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- - PROSPECT

This essay 1s an attempt.to propose a view of human individuality .

based on certain considerations of Whiteheadian Metgpﬁysics, -
Accordingly, I shall give a general portrayalegf the notion of
actual entity as representing the "processive" or Whiteheadian view of
(eality; I will then-preseﬁt som; central features of the "substantive"
view of reality and will shéw that} for a number of given reasons, these
features must be regarded as inadequacies as far\és the estSLJiShing of_
an adequate theory of human individuality on the substantive viewpoint “
%5 concerned. -
In so doing I shall argue,that the substantive view of reality,
1f taken seridusly, leads to a "?onﬁormative" view of individuality;
whereas the processive view/gf’réality leads to, what-I will call,-a'
"concresceht"lyiew of ind1Gidﬁality. By a number of specially posed
Qroblems, it will be shown that the concrescent view of Individuality
adequafely accountsg for_&ertain‘featurca of human experience which can-
not Ee adequately accouﬁ%ed for by the substantive view of individuﬁlity.
In maintaining the distinction of adequate/inadequate as it
Areferg to the above named views of rgality and 1nd£v1dualit;, I shall
'centigily aréue that the facts qf process and value a:e‘momentous

*

factors of reality and experienée without which no adequate theory of

”

chuman Iindividuality can be comstructed. ) ’
Lastly, by underscoring the importance of process and value, as

essential functions of human indivihuality, I propose¢ to develop a

vii
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Whiteheadian view qf individuality which will provide some radical points
of contrast with certain popular modern views of individuality which -
* “have either neglected or inadequately related the functions‘of process

-and'vqluc to the deyelopment of the human individual.

—

It will be observed from the tﬁble of contents that the subject
of this esény‘is belng diﬁcussed under three headings as féllows: (1)
lSys&cmatic; (2) Problematic; (3) Theoretiéal Applicaﬁiéﬁ. The sfstcmatic
sectlon presents a cﬁaracterization'of the two views of reality in question
(i1.e. processive and substantive) and then focusses on what may be regarded

as thelr conseqhent view of generic individuality. It then accentuates

certain inadequacies of the substantive view of reality and individuality

—

- in“the light of the demand of the generic principles of the processive

view of reality and individuali;y. The problematic section considers

three special problens of human individuality arising from the substantive
viewpoint and shows that these problems may be adequately resolved in -
the light of the principles of the processive view of individuality.' '
The section on theoretical application simply draws out the wider _
implications of the generic factors of the processive view of reality; ;

expands its principles of concrescent individuality into a theory of
. -
human individuality (as will be explained); and shows that, without

3

doubt, this view of human individuality leads to a fuller understanding
of what may be called the ."human reality". ’

-
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i o INTRODUCTION
There are many ways that a mcféphysical schema may be viewed

d pendinﬁ on what it is expianatory of, as also, on what the reader finds
to be its significant emphases. I take the liberty to suggest that
Whitehead's‘mctaphysic§ isdin a certain regard a metaphysics-of expericnce.

i The reason underlying my viewpoint isrthat his writings exhibit, what 1
will here c¢all, a sense of feeling in all réﬁlity. Further, he does '
accept and portray certain aspects 6f hﬁman experience aslharadigmatic

~

instances of tﬁat which pertains in ail reality, since he accepts the
‘ principles of continuity in nature. (
" llowever, the notions of feeling and experience are many facted
and kaleldoscopic in nature, as any examination will show. Let me sug-
‘gesé here that a major reason for this phenomenon is that Vhitchead has
elther retained 'or reintroduced the facts of novelty, autonomy and
valuation as basic elements and ingredients of experience, at all levels,
Indeed, it is th<scope which he attributes to these facts that has made
his metaphysics such a fruitful source of insightful idecas with regard
to the welter of meaningful content which is aé play in the throes of
nature nnd‘in the throbs of our own experience.
‘With regard to éu@h observatioﬂs, the reader wili find that the
conception of actuality (cf. substance) which Vhitehead gevelops.is'a
conccptioﬁ wvhich camnot be properly understood if it 1s viewed apart

from the notion of value (or as he sometimes calls it, iﬁportance).

There seems to be an intrinsic and natural relation between actuality




.as a fact and what we may call the fact of value. One way of emploring
the nature of this relation .and developing its implications is by way of
the notion of individuality. It {s such an approach that will constitute
the central thrust of my p;;ject.

I uish,j?t this time, to bring to the reader's attention thé fact
that wvhen a metaph?sics is generally inadequate it is usually interpreted
in terms of the criticisms levelled against it. Bﬁt, when such a schema

[N
is recasonably adequate it is i;terpreted despite the criticisms which
mayﬁ?p levelled against it. Whitehead's work, in my judgement; falls in
this latter categor;. My éffort H?Atherefore at best an attempéed
intcrprétgtiop. -I do not ;ish ny oun failings to reflect in any way on

the work of the author in question. Yet I do hope that a generally

meaningful Whiteheadian guideline will emerge, and to some useful end.

Py

-
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SYSTEMATIC
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. THE NOTION OF ACTUALITY
. AS PROCESSIVE REALITY i

The vi¢.:-that the world was created ex nihilo no longer holds

currency-in certain circles. The universe of events and experience

. must therefore be reasonably and imaginatively-accounted for. From both

LS

the points- of view of.ontology and cosmology, Whitchead, accempts'go

~

present a reasonable account through the fundamental notion of the Actual

Entity. As a preliminary statement to Whiteheadinn ontology O process

-

reality the following points should be noted'

-

(1)  the universe exemplifies two main facts — change and endurance;

(2) ' the basio elements from wﬁibh.the universe of- things and experience

. is built up ore actual entitios; oternal objoois‘and God; God is
himself an actual entity and eteroal objeqos are‘ingredieots.of
- actual entities -- actual entities are therefore the real existences
underlying all forms of reality
(3) actual entities are concreoceot unlts — units of non-lingering
‘process, bp; vhich give rise to more permanent fo;ms of prooess;
tﬁ) an ootual entity is also a prehonsive unit éé feoli;y -— 1t
- receives all data for its coooosition from antecedent entitjies

and empathizes the qualitative coatent of the entire univo;se;'

it 1ikewfae‘passea'on what it has consummated;‘

(5) - actual*entioies are always grouped as nexus or societiogdond so

give rise to oany different forms of order of varying complexity;

Lo f
(6) ~all entities become, group together and experience each other




according to certain categoreal requirements -- gome of these

requirements are creativity, novelty, spontaneity, relatedness,
3 .
umity, etc.;

- (7) all ingredient elements of an actual entity are essential and
the eptity itself is an experient subject but becomes an object

o

when it 1is in transmission (objectification):

(8) the vefsa;ility of an actual entity 1s demonstrated in the fact

{

.

that it is the basic constituent of the human mind as well as the

hunan body:

-vv--f-v-v-‘-_,\

(¢)) for Whitehead, the notion is a more adequate conception of wunit //

7

reality (SbTws gﬁ) than any other notion previously conceived.

In a definitive stateﬁcnt, he writes:

'Actual entities' — also termed 'actual occasions' —— are the
final real things of which the world is made up. There is no
going behind actua} entities to find anything more real. They
differ among themselves; God is an actual entity, and so is the
most trivial puff of existence in far-off empty space. But,
though there are gradations of importance, and diversity of
function, yet in the principles which actuality exemplifies all
are on the same level. The final facts are all alike, actual
entities; and these actual entities are drops of experience,
complex and interdependent 1

Actual entities which are the 'building blocks' of the universe are also
the basic factors of experience., Nature, then, is not to be distinguished
from experience in terms of its'ultinatg;stuff. Here they are held to

be che-sape;uand, whéther in terms of physical or conceptual content,

lAlfred North Whitchead Process and Reality, Toronto: MacMillan,
1969, p. 23. :

Fa
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actual entities are the final "reasons™ of the universe. The fact of
the ultimacy and finality of these entities must be borne in mind, for,
they are all tﬁere is, and whatever else may be must be,analyzed in
terms of actual entities.

The notion feplaces the ancient concept of substance and the more
recent concept of monad. Its aoomicity is more empirically gprounded,
and 1s a good many steps in advanoe,of‘any Democritean or Leibnizian
element. —The notion draws on all traditional conceptions of ontological
ultimates, but infuses and Eransforms them with creativity and novel
autonomy, thereby fendcring them i{maginatively adequate as constituents
of nature and as factors of experience. These‘whiteheadian entities
come into being and endure in accordance with certain laws of process,
which are spelled out as categoregl features of Whitehead's system.

Some of these must here be mentioned.

First, under the headlng, Category of the Ultimate; Whitehead
discusses certain ultimate nofions — viz. Creativity, One, Many, etc.
This category embracgs the principle of reciprocity between the one and
the many. The many cannot but becone- one, nor the one, the many. .In
other words both the disjunctive and conjunctive features of the universe
necessitate each other. Further, whatever comes to be is a harbinger
of novelty, and neither naturé‘oor oxperience is a mere repetition of
. the past, however fully such is transmitted. Again, all reality is
constituted by "togetherness?. This notion-is-whgt he later discusses
ags "experiential togetherness" and exemplifies in tho Principles of

Relativity. He writes:
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'Creativity' is the universal of universals characterizing
ultinmate matter of fact. It is that ultimate principle by
¥, which are the universe disjunctively, become
tuai occasion, which is the universe conjunctively
« « « _« The ultimate metaphysical principle is the advance
from disjunction to conjunction, creating a novel encity
other than the entities given in disjunction . . . . Thus the
'production of novel togetherness' is the ultimate notion
embodied in the term 'concrescence'. These ultimate notions
of 'production of novelty' and of 'concrete togetherness' are
inexplicable either in terms of higher universals or in terms
of the components participating in the concrescence.2

Such a brief characterization éxpreéses sone of those basic generic
-féat#rés which, taken with reference to actual entities, axiomatizes
Whitehead's system. Axiomatic here, does not refer to deducibility.ﬂ
Rather, 1t refers to the fact that there are basic facts (entities) *
and- basic generic features (creativity, one, many, togetherness, etc.) '
in terms of which all elsg must be explained.

~. sSecond, for Whitchead, whatevgr is is real (i.e, actual). By

this is meant that the ultimate locus of any and everything is an actual

entity. All facts and observations, ofﬁhought and.of gxperience -
however they are constituted and chéracterized -- are events_com;bsed
of actual entities. Actual entities are the cpnstituents of the com-
plexities to which they give rise, and they are qualified by such
complexities. Such qualifications may be novel or conformal, they may
be intrinsic or extrinsic, their locus,iq_gtill an actual entity or &

grouping of actual entities. This is eipiicated by Whitehead in the

notion of concrescence, and in accordance with what he terms the
.l\

¢

ZWhiteheqd, PR. pp. 25-6.




Ontological Principle. le writes:

™~
That every condition to which the process of becoming conforms
in any particular instance, has its reason elther. in the -

- character of some actual entity in the actual world of that
concrescence, or in the character of the subject which is in
process of concrescence., This category of explanation is termed
the 'ontological principle'. It could also be termed the
"principle of efficient, and final, causation'. This ontological
principle means that the actual entities are the only reason;

80 that to search for a rcason is to search for one or more
actual entities. It follows that any condition to be satisfied
by one entity in its process expresses a fact either about the
'real internal constitutions' of some other actual entities, or
about the 'subjective aim' conditioning that process.3

Third, with regard to actual entities and their every possible
grouping -— which is the bawis of all there is -- Whitehead conceives

4

L .
PROCESS to be as basic and generic a feature of actuality as creativity

itself. The fact is that "process" constitutes both the "becoming" and

the "perishing" of actual entities. And, although actual entites do
not endure, it is in terms of the process to which they give rise that
the facts of transmission and objectification become manifest. He

writes: . |

That two descriptions are required for an actuwal entity:

(a) one which is analytical of its potentiality for 'object-
ification' in the becoming of other actual entities, and

(b) an other which is analytical of the process which
constitutes its own becoming,

The, term 'objectification' refers to the particular
mode in which the potentiality of one actual entity is
realized in another actual entity.

4
3Whitehead, PR. p. 29, Categories of Explanation XVIII.
g
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That how an actual entity becomes constitutes what that
entity is; so that the two descriptions of an actual éﬁtity
are not independent. Its 'being' is constituted by its
'becoming'. This is the "principle of process'.4

The fourth categoreal feature to which I wish to call attention

at this time is the Prfnciple.o@/ﬁélatiﬁity. We have already had

. _ / : .
,j earlier intimations of this principle. Despite the fact that am actual

entity is a self-creating, novel and autonomous fact, for Whitehead,

its individuality is not an individuality in isolation. Each entity,

in its concrcscenée, is a result of its relationship to all else. So
" )

also, in its objectification does it continue to manifest the fact of

relatedness as a datum for all else. By the principle of relarivity .

‘each 1s related to all qnd all to each. He writes:

That the potentiality for being an element in a real concrescence
of many entities into one actuality, {s the one general meta-
physical character attaching.to all entities, actual and non-
actual; and that evéry item in its universe in involved in each
concrescence, In other words, it belongs to the nature of a:
'being' that it is a potential for every 'becoming'., This is
the 'principle of relativity'.5

The notion of actual entity answers the question of what there
is in Whitehead's philosophy. Similarly the notion of process may be
said to answer the "how™ of reality. It is the former quéstion which

is at this time being considered. Two things may be granted., (1) That

it is not mesningful to ask the question (except in certain limited

aNhitehead,_gﬁ. p. 28. Cat. Expl. VIII and IX.

SIbid., p. 27. Cat. Expl. IV.

Q.
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contexts}, "Why is fhere something rather than nothing?" If this were
ultimately a meaningful question, %ijould suggest that it was possible
to stand without or above the nature\bf things as they are. This,
Whitehead contends, 1s impossiblef Reason must then be content to
accept this "bald" faect — that the world is -- as a possible starting
peint of rational disgourse. But to ascribe limits as to how this
question may be ﬁeaningfull? asked, also suggests that things, as they
are,.have an inherent reason for being ;o.\ (2) That 511 there is can

be iocated. There is here ng necessdry reference to spatlo-temporal
location, certainly not in the ordinary senée.- It means rather that
everything -—- imagined, conjectured, or experienced -- has an ontological
status and cin be metaphysically accounted for. To grant both of these
does not mean that reason is irrational, but that the u1t1@$te irration-
ality imposes limits on reason. It also means that within Lhese limits

whatever there is can be explained., The task is to construct an adequate

 explanation, and one consistent with the facts. Yet a certain danger

must be avoided at all costs. It is the accepting of a pafticular
interpretation as a final fd&t, rather than a tentative formulation.
Events and gxperienc;, as they occur, do not preclude the lattér, but
dre inconsistent with the former.

The ontological principle, as egrlicr stéted, nust be seen as

cardinal to any understanding of Whitehead's metaphysics., Centrally

it states that there is no other valid quest for the ground of experience
and reason than the quest for the actual. The notion of actual entity

is therefore indicative of the nature of all there is., There is nothing

which ig not in some sense actual, and every occurrence is from actuality
, .

~
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to actuality, Actuali;y 1s the first and final fact of the universe,
It is what the universe is constiiuted of; and it i1s what the universe
is. Whitehead's use of the term, as earlier:intimated, borrows nuch
from the general pﬁilosophicftradition. But, it is not my integtion
to directly trace this borrowing. The notion however arises from the
context of contemporary scilentific research, and it réflects an under-
standing of atomic and molecular activity. Yet,its'undgrstanding in
the light of contemporaéy science dogs not lessen the- import of the meta-
physical insighfﬁofJLcibniz in respect of the notioh of "monad", nor
that of Democritus in respect of the notion of "atom". The real uﬁits N
of existence account for both the "one" and "many". This allows both
fqr thé unity and the plurality of things. Neither does it square with
the facts to emphasize the one to the exclusioa of the other. Actuality
(or actual entities, actual occasions, final realities or events, as \
Whitehead variously calls them)6 at all times transccﬁds itgelf, either
as the one becéming the many, or ;s the many becoming the one,
An actual entity is a process in the course of which many
operations with incomplete subjective unity terminate in a
completed unity of operation, termed the 'satisfaction®.

The 'satisfaction'® is the contentment of the creative urge
. by the fulfilment of its categoreal demands,.7 -

- .

As a categoreal notion, actual entity is always synonymous with

. ~

Existence as the essence and sum of all existents, and with Being as

the essence and sum of all beings. (In Process and Reality actual entity

®Whitehead; PR. pp. 90, 94, 98.

" 1bid., p..257.
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is set down as the first Jf the Categories of Existence). To speak
of Existence orAthe exigtent, of Being, beings or becoming is to speak
aSout the actual entity or a;tual entities, Tﬁe fact that there is
alvays "expe?iential togetherness™ holding in respect-of these entities,
means that there is no "separateness" of entities. These entiﬁics are
always grouped -- as nexus, sub-societies, or societies — and do not
exist in isolation. The actdﬁl is always an "IT" with a "THEY"., More-
over to ensure the continuity of events and experience, and to avoid
qﬁy possible dualism, Whitehead maintains that there is only one genus
of actual entities,

There nust always be a connectedness of‘facts and a cantinuiky
of factors in Whitehead’s umiverse, The "IT" is never separate from
its "THEY", nor that which is qualified, from that which qualifies 1it.
The theory of actual entity, in its functions of prehension and concrescence,
shows that relations and qualifications are never merely extrinsic, ;
Pelations and qualifications are always In some respect bound-up with
the LFQék internal konstitutions' of-actual entities. Reality is through
and:;hroqgh actual, and God himself, in'so far as he is real is not
exempted from the catepgorial demands which are exhibited in the Eoncrescence
of all entities. In terms of the actual, there cannot be a "more" real. !
Acgual entities may have {(and do bave) a gradation in terms of function .
and importance, but this is bnly a difference in terms of their ‘

1 \ . i
similarihy.a The principles which they exemplify are all on the same

BUhitehead, PR. pp. 38, 57, 172,

S ! ”{
= . | \ %
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level. ome may now ask what is the nature of an actual .entity? In

answer to this question Leclerc writes:

The ontological nrinciple is the assertion that the ovrms ov
the 'really real' is an 'actual' {i.e. a fully existent,
individual entity.” Since 'actual entities' 'form the ground
from which all other types of existence are derivative or
abstracted', it is evident that the category of actual entity
assumes a certain basic position among the categories. That
1is ‘to say, actual entities constitute the primary subject of

the metaphysical inquiry; it is their nature which metaphysics
seeks to discover ., 2

What then is that fact whicp constitutes the nature of the actual?
And what are those features expres%ive of that fact? The answer for
Whitehead would simply be "process'. ﬁut to answer the question simply
does not mean that the answer 1s simple. The notion of process is
actually one of the most complex and kaleidoscoplce strands ofAWhitehead's

-~

thought. The implications of its complexity must be dealt with elsewhere,
Bdt,lif process 1s admitted as basic and generic, it will be seen that,
its Ingredient features (élso basic and generic) facilitate a multi-
dimensioned view of reality which is more ‘consistent with the facts of

nature and experience. Following Leclerc, I turn at this time to the

pcrs?éctive of the philosophical tradition.

M
From the time of Parmenides it was held that the OvTws OV was
individual, unitary, self-identical and self-sufficient; also that change-
lessness was a basic feature of reality. But this last made it impossible

to account for change, as well as permanence. Whitehead takes both Plato

9Ivor Leclerc, Whitehead's Met;physics London: George Allen and
Unwin, 1965, p. 59.
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and Aristotle to task. For him, neither the ;ealm oflchangc}essness,
nor one in which change occurs only in accidental features canAbe

regarded as really real, Both‘tﬁese positions admit, by implication,
a lack of the fullness of being.. Both are therefore inimical to the
priﬁciplé of process. As hé advocates, no insightful'ontglogykghould

at this time acquiesce in the subject-predicate logic of Aristotle, or

.

" Yy

the general ontological tradition of an unchanging entity (ouo\ia) which
changes. Either of these views, he shows, is founded on an imaginative
generalization from everyday experience -- that what is seen as numerically

one (this tree, this man, etc.) is admissive of qualitative distinctions

-~

only,
Whitehead insists that, for all practical purposes; an actual
entity concelved as self-identically enduring is legitimate. But, in

the final analysis it is an abstraction and not a fact. He writes:

The simple notion of an enduring substance sustaining
persistent qualities, either essehtihlly or accidentally,
expresses a useful abstract for many purposes of life. But
whenever we try to use it as a fundamental statement of the
nature of thinps, it proves itself mistaken. It arose from
a mistake and has never succeeded in any oY its applications.
But it has had one success; it has entrenched itself in
language, in Aristotle's logic, and in metaphysies. For
its employment in language and in lopic, there is - as
stated above -~'a sound pragmatic defence. But in meta-
physics the concept is sheer error. This error deoes not
consist in the employment of the word 'substance'; but in
the employment of the notion of an actual entity which 1s
characterized by essential qualities, and remains nunerically
one amidst the chanpes of accidental relations and accidental
"qualities., The contrary dagctrine is that an actual entity
never changes, and that it is the outcome of whatever can be
ascribed to 1t in the way of quality or relationship. There
then remains two alternatives for philosophy: (1) a monistic
- universe with the {llusion of change; and (11) a pluralistie
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universe in which 'change' means the diversities among the
actual entities which belong to some one soclety of a

definite type.l0
The real problem is the assumption that an actual entity, or substance,
can exist and endure changelessly and be expla#atory of change while it
renaing devoid of process.

Descartes, who in certain respécts is the last perpetrator of
Aristotelian ontology, recognized the above difficulty, bu; did not
succeed in overcoming 1its Impasse, He made the existence of“an actual
entity instantaneous, in principle eliminating all process, arguing that

b
there is but mere transition to successive instantanecous existences of

-

-
actualities. In the Third Meditation he writes:

In truth, it is perfectly clear and evident to all who will
attentively consider the nature of duration that the conservation
of a substance, in each moment of its ddiation, requires the

same power and act that would be necessary to create it, sup-
posing it were not get in existence; so that it is manifestly

a dictate of the natural light that conservation and creation
differ merely in our mode of thinking (and not in reality).ll

bs .
The essential point is that "duration is not validly conceived to consist

in the self-identical persistence of an actuality; since each instanta-

neously crecated entity is numerically di?tinct from others in the route
]

of succession, there is apcordiﬁgly not 'one and the same' entity

'enduring'."12 On Descartes' view we wpuld-not,be dealing with the one

. lewhitehend,‘gg, P- 96{

' 11John Veitch, The Method, Meditations and Philosophy of Descartes.
Washington, D.C. and London: M. W. Dunne, 1901,

12Lec1erc, W, p. 65.
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and the same entity, even as he conceives an enduring entity. Such an
entity uoulq be a derived notion -- an abstraction. This oversight leads
to what Whitehead calls the "fallacy of misplaced concreteness". Further,
Descartes' position.leaves us still In need of a cause of dctivity and
process. lis enduring entity does not possess these. . But, if process
and-acgivity be attributed to another entity (or entities), how wo@ld a

blatant regress be avoided? Leclerc writes:

There energes, therefore, a most important implication of
Descartes' analysis, namely, that there cannot be 'existence'
at all, in any sense, without activity, and thus vithout
'process' -- for action involves tranmsition, which is process.
Moreover, the creating being wmust himself exist by virtue

of his own activity; that is, he must be causa sul, for unless
this be so Descartes will be involved in an infinite regress
of creators in order to account for the process of creating
activity of each,13 '

T

% Descartes would then be logically correct in regarding God aslthe only

true substance, but res extensa and res cogitans could not then be properly

called substance,

The Cartesian problem and the general problem of endurance will
later receive further attention, particqlarly in Part Two., In this chapter
I have attempted to give a preliminary sketch of the notion of -actual
entity as follows: (1) I have stated and elaborated uéon the definitive
Whiteheadian statement concerning what an actual entity is; (2) four
basic categoreal features relating to the nature and functions of actﬁal

entities were introduced; (3) some general metaphysical implications of

13 eclerc, wt. p. 65.
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the notion were briefly discussed; (4) using the ideas of the SbTms oV

and oboﬁa, I have in a prelfminary way, (a) linked Whitehead's metaphysical
concern with that of t?aditional netaphysics, tb) shown that the ba;ic‘
assumption of the substance &octfine led to fundamental proﬁiems,in
Cartesian ﬁetaphysics.

This notlon of actual entity, as introduced, gives ;3 the basic
perspective of what I will later discuss as process (or brocess;ve)
reality. Some additional and central features of such a reality will
be énlarged upon in chapters three and foﬁr anduthe fundaments of such
an cnlargcmént wiil (in Part Three) be used 4s the basis of a more
adequate theory of hum%n individuaiity than could possibly be constructed
along substantive lines. -éé will now turn to a discussion of substantive

actuality.




"

SUBSTANTIVE ACTUALITY
AND THE PROCESSIVE VIZWPOINT
Can a view of reality which emphasizes stability aBove change be
regarded as an a&qug%e basis of individuality? This question is con-
tained in the thesis central to this essay that — Substantial actuality
EY

as a geﬁeral metaphysical viewpoint is an inadequate basis for a theory

of human individuality., -

. - T p

-

In the former_éhéptgr 1 presented a general gharacterization of
processive actuality as contained in Whitehead's notion of aétuai entity,
In my presentation the notion was defined; some of the categéreal:featﬁres.
governing the reality of such an entity were gpecifiéd; apd intimations
were given of the problematic nature of the notion of substance in
traditipnal pﬁilosobhy ~= notably in Degcéiteﬁ. In the present chapter
-1 wiil mainly ei#mine someno% the‘;ajor emphases of sugstance ontélogy
_ which Whitehead rejccfs as inadequate if we are seeking a metafhysical
basis of reality in'accord;nce with experience. |

A brief synoptiéal view of the Aristotelian doctrine of substance
may be gained by noting the foliowing pointsﬁ ‘ |

(1) R Substance is ind:!.w;i‘dual' -— as -such 1t may represent primary ..
| individuality or derived individuality, i.e. the existent thing;
‘(25 Suﬁétancerislaiways the subject which receives logical br"‘
. ontoiogical quaiifira%ions; _ — .
(3) ' Substantial Being is that which all existent things have in

. common ~—~ it is a certain "that" or‘"thié" which is peculiar

A~
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(4)

(&)

(6)

)

(8)

(9

(10)

(11)

(12)
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to each natural body —— (a) it imparts té it an independent
existence, (b) it is the ground aor cause of its ‘existence, _
{c) 1t deterﬁings‘its 1nd1viduality;

the word Aristotle'uses is Obd(a which 1is derived‘frbm'the verb
to bg éq»u and refers to fundémental, independe;t existence or
thg being of the "concrete" indivi&ual thing;

y 7
ouola always suggests an essential unity —— 'to be" and "to be

one" mean the same thing;
1

sybstance has essential and non-essential qualities —— in respect A
of the former it is individual, unitary, independent, self-suf-
ficient andhchangless; in respect df the latter it exhibits an “

additional set of qualities -—— only essential qualities define

the real nature of a substance;
substance 1is the locus of form/matter and of being/non-béing;
. s
Aristotle is not clear in what respects ouLdla is form or matter

or belng or non-being;

primary substance is always particular never a universal -- it

_ can never be the attribute of a subject;

universals do not change, but particular substance dees -- however
i1f substance is essentially primary how-may it change or give

rise to change?

except God, Substanées are mot causa sul — it takes a greater
substance (or one as great) to genérate a lesser substance;
there are at least three different kinds of substance;

the docérine of sub;ténce has many inherent ambiguities and

has always been a source of numerous. philosophical problems;
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(iB) it should be kept in mind that Aristotle was himself arguing
against certqin.draés int¢rpreta;ions of Parmenides which made
reality to be unqualifiedly "One' and "Permanent'; and'against
the opposite views, based on Heraclités, which,took‘reality to
be'unqualified flux. At the same time he sought to avoid Plato's
conclusion that the changing existent world igs unreal whilelthe
real world {s an abiding realm of forms reflected upon or mediated

to the existent world.

.

In the Categories, Aristotle, speaking of substance, writes:

A substance -— that which is called a substance most strictly,
primarily, and most of all —— is that which is neither said
of a subject nor in a subject, e.g. the individual man or the
individual horse,l

I * .
He goes on to stipulate .that species™and the genus relative to the
individual are substance only in a secondary sense., Further, he states
that "of the primary substance, one is no more a substance than another:

the individual man is no more a substance than the individual ox".2

Settling on thils conception of substance as the existent individual
he writes: —- "All the other things are either said of the primary sib-
stances as subjects or in them qsrsubjects". Hence 1f "primary substance

.. .

did not exist it would be impossible for any of the other things to exist".3

lAristotle, Aristotle's Categories and De Interpretatione. Edited
by J. L. Ackrill, Oxford: Clarendon Press 1968, p. 5.

21pid., p. 7.

“3Ibid., p. 6.

rd
3
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From an examination of the Categories we know that all the other

-t
=

categories function as factors of qualification for substance in this

primary sense. This then which Aristotle calls "a certain this", is

the primary reality,

- The que§tion may be raised, as to whether or not Aristotle is,
in the Catepories, speakinp of an ontological entity as over against a
linguistic entity. To my way of thinking, the question is legitimate
and answerable. Careful examination of the Categories will show that
he 1is speaking of both ontological and linpuistic Entities, but appears
either to have indfilged himself in momentary carelessness, or to have
taken the, fact, that the distinction between the two need not be nmade,
for granted. However, his emphasis,'by way of examples, on existent
entities —- this man, this ox, this tree, etc. -- does lend weight to
the view that substance (as well as the rest of the categories). is to
be taken ontologically. Further, as far as i can recall, Aristotle has
no where made out a clear case for the'status of linpuistic engittps as
he has done for. ontological entities. For these reasons then, itigeems
peffectly legitimate to hold to the opinion that this is a preliminary
éntological casting of the view which, in the Hetaghxsicé {see Bks. vii
and viii), he expands into a general metaphysical doctrine,

Let me now polint out some of thg central features of the substantial
.doctrine which renders it a less than adequate contender as an ultimate
principle of metaphysical formﬁigtion. ,

(a) It has already been stated that "all other things are either

sald of the primary substances us subjects or in them as subjects".

This brings us to the matter of substantial pfedicﬁtion‘or qualification,




Aristotle writes:

TRy
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Further, it 1s because the primary substances are subjects -

for all the other things and all the other things are pre- '

dicated of them, or are in them, that they are called sub-
-stances most of all,% : !

-

But elsewhere he writes:5

h Y

It is a characteristic cormon to every substance not to be
in a subject. For a primary substance is neither said of a
subject nor in a subject.

: a 0

There are two points to be noticed. First, he ad;its that substance

can be qualified. It is a subject and as such it may entertain predicates
= (1) either by aseription or (2) by inherence. Second, Aristotle
explicitly excludes any possibility of a substance itself being enter-
tained bf another substance or itself entertaining another as its
predicate. This is precisely a heel of Achilles in the substantial
doctrine which Whitehead e&ploits to advantage. To emphasize, as the
Aristotelian doctrine tends to do, mere predicative qualifications to

the neglect of relational qualifications is to make relations external

and additive rather than internal and essential. It is the sghackles of

the subject-predicate logic, resulting from the substance ontology which

4Ar:latotle, ACI. p. 7. -

5Both passages must be interpreted as Indicating the rigid line
which Aristotle drew between particulars (substances) and universals
(qualities). A universal could not be a real subject, nor a particular
a real predicate. What he lacked was an adequate doctrine of relation,
as I will later discuss in the notion of prehension. Aristotle then
did not understand his.own expression — being "in a subject".

®Ibid., p. 8.
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Whitehead views as a grave error in western philosophical tradition.7

(b) Again, the doctrine as contained in the Categories, but
iespecially In its expanded form in the Hetaghzsigs (See Bka. vii and
: viii), ggaws a distinction between the eésen;ial and accidental at-
' tributes of sub_stance.8 Now it is omly witg regard to the aﬁcidental
attributes that a substance may be said to suffer.ch;ngg. The essential
attributes constitutes its essence as a changeless substratum. What in
effect this aspect of the doctrine does is‘to eiiminaﬁe change (or pro-
cess) from the essential constitution of suﬂstantial'actuality.l How then
may change, In respect of the generation and corruption be accounted
for?9 This idea of an enduring substance which does not change has
been the "false-foot" of all substance philosophy since Aristotle. I
have already made reference to Descartes' difficulties with this-problcm
In chapter one. Needless to say Whitehead rejects it and makes process
to be the ‘€ssential nature of actuality. This second difficulty it nust
be seéh, is not only related to the forwer, but is the Gordian knot of
the substantial theory of actuality. - 4
(c) Aristotle also emphagizes the fact that "It seems most
distinctive of subatance that what is numerically one and.the same 1s

able to receive contraries™. He continues, "In no other case could one

bring forward anything, numerically one, which is able to receive

"mitehead, PR. p. 64-65, 66, 160.

8Aristotle'a Metaphysics, vii: 5.

gQuite apart from the creation and destruction of artifacts and
the coming to be and passing away of natural substances, e.g., a man,
one would like to know how the so-called iydestructible essence of
these substances and of the really real (oviws 3%)‘nay be said to be
constituted or disintegrated.’
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contrarie§:.10 The philosophy of organism objects to this.emphasis on
numerical oneness (or mere numerical identity) as an essential feature
of actuality:ll The force of the disagreement will become more cle;r
when it is recalled that Aristotle's paradigm of oneneas as of substance
is the existent individual, in the sense of "this man" or "this ox".
Such existent acfualities, for Whitehead, are both one and many: so also
is the individcal actual entity.

(d) The" last consideration that I will here mention is that the
Aristotelian notion of suﬁstance tends, and historically has given rise
to a view of actuality devoid of subjective-enjoyment. Here a substance
is not uegessarily an experient subjeét. Such a view islcontravened
from the lenc of view of process reality, and expressly on the basis ‘of

the Reformed Subjectivist Principle.l2

We have thus examined the Aristotelian dcfin;tion of substance
and noted four facets of the doctrine which appear to be at logper- o
heads with some central principles of organic philesophy,. Specific
characterization of these difficulties will be presented and discussed

in Part Two (Problematic) of this essay. I must at this time justify

10Aristot1e, ACI. p. 1I1.

llThe problem with the emphasias on numerical identity is that it
presupposes a universe of fixed identities, i.e. one in which objects
are simply located. It would therefore fail to account for continuing
identity despite change in essential features -- e.g. the babe is now a
man. It also hides the plural and composite (or serial) nature of
reality. Contiguity and resemblance would thus be the only formal
relations uniting events.

1itehead, PR. p. 176£f.
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ny obvious reliance on the presentations of the Categories and then say
a word in respect of the varjous interpretations of this Aristotelian

dpctrine.

It may be argued that Whitehead's criticism (see. chapter 1,
p. 14-15) may easily be mitigated;“if the conception of substance pre- |
gented in(éhe Metaphysics Be advanced as the genuine Aristotelian view-
point, The fact is,.as examination will show, 1f we focus eon 066(&, as
there rendered, our problems are compoﬁnded. First the central principles

of the doctrine are not changed in the least. They are merely given

metaphysical generalization fn the discussions of Being~non-Being,

-

- Matter-Form, Actuality-Potentiality. Second, if the notion "being"” is

posited in the place of fubstance ue’ruﬁ into a similar set of dif-
ficulties. In Metaph, vii: 1,2-8, Aristotle equates being with substance
and continues to speak of the latter in much the same way as he did in
the Categories. The attributes of Being are still the ;rcdicates of
substance —— "for if the universe is of thg‘uature of a whole, sub%lance
is still its first part, and is succeeded by quality, and then qqanticy.h
Third, in the Metaphysics we run into further difficulties, since there
are not mereiy primary and secondary substances, but "there are three
kinds of substance — one that is sensible . . . . and another that is

. .
immovable . . . . but the third kind belongs to another sclence . . . .M
(Metaph., xii: 1). By the timé we come to the doctrine of God in Book xii
we begin to wonder, if, as "first mover" and "pure actuality", he is not
the only true subst;nce. {We have already to;chgd on this pbint in our

earlier referencg to Descartes).

-
The picture we are getting from the Metaphysics 15 the. view of an

/
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ontology, the first principle of which is not thoroughly worked ocut.
Since this essay is not designed to assess fully the Aristotelian
doctrine, but merely to apprii;é critically certain facets of it in the
light of organic philosophy, &\have adhered to the simpler version of

the Catepories. However, this circumvention is not a mere flight from

difficulties, for the principles, as said before, are the same in both

works. It should also be said that Aristotle's doctrine has metamorﬁhosed
in many ways in the hands of posterity. Interpretations of the doctrine
have not all been faithful, and many may not have been genuinely

-Aristotelian. For example, if we compare some traditional interpretations

i of the notion of change in Ariscétle (say Descartes') much 1is left to
be desired. But granting that Randall is right, the way he interprets
: the coﬁcepts of motion and change in Aristotle brings his concépt of

? change, in the metaphysical sense, somewhat nearer the processive view.
{See J. H. Randall's Aristotle Cﬁaps. VII, IX, X.) "In fairness to the
ancient master, it must be said that many of Whitehead's philippics are
as ouch against a2 number of uninsightful Interpretations as they are
against some of the central Aristotelian features.

Whitehead's first attempt at comnstruction of a comprehensive
notion in terms of wﬁich nature might be explained net uifﬁ limited”
success., The general validit} of the notion of "event" as he first
conceived it was sound from the standpoint of theoretiqél physics and
mathematics, Héwever, since such a notion represented a limited
scientific viewpoint as well as one of ‘an advanced degree of abstraction
it soon became evident that the notion of event had to be.filled out.

In a note appended to the second edition of the Principles of Natural




Knowledge he wrote:

The book is dominated by the idea that the relation of extension
has a uniquepreeminence and that everything can be pot out of
it. During the development of the theme, it gradually becane
evident that this is not the case . . . But the true doctrine,
that 'process' is the fundamental idea, was not in my mind with
sufficient emphasis. Extension is derivative from process and
~1is required by 1it.13
My purpose 1s not to argue the inadequacies of Vhitehead's earlier
description of basic fact, but simply to state that the recognition
that one must needs more from generalizing in terms of abstraction to
generalizing in terms of corcreteness took him a few steps in advance
of the substance viewpoint and saved him from committing the Aristotelian
fallacy. (This is meant to attribute the error of "misplaced concrete-
ness” to Aristotle as well.)
The comprehensive charge which the processive viewpoint levels
against the substantial doctrine is that of abstractionism., (See PR,
p. 35) "A philosophical system", for Whitehead, "should present an

elucidation of concrete fact from which the sciences abstract."la

The case with science is that its abstraétions should always be elucidated
in the light of an exposition of concrete reality. The substance of
Aristotle is an abstraction from daily life - too commonsense a view —-

which has been imported into metaphysics and imaginatively generalized.

We may recall Whitehead's stated objection: N

13
‘An Enquiry Concerning the Principles of Natural Knowledge,

Cambridge, Cambridge University Press, 1919; 2nd Edition, 1925, p. 202.
14A1fred N. Whitehead, Adventures of Ideas. Free Press Paperback,
New York: MacMillan, 1967, p. 246; also PR., p. 13. )
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The simple notion of an enduring substance sustaining persistent
qualities, either essentially or accidentally expresses a use~
ful abstract for many purposes of life. But whenever we try to
use it as a fundamental statement of the nature of things, it
proves itself mistaken. It arose from a mistake and never

sueceeded in any of its applications . . . in metaphysics the
concept is sheer error . . .12

Rather than employing the philosophical method to postulate the nature

of concrete fact and then argue towards an abstraction ‘from such a fact,

, Arlstotle appears to have assumed the essential congrefeness of the
exlstent individual, instanced in "this man" and "this ox", 1t is this
move — from the abstract to the concrete, ratﬁer than the converse —
which Whitehead centrally attacks as far as Aristotle is concerned. His
contravention of the substance tradition seems to be against'the failure

- to understand misplaced concreteness on Aristotle's part, as also against

the great degree of acquiescence in the uncritical usage of a language

based on this erroneous ontology.

We must see therefore in the notion of actuality as discussed, a
true attempt at the philosophical characterization of ultimate reality.

Leclerc, commenting in gimilar regards, writes:

The task which he had previously set himself, of developing

, a new concept of ultimate fact to replace the classical concept
of’siﬁply located particles of matter, could not be carried
out along the lines, and by the procedure he had hither to.
attempted. The task,. he now saw, 18 a specifically philosophical
one; more precisely, it is a metaphysical one -- taking
'metaphysics' here broadly as the investigation of the
‘ultimate nature of reality' . . . .16

Z

-lsﬂhitehead,.gg. p. 96. -

16Lec1e_rc, WM. p. 14.
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Whitehead's critique of substance philosophy represents also a shift in

1

his own position, which may be regarded as a search for a more adequate
grounding of ultimate fact — "the final problem is to conceive a

’
complete (mavteins) fact . . ."17

The notlon of actual entity, as'I

’ L
have stated in chapter one, represents such a fact. It 1s WaQurelns --

M »
it is the ovrtws ov.

It now remains for me, in this section, to show that, despite
the points of radical divergence between the two views of reality,

Aristotle's ccntfﬁi/purposc coincided with that of Whitehead's in

Process and Reality. In this I shall be guided somewhat by Leclerc's
;rcatment of the stated coincidence.

One should generally cbserve that Whitehe;d, in his central
metaphysical work, did not set out to derive his metaphysics directly
and solely from scientific speculation, neither did he rely immediately
on obvious facts of commonsense to fashion a metaphysical ultimate. It
is true that he was never far from the scientific perspective, nor have

\

his central conceptions scandalized the commonses viewpoint. But, his

task in Process and Reality was to interpret gcientific principles as

well as the facts of experience in the light !gf a more fundamental meta-
3

physical schema. In Scifence and the Modern World he writes:

It is equally possible to arrive at this organic conception of

Yihitehead, AL., p. 158.
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the world if we start from the fundamental notions of
modern physics, instead of as above, from psycholegy and
physieleny, 1In fact by reason of my own studies in
mathematics and mathematical physics, I did in fact
arrive at my convictions in this way. Mathematical
physics presumes in the first place an electromagnetic
field of activity pervading space and time. The laws
which condition this field are nothing else than the
conditions observed by the gencral activity of the

flux of the world, as it individualizes itself in the
events,18

v . -
It is the iast sentence which must be enphasized., The so-called le

sclentific writings must be viewed in light of his central metaphysical
notions -- not the reverse,

In respect of the TowreAfis he writes -- "we\can only form such a
conception In terms of fundamental notions concerning the nature of

reality".lg In Metaph., vii: 1, 2-8 Aristotle writes:

And indeed the question which was raised of old and is raised
now and always, and is always the subject of doubt, viz. what
being is, 1s just the question, what is substance? For it
~1s this that some assert to be one, others more than one, and
that some assert to be limited in number, other unlinmited.
And so we all nust sonsider chiefly and primaril§ and most
exclusively what that is which is in this sense.Z0

For Whitechead, the problem is "to conceive a complete fact'; for
Aristotle, it is to show "what that is which is in this sense". The
s ~ [¢3

7 ~ ' /! i
Greek phrase —— g(7gV TEp| TOV OUTws OVTIO8 OEwpnieov Ty EOT(V —--

which Ross.(above) translates as "what that is which is", J. Owens .

1aAlfred N. Whitehead, Science and the Modern VWorld., PFree Press - ®

Paperback, Toronfﬁ: MaeMillan, 1969, pp. 152-53.
19 '

v

Whitehead, AI., p. 158. .
2OAristotle, The Basic Works of Aristotle. FEdited by Richard
McKeon, New York: Random House, 1968.

L
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renders as "what Being in this sense is" since the that refers td
Being. Owens' rendering refers Being to 060{& and he is supported by
H. Tredennick's rendering -- "to investigate the nature of 'being' in
the sense of subsfance.ﬁ I agree with Leclere that the term substance

is an ambiguous term and so the retaining of the Greek obdiu is to be

prefered. But, we have already looked at Aristotle's fauity associa; .

3

tion of substance with Being. This however does not alter our presént(

discussion. 1In Ross'“rendering, Aristotle 1s trying to discover the
nature of "that which is" in the determinate Sense in which it "is",

" i ’ . B -
The reference of cuola to Being is here inescapable: and so it seems

d _ > ¢
reasonable to accept ouola in the primary sense of Being or Existence,

- . .
The term oﬁo{u is from the Greek e\vay -- to be, and we are
told, combines the abstractness of Being (as beingness) with the

concreteness of particular individuality. One may readily agree that
)

; d S .
this appears to be the meaning which the term ouvd\a (substance) of the

Hetaghzsics_is meant to have, But, aithough we may be enlightened by

a vagugly implied Arigstotelian assumption, herseemed not to have

clearly argued the fact of transition between the two terms substance '

and Being or the special metaphysical sense of subsﬁance (o60(a) in
distinction from the less refiﬁed characterization of the Categories.‘
This discussion so far ha; 1ndirgctly extended my earlier contention
chat'che‘concepéions of substance, in both works cited are for all
intents the same., What it has not done, and was not intended ta do,
is to release Ariséotle from the central Whiteheadian blame of the

imposition of abstraction upon concretgness. (See chapter three).
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The central point I am making, and with regard to my stated
intention, is‘to show that Aristotle's aim coincides with Whitehead's.
This also brings the latter into the general main stream of the onto-

logical tradition, but with finer tools and a more carefully worked

3 first principle. It must then be seen that both the notion of actual
; . .

entity and that of substance are intended to be the same in so far

as they both subscribe to the ontological principle. ‘Here the "contrete

fact" of the processive view is akin to the 060(& of the substantial

v
t

tradition. Where they radically differ is-in their manner of concep—f
tion, whicﬁ, as we Qill'see, has been decisive in detcrmining their

scoyg of ndequacynand applicability as far aé the-range of éxperience
f"éﬁés. °

In summary, 1 have done the following:

(1) I have presented ffgm the Categories some basic statements on

N
~

""" Ti.Aristotle's doctrine of substance;
~ 1

2) 1 have given reason for my reliance on the Catepories in

a

preference to the Metuphzsics;‘
(3) endeavour wa;‘made to show tﬁat7Whicehead's more adequate motion -
of actual entity is the result of a develépmegc and recognition
of the fact that the ontologist must begin with the "éoncrete"
and only ‘then move to the "abstract";
(4) excursion is made to:ah;q‘that Aristotle and Vhitehead -
respectively using obo(u and ac§uallentity — had similar aims
of making the "concrete” the "real”. B |

In the sucéeding chapter I aim to examine the possible scope of

adequacy of the two notions in question.




INDIVIBUALITY

__In keeping with the former chapters, I must now examine the
nature of individuality from the standpoints of substantive and -
pfoce#éive ontology as we have so far discussed them. The two
characterizations will be called conformaéive and concrescent

individuality respectively.

Also, the thesis central to this essay, which was introduced
but not discussed, will become the focus of the comparison of the two
viewpoints; Where in the last chapter I indicatéd points of dis-

agreement between the two views, in this chapter I will endeavour to

test the general or generic scope and adequa§y of the said views of

]

reality with regard to certain basic requirements of the being and

becoming of the human individual, - Without furcber ado, let us turn

I

to the issues themselves,

Section (1) -
Conformal Individuality

]

It has already been pointed out that both the substantive and,
processive views of reality subscribe to the ontological principle.
. r\ . =

Ag stated by Whitehead it is:

That every condition to which the process of becoming conforms
in any particular instance, has its reason either in the cha- :
racter of some actual entity in the world of that concrescence, l
. or in the character of the subject which is in process of -

concrescence ... This ontological principle means that actual
. N

33 . - .
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entities are the only reasons; so that to search for a
reason is to search for one or more actual entities....l

. , .
Actual entity, we have seen from chapter one, 1is the 3$Tws 0@ - the
really real — of the processive view., We have seen from the last

' 9
chapter also that, whatever the ambiguities of the term may be, ovola

(substance) is taken by Aristotle to be the truly existent in the

sense of primary actuality. Whitehead himself confirms this to be

Aristotle's viewpoint whefi he associates himself with the latter's
R g

1 conception of the ontological principle. (PR. pp. 53-4) It is in

discussing a sim{lar point that Leclerc writes:
: ' . . /
* . L™

This Aristotelian principle — which Whitehead terms the
'ontological principle' — asserts that these 'actual things'
are the truly and fully existent things, and that whatever
else exists, does so in a sense dependent upon, and derived
from, that of actual things_.2

e e e ey

It is this vera realiéhs (to use Descartes' phrase so often used by

Whitehead) -~ this obc{a or actual entity which is the.pflmq\unit of
xéalit;. The term unit is here used ambiguously and for reasons which
will later become apparent. Unless one is prepared to reject the
éasential relation of 060{6 to Existence as beingness, it must also be
understood thatrbbofﬁ, like actual entity is the real factor of all

existent entities. If this is granted, then it must be seen that we are

]‘Hhitehend PR., p. 29, Cat. Expl. XVIII, See also, FR., p.'S,
and references to Descartes pp. "91-23 and to Hume p. 193,
T
4
2In this regard Aristotle is abundantly clear in Metaph. vii
and viii. . v
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here\;éaling with the central generic factor|of all reality. This

060(&, this substance propter se is that which, I will contend, is the
true basis of all types of individuality.

We must now see-tﬁat when Aristotle, in the Metaphysics, speaks
of the particular, the individual, or the particular individual, it is
in this primary sense in which, "for the most part", the terms are to
be understood as having reference to OGO(G. His examples seem somewhat
misleading since they usually refer to existent individual things as
they do in the Categor!i.es.3 The logical doctrine of substance, as
Ross correctly points out, seems mistaken since it fails to distinguish

-

between subject-predicate in a logical seﬁse, and substance-attribute *

4 in an ontological sense. This. essay need not directly concern itgelf
with the many problems arising from this observation. The problem of

3 irdividuality, as I wish to deal with it, arises directly from

Arigstotle's acceptance of the ontological principle, We may therefore
’ )
proceed directly by asking what is the nature of OUOCE (substance)?
" The ontological principle makes it clear that the search for

"What that irrwhich is in this sense" -- the individual — is a
search far particular EXiBthQS?' We are therefore still pursuing the
subje;;\of individuality in this special, primary and generic sense,

It is of the nature of such an individual that Aristotle writes:

3Ross mafntains that Aristotle has retained a double sense of
substance throughout the Metaphysics -- Sir David Ross, Aristotle,
University Paperbacks, London: Methuen & Co., 1964, pp. 165-66.
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It seems most distinctive of substance that what is numcrically\
one and the same is able to receive contraries...?
~ b “

Now it is this statement of Aristotle, as-well as its correlative
renderings, which have led to the static view of reality and its
attendant difficulties\(specifi;ally within thelsubSta;ce tradition
of course); also to what will here be called a fconformative" view of
individuality. 1In the last chapter wé already gétcd that the gaid
statement constituted one of the radical points of conflict with the
processive vieﬁ of reality. Also, in the later sections of chapter one,
and in general reference to Whitehead's criticism of the substantial
tradition, it Qas specified that «- "The real problem is the assumption

that an actual entity, or substance, can exist and endure changelessly

and be explanatory &f change while it remains devoild of process."”

-

" Now the special sense in which the term "

conformal” is meant
combines certain features in respect of an actual entity: viz. a
lack-of (1) its own impetus of beconing; (2) inherent feétures of
subjective-enjoyment (of valuation); (3) inherent princ%ples of
transformation; (4) inherent principles ;f transmigssion, In a positive

respect these may be synonymously called composition, enhancement, 1

transformation and translation.5 These, as we will later see are taken

Qﬁristotle, ACI., p. 11

SConfdfmacive {or Conformal): The term is used with specific
reference to the substantive type of reality or individuality.
Conformal as here implied refers primarily to an entity with a fixed
and given essence, The entity cannot but conform to what 1t has been
made to be. Secondarily, it refers to conformity to past in a
way which does not imply present initiative and openngﬁi\gﬁ novelty
of composition. Any other usages are derived from these two.

N

Continded...

4
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into account in their Whiteheadian version. This stipulation is at

this time necessary since we camnot derive from the objects of nature

and experience'featurcs which are not generically contained in their

real or ontological Eonstitut;on. This, in my opinion, is the pith of
the substantial dilerma. And all such intrinsic requirenments which are
necessary for the explanation of their derived or abstracted counterparts

nay be said to be operating under the general 'principle of generic

requirement”’,

k
t 5
Composition: The usage of this term derives from the Whiteheadian

notion of concrescence or self-formation according to the principle of
subjective aim. lHere the entity in its subjective experience does not

; conform, but simply takes up a position with itself. This is especially
s0 with the human entity.

b Enhancement: The term may be taken as a synonymous rendering of
" Whitehead's valuation. It refers to any and all activities (positive
and negative e.g. acceptance and rejection of data, etc.) whereby an
entity increases its store of ‘'value and sense of importance. Evéry

]  advancement by enhancement carries attendant experiences of wnification

and intensity. Maximurt enhancement is called culmination (cf. satisfaction). .

-y

. Transformation: Transformation is a ready adjumct of composition,
enhancement, and translation. Like all these terms it is descriptive of
spontanecus activity. Specifically ir is the function by vhich an entity
nmodifies the elements of its own intermal constitution or adjusts itself
to fresh data to accord with the fullest possible realization of its sub- .
jective aim,

Translation or Transmission: The functions by which an entity
passes on aspects of, or the fullest possible significance of what it is
to succeeding entities is called translation or transmission. Its
similarity to Whitehead's use of objectification should readily become &
evident. Accordingly, self-realization is realization for transmission
and has direct relation to future events, but conly a limited reference
to contemporary events and occasions. The correlative of translation
and transmission {as is later used in Part Three) is INTERNALIZATION
or ASSTAILATION. )

N.B. A very special difference between these terms as introduced and
Whitehead's equivalents is this — his terms are specifically ontological
concepts; while my own are intended to carry a bias towards human reality.
This distinction does not render them less than adequate synonyms how-
ever,

- : Z | | ;‘I.ﬁ&\
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The conformal view of reality may therefore be said to contravene

the principle of generic requirement in a number of ways. Some of these -

will be evidenced.
3

First, if the individual, in the generic sense, is8 unchanging then

] how may we account for change in the genetic features of derived actuality?6

. To put the matter another way, that which itself is essentially changeless

t cannot give rise to change in derived actuality in any sense that may be
regarded as essential,

Secoqd, if generic change (in some sense of the term, say activity)
is not a feature of actuq%ity, then genetic actuality in 1its composétion
;ﬂ//ﬁguld be merely additive and conjunctive, and could not be said to have
| a real or intrinsic constitution.

Third, .in keeping with the above all qualifications would be

accidential rather than essential, and where this is the case there could >

be no real‘subjective—eﬂjoyment of becoming of ;erived actuality, since

its constituent atoms are vacuous., It follows that without subjective-
enjoyment (valuation or enhancement) there is no real unity, It must be
understood that real existence is a ﬁnig of sugjecti;e-enjoyment which

is only possible by the coalescence of real elements, A mere addition -
of qualiéiee to an eﬁtity with a fixed essence does not'eﬁggnder self-
enjoyment.

My last point here is that an unchanging entity neither receives

6For my use of the terms GENERIC and GENETIC see®hote at bottom
of page 45.

~
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from the past nor 1s capable of translating (transmitting) 1its essence

to future events, In this regard the past is essentially dead and has

no more than contiguous relation (causal relation in Hume's sense) with

the present and the future. 1In effect, there is no intrinsic transform-

ation of essence possible. ‘A number of these features will be expanded

ip the discussion of the second part of this chapter where these points

are further treated.

Now, in the conformal universe where stabilitry is the essence,

rather than a feature, of things certain consequences tend to follow.

First, change must always be effected by some external agent, and so a

cause must at least be as great as the effect it brings about. But to

avoid an iInfinite regress we must assume a first cause.

llence, Aristotle’s

need for God as causa sui and primum mobile. Yet, whereas in Whitehead,

God 1is ontologically useful and logically necessary, in Aristotle God

is virtually useless and logically misplaced, since he has no function

of concreteness in a world which is dependent on him in at least one

.

sense.7 From the side of the world Aristotle isolated God, From the

7In the processive view, God is an entity sharing intrinsic rel-
ations with all other actual entities. Primordially he is the source of
every possibilitv of actual existence and provides the subjective aim of
all entities which is their incentive to spontaneiEy and freedom. In
his consequent nature he empathizes with and treasures up all value so
that nothing is lost. As an entity he has unique functions but 1is not
exempted from the general principles governing real existence, (See
Whitehead PR. Part V Chapter 2: D.W. Sherburne, A Key to Whitehead's

Process adE_Rcalitv, Bloomington and London: Indiana University Press,
1966, pp. 171-90, 225-27). 1In Aristotle God is not immanent to the
universe of real existences and 50 in no way does he become a real element
in the constitution of entities, “He merely sets the universe in motion.
He 18 desired but does not desire its creatures. As Ross points out, the

teleological effect of God on the world is unconscious.
pp. 179-86: also letaph. Bk. A).

(Aristotle,

|
.. i
\\’
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. side of God he discarded ;he world., His ontological ladder was not
enough to set them together again. I am not in this essay prepared
_Fo discuss to any extent the notion of God as used in either writer.
;Yet, it must be said that in the substantial tradition God has no
Intrinsic function in respect of an entity's real\constitution. In
the processive view, and as the agency of condLetion, he renders
.real individuality a possibility.

Second, from the conformal viewpoint, a cause is always external
{never intrinsic) to ifs effect: ané.different types of causes (say
efficient and final) are always separated. Here then a becoming
entity can play no part in the compositio; of its own constitution.
Initiative is always rendered rather than self-engendered. Vhere
initiative is alien to an entity, it is doubtful that there can be
any true emergence of individuality. This view has tremendous
implication for a view of human individuaiity.

Third, in a conformal wniverse, and as Whitehead himself points
out, a subject (or individual) cannot qualify another individual in
the sense of becoming a factor in its 'real internal constitution'.

By contrast,this is indeed the case in processive ontology, and appears
to be the case in human experience. The princiﬁle of essence (i.e.
the oniological principle) necessitates relatiomal qualifications as
opposed to merely accidental qualifications. Here Fhen, it must be
seen that thF doétrigeof substance contravenes the very prizﬁipie _

the ontological principle — on which it is founded., It is-3n

reference to the said principle that Whitehead writes:

.
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" +.+ It could be termed the 'principle of efficient, and final,
causation' ... It follows that any condition to be satisfied
by one actual entity in its process expresses a fact either
about the ‘real internal constitution' of some other actual

cntitiesé or about the 'subjective aim' conditioning that
process,

The fact of the matter is-that all- these inadequacies of the
substantial viewpoint hinge around the fact that intrinsic process,
which constitutes the really reali has been excluded from the being
of actuality. Now if we can retain the .above features as essential
ingredients of process and still account for the fact of endurance,
then it may be said that the resultant viewpoint is of wider scope or

adequacy. Until then judgement must be reserved.

Section (i1)
Concrescent Individuality

In the former section I have centrally maintained that a
static view of reality, fér a number of reasons, leads to a conformal
view of individuality, Among them is the fact that since an entity
is not causa sul it must be reg;}ded as the effect of external causal
factors., Again, 1if ih its essential constitution it is not dynanic,
then it is difficult to see how it may be a factor leading to
essential change in other entities. Also as changeless fact it is
impossible to derive from it factors of subjective axperiencg such as

are typical of human individuality. We must now see 1f these diffi-

culties of the conformal view may be resolved from the point of view

BWhitehead,IEE., p. 29
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of Whiteheadian ontology. What then is the nature of the concrescent

individual? This 1s the question we now seek to answer,

In contrast to the changeless enduring substance of Aristotle,

as we have secen from chapter one, Whitehead views the really real as
g

a unit process of activity. This he calls a concrescence or an actual

entity, which is the same thing. He writes:

/ .
Concrescence 1s the name for the process in which the universe
of many things acquire an individual unity in a determinate
" relegation of each item of the 'many' to its subordination
- in the constitution of the novel 'one' . . . Each instance of
concrescence 1s itself nothing else than to be one of the
'many' which find their niches the novel individual 'thing'
in question . . . An instance of concrescence is termed an
'actual entity' -- or equivalently, an 'actual occasion' . .
= . An actual occasion is nothing but the unity to be ascribed
to a particular instance of concrescence.

Further, it is this unit process of activity, this concrescence, and
this actual entity which is considered the primary individeal in
. 10 .
organic philosophy.
It must be recalled that the onteological principle ultimately
locates every feature of existence and experience im the- individual
actual entity or in their constituted nexus. And, the principle of

relativity (which Whitehead regards as a correlative to the ontological

principle) specifies a necessary relation of all factors of existence

A

and experience relative to the constitution of an actual entity.or its

related nexus.l1 Here we are still proceeding genericallzf/ﬁﬁence the

\

9Whitehead, PR., p. 243f.

1OAlfred N. Whitehead, Modes of Thought, Free Press Paperback, New
York: MacMillan, 1968, pp. 88-89.

llﬂhitehead, PR., pp. 171-72, 173.

W
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features of stability and process; of cause and effect; of valuation

and translation; and of all else, whatever such features may be, mﬁst

be seen to be a real property and function of the individual ontological
fact - i.e. of actual entity. As I have stated in the early section of
this chapter, thé principle of gemeric requirement (which performs the
game functions as Whitghead's ontological and relativity prineiples)
necessitates that every feature of genetic or derived actuality must,

in principle, arise from the real finternal constitution of the

ontological atoms (actual entities) which constitute them. So then,
":rj )
in every respect, the concrescent Individual is already in principle

what it will become —— no matter what. It cannot be empbasized too
strongly that; on the processivé view of realiﬁy, the only thing that
the "real" individual cannot become is "me?e non-entity". In the
processive universe the concrescent individual is its own 1im;ts of
dééerminatiun, but 1s at the same time determinate possibility for
évery becoming. From its subjective perspective it is one — a unity
miquely arising out of the many elencntsluhich constitute it. But by
the sxme token, from its perspective of objectification, it is many as
it becomes objectified data éor other nuvgl individuals in thelr acts
of concrescence. Its impact maffbe minimal, its causal effects may be
slight, but its influence is always felt as present fact or as future
possibility. -

As intimated in chapter one, the nature of the concrescent

individual 1s, in a word, "process". In Modes of Thought Whitehead

writesn:

[
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Process and individuality require cach other. In separation

all meaning evaporates. The form of process (or in other
words, the appetition) derives its character from the individual
involved, and the characters of the individuals can only be

?nderstood'in terms of the process 1n which they are implicated.
p. 97) :

But it must be clearly stated that Whitehead admits two basic forms of
process which are themselves the basis of ontological and derived facts.
There is the process of individual beconming (or. concrescence); and there

.- 18 the process of individual endurance (or transition}). Ille writes:
L3

..« There are two species of process, macroscopic process,

and microscoplc process. The macroscopic process is the
transition from attained actuality to actuality in attain-
ment; while the microscopic is the conversion of conditions
which are merely real into determinate actuality. The former
process effects the transition from the 'actual’ to the
'merely real'; and the latter process effects the growth

from the real to the actual. The former process 1s efficient;
the latter is teleological. The future is merely real, without
being actual; whereas the past is a nexus of actualities. The
actualities are constituted by their real genetic phases. The
present is the irmediacy of teleolopical process whereby
reality becomes actual. The former process provides the con-
ditions which really govern attainment; whereas the latter
process provides the ends actually attained. The notion of
'organism® is combined with that of 'procesa' in a twofold ’
manner. The community of actual things is an organism; but

i1t is not a static organism. It is an incompletion in process
of production. Thus the expansion of the universe in respect
to actual things is the first meaning of ‘process'; and the
universe in any stage of its expansion is the first meaning

of 'organism'. In this sense organism is a nexuss.

Secon&ly, each actual entity is itself only describable as

an organic process. It repeats in microcosm what the universe
i{g in macrocosm. It is a process proceeding from phase to
phase, each phase being the real basis from which 1its successor
proceeds towards the completion of the thing in question, Each
actual entity bears in its constitution the *reason' why its
conditions are what they are., These 'reasons' are the other
actual entities objectified for ic 1 '

uicehead, BR., pp. 207-48.




What 1is most significant at this time is the fact that he stipulates

two primary types of process: "The macroscopic process is the
transition from attained actuality to actuality 4in attainment;
while the microscopic process is the conversion of conditions which

are merely real into determinate actuality" —- into a determinate

fully concresced individual. The latter form of process I will

designate primary and former co-primary. These SYNOnymous usapes

rnust be seen as equivalents of Whitehead's use of concrescence and
transition.13 y

e}

First or primary 'process' or 'fluency' is what Whitehead calls
concrescence, it 1s the reason or 'real internal constitution" of an
entit&. It "is the name for the process in which the universe of
'many things acquires an individual unity in a determinate relagatioﬁ
of each item of the 'many' to the subofdination in the constitution

'll‘ 1[‘

of the novel 'one Concrescence constitutes, in its most peneral

13The terms ''generic process' and "genetic process" may very well

be used to refer to "concrescence" and "transition" respectively, but

I must avold a possible confusion since Whitehead refers to the internal
functions of an actual entity as genetic. (See PR., pp. 258 and 333).

My original distinction between generic (for ultimate ontological
features) and gehetic (for derived and existent features) still holds
throughout this essay.

Primary and Co-Primary Prigcess: This distinction is synonvmous
to Whitehead's distinction between concrescence and transition. Both
forms of process are primary in that reality, as we experience it, is
always constituted by both these forms of process. The distinction is
therefore a distinction of reason only; and 1s suggestive of the fact
that the generic or primary form of process is atomic and elemental
with respect to the constitution of co-primary process. The' presence
of the one therefore entalls certain forms of reciprocal relationships
to the other. And to speak of co-primary or derived reality without
recognition of primary reality is mere abstractionism.

e R l&w-hitehead’ -P—R.' P- 243-
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form, what Whitehead mean;'by "thing' or 'éntityf -— or, what is the
same, an individual. A concrescence 1s the same as 'the novel thing'.
It #s vhat constitutes actuality -- "Actuality means nothing else than
this ultimate entry into the concrete, in abstraction from which there
is mere nonentity . . . . én instance of concrescence is termed an

'actual entity' — or, equivalently, an 'actual occasion'. wl5

A concrescence is then '"the name for the process in which the
"universe of mnhy things acquires an individual unity in a determinate
relegation of each item of the 'many' to itshsubordination in the ‘

1 tl16

constitution of the novel 'one This "growing together" in real |

"concrete” unity is the true meaning of individuality on the processive '

«
1
)
]
L
.
=
-

i
-
b

viewpoint, We must now look briefly at the factors of concrescence
and some of the~sprinciples governing its constitution,

In a concrescence what we have is a phasal development of an
individual which does not occur i; a time space context, i.e. in the

usual sense of time and space.l7

" Dunicehead, PR., p. 244,

61p1d., p. 243, - ’

17See PR., pp. 28, 244-47. also Whitehead's notion of epochal
time Whitehead Interpretation df Science. Edited by A, H. Johnson.
Bobbs—Herrill Paperback New York:. Bobbs-Merrill, 1961, pp. 43,
58-61, 69-89, 23, 64, 240-47: PR., pp. 84, 334: SMU., p. 119f).

£}
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The ingredients of this development are: (1) actual 6ccasions}

(2) eternal objects; (3) the concresciné entity's own subjéctive

forms of intensity. All these factors coalesce in terms of a sub-
jective aim and are all forms of feelings (in the special sense of

this term as used by Whitehead)lB -- "We thus say that an actual
occasion is a concrescence effected by a process of feelings."

A concrescence is re;lly an intrinsic_process Qf valuation characterized
by unity, harmony and intensity, among other 'obligatory’ features,'in
short, it is individual. Integration is a prime reguisite of such an
individual and must induce a "con;réte unity of feeling" wiiich often
le;ds to "wider genernlities of integral feeling". All intcgrations

involve feelings of identity and contrast as well as feelings of

1-SNm:e on Feeling: Whitehead's use of the notion of feeling is

akin to Bradley's and James' usages. It 1s meant to convey the very
originary content of experience In terms of which all structures of
awareness do arise. A feeling (or prehension) may be positive or
negative and goes beyond mere emotion. It is somewhat tri-modal -
having a datum (which is always present to a subject); a subjective
form (in terms of which it is a constitutive feature of the subject). =
and a subject who is the locus of the influence of the prehension
or feeling. {(See Al., pp. 130-33; MT., p. 23; PR., pp. vii, 28, 54,
103, 106, 190, 256-326). TFeelings are essentially vectors translating
their store 'of subjective content to the future entities of their
route. The nature of feelings deniles the phenomena of passive and
vacuous cxistence.

/!

It 9h0uld be noted that in.Whitehead feelings (ef positive
prehension) -are both physical and mental., Physical feelings are
essentially sinple and conformal in nature. Mental or conceptual
feelings arise-mainly as a result of physical feelings. Both types
are in some sense primary, but the latter is refined and capable of
a degree of complexity not to be found in regpect of the former.

’ft is with conceptual or mental feelings that essential novelty

arises in the essential constitution of an entity. (See references

in PR., pp. 28, 54, 103, 105, 106, 178, 190-91, 205, 216, 218,

256-3. 326° also p. 47 of this essay)
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adversion and aversion. Nor may they omit an element of spontaneity,

novelty, autonomy and purpose.19 ’

»

Let us elaborate 'a bit. The phases of concrescence are of two

types: (1) initial or conformal, and (2) subsequent or supplemental.

\Ljﬁe phases of this ontological fact do not necessarily occur in a

sequence of bqfore and after; rather they occur as an 'epochal' whole

— they are, so to Speak,/co—instanced events occurring in simultaneous

moments and with inherent unity. To refer the distinetibn of earlier/
g

later, or of before/after to concrescence Is but a manner of speaking.
' /

.

In the initjal phﬁsc the subject or concrescent individual is the locus
of SiTFle physical (or conformal) feelings which arc‘mé;; causal
influences from objectified entities passed on into\a new becoming.
This phase tends to conform to its data. The_conceptual phase arises
as a reéult of the conformal, If the conformal phase was one of mere
receptivity, the cénceptual phase is one of determinate selectivity

and valuation. Eternal objects/pfe ingressed as pag;erns of definitef
ness and deternination, and in keeping with the subjective aim of the
concrescing entity cﬁnformal feelings may be prehended positively or
negativel} for development into more complex feeliﬁés of valuation with
greater or lesser degree of relevance and ihtensity as far as the

subjective-immediacy of the entity poes. In the later supplemental

' phases conceptual feelings may give rise to sinmple comparative and

lgsee PR., pp. 31-33; 240-48; also Sherburne, D. W. ed., KWPR,,
pp. 36-72; Sherburme, D. W. ed., A Vhiteheadian Aesthetic. Archon
Books, New Haven: Yale, 1970, pp. 41-71,




49

complgz comparative feelings. At such a time the capacity of the
IS Ed
entity increasés in complexity and more complex generic features
are developed or extended —- e.g. purpose and consciousness.
Now in organic philesophy, and in respect of the becoming of
an individual there are a nimber of obligatory conditions whiéh are
intrinsic demands of concrescence. These are listed as Categories

of Obligation in Process and Reality (pp. 31-33). We nust understand

that these are not merely logically prescribed conditions of becoming,
but rather the 'real' (i.e. ontological) conditions of 'being'. They
are the inherent principles of the really real. I will now specify .
three of these which are central to the purpose of this esgay. A
fourth will be discussed in the next section;

First, according to the Category of Subjective Unity "The:ma
feelings which belong tﬁ an incomplete phase in the process of an
actual entity, thoughgunintegrated by reason of the incompleteness of
the phase, are compatible for integration.by reason of the unity of
their subject." |

52cond, according to the Category of Subjective Harmony "The
valuat}ona of conceptual feelinks are myutually determined py'thé

“adaptation of those feelings to be éontrasted elements congruent with
the subiective aim." These two conditions are those by which all
ideas of pre-established harmony,zo as they pertain to the becoming of

individuality, arise. The former deals mostly with data felt, while

the latter deals mainly with the subjective forms of concepfual

20
cf. Leibniz's view, AL., p. 33.
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feelings. As Whitehead puts it — "This pre-established harmony is

-an outcone of the fact f?at no prehension can be considered in

3

"abstraction from its subject, although it originates in the process

creative of its subject". 21

Third, the Category of Subjective Intensity states that "The
subjective ain, whergby cheré-is origination of conceptual feeling,
is at intensity of feeling (A) in the immediate subject, and (B) in
the relevant future.'" One should nste that in re;pect of a given
entity immediacy of feeling is not at ;11 divorced from anticipated
or future enjoyment. Itdis in respect of thié that Whitehead writes
— "The greater part of morality hinges on the determinﬁiioh of

o
relevance in the futu"re."z2

I am not here concerned with the more complex and extensive
elaborations arising out of these priﬁciples, but wish simply to
state that the features of unity, harmony and intensity are intrinsic
elements of concrescence. And, as such they are inner moments of
geauine individuality whether at the generic or derived level of
reality. For Whitehead, and in the most profound meaning of the term
nothing is a subject (as individual) which does not is some degree
exhibit tAese principles of subjective immediacy. As said earlier, in
respect of the first categoreal features mentioned, each of these

principles of being 1s coherently related to the others and cannot be

a true function of individuality if all Eglevant_printiplcs are not

21Hhitehead, PR., p. 32
22 1p1d,, p. 32 : ’
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in some way a present factor of subjective dmmediacy.
it must now be madé indisputably clear that, for Whitehead,

every act of process (or concrescence) is an act of valuation aimed

at the realization of value — ". . . . 'Value' is the word I use for

the intrinsic reality of anrevent."23

Valuations which are conceptual
in nature (reality is bipolar —— physical and conceptual) arise as
subjective froms and are ‘either valuation up (adversion) or valuation
‘down (aversiom). In either case they are functions toward unity,

. harmony and intensity apd;enéure the importance of their data

(eternal objects) in immediate experience and i1 the relevant future.24
Al} the intermcdiate phases of self-formation are "a ferment of valua-
tion".25 It is in respecg\pf valuation that the subjective aim of an
entity receives thqse forms of definiteness which will. enhance its

own composition and, as a superject, makes it capable of translating

a definite value. Valuations are both gualitative and 1ntensivc.26
They constitute the key mechanisn of selectivity in individual becoming.

All prehension and valuation, in accordance with the subjective aim of

an entity, aim at satisfaction. This is the same as sayilng that every

23Hhitchead, SMW., p. 93

24 i tehead, PR., p. 281: KWPR., pp. 211 and 245.

25

Whitehead, Al., p. 210.

26A. H. Johnson, Whitchead's Theory of Reality. New York: Dover,
1962, p. 34, ’ ‘
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becoming 1s selfﬁkulfilling. Satisfaction is that final function of
becoming in terms of which an entity gives a reaso; for what it becomes
and becomes =& constitdent reason ih the becoming of others. It is the
correlative of decision and'objectification — the former sipgnifies
the terminus of individuality at its final phase of subjective enjoy-
ment; the latter signifies the functiop by which individuality ylelds
}o the demands of the crcati#e z:dvan(:e.z7 In a manner of speaking,
process, individuality and valuation are the three significant elements
of real existence.

How a eoncrescent individual develops spontaneously. All P
becomings are resulfs of past causal factors, but theéc environmental
conditionings are esseﬁtially physical and are usually transformed in
the 1ight-of the conceptual functions of the entity's subjective.aim
— "The ‘subjective aim',.which controls the becoming of a subject, is

the subject feeling a proposition28 with tﬁe subjective form of purpose

to realize it in that process of self-creation."29 The aim 1s the

1
N

mechanism of self-creation arising as a result of the advance of the
creative urge, It is also the function by which an entity becomes the
product of its own envisagement and remains autonomous and free. For

Whitehead spontaneity, autonomy and freedom arise from each other.

.27See Whitehead, PR., pp. 30, 59, Part 11, Chap. 3:1, p. 173,

174, 178.
285ee Whitehead's theory of propositions (PR., Part II: 9 and
I1I: 4). A discussion of this notion is not important to the focus

of my essay.

i R

29PR., ﬂ.30, Cat. Expl. XVIII; see also Section fiI, Chap., 1l:v,

and 3:1,

a
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A concrescent individual is therefore always internally free despite
circuﬁstantial determination,

Beforﬁ passing to consider the general scope of EPe concrescent
view of reality we muyst take note of one ﬁther factor of a concrescence
— that of its vector character. The theory of prehension shows that a
concrescence 1s conditioned by the immortalized or objectified data
which constitute its past. Prehensions we know are essentially feelings
(in Whitehead's senge of the term). Nm; in the initial or primary
phasea these feeliCZs are conformal in-nature — i.,e. they re-enact and
transmit what a dying entity is and make it the pr;perty of its
successor. Whitehead writes —— ''Feelings are 'vectors' they feel what

n30 The general notion of

s there and transform 1t‘1nto what is here.
vector transmission or vacEPr inheritance is fundamental to organig
philosophy.31 AQ we will see more fully in the next section it is in
terns of this vector feature of reality that the identity and endurance
of the individual are attained.

It remains for me to show how concrescent individuality may be
regarded as a more adequate basis on which to construct a.theory of
human individuﬁlity. This must be done iﬁ the lipght ‘of the general
thesis I am arguing -- that substantial individuality as a meta-

{

physical point of view is an inadequate basls for a theory of human

Al

individuality, since it tends to neglect the factors of process and

-

3% mitchead, PR., p- 105.

31pid., p. 372.
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value as inherent feafurcs of real individuality. Let ug recall the
stated points of 1nadeéhacy with regard t; the conformal wviewpoint
and briefly see how the processive view meets these difficulties.
First, unlike the substantive viewpoint, process and not
endurance is the.essential fact of régl individuality. An entity is
always constitutedrby process and is always situated in a changing
context. Itg intrinsic factor of process {(its concrescence) i3 never
dominated by any factor external to itself, although it is directly
-related to all causal occurrences which constitute the 'route' of its

:

own being, It is sul generis and causa éui, and so the function of God

in this pluralistic universe ig neither that of creator nor first
cauge: neither is he an entity of mere transcendence, God is an actual
entity and functions in respect of all the principlgg}of subjectivity
as all else. This does not deny that on the scale of relevance he.
fulfills a number of functions and at a magnitude transcending that of
othef entities. As the principle of concretion he is immanent to all

. ' v
entiéies, and as the realm of ideals he is primordially what actual
occasions choose to become. The nature and function of God in organic

philosoﬁhy have implicaticns for man's being asja creative and moral

individual. (Because God is what he is, actual entities are what they

.
.

are. See note on p. 39-40),
Second, there are no causes which are merely external to the
concrescent 1ndividual: neither is its efficient cause divg{ced from

{ts final cause. In reference to Aristotle Whitehead writes:
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« - » His philosophy led to the wild overstressing of the notion
of final causes during the Christian middle apes; and thence,

by reaction, to the correlative overstressing of the notion

‘of 'efficient causes' during the modern scientific period.

One task of sound metaphysics is to exhibit final and efficilent
causes 1in their proper relation to each other,32

Causation 1s a real and dynamic factor of concrescence; and its

- .

efficient causal, features are expressed in.terms of the prehension
) . '

-

of simple physical feelings; while its final causal features are
expressed in terms of its subjective aim., On this vxé&{an entity is
never merely an object. It is never merely the result of a dead past.
As such it regai#g initiative as it selects and re-enacts the data of
'dyiﬁé entities and the patterns of determi?ation which it fashions inteo
novel immediacy. In this universe the dom;nation_of a subject (or
individual) can never be complete;

Third, the processive view inverts the doctrine at yet another
point. It emphasizes relational above predicative qualifications —-

" . . . 'relatedness' is dominant over 'quality'. All relatedness

has its foundation in the relatedness of actualities; and such

o

i

relatedness is wholly concerned with the appropriation of the dead by
the living . .-. ."33 Objects (or eﬁtities) qualify each other in
terms of the doctrine of prehemsion. And, all qualifications enter
into the real constitution of the entity in question — " . . . . It

follows that any condition to;ﬂgi;at%sficd by one actual entity

32?h1cehead, PR., p. 101.

31p1d., p. viid.
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in its process expresses a fact either about the '"real internal
constitution' of some other actual entities, or about tlie 'subiective
ain' conditioning that process"FA The implication of this fact for a
theory of human reality emphasizgg not only the essential relatedness

of the individual and his environment, but also the feature of solidarity
expressed by the terms nexus and experiential togetherness. This poes

beyond the substantial view where a community and individual conform

rather than inhere,

Now these points which I have emphasized gy way of contrast35
are more easily estaglished and maintained on the basis of process
ontology than on that of substance ontology. Th; key to the 1ssue is
one of emphasis ~- in this case an emphasis on process., To develop a
theory of human individuality we need an ontology which is essentially
dynamic. One that will allow us to explain adequately not only the
changes of bodily development, but also the enduring features of
personal identity. The essence oﬁ human maturity is change as growth,
and the essence of identity is wvalue. But we must Qait until section
three to see how well the principles of Whitehead's ontology allow us
to justify this statement. It must now suffice as a claim to greater
generic scope or adequacy to say that the general theory of concrescence
—— as process, individuation and valuation —- affords us a possible
basis for a theory of human individuality. There are still some key

problems to be spelled out and it is to these that we will turn in Part Two.

34
Whitehead, PR., p. 29,

35
cf., pp. 38-41.
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PROBLEMS OF INDIVIDUALITY

In the previous section ;- 5ystematic -~ I have given general -
consideration to the notion of actual entity and the notion of substance.
I have shown that some basic features of the latter vipw are in conflict
with the basic assumptions of the processive view of reality. Further,
I have given consideration to the fact of individuality on both the
substantive and processive ﬁieupointé; and have shown that, for a aumber
of reasons, the former leads to a conformal (in the special sense in
which T have employcd‘thc term) view of individuality, which is inade-
quate when conéidered as a basis for‘a theory of human individﬁality.

On the contrary, the processive view of reality leads to a concrescent
view of individuality, which lends itself to a motre adequate
exemplification of those stated f;atures of 1n§iq}duaICiy neceséary
for an explanation of human individuality.

In the present gection I will propose three problems —— problems -
of individualify as 1 like torcnll them — and will endeavour to
resolve their central paradoxical features in a manner consistent with
the Whiteheadian view of reality. These problems, it should bg nofed,
bring to the fore some fundamenta) features of human individuélity and P
experience.  The discussion of these problems will also effect the
uecessary'transitioﬁ from generic to genetic reality; and will establish

the need for the consideration of value (or valuation) in the proposals

of a theory of human individuality. The three problems, it will be seen,

58




29

pick up some focal aspects of our discussion on substance and also

-

indicate how posterity perpetrated some of the erroneous aspects of

Aristotle's doctrine of substance; or else interpreted the doctrine 4n

a mistaken manner,

. Section (1)
The Problem of Becoming and Endurance

'The“first°problgm to be considefﬁﬁ iéfthe problem of becoming and
endurance. Although this and the other problems which follow are basic
metaphysicai‘p¥oblems, they uili quite readily be seen to be related to
of as underlying the fact of human individuality. How then may an
entity be seen to exhibit the facts of change and endurance? This is
Vtheproblem, as mentioned in chapter one, which Descartes attempted to
resolve, Descartes, it must be recalied, was infiuencgdiby the substance
tradition and uasAseeking a way out of the dile%ma of changeless.
endurance — i.e. if we regard substance as changiﬁg.then }t does not
endure;  and 1f it endures then it doés not change. But when we view
this matter in the light of the human faét‘(indivfdual).we have an entity
which both‘ﬁecomes and endures, 'Thisiderived.(genetic) feature of human
experience must therefore be accounted for generically.

| Let we now quote\tﬁe extfnded form of the passage from the

Meditations earlier cited:

And though I were to suppose that T always was as I now am,

I should not, on this ground, escape the force-of these
reasonings, since it would not follow, even on :this supposition,
that no author of my existence needed to be sought after. For
the whole time of my life may be divided into an infinity of
parts, each of which is in no way dependent on any other; and,
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accordingly, because 1 was in existence a short time ago, it o
does not follow that I must now exist, unless in this moment
some cause create me anew as it were, that 1s, conserve me.
In truth, it is perfectly clear and evident to all who will
attentively consider the nature of duration, that the-con-
servation of a substance, in each moment of its duration,
requires the same power and act that would be necessary, to
create it, supposing it were net yet in’'existence; so that
it is manifestly a dictate of the natural light that con-
servation and creation differ merely in respect of our mode'’
- of thinking [and not in reality].1 -

Y i
What we seem to have here is an enduring fact, the atoms of which do
not endure in the sense of timeless endurance, but which endures change

in-the sense that its atoms episodically become and perish. There 1is

thus a renewal of the 'individual' part by which the 'whole' is made

1"

to endure — ". . . consider the nature of duration, that the conservation

of a substance, in each moment of i;s duration, requires the same powér
and act that Qould be-necessary to create it, supposing it were not fet
in ekistence; .o o

What is commendable on this view is thatvprééess and ‘activity
are recognized aé necessary factors of bécoming and endurance, Bﬁt as
soon as this is sald a number of difficulties ensue. First the Cartesian
doctrine of substance, as ma% readily be seen from thé-Heditations,'

require a "fiat" (God) as its creator and conservator., Second, in view

of the former observation,‘CarLesian substance (excluding God) 1s not

causa sui. But where activity is not autonomously educed by reality

~

4

1Veitch, MMPD., p. 246 cf., Descartes, The Philosophical Yorks
of Descartes. Translated by E.S. Haldane and G.R.T. Ross, New York:

Cambridge Press, 1969, p. 168, ) u

~a
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itself, we are obliged in virture of'our former discussions to reject it
as conformative, Third, overlooking for the moment the conformative
nature of Cartesian reqlity, let us focus specifically on his accoﬁnt of

7

endurance.

For Descartes what is called sﬁbstance and endures from moment '
to moment is not the same -- ", . . the conservation of a substance; in
each moment of its duration, requires the same power and act that would

) .

be necessary to creat it . . .

a fact, but he appears wfbngly'to have assumed the 1ndepéndent and self-
t T -

gufficient_nature of the atoms —- "For the whole time of my life may be
divided into an infinity of parts, cach of which is in no way dependent
on any other; and, accofdingly, because I was in existence a short time
ago, it does no£_follow\that I must now exist, unless in this moment
‘somé cause create me anew as 1t were, that is conserve mé".z There seems
to be two alternatives of interpretagion: (1) that a substance comes

to be and is continuélly maintained, as a composite of atomic entities
from moment to moment, but without the renewal ;f its parts; (2) that a
substance comes to'befand is continuglly maint;ined as a composite atomic
‘entity from woment to moment, but with momentary Feneual of its parts.

On the fofmef.alternative the parts would have continued existence and

50 would‘éhe whole. On the latter alternative the”yhole wbﬁld hévq

25

continued existence despite the momentary nature of its parts.

* v

Zyeitch, 101PD,, p. 246. -

. The atomicity of reality is for Descartes

Vit U w1 P W PRI A LY
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Now on elther altermative God is the initiator of activity —

wvhether in creation or in conservation.3 But alternative (1) nmust be

rejected outrightly since (a) it tends to make an entity a true con-

tinuant which can only be the case with God; (b) it is generally incon-

sistent with the Cartesian view of time.[l Smith writes: ,
- « « Descartes . . . is here committing himself to yet another
thesis, viz. that time is composed of durationless Instants.

To allow for the continuity of. time in a manner in which he
allows of continuity in respect of space would have meant his
adnitting that the endurance of bodies is a self-continuing
mode of existence, and this is precisely what he is compelled

" to deny. Should a body be allowed as self-continuing for even
the shortest conceivable duration, there would be no reason
for cba%lquing its power of continuing for a longer period

: We are now left with alternative (2) which may be brought in line
with the introduction to the problem of duration‘in chapter one. . There
duration was conceived to be other than "self—identical persistence of
actu&lity" since each 1nétantaneouslf createq.entity is "numerically
distinet® fro; those occuring in its "route oflsuccession". And, the

/

- N ' ]
Cartcsian’éigzhssion itself emphasizes the momentary&ﬁhture of existcn%e
—_ "myilife may be divided into an infinity of parts; each of which is’

in no way dependent on any other; . . .". On the view of instantaneous

3See N;K. Smith's discussion in New Studies in the Philosophy of .
Descartes. London; MacMillan & Co., 1952, pp. 200-02 and £f.

%1bid., pp. 202-03 £nd £f.

ibid., p. 202.
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creation (or what is the same for Descartes, momentary conservati{yn)6
there is no ground of contending for continued existence except by
caprice of divine act or chance occurrence and the former is as unac-
ceptable on the processive view as the latter is to Descartes,

Now the fact of numerical distinctness renders endurance somewhat
imposéible. And, identity can never be numerical identity. (We earlier
rejected Aristotle’s idea of substance being numerically one and the same -
though admissive of contraries). The fact of oneness (or sameness) for
Descartes must therefore by explained as essential idenﬁi&yhénd not as

..

numerical identity, (except of course by way of illegitimate aﬂ%;raction

1

of which Leclexc contends that Descartes is guilty).7 The real g:oblem
. 1
here is that the Cartesian elements are not causa sul,/neither does he

give us any real explanation of an intrinsic functien{by which his atoms

' : A
may continue to be essentially the same. One must thcrefore'attribute

to him what may here be called the "fallacy of gonformdlity"i(see ny
definitidﬁ‘of the term in chapter three). It is simply this, his atoms
nust be seen to have a fixed and given essence In virtue of which essential
identity is achieved and maintained. It may have been-with similar

thought in mind that Smith wrotes -~
| )

The instants at which creaturely beings exist must be non-
continuous, atomic; it 1is God's active, ever-present agency
which is alone continuous and abiding; and in so far as the
creaturely seens to be, what yet it is not, self-maintaining,

N

Gyeitch, WMPD., p. 246.

7Leclerc, wi., p. 65f.; Whitehead, MT., pp. 88-89.




continuously enduring, it is so solely Because of its -
mirroring, or rather seeming to mirror, charatters which

in their proper nature belong exclusively to its Creative
Source,8

T

However one may recognize the function of seriality of atomic existence
in Cartesian metaphysics, it certainly is not a seriality arising out of
the spontaneous and intrinsic relation of atoms.  Without God, his world
(and the self} is one of mere resemblance and contigfuous qualifications.

It may now be said that Descartes rightly conceived the necessity
of activity in respect of being and becoming. lle ;iso quite rightly dis-
tinguiéhed getween the two.forms of activity or proc;ss -:ﬂgreatigz}and
conservation (or endurance). Bu; his insight did not go far‘enough to
characterize the reﬁl nature of the facts he recognized to be the case.9
The few points of the Cartesian analysis which one wiShés to view in thé
11hht of organic philosophy may be quite simply dealt with. \

Now, in the last chapter we saw that Whitehead recognizes two

forms of process -~ concrescence (primary) and transition (co~primary)

—— as Descartes did, And, by these, also like Descartes, he demonstrates

[

Bsmith, NSPD., p. 202.

gAn implication 6Yyhhe arpument so far, and which is quite definitely
the case im the Third Meditation, is that Descartes, using human experience
as the ground of appeal and verification in respect of real existence,
brings the res cogitans in line with res extensa by making his view of
time to conform to his conception of space. This I suppose is the result
w»of imposing the principles of his geometry and physics upon human reality.
(See N.K. Smith's discussion as earlier cited: also Whitehead, MI., pp. 88-
89.) v

:The problem remains, however, that time tends to be discontinuous
while space.is continuous. The xes cogltans appears to share the atomic
or discontinuous nature of time, but not the continuous nature of space,
More seriously Descartes seems to have no conception of time as lived ‘
existence. This would require both a continuous and an atomic sense of
time —~ i.e. a doctrine of essential relatedness between time and space.

[ —.
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both the fact of becoming and endurance. Unlike Descartes, however, he
nitigates the diffi;ulties of the dilerma. Descartes' treatment of
endurance may be considered superficial and nisleading.lo First, VWhite-
head's actual enfities (including God) are causa sul. All reai atoms of
existence are spontaneously generated according to the doctrine of sub-
jective ain as previously discussed. On this account there is no\;j
imposition of a prima causa, nor is there an ovek-stress on efficient
causation.ll God is simply another agency of the'creative process from
which emergent entities derive their subjective aim and certain other

data of definiteness.

Second, in respect of a given actuality, the Vhiteheadian doctrines
of prehension and vector influence allow onme to account for becoming
and endurance (perdurance) of genetic or derived individuality although
the ontological individuals (as in Descartes) are perpetually perishing.
On this view of reality every existent thing 1is maintained as ijective

fact (enduring object) because the atoms (actual entities) which constituted

its itmediate past tramsmit, like vectors a sufficlent store of conformal

-
~

influences by which the new object of* this moment may be recognized to
to be the 'same' (only in a special sense) as the object of its immediate .

past.

10

Whitehead, PR., p. 85.

11"Newt0n was certainly Tight to this extent, that the whole doctrine
of Imposition is without interest apart from the correlative doctrine of
a transcendant imposing Deity. This is also a Cartesian doctrine.

. The doctrine of Imposition very naturally follows from Descartes’
notion of 'substance'. Indeed the phrase 'requiring nothing but itself
in order to exist' occurs in his Principles of Philosophy." (Whitehead,
Al., pp. 113-14.) :

{
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For Whitehead the f;ct of endurance, as we have described 1t,ris its own
reason for becoming as well as for being what it is.

Third, for Whitehcaé, unlike Descartes, there are no causeg of a
process which are merely extrinsi;\to it — a prehension; even of extension,
acquires subjective form. Both the principle of realtivity and the onto-
logical principle render all the ingredient eléments of real process
intriﬁsic. The atoms by which the individual endures necessitate no
"power" external to themselves -- they simpl& come to be. Descartes
thus failéd to profit f}om his own insights viz. (1} that without process
there is no existence; (2) that the process of endurance is reciprocal
with the process of becoming. They are co-primary events reéuiring
each other.

Now if one briefly extf;polates from the above discussion to the

v
fact of human individuality éhc following points may be said to follow.
(1) There are two main forms of process underlying the existence of
the human individupl -— concrescence and transitiom;
(2) Since there 1is but oné'genus of actuzsl eﬂtity, or atom,12 both
the physiogenic and psychogenic aspects of human individuality are
explainable on the same views of process; the radical diptinction be-

tween res extensa and res cogitans is rendered obsolgte;

2

(3) The reality of the endurance of the human individual is a fact
\
not a ficSion;

12 itehead, AL., p. 177.7% .
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(&) Beconing is discontinuous but there is continuity of being.(in

a derived sense);13 e
(5) .That there are both causally efficient and spontaneous factors:

present in individuality — these however are the results of coalescence

never a mere imposition;

(6) The himan individual, ir some sense, is its own reason of becoming

and for being what it is;

N Individuality and process require each other.la

Section (i1)

The Problem of Continulng Identity

Our second problem arises from the Humean dilemma and may be called
the problem of identity and self-awarenesé; It states simply that for
any given moment our faculty of perception affords us only a discrete
sensum (particular perception) of which we are aware. But we do not
perceive "real" connections or relations fﬁsing these semsa. Accordingly
our notion of a self is at best additive and conjunctive -- it can never
be ;ontinuous. The probiem'may be alternativély stated: clarity of real
perception 1s essentiglly momentary, but the relations between _perceptions

are never perceived; therefore there can be no clear conception of

continuing identity.

.13

Whitehead, PR., pp. 41, 85.

J‘l‘l'fh:i.tehead, MT., pp. 96-99.
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f

Hume, . we know, follows Descartes and Locke in focussing on the

~

clear and discrete ideas and impressions as the basis of wmderstanding
and knowledge (this 1s a consequence of the subject/predicate way of

thinking). But, unlike Degcartes, the appeal can only be to'experiencg

and never to anything else, The general principles deriving from the

perception of discrete sensa for Hume pertains to all objeéfs — whether
§

a mere body, a plant or a 'c2lf'_ He introduces the problem as follows:

There are some philosophers, who imagine we are every moment
intimately conscious of what we call our SELF; tzgt we feel

its existence and its continuance in existence; d are certain,
beyond the evidence of demenstratiom, both of its perfect ’
identity and simplicity. The strongest sensatiom, the most x
violent passion, say they, instecad of distracting us from this
view, only fix it the more intensely, and make us consider
their influence on 'self either by their pain or pleasure.

To attempt a farther proof ¢&f this were to weaken its evidence;
since no proof can be deriv'd from any fact, of which we are

so intimately conscious; nor is there any thing of which we

can be certain, if we doubt of this. o

- Unluckily all these positive assertions are contrary to
\1 that very experience, which is pleaded for them, nor have we
any idea of 'self', after the manner it is here explain’'d.

For from what inpression cou'd this idea be dériv'd?l?

<For Hume all ideas of self or objects must be derived from
impressions:

T
1t must b¢é some one impression, that gives rise to every real
idea, But self or person is not any onc impression, but that
to which our several impressions and ideas are suppos'd to
have a reference. If any impression gives rige to the idea
of self, that impression must continue invariably the same,
thro' the whole course of our lives; since self is suppos'd
to exist after that manner. But there is no impression

15David Hume, An Engquiry Concerning Human Understanding. l?:ditcn:(o
Eugene Freeman, La Salle, Illinois: Open Court, 1966, p. 256.

A
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constant and invariable. Pain and pleasure, grief and joy,
passions and sensations succeed .each other, and never all
exist at the same time. It camnot, therefore, be from any

of these impressions, or from any other, that the idea of i
self is deriv'd; and consequently there is no such idea.lb

Like Locke, Hume had rejected the notion of substance -—— as an essential

" substratum underlying every existent.l7 There could theréforc be no
enduring factor called a self which may be saild to underly our episodic

existence, JImmediate impressions are what they are and nothing else.

He writes:

. . . particular perceptions . . . . All these are different,
and distinguishable, and separable from each other, and may be
separately consider'd, and may exist separately, and have no
need of any thing to support their existence. After what
pannér, therefore, do they belong to self; and how are they
connected with 1t? For my part, when I enter most intimately
into what I call 'myself', I always stumble on some particular
perception or other, of heat or cold, light or shade, love or
hatred, pain or pleasure. I never can catch "myself' at any
time without a pcrccgtion, and never can observe any thing

but the perception.l

!

Now Hume arguing from his doctrine of causality maintains that
7fhere are no real relations between things or events. By this doctrine
relations are essentially external or merely cenjunctive. There are

19 . .
then only the factors of causation and resemblance ~ by which one may

16Humc, ECliU., pp. 256-57. g

17Whiteﬁead shows that Hume's rejection of the notion of substance
left his acceptance of the subject-predicate way of thinking built on
that doctrine intact. (PR., P. 160.)

18, ume, ECHU., p. 257.

lgﬂume, ECHU., p. 267.
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assume a continuity of identity. It should be noted that causation and
regsemblance are, for Hume, mere functions of imaginatlion (practice,

custom, habit of mind) by which we are misled to assume an enduring self.

s

He sees clearly that even these are of no effect if.the mind did not
exhibit the functicn of memory.20 But, with typical Humean candor he
side steps the real issue. Rather than using memory as a legitimate and
realibasis of explaining enduring identity he uses it to explain away

the fact., He writes:

H

. . . Whatever changes he endures, his several parts are still
comnected by the relation of causation. And in this view our
identity with regard to the passions serves to corroborate
that with regard to the imagination, by the making our distant
perceptions influence each other, and by giving a present
concern for our past or future pains or pleasures.

As memory alone acquaints us with the continuance and extent
of this succession of perceptions, 'tis to be consider'd upon
that account chiefly, as the source of personal identitv. Had
we no memory, we never shou'd have any notion of causation, nor
consequently of that chain of causes and effects, which constitute
our self or person. But having once acquir'd this “\tion of
causation from the menmory, we can extend the same ctiain of causes,
and consequently the identity of our persons beyond our memory,
and can comprehend times, and circumstances and actions, which 21
we have entirely forgot, but suppose in general to have existed,

Now in the philosophy of organism no real existent can be the mere
construct of capricious sensa however clear and contiguous these may
appear to be, The doctrine of prehension radically transforms Hume's

doctrine of causation; and in so doing remders the "relations", which

Hume would discard, as real and essential. Let us proceed by stages.

2OHume, ECliU., p. 268.

21Hume, ECHU., p. 269.
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First, as Whitehead himself points out, Hume commits the fallacy

of misplaced concreteness by assuming that what is clear and distinct

ory of perception

[

is real; while what is vague is unreal.22 Vhitehead's the

which arises out of the theory of prehension stipulates three primary
perceptive modes which are essentially rclafed.23 These are causal
efficacy, prcsentationﬁl immediacy and symbolic reference. Now the

latter is a mixture of the former‘two and is the normal mode of perception
common to everyday experience. Causal efficacy (or prehension) "is the
primitive ubiquitous feature of all reality . . . . It is the basic ﬁode
of inheritance of feeling from past data, and the feelings it transmits
are vague, massive, inarticulate, and felt as the efficaciousness of

the past".za This is what Whitehead calls "crude" perception and is cor-—
relative with the conformal feelings of becoming. In contrast, presenta-
tional immediacy which Is the refined product of the later phases of
concrescence is "articulate, sharp, and sophisticated, but lacks the
massiveness and power of causal cfficacy".25 This is the accustomed mode

of our discrete percepta, and is the objectification not of the past but

of the contemporary regions of existence which are usually cast in

zzsee Whitehead, PR., pp. 98-99, 104-05, 133-36, 138-40, 14446

See also the notion of Hatter-of-fact in }Modes of Thoupht pp. 6-11, 77,
83-84. - -

23See Sherburne's explication in KUPR., pp. 98-125.

2I'Shm:burt:u:, KWPR., p. 99.

25Sherburnc, KWPR., p. 99.

A
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geometrical or cxtepsive relationship. It appears to be the dominan£

mode of perception in human experience (i.e, ag comparative or intellectual
feelings).

Whitehead's contention is that Hume's analysis of perception (and
by implication the self) was conducted merely in the mode of presentational
{mmediacy, and was therefore faulty as it was limited. Hume in focussing
on discrete sensa was therefore regarding the part for the whole; in
respect of experience. He was emphasi;ing the facts of’ presentational
immediacy to the exclusion of causal efficacy.26

Second, if the doctrine of perception is extended along the line
suggested by Whitehead, then it must be granted that we not only perceive
the immediateiy causal elements in our present existence, but the notion
of "vector inheritance" (as already explained) indicates a somewhat definite
route by which our present moment of existence is derived from antecedent
occasions and is (in a legitimate manner of speaking) one with them. The
fact of endurance as discussed in respect of Descartes 1is also relevant
to this discussion.

Third, in the docgrine of prehension ?ome factors present in ante-
cedent events are efficaciously transmitted to the succeeding events of
the same route. If one factor be 'the awareness of this self’, then by
the game doctrine we may legitimately assume a transnission of identity

factors as well as the awareness of the factors' continuing identity.

26Whitehead, PR., pp. 133-38, 138-40, 144~48.
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Fourth, it may be categorically stated that, contrary to lume's

vicw, the sclf is not a fiction of the imagination, but a real fact of

'
1l

nemory. If he wvas able to conceive of memory as a store of all past
events of the self now existing in real'coaleséence, Hume ma§ have arsued
differently. 1ile overlooked the importance-of two of his ovm ’expressions
in the Fnquiry (pp. 269 and 270). In the first he states:

. . « o And 1in this view an identity with rerard to the passlons

serves to corrohorate that with reeard to the imamination, by

the maliine of our distant percepgions influence each other,

and bv rlvin" us a present concern for our past or future nninq
or pleasures. [Emphasis mine]

Apain: ' A

*Twill be incumbent on‘{hose, who affirm»thét memory produces
entirelv our personal identity, to rive a reason whv we can
thus extend our identity bevond our menory. [Emphasis mine]

In the first passage_ﬂumc uses the term 'inflﬁcnce' -— ", . . by the
naking of our distant perceptions influence each other . . .". The

term 'influcnce which is here causally pasred over by Hume, when
interpreted as vectors in the theory of p;ehension becomes-a svmbol of
real connections — the vﬁry"thing Hunme fails to find in human experieunce.
In the second passage lume poses a challenge to those who would build

a theory oExidentity on memory alone. Now this challenge is also easily
answered by the principle\bf vector inheritance -- vhether it be in
respect of consclous memory or not. The doctrine of:prehcnsion and its
correlative theory of 'wvector influence offer a basis o; explanation for

the fact of personal identity beyond the mere capacity of conscious

memory.
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We argue against Hume‘é disjunctive cbnception of the self since
it affords no adequate basig for (1) a theory of 1nte%bated persokality;
(2} a theory of blame and praise — in short; regponsibility., As mentioned
earlier, HuTe rejected the notlon of substance and more than Locke he
saw .the need fot process with respect to the human mi;d. However, close
examinatiqn of his 1hnggage in the Enquiry (see‘tﬁe secéibn on Personal
‘Identityj will show that his thinking waslstill bound in the logical

. .
tradition of substance ontology. Were this not the case he may have

seen "relations" as processive and real, rather than as static, qualitative -

and conjunctive. As with the view of the concrescent indibidualifarlier
discussed, the self of the processive view is a fact which pérsists by

virtue of its features of intrinsic process. And where according to the
; ‘ 2 B '

principles of concrescence, conscious self-awdreness is a real' feature

v
-

of .a fact in its éarlier phases of existence, it must continue to be so
in the later phase of that existence unless a subject takes its demise.”

The feelings of present awareness (discrete sensa) are not divorced

.
-

from the“feelings of past auarenéés (memories, influences, etc.}. The
former arise out of the‘latter and the relations-betﬁeen the two types
of feelings, though vagué, arg.real. It is fhé business of philosophy
torexplain tﬁem‘anq‘not-to exp}éip tﬁem away. .

The Eollawing points follow from our discussion:

tl) a view éf the self as based on discretesengais'inddequate if not
impossible‘ . ?
(2) self- awaréness and\personal identity reaches back into the ef—

3
ficacious past —— and we may add (by the sane theory of prehension)

-

forwafd into the possible futurq;

[

S,
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(3) experience 1s -more than conscious experiencing (or awareness),
for Whitehead it entalls what may be called a historic sense of being;
(4) we are aware (to greater or lesser extent) of past causal in-
flucncesAwhich function in present experiences;

(5 memory'is a crucial factor of personal identity, but by itself
does not comstitute a sufficient and necessary cénditidn of that fact.
One cannot here extend the diSCussibﬁ'of these points, but if it be
granted that the Humean analysis of personal (self-) identity is sensa-
tionalist and phenomenalist, then we may accept Vhitehead's general con-
tention against Hume -— that while ﬁis assumptions are based-on experience
and appeal to experience,‘they do not go far enough in the analysils of
Experjience. It is impossible to establish self-identity on the mere
data of the discrete eleﬁents of consciousness whileArejecting the

vapuer, richer and more concrete factors which underli¢ them.27

*

: 27}Iume, reparding the self, had pushed Locke's argument to its
logical conclusion, Locke by hig” first theory of ideas (eor analysis of
substance)} found qualities g@thout an underlying substratum, Hume _
found repeated impressions of existence without the basis of a continuing
existent self. Both writers falled to profit from their insights that
ideas and impressions occur with a "nower" or "force" in virtue of which -
they are intrinsically and dynagically related. To develop such a view

is to see that ideas and impressions entail thelr own forms of real con-
nections and congtitute thelr ouvn means of endurance whether as substantial
form or as personal identity._ This is in principle the line of thinking
which 1s developed in the theory of prehension,
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Section (iii)
The Value-Fact or 'lind-Rody Problem

The third problem of individuality arises out of the general
viewpoint of the sciences in so far as they have followed too closely
the more vulgar interpretation of their Baconian heritage. Bacon had

propounded a method of induction which was later to be proven as

s

unsophisticated as it was inadequate., In so doing he rejected all
considerations of final and formal causation in preferenée for those
of efficient and material causation., Ile enphasized a strict empirical.
dpproach to knowledge, excluding the speculative (in a Whiteheadian
sensec) enterprise utterly. Hé restricted the scope of hypothesizing
to suit his rabid empiricism and emphasized man's domination of nature
(as“uﬁderstood materially and efficiently).

i In Descartes and the classical enpiricists (Locks, Hume) great
emphasis was laié on primary qualities (the so—-called objective content)
and a consequent de—emphasis on secondary qualities (the so-called
subjective content.} This_led to a general acceptance of primary

qualities as the factual data by which nature may be analyzed.

alysis is here synonymous with quantifiability and mgasurability).
Hence N¢rton's conception of a nature fixed in its parts and in which
all actualities (mind, objects, time, space) were‘conéidered simply
located and in conjunctive relation; whereby they constiFuted the

solidarity of the univarse.28 His scientific cosmology was cast

' 28Whitehead, PR., Partll, Chapters 2 and 3, Scctiong 144, iv. C o

-

&
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essentially in peometrical terms and so relatioﬁShips between actualities
were still of the substance-quality type found in Aristotelian ontology.
The general consequence of all this‘was to deny the scope of metaphysics
(in‘the Whiteheadian sense) and té plve rise to a materialigtic science,
the premises of uhich were to become the basis of a kindred péilosophy.

In Yhitehead's wav of speaking, what resulted was the disjunction

of reality into the World of Fact and the World,of Value. (See Inter-

pretation of Science, article on'Immortality'), Or, as he phrases it in

.t

Modes of Thousht — Matter-of-Fact and Matter-of-Importance. The peneral

Y

focus of science and philosoﬁhy on the quantifiable aspects of nature, which'
are analysable in terms of primary qualities, and the general nerlect of

the non-quantifiable aspects (secondary qualities) led to the exclusion

of man (and’his mind and values) from the field of systematic attention.

Our pfoblem specifically étatcd is this — Ehe nind-bedy or fact-value
distinction is an arbitrar; dijunction of reality. !y specific congerﬂ

with the problem, at this time, extends only to its implications far the
view of 'aesthetic' individuality to be developed in part three, (anq

as an eluc&dation of the Cartesian and !umean problems as discussed).

Althourh Dewey's view of gxper;ence differs from Whitehead's,

he arpues just as strongly agéinst the fact-value/mind-body disjungtion.
He sees human experience (including its conscious mental acF;vities) as
coﬁtinuous with nature: and distinguishes three realms of nature
(physical, psycho-physical and mental/human which ‘are in real inter--
Vacéion with each other. Thé difference between these 1is one of comple-

xity and intimac§ of interacting events -- both within and between the'

{ b
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respective realms. To emphasize the one reslm or the qualitative
features resulting from it to the general excluéion of the others and

their qualitative features, except for specific and limited purposes

ig illegitimate, He writes:

. » « The idea that matter, life and mind represent separate .
kinds of Being is a doctrine that springs, as so many philosophic
errors have sprung, from a substantiation of eventual functions.
The fallacy converts consequences of interaction of events into
causes of the occurrence of these consequences -- a reduplication
which is sipnificant as to the importance of the functions, but

. which hopelessly confuses understanding of them. . . .29

T ]

Elsewhere in his discussion, Dewey rtightly recogﬁifes that when
so-called objective facts (such as this field, this horse this man) --
as constituted by so-called objective qualities -- are factors of ad
event (a'‘situation' as he calls ié), then the so-called subjective
gualities (gsreeness-of-field, browness-of;horsc, etc.) are all real
features of that situa?ion. It 1is thése qualitatiﬁe dimensions which
lenﬁkrcal tonal effects to events and are as significant as any othc;
dépending on the perspective of interpretation. 1 am here arguing that
the so-called sybjective features are efficacious and are therefore real
relations fusings the interacting facts (objects).of nature inéludiﬁg the

human body and mind., le writes:

-

All this in effect is equivalent to seizing upon relations of”
events as the proper objects of knowledre. The surrender of
immediate qualities, sensory and significant, as objects of
science, and as proper forms of classification and understanding,

o 29John Dewey, Experience and Nature. Wew York: Dover, 1958,
pp. 260-61.
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left in reality these irmediate qualities just as they were;
since they are 'had' there is no need to 'know' then. But,
as we have had frequent occasion to notice, the traditional
view that the object of knowledge is reality par excellence
led to the comclusion that theg proper object of science was
pre-eminently metavhysically real. Hence immediate qualities,
being extruded from the object of science, vere left thereby
hanging loose from the “real" object. Since their 'existence'
could not be denied, they were gathered together intd a psychic
rgalm of being, set over against the object of physics. Given
this premise, all the problems regardinpg the relation of mind

_ and matter, the psvchic and the bodily necessarily follow.
Change the metaphysical premise: restore, that is to say,
immediate qualities to their rightful position as qualities
of fnclusive situations, and the problems' in question cease
to be epistemological problems. They become specifiable
gcientific problems: questions, that is to say, of how such and
such an event having snch and such qualities actually occurs.30

g
The human entity — called a self —— is mot a fact'pf nature
plus a mental fact: 1t is a 'human' fact constituted by éhe inter-
action of diffefent types of naturgl events. In respect of the human
individual there can, therefore, be no arbitrary focus on body or mind.
Man comprises the miﬁd-body dimension of natur?. Dewey states quite
clearly that "the 'solution’ of the nind—body';roblem is to be found
in the revision of the preliminary assumptions about qxistgnce which _

generate the'problem"?l

Now if we exchange Dewey's term existence for
the more frequently used Whiteheadian synonynm of actuality. or experience
as concrescence the similarity of the two authors will becare mdre

/
_evident. However, I think the doctrine of prehension intensifies the

relationship of the- various fa;tofs of events, nature and exparience

Opevey, EN., pp. 266-65.

Nipia., p. 263.

—_—
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bevond Devey's description of the sane. Conscqﬁently the relations
between bodv and mind, fact and value or objective.and subj;ctivc
qualities flow more readily into one another. (The difference, however,
-may be due to the d{fference in models of inter-relation emploved by
ﬁewcy and Uhitcheadi.

The intepration of expericnce and personality (as will later be

discussed) arises out of the fact of the continuity of nature and the

continuity of relationship betuveen body and nind.

. Iﬁ organic philosophy there is one genus of primary reality from
wvhich all the objects‘of nature and the events of experience are dérived,
and the same set of cateporeal principles apply to all facts. This whole
philosophy runs counter to the attempted bifurcation of nature —-l?Thc
theory of 'prehension' embodies a protest against the bifurcation of
naturc. . . . The distinction-between pub}icity and privacy [of fact]
is a distinction of rgagon, and is not a distinction between mutually
exclusive conﬁfgg;/;;i:;; . e ."32 How then is the mind continuous with™
th; body? )

The theory of the development of nexus and societieé by the
princiﬁlés of Transmutation or Concept;al Reversion is the account by
which organic philosophy s%cws hovr all existent fo;ms (includinn hodv,

. 33
1ife and nind) arise with their respective type and ogder. {In the

next section this will be enlarged upon). HMind on this view is partly

32“hitehead,_25., pp. 340-41.

i P 335ee Sherburne's discussion of Nexus and the Micro-cosmic.
KWPR, chap. 4: also page 251 for reference to PR.;
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the outcome of bodily existence, partly the single directive agency
of the body, and yet 1t seems to entertain é;degree to irrelevancy to
the physical relations of thé body, By the development of certain types
of hybrid physical and transmuted feelings, conceptual feelings develop
giving rise to ther conceptual feelings. Reality,.it nust be recalled,
is bipolar and all physical {nheritance issues in its conceptial
counterpart giving rise to novel contrast, "but always to emphasis,
valuation, and purpose.” It is the intcgration‘of physical and mental
aspects of reality which provides the unity of experience which 1is
sel f-formation. (This hold good at all levels of reality despite a
distinction bﬁtween physical and mental inlthe genetic and derived
sense). Mentality is non-spatial, but "is ;lways a reaction from, and
integration with physicalleipericnce which is spatial." Mind does not
-

arise from no where and 1is alwavs somewhere (actually cantained),Ba
. even though it is non-spatially located. The myriad ce}ls of the body
are societies of indiyidual cells - so are actual enﬁities as their
underlying metaphysical cgunterpart. Since cells are living (life
centres so to Lpeak), what must be explained is the unifying control

~
of an obsefyable and consciously experiencing entity to which they
giy?rise.
| Hhiteheud shows by example that some bodily organs funcfion

with relative independence, and may be made to exist for a limited

v

Mind is a éefininive fceture‘of the type 6? individuality
callel human,

34




period independent of all else.35

certrality of control in the "high-grade"

.

writes: -

But all organs seem to respond to a

organ called the brain. He

The living body is a coordination of high-grade actual occasions;
but in a ‘living body of a low type the occasions are much nearer
to a democracy. In a living body of a high type there are grades -
of occasions so coordinated by their paths of inheritance through
the body, that a peculiar richness of inheritance is enjoyed by
various occasions in some parts of the body. Finally, the brain
is coordinated so that a peculiar richness of interitance is
enjoyed now by this and now by that part; and thus there is
produced a presiding personality at that moment in the body.
Owing to the delicate organization of the body, there is a
returned influence, an inheritance of character derived from

the presiding occasion and modifying subsequent occasions through
the rest of the body.

I

Whitehead is here pursuing the path of gpeculative psycho—-physiclogny,
" but his view is quite consonant with significant theoriéf of mind and
personality in psychologyv and physiology. -And, it seem§ to me, this
position is a better adaptation than many quasi-philosophical theories
of mind.(e.g. the mechanist aﬁh phenomenalist views). 37 A key to
understanding the account given so far is given by Whitehead himself:
He reminds us that in extreme generality the notion of an "enduring
object” is thaf of a “genetic character inherited through a historic L
route of actual occasions." Some such objects form material bodies

(duc to a predominance of physical feelings), and others do not (due

td‘a predominaﬁce‘of‘comparative or intellectual feelings). But as

35Whitehead, PR., Pp- 128.

%1bid., pp. 128-129.

373ee J. W. Yolton's discussion of Phenomenallsm in Metaphysical
Analysis, University of Toronto Press, Toronto, 1967.
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there 1is ﬁo sharﬁ difference between a living and non-living occggion;
so 1t must be granted that there 1s no fundamen;al difference between
"an enduring object which is aﬁ atomic material body and one which is
nor.."3B It then becomes a verbal problem whether an enduring objéct is

to be regarded as "a transmission of matter or of charactexr"” [non-

spatial influence}l. To the unbeliever Whitehead's question would be —

RN

vhere is the line to be drawn between matter and radiant energy?

It must therefore be regarded that the mental functions and
their psychic influences which ve call a self or person (iJe. a human
individual) arise out of, and ére continuous with their material and
bodily counterpart.

On the doctrine of %rehension,.bodily intefactibn and functionings,
enter into the real constitution of the human mind: and the psychic
characters of mind with their essentially subjective derivatives
reciprocate this action, The oné, except in cases of abnormal function-
ings or disease, is notrantagonistic to the other. The princiﬁies of .
concrescence apply: integration, valua;ion and purpose are aimed at;
and uﬁipy; identity, harmony and intensity are achieved. Thus mind and
body are integrated facets of the human individual and mind is continuous
with body as the latter is with material nature.39

In the following discussion on the notion of nexus it will beeome

B
evident that the probleﬁs that we have here discussed and resolved are

38Sherburne, EWPR., p. 97: also Whitehead, PR., p. 129.

3%mitehead, MI., pp. 114-15, 129, ff, 167-68. .
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themselves central features of Whitehead's theory of society as
nexal reality. On that view beconing and endurance, continuing
identity and the essential relation of value to the fact of individual

being are indispensable moments in the real constitution of the human

individual.

i

(;5




Part Three

THEORETICAL APPLICATION
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THE SOCIAL BASES
OF HUMAH INDIVIDUALITY

As far as our general discussion has progressed, we may legitimately
assume that the human individual is made-up of actual entities; that ‘
such a composite existent exhibits features of change and endurance;
that its enauring aspects entail both physical and mental forms and that.
these are'esseptially related; that it is from these mental factors that
the peculiar features of self-consciousness and the héightenea sense of
valuation are dc:ived. How then does Whitehead accqﬁnt for the enduring
entity we call a person, and how dées he account for its highly developed
sense of avareness and importance? .

It is in terms of the theory of nexus and society that he effects
an explanation more direcgly relevant to our pﬁrpose. ‘He states -— "A
'sociéty', in the sense in which the term is here used, is a nexus with
social order; and an 'enduring object' or 'enduring creature’, 1s a
soclety whose social order has taken the special form of 'personal

-
order',"

The notion of society endeavours to express in priéf compass
the special fact ofl"experiential-togetherness" in a more intense fomm
tﬂan it was introduced by the first fouf'categoreal principles of chapter .
one, or than it was discussed with respect to the individual occasion.

A society, generally speaking, 1s an avenue of endurance, enrichment

and intensification.

lWhitehead, PR., pp- 39-40.
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In a nexus with éocial order its members (actual entities)
participate in a "common elemental form', but may further share this
cormon form and other features gcnetically.2 A nexus 1s sald to enjoy
personal order when the genetic rclétion of it's members is a function
of "seriality”. Serial ordering 1s the functiz; by which a nexus
establishes specific gnd definite route(s)of inheritance for its members.
Usually the present moment of concrescence (actual occasion) receives
from its immediate antecedent and transmits its oun essence to igs
immediate successor, and S0 on.3 This special form of seriality ~ ¥
(described as "a cut in the nexus") 1s what constitutes a siﬁgle line
of inheritance of defining characéeristics. .It'is a nexus thus qualifieé
that Vhitehead célls an "enduring objecf" or in the merely legal (not
human) sense a "person" (persona — that which sustains a;definiée

o

character). -
ai
)

The ordinary physical objects we encounter and which have“
temporal endurance are societies. In the ideally simple case they have

personal order and are properly called enduring objects. But we live in

2Note on lexus: .

"A nexus enjoys.'social order' where (1) there is'a common
element of form illustrated in the definiteness of each of its included
actual entities, and (il) this common element of form arises in each
member of the nexus by reason of the conditions imposed upon it by its
prehensions of some other members of the nexus, and (1ii)these prehensions
impose that condition of reproduction by reason of their inclusion of '
positive fedxlings of that cormon form. Such a nexus is called a "socliety ',
and the common form is the 'defining characteristic' of the society. ‘The
notion of 'defining characteristic' 1s allied to the_Aristotelian notion
'substantial form.'" (Whitehead, PR., p- 40: cf, AL., p. 203).

hitehead, PR.,. p. 40; Sherburne, KVPR., pp. 85, 107-13.

e
-
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1

a world which is a cbmplex of nexus and societies which cross each

other {e.g. the twip lies across the path) and are variously related to

-

one another (the twig is a branch from the trée and the tree grows by

the path).

~

Now most events and situations (even those apparently simple

’ 1
ones mentioned) are ecach a complex analyzable into many strands of

endurance.

C.?.‘\a__,,

Such 1s the gener«l nature of experience and so is the experient

subject we call a self or person. The points to be noted so far are:

(1) endurance 1s definad in terms of social order;

"(2) societies involve serial and genetilc relatedness;

(3) socleties variously interact;

-

(4) the more complex objects .are complexes of societies, e.g. @ chair,

a tree, an animal;

(5) man is himself q‘complcx (i.e. structured) society;

(6) a nexus which eﬁjoys social order, and is analyzable into many

strands of enduring objects is regarded as a "coerSCuldr society";

(7) "The point of a 'society' as the term is here used is that it is
4 . .

self-sustaining; in other words it {s its own ,reason.” - (PR., D. 107).‘

From the fore-poing it scems that the general order of complexity

is actual entity, enduring object, corpuscular soclety,complex struc=

tured society. A soclety it should be observed is always more than its

)

1"
parts, since only as such does it entertain a "reason which it sustains

and which sustains it. Each soclety is thercfore a particular avenue of

the wniverse. Socleties like actual entities ar@ never in isolationm,

but unlike actual entities they may have temporal and/or_sbat%al spread.

A society affects the character of its members as they effect its

o
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continuance. And, penerally speaking it may entertain essential as

" well as Qon-essential,fcatures. The real essence of a society is

what Vhitehead calls its reason(s) (cf actual entities as ultimate

reasons of the universe) and ;t is sigb\ghatfby which the order particular -
to thdthsbcicty is defined. However, no soéiety_is perfectf; ordered -- |
order is a correlative of disord;r{ A‘éocicty is a protcctivé and
crecative environment; énd is a-social as weli as social. 1If it ceases

to be any of these,'it dies or falls into triviality and irrelevance.
Nor-is it oxempted frgm the gener%c principles governing its members —--—
"The metaphysical characteristies of an actual entity . . . should be

] o 2 4
those which apply to all actual entitdes"”.

*

The human individual, as Nhitehead conceives it, is.a complex of

societies; specifically, a "seructured” society enhancing the well-being
‘ .

of societies and chﬁs which are locked in é definite waétcrn of inter-
relatedness. So related, greater contiguity of cndurange is fostered
and inthfificatioq of experience in some menmber sacietiegr(gr nexus) is
achieved, but especially in those which are highly specialized‘complexe‘s.5
-And;some.of these specialized complexes, wvhile the§ sﬁare certain general
features with thelr structuréd environment, maintaiﬁ a relatchly stronf,
‘indcpendence. A good grasp of the situation is obtained when it is
fecognizea that each cell of the human bod§ is a complex structured soclety,

and each molecule within the cell is=a specialized‘complex with relative

’

AwhiCehead, PR., D« 108.

swhitchéad, PR.,, p. 119. For the more conprechensive discussions on’

Whitehead's theory of soclety, Sc€ Al., Chapter XILI: PR., Part I, chapter
3:11 and Part 1I, chapter 3: ii.

L
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independence., . . . \ Vs
) N

It must be observed that a society is always a nexus (i.e. a
specialized nexus), but a nexus Is not in every repgard a soclety,
For example, Whitchead maintains that there is "erpty space” in a

tiving cell which is a subordinate nexus {(not a subordinate soclety)

and as such entertains special features not to be found without the cell.

1 do not quite see the rcason why a nexus of this sort cannot be called

4 ~

a societv, excent maybe that ic chbnstitutes a form of flexible

"definiteness which entails a greaﬁcr dcnégp of adgptability not tp he
found in a society which 1is alwd&s définigely specialized.. The "cell
“theory of reality" generally dcﬁ;nds, however, that 5 society requires
~a wider social environment for its stﬁbilization: and that a conpl?x
society which-is stable is s;id to bhe comélcx.in vi%tue of its featqrcs‘
of stabii’ity.6 ..

Generally speaking a épecializcd society (or nexus) is lacking
in perdurance qualities; whereas the unspecialized societi possesses.:
these in virtue of its capacitfes of "openness” ahd Madaptability'.

But nature never outdoes herself. She safeguards these highly complex
. ' oo
and specialized forms by enhancinp the activity of the mental pole

in these rcalities as follows?

One way is by eliciting a massive average objectification of
a nexus, while eliminating the detailed diversitics of the
various members of the nexus in question. This method, in
fact, employs the device of blocking out unwelcome detail.

GWhitehead, PR., p. 119. \
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(; depends on the fundamental truth that objectification is
abstraction. It utilizes this abstraction inherent in
objectification 'so as to dismiss the thwarting elements of a
nexus into nepative prehensions. At the same time the conmplex
intensity in the structured society is supported by the nassive
objectifications of the many environmental nesus, each in its

wmity as one nexus, and not in its multiplicity as many actual
occasions. /- —

The other way 1is:

. . . by an initiative in conceptual prehensions, i.e., in
appetition, The purpose of this initiative s tesrecelive
the novel elements of the environment into explicit feelings
with such subjective forms as conciliate them uith the
complex experiences proper to members of the structured
socliety. Thus in each concrescent occasion its subjective aim
 originates novelty to match the novelty of the environment.®
‘ \
A

The first alternative is a function primarily of Transmutation
(Cat. Oblg. V1) 4nd represents the first phase of conceptual development
beyond the merely conformal phases. Here originality is still at a

minimum as is the case with purely inorpanic forms — rocks, crystals,

\

etc. Organic forms such as plants and animals cach bears very cvi@cnt
" ~

features of novelty. In the human'(and other forms of higher) organism’

" the functions of  Conceptual Reversion are brought into play. But, in man

7Whitehead, PR., P 120.

NB: For Whitehead, "ghe first stage of systematic igycs;igation
must alwavs be theﬁigentification of analogies be;ween occasions within
the soclety and occasions without {r. The second stafe is constituted
by the more subtle procedure of noting the differences between behaviour
within and without the society, difference of behaviour exhibited by
occasions which also have close analogies to each other." (Whitehead,

PR., pp..118-19).

8 mitehead, PR., p. 121.

P

A




52

(given the condition of a human society), it results in thinking at the

pre-reflective and reflective levels, (I take sﬁéech to beﬁa function
of thought). At'such a time Spcciality)and comple#ity ;f orpanismic
structure have moved from mere adjustment to aesthetic emphasis
according to the ideals of harmony in subjective enjoyment; and have

- moved also towards the_eiercisc of reflective activities which may even
lead to qqite abstract forms of novelty.

_In accordance with this seE9nd moée of self—presc;vation tor
cnhancgmcnt) the human entity exhibits all the feartures of a living
society, but also roes "a cut above" to manifest the peculiar fcagures
of‘ghat is properly called a SELF or PERSOW in Ehe specificall§ hunan
sense. The self then. ié that product of nature wvhich, in a most unique
and dcvelopcd(form, :}ibits (1) the elimination of multifarlous — _—
details; and (Z)chphasizes the origination of povelcjes of conceptual
rcacéion. . |

| $0 far I have used the t;rms r‘e_lf and person synonymOquy and i
pmust give my reason for doing sc. The notion of person (in the human H
sense) fcadiiy has organic links to Whitehead's notion of "personal”
order as it pertains to the realiéy of socletal forms. Secondly, as

rendered obvidps by outr discussion, the human individual sithin itself

exhibits (in one way or a?other) most or all imstances of social order

)

vhich organic ontology discoéhrs in the various realms of nature.
Thirdly, the fact of endurance 1is based primarily on the occurrencc of

serial order vhich in every respect underlies the perdurance of hunan

y

-

hitehead, PR., P+ 122 : .
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{ndividuality. Fourthly, seriality emphasizes a route of histofic

10 .
. development, uvith concretion, one may add, which is precisely the

fact ‘'underlying our latent as well as our active conscious experience.
‘ " . " ' £
But, vhereas the notion of "person” may refer to any form of endurance

in respect of human ‘individuality, the notion of solf must bejseen to
express those essentially human . functions of . solf—auarcness nnd
reflective behaviour which’ arise in man in she advanced forms of
transmuted ané conceptual experience. By implication the self is
'essonfially a product of a ﬁuman'qnvironmont{ This is generall;

: supported by psychological and sociolopical'considcrotionS.: (Sce

C. H. Head's discussions on Hind Self, and Socicty° also Berger and

Luckmann's The Social Construction of Realitv).

-

Althouph Vhitehead does not appear to favour the use of the term

.

self (I have so far been unable to trace any very significant occurrence

-

of the term in Process and.Realigg},\Xf: the general facts of rcflthivo
P

behaviour are everywhere implicd by his uses of mind, soul, intellecs,
spirit, and, in’ the human sense, consciousness, person and subject. It
‘must also be-noted that life and nind are, for Wwhitehead, quite different
things although there js still an organic connection between the two.

. (See discussion Seotion 111 of Part Two)z{ Life,’in varying dcgrcos is a _
function of all organic nature.ll Mind,.to'wnich we may more appropriately

attribute the reflcctive functions of human i{ndividuality, is a function

primarily of the.human realn., Whitehead vieﬁﬁ/consciousness as a wider

lOWhitehead, PR., P-. 108.

, llLife'hc thinks is contained in the empty space of living cells
which ‘is constituted by a non-specialized nexus.

g
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gecurrence in nature {hah'mind._.And, if mind’(cf SOUL) in scme sense

/

"i{s the peneral property of the mnre‘deﬁeloped‘vertcbrac, we are still
_obliged to find a definitive function .of selfhood, This I think'
whitehcad does by focussing on the capacity of mihd which grives rise

to the development of s&éech and discou;se.lz This approach is quite

.

Ty . . .
similar to that of Head:and Berger and Luckmann who all view speech as

-

a uniquely human function. Speech is not In principle different from

rcflcctlve thinkine which 1is the npre basic dinension of selT-awareness.

This is borne out by Mead's v1ew of the "objcct—self"—- the } JE.13‘ T
_ 'ReturningAto the more direct line-of the discussion, it must be~
‘scen that the human pcrsoﬁ as a strgctured éociety is a'design of
intertwining nexus. -Some of these are of lower ana higher types and
‘must'ﬁe seen as "subservient" or Pregnant” in keeping with the ideal of
fullest possiblc self—realization.lA Further, in a living society only /
_some nexus will exhibit advance features of "org}@nal reaction"”. (See
ﬁp: 7 and 8). Whén a sociéty is living its regnant nexus is called ,
liviﬁg. Aﬂd thoush ¥hitchead is alonp these lines highly conjgcﬁur?l,
. i
\1t is in keepinp with our discussion to assume that the human in%ividual

houses as well a regnant nexus of conceptual activitdes. ‘Life and mind

J

12Nhitcheéd, MT., pp- 32-41.

,f i
lBSee the follouing Chapter and George Hcrbcrt Mead. On Social
Psycholosv. Edited by A. Strauss, Chicago. University of Chicago Press,
1964, pp. 109- =216.

lawhitehead, PR., P 122.




are thus factors of human individuality.- An entireiy iiving (and by

1nplication an entirely nental) nexys rcquircs preater nrotcction fron

its social environment than other forms of nexﬁs.- Hlence the complcxity

of the protective organisms which contdin them. As it was intimated

earlier, such nexus are a-social since they entail peculiar- features
3

not found in tbeir environment. Usually it 1s the less organic nexus

vhich are the dcfence of the nore organic and these organic forms of

C -

the nore dclicatc but rernant psychic forms., Thus life and mind are in

some way preservnd by those entities whose good fortune it is te ?njoy

»

" them.
Y

s, i -
1 have attempted to carry the ddvelopment of life and mind
\ :

n

together to suggest the continued and esscntial relationship of these

7aspects'of nature. But it must be recalled that, for Uhitehead lifc
is'a/ﬁore pervasiﬁe feature of nature than‘mind.;s' But mind is a very
speciai form of sentient enjoyméﬁt in virtue of which-man may claim
dominance oYer the cre;tures of nature. It is In ghis ;especf thht our
mental (and intcllectual) being gains dominance over the other facets of
our*persenalities. "Life," Whitehead maintains "is a bid qu freedom™, .

but it is in! terms of the mind that thé adventure to freedom is best

realized. -

Tg some extent we have already discussed the development of mind
in Part Two, Section'iii, and here we may emphasize some differences

between 1life an mind. Both of course are the result of socletal events

lsi{hitehqad, PR., ppP- 129, 150€f, 167-68. -
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and_of personal forms of order. A cell,. as Whitchead states, plves us )

- . o

no direct evidence of its ﬁncestry- But because of the presence of .

4

mentality in nan, especially as memory, the human organism can trace

o
L3

certfii/forms of its historic development. What is more readily
observed is that the living cell (or organi?a) seens to characterize

Y

{within rcgson) a qumber of quite qrigfnal responses to 1its environnent.
HowéQef, most érgnn;smsl and cspecially-éo in man, are cpordinéted in
their bodily fun;tioningu In the human indiyidual the coordinatien is
most readily effected in the areas of the brain. This is a biological -
and psycho-physiological fact. Now, what we call méntality in man is a-
set qf‘spccial_functioﬁs of the brain.' The brain, we know from h ‘ '
rescarch,-may be divided into large areas which tend to gather and
‘contentréte étimuli QJ pleasure or pain. \hether these are entirely
Lobjective or subjective makes no practical difference. The results are
Jthc.same. Therf is always a subiective form or set of subjective forms
arising witifIn the organisn and vhich colours and lends tonality to its

e
experience. These subjective forms may be emotions or feclinrs,

inpressions 3& ideas: as Whitehead rcfers to them, they may be emotions, X
valuations,,purpéses, adversions, aversions, consciouuness, etc.

A1l of these,'only.scme of which_we are conscious, yield a psvchic contEnt
which the brain registers, enlarges or ?mplifies, ninimizes or curtails.

s

Life is an organic function of nature, which in certain creatures,

. supports mental events. By this it is,pbvious that mental events may be

16Wh1teﬁéad, 25.; p. 28.
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graded in terns of organisnmic development. The humﬁn organism reflc@ts

However, in the normal and matuye

1

many phaées'of such a developﬁeﬁt.
(¢t nmaturing) ;ndividual s