR 225) It will be remembered.that, in our earlier interpretation, sym-
bolic reference was identified as a species of judgmental feelings. Pro=-
positions are always either true or false (PR 392), but in themselves are
neither correct nor incorreét. *...Its own truth, or ;ts own falsity, is
no business of a proposition.”(PR 394-5) Error, it seems, then must refer

exclusively to incorrectness of judgment. So error must arise either

where judgment affirms a false proposition to be true, or where it denies
a true proposition its rightful status as true. False propositions do

not in themselves introduce error for they may be correctly judged as false.

Our experience seems to corroborate this interpretation, for where propo-
sitions function in their primary and most signi%icant role, i;e., as

lures for feeling, rather than as data for judgments, we do not refer to
the entertainment of such propositionél feelings as erroneous. ‘For exam-

ple, in the statements of factually false propositions such ‘as we find in
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faify tales or in the theater we almost never refer to them as being er=
roneous but rather as enterﬁaining. They are functioning as "lures for
feeling".

Our next consideration is of the falsity of propositions. This
is of special iﬁportance £o the present discussion because of Whitehead's
statement that the negative judgment is the height of mentality.(PR 245,417)
This seems to imply that the affirmative judgment may occur on a lower
level of mentality than that required‘for the negative judgment. And this
seems reasonable to suppose for unless a prehending entity had experience
of having erronsously affirmed a falsé proposition, there seems no evident
reason to suppose_that a judgme?? of.the “no-form” would ever occur in its
experience...This is a tenuous point tut, if well-founded, would seem to
indicate that the very possibility of negative judgments depends upon the
previous experience of false propositions. To judge a proposition as false
(even though that judgment may Be'erfoneous) implies that the judging sub-
ject knoﬁs.the meaning of falsity. Sb the judgmenﬁ of false propositions
seems to be a more primitive possible source of error in the world than
is the judgment.of true propositioﬁs. It is for this reason that false
propositions are particularly iﬁpprtant for the discussion of"judgmen#s.
There aré éeveral ways in wﬁicb‘a propesition can be false, Falsity or
ambiguity as to truth in propositionéuarises.in one or a combination of

the following ways:

(1) There may be transmutation in the derivation of the physical
recognition from the indicative feeling or in the derivation of the predi-

cative pattern from the conformal phase. Trénsmutation may take one of

two forms. It may have the effect of allowing the prehending subject to

s
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feel as physical'in the datum that which is only conceptual in the datum.
(The example we noted - of an indirect authentic perceptive feeling - was
thg mistaking Sf f;igned anger for real angef.) Transmutation may also
have the effect of allowlng the subject to perceive a multipliciﬁy as a

unity. This happens; fof example! upon viewing a yellow page with fine

red lines across it froi a distance. The page would appear as solid orange.

Auditory sensation provides another conspicuous example. Upon hearing the
high pipes on an organ we do not percelve any distinction within the elgh-
teen or so thousand cycles per second of the note presently sounded.
Transmutation may have_fortunate or unfortunate effects in the process of
simplification. It is essential to our very complex experiences that
transimtation play thelrole thatiit does for otherwise we could not ac~
commodate the bewlldering complexity of detail in the world around us.

(ii) There may be concepntuzl valuation - attemiation or diminution

of feeling derived from the phyﬁiCal pole, 4s it is partly constitutive
of the predicative pattern, it is pos%ible that error-producing distortion
nay afiée from this category,ofvezperience. The discussion of unauthentic
perceptive feelings is Whitehead's account of how this occurs. Being

"swept off one's feet" by love, may be a very complex example of such
possible grounds for error,

(1ii) Conceptual reversion, that category of conceptual function-

ing most responsible for freedom and the creation of novelty, though it
is the source of those characteristics of experience which demarcate
higher species of life from the lower, is also responsible for much error.

"Error is the price we pay for progress.”(PR 284) Undoubtedly, the imagi-

nation, via imaginative feelings, often goes astray and leads us to believe



5t

to be true that which is ih fact fancy. Bume>provides us with a most com-
mon example when he cites how when one repeatedly tells the same imagina-
tively exaggerated story he eventually begins to believe it himself.
Returning now to Whitehead's diécussion of error in symbolic
reference we found that "...while the two pure perceptive modes are inca-
pable of error, symbolic reference in#roduces this possibility.”(PR 255)
Whitehead dogs not give a detalled acéount of how thls error arises in
symbolic reference, except to say thaf error requires a synthesis’of X
perience in the two pure nodes. TFor symbplic reference to be even possi-
ble there mist be elements of identitz between the two pure modes.(PR 255)
This would seem to indicate that in order for error to occur, there must
be an element of diversity preseﬁt that is taken for an element of identitq;
or an element of identity present that is taken for an element of diversity.
The question then arises as to where such an element of diversity has its
genesis. From the statement above, that the bonds of causal efficacy.
arise from without us; and the bonds of presentational immediacy arise
from within, it would seem to Ee a safe conjecture to assume that the ele-b
ment of dlversity is found in. the mode of presentational immgdiacy. Indeed,
if the interpretation put forward in the last section be correct, we find
support for the present conjecture. Further, Whitehead's development of
propositional feelings then provides a cohérent and detailed explanation
of how symbolic reference can introduce error into the world. 2
Probably the most important result of Whitehead’s analysis of -
error in judgmental feelingg, and in symbolic reference, would seem to
be the remarkable clarity with which he has shown that, "...error arises

by reason of operations which lie telow consclousness, though they may



55
: . : A '
emerge into consciousness and lie open for criticism.” (PR 415)
That they may be available for reflective criticism which may, in
Turn, condition future actions, would seem to form the basis for any dig-
cussion of responsibility. The implications of this doctrine for the con- '
sideration of moral and legal Jjudgments.must be considerable but we must

forego the invitation it presents.

Although it is these subconscious operations which make error
possible, they do not, in themselves, produce error. "...error is the
mark of the higher organisms...”, and requires syubolic reference (or,
if we interpret correctly, Judgment).(PR 2356) ‘




IIT
CONCLUSION

Section 1. The Significance of Propositions

As UWnitehead points out several times in his later writings, the
usual practice of handing the whole subject of propositions 6ver to légi—
cians in order that they may apply thelr rigid true-false dichotomy,.has
almost totally eclipsed thelr more fundamental metaphysical significance,
As we have learned, thelr fundamental and more common (not to mehtion in-
portant) occurrence is as a lure -for feeling; And, ¥...in the rezlization
of propositions, 'Jjudgment' is a very rare component,'énd so is fconscious-
ness'.#(PR 281) Not only is the actual truth or falsity of a proposition
of ﬁomparatively infreguent concern tolits prehending subject; we have
found that false propositions: are generally much more significant to it
than‘afe the true variety. They provide the very possibility for the
'affirmation—negation contrast' which, iﬁ turn, is a requisite for con--
seiousness., Furthermore, false propositions count very heavily in most
forms of aesthetic appv_:eciation,zO The importance bf the affirmation-
negation contrast can hardly‘be over-estimated, for withéut it, the on~
goingness of the world would be mere conformation to thevpast and "effi- et

cient causation would reign supreme®.

Because of the central position afforded the ontological principle

The reader will find an excellent discussion of the relevance '
of all types of propositions for aesthetic appreciation in Donald W, Sher-
burne's A Whiteheadian Aesthetic.

56
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(which states that actual entities are the onlv reasons and the only places

in the world), the whole set of problems posed for us in eoisuemology are

seen as essentially ontological in nature. This means that propositions
get their significance from their ontological statos.(PR 223)

The question of truth or falsity of propositions must alwaye pre-
suppose Lthe notions of relatedness and togetherness. We must answer the
queétion: How are propositions related to or together with'the'rest of ‘the
world such that the facts make them either true or false? - be Whitehead,

eeo(it) is a togetherness of the component elements in the individual
experience. This 'togetherness® has that special peculiar meaning of
'*togetherness in experience'. It is a togetherness of its own kind,
explicable by reference to nothing else.

Furthermore,i

The consideration of experiential togetherness raises the final
metaphysical question: whether there is any other meaning of 'togeth-
erness. The denial of any alternative meaning, that is to say, of
any meaning not abstracted from the experiential meaning, is the
'subjectivist® doctrine. This reformed version of the subjectivist .
doctrine is the doctrine of the philosophy of organism.

The contrary doctrine, that there is a®togetherness® not deriv-
able from experiential togetherness, leads to the disjunciion of the
components of subjective experience from the community of the exter-
nal world. This disjunction creates the insurmountable difficulty
for epistemology. . For intuitive judgment is concerned with a togeth-
erness in experience, and there is no bridge between togetherness in
exnerience, and togetherness of the non-experiential sovt (PR 288.9)

Indeed Whitehead answers this 'final metaonys1cal question® by
his adoption of the "reformed version®™ of the SubJeCulVlSt principle and
by hie‘aeveloomenf of a metaphysics which is bofh ooosi;tent with and an
exemollfication of this Dr1n01ole.2l His theory of pr09051uions is the.

necessary outcome of his at empt to solve the oroblem of the truth and

‘ fZlSee part II, Chapter VII of Process and Reality, especially pp.

239 and 252 for Whitehead's treatment of the “"reformed subjectivist principle?
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falsity of propositions consistently within the pfinciples which he con-
siders a philosophy that is adeguate to our total experience is forced
to accept. With the combined force of the ontological principle and the
subjectivist principlé it is clear why Whitehead says that "...apart from
the experiences of subjects there is nothing, nothing, nothing, bare
nothingness. (PR 254)

The implications of this doctrine are far-reaching and cannot be
fully developed in the present work. However, it is pos;ible to indicate
briefly two important resﬁlts of Whitehead's thought which, if taken with
the seriousness‘they deserve, would be of considerable importance for

current philosophy and the social sciences.

Aesthetic Order and Logical Order

In the philosophy of organism, the aesthetic order is more funda-
mental to experiencé than is the logical order. However, much current
philosophy seems to be priﬁarily concerned with logical order and only
derivatively with aesthetic order. In fact aesfhetic considerations are
all too often relegated to the dubious position of being solely the pro-
duct of man's conceptual funétioning. And because of.an implicit denial
of the reformed subjectivist principle, aesthetic "order" is then seen
as gggé;l subjective and hence not having the objective import promised
by the logical order. Few people seem to want to deny that "Loglc pervades
the world”, but curiously, many seem to want to deny that, aesthetic order
also pervades the world.:

In'the_philosophy of organisﬁ, the subjectivgrobjective dichotomy

(as it is stated above), which seems to be the center-post of the view
which holds aesthetic order to be merely subjective, is denied. The

o
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distinction is one of reason and requires hiéh abstraction. It does not
obtain in fact. One never has knowledge or experience of any kind that
is wholly confined to either side of such a dichotomy. -
Also, Whitehead's philosophy'blearly indicates that in the order
of experiential awareness, aesthetic order holds primacy over logical or-
_der. The former is present in all experience, but the latter only gains
prominence.in the highly integrated stages of intellectual feelings. It

is true that both types are required for all experience but as regards

their occurrence in subjective immediacy, aesthetic order is by far the

more fundamental type.

The Fact-Value Dichotbmy .

Closely related to the above is Whitehead's denial of the current
notion that there can be g_legitimate dichotomy between fact and value. ‘
The view is commonly held among soclal scientists that such a dichotomy
has actual ontological significance, that is, that facts are only facts
and that valuation is somehow'supgrimpésed on the facts, is external to
~them, and does not change the facts themselves. Mirther, it is held that
facts are essentially a~valuational in nature, thgt is, that they are
neutral - neither good nor bad in themselves.

From these considerations and from the implicit metaphysics un-
derlying them, it is then affirmed fhat the facts are objectively there
and devoid of subjectivity, whereas valuation is seen as a purely subjectivé :
operation. In addition, the temrm "subjectiﬁe",‘when applied to a judgmént,
usually carries with it a deprecative connotation; the reason Being perhaps
because the possibility of error arises in subjecfivity. However, in try-

ing to avoid the possibility of error, which does seem to be of subjective
. CJ
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origin, the "scientist” seems to want to exclude all subjectively origina-

tive functlions in such fashion as to imply that the ideal scientific re-

searcher would be a completely passive collection point for "objective"'
data.

From our examination of his theory of propositions it is ﬁerhaps'
somewhat evident to the reader how Whitehead would answer to the affirma—i
tion of such a fact-value dichotomy. Nevertheless, it may4be helpful to
an understanding of Whitehead's poéition wifh fespect to."érdinary affairs
of the world™ to emphasize how his philosophy relates to this kind of view.

The notioh of a "fact” seems to be at.issué heré; For the behave

joristically inclined social sciéntist, who would insist that scientific
evidence be empirically verifiable, the ultimate appeal in an ideological
conflict tends to be to the "facts™., As noted abové, these "facis" are
all tooboften Seen as neutral in themselves so far aé valuation is con-
cerned., .And it is frequently considered necessary t§ the maintenance of
ntrue’ scientific method tobapproach_these "neutral facts™ in such a way

as hot to contaminate their "objectiVity" by the introduction of any per-
sonél evaluation. The more sophisticated behaviorist may admit that ideal
purity in this pursuit is probably in practice unattainable but nonetheless
such'is held up as his theoretic ideal. The fact that this ideal may be
unéttainablé does not weaken his hold upon it} it rather serves to cohvince
him of his high (and therefore, certainly worthy) aims.

Let us now examine what Whitehead énd the béhaviOrist each mean
by "facts?. Taking an example frém reqent ﬁorld'history, we may consider
thevcurrent Viet Nahm War - in particular, fbe éontroversiai bombing of
thelnorthern part of that country. Admittedly therevafe facts to be con~

tended with in this case bul how those facts are viewed by some MscientificH®
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mentalities on the one hand, and by an adhérent of the philosophy of or-‘.
ganism on the other, yeilds quiie different resuits, The "scientific®
view is quite frequently to be encountered via our news media where‘ac-
curacy of statement is highly valued. We find such facts expressed as the
"oody-count” (for both sides), the targets of recent bombing raids, some
expert statement of the ideological elements involved in the conflict, etc.
These and many more of a similar nature are the "facts™ to which one must
appeal in order to make a subsequént (éﬁd independent) evaluation of ‘the
situation in question, Whitehead's theory of propositions, with its ac-
companying view 6f language, (mentioned in the early part of this péper)
would indicate the foliowing sharpiy divergent point of view: A fact is
experienced, for Whitehead, as a correctly judged proposition. The pro-
pésition may be direct or indirect éo long as it is authentic (we refer

to the diagrams). And it may be a consclous perception or an insfancé

of the more complex intuitive judgment (which is also conscious); But

the central poini to be made here is that Whitehead's philosophy is in
clear disagreement with the &iew that such facts can be adequately ex-
pressed in language in the way the social scientist is prone to assume
when he says, "Let us consider the facté"0 For Whitehead,'the kind of
fact cited via language and our news media is acceptable as factual in
 that it certainly has factual content. But it is a simplification of,

and for that reason, a distortion of, the living, orgénic state of affairs
which qualifies 1t, ahd which, in turn, is qualified by it. Such so-called

"neutral facts™ are high abstractions from concrete affaits. Whitehead

would insist on changing the scientist®s appeal, "Let us consider the facts”

to "Letl us consider some of the facts". The living horror of an actual

ey
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bombing-scene is effectively bracketed out. What Whitehead®s theory of
propositions indicates is that in the attempt to state the "facts" ob-
jecti&ély in language what happens is that the efficacity of the factual
referent of the statement is left behind in the conérete state of affairs.

This accounts for the apparent neutrality of such stated facts. But just

because no particular efficacity is indicated in the language as follow

ing from the specified aspects of the concrete state of affairs, we are

not then validly to assume that none will follow from it. Indeed, for\

Whitehead, every fact is an efficacious fact. This, as construed in his
complete metaphysical schene, is a direét denial of the asserted existence
of "neutral facts®., For, in the first place for Whitehead, every fact is ‘
about an actual (or once actual) logical subject which; because of the
ontological principle, is (or was} an actual entity or nexus of actual
enﬁiﬁies. This status of being adfuél ;s applied to loglical subjects in-
volves valuation. Whitehead writes:
» oo Bach actuality is essentially bipolar, physical and mental, and
the physical inheritance is eventually accompaniéd by a conceptual
reaction partly conformed to, and partly introductory of, a novel
contrast, but always introducing emphasis, valuation, and purpose.
(PR 165) f s -

Furthermore, the efficacity of.every fact involves the further
fact that it effect gomethinz. Again, because of the ontological prin-
ciple, that something is an actual éntity or nexus of actual entities
which will glways involve valuatibn;

The theoretic ideal of the scientist who is interested in obtain-
ing statements of objecfively neutral facté, breaks down even further

upon the realization that the particular catalog of "facts" at his dis-

posal has been selected from the infinite welter of such aspetts as might



have been so selected from the concrete situation. This in itself indi-

cates an appeal to an evaluative criterion by which certain aspects: of

the situation are seen as "the facts", But even further than this, even
among those facts so selected, it is invariably presupposed that some are

more important than others, i.e., that some make more difference than others.

This is an implicit affirmation of the éfficacity of facts.

Thls discussion of Whitehead's repudlatlon of the notion of “neq~.
tral facts" requlres his wnole meuaohy51cal v1en for its support, And
this reoudﬂatlon must be seen as a larger, more encompa531ng, repudiation

of the aoctrlne of ’vacuous actuallty' . “The térm 'vacuous actuality' here

means the notlon of a res vera dev01d of subgectlve immediacy. This re-

pudiation is fundamental for the organic philosophy..."(PR 43) For, as

we have seen, his theory of prop051tlons, whlch denles the doctrlne of
neuura_ facts, and his afflrmaulon of the SubJeCulVlSu and ontolovlcal

pr1n01ples, Unlch together deny the doctrlne of vacuous aCuuallty, mutually

v

require one another, )

An additional and very imporﬁan{ point to COnsiaéf is that‘Whiteuﬂ
head;é theory of propositions, though iﬁ admifs of finitevtruths, must
also be seen.ih a holistic 1ight‘(and these are compatibie notions); for,

The point 1s that every proposition refers to a universe exhibit-
-ing 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 pro-
position proposing a fact must, in its complete analysis, vpropose
~the general character of the universe required for that fact. There
are no self-contained facts, floating in non-entity.(PR 17)

‘
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Section 2. A General Qualification

The metaphysical grounds which at once point to and give reason
for Wnitehead's general mistrust of language asvbeing adequate to the
expression of a proposition have now to be stated. It remains to in-
quire how this mistrust, if well-founded, should affect our considera-
tion of his general theory. This question seems to be a legitimate
one since the theory of propositions, as‘well as our discussion of it,

are then qualified by the limitations of the language in which'fhey are

—

expressed.

The fadical nature of the qﬂalificationzwe.are now considering is
perhaps best expressed by Whitehead himself. It is indicated in an
essay titled "Immortality"® which is the text of his last public lec-
ture - delivered on April 22, 1941 %t The Harvard Divinity Scboo;.
These were his last public words to us.

«ssThere s not a sentence, or a word, with a meaning which is
independent of the circumstances under which it is uttered. The
essence of unscholarly thought consists in a neglect of this truth.
Also it is equally the essence of common sense to neglect these
differences of background when they are irrelevant to the immediate
purpose., My point is that we cannot relJ upon any adequate expli-
c¢it analysis.

-‘The conclusion is that logic, conceived as an adequate analy-
sis-of the advance of thought, is a fake. It is a superb instru-
nent, buu it requires a background of common sense,

B LI
...the final outlook of philosophic thought cannot be based upon
the exact statements which form the basis of spe01al sclences.

The exactness is a fake.
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