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J
y ABSTRACT 2
. a ;
This é%éay presents a particular perspective. into Al-
fred North Whitehead's critique of David Hume's philosophy .
of expegﬁence. The first section sets forth the problem &
which Whitehead saw in Hume's philosophy: the problem that
were one to consistently hold Hume's position one would be
reduced, to what éeorge Santayan; calls tK; 'solipsism of the
p
present moment.' The section section concerns Whitehead's
understanding of the cause of Hume's pioﬁlem, ébstraction.
Section‘threé éonsiders Hume's particular brand of abstraction,
éensa;ionalism, and its relation to visual experience. Sec-
. tion four deals witﬁ the rudiments of the Whitehea@ian-solu— 
.tion of Hume's . problem. A brief conclusion attempts to put
Whitehead‘s critiéue into berspective and suggest further ‘
iﬂquiries.
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How happy is the little Stoné
That rambles in thé Road alone,
And doesn't care about Careers
. And exegenciés never. fears --
Whose Coat of elemental Brown
A passing Universe put on,

And independent as the Sun
Associates or glows alone,
Fulfilling absolute Decree

In casual simplicity.

Emily Dickinson, c. 1881
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INTRODUCTION

The philosophical work of Alfred North Whitehead pre-
sents. a prolonged critique of modern philosophic positions.
It was Whitehead's contention that virtually all of the mod-
ern philosophic alternatives were fundamentally similar in
their basic presuppositions copcerning the character, con-
tent and. texture of human experlence Whitehead claimed that

many of the 1nadequac1es of modern philosophy could be attrib-

.
-

. uted to limitations imposed by these ba51c presupposrtlons.
Whitehead's entire philosophical»endeavor might be character—
ized as an attempt to understand the llmltS 0f explanation
‘,whlch these presupp051tlons 1mpose and to-offer a Dlau51ble

“alternative.

This-eseayawiil‘present a part;cular aspect of Wﬁite—
head's endeavor to uaderatahd the presuppositions of modern
philosophy. I will discuss Whitehead's arguments congcerning
‘Dayia Hume's account of .e}perience. In order to'accompiish
this I shall-diviﬁe this easay into four sections. The first
w1ll deal with the problem Whitehdad saw in Hume's account
.'of experlenCe. The second sectlon w1ll dlscuss Whltehead s
v1ew concernlng what was the cause. of Hume s problem. White-
”head s clalm ls'that Hume's fundamental elements oﬁ experience,
1deas, are the, results of a sophlstlcated process of. abstrac—

‘tion. The third section is lelded into two parts. Thé flrst

viii




shall attempt to show what Whitehead meéns by the 'sensation-
alist doctrine' of experience and‘thaﬁ’Hume‘s philosophy is

the most lucid instance of this doctrine. The second part

will present an analysis of visual experience which, when \\\
completed, will demonstrate that the 'sensationalist elements',
ideas, are creatures of a nearly complete dependence on )

a visuél model of experience. Section four will adumbratedﬁ

"Whitehead's solution of Hume's problem, showing how Whitehead's

different characterization of experience avoids some of the

pernicious cul de sacs with which modern philosophy has over-

whelmed philosophers.

‘ix



Squion I: PROBLEM

- The essential prohlem of Hume's philosophy, as White-
head understood it, was its iﬁcoherence. The term 'incoher-
ence' (and thus its privative) was part of Whitehead's tech-
nical vocabulary, but it was often meant in its ohdinary
vernacular sense of 'impossible to understand.' Early in
PROCESS AND REALITY (p. 5}, ihmediately_after fhe definition
of 'speculative philosophy,' Whitehead defines 'toherence'
as follows: n ’ ) N

'Coherence, " as here employed, means that the funda-~
mental ideas, in terms of which the scheme is devel-
oped, presuppose each other so that in isolation they
are meaningless. This requirement. does not mean that
they are definable in terms of each other: it means
that what is indefinable in one such ‘notion cannot
be abstracted from its relevance to the other notions.
It is the ideal of speculative philosophy that its
fundamental notions shall seem incapable of abstrac-
. tion from each other. In other words, it is presup-
posed that no entity can be conceived in complete
abstraction from the system of the universe...(P. 5)

- I have quoted at length in order to show the integral rela- -

tlonshlp between coherence anid abstraction because a major
portion of this essay shall be concerned with the notion
'abstraction.' I must now show how Whitehead saw Hume's

»

philosophy to be incoherent.

’ The incoherence of Hume's ﬁhilosophy is manifested
»
in two predominant agspects. The first is ﬁhe'solipsisﬂ
or isolation from the"Qorldl' The second is solipsism or
-isolation from onels personal ldentlty or sense of self-

continuity. As Whitehead took him, for Hume, the 'world'

1
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was only a succession of ‘haphazardly' presented images or

ideas within the purview of any individual's consciousness.
Any discernible pattern to the;e ‘fﬁea presentations' was
subjectively imposed. There is the absolute impossibility
of ever 'knowing' whether the flow of nature is an orderly

®

flow because man as a consciousness, has no direct apprehen-

sion Of nature. All experience is mediated by ideas whose

origins and .genesis are strictly ‘unknowable.' Here White-

‘ 1.
head tends to group Hume's and Kant's conclusions together.

Kant's conciusion-concerning the ultimate irrationality of

. the ding an sich was merely a teutonic consequence of Hume's
[

insight concerning the impossibility of having rational
grounds for induction, and his basic¢ understanding of ‘per-
ééption.' Hume's analysis of perception forced him to con-
clude tﬁat man has no\;ggi commerce with the external world,
that is: with nature. Thus man can have no true theories
concerning nature because he has no real experience of it.
Any conclusions man may entertain about laws of nature are
conclusighs about ‘ideas' whose ultimate origins and activ-
it4ies are unknowable. The cqﬁglusion that the future will
behave either identically oy similarly to the past is one
which man's knowledge does not war:ané. This coﬁclusion,
which is the Basis of any sort of scientifig induction, is

merely a matter of habit, and cannot, due to the nature of

man's consciousness, be rationally jhstified.z'

4



Whitehead saw this ramification of Hume's philosophy
as a crucial incoherence. Modern science was merely a mat-
ter of habit? He states ?he matter with characteristic clar-
ity as follows: "Either/éheré is something about the immed-
- |
late occasion which affords knowledge af the past and the
future, or we are reduced to utter sdepticism as to memory
and induction." (SMW, pp. 43-44) Whitehead's explanation
of Hume's failure to justify induction takes into account
Hume's theory of perception and also Hume's anti-metaphysical
bias. He writes:
We must ‘observe the immediate occasion, and use reason
to elicit a general description of its nature. Indic-
tion presupposes metaphysics. In other words, it rests -
upon an antecedent rationalism. You cannot have a ra-
* tional justification for your appeal to history till
your metaphysics has assured you that there is a his-
tory to appeal to; and likewise your conjectures as to
" the future presuppose some basis of knowledge that there
is a future already subjected to some determinations.
The difficulty is to make sense of either of these

ideas. But unlejs'you have done sd, you have made non-
sense of induction. (SMW, p. 44)

Because Hume was decidedly anti-metaphysical, he neglected
to investigate some of .the decidedly metaphysical presump-
tions that he had. For example, the be%inning of the TREATISE
is fraught with instances of assumption; suéh as the assump-
tion that man is able to 'intuit' résemblance although the
wofld'is~ultimately cémposea of heterogeneous atoms'ér ida;.
Another example ig his assumption that one may discern mem-
ory ideas from perceptions ﬁerely Ey the vafiagions'ih some
homogeneous guality, livdiness. In PROCESS AND REALITY

Whitehead makes the following comment: -



Somewhat inconsistently, Hume never allowed impres-
sions of sensation to be derived from the correlate
ideas; though, as the difference between them only
consists in 'force and vivacity,' the reason for this
.refusal cannot be founded in his philosophy. The
truth is that Hume retained an obstinate belief in an
external world which his principles forbade him to
confess in his philosophical constructions. He re-
served that belief for his daily life, and for his
DIALOGUES CONCERNING NATURAL RELIGION. (PR, p. 213)

3.
This consequence of Hume's 'epistemological' researches

constituted a scandalous incoherence for Whitehead. Modern

experimental science, the crown of man's progressive intel-

lect, is based on habit? Theré can be no rational basis

for this paradigm of rational knowledge. 1Indeed, what is

an experiment if there can -he no rational expectaéibn of a

continuity ?f nature.4' By Hﬁme's philgsophical perspective

we have:no rational interaction with the external world, if

indeed, there be o¢ne. The possibility that there might not

be a world is a direct consequence of Hume's analysis of

experience.

This possible solipsistic conclusion, the non-being
of the world, is one of the incoherent conclgsions which
one must ﬁcceptewéée he to agcept the dicta of Hume's phil-
osophy. Phe fact that neither Hﬁme, nor an& of his empirical
progeny can adequately provide any criteria for determining
whether one's consciousness of an 'independently existing'
_worla exists, strikes Whitehead as a flagrant instance of

philoéophﬁcal incoherence. Hume's philosophical doctrines,

exhort him to scepticism' concerning the world, yet he must

\
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invoke 'habit'and nature' (both of which consti%%te some sort
ofzincompfehensible relation to reason and experience) to.
account for what man aétually does. Hume's critical philos-
ophy woﬁld invite Phyrronian scepticism. As Hume himself

writes about this legitimate Phyrronian attitude:

On the contrary, he must acknowledge, if he will ac-
knowledge anything, that all life must. perish, wére
his principles universally and steadily to prevail.
All discourse, all action would immediately ceasé;

and men remain in total lethargy, till the necessities.
of nature, ‘unsatisfied, put an end to their miserable
existence. It is true; so fatal an event is very lit-
tle to be dreaded. Nature is always too strong for
principle. (ENQUIRY, p. 160)

But, mightn't one ask, "What is Nature that it is so strong?"
Hume, if consistent, must answer that nature is only a suc-
@ssion of sense-data presentations, each of which isqa.sep—
arate and distinét existence. There can be no humanly dis-
ceriblé necessary connection between any two sense-data,

much léss a 'nature' which cén compel action, How-can naf-
ure be 'too strong?' -‘How can passive ideas, the sum total .
of which represents Nature, compel actions such as eating ;n
order to_sustain,l%fe. Indeed, how can ideés, of the sort
which Humé specifies,.constitute the entirety of our exper-
ience; that 1is, consti;ute 'experience' which induces hébits?
The incoherence of Hﬁmefs;view is,fgccording to Whitehead's .
reading, that giVeﬂ the portrayal of experience as consisting

only of ideas, we must invoke, ex absurdo, habits in order

to account for other major aspects of human experience. But



habits and ideas are not rationally reconcilable. It re--
mains ajgreat mystery why the appropriate habits accompany

the given ideas. Whitehead explicitly stresses this point:

Hume's account of the process discoverable in the'soul’
is as follows: first, impressions of sensation, of un-

known origin: then, ideas of such impressions, 'derived
from' the impressions: then, impressiqg§Aof reflection
'derived from' the antecedent ideas: ahd then, ideas of

impressions of reflections. ~ Somewhere in this process
there is to be found repetition of impressions, and
thence by 'habit' --by which we may suppose that a
particular mode of 'variation' is meant --by habit,

a repetition of the correlate ideas; and thence ex-
pectancy of the repetition of the correlate impressions.
This expectancy would be an 'impressions of reflection.'
It is difficult to understand why Hume exempts ‘'habit'
from the same criticism as that applied to the notion
of 'cause.' We have no 'impression' of 'habit,' just

as we have no 'impression' of ‘cause.' Cause, repet-
ition, habit are all in the same boat. (PR, p. 213)

By Whitehead's criticism} cause’, repetitioﬁ, and habit are
all instances of Hume's incoherence. Hume must introduce
repetition and habit to complete his psychologicél examina-
tion of the "Science of Man." Yet these‘tﬁo notions fall
victims to the same sort of criticism which Hume leQéls at
éagsality, Anqther faceét of Hume's incoherence, then, is
elicited when we notice that he failed to be thorough with

his empirical method. 2

This first aspect of the incoherence Whitehead found
in Hume's philosophy might be charac;eéized as an incoherence
between man and the 'world.' As Whiteheaa understood Hﬁme,
caﬁses in the world (that ié,.the sort of Natufé'scientiéts

-

stuay) and habits which allow man to sustain his existence 7

-1
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are without rational basis. Yet, for Hume, habit is%

all. 1 characteﬁ}ze this as 'incoherence.getween man and

the world® because'basically it reduces itself to the in-
ability of man to 'know' that there is a 'world.' Because

I cannot 'know' that anything external affects me,vsince

any such affections would appear to consciousness as ideas
(which, indeed, are seen taq be the solepinhabitounts of ?on—'
sciousness) then I cannot 'know' that there is a ;orld, or
I caﬁnot 'know'.that there is any real causal interaction
between myself and the world.  The immedigte consequence of
this perspective is Kant's dichotomy 6f phepomenal and nou-
menal. Any science of ';;tufe' beébmes.a science’of~the
phenomenél. As he concéived Hume's and Kant's explanations
oﬁ»our éxperience, Whitehead saw thaﬁ there could be no rat-
ional knowleage'of the 'things in themselves.' Thus, by thés
émpirical doctrine, we, are %enied natural science unless it
becomes merely a sort of catalogue of our subjective caﬁegor—

ies. ("Plug in the irrational sense-data, and I'll tell you .

how they must be organized," says I. Kant.)

This subtle but incisive destruction ¢f any reasonable |
basis for modern science was especially disturbing to White-
. head the scientist, but prdfound}y aberrant to Whitehead the

sbeculative philosopher.

,As I have characterized this aspect of the problém,

Whitehé§d saw that Hume's empirical philosophy le& to a deniél‘

Pre
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of -the world! Because there are no rational grounds for
caﬁsality, all fnowledge of a 'world' which is ultimately
bﬁilt on a foundation of causal interac;ion is, a fortiori, -
impossible. This constitutes what I shall term the.external
aspect of solipsism. We shall now consider the internal as-

pect.

If the external result of Humé's incoherence is a “de-
nial of the world, then we shall expecﬁrthat the in;ernal
result will be concerned with.the self. This turns out to
be exactly the case. Hume's avowed anguish with his theory
(or lack of it) concerning 'persgnal identity' is a fact %hich
-Whitehead regards as an indication of_the-incoherence that
Hume's empirical philosophy led to. Let us briefly review

‘personal identity.'

In A fREATISE OF HUMAN UNDERSTANDINQ, Bbok I, Part 1V,

‘ sectfon VI Hume discusses personal identity. His conélusion

_is that there is no self, no péfsonal identity. iél theories
of such a thing are fictions, albeit psychologically under-
standable. What Hum?-has done has been’ to prove that tﬂe
self cannot 5e a substance, since as he has already shﬁwﬂ,
suﬁsﬁance cannot' be,-because such an idea cannot,'in prin-
ciple, be pengivedﬁ (T, Bk I, Pt IV, S. V) .His polemic is
typical. Hume demands, "Show me.the impression whence céme
'self'", Sincg the combina£ion of the‘éo§§ principlemand
Hume's portrayal of impréésions and ideas pfeclude the bos--

sibility of any such impression, we should hardly be §urpriéed

*-by 'cooy principle' I mean only that ideas are '' ° ~' of



‘ [l
to discover that we cannot discover a self.
But in the Appendix to tHe TREATISE Hume's admirable
honesty compels him.to state his doubts concerning his
treatment of 'Personal, Identity.' His succinct statement

of his dilemma occurs as follows:

LY

7

In short there are two principles which I cannot:ren-
der consistent; nor is it in my power to renounce
either of them, viz. that -all our distinct perceptions
are distinct existences and that the mind never per-
ceives any real connexion among distinct existences.
Did our perceptions either inhere in something sim-
_ple or individual, or did the mind perceive some real
connexion among them, there would be no difficulty in
the case., (T, p. 636)

Since there ig:go inherent contradiétion Betwéen the
two principles’ themselves > I coﬁclude that. the in;onsis—
Eency is betweern the exélanation of experience that the two.
principleg afford, aﬁd the 'stubborn fact' of personal con-
tinuity and identity. Hume states the difficulty with crys-
tal clagity. He cannot renounce his two principles, yet‘his
account of intimate personal existence is inadequate. White-
head's solution of Hume's dilemma is to choose the second §f
the two alternatives Hume -himself suggested. But in order to
provide an account of 'perceiving a real connexion among
gistiqct existences' it'was necessary for Whitehead.to com;

pletely recast Hume's theory of perception, albng with the

ﬁheo;y's suppressed metaphysical preferdnces.

/—.’u
Whiéehead's appeal will be to the experienced unity of

human .activity. We experience ourselyes as continuing 'ex-

%



periencers.' If a philosophical theory cannot account for
this most basic' of experiences; so much the worse for the
philosophical theory. -Perhaps a careful scrutiny of the
theory's presuppossitions will permit its modification into

a coherent and edequate explanation. "

Whitehead's focus on the unity of human expérience is
quite similar to William'?ames' "Radical Empiricism." By
my reading,’James' appeal for philosophers to adopt lradiﬁal,
empigicism' is much like Whitehead's avegsion to the inco-

herence of the Humean empirical doctrines. James stresses

that the radical empiricist must allow 'conjunctive experi-
ence' an equal place with 'ﬂisjuncéive experience.' The in-

timate experience of a'continuous experiencing' he terms

'consciousness transition' (ELiRE, pp. 27-28); this is the
C
realization that the }sé;eam,lf consciousness' is indeed a

K

‘stream.' James writes:

\

Personal histories are processes of.change in time,

and the change itself is one of the things immediately
experienced, 'Change' .in .this case means continuous as
opposed to discontinuous transition. But continuous
transition is one sort of a conjunctive relation:; and
to be a radical empiricist means to hold fast to this
conjunctive relation of all others, for this is the
strategic point,. the positiofi through which, if .a hole
be made, all the corruptions of dialectics and all other
metaphysical fictions pour into our philosophy. The
holding fast to this relation means taking it at its
face value, neither less nor more; and to take it at

it face value means, first of all to take it just as we
feel it, and not to confuse ourselves with abstract
talk about i, involving words that ‘drive us to invent
secondary. conceptions in ,order to neutralize their sug-
gestions and to make our actual experience again seem
rationally possible. . (ELRE, pp. 27-28)" °

- [
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It is of the utmdst importance ‘that James claims that
\ " b

K

the “change itself is one of the thing;:immediatelf experi-
' enced."(Emohasisndne.)’ ﬁhis is preciséﬁy the intuition of
Whitehead's which becomes devéloped as tgé distinction be-
tween the two modes of awareness, Presentational I%nﬁaiacy

and Causal Efficacy. (gse below, Section IV. Pa. (09 ) Were

one to argue that James 'begs the question' here by defining

. . . i . 4
'change' as “continuous' I believe that James would answer

as he wrote a few péﬁ%graphs later: "Praétically to experi-
ence one's persona} qontinuum in this living way is to know
the originals of the ideas of continuity and of sameness; to
know what the words stand f;p concretely, to own all they can
‘ever mean." (P. 29) The expefience of self—cbntinuiéy is go
- primordially basic that it érovides éhe concrete touchstone
for such metaphorical dichotomies as SAME/OTHER, ONE/MANY,
and CONTINUOUS/DISCRETE. (Here we find Sartre arguing\ and
expanding on a similar insight in his criticism of Husserl

in the TRANSCENDENCE OF THE EGO.) "~ James' point is clear:

we directly experience continuity. It is not a unity which

must be synthesized after perception..

Shortly theréafter.Jémés makes his‘posigion conéerping
the unempirical attitude of some ‘of the .Empiricists' (Hume
includea) extremely clear. If-we.are to be empiricists,'we
must be pure, radical empiricists. We must give equal consid-

eration to both disjuntions and conjunctions, and "second, ' if
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we_insist on treating things as fe@j?? separate en they

are given as continuously joiﬁed, invoking when ién is re-
qu;red,\transcendental principles to overcome t araténess
we have assumed, then we ought to stand ready to perform the
converse act." (EiRE, p. 29) I have already suégested that
Hume assumed separateness for metaphysical reasons. The ram-
ifications of this assumption of the ultimate heterogeneity

. Y
of the primary elements of the universe dealt Hume the griev-

ous blow of his theory of personal identity.s'

Whitehead has the same insights. In a later part of
this essay I will trace Whitehead's characterizations of the
two different modes of awareness. ‘At present, suffice it to
say that like James and cont;ary to Hume, Whiteheaa argues
for an immediate and direct experience of continuitf of ex-
periences. This is 'personal identity.' Whitehead writes:
"The survival of personal idéntity within the immediacy of a
preseng&gccasion is a most rémarkable character of the World
of Fact.. It is a partial negation of its transitory char-
actgr." (IoSH p. 225) Whitehead thus characterizes personal
identity as .a 'fact'; i.es, a stubborn 'thing done or hade,'

an aborlglnal datum. ‘Immediately after the above quoted sen-

tences he writes:

i

. A whole seqguence of actual‘occasions, each with its
own present immediacy, is such that each occasion e
bodies in its own being the amtecedent members of thaﬁ
sequence with an emphatic experience of the self-ident-
ity of the present: This variés with the_ temporal span.
For short periods it is so overwhelming that ‘we hardly
recognlze it. (IoS, p. 255)



13

Two céﬁments must be made here. First, the‘experience of
personal identity>is characterized as having 'present im-
mediacy' and 'emphatic‘experience.' Secondly there is a

hint at a metaphysical underpinning whereby present occas-
ions embody antecedent (i.e., 'rémembered') members of the

sequence. The importance of memory shall be discussed shortly.

Earlier in INTERPRETATIONS OF SCIENCE Whitehead makes

a comment which might heip to clarify his concern for ‘short

periéds'mentioned in the above gquotation:

In human experience, the most compelling example of
non-sensuous perception is our knowledge of our own im-
mediate past. ‘I am not referring tozour memories of.a
day past, or of an hour past, or of a minute past. Such
memories are blurred and confused by the intervening oc-.
casions of our personal existence. But our immediate past
is constituted by that occasion, or by that group of
fused-eccasions which enters into experience devoid
of any perceptible medium 1nterven1ng between it and the

present immediate fact... It .is gone, and yet it is here.
It is our indubitable self the foundation of our pres~
ent experience. (IoS, p. 158)

James makes the simi}an comment: "In the same aét by which I
feel that this pé;sing'moment is a neQ pulse of my life, I
feel that the old }ife éontiﬁues inté it, and the feeling of
continuance in no wise jars upon the simultaneous feeling of

a ﬁovelty." (EiRE, p. 51) ('Non—éensﬁous experience' will be
discussed under the rubric of'causal efficacy.) My point iQ-

. quotiﬁg at such length is‘to maké clear the fact that White-
head considered personal identity Qr‘continuity to be an ex- .’
perienced fact. He characterizes the 'conformation of the im-

mediate past with the present’' as -the .'indubitable self' itself.

<



14

’
The flow of activity is another side of the continuity of

self. We now see how by finding a connexion between exper-
ienced ideas, we can solve the problem of personal identity.

It is just as Hume predicted! -

Why then, couldn't Hume solve his dilemma? I've jﬁb—
gested that memory will play an important role in this mat-
ter. Hume knew the importance of memory, but I shall argue,
his portrayal of 'ideas' forbade him the legltlmate use of
memoéy for 'self~constitution.' Hume states: "As memory alone
écquaints us with the contipuance\gnd extent of this succes-
sioq of Qerceptions, 'tis to be consider'd, upon that account
chiefly, as the source ef persbnal identity. Had we.no mem-
ory: we never should have any notion of causation, nor’con—
sequently Bf that chain of causes and effects, which consti-
tute our self or person." (T, pp. 261-262) LateE in the same:
paragrapa he writes, "In this view, thereﬁore, memory does

. hot so much produce as discover peéersonal identity, by shewing

us the re;ation of cause and effect among our different per-
ceptions." Hume knew the crucial conneégon of memory to the
self' yet his analysis of experience‘as comprised of 'distinct
aed separately existent ideas' disenabled him the possibility
of seeing the real connexion between them. Whitehead pointe

to the importance of memory:when he pommente:

Thus physlcal memory is causation ... conscious memory
ig that partial analysis of causation whidh_is effected :
.by the associate mental occasion.

Thus Hume, when he asks for direct ' consciousness of
causality, should be directed to memory. (IoS) PP- 243 244)
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But Hume's theory of the memory is hopelessly confused and
inadequate. The only difference between an impression, a
memory, and an idea is the degree of liveliness or vivacity of
he object of consciousness. Thus, in principle, there is no
ifference of kind between these three possible data. of con-
sciousness; impressions, memories, and ideas are homogeneous.
How then %o we magically distinguish between what are es-

sentially’the sane? p verbal cavil, perhaps, but yet a ques-
I4

tion of extreme importance for Hume's epistemology. White-

head comments on Humefs_&ifficulties:

e

The ordinary mechanistic account of memory is obvi-
ously inadequate. For a cerebration in the present
analogous to a cerebration in the past can, on this
theory, only produce an image of the present anal.ogous
to an image of the past. But the image in the present
is not the memory of the image in the past. 1t is mer-
ely an image in the present. (IoS, p. 244)

Since to remember is to have a 'memory image' now, there
must be some way of distinguishing a memory image from, for
example, an image of fancy. But for Hume the only difference

is '‘one of force o vivacity. He states:

'"Tis evident at first sight, that the ideas of the mem-
ory are more lively and strong than those of the imag-
1nat10n, and that the former faculty paints its cbjects.
in more distinct colors, than any which are employed by
the latter. When we remember any past event, the idea

of it flows in upon the mind in a forcible manner; where-
as_in the imaginaticn the perception is faint and lan-
qud and cannot without dlfflculty be preserved by the
mind steddy and uniform for any considerable time, Here then
is the sensible .difference betwixt one species and the .

- other. (T,p.9)

Later in the TREATTSE Hume argues that 'memory preserves the

originalfform' (Both at Pg. 9, & Bk. I, Pt. III, Sect. V) but
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he ultimately dismisses this criterion because he admits

that "it being impossiblé to recall the past impressicns in
order to compare them with our pre§ént ideas."(T,p.85) 1In
oéher words, such a criterdon demands a standard, a 're-intu-
ition' of the aboriginal impression, which by Hume's account
is strictly impossible. During a discug;ion ofHume's incoher-
ent use of 'repetition', employed in order to make his

account plausible, Whitehead makeg the following comment:

...Thus, purely differing in‘force and vivacity,
we have the order: impressions, memories, ideas.

This doctrine is very unplausible; and to speak
bluntly, is in contradiction of plain fact. But, even
worse, it omits the vital character of memory, namely,
that it is memory. In fact, the whole notion.of rep-
&tition is lost in the 'force and vivacity' docgtrine.
What Hume does explain is that with a number of differ-
ent perceptions immediately concurrent, he sorts them
into_three different classes according to the force and
vivachty. But the repetition character, which he as-
cribes to simple ideas, and which is the whole point of
memory, finds no place in his explanation. Nor can it
do so without an entire recasting Jf his fundamental
philosophical notions. (PR, p. 205) - ’

One must wonder how, on the face of his own evidence, Hume

'knows ' that memory preserves the original form and succession

of impressions?

- / .

As usual Hume's honest zeal to acéurately describe his

. éxperience comes close to rescuing him from his theoretical

9

abyss. In the Appendix to the TREATISE, after describirng a
peculiar situation which shows how séemingry insignificant
ideas can make one remember an entire 'train' of memories,

Hume writes:

. N
et
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Since, therefore, the imagination can represent all
the same cobjects that the memory can offer to us, and
since those faculties are only distinguished by the
different feeling of the ideas they present, it may be
proper to consider what is the nature of that feeling.
And here I believe everyone will readily agree with me,
that the ideas of memory are more strong and lively
than those of the fancy. (T, p. 628)

el

What is interesting here is the use of 'feeling' as the gual-
ity which allows for the differentiation between memory and
fancy. Hume has struggled with this sort of use of 'feeling'
in other placesin the TREATISE and its Appendix. 1In trying
to explain the ;howness' of a belief's position in conscious-
ness he chooses 'manner' and then later expanés that notion;
in a snbsequent Appendix he recorrects 'manner to 'feeling.'
His problem is quite clear. Hdw, if ideas, memoqﬁes and im-
pressions are homogeneous entities, do ﬁé/éistinguish between
various 'types' of conscious experience? How can I know that
the unpleasant experience I am having writing this essay is

a real pgrceptual experience and not a memory or a figment of
a dangerously Qeranged and masochistic mind? Indeed, how
have the different categories of nonscious experience come'.
to be if the only differences among what is given to us be a mat-
ter of relative intensityé How does temporgiity get born

out of mere differences of degree? .

Whitehead sucéinctly states his understanding of Hume's

problem concerning memory and repetition:

Hume's difficulty with ''cause and effect' is that
it lies 'beyond the immediate impressions of our mem-
ory and senses.' In other words, this manner of con-
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1

nection is not given in any impression. Thus the‘whole
basis of the idea, its propriety, is to be traced to

the repetitions of impressions. At this point of his
argument, Hume seems to have overlooked the difficulty

that 'repetition' stands with regard to 'impressions'

in exactly the same position as does 'cause and effect.’
Hume has confused a 'repetition of impressions' with

an 'impression of the repetition of impressions.' (PR,p 204)

Hume's reaction to this criticism, claims Whitehead, would

be to assert that memory solves the difficulty. Yet, as I
have pointed out, memory is, by the Humean analysis (or f£or
that matter, by nearly all other analyses) impossible. 1In
anothe% work, .ADVENTURES OF IDEAS, Whitehead puts this con-

nexion between memory and personal identity the follewing way:

¢

What Hume, in his appeal to memory, is really doing is
\ to appeal to the observed immanence of the past in the
present, involving a continuity of subjective forms...
With this addition, every argument of Part III of
Hume's TREATISE can be accepted. But the conclusion
that follows is that there is an observed relation of
causation between such occasions. The general charac-
" ter of this observed relation at once explains memory
and personal identity. They are all different aspects
of the doctrine of the immanence of occasions of exper-
ience. (Ao, p. 184)

It seems that one would either have to fall into Hume's
diffiﬁulties where the 'status' of memory is extremely ffagile,
or assert an intuitive'prinqiple for discerning consciousness
ﬁodalities thereby creating a problem with error.. Perhaps
an analogy.miéht clarify this disjunction. ;§ there be no
differencé’in kind between 'memory images' and 'present per-

ceptual images' then I am reduced to Hume's problem of not

being able to-account for what I so often and easily do, that

AN . . -
o
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is, distinguish between memories and present perceptions.

But, if I make'the claim that there is intuitive knowledge

of 'memories being memories', and so forth, tﬁen it would

be as if I were to have a set of differently tinted spectacles

for each of the different consciousness modalities; e.qg.,

pink for fantasies, clear for perceptions, blue for memories,

red for dreams, &c. Since I am }mmediately aware of which

set gf spectacles I am wearing, i could easily distinguish

a dream from a memory. The problem which would then present

itself is why would a person ever make one of life's fairly

common errors? Error would be logica%ly impossible by this

theory: yet error is’ as much a part ;} experience as its, -

privative. The pnly-way out of this dilemma, I suggest, is

a recasting of the description of experience which would not

be bound to £he.parameters of 'represented images.' But this

argument is not really Hume's concern. He would never see

the dilemma because he'could not' overtly accept 'an explana-

tion of memory which resorted to intuition in order to ac- -
Lou .

count for our ability to distinguish different conscious modal-

ities. Such uses of 'intuition' would border on fhe'scaﬁdal—

ous innate.' But in the early pages of the TREATISE Hume

covertly assume;lsomething of the like when hg asserts our

ability to distingh;sh various relations amongst our ideas.’

(Bk. I, Pt. I, S. V)

Whitehead's argument against Hume'g'treatmeﬂt of per-

sonal identity should now be clear. When(gf combine the re-

2
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sults of the external and the iﬁternal 'incoherence' we ar-
rive at a position which George Santayana has called the 'sol-
ipsism of the present moment.} He writes: "Scepticism may
thus be carried to the point of denying change and memory,
and t%gdreality of all facts." (SAAF, p. 40) Santayana, con-
sistentiy carrying out both Hume's empirical principles and
his sceptical enterprise, ;éys of the person who has success-
fully carried out this reduction: "The solipsist thus be-
comes an incredulbus spectator of his own romance; thinks

his own adventﬁres'fictions, and accepts a solipsism of the
present moment." (SAAF, piS) One'miéht understand this re-
duction as follows: Scepticism towards self-identity and ﬁem—
. Oory 1is manifestea in tﬁe phrase 'of the present moment:‘ it
is all there really is. This is the result of internal in-
coherence. The word 'solipsism'’ geﬁs at the denial of

the wérld. The: 'word derives ffom the Latin solu§ =-alone, ’

- and ipse= self. Tﬂus we have the ex£ernal incoherence of

the denial of the world because solipsism means ‘'only myself’

or 'myself alone.’ 0 X

Whitehead ékplicitly'agrggs'with Santayana's consis-
tent exécution of the Humean enterprise. He writes: "...the
sceptical reductibn of Hume's philosophy -- a reduc£ion first
effected by Hume himself, and-reissued witﬁ thé-most:beauti-
>

ful exposition by Santayané in his SCEPTICISM AND ANIMAL FAITH."

Shortly thereafter he states: "Hume, accepting Descartes' .
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account of perception (in this passage), which also belongs

to Locke in some sections of his ESSAY, easily draws the scep-
tical conclusion. Santayana irrefutably éxposes the full ex-
tent to which this scepticism must be carried." (PR, p. 77)
Thus Whitehead saw the 'solipsism of the present moment' as
the consistent and successful result of the Humean sceptical

philosophy.

. f
Later Whitehead writes of Santayana's 'animal faith'

which he has previgusly equated to Hume's 'habit':

Santayana would deny that 'animal faith' has any ele-
ment of giveness. This denial 1is presumably made in
deference to the sensationalist doctrine, that all
knowledge of the external world arises by mediation

of private sensations. If we allow the term 'animal
faith' to describe a kind of Eerbeption which has beehn
neglected by the philosophic tradition, then practic- .
ally the whole of Santayana's discussion is in accord
with the organic philosophy. (PR, p. 215.)

I will discuss the 'sensationalist doctrine' iater. At this,
point suffice it to say that Whitehead agrees entirely with
Santayana's reduction using Hume's principles. Again this

point is brought out in the book SYMBOLISM:

-

<

....The only reason for dismissing 'impression' from
having any demonstrative force. in respect'to the real
existence or the relatiors of objects’,' is the implicit
notion that such impressions are mere private attributes

e of .the mind. Santayana's SCEPTICISM AND ANIMAL FAITH...'

is in its earlier chapters a.thorough insistence, by

every manner off beautiful illustration, that with Hume's
premises there is no manner of escape from this dismis-
sal of identity, time, and place from having any refer-
ence to the real world. There remains only what Santay-
ana calls the "Solipsism of the Present Moment." Even



memory goes: for a memory impression is not an impres-
sion of memory. It is only another immediate prlvate
impression. (s, p. 32)

Whitehead will argue, as James did, that we directly experi-
ence our personal identity; that we are immediately aware
that we have a‘conoinuous 'life'ss and somewhat difforently
from James that we are directly aware of our real relationo

with the 'world.'

My intent in this section has been to show that White-
head saw a fundamental incoherence in Hume's philosophy. Hume's

empirical analysis-would seem to lead one to a denial of some

.of life's most basic and immediate experiences: On -the one

hand, Hume's doctrines would make one deny the existence of

‘the 'world' and a fortlorl, any science concerning that world.

On the other hand, Hume's doctrines preclude the possibility
of any reasonable account of personal identity, which for
both Whitehead agﬂ?;omos would be a deoial of an aboriginal
immediate expefience. Hume invokos 'habit,' 'custom,' 'mem-
or?,' aod a covey of other terms and principles which his em-
pirical scepticism has shown to be strictly‘impossible. Humé'
commits this faux pas in order to account for the obvious
unity of human eﬁpe;ience7 But such 'invocations' are seen
by Whitehead as iocohorent. Discussing the genesis of the

Humean account of experience, Whitehead:writes in the book
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NATURE AND LIFE:

L

Combining Newton and Hume we obtain a barren concept,
namely, a field of perception devoid of any data for
its own interpretation, and a system of interpretation
devoid of any reason for the concurrence of its factors.
It is this situation that modern philosophy from Kant
onward has in its various ways sought to render intel-
ligible. My own belief is that this‘:situation is a
reductio ad absurdum, and should not be accepted as
the basis for philosophic speculation. Kant was the
first philosopher who in this way combinkd Newton *and
Hume. He accepted them both, and his three critiques
were his endeavor to render intelligible this Hume- -
Newton situation. But the Hume-Newton situation is
~ the primary presupposition for all modern philosophical
thought. Any endeavor to go behind it is, in philosoph-
ic discussions, almost angrily rejected as unintelli-
gible. (N&L, pp. 9-10)

-
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SECTION II: ABSTRACTION s

In the firﬁt section of this essay I at£empted to
show Whitehead's view of the ultimate ramifications of the
. Humean philosophical enterprise. Such a result, the 'sélip—
sism of the present moment', was obviously unacceptable for
Whitehead. Hume's account and analysis of experience was
simply too alien to Whitehead's sense of life. 1In this sec-
tion I'shall consider the reasons Whitehead saw for Hume's

©

disasterous mistakes. .

, I believe one might sum up Whitehead's criticisms of
-

Hume'(and,quite possibly of most other modern philosophers)
- under the aegis "Abstraction." Quite simply,.Hume took high-
gréde abétractions to be the basic and fundamental data of
experience, the stuff of life itself. In ‘order to understand
Whitehegd's inéight, i1t ig first necesséry to try to under-
stand just what he means by_'abstfaction'; to.what he juxta-
poses abstréctions'(i.e., ’cpncretes'); and finally to seé

how he conceives the  interaction of the abstract with the

concrete. . -

In his book MODéS‘QF THOUGHT, whilst discussing the

. difficulties tﬁat the moderﬁ concept of 'matter' has foisted
ﬁpon'physicists,tbiq10gists, and most othex scientisﬁs,'White—
head makes the following coﬁment, a partial definitién of

'abstractionf: "An abstraction is nothing else but the omis-

¢

.24
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sion of part of the truth. The abstraction is Well—founaed
when the conclusions drawn from it are not vitiated by the
omitted truth." (MOT, p. 138) We might remember the prev-
iously quoted argument of William James about the empirical
authenticity of the conjunctive elements of experience as
well as the disjunctive. For James, the senses of continu-

ityadof similarity are every bit as strongly 'g;ven' as the
“senses of discretion and heterogeneity. But Hume has assumed
as a metaphysical first principle that "all our distinct per-
ceptions aée distinct existences" (T, p. 636) and for this
reéson ng unity of perceptions, that is, no unified experi-
ence can ever render more than the atomistic bits which his
analysis of the experience demands. Whitehead's criticism
of-Hume's'abstracﬁive system' is that the conclusions.drawn
from it vitiate some of the most crucial aspects of exp;rieﬁce.

Hume's abstractions leave us without a causal.world, indeed

without a world, and without a‘self,

-

Whitehead conceded that abstraction is necessary for
’human thought.. The welter.of'incqﬁing data from an enormous-
ly complex, vibrant universe is simply too overwheiming for
man's finite powers. In order to do anything,.man must ne-
glecﬁ the largé; part of the cosmos. In.TﬁE CONCEPT OF NAT—-.ﬁ
URE he expresses this insight follows; "Thé separate dis-

tinction of. an entity in'thought is not a metaphysical assert-

ion, but a method of procedure heceésary for the finite ex-,

o
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pression of individual propositions. Apart from entities

there could be no finite truths; they are the means by which
the infinitude of irrelevance is kept out of thought." (CN,p 12)
In the essay "Mathematics and the Good" he states virtually

the same thought from a slightly different perspective:

Abstraction involves emphasis, and emphasis vivifies
experience, for good or for, evil. All characteristics
peculiar to actualities are modes of emphasis whereby
finitude vivifies the infinite. In this way creativity
involves the production of value-experience, by the in-
flow from the infinite into the finite, deriving special
‘character from the details and totality of the finite
pattern. - L .

This is the abstraction involved in the creation of
any actuality, with its union of finitude with infinity.
But consciousness proceeds to a second order of abstrac-
tion whereby finite constituents of the actual thing are

. abstragted from that thing. This procedure is necessary
for finite thought, though it weakens the sense of real-
ity. Tt is the basis of science. The task of philoso-
phy is to reverse this process and thus to exhibit the
fusion of andlysis with actuality. It follows that phil-
osophy is not a science. (IoS, pp. 302-203)

~

We habitualize ourselves to mucﬁ of the cosmos,fherebylelim—
inating the world's strangeness and thus the need to deal
éonsciously with those aspects which.haVe become routine.
Whitehead's technical term for this acﬁivify.is 'negative
prehension'; this process is dealt with in depth in Part III'
of PROCESS ANﬁ REALITY, and is definitely beyond the scope
of this essay. I-menéioned the process- to suggest some in-
ltiﬁacy of.views betwgen Whitehead gnd Humé concerning this
notion.of what is ‘habitual.' The differeﬁce between the

two is that fo;‘Whitehead, philosophy must deal with the most
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general aspects of the cosmos, and because of this an ade-
cuate philosophy of experience must peer beneath the glaze
of habit, since habits are built upon a foundation of some-—

\ .
thing_else. (Here the closeness of Whitehead with Husserl's

notion of the 'natural standpoint' should be noticed.)

We- are thus in a position where abStraction is neces-
sary for human thought, but is also the chief culprit of poor

philosophy. Whitehead makes this point clear:

But every abstraction neglects the influx of factors
omitted into the factors retained. Thus a single
pattern discerned by vision limited to the abstractions
within a special science differentiates itself into a
subordinate factor in an indefinite number of wider
patterns where we consider its possibilities of re-

@ latedness to the omitted universe. (MOT, p. 143)

I will discuss this relation of omitted factors and retained,
factors in greater detail when I discuss the relation between
theory and method. So far though, I trust that the point that
abstractions Are processes where real factors of experience

are necessarily omitted has been sufficientiy adduced.

™

- Whitehead usuaily juxtaposes the concept 'géstract' to
the concept 'concgfte'. Quite ofgeg one méy glean some addi-
tional wocuity from Whitehéad'g'thoﬁght by examining the ety—‘
mological backgroqnq‘of some of his key tefﬁs. His gregt .

respect for, care with, and suspicidn of language suggests

to me that when Whitehead uses either neologisms or paleolo-



a 2&'

gisms (i.e., a neologism to express an adherence to the ety-
mologic¢ally radical meaning of a word) the intent is to create
a sense of strangeness with the word. We are asked to y€ton-

S$ider our habitual use of language.

Such a corsideration of the words 'abstract' and 'con-

crete' is instructive. The word 'abstract' is derived from

3

the Latin word abstractus which is the particiéial form of

the word abstrahere meaning 'to draw off' or 'to draw away.'

On the face of it, this appeérs‘to be a fairly neutral sense,
but if one considers the associated words also con£aining
~-tractus, the distinct senée-of a kind of 'dragging aQay'
emerges. This 'dragging' would border on a kind of violent
drawing away. (In fact, the Indo-European root, Jhrigw is'
the ancestor of the Greek word'Tégxﬁz‘ meaning 'harsh’ or "jag-
ged' and the 01d English dragan which evolved into the English

7.

'drag."') The overall 'feel' of the word 'abstract' then

is one of a somewhat unggn%le,or violent ‘pulling out of.'

I suggest that this’ is exactly the sense that Whitehead in-’
tended when he used the term 'abstract.'This meaning is
entirely consonadé with his'general views ;f the activity of
human thought. Our thought proceeds bQ.abstraction, but the
process of 'abstraction’ i's, ox ﬁore'accurately for most of -
us, was ‘at some time, a 'making.' We, or“the fathers of our-
language and culture, made abstractions by forcibly wresting

~

part of a'unified experience.from the integral entirety of

-

{



: N

that same experience. Peoples, insensitive to the forceful
aspect of abstract;Ons, may simply accept patterns of speech
as they are hanaed down in the society. Our abstractions
are necessary for our thought, but it is a grave error to
identify the results of abstractions with experience itself.
(Here one might claim that the genius-poet or genius-scien-
tists does indeed live in a new 'world' for what he does is

to forge a new and different set of abstractions thereby e -

liciting a new vision of the cosmos.)

N

. >
The word 'concrete' is derived from the Latin word
concretus which was formed of con- meaning 'with' or 'to-
gether' and cretus which is the participial form of the verb

creo, creare meaning 'to bring forth, to produce and tpo make'.

The English word 'creator' is a derivative. The associated
sense of 'concrete' seems to be one of a 'growing with' or
of a 'making together.' This meaning is_ consonant with White-
head's metaphysical description of a moment or occasion of
experiehce‘as a ‘'concrescence of prehensions.' .‘Préhensibns'
is the technipal term for 'feelings': thus what a moment of
experience is, is a coming to;ether of feelings. As juxta-
posed to 'abstract,' 'concrete' is meant to point to the most
ut&erly real‘experience we have. Consistent with his vision
of an organic philoéophy, Whitehead employs 'c?ncrete' to.
mean the real, aboriginal experience upon which\all our

thought depends.
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This little etymological excursion was intended to aug-
ment my previous discussion of Whiﬁeheadfs insight that 'ab-
stractions are partial truths.' Whitehead, along with James,
waé vitaﬂly concerned to affirm the ‘conjunctive' elements
of our experience. His zeal tg stress these elements, borne
out by his choice of words, was mo;ivated by his desire to
correct the fauiis of a_philosophy which took absté%étions

to be real. I will now discuss this point as it more partic-

ularly pertains to Hume's analysis of experience.

If, as I have sugges;ed Whitehead understood it, man's
situation is one of needing to make ébstrgctions,,yet these
same abstractions, being partial truths, often are mistakenly
taken by men for the enti}e truth, then how shall Qe judge
the better abstractions from the worse? I believe Whitehead
has two closeiy related answers to this guery. The-first
was already suggested in a previous quotaﬁion when he states
‘that the conclusions drawn from well-founded abstractions must
not be vitiated by the aspects which the act of abstracting |
has omitted. Hume's conclusidn that men's knowlédée can ﬂever
leap the gap between cause and effect is one such vitiated
conclusion. Hﬁﬁe's failure éo discover a principle aiiowing
for the quite -fundamental experience of personal identity
is another instance Qhere his abstract first principles cause

an unbelievable and untenabie conclusion. In other words, if

the consistent conclusions of our philosophy lead us to claim

7% SPTNIY ZT VYT T
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that some of our most radical experiences aré illusory, then
we must wonder whether those abstract first érinciples are
adequate and coherent. Of course, this task of wondering
becomes far more difficult when our theoeretical prejudices
make us think that the abstract is the concrete. We judge
the adequacy of a set of abstractions by the congruence be-
tween philosophical conclusions and experience. Whitehead

writes:

N

An old established metaphysical system gains a false
air of adequate precision from the fact that its words
and phrases have passed into current literature. Thus
propositions expressed -in its: language are more easily
correlated to ocur flitting intuitions into metaphysical
truth. When we trust these verbal statements and .argue
as though they adequately analysed meaning, we are led
into difficulties which take the shape of negations of
what in practice is presupposed. But when they are
proposed as flrst principles’ they assume an unmerited
air of sober obviousness. Their defect is that the
true prOpOSltlonS which they do express lose their fun-
damental character when Subjected to adequate expression.

(PR, p. 217)

+

An example of a»difficulty leading to the negation of -

L 3
-

what is presupposed in practice is Hume's denial of the 'self.
England's jurisprudence, economic and -aristocratic sys-

tems presume that there is personal identity. Imagine the

PSP

hav8c in criminal and civil court if a defendant' could plead

'lack of identity.' He would plead'that the person who comit-

. et e

ted the crime, or signed the contract, could not be proved to
be .himself since the concept of 'self' was merely an habitual :
" fiction. Yet, Hume's theory of habit requires 'somebody' or B

'something’ which can acquire habits and recognise situations
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in order to proceed by the aéprbpfiate habit. Where Hume
would throw up his arms in despair and say, "What can ny fee-
ble. mind do in the face of such manifest contradictionsi"

Whitehead would wonder whether his first_principies weren;t

infelicitously chosen.

For Whitehead, the phiibsoﬁhieal|enterpfise is one‘of
constantly trylng to widen the scope of the, understanding
This brings me to the second crlterton for JuAélng the ade-
quacy of abstractions. This is grogress. Nletzsche makes
the startling statement somewhere ln BEYOND GOOD AND EVIL
that tte "Truth is deadly." Thms statement is clarlflea ‘1f
one remembers Nietzsche[s-élscuSSLOn in the Preface of THE
USE AND ABUSE OF HISTORY about German historical scholarship
and the appropriate attitude to bear towards the past and
tradition. Remembering Goethe, Nietzsche says that he‘despises
knowledge which merely instructs. He craves knowledge which
quickens one;s life, which increases one's vitality. White-
head is in fundamental agreement with this insight. The 'dead-
ly truth' is that truth which‘keeps one from going on. It is
'deadly' because it stultifies; those who believe they have
it feel not the need to continue with their enquiries. A"
perébn,'ill and dyihg from the deadly truth; is one who will
fabricate his-life experience so as to justify his 'truth.

But, as Whitehead caﬁtions, "dhr problem is, in fact, to fit

the world to our perceptions, and not ouf.perceptions to the
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world." (IoS, 'p. 107) -This 'world' though, is a deduced
concept. Thus the quotatien‘s meaning is the opposite of
what it miéht initially appear to be. We must not confuse -our.
theory of the world, our deduced concept 'wo;}dy with what

is the totality of our experiences. It is not progress,

it is not life quickening, to mold the world into your theory
of it. Perhaps this insight may account for the despair of
the préseﬁt age. Kant's seemingly irrefutable positioq is
that(there "can't really be any-surprises because, after all,
tﬁe_'world; is really just a fagade of bins for the mind's

organizational prowess." (A rather succinct statement of,

criticism of, and .suggestion for rectification of t?}s incip-
iently despair producing perspective is William Blake's THERE

IS NO NATURAL RELIGION.)

Progréss is the result of an interaction between thought
and practice. Because our thought is finite, our practice.

can be improved. Abstractions allow one to progress, but

v

only within a certain realm, the parameters of which are call-
\t;B into existence with the birth of the set of abstfactions.

The advantages of abstractions are utility and deductive .power:

The disadvantages of exclusive attention to a group
of abstractions, however well-founded, is that, by the
nature of the case, you have abstracted from the remain-
der of things. Insofar as the excluded things are im-
portant in your experience, your modes of thought' are
not fitted to deal with them. You cannot think without
abstractions; accordingly,. it is of the utmost import-
ance to be vigilant in critically revising your modes
of abstraction.. It is here that philosdphy finds its
niche as ‘essential to the healthy progress of society.
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It is critic of abstractions. A civilisation which
"cannot burst through its current-abstractions is -
doomed to sterility after a very limited period of
progress. An active school of philosophy is gquite

as important for the locomotion of ideas, as an active
school of railway engineers is for the locomotion of
fuel. (SMW, p. 59)

An indication of a theory's progress is that more and more

of the previously incoherent aspects of one's experience be-
come coordinated under the ruﬁrie of a general scheme. What
had previously been dismissed as'irrelevant' or else denied

as a pbssible experience, becopes integrated into the'scdpe

of our proéressive theory. Discussing the historical prégress
of some crucial abstractions affectiﬁg quern man, Whitehead

comments:

We no more retain the physics of the 17th century-than
we do the Cartesian philosophy of that century. Yet, with-
in limits, both systems express important truths. Also
we are beginning to understand the wider categorles
which define their limits of &orrect applications. Of
course, in that century, dogmatlc views held sway; so
that the validity both of the® physical notions, and of
the Cartesian' notions, was misconceived. Mankind never
‘gqguite knows what it is after. When we survey the his-
tory of thought, and likewise the history of practice,
we find that one idea after anothersis tried out, its
limitations cdefined, and its core of truth ‘elicited.
In application to the instinct for the irtellectual ad-
ventures demanded by a particular epoch, there is much
truth in Augustine's rhetorical phrase, Securus judicat
orbis terrarum. At the very least men do what they can
in the way of systemization, and-in that event achieve
something. The proper test is not that of finality, but.
of progress. (PR, p. 21)

< . .

Thus our philosophical theory mwst be in a close workiné

relationship with.practiée. Whitehead's claim about Hume is
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that Hume's empiricism is one which is dictated not by prac-

tiece, but by theory. i -

We shall now consider Whitehead's insight that philos-
ophy 1is a coordinated activity between theoxy and practiee.
Whitehead believed that theory always precedes method, although
sometimes the precedence is unconscious.. He writes in THE
FUNCTION OF REASON: "The development of abstract theory al-
wdys precedes an understandlng of fact (FOR, p. 75} ‘But
'facts' are those items or parts of our experience which are
important enough for selection as evidence for the validity
of the theory. When I giQe the facts of a ease, they are
generally f4vorable to my theory: 'unfavorable facts' are
usually servants of 'straw man' arguments. Truly 'unfavor-
able facts' are generally denied; if they are not, they bring
about a reformulation of the theory in guestion. Whitehead
portrays this dialectical activity as follows:

" The proper satisfaction to be derived from specula-
< tive thought is elucidation. It is for this reason that
fact is 'supreme over thought. This supremacy is the bas-
is of authorlty We scan the world to find evidence for
this elucidatory process. -
Thus the supreme verification .of -the Speculatlve

flight is that it issues in the establishment of a

practical technique for well-attested ends, and 'that the

speculative system maintains itself as the elucidation
of that-technique. In this way there is-progress from -
thought to practice and regress from practice to the ’

same thought, This interplay between thought and prac-
tice is' the supreme authority. It is the test by which

the charlatanism of speculation is restrained. (FOR, pp.80- 81)
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This 'practical technique' is oftén texrmed a method. We can
sée Whitehead's claim that speculative thought or theory es-
tablishes. a method for dealing with whatever sorts of entit-
ies or activities you desire. The difference between these
entities and activities cogstitutes the lines of demarcation
between the various special sciences. The important point

to notice, though, is that the theory establishes the method.

How does it ‘do that?

A theory, in the case of Hume, a metaphysical théory,
determines its method because it is by the criterja provided

by that theory that one decides what constitutes relevant ev-

idence. The taking of evidence, that is, the marshalling of
'facts' to consider when trying to formulate and verify a

theory, is the all important beginning for the justification

of that theory. Whitehead's point will be that to a great
extent a presupposed metaphy51cal preference governs the sel-

ections of relevant evidence. He comments:

- 8o far as methodology is concerned, the general issue

« Of this discussion will be that theory dictates method,|
and that any particular method is only applicable to
theories of one correlate species. An analogous con-
clusion holds for its technical terms. This close re-
lation of theory to method partly arises from the fact
that the relevance of evidence depends on the theory
which is dominating the’ dlscuSSLOn. This fact is the
.reason why’ domlnant theories are also termed 'working
hypotheses.'

example is -afforded when we interrcgate experience

for direct evidence of the intexconnectedness of things.
If we hold with Hume, that the sole data originating re-
‘flective experience are 1mpressxdns of sensations, and
also if we admit with him '‘the obvious fact that no one

-
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such impression by its own individual nature discloses
any information as to another such impression, then
on that hypothesis the direct evidence for the inter-
connectedness vanishes. (RoIl, p. 220)

Hume's assumption that 'distinct perceptions are dis-
tinct existences' 1is the suppressed metaphysical presupposi-
tion guiding his selection of evidence. It is also the rea-
son that Hume's theory, on its own terms’, is impossible to
"disprove. Whitehead stétes: “Eyidence which lies outside
- the method simply does not count." (FOR, p. 15) and "A great
deal of confused phiiosophical though£ has its origin in the
obliviousness to the fact that the relevance of evidence is’
dictated by theory. You cannot prove a tﬁeory by evidence
which that theory dismisses as'irrelevant."(AoI,\p. 221) .Be-
cause Hﬁme's metaphysical concept of a perception or idea as
a ‘Heteroéeneous existent' logically precludes the possibil-
ity‘of there being any real comnnexion between perceétions,'we
shouldn t be too surprised that/ﬁ/%e couldn't flnd any. But '

our experience, our lives, are continual ephemeral gadflies

‘ prociaimigg‘the inadequacy of such a view.

-

Whitehead reiterates this reciprocity of relation be-

twégptheory and 'data', (i.e., what is deemed evidence) .again
. .

with the ﬁollowihg statement:

The first point to remember is that the observational
order is invariably interpreted in terms of the concepts
supplied by the conceptual order. The prlorlty of the

one or the other is, for .the purposes of this discussion,
academic. We inherit an observational order; namely types
of things which we dn in fact discriminate; and we inherx-



it a conceptual order, namely a rough éystem of ideas
in terms of which we do in fact interpret. We can
point to no epoch in human history, or even in animal
history, at which this interplay began. (AoI, p. 154)
My discussion and the previous quotations are supposed to
suggest that the observational order is a creature, albeit
a very incestuous creature, of the conceptual order. Thiswﬁ\\\\//
9
relationship is a bit like Meno's famous eristic guestion.
Meno asks Socrates:
But how will you dook for something when you don't
in the least know what it is? How on earth are you

going to set up something you don't know as the object
. of your search? (80d43)

Socrates' answer does two things. First, by dropping the
adverbial ﬂiPWlV ('in the least'),he allows an escape from
the horns of the dilemma; §econdly, he states both sides of

Meno's question:

...that a man cannot try to discover either what he

knows or what he does nhot know? He would not seek

what he knows, for since he knows it there is no need

for, inquiry, nor what he does not know, for in that

case hé does not even know what he is to look for.
(80e)

I transla?e PlaLo into the éermé of this. essay as foilows:

- "What must I conéider relevant evidence in order -to coﬁstrubt
my theory if all’ experience is'tQ be considered?" How shall
one determine which experiepées are more relevant than others?
And on the other side, "Why, if I know a.priori what the rel-

<

- evant experiences- are, do I need to conduct an empirical en-
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quiry to determine what I already know?"
- \
Whitehead's insight into the reciprocity of ‘theory-
observational order-evidence—method,warns us to be wary of
our proofs of theory. Apropos of this point of the integral
relation of proof of theory and evidence is a comment by
Shadworth G« Hodgson:
Hume's criticisms had reduced the old conception of
cause -- i.e., something making something else to be --
to a state so problematical as to require rehabilitat-
ing from the scholastic side, by the sheer assumption
(i.e., Kant's idea of criticism) that it was an a pri-
ori category of the Understanding, having a transcen-
dental origin, and being necessarily unassailable by
criticism (in the ordinary sense of the term), since
there was no experience upon which criticism could be
founded, which did not depend for its existence upon °

the truth of the conception. (THE METAPHYSIC OF EXPER-
IENCE, Vol. I%¥P. xii.)

”

Our théory télls us what sort of evidence will verify our

" theory.

Whitehead's criticism of §Bstraction seems to be this.
Man must use abst;actiéns in order to red@ge the infinite
complexity of the cosmos to a degreeawhich he can handle.
Man's mentality is &an agent of simplif%catioh: Analytic meth-
od preéﬁmes that thé'simples, the 'atoms', (for Hume the 'het-
erogeneous existences, ' ideas) are the ﬁuildiqg blocks.of ex-
perienéé: ‘Whitehead asserts:

It is a mistake to suppose, that, at the level of human’

intellect, the role of mental functioning is to add
subtlety to the content of experience. The exact op-

-
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posite is the case. Mentality is an agent of simpli-
fication; and for this reason appearance is an incred-
ibly simplified edition of reality. (AoI, p. 213.)

Whiteﬂead dénies that for philosophy 'the whole is eqdal to
the sum of its parts.' Our experience is the whole, our
théught about it necessarily simplifies the whole, doing a
good deal of violence to it along the way. The particular
mode of abstraction or simplification influences~t£e amount

of violence done. Whitehead guips on Hume:

His very scepticism is nothing but the discovery that
there .is something in the world which cannot be ex-
pressed in analytic propositions. Hume discovered
that "We murder to dissect." He did not say this, be-
cause he belonged to the mid-18th century; and so left
‘the remark to Wordsworth. But, in effect, Hume' discov-
ered that an actual entity is at once a process, and
is atomic; soO that in no sense is it the sum of its
parts. Hume proclaimed the bankruptcy of morphology.
(PR, pp. 212-213)

'The method of analysis is ‘doomed to succeed because the pre-

supposed theory which dictgteé the method of analysis governs
the seLection'of evidence which in turn proves the theory.
Perhaps this insight might shed some light oﬁ modern philos-
ophy's 6bsession with Methpd since Descartes' :discovery'

of mathematical analysis. If we assume the world to be com-

posed of only two types of entities, res cogitans and res

exténsa, and we then take note of an unparalleled success

;

in the domain of res extensa, then we should hardly be sur-

-

érised by the preoccupation with the method of the winning

team. . But Whitehead tells us,. "Never forget that the div-

S
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ision of the realm of experience into two sorts of hetero-

geneous entities was the result of an abstraction."

Whitehead's understanding of both the good and the bad
that comes from abstraction seems to Be this: Man must make
abstractions. His abstractions aliow him to think the in-
finite finite. But he must never take his abstractions to
be concrete realities. Philosophy is a continuing enterprisé
of trying to better the guality of one's abstractions. The
criterra for this béttering are coherence and adeéuacy. We
must always broaden our abstractions so that they can deal
with all types of experience. This task is very difficult.
In the most basic seﬁse, the initial‘assemblége-of evidence
is the result of a primordial abstraction, that is, the de-
cision on the part of the collector as to what sort of evi-
dence to collect. When we decide what sort of evidence is
relevant, we have already fixed the'pérametefs of our theory
and our enquiry.s.Whitehead's strategf: if our end is to for-
mulate a comprehensive philosophy of éxperience, then all ex-
periences are relevang. We must devise our congepts, our
basic abstractioné, in such a way that no, incoherencies or
inadequaéieg are known to us. Hisﬁattit&de towérds his own
system:

' 3
.There remains the final reflection, how shallow, how
puny, and imperfect are the efforts to sound the depths
in the nature ©f things. In philosophical discussion
.the merest hint\of, dogmatic certainty as to the final-
ity of statement is an exhibition of folly. (PR, p. x)

A
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So far in this section of this essay I have been at-

" tempting to show that Whitehead believed the reason that

Hume's philosophy issued in the cul du sac of the 'solipsism

of the present moment' was that Hume took abstractions to
be concrete realities. I have shown Whitehead's meaning of
'abstraction' and the concépts which are intimately related
to it: 'concrete,' 'method,' 'evidence,' &c. I will now focus
this general understanding of abstraction on a specific ér—

ror that Whitehead claims Hume commits. This is the 'fallacy

of misplaced concreteness.'

Whitehead's strategy is to expose the Humean doctrine

of Time (as well as the less virile Kantian doctrine since,

as I have already noted, he tends to equate the two save a

few nationalistic idiosyncrasies) as a highly sophisticated
gbstraction; he will then suggest a more general view which
avoids the difficulties_of\these doctrines; Whitehead terms
the more genefal substratum out of which both time and space
are abstfacéed as the 'extensive continuzﬁf‘ It is the un-

*= .
measured, non-geometrical, atemporal conditier which provides

,the possibility for the most general sense of 'Withness' in f)
I,

the cosmos. It is like Plato's ‘récgptgcal' (Cf. Aol, ch. VI

_Sec. VII); it is also like Aristotle's UA& or. 'prime matter.'

(Cf?\FMW, p. 36) The extensiveAcqntinuum is the fodder out
of which time and space, perhaps the two most general aspects

presently conceivable, are evolved. In NATURE AND LIFE, after.
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discussing the difficulties of reconciling some philosophi-
cad concepts concerning space, time, and substance with the
modern science of gquantum physics, Whitehead makes the fol-

Jowing comment concerning the new provisional attempt:

The new view is entirely different. The fundament-
al concepts are activity and process. Nature is divis-
ible and thus extensive. But any division, including
some activities and excluding others, also severs the
patterns of process which extend beyond all boundaries.
The mathematical formulae indicate a logical complete-
ness about such patterns, a completeness which bound-
ries destroy. For example, half a wave tells only half
a story. (N&L, p. 15)

]

The fact that Nature is divisible constitutes its extensiv-
ity. But the onus is thus placed oﬁ man who makes the decis-
ion as to ﬁow to divide Nature. Such a decision, based on
relevance and importance, creates the basic abstractions of
the man's”world. Philosophy is the endeavor to‘uﬁdersténd

and constructively criticize thege basic abstractions.

Shortly after the above quoted passage, Whitehead sug--

gests the difficulties with the modern philosophic view, and

hints at a cure: r

- -

In the place of the Aristotelian notion of the proces-
sion of forms, it (the view suggested by quantum theory)
has substituted the notion of forms of process. It has
thus swept away space and matter, and has substituted
the.study of ‘the internal relatiops within a complex -
state of activity.. This complex state is in- one sense
a unity. There is the whole universe of physical actian
extending to the remotest star clusters. 1In. another
sense, it is divisible into parts. We can trace interr
relations within’ a group of -activities, and ignore -all.
other activities.. By such an abstraction we shall faile

.

—



to explain those internal activities which are affect-

. ed by changes in the external system which has been ig-
.nored. Also, in any fundamental sense, we shall fail
to understand the retained activities. For these act-
ivities will depend upon a characteristically unchang-
ing systematic environment. (N&L, pp. 15-16)

This guotation points at the impossibility of criticizing

a system of abstractions (or systematic ignorance) and at

+
A

the necessity of exploring these abstractions if our aim be

to provide an account of the cosmos.

Concerning what might be the most fundamental of our
abstractions Whitehead tells us that we must make a decision

early on in our consideration of the 'extensive continuum’:

We have first to make up our minds whether time is
to be found in nature or nature is to be found in time.
The difficulty of the latter alternative -- namely of
making time prior to nature -- is that time then be-
comes a metaphysical enigma. What sort of entities
are its instants or periods? The dissociation of time
from events discloses to our immediate inspection that
the attempt to set up time as an independent terminus .
for knowledge is like the effort to find substance in
a shadow. There is time because there are happenings,
and apart from happenings there is nothing. (CN, pp. 65-66)

Without ‘events, physical, mental or whatever, there would be
°

no experience of time. What we experience are events seem-

E

ingly in time, ?et time cannot be discovered apart‘from these
e%eﬁtg. The appeal here is clearly to the ‘given’ dééé';hich
ére events; yet Whiteﬁead will argue that these 'evéngg"are
continuous. Hume's aséumption of atomistic, he;érogeheoqs,

& N

existent impressions or idéa; abstracts frém the flow and
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continuity of experience. (Kant's argument for contending

that time is the form in which inner intuition takes place

is the
thing

data;

teutonic translation of Hume's abstraction.) Some-
is necessary in addition to the mere receptivity of

for Hume, habit; for Kant, a form of intuition.

In his short book SYMBOLISM: ITS MEANING AND EFFECTS,

Whitehead deals directly with what he calls Hume's extraor-

dinary assumption of'time as pure succession.' He writes:’

"The assumption is naive, because it is the natural thing

to say:

it is natural because it leaves out that characteris-

tic of time which is so intimately woven that it is natural

to omi

ers it

words,

an imp

t it." (S, p. 35) We must wonder why Whitehead consid-

natural for Hume to have left out a crucial aspect

" of time when he analysed: it as 'pure succession.' In other

why is it natural to omit something which permeates

ortant ‘experience? I believeethe answer to this gues-

tion concerns some of the basic conceézagl_functioning of

tHe human intellect, and also might. be seen as a kind of sil-

ent partner in the process of abstracéipn.

lowing

o
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Early 1n PROCESS AND REALITY Whltehead makes the £01-

comment' -" , , A
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We habltually observe By the method of difference. Some-

times we see an, elephant, and sometimes wé-‘do. not. The
result 'is that the elephant when present, is noticed.
Fac;llty df obsegvation depends on the fact. tbat the

.
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object observed is important when present, and sometimes.
is absent.
The metaphysical first principles can never fail of
. exemplification. We can never catch the actual world
taking a holiday from ‘their sway. (PR, pp. 6-7)
What Whitehead has stated in these few lines is a very pro-
found insight inté the way most people think. We notice things
because they are dtstlnct that is, they are different from
what is normallysthe case. As some aspect of our experience
becomes morg and mbre the case, that is, less and less distinct
from other experlences, we notice it less. The quite famil-
iar experlence of taking somebody or something for granted
is an examble of eﬁploying the method of difference. Modexn
.capitalistic soc1ety is just beginning to feel the stricture
caused by taklng the ready access to unllmlted amounts of
petro -chemicals for granted. For five decades there was just
so much easily obtainable 01l‘that few men could foresee a
situation where demand would greatly overwhelm supply The
ramlfléatlons of this particular use of the meﬁwd of differ-
. ence are just beglnnlng,to be felt. The entire unprecedent-

“ed préductivity_of the North American food industry has been

. predicated on the continued supply of cheap oil.

Why does this happen? I've suggested‘that Whitehead
saw man's intellect as some sort of mediator between the
infikite and the finite. In order to understand anything -
man has to render the infinite manageable, and this render-

ing is achieved through the activity of abstracting. Now
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once an abstfgction is made, one wants to get og with the
work at hand. Or perhaps the agony of making the abstraction
facilitates forgetting it. This might accoﬁntrfor the callous-
ness of men at war. I suspect that Whitehead's metaphysics
might suggest a metaphysicél influence of abstraétion which
could be construed as the inheritance of 'modes of abstraction’
by actual.- occasions from their 'objectively immortal' pred-
ecessors. Unfortunately such speculation is not the purpose
of this essay! But I do suggest that this point is to be
found in nearly all human activities. It Operateé under the
various rubrics of 'habit,' 'security,' 'knowledge,' 'dogma,'
§c. An example Of this is the political .relation of the
individual. In the political arena one sees that it is sim-
piy impossible to continually redetermine the basic relations:
of 'being a political animal' on each and every occasion of
political activity. At times, such descents to the primor-
dial depths of the golitical relationship are nécessary.lUs—
ually these descents are the harbingers of a new 'political
epoch.' Hobbes' LEVIATHAN, Locke's 2D TREATISE ON CIVIL GOV-
ERNMENT, and Rousseau's DU CONTRAT SOCIAL are instances where
.the times seemed to demand such fundamental réappraigals gf
the poliéical'situation. But in the gay to day éolitical
life, éitizens do'qot want to be bothered by the grouqu of
their political beings. they pay their taxes and expect ser-
vices. The government's legitimate use. of taxatién is a fore;

gone conclusion. ~In the academic situation, if one- is to attend
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a seminar on Plato's TIMAEUS one simply must assume the thorny
issue of whether or not the written Qord is capable of trans-A
mitting ;knowledge.' In order to get on with what one deemnd
important in life one must consider some issues or some ans-
wers as settled. An English author will fail to produce a
masterpiece if he continually must reconsider the adequacy of
the subject-predicate form of expression. AMy point is that
men assume things: setfled in order to get on with.living.
Perhaps those responsible for the formulation of the 'set-

tled issue' are continually aware of the forces and tensions

at work. They are conscious of the conditions surrounding

~ their abstractions. But those who are not immediate1§ invol-

ved with tbe act of abstracting, thoée who receive abstrac-
tions through the au;pices of their culture, sciemnce, language,
and educational institutions ére not immediatelyx%ﬁzt their =~
abstractions are 'abstractions.' _Tﬁus they may live, believ- -
ing experience to be a certain sort of activity, depeadihg

all the time on what the basic abstréctions of their ‘world
Qiew' 'deliberately' excluded. \Wﬁen employing éhe method of

difference they will be unable to notice what is presupposed.

When Whitehead states that the ‘world may never take a
holiday from the away of the metaphysical first'pniqciples
hé is suggest;né that the 'method of difference' is inade-
quate{in principle, for the philosophical enterprise. What'

we wish to accomplish with our philosophy is to provide an

v
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account of all experience;'and thus the uni;y of experience,
fragmented by the artifiéial distinctions created by our
primordial decisions of abstractions, cannot be approached
through the method of difference. What philosophy is, then,
is an activity of descriptive generalization and a thoréugh—'
going criticism of the terms of the descriptive generalities.
Philosophy seeks to understandkhe limits of its own absérac—
tions. Whitehead observes, "Familiar things happen, and man-
kind does not bother about them. It reguires a very unusual

mind to undertake the analysis of the obwious."(SMW, p. 4)

To return to Hume's'nalve assumption.' .Just what is
this characteristic which Hume's abstraction leaves out?

n by us through a sequence of experiencings.

erceive drfferent events and‘thus'say that time has
paéged. But 6ng must not assuﬁe that_the éequence is one of
pure discrete succeséion, like the sgries of integers. Ouf
experience is of one perce%ving succeeding another. These‘
perceivings are continuous and'gengtically relatedé’ (Humgg.
has'admitted'as much with his doctrine of ‘'the aésociation
of ideas.') The past flows into-the present :and the present
‘will flow into the future. Each perqeiying~barfies some in-
heriéance fraﬁ its immediate past into its immediaée future.
When I try to réﬁember some event and succeed, 1 remembgr
the event because I tried to remember it,.and remember trying.

Unless something unexpected happens I will finish this sen-

- N
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- the experiencing of time’ we notice the fundamental agreement
© CIPLES OF PSYCHOLOGY, Vol. I, ch. IX:.) 'Hume assumes experi-’

or several simultaneodusly presented perceptions. But when

50
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tence because I started it.' These facts are so commonplace
that Hume's philosophical abstraction of:time neglected to
deal with them. "Time in the concrete is the conformation
of a'(perceiving) state to state, the later té thHe earlier;
and the pure succession is an abstraction from the ifrevers—

ible relationships of settled past to derivative present."(S, p 35)

Whitehead claims that £he,doctrine of 'ﬁure temporal
succession' is a second order abstr;ction, "a generic abs-
traction omitting the temporalAcharacter of time and the nu-
merical' character of intége;s."(s, p. 20) What dﬁes this

mean? The abstracting of the temporal character of time means

G meted) ot L e e

to assume that time cConsists of discrete states or moments.

'A moment is discrete because it has a definite beginning and

‘end, although it may be. extremely difficult.to locate. White- ;
head's. criticism of this ébsgraption isjthat/it simply neglects
the fact thdé we experience tempqrél succession (i.e., we are
conscious of it) as a flow'of.continuous changiﬁgs’ some of

which we abstract into states. (About this description of

B A

between“Whitehedd and William,James; Both characterize ex-

perience as a'stream of consciousnesg,l'ﬁcf. James', PRIN-
: 2 )

efice of time is correctly analysable into discrete, indepen-

dent moments, whi¢h are presented as either dominated by one,




we summon experience to the witness stand, we find little

evidence for this portrayal.

The second part of this second order hieraxchical
abstraction concerns the numerical character of integers.
What is being supposed in this abstraction is that the suc-
cession of integers'are positionally independent of each
other for their 'being' whaé they are. It is commonplace .
to suppose that there is no difference between the integers
7! énd 'lll' As integers they are the same, both being
numbers usually conceived on a line. They merely indicate
which point is being determined, and both-being points,
they are homogeneous. But '7' is '7' only because of its
relations with '6' and '8'. You could not plgcg it anywhere
else in this sequence of numbers._ This fadt "~ points to the
genetig'cha:a?ter of time,. the fact that latexr moments fol-
low and are what they are because ofs earlier moments. -Wha;
Whitehead means by the concepé 'pure temporal succession'
being a second ordex abstraction is that time is assumed, to
be discrete and tﬂerefore'causally unrelated. Causally un-
related moments bear no genetic relations to each other. The
reiatién of causality, were it adm;tted, effeétiveiy'destroyé
the conception of “discréte temporal momenfs.‘ Causa}ity
iﬁtrqdﬁces.the genetic relatiornship, the @ependence of érés—.
ent .on past for being.wﬁat it‘is; the anticipatipn ofefuture

which will be to some extent conformal with the'present.
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Whitehead claims that ﬁume accepted a conception of
time, abstract time, which was the result of the intellect-
-ual milieu created by Ne&ton's SCHOLIUM to the PRINCIPIA.
Then -he cl;ims that such a conception, abstract time, was
the creature of a mathematical-scientific enterprise, in-
vented in order to make the world behave according to cer-

tain methodological procedures. He writes:
. L]

The 17th century had finally produced a scheme ‘of
scientific thought framed by mathematicians, for the
use of mathematicians. The great characteristic of
the mathematical mind .is its capacity for dealing with-’
abstractions; and for the eliciting from them clear
cut demonstrative trains of reasoning, entirely satis-
factory so long as it is those abstractdons which you
want to think about. The enormous success,of the sci-
ennitific abstractions, yielding on the one hand matter
with its simple location in space and time, and on .
the other hand, mind, perceiving, suffering, reasoning,
but not interfering, has. foisted onto philosophy the
task of accepting them as the most concrete rendering

- of -fact. (SMW, p. 55)

Because of this- 'fallacy of misplaced cbncréteﬁgss', that is,
the attributing of concrete reality'to thesé hiéﬁ—grade abs-~
tractioﬁs, Whitehead's claim is that.modéfn‘philosophy‘has
beéq seriously hampered in accomplishing its tasks. No qmoﬁﬁﬁ
’af juggling the different concepts and possibilities can over-
come *the inherent confusion'intrpduced by the ascription

of 'misplaced concreteness' to.the scientific scheme of the

17th century." (SMW, p. 55). "In another book Whitehead makes

the following comment.-about this scientific scheme:’
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This account of nature and of physical science has, in
my opinion, every vice of a hasty systematization based
on a false simplicity; it does not fit the facts. 1Its
fundamental vice is that it allows no physical relation
between nature at one instant and nature at another in-
stant. Causation might be such a relation, but causation
has emerged from its treatment by Hume like the parrot
after its contest with the monkey. (Ios, p. 57)
Whitehead suggests that when we appeal directly to our
experiehce we do not find,‘as Hume thought we did., that
our experience can be understood in this fashion. Hume util-
izes the prevalent conceptioﬂ of time which he absorbed un-
critically from the intellectual milieu of the early 18th .
century. But temporality is more complex than the Newton-

ian concept of 'absolute time.' Whitehead suggests that it

is primaiily relational:‘past related to present, present.
related to future. One mode of understaﬁding this relation

of temporality's continuity is causation. But it is just

this relational aspect of temporality which the Humean adapt-

-ation of 'the Newtonian scheme finds unacceptable.

-

It is instructive to note that Whitehead claims that
kant accepts Hume's doctrine of ftime as simple occurrence.'
(CE£. SYMBOLISM, pp. 37 39. ) For-Kant, there is causation,
that is, .'causal efflcacy in Whltehead's vocabulary, but it
is on1§ as the subjective form of thought which necessarl}y
‘arranges the data reception of consciousness ﬁiovidea by sen—
satien. We know thls form © as ‘causality v ﬁume's 'habit

of attrlbutlng causality’ becomes for Kant a fundamental

-
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transcendental category of thought. Time, the form of my
inner intuition, may’or may.ndt be real. Because man is
separated by a gulf of mediating perceptions, he is separated
from the 'world' of which he intuits he is a part. I cannot
know whether the noumeqal 'world' (i.e., the world 'behind'

) appearagces) is as it appears to me because I have abstracted
from the 'world' the only possible unifying principles. Hans
Jonas puts it as'follows, "Howeﬁer.£he transcendental solu-
tion of -the problem (i.e., Kant's) which heroically undertakes
to,-ground causalitylfnd its objective meaning in the pure
consciousness alone;\does not escape the truth that you can-

not derive the concreteness from one of its abstractions.”

(PoL, p. 22)

4

All I may deal with ére my sensations and my thoughts
dbout them; and my dealings with these (i.e., the modes with
'which I.organize them) are)govérneé by rigid cétegories of
.psyéholoéical manipulation. Any laws of ‘noumenal nature;’
whicﬁ might exist are forever beyond my ken. This is the
essence of the Humean—KéntLan world view as Whitehead ﬁnder~
stoqd it:“ He knew that it was agéinst such viéws that he
must ‘struggle in order.to avoid the patent absurdities of
. the 'salipsism’of'the present moment.' The dialectial estab-
lishing of causality as a bdsic e;périence-would sﬁcceed in

bridging the gap betweeﬁ mind, men and the world.

’

4
\

P
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Whitehead states that this is his understmummquiﬁe suc-

cinctly:

I directly deny this doctrine of 'simple occurrence. '

There is.nothing which 'simply happens.' Such a be-
lief is the baseless doctrine of 'time as pure succes-
sion.' The alternative doctrine, that the pure succes-

sion of time is merely an abstract from the fundamental
relatlonshlp of conformation, sweeps away the whole bas-
is for the intervention of constituitive thought (i.e.,
for Hume, habit; for Kant, transcendental category of .
thought') or constituitive intuition, in the formation

o of the directly apprehended world. Universality of
truth arises from the universality of relativity, where-
by every particular actual thing lays upon the universe
the obligation of conforming to it. Thus in the anal-
ysis of particular fact universal truths are discover-
able, those truths expre551ng this obligation. The

given-ness of experience -- that is to say, all its
data alike, whether general truths or particular sensa
or presupposed forms of synthesis -- expresses the

specific character of the temporal relation of that
act of expérience to the settled actuality of the uni-
verse which is the source, of all conditions. The fal-
lacy of 'misplaced concreteness' abstracts from time
this specific character and leaves time with the mere
géneric character of pure succession. (S, pp. 38-39)
In his analysis of time Whitehead ‘'discovers' causality.
But he understood that it would be impossible to develop aé*m
account of the temporal relatlon glven the traditional ex-
planatlons of perce1v1ng Wh;tehead knew that he must alter
the fundamental bases of perceptual theory.in order to con-
struct his alternative account, "Causality is thus not an
a priori basis of experience, but itself a basic:gxpcrience.'
(6L, p. 23) ' , , R ' N

I have used Whitehead's discussion of Hume and Time’

to provide an example of his attitude concerning abstractions
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and in particular, his attributing to Hume the failacy of
'misplaced concreteness.' This discussion of the tempcrel
relaticn is admittedly characterized by unhitigated and ex-
cessi;e breviiy; its purpose is to function as an example.
I shall sketch the main points. Experience comes to us as
a continuum. The discreteness of ekperience, or the decis-
ive division of continuous experience into 'states' is ac-
complished‘only by an aet of abstraction. Men's mentality
abstracts finite concepts from the infinite complexity of
the cosmos. The 'extensive continuum' is the most general
sense of 'Withmess'in the cosmos. It is the reason that
there is a 'cosmos' rather thaf a }chaos.' It functions as -
a recepﬁacal for activity's conceptualization.  Space and
Time are two extremely pervas%‘e aspects of the 'extensive
continuum' which get their. clearest and most distinct por-
tr@ajthfough the agency of viZual activity. We must heed
tQO'important suggestions that Whitehead makes. First, Hum-
ean space and time are abstractions. We must try to enlarge
ouricoﬁcepts so as to deal with the 6mitted truths which these
abstractions are vitiating our account of experience. Sec-
ondly, we must’bé wary of depending on one metaphorical sys-
tem for deséri@ing our experience. To neglect other possibil-

ities is to inbrison the human intellect. )}
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SECTION III: VISION:, Part I

-*

In the previous section I have attempted to explicate
Whitehead®s claim that Hume's philo?oéhical difficuities are
the result of his tﬁking abstractions to be concrete realities.
In this séction I intend'to explore some of Whitehead's spec-
ific statements concernihg Hume's particular mode of abstrac-
tion. This exploration will deal with Whitehead's designation
of Hume as a 'sensationalist philosopher' and will attempt an
exegesis of Whitehead's insight that visual experiehce has gen-
erally been taken as the.moda{\ffr all sensory experience.

Thus Whitehead's claim is that Hume's analysis of experience
demands that all senéory experience (and therefore all exper-
ience derivative f;om.sensory experience) be reducible to the
structure prescribea by the visual paradigm.n I shall then ’
sketch a way of analysing three different sensory modés, trac-
ing both differences and similarities. The purpose of this
analysis will be to show how vision afforded Hume the abst;ac-
tive system with which he chose to coﬁmeﬁce his philosophical

enterprise.

It is Whitehead's contention that the use of visual
.perception as the exémplar for all sensory perception-has'se~

verely limited the parameters within which modern philosophy

<

is able to deal with, experience. Put another way, this means

that if we assume all experience be(givén on the analogy of’

-
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of visual perception, then our philosophical scheme will be
inadequate to deal with experience of a fundamentally differ—
ent sort. The ﬁnderstandable prejudice of philosopher s for
vision as the sensory-perception exemplar has succeeded in cut-
ting man off from his world and the temporal flux: by this
méael we are reduced to Santayana's 'solipsism of the present

moment.' In other words, exclusive attention to and_acceptance

v

of the structure of one sensory mode as an adequate metaphor

constitutes a basic abstraction from the varied richness of

]

concrete experience.

4

' For Whitehead the use and abuse of the visualAmetaphor
gs perceptual Saradigm began with the Greeks and was, for the
most part,'simply assumed to be the case in subsequent western

philosophy. He writes:

The Greeks started from perception in its most elaborate °
and sophisticated form, namely visual perception. 1In
visual perception, crude perception is most completely
made over by the originative phases of experience, phases
which are especially prominent in huyman experience. If’
we wish to disentangle the two earlier prehensive phases--
the receptive pha§es,namely, the datum and the subjective
response --. from the more advanced originative phases,
we must cansider what is common to all modes of jpercep-
tion, .amid”the bewildering véiigty/ﬁfforiginatitg‘ mpli-
fication. {PR, p. 179) ¥

i
. ' . 1

This quotation shows two things: first, Whitehead beligves

. . ] . . ‘ o
that vision has béen taken as the exemplar of sensory e%peri—

-~

. -

ence; ahd'seeond, Whitehead ‘suggests that one ought to-c&psider

what is common to all&pérceptual modes in order to have an ade-

%
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~

guate undérsténding of experience. 1It is unfortunate that

he never carried out an explicit investigation of the various

seﬂsbry modes, but I believe that this insight implicitly per-
meates the whole of his philosophical enterprise. My presump-
tion shall be to offer ghe skeleton of such a'pan—perceptuaf

investigation.

In NATURE AND LIFE Whitehead claims that the groblems
of modern epistemology can be attributed to the narrow under-
stgnding'of sense perception. The reason for this narrow under-
standing is given as the exclusive use of vision as exemplar,

.
par excellence,of sense-perception:

L}

The weakness of the(epistemology.of‘the 18th and 19th
centuries was that it based itself upon a narrow form-
ulation of sense-perception. Also, among the various
modes of sensation, visual experience was picked out
as the typical example. The result was to exclude all
the really fundamental &ctors constituting our experi-
ence. (N&L, p. 39)-

A few pages earlier Whitehead comments at length on the reli-

ance on vision for theories of sensory experience:

..How do we observe Nature? Also, what is the preper
analysis of 'an observation? The conventional answer to
) this question is that we perceive Nature through .our
senses. Also, in the analysis of sense—perceptlon we
-are apt to concentrate upon its most clear-cut instance,
namely, sight. Now visual perception is the final pro-
duct of evolution. It belongs to high-grade-animals --
to vertebrates and to the more advancéd types of insects.
There are numberless living things which afford no evi-
dence of possessing sight. Yet they show every sign of
taklng account of their env1ronment in the way proper to
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. /
living things. Also, human beings shut off sight with
peculiar ease, by closing their eyes or by the calamity
of blindness. The information prov1ded by mere sight
is peculiarly barren'-- namely, external regions dis-
closed as colored. There is .no necesSary transition
of célors, and no necessary selectioh of regions, and
no necessary mutual adaptation of the display. of colors.
Sight at any instant merely provides the passive fact of
regions variously colored. If we have memories, we ob-
serve the transition of colors" But there is nothing
intrinsic to the mere colored regions which provides
any hint of internal activity whereby change can be
understood. It is from this experience that our con-
ception of a spatial dlstyibutlon of passive material
substance arises. Nature is thus described as made’ up
of vacuous bits of mattgr with no internal valuesj and

. ¢
merely hurrying through space. (N&L, pp. 34-35) -

K
. /
This quotation is importarit for two reasons: first, it explic-

itly shows thét‘Whitehead understood vision to bé the exempiar—
‘model of sense percepéion yet he did not limit the‘interaction
of organisms with eir environment to sensory perception taken
on this model; seéondly, we see that Whitehead suggests that

the materlallsﬂac view of Nature is derived from our v1sual ex-
perience. ;ﬁ/the second part of this sectlon I will show the .

results of/a more detailed- working out of this lnslght,
/.

/
/

/

/ ) . ‘ .e
//We also find a similar statement in John Macmurray's

THE SELF AS AGENT: . -

/ Pﬁilosophical theories of perception tend to be theories
/' of visual perception. They assume the primacy of sight:
// that is to say, they take vision as a model "of all sen-
sory experience, and proceed as though it were certain
that a true theory of visual perception will apply mut-
. atis mutandl, to all other modes of sense perception.
. - (SAA p- 105)
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Although Mécmur;ay's focus and intent'differ from Whitehead's
it is striking that they agree tﬁat the visual model has been
generally accepted by the philosophic community as an adequate
account of perception. A few pages later Macmurray comes up
wigh the same conclusién as Whitehead's concerning the 'solip-
sism of the present moment.' He comments: "The theoretical
reason for this is that a purely visual experience would pro-
vide no ground for distinguishing in practice between imagining
and perceiving. The result would be a practicai solipsism."
(SAA, p. 108) The allusion to Hume's difficulties, already‘
discussed in the "Problem" section of this essay, aéain makes
clear the impossibility that Hume encountered when trying to
formulate criteria to diétinguish 5etween impressions and ideas,

memories and perceptions. So too, does Macmurray agree that

these difficulties' ramifications lead inexhorably to solipsism.

From a different perspective it migﬁt be pointed out
that much of .the philosophic imagery and nomenclature of the
western tradition is pervaded by. vision metaphors, i.e., anal-
ogies'drawn from thedactivity of zeeing. Words.and.pﬁrases
such as ;clear’,’fbright', 'light of feason‘, }thg ﬁind's eye',’
&c., are derived from visual experience. The.words Zdos ,
idén , and @ewpia , words of supreme influence in the-western

5\

philosophical dictiongry are etymoiogical derivatives from

~ Greek words having to do with 'seeing.' Much of Plato's imagery

e

Harintapea ¢

paba by

N o
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'
revolyes around the use of fseeing' as the analogue for know-
ing. Aristotle begins the METAPHYSICS, paying homage to the
greatness of vision, by sayiné, "but even when no action is
confémplated, we prefer sight:generally speaking, to all other
senses. The reason for this is that of all the senses sight

best helps us to know things,and reveals many distinctions."
(META, 980a27-30) In agreement with both Whitehead and Mac- :
murray we have Hans Jonas' comment: "Sight, in addition to furn-
ishing the analogues for the intellectual upperstructure, has
tended to serve as the model of perceptién in general and thus

the measure of the other senses." (PoL, p. 135)°

/

I have marshalled these'brief comments to suggest the
dependency of wéstern philosopLical perspectives upoﬁ vision .
as a paradigm for sense perception and knowledge; that is, for
experience in general; This prejudice is understandable: we
must use metaphors and analogies to describe our expérience.
But we ﬁust not become enslaved to the images provided Qs by -
one species of metaphdr. We must not explain away differences

. in'sensory modes by takiﬁg.one mode to be idgal. To do so would

be to 'make sense' rather than to find it; the Scholastic

devil ranges through the forests of abstraction.

The criticism of ‘vision as perceptive paradigm' is en-
tirely consistent Qith Whitehead's general criticism of abstra-
tion in Hume's philosophy. His criticism of Hume's scheme is

e
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that the elemental buiiding blocks of the schémg, sepse—aata,
are, at least- in the form which Hume‘conceived them, very hiéh-
grade abstractions. ' If we can demonstrate that 'sense-data'’
are creatures of the visﬁal paradiém, then we shall have d;s—
covered the basic abstract@on that Hume has employed. fhe sug-
gestion that I shallmake is that 'sense-data' are the result
of a virtually complete dependence_bn visionlas_a'modél for
.all sense-preception. ' 'Sense-data® or 'ideas and impressions'
are the resﬁlts of a.highiy sophisticated abstractjon; should
wer claim that this particular brand of ébstfactions represents
the suﬁvtotal of human e%perience, thén we may éxpect t& have
our conclusions vitiated by what these abstr;ctions have left

. out.

We must now consider whethé&t Hume‘s.desofiption of ex-
perience and 'gense—data' falls in the shadow of the visual
prxjudice. Whitehead believed it did. There are few explicit
statements of Whitehead's where he claims Hume is unwittingly
employing £bé viéual.pfejudice.' After quoting a passage from

Hume's TREATISE (Pt. II, Sect. IIIi Whitehead quiﬁs:”

In each of these guotations Hume explicitly asserts that
the eye sees. The conventional comment on such a pass-
age 1s that Hume, for the sake of intelligibility, is
using common forms:of expression; that he is only really
speaking of impressions on the mind; and that in the dim
future, some learned scholar will gain reputation by e-
mending ‘eye'! into 'ego.' The reason for citing the
passage is to enforce the thesis that the form of speech
is literary and intelligible because it expresses the
ultimate truth of animal perception. (PR, pp.l179-180)

r



Whitehead is making two points here. The first is that the

form of speech is literary and inteiligible because it expres-
'ses a fact that all men know. It deals with the basic fact

of animél expériegce. Thus, because of the universality of

the image (due to all men's bestiality), the form of speech is
intelligiblg to those who are reading ifl But Whitehead goes
further to claim that the form of speech discloses an 'ultim- -
ate truth'’ wﬁich runs contrary to Hume'g prinéiples. ' Hume 's
common sensé permits him to make a statement that is strictly
impossible according to the prescriptions of his philosophical
analysis. Strictly speaking, how doés Huﬁe know. that the 'eye
sees?' He cannot depend on the indireét evidence provided by
iﬁductive physiologipal explanatiop because £hat account assgmes
the legitimacy of 'cause and effect.' Whitehead is tacitly sug-
gesting that Hume was led éstray from the dictates of his theory
by the‘inteiligibility'of éﬁch’a-modg of speech. But modes of )
speech, like this one, are formed from ielationsh%ps which their
" very ;intelligibility' helps to conceal. Universal gcCeptappe
of a way of looking at'thihgs, to thé point whefe one does not
feel the need to consider the ground upon which the statement

is built,-are the very abstractions which we must consider

when we are doing philosophy. .We must be wary of the priousp

.beneath it liesgbedevilihg abstraction. (Remember the method

of difference}) "\vfm\\\;\\

»
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The earlier part of the quotation establishes Whitehead's
p01nt that Hume is a victim of the visual pmgudice.  The emen-

dation of 'eye' into 'ego' accompllshes the total v1ctory of

‘the visual paradigm. The 'self', the 'ego', the experiencer,
all become an eye. What we must consider, though, is whether
all experience may be adequately analysed by this visual meta-

phor.

It is unfortunate that Whitehead did not offer more ex-
plicit statements of Hume's reliance on the visual metaphor .
A strong case may be made, ghough, that Whitehead considered
this to be the situation wﬁeeever he relegated Hume ieto the
cateéory of 'sensaeipnaiist.' I shall make a brief attempt
to explain what Whitehead means by the 'sensationalist doc-
trine' and to show thet he considered Hume to be a sensation-

alist par excellence.

Much.of PROCESS AND REALITY can be seen as an on—going
.argument between Whitehead's phllosophy of organism and the
'modern t '—-— the progeny of Descartes. Given Whitehead's
_unﬁerst diné of the genesis of philosophical schemes infgen-
eral, and the subsequent dlalectlcal interplay between phllOSQ-
:phles, we see that hlS claim will be that Descartes has pro-
vided the bas;c conceptual parameters wrthln which modern phil-

m— Y

osophy has waged its dialectical bagtles. One of*these concep-

\
tual parameters, the sensationalist prlnelple, ls:_"that'the

N

-
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prlmary activity in the act of experlence is the bare subjec-
t1ve entertainment of the datum, devoid of any subjective form
of reception. This is the principle.of mere sensations." (PR,
p. 239) The sensation; we are givén (i.é;, sense-data) are
bare., distinct, and’separate. They haye no intringic effects:
on each other, and only affect us in that they are given as

the texture of our experience. Whitehead asserts many times
that Hume accepted Descartes' account of perception although
diffefing as to what ought to be emphasized. He states, when
diséussing Hume'é deéendence on the Cartesian model: "Hume ,
acgépting Déscarfes' accounf of perception, which also belongs
to Locke in some séctions of his ESSAY, easily draws the scep-
tical conclusion." (PR, p. 77) The sections .of Locke's ESSAY
here mentioned are from the first two books. It is Whiteheaa;s
contention throughout PROCESS AND REALITY that Hume's job of
maklng Locke consistent was achieved é!sentlally by 1gnor1ng
the third and fourth books of the ESSAY The;e latter two books
contain descriptions which cannot be pouﬂded into the empirical
mold Thus, what he means in the above quotatlon is that Hume,
as well as Locke in' the earlier'books of thé ESSAY, are in a-
greeﬁent‘cohcerning the account of éxperience, and that this ujﬂe
same account - +which was initialiy offereé by DéScartes.

Whitehead's general appellation for this account of perception
“ | : .o
is 'the sensationglist doctrine.'

He makes the following comment which supports my point:
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There is another side of Locke, which is his doc-
trine of ‘power.' This doctrine is a better illustra-
tion of his admirable adequacy than of his consistency; .
there is no escape from Hume's demonstratlon that no
such doctrine is compatlble with a purely sensational-
ist philosophy. The establishment of such a philosophy,
though derivative from Locke, was not his explicit pur-
pose. Every philosophic gschool in the course of its
history requires two 'presiding phllosophers. One of"
them, under the influence of the main doctrines of the
school should survey experience with some adequacy,. but
inconsistently. The other philosopher should reduce the
doctrines of the school to a rigid consistency; he will
thereby effect a reductio ad absurduim. No .school wof
thought has performed its full service to philosophy un-
til thesé men have appeared In this way the school of

sensationalist empiricism derives its importance from
- Locke and Hume. (PR, p. 89)

Here Whitehead.quite clearly assigns Hume under the aegis 'sen-
sationalist.' 'To be noted also is the claim concerning the

inevitaﬁility of the reductior ad absurdum. This is the phil-

. osopher's discovery of the limits of his abstractions..
In ADVENTURES OF IDEAS we find a similar comments

...The data are the patterns of sensa provided by the
sense organs. This is the sensationalist doctrine of
Locke and Hume. Later, Kant has interpreted the pat-
terns as forms introduced by the mode of reception pro-
vided by the recipient. Here Kant introduces the Leib-
nizian notion of the self-development of the experienc-
ing subject. Thus for Kant the data are somewhat nar-
rower than for Hume: they are sensa devoid of their
patterns. Hume's general analysis of the consequences
of this doctrine stands unshakenh. So also does his
'final reflection, that the .philosophic doctrine fails
to justify the practice of daily life. The justifica-
tion of this procedure of modern epistemology is two-
fold, and both its branches are based upon mistakes.
.The mlstakes go.back to the Greek' philosophers.. What
is modern, is the exclusive rellance upon them.

(AoI, pp. 224-225),

14
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The ensuing argumént explains the mistakes. The first mistakg
was the assumption of "a few definite ?Nenues of communication
with tﬁe external world;" the five senses. This presupposS§it-
ion considerably narrows the search for informétion to these
sensory modes, When one mode is'chosen as the sensory-percep-
tion model, then the strangle gf}p of the presupposSition be-
comes deadly. Whitehead quite simply counters this presup-
poéition by claiming’zhat’the ehtire body, along with its num-
s

erous instabilities, to be considered as the locus for per-

ceptions or feelings.‘

YL
The second error is the assumptién that the "sale
way of examining experience is by acts of introspective
analysis." This'efror was‘the basis of Descartes 'cogito.'
Unfortungtely,.this simply is not the case. Whiéehead insists
that all gxperience must be considered. "We must appe;l to
evidence relating every variety of experience.™ This_agshmpf

tion of the importance of adopting an introspective attitude

of attention when examining experience is the implicit method-.

‘ological presupposwition which accompanies the change of the

ancient philosophical 'query, "What do we éxperiencg?"‘to Hume's

* modern formﬁlatfon,."What can we experience?" The crucial im-
portance of methodological procedure was discussed in Section
Ii of this essay. In this case, Whitehead points to his dif-

ferent procedure in a very concise statement: "The principle

N . N . .
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I am adopting is that consciousness presupposes experience,

and not experience consciousness." (PR, p. 83)

Whitehead's depiction of 'sensations' seems reasonable

in view of the philosophic tradition immediately preceding

Hume. We have only to consider the description of 'ideas' in
Locke's ESSAY or the development of the contrast of 'ideas' and
'notions' in Berkeley's PRIﬁCIPLES OF HUMAN KNOWLEDGE. 1In oa
general comment oﬁ the first two books of the ESSAY, Whitehead
writes: "There is, however, a fundamental misconception to be
found in Locke, and in prevalent doctrines of perception. It
concerns the answeé to the guestion, as to the description of
the primitive types of experience. Locke assumes that the ut-
most primitivé is to be found in sense—perception."(éR, p 173)
To place this comment in context, immediately precgding it,
'Whitghead hagd agreed with the ultimate sceptic¢al conclusions
that Hume had drawn from‘the sensationalist doctrine. But we
must remember that Whitehéad considepé both Locke and Hume to
be employing the same sgnsationaiist principle which they have
accepted virtua}ly uncriticized from‘Descartesl

:The case forr Berkeley is similar. He states, conéern4

ing our ideas, "All qur idsas, sensations, or the things which

-

*

we pefceive,'by whatsoever names they may be distinguished, are

visibly inactive; there is nothing of péwer or agency.ihcluded
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in them. So that one idea or object of thought cannot produce,

(:ik\make‘any alternation in another."(PoHK, S.XXV) It seemé
lear from this quotation that Berkeley considered idéas to ’
be inert, simﬁle, 'visibly inactive.' Indeed it would seem that
this description of ideas or sensations: fits exactly with the
description of a visual image or object soon to be presented.
Berkeley reiterates this view of the 'static, inert, giveness'
of ideas again, later in Section XXV, and particularly stresses
the unchanging inert nature of ideas when arguing that we may

not have an idea of mind or spirit because such an idea needs

be active. (Cf. Sections CXXXVII, CXXXVIII, and CXLITI.)

Additiénal support for the argument that Hume accepts
the sensationalist doctrine with only minimum amendments-is
the faét that in the first section 2f Book I of the TREATISE

,d,/aﬁa in the second section of Ehe FiRST ENQUIRY @here'are very
few'examples offered to establish what he means by tﬁe terms
'id%as' and 'impreséions.' It seems to me that the most prob-
able explanation for this curious lack of exemplification in’
the crucial beginning chaptérs of Hume's philoéobhical enter-
prise is that he was thoroughly comfortqble with the language
and terminology of his philosophic milieu; he expected that
his audignce would be too! Thus, it appears that ﬁume.takes
over the empirical argument from Locke and Berkeley, méking
a few important changes, ?ut for the most part accepting the
description of 'ideas' and subééquently '‘experience’' as édequate.

-
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If we are willing to accept this cursory establishment

of the sensationalism in Hume's immediate tradition, then let

us consider whether this be the case in Hume's depiction of

the basic units of experience, 'ideas and impressions.'

While Hume makes no explicit statement in either the
TREATISE or the FIRST ENQUIRY that he accepts the 'sansation- .

alist doctrine' of perception, his arguments for modifying cer-

 tain of Locke's terms, and his approbatign of Berkeley's ar-

gument against fabstract ideas' place him solidly in tﬁe‘sen—
sationalist mold.' Indeed, what we might Qish for would be

a testimony from Hume that all expefience is like seeing; un-
fortunately he fails to cooperate with me on this, a fact that
could be understood because such an admission was so obvious

as to ﬁeéd.no stateméné. Hume's explicit correction of Loéke's
'pervernted’' sense of 'id;a' can be found in the first section’
of the TﬁEATISE, (Bk. I, Part I, Sect. I, Footnote I) where he
also introduces the termn'impréssions' to indicate not the'man-
ner in which our lively perceptions are produced' but rather

t; establish some sort of quaﬂtitative scale of intensity for
discerning between ;present peréeptions"and 'memories, fanqies,

&c.' 1In the FIRST ENQUIRY, whilst dropping the correction of

Locke's ‘'perverted sense', he describes impressions as differ~

. ing from }deas'only that théy'arenmore lively perceptioné. "By

the term impression, ﬁhen, I mean all our more lively percep-
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tions.... And impressions are distinguished from ideas, which
are less lively perceptlons, of which we are conscious..."(E,
p. 18) It seems clear here that ideas and impressions are

members of a homogeneous class differing only in degree of
'liuiingss.

'ideas', he considers what he means by 'ideas' and 'impres-
-~

[ K]

Although Hume amends-Locke's particular use of

sions' to be the same sort of thing that Locke had in mind~—

except, of course, whenALocke made a mistake.
R :

Hume's approval of Berkeley's assertion that 'all gen-
eral ideas are nothing but particular ones, annexed to a cer- =
tain term,' is complete: 'He characterizes this statement as
one 'of the "greaéest and most valuable discovgries" of the
recent age and proceeds "to coﬂfirm it by some érguments, which
(he hopes) will put it beyond all doubt and controversy." (T, p 17)
This wholeminded approbatlon of Berkeley's 'solution' of a
diff;cultfphilosophicai problem presupposes an agreement with
the terms of Berkeley's philosoéh;cél scpemé. ‘ The terms have
earlier been characterized as the creatures of the sensation-
alist doctrine. |

. z .
Whltehead looks to the beglnmlng sectlon of the TREATISE
and makes the followlng comment: "Hﬁme has only 1mpre3310ns of
'sensatlons' and of 'reflection.' ﬁe [Hume] writes: 'The first-
klnﬁ arise in the soul orlglnally,zfrom unknown causes.' Note

the tac1t presupp051t10n of’the sq&l' as subject and ‘1mpres-'

‘Sions of sensation'.as pred;ggte,](PR, p. 210) What is to be
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noticed here is Whitehead's conclusion that for Hume,: impres-

sions or sensations are qualities of the soul. What I perceive

are my sensations . These sensations are inactive, inert, dis-
tinct; they are the 'stuff' of my experience which are presented

or given to me as ideas.

Whitehead specifically relegates Hume to the sensation-~ /

alist camp as can be seen from the following quotations: /
. ) E . . /

‘ By'an ironic .development in the history of thought, cke's
successors, who arrogated to themselves the title of/emp-
iricists® have been chiefly employed in explaining away
tHe abvious facts of experience in obedience to the/ a
priori doctrine of sensationalism, inherited from the
medieval philosophy which they despised. (PR, p. 220)

and: - ) . /

For Hume, hating, loving, thinking, feeling, #ée npthing

but perceptions derivate from these fundament/al impres-

sions. This is the a priori sensationalist dogma, which

bounds all Hume's discoveries in the realm ¢f experience.
(PR, g. 221)

The force of these two quotations is to stress that Whitehead

took Hume to be using the 'sensationalist pring¢iple' whenever
: /

/

he discussed experience; secondly, Whitehead flaims that Hume

accepted this principle uncritically which i/s the force of the
'a priori.' Thié'uncritiqal‘acceptance‘to k the form of the

'obviousness' of the sensationalist pfincnple'and‘the fact that

re 4id not seem to be any imagiqéble, plausible alternatives.

Wty b
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I shall now offer an argument whi can erate out
of Hume's first principles. This argumen ely resem?les
the previous discussion of Hume's difficulty with 'persopal’
idenﬁtﬁ; I trust that the redundancy will be excused. I hope
to e;teblish the character of the 'sensationalist doctrine'
and thus augment an understanding of Whitehead's insight con-
cerring the ramifications of holdino such a position. My argu-
ment will demonstrate.that in all essentiel respecte, Hume
was clearly an adherent of the sensationalist dogma, a dogma
based on the visual paradlgm. In tﬁe Appendix to the TRE%TISE
(previously quoted but again to facilitdte reading) ‘Hume,
while admitting defeat concerning his ability to adeguately

characterize the 'self', or whatever might be the cause of

'personal identity,' makes the following comment:
/

In short, there are two principles, fwhich I ¢annot ren-
der consistent; nor is it in my power to renounce either
of them, viz. that all our distinct perceptions are dis-
tinct existences, and that the mind never perceives any
real connexion among distinct existences. (T, p. 639)

I have elready pointed outlthat the two principles are not in-
consistent with each other, they are lncon51stent taken to-

gether, w1th the *stubborn fact' of personal 1dentlty These

two principles, employed as analytlcal tools, render the 'ldea'
of personal ldentlty a flctlon./ Thus what Hume is admlttlng is
an irreconoilable conflict between his prime analytical rools.
and.an aspect of exPeriende’too obvious'for.him'to deny or at-

-

tempt to explainfaway“ ot -



75

This point cleared up, it seems to me that these two
principles establish the 'metaphysical' characteristics of
gume's basic building blocks, 'sense-data' or ‘'ideas.' When
we realize whatnthese characteristics are, we shall see that
they turn out to be the very sort of data that Whitehead has
characterized as 'mere sensations' in the ‘'sensationalist doc-
trine and which I shall hope to establish as the Ereatﬁ;es of

the visual prejudice.

‘That all our dtstinct perceptions are'distiﬁct exis-
tences' hearkens back to Hume's.in;tial portrayal of ideas and
impressions. 'Distinct existences' meaﬁs that these perceptions
are simple, separate, unchanging. They are substances accord-\
ing to the Cartesian formula. They require 'nothing but them-
selves in ‘order to exist.' If they were to require anYthing
in order to exist,.then the second prineipLe would be violated.
. The second principle.established the impossibility of breaking
through the autonomy, that is, the lack of percelvable inter-

action between these perceptlons. If we now remember Hume's
technique “for discovering ‘philosophical fictions, we see the
.fu;l impact'of these characterizations. Hume asks of the per-
so; claiming to have“knowiedge' of, say 'substahce,' that he
show hiﬁ the imgreeéioﬁ which‘éevelbirth:to-this perticular
idea of reflection. When the person has completely separated

the complex ldea 1nto 1ts s;mple ldeas he will see that these"

-t P - -
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simple ideas are all distinct, separate existences. The ideas
were simply conjoined in a 'who knows?' haphazard fashion.

Since we are unable to perceive a connexion between separate

’

existences (i.e., different simple ideas), we ‘have no grounds

to claim that the partiéular different separate existences are
adhering according to ény principle other than habit. (Here

the extreme circularity of Hume's scheme verges on the tauto-
logical.) 'We break down our complex idéa of soﬁe object into
its constitueﬁt, simple, inert parts, and then see that because
they are simple,and'inert, they ha;e no discexnible relations
"to each other, other than .contiguity. The bare, inert, simple
ideas, 'pure sense-data' are 'mere sensations.;

é

Now to complete the picture, we must remember that these

ideas, at first complex and then redﬁEééngg“the simples, are
. S—

-~ .

ideas of my mind. 'They are my perceptions and théxxmake up

the texture of my experience. My experience i% given to me

as a film aﬁ a mé#ie theater. I see a scene, which I may break
down into the constituént frames of the film. If I were to
commandeer the projection,boéth I could thén get the individual
frames, which could be further amalytically reduced into the
ultimate simples of eolor and shape. The,illusion of motion
is effgcte@ because the different frames are run pa;t my ejes

»

at a high rate. Thus from essentially static, separate, inert

LY [

. . -

is central to the apélogy,'ana'gb Hume's view of perception,

- N

sense~-data I come to have an_illﬁéién of fluid experience. What 

. .
>
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. perceptlons are unaffect

'nor hav;ng them. ;'f 2

'
.
i

is that there is some sort of spectator monitoring the mani1‘
fold presentation of.hfs sense-data. ’ Tﬁe continuity. of the
manifold is called experience. Whatare glven to the specta—
tor are 1nert unchanging atoms of sense~data, which due to A
the speed of their presentatlons, blend lnto continuity and
illude the spectator 1nto a sense of stream of con501ousness.
(Here again the extreme 31mllar1ty of the Humean and Kantian
views may be clear;y seen. We-need simply rememberuthat what
Hume calls habitual act1v1ty, Kant fabr;cates, with teutonlc
ferocity, into categories of thought and a synthetic act1V1ty
of unified appeardeption.). . R

" It would now be beneficial for me to sketéh the essen-
tial factors or aspects of the sensationalist docﬁiine. Bas—
ically, to describe‘experience by the visual metaphor means

to characterize the experiencer as an 'eye'; to discriminate

between two radically different entities, the seer and the

scene, the subject.and the object. The seer's activity does

not interfere w1th or 1nfluence the scene.' The observer of

»

thls scene is unaffected by,the scene, except 1nsofar as the

r

observed scene constitutes hls observatlons. When thlS anal-

ogy becomes phllOSOphlcal, we cﬁange 'sqene into sense~data',
) N N | LT,

and’ the observer—seer 1nto a‘mln or soul Thus the mlnd'
‘ - - . ‘.

k4

, or soul WLtnesses Lts senseﬁdata, %t has perceptlons. The

4 _bg the mlnd‘s actxvzty of-feeexvxng

*

?
-4



interaction betwéen feudal lord and serf is crucial, but no.

qguately revise the economy, Or ?ave the model; the only answer is

78

All of Hume's descriptions of the perceptual activity
can be rendered aqco;ding to this model. THis model is pre-

supposed whenever Hume says 'perceptions of the mind.' The . b

no?

'of! used here, a clear possessive genitive, means that the

%

v
(32

mind has the perceptions as its possessions. The amount of

o
«
-

4

o~
2
s

amount of varying the - feudal conditions of the serfs will ade-

universal enfra@chisément. Hume gets into his 'personal ident-
ity' problems bécause this model for perceptuaI'abtivity can-
not be expectedfto see itself.- Ore cannot have a perception

-

of havin% that %erception}a




SECTION III: VISION, Part II )

Before I begin this comparative analysis of three dif-
ferent sense modes I must first make’ a few prefatory comments.
As with all analyses, the follooing will probably do violence
to the phenomena it examines. This violence will take the
form of an abstraction stressing the differences between sight,
audition, and touch. It would be, cleser to the truth_of\tﬁe:"
matter to range these three.sensory modes in some sort of con-

. | .
tinuum situating sight at one end and touch at the other. I

have not presented this "continuum' for two reasons. The first

is that the positive aspects of such an arrangement have not
been clearly enough establlshed in my mind for me to do{hw w1th
any great degree of confidence. This leads me to the second
reason which is that an assumed heterogenelty 'is a better pol—
emlcal device for establlshlng my thesis of Hume 's dependence
on the visual model as - a paradigm for sensory perception.

-

In this analysis I shall rely heavily on Hans Jonas'
remarkable book, THE PHENOMENON OF LIFE, especially the sixth
essay, "The Nobility of Sight." Jonas' scheme of analysis

takes the three senses considered as if they were radically

different' He does this in order to suggest a genetic account |

of the Orlgln of’ the seemingly qualltatlve dlfferences Wthh

‘we take to be sthe dlstlnct data of the dlfferent senses, - In

d01ng soY, the error of exclusxvely dependlng on one model (and

-~ - e e -

that the most SOphlstlcated) becomes clear. But we must never :
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forget the essential homo-geneity of these different modes.
Perhaps a careful survey of.the'different media of sense
transmission (that is, light, Tmolecular vibration;/physico—
chemical reactions, and intruding force fields) might give some
expianations for the differences in vision, hearing, smell,

and tqech;' (Moxe of this later.) But for now, our purpose
shall be to *see how it is that we seem to consider:the objects
.0f our perceptual aetivity,on the model of vision; what is

gained by this approach, ana what is lost.

For the séke‘oflc;arity the analysis assumes the hetero-
geneity of these senses. I shald EOntinually~try to point out
where the analysis forces more dlfferences than experlence
flnds:_ In accordance w1th Whltehead s suggestion I shall also
point put the simllarltiée of .these sensing modes. The common
‘understanding of western man cohcefning the five senses certain=
.ly stresses the differences, I shall hope to.al;pde to the sim-

ilarities.

- The seeond prefatofy cq@meﬁt concerns ;he sort of evi-
dence considered in‘tﬁie ane}ysig. What we are dealing with is
.'an'analysis of sense exberience as it" is for tﬂe most part. 1In
v1rtually every statement exceptlpns mlght be summoned. But
these shall be exceptlons to the general ‘form of the analySLS.

_Slnce my purpose is to consxder V1sua1 experlence as a paradlgm

{

\
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for all sensory experience, I am attemptlng to establish the
basic aspects of the paradlgm that is, to explore the analogy
of claiming that experiencing is like seeing. In consideration
of the anomalies to our analytical scheme, that is, those exper-
iences which do not easily fit into the pattern, I shall try to
follow Whitehead's suggestion that the theory must account for
both the rele and the exception. For the mest part, the ex-
ception will be seen to point to some artificiality or abstrac-

e
tion in the general theory.

Before we consider the excep;ions and how tﬁey limit the
'presumption to generality of ou? theory' we must first sketch
the theory, showing how it accounts for the experiences consid-
ered. ‘fhen the exceptions will Help us see the theory's.lim—
itations, and perhaps suggest a medification which can teke into

account both the g&heral case and the exception.

Jonaef analysis considers sight, hearing, and teuch
in terms of what he calls’ the 'image-performance' of each.
.Sight will be seen to be unique in terms of the eegreé to which
its fimage—performaqce‘ is realized. Fi;sfq ﬁhoﬁgq, the_term |
‘'image' must be'discussed: ‘Unfortunately.its usage.is some~
"what’ambigueus, What Jonas means by lmage isﬁtﬁe'object of
the partlcular sense node considered. The 1maqe in visuel

perceptlon 15 the partlcular object or manlfold Wthh is seen.

1

P
£
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When I look at a Renoir painting, it and the surrounding vis-
ual eﬁvironment.constitﬁte the image. I do not mean that the
'actual painting' and tﬁe ‘actual oblfjects which makeAup the
surrouﬁding visual environment'; what I mean is théJ;visual
image', th?t is, what would be remembered if one suddenly s@ut
his eyes. Jonas has an elaborate d;Fcussion of what an image
is in another essay in.THE PHENOMENO& OF LIFE (Essay 7). This
diécussion makes it clear that what he has in mind is a visu-
al image. ‘"The ﬁbject of fepresentation is a visual Qhape. Vis-
ion grants the greatest ffeedoﬁ to the mediacy of iepresent%-'
tion, not only by the wealth of data from which the latter can
choose but also by the number of variables éf which visua;‘ident—
ities admit." (PoL, p. 162) Earlier in the discussion, he states,
when d;stinguishing between an 'image' and a 'fake', that the
image is intentionally made. "Omiséion,implies_selection." ‘ '
.(PoL, p. 160) Thus an image is a creation with an inteﬁded om-
ission. It is-‘an abstractioen, He clarifies this- point later
when he writes: " Sight is the'main percéptual medium of repre-
sentation because it is not inyethe chief object-sense but
also the home ground of:abstraction." (PoL, é. lsé)

I may choose to focus my attention on seme parf of the.
visual manifold_(e.g.'the Renqir“painging) anditheg)that part
in turn becomes the iﬁégeQPFOpéf; For ﬁégring and~EoucH the

. situation is not'so clear; a fact which will be seen to be

/. M4
. 4 ;
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intimately related to the manner in which touch and hearing
deal with the temporal flux. Jonas' focus for touch will not
be the singular transitory tactile sensation, nor for hearing
w1ll he consider the auditory 'image' to be a single tone sen-
sation. \ I hope to show that the appropriate analogues for the
visual iﬁHQe are different. I realize that there is a certain
degree of vicious circﬁlarity iﬁ this attempt. I ask that
the reader bear with the endeavor and hold off his objections.
When the analysis is completed, I trust that the pervasive
influence of the visual meﬁaphor might be seen to be the major

cavse of the apbarent vicious circularity.

The analysis will consider the 'image-perﬁo?mance' of
these senses as manifested in terms of: l)'éimultaneous pree—
'eptation of'tﬁe manifold; 2) Neutralization of causality in
Sense-affection; 3) Distance, both spatial and mental. Jonas'

"analysis shows that the visual 'image' is uniquely presented

and understood. Thus to take all of experience to be ultimate-

ly reducible to ghe'structure'found in the visual, experience

is a mistake. =

4 .
H

Sight affords a simultaneous presentation of its field.
When I open my«efes, I am given; instantly in that glance,
the- complete visual. manlfold Were I consmderlng some speC*

lflC object, for lnstance a statue, ‘the statue would be com-

» . . LB

»

;!

ETST

pay S ES TV RGN Y.YTY e D




pletely given as soon as I saw it. I may investigate my 'vis-

ion' of the statue, thereby changing my perspective of it, but
at least one complete scene is provided with each élance. In-
deed, I might returh to the 'film and its frame' analogy and
say that what is given to me each time I open my eyes is like
the individual frame of the film. Additional consideration

of specific parts of the frame may provide further details,

but in general, the-complete manifold is understood as given-

in one instantaneou$ glance.

If we next consider auditorf experience we at once see
a crucial difference. With hearing, a differehtiatable object
is not given in an instant. It requires time for us to hear
the differentiatable object, for instance, a melody. The object
'1s not discovered through contlnued focus on the continuity
of the sensory awareness. The object, the melody,_ii the se-
quence of aud{tory awarenesées. A single note has no intriniec
_meaning or sense to it. We might sound all the notes of a mel-
ody simultaneously} surely we would not hear the meiody. Any
note 6f the meledy is what it is because of all the other notes;
the notes of the melody are thus analogues to 1ntegers as- ln

o .
my earlier dlsguss;On of the temporal sequence. Jonas comments:

v

Since this synthesxs [of the melody] deals thh succeed—
1ng data ‘and is spréad aver the length of their proces- ¢
‘ s;on, s0 that at the presence of any one element of the

» -

-
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series all the others are either no more or not yet,
and the present one must disappear for the next , one

to appear, the synthesis itself is a temporal process
adchieved with the help of memory. Through it and cer-
tain anticinati-ns, the whole sequence, though at each
moment only atomistically realized in one of its ele-
ments, is bound together into .one comprehensxve unity
of experience. (PoL p. 138)

The image in auditory experience lasts as‘koné as its synthe-
sis does. We may repeat a tune, or re-read a poém, but the

remembering of the entire auditory image ig very different :\“ J
frgm remembering a visual image. A visual image is 'gi§en'
complete., whole, intact; it is given in an instant. The 'heard’

. . <
image must be given through time, the image itself being &' fea-

ture of the duration.

.Touéh shares a feature of 'image—perfofmance' with hear~
ing, and a feature with sight.q Like hearlng, touch requires
duration in order to complete an image; but unllke hearing and
asymptotically’ approachlng the sort of image presentatlon : .
afforded by sight, there is a static image prisented although \
it is achieved through -a synthesis of data. When I\use touch

\ to defi an object, I must proceed through a sequence of con-

~timm s movements. All t_:hat-is disclos'ed_ to my ﬂhanél a£ an in-
whether the hand, or parts of it be in contact with
-vwsométhf g othér. WhenQI ﬁer my hand . along’qn uﬁkno&n objéct}éw
ow lt was and feel how it 19. I wouyd no£ bé'able
to dxscover the shape of the surface if I were unable to move |

2

my ﬁahdu‘flf I.set my hanﬂ,down on the flat tcp of~a tgble, .

)
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the plane surface is not given; I could be feeling my hand
against a mirror image of itself (e.g. my other hand!) It is
only whe% I move my hand about the surface of the tahle that
the shapgﬂof the tactile object becomes knpwn. The active
aspect, my moving my hand, changes the character of the infor-
mation given in tactile experience. Because of the process
of the 'touch—searéﬁ;, there 1is a.voluntary activity; I feel
another object rather than being passively given ;actile sen-
sations. Jonas puts it this way: "The motor-element introdu-
ces an essentially new guality into the picture: its active
employment discloses spatial characteristics in the touch—opjecﬁ
which were no inherent part of theoelemental tactile qualities."”
{PoL, p. 141) The space which 1s 'generated' through this
activity gives a series of tactile quélities its obﬂectivit?:
a tactile object becomes.ll' |
In the formation of the tactile object, a crucial
difference between hearing and £duch becomes clear.
Hearing is a cq?pletely passive sense mode. In this re-
spect it closely resembles sight. One may be attentive
to his hearing, that is, he may listen carefully, but
'hearing harder does not cause one to hear a sound. A
sound sounds; someone may hear it. Jonas makes the fol-
lowing point: "Sound, itself a dynimic fact, intrudes

upon a passive subject." (PoL,p 138) We do not have

ear lids because we always wait to hear. With touch,
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the active, voluntary searching discloses a spatial
continuum containing objects, or changes in a single
object. It takes time to discover, or to be given,

/

the objects.

If we compare these sense modes in terms of the .

time ﬁecessary for the objectyor image to be giwven

(or synthesized) we get ascheme ;s follows: hearing

gives us the presentation of a sequence through a se-

guence; touch gives us the presenta;ion of an unchanging

object through a sequence; and biéion gives the presen-

tétion of simultaneity through simultaneity. Jonas re-

marks tﬁat for sight, "the fact of the sense itself and the

feat of the image presentation are identical." (PoL, p. 143).
The unigue degree to which sight presents the imagé

as simultaneously given is a pregnant insight. The 51mulf

taheous presentation of two or ﬁore objects in the visual

manifold allows for comparison, relation and ultimately,

proportion; it relies on the 'fact' of co-presence. Iﬁ

is difficult to see how this would be possible wiéh touch

or hearing without assuming the sort of static object

that visual ‘experience suggests to us. A}so when the sensing

being becomes conscious .of his éctivity, sight would seem

to be the sense that discloses BEING. ‘Due.to the simul-

taneous presentation, the imdggs in any distant manifold
[«

presented would seem to be just what they ARE. Touch
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and hearing require, although in different ways, duration'
in order for their sensing)to ‘create' its object. They
are senses of BECOMING. From a slighgly different per-
spective, if we concentrate on the Being of the images

¢

presented by sight, we come to have a notion of the present,
‘the atomistic NOW. An analysis of the content of a 'NOW'
is the incipient analysis of somethingls Being. "All

the other senses operate by registering change and cannot
make that distinction (i.e., between Being,K and Becoming).
Only sight therefore provides thg sensual bas;s on which
the mind may conceive the idea of the eternal,lthat which
never changes and is always pfesent." (PoL, p. 145)

When we attempt to integrate.this concept of the 'eternal
preéent' which is thé ultimate Being or Existence of
anything that IS, with the obvious flux of the’world, we

' ’ . .
are driven into conceiving the flux as a sequence of atom-

istic 'Nows'

We Ahall now consiéer the three sense modes in
terms of the degree of 'dynémic neutralization' which is
accomplished in the execution of the various sensory
presentation;. Again we shéll find that sight is.rank?d at
one end of our scale; it affords the greatest degree of
neutralization of causélity. When I see an object I am
least éQa;e of the dynamic activity that makes up my

visual perceiving. Unless there be a total lack of the

o h e e P BRd A i —— o
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medium of sight, or a'painful excess of it, the interaction
of my eyes with the object of sight is so negligible as
to become effectively eradicated.
1Y

With touch the situyation is quife different. Touch
is the immediate apprehension or awareness of another
object. There is,cortact, force, resistance. I make an
effgrt and I feel the object's fesistgnce. If we consider
the case of a -passive tactile sensation the same fadors
are necessary. if some object intrudes upon me I must
resist in order to feel it. Mere geemetrical contact
(indeed if such a concept is possible; cf. Boscovitch,
A THEORY OF NATURAL PHILCSOPHY for a convincing proof of the
impossibility of geometrical contact) does not constitute
the touch sengation. This fact would be abundantly clear
were we in a zero gravity situation. There two bodies could

—

easily be set in moéion, contiguous with each other, without
there being any sensation of touch. If I push an objecf,‘

and it resists me, then there is the sensation of touch. The

essential difference between t&uch and vision, in this res-
pect, then, is that with touch tﬁg integaction with or
resistance of an Other cons;itutes the sensation; with
vision, the predominant feature is the complete lack of

-interaction. °

o s vt
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With vision I need snly look £o see the object;
with iouch'l must exert effort either upon or against the
object 'in ordér\to have awareness of the sensation.
Hearing may be situated by pointing out again that it is a
completel; passive sense. Granted one may learn varying de-
grees of audio attentivenwress, still an'object of auditory
sensation must occur in order for me to hear it. No
amount ~of intense attentiveness may‘alter this passive
aspect|\ of hearing. -I, the hearer, am\completely at £he
mercy of the acoustic enviy onment. In fact, this might
constitute oée of the evolutionary—bidlogical bases
for the geﬁei;s of the auéitory faculty. Being a paésive
sense, it is always receptive to changes in the audio-

environment which might portend disaster. I have no

ear lids because I need always be ready to hear.
Thus vision accomplishes a reduction “Bo the point

of the neutralization of the dynamical relationship
betweenlthe pe

iving subject and the perceived object.
But along with this feat-it also accomplishes another. If
the causal interaction between perceiye? and perceived,
myself and any possible yisual object is neutrélized,

then a fortiori the awareQess df‘causal interaction

-

between any two external objects is annihliated. If we

.

remepher Hume's tectique ("show me the impression of the

connexjon . between those two simple ideas") we recall that

Curndoh i s s e e
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we can never discover any causal influence between the
objects of ourﬁsxperience. The lack of necessary connexion,
or merely perceived connexion between events in my en-
vironment is just what is to be expected on this model;

it is merely the corollary feature of the analogy of my
experience «ith the world that I apply to objects in Z;é

world.’

Sight's compiete neutral®ation of the causal inter-
action in seﬁsbry perception gives us the incipient
'anditions’for the development of the_concept of 'object-
ivity.' Because I am not aware of any interaction with
.the object of my vision I presﬁmé my visual activity does
. hot interfere with‘it. This non-influential character of
visual perception éuggests the concept ;f the 'image'
which is aetached from the welter 6f causal influences and

thus is 'just what it is, requiring only itself and de-

pending on nothing else for its existence.' When man freely

varies the exisgential condit%ons possible for the !image.'
the rudimentar§ suggestions arisé for such fundamental
metaphy§ical categbries as essence and existence, form

and -matter. Jonas‘wrihes: "Furthermore, the image is

then handed over té the imagination, which can deal with it
in complete detachment from actual presence of the original
object: This detachability of the image, i.e. of 'form'

from its 'matter,' of ‘essence' from its 'existence,' is

M
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at the bottom of abstraction and therefore. of all free .

—

thought." (PoL, p. 147) It is interesting to note the

tension between this notion of dynamic nevtralization and

such modern scientific principles as. Heisenbexg's un- f/>

certainty principle or the even more contradictory pro-
visional hypotheses of such psychic experimenters as.Targ
and Puthoff in the‘regggfly'published MIND-REACH, My
point is that mo&efn';cienéistﬁ are finding it increasing-
ly difficult to justify the conventional role of the

non-influential coolly objective observer, a role which is

the direct pregeny ‘of the wvisual paradigm.

Jonas also points out that .the above mentioned

‘capacity of vision gives birth to the distinction between*

theory fnd practice. Consideration in detachment from

thé pressing. 'reality' of an object allows for a tﬂeofej
tical appraisal to be made concerning its essence aqd ﬁrobable
behaviour. But, althougﬁ vision is the freest of the

sensés when it comes to varying images, it ;s the'least \
fealistic when it comes ;oldiscefning whether an imagé -

really be present or not. Here we mighEHWant to develop -

-an explanation of the empiricist's difficulties concerning

. / .
criteria for discerning the modality of ‘image presentations.

~

: S .
If sense-data, on the visual model, be the only admissible

evidence (and this ruling is accomplishéd by rendering

all -experience according to the visual model) then Jonas,'
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with Whitehead, agrees completely with Hume's sceptical

argument. Jonas makes the following comments:

No force-experience, no character of impulse

and transitive causality, enters into the nature
of image, and thus any edifice of concepts

built on that ewvidence alone must show the gap
in the interconnection of objects which Hume

has noted. (PoL, p. 147)

[

and, "In fact one can say, Qith utter brevity, that the

denial of causality- leads straight té solipsism and is

consequently never made in complete earnest." (PoL, p. 33).

There must be a re- inte g ration of the causal element
-‘ -
which the.visual paradigm has necessarily obliterated;

?

this re- integration will most likely take the form

of the notion of human force, volition, or activity.

-

whitehead makes reference to what Jonas medns
by "dynamic neutralization" in the following quotation:

. . the peculiarity of sense-perception is

. its dual character, partly irrelevant to the
vody and partly relevant to the body. In.the.
case of sight, the irrelevance to the body is at
its maximum. We look at the scenery, at a
picture, or an approaching car on the road, as
an external presentation given for our mental
entertainment or mental ‘activity. There it
is, exposed to view. But, on reflection, we
elicit the underlying experience that we are
seeing with our eyes. Usually this fact is
not in explicit consciousness at the moment
of perception. The bodily reference is re-
cessive, the visual presentation is dominant.
In the other modes of sensation the body is more
prominent. There is great variation in this
respect between the different modes. 1In any-
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doctrine as to the information derived from
sense--perception their dual reference —-- ex>y
ternal reference and bodily reference -- should
be kept in mind. The current philosophical.
doctrines, mostly derived from Hume, are de-
fective by reason of their neglect of bodily ref-
erence. Their vice is the deduction - -of a sharp-cut
doctrine from an assumed sharp-cut mode of perception.
The truth is that our sense-perceptions are extraor-
dinarily vague and confused modes of ‘experience. Also
there is every evidence that their prominent side of
external reference is very superficial in its disclos-
ure of the universe. It is important. For example,
pragmatically a paving stone is a hard, solid static,
irremoveable fact. This is what sense-perception, on
its sharp-cut side, discloses. But if physical science
be correct, this is a very superficial account of that
portion of the universe which we call the paving stone.
Modern physical science is the issue of a co-ordinated
effort, sustained for more than three centuries, to
understand those activities of Nature by reason of .
which the transitions of sense-perception occur.

(N&L, pp. 33-34)

I have quoted at such length to let Whitehead's c&nsideration
of 'dynamic neutralization' be seen in its integral relation
to modgrn éhilosophy and science. His point is clear. A’
theory of sensory, perception based on the evidence preéentéd
by .vision neglects the body's dynamic part in the experienqé.
When we select the visual model and neglect the ﬁody we court
the 'éolipsism of the éresent momeﬁt.' I sha;l discuss the

consequences of neglecting the body in the next section.

We shall now consider the third aspe&t of 'image-per-
formance' wherein sight again demonstrates a unique degree of

difference from the other senses. Jbnas begins this discussion

~
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by noting: "Neither simultaneity of presentatigg'ﬁor dynamic
neutralization would be possible without the element:of dis-
tance." (PolL, P. 149) If we were to understand this cpmﬁent
to suggest that there is a genetic and logical priority to
distance, I believe we wduld be allowing the form of our anal-
ysis tJ.do violence to the phenomena. Distance is nqt'b:con—
.dition fOr—the possibility of simultaneous presentation aﬁd
. dynamic ne;tralizétion if by that we mean that somehow 'dig*
tance' allows or causes these other aspects to be. Instead
J -suggest that Jonas is using the term 'element' in a way éyn—
onymous with Whitehead's use of ’fundament;l ideas' when he
writes "... the fundamental idéas, in termé of which tﬂe scheme
[in this case our analyéi§] is‘develOped presuépose each other
so/that in isolation they are'meaninglgss."(PR,'p. 5) We can-
t understand any element. of a 'coherent whole' in straction.
from the other elements. For the sake .of an analyticii‘presf'
entation it may'be felicitous or even necessary to begin with
one of the elements as if it were the chief point of referénce,
but this is only because most people are unable éo follow more

thar one line ‘of thought.at a time. 12

These aspects of 'i-
mage-performance', simultaneity of presentaéién, dynamic neu-
tralization, and distance form a coherent whole in the analogy
of vision. We cannot understand what any of the three might be, f

abstracted from the experiedce_of visual perception. It s0

happens that in this discussion it is with respect to 'image-




‘performance' that we compare our three different sense modes.

It is interesting to note that in the First Appendix
to Essay I of THE PHENOMENON OF LIFE Jonas focuses on the
element of dynamic neutralization rather than distance. Out
of this perspective he generates the same sorts of concept-
ual ramifications I have been pointing to. This alternative
persgective's discovery of similar conceptual ramifications
would seem to add additional support to my claim of the 'inf

tegral coherence' of simultaneity, neutralization, and distance-.

I see this seemingly 'decisive' éomment of Jonas' as
reasserting the basic coherence of the terms of his analysis:
Jonas i§ attempting to extinguish the fire which the Phyrric
victory of his analysis has started. It is necessary to pay
con;tant attention ta the Eaét that althougﬁ this analysis
;resents distinctions, such distinctions are for the sake of
) lucidity‘and clarity, but they do not mean to-claim any ultim-

ate heterogeneity.

We would not be presented.a simultaneous differentiat~
able visual manifold were there not distance between myself
and the'objécés of the manifold,and between the various ob-
jects.in,the manifold. If an object of my visual'acéivity~

be in immediate contact with me (that is, be at zero distance

N
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from my eyes) I would not be able to see it. If the toéality
of a diétan% visual manifold be so crowded with objects having
né distance between them, then'the-objects lose their distinct-
ness, blending into a blob co-extensive with the whole of the
presented manifold. In other words, for there to be presenta-
tion of a visual manifold, a simultaneous ‘now' frame, distance
is a necessairy factor. To be presented a manifold means to be
given a visual perception which has distance thereby allowing
differentiation between objects. We shall assume that tough‘
does not exist at a distance. Touch means intimate, immediate
contact of my body with some physical ‘'other.' ,Evgn were we
to, abandon the atomistic materialisticiaccount in favor of a
'‘bio-field' explanation? we would stiil end up keing aware of
touch in térms~of an infringing-force-differential .factor, that
is, two force fields of given intensitiesvnqyintrgde upon each
other up to a perimeter where the individgal.repulsiVe forces
are each great enough.to prohibit further movement together;
this perimeter would'cqnstitute the 'oﬁtside' or skin 6f the
body of the forcé field. The perimeter would establish the -pri-

mordial sense of 'inside-outside.' The sense of 'touch' means

an encounter of the inside with the sensible outside.

Distance in hearing presents an ambiguous case. Dis-
tance in presentation of the manifold suggests the temporal
sequence, including relative durations. Were acoustic distances

-
4
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presented simultaneously.we would ha&e'all the tones of a sym-
phony sounded at once and for the same duration. . We cannot

even vary the relative durations of the ténal sequence with-

out changing the melody into samething other-than it was. We
have already pointed out this aspect of hearing when we said

that hearing is the presgntation of a sequence through a sequence.
°Distance from the cause of a sound presents a difficﬁlty as

also does harmonic analysis. I may be'too close to the cause

of a sound, that,is; it may Be overwhelmingly;strong: X prop--,

“er distanve would alleviate my pain or my inability to hear

-
.

it a£ dall, depending on the circumstances. My yoluqtéry act}on,
such as turning my head, ér moviné‘towards or away from ;he
cause of the‘Sognd, would constitute a ratheF obv}dus co-oxrdin-
ated element to the activﬁty. But, because hearing is a pass-
ive senso;y modé, I may only base my distanﬁe sense on a co-
ordinated synﬁhesis of severalssense modes, in this particular
cast, heariné and the complex préprioceptive,activigy of(loco—
motiog. It is intefesting to note that while. visual blindness,

.

de(%ness, sc. are conceivable, the . thought of complete tactile

’

'blindness' approaches our intuition of what it. must be’like
to be dead. Althoqgh.visual distance is alsoc a préduct of a -
compléx‘coordination_of di%ferent sense modes (aé Berkeley.has;
pointed out in A NEW THEORY OF VISION) our-awareness of. the-
active,pa;ticipation of the propriocepfive muscular toordina-

tion in the act of séeing has been reduced to a minimum., Hexe

-



- \\ tance' appears 'given', not sought.

it is clear how the element of dynamic neutralization effects
]

the 'apprehension' of 'distance' in the visual mode. 'Dis-

- €

Distance in visual perception seems to disclose another
qualitatively different aspect from hearing. When I increase
or decrease my distance from objects, new 'vistas' are disclosed.

Whilst close to a visual object, I may scan it for details;

[

as ¥ move farther away I begin to situate the object in rela- '
) 13. '
tion to its environment. With hearing there does not seem

e

to be the-experience of 'new vistas.' Were I listening to a

symphony and found myself seated in the orchestra adjacent to
!

the percussion section, I might be unable to hear the harmon-

ic aspects of the symphony. A cheaper seat in the mezzanine

wouid afford me a better hearing of the various parts which
make up the entire symphonic piece. This would seem to be

the analogue to the 'discovery of new vistas' in visual exper-

o~

Bnce. <

However, there is the following difficulty. There. is

a difference in these two situatians. We could explain the

.

- problem of being unable to hear the whole symphony by claiming
that the percussion section drowned out thé other musical tones.

The percussion section simply overwhelmed the other sounds.

Here the power of one of the dynamic factors of the auditory
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experience was able to overwhelm othefs and thereby effective-
ly eradicate them. With vision this is not usually the cése.
There is a certain egalitarian aspect to the objects of my
visual manifold. They are presented in the manifold: I then
chodse to direct my attention to them. The exception to this
case is when the light generating Source is excessively strong,
for instance ina solar eclipse. But, generally this 'egali-
tarian presentation' of ghe objects of the yisﬁal manifold
seems to be an essential feature of the formation and meaning
of the visual manifold. Thus, in this example of hearing,

I am overwhelmed by the dynamic force of the percwvss ion sec-
tioq. In visidn, the degree of dynamic neutralization reduces

all visual objects to democrats.

Sight also discloses the manner of the intervening dis-
tance. Touch, being a sense of no distance, cannot perform
this disclosure. I may be able to use my feet to feel my way
along a surface, but the tactile sensory activity cannot fore-
warn me of the impending aﬁyss. Vision, being perception at
a distance, throuéh a distance, and-of é distance, gives me
prescience. Because I can ignore the dynamic activity iw vis-
ual sensing, the intervening distance becomes empty space; it
is potentially fillable but empty. Because it appears empty,

it may be filled, either throughout the intervening space, for

instance, as with a haze or fog, wherein we would make a dis-
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covery about the climate, or between objects of the manifold,
as for instance, in the case of seeing a car about to strike
a friend; here the 'distance' provided by sight would allow

us to discern the situation of the object.

Thus we see that vaision affcrds the experience of dis-
tance to a degree beyond that of the other senses. Touch does
not operate at any distance. Hearing, while providing the
rudimentary ability to differentiate distance, does so only
in overt coordination with the other ;enses.' Vision, by vir-
tue of the nearly complete neutralization of the dynamic fac-
tor, presents distance as something 'purély given.' This ele-
ment of pure giveness provides the basis for foreknowledge.

In a sense, foreknowledge is 'knowledge at a distance', usually
a diétance ahead in time. We see a threatening object moving
towards us'at a certain velocity: we know that we have to re-
act. But because the temporal aspect of this situation can
always be}analysed'ih ferhs of spat;al’aistance, distance from
the object.establishes our safety or security. The reason for
this is that velocity, in'this cése the speed at which the
threatening object appraches us, is analyséd into the compon-
ents,_disgance divided by time. This is the simpie visual in-
tuition of the sortg of things going on whenever anything ap-
pears to move. It is manifested %y the fact that all our vel-
ocity measurements are g;ven in this for&: miles per hour,

14. . .
revolutions per minute, &c. Nevertheless, experience df
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foreknowledge can be seen té provide the conditions for.incip—
ient analysis of the actual and the bétential. Inésmuch as

we have foreknowledge of what might happen (this understanding
of 'might' having come about by the expériénce of being wrong‘
with foreknowledge), we then may muse about possible reactions,
and from that to the conceptualization of the categories of
actuality and potentiality seems a short leap. The exclusive
focus of’distance qua ?istance would seem to lead to a notion
of infinity; also, the focus on 'pure' distance might account
for ,the genesis'of such conceptual féats of abstraction as

15. .
geometry.

X e b b e

It now seems appropriate to speculate concerning the
reasons why vision provides these features to such a uniqué
ldegree. I believe we may make the claim that many of vision's
unique features are achieved by virtue of the medium of vis-
ual perception, light. The ghyéical préperties of light are
so radically éifferent with regard to order of magnitude that i
the sense which deals with light seems to provide us wifh fea- f
'tures which are seemingly heterogeneous when ¢om§2red to other
senses. The speed of light is so much greater than that of
sound that we seem to be dealing with the instantaneous trans-

: . : i
mission of information. The common experrence of watching a 3
distant woodcutter-is the basic empirical impression which %

would have afforded 'fool-proof' evidence of this fact.

-
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I see the axe hit the treé when it happens; I hear it somewhat
later depending on the distance between. the observer and the
observed. Although light's velocity was conceivable, the p-rjczical activ-
ities of modern science, built upon Newtonian principles, proceeded as if that
velocity were infinite. It was only with the development of measuring devices
sensitive enough to detect light's extreme velocity that the 'earth shattering'

ramifications of relativity became imaginable. . Prior to that

a velocity of light was simply unimaginable. Indeed £hg con-
cept .of 'simultaneity', upon which' much of "Relativity theéry'
is based, is defined as a function of the speed. of light. (Cf.
A. Einstein, "On the Electrodynamics of Moving Bodies".) _We
can see th;t were 6ur natural visual apparatus cusfémarily
more delicate (perhaps X 105) we might become aware of thé-
relativistic phenomena naturally: such awareness would have
legislated against the naive notion of simultaneity. As it is,
we shall have to remain ‘'satisfied with'the technological aug-
mentation of our sensory appaiatu§.
2

So too,is the size of light so different that we are
not aware of the basic similarity of seéing'and hearing. I
realize that I tread on a thin icy veneer covering a scientif-
- ic quagmire, .but whatevér it is that is light, it is far small-
er than the pieces of sqund transmission, gas mdlecules. ;f )

we assume’ 'wavicles', theéy are so little that they would not

disrupt our atmosphere, even if one should happén to collide
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with a molecuie of éﬁat atmosphere. Sound is the disruption
of the atmosphere, albei£ a Qery regular disruption. Our
audio receptors monitor the differing oscillatiﬁps of the *
atmospheric medium. There are cases where’the énerqy fac-
tor of the oscillation attains. such a level that it causes
pain (e.g. a Beatles’ céncert)‘and then actually passes over
a threshold so that oné_becémes aware of it as a tactile sen-
. sation (e.g., the detonation of a percussion grenade, or sim-
ply 'feeling' the beat of a loud rock-n-roll band). -There
are similar experienceé in seeing such as when ﬁée energy
level of'tﬁe light source becomes so high that it causes

pain. -

Another similarity of light and sound that is disquised
due.to the relative magnitudes of the respectivé elements of
@%e media of transmission, concerné the freéqency of vibra-
tions. We are aware of light frequency as color (albeit along
a rather narrow band on the electro-magnetic spectrum). Diﬁ—
ferent audio fréguencies are-perceived as different tones.

The questlon might be ralsed as to how it is that I am able
.to perceive a seemlngly static color or tone, when in fact I -
am arguing that’these static’ images are truly procgsseé. The
problem is. that a vibration is a.process, a fluidity, a chang-

ing; it is not static! Jonas offers the following as an ex-

planaﬁion:
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The smallness (in dimension, time-rate, and energy)
of the unit-actions and reactions involved in af-
feection of the senses, i.e., their minute scale rel-
itive to the organism, permits their mass-integration
into one continuous and homogeneous effect (impres-
sion) 1in which not only the single impulses are ab-
sorbed, but the character of the impulse as such is
largely canceled and replaced by that of a detached
image. (PoL, p. 29)

Our Senséry.apparatus assimilates the fluid activity into
static representation: in this respect Vigion Adcomplishes
this assimilation to a much greater degreg than the other
senses. s

I can point to an experience which is an example of
this éort of assimilation of a process into'a_static image.
-If I have a‘powérful audio signal generator I may generate
a.bass tone (very low frequency) such that I can actuaily
'feel' the oscillation of the tone. The tone is not p;eééqt—
" ed as’ a single homogeneous effect. As we increase the, fre-
.quency, the oscillating aspect of the tone will blend into a
single.qualitative presentation. I realize that this example
assumes thHe form of a “faéulty explanation'; this sort of ex—
planation is specifically warned against by Whitehead in the
early pages of PROCESS AND REALITY (Cf. PR, p. 8L‘ I offer. in
its- defence tﬂat fauch work needs to‘be done concerning physio-=
logical—phénomenolbgical'éﬁ;veys of the different sense modes.
My example and explanation have the advantage of~providing a.

theoretical backdrop which might then suggest felicitous exper-

.
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imentation.

o I wish to suggest tﬁat the human being's (and ultimate-~-
ly any 'liviﬁg' organism as we know 'life') felative size is
integrally‘rélated to the sorts of perceptions 7t may have.
Were I the order of magnitude of a light wavicle, vision would
not be the noble, wonderful experiencé that poets say it is.
Were I the 'size of an electron, dodgiﬁg wavicles would be a
downright dangerous occuéf?ion:'evep_more s6 when we remembeg
that we couldn't see them coming. Jonas writes: "Organisms
not far exceéd;ng tﬁat scale can’therefore have norperception,
but the collision e#perience only.. Theirs would bé a world:
not of presehceé but of incidences, or .not of existencés but
of forcgs." {(polL, é..29) Perhaps this discussion adds further
ﬁeaniné to Pascal's enigmatic Eenseé, "Man is the mean propor-

tion between two infinities."

What I have hoped tO'accompligh with this cursory anal-
ysis of variqQus sensory modes is to suggest that an exclusivé
émphasis or reliéﬁce on visual phenomena will provide the bas—‘
ic structure and the 'atoms' of the Humean empirical doctrine,
or what Whitehead means by the 'sensationalist doctrine. ' If
we rely on the/wﬁ§ vision provides images as simultanecusly
'presented, dynamically indepehdent pr.neﬁtra}ized, an@ brésent_

‘ed in a spatially organized structure, then we can éasily see

.
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v,

how<£ke Humean conception of 'ideas' came to be grounded.
' . - \ . . .

Simultaneous p;ésent@%ion gives 'ideas' their characteristic
of temporal atomicity. The complete neutralization of the

dynamic or causal element in 'image-presentation'

the 'distinct exis£ence‘ aspect of 'ideas' which leads to éhe
impossibility of fiﬁding 'any real connexion' between the per-
ceiver and the perceived world. This aspect of néutralization\
then coﬁtpibutes a fortiori to the. impossibility of discover-
ing 'real connexions' among 'ideas'.in'the'wofld:'thué any
possibility of there being a Nature which is really related
‘is,in principle, eliminated. Nature must be irrational. The
combination of simultaneous presentation:and dynamic ﬁgutral;‘
ization affords the 'image' its characterization as being a

'distiqg: and inert existence,'the datum which is the sole pos-

session of my mind.

-

Vision's éresentation of the 'distance—maérix‘ relates
coﬂerently with these bther:two aspects. It is from a consid-
eration of distance,, especially linear distance, that we aré
brought to analyse time as the pure succession of moments.

The 'atomistic' suggestions made by 'simultgneous presentation'
break the'temporal line'. into’'discrete moments, or states
yhich are further reduced todihe ultimate elemapts; the entit-

. 1
ities which are distinct, inert sensa, ‘'ideas’'.

affords firSE
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Were this essay an attempt at a positive contrigution,
then it would now be the occasion for suggesting alternative -
sensory models. I suspect that 'touch' might” afford a more
successful model, but at present I lack both the time\and the '

understanding to provide even a sketch of this model.

e e b a s o
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SECTION IV: SOLUTION

It is now apprébriate to consider briefly Whitehead's
solution to the problem of Hume's incoherence which was dis-
cussed and developed in the first section of this essay. I
have argued that Whitehead séa\ﬁfﬁgf:;biipsism of the present'
moment' to be the inevitable outcome of:¥ume's incoherent first
principles; .Hume took 'ideas' to be’&Pe ultinmate realit}es
of experience,'yet as Whitehead‘pointeawéut, these 'uléimate
feaiities' were in faéﬁ the results of a high-grade and soph-
is;icated process of abs&raction. ‘I argued fgrthey ?Hat
Hume's 'ideas' were the creatures of a further abs£raétion
. which took a certain model of visual experience to be
.an adequate paradigm fof sensory experience,fg_fortiori,

all experience.

As a result o£~thi§ critical consideration of Hume's "
aﬁstractions, Whitehead pési£é two modes of perception,
presentational immediacy and causal éfficacy. ‘The inter-—

ation between theée two ﬁodes{ symbolic reference, is what

most experience is for human beings. It is because Hume o
néglected the aspect of causal gfficacy in this .inter--’ w'
action, that. is, by taking all'experienée to be given by

the modé of presentational iﬁmeéiacy, that he found

himself in the diffiocuHies voiced in' the appendix to the

TREATISE. Had Hume consistently followed his principles

'109' _-\ oo
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and method, as Santayana shows, he would have been re-

duced to the "solipsiém of the present moment."

“~

It should now be fairly obvious that Whitehead's
strategy has been to show that‘the’Humean account of
experience is incoherent and inadequate. I have cited his
understanding of Hume's difficulties with ‘personal
iaentity’and theldepiction of 'time as pure succession' as
examples of the problems £hat taking abstractions to be con-
crete realitites can cause. In ae early Qork, THE CONCEPT |
OF NATURE, Whitehead éxpliéitly discusses this strategy:

The whole theory is perfectly. logical. In these
discussions we cannot hope to drive an unsound theory
to a logical contradiction. A reasoner, apart
from mere slips, only involves himself in a con-
tradiction when he is shying at a reductio ad ab-
absurdum. The substantial reason for rejecting a
philosophical theory is the 'absurdum' to which it
reduces us.. In the case of the philosophy of
natural science the 'absurdum' can only be that
our perceptual knowledge has not the character
assigned to it by the theory. If our opponent
affirms that his knowledge has that character, we
can only -- after making doubly sure that we under-
stand each other -- agree to differ. Accordingly
the first duty of an exp051tor in statlng a theory
_-in which: he disbelieves is to exhibit it as

logical. It is not there .where his trouble lles
(CN, .pp. 38-39)

Ihé difficulty will lie in the_Basic eystem of abstractions
which Hume selectea and upon'ﬁhfch he constructed his account
of experienge. Whitehead,; Macmuiray’and Jonas are all

eleer on  one fact. If our experience be as Hume construed

it, then Hume's sceptical.conclusions are correct.

~
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Whitehead calls the two distinct modes of percep-
tion, presentational immediacy and causal efficacy. Sym-
bolic reference is the complexﬂmode cf interaction whereby
the vague, inarticulate awareness of an intruding cosmos
is refined and presented to the actual occasion in question.
Human beings rarely if ever achieve ideal purity of these
perceptual modes. "Such isolatioﬁ, or at least some approach
to it) is fairly easy in the case of.preséhtational immediacy,
but is very difficult in the case of causal efficacy.® Com-
pleté ideal purity of perceptive experience, devoid of any
symbolic refetrence, ig in practice unobtainable for either
percéptive mode." (S, p. 54} Thus it will be difficult to
cite any single -experience as an exa@ple of either N .

v
presentational immediacy or causal efficacy. My descrip-

tioné must, of necessity, Ee inaccurate. ’
. '

. Presentational immediacy can best be describedlas
thé;type of perception one experiences with vision. i
suspect that Whitehead's choice of words in the term Qas
madé with the visual éxperience of imases in mind. *Pres-
entational' points to the fact that the data of this' mode
of experiencing are presented; they.are given to ;he.sﬁbject
as Fhe objects of his consciousness. 'Immediacy"suggeétgg
two aspects of this experiénce: The first is that the

N\
objects are 'not mediated' in their presentation; in other

words, there is no, 'real connexion amongst them.' . Secondly,

‘ '
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‘immediacy' suggests that there is no mediation between,

the subject and the object. The data are simply 'presented';’

the degree of dynamic neutralization .is extreme.

Q

i

%resentafional immediacy is the type of expericnce
one has when he neglects the 'primitive’ sense of 'withness'
of 'the extensive continuum and)dwells on the abstract notions
of space and time. Whitehead/%emarks: "We shall find‘that

i

generally -- though not always -- the adjectival words ex-

~

press information derived from thesmode of iﬁﬁéaiacy,
while substantives convey our dim peréepts in the modé'oﬁ‘
efficacy.” (PR, p. 272) But as I hope I have shown in the
section on vision) £he mode of immediacy, by itself,
presents us only with a series of mysteriously sqccessive
'nows' and 'heres'. When we reali;e the dynamic inter-

~ play between_presentqtiOnal immediacy and causailefficacy
we shall see a way free from the difficulties of tp@

'solipsism of the present moment.' . ’

" A description of causal effiEacy is much more difficult.
bng of the ¥easons for this is that causéi efficacyjasia
perceptive mode is so pervasive a factor of ouﬁ experxéﬁce.
We cann;t‘employ the 'method of difference'. Sémething
wh;eh is in everything soon ceases to be noticed. If

the world were pervaded by a purple haze, we should soon

cease to bother to notice it. It would ordinarily be of no .
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interest to us. But, if our goal be to " construct an
adequate and coherent philosphical schemne accounting® for
‘our experience, then such pervasive factors capnot be . f/j>
neglected.. Causal efficacy is one of the most general K

_aspects of the cosmos; it cannot go on holiday.
¢ ) ' s
, f
The most general instance of causal efficacy, and
thus the most difficult to clearly distinguish, /is the
procession of actual occasions. Perhaps another way of
saying this is that it is the flow of time itself, It
is the passing o¥ t%%)individual immediate past to pres-
ent; it is to be discovered in the individual's expectation

of proceeding to the immediate future. Whitehead stressed

fa Ty
-

that when we seek this evidence we should not cénsider
mémofies of yesterday, or even a few minutes ago. We
ought to focus our attention on the immediate past and
preseﬁt; on the fact that we are focusing OQ'what we have
intended to focus on. Barring uﬁexpedted intefruptions,
I am‘completing this sentence because I began it. "The
overwhelming conformation of fact,; in presentation, to

-7 antecedent settled fact is to be found here." (S, p.41) But,
i1f Hume's account of experience be correct, thege should be
an iméression of the habit of causality here in order for
us to noticé this continuity of past to present: ". . .the

"inhibition of thought and the vagueness of sense-data

\
should be extremely unfavourable to the promipence of

causal efficacy as an element of experience." (S, p. 42)

~
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Causal efficacy should depend on sophisticated mental opera-

tions of sophisticated mental animals. But the facts ~

<
present a different case. A flower errs less often than man

when turning towards the light although its theoretical
understanding of light and light detection is probably in-
ferior. A happy little stone seldom veers from strict
Newtonian causal laws. Even the proverbial billiard ball
performs according to causat dicta. Whitehead states the
case of the more sophisticated dog: .

A dog anticipates the conformation of the immedi&te

future to his present activity with the same

certainty as a human being. When it comes to

calculations and remote inferences, the dog fails.

But the dog never acts as though the immediate

future were irrelevant to the present. Irresolution

in action arises from consciousness of a somewhat

distant relevant future, combined with inability

to evaluate its precise type. If we were not con-

scious of relevance, why is there irresolution in a

sudden crisis. (S, p. 42)
Two i1mportant points ma§ be noticed from a consideration of
the prece<lingqyotation. First, Whitehead suggests that
error becomes a possibility only because of our "consciousness of
a somewhat distant relevant future combined with an inability
to evaluate its precise type". Only beings which employ
symbolic reference may err. Simpler beings are always cor-

rect in béing aware that something happens, but their lack

of complexity (that is, access to presentational immediacy)
prohibits them from knowing what it is that happens.
Beings without an awareness of causal éfficacy.are vividly

presented with' images, or sense data, but they cannot discern

N
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the imaginary from the real, memory from present perception.
They know whatvhappens but not that it happens. Whitehead

comments concerning these simpler entities:

the reason why low-grade purely physical organismg
cannot make mistakes is not primarily their absence of
thought, but their absence of Presentational Immediacy...
In short, truth and error dwell in the world by reason
of synthesis: every actual thing is synthetic: and sym- .
bolic reference is one primitive form of synthetic act-
ivity whereby what 1is actual arises from its given pha-
ses. (5, pp. 20-21)

I

L

In furtbgr support of this Hans Jonas suggests entities
roughly the order of magnitude of light - -would not. have-per-
ception (at-least as we know it) but would live in a world
of incidences and forces. (Cf. PolL, p. 29) For Jonas, pres-
entational ihmediacy, afforded through visual perception, gives
essences and presences to our world. For Whitehead the syn-
thesis of presentational immediacy and causal efficacy, or
.symbolic reference, is the activity which allows men to know
~what their world is, but also it is the activity which, wrongly
interpreted, can set the stage for error. Without presentation-
al immediac§ there would be no error or truth. As drtemus
Ward puts it: "It ain't so much the things we don't _knaow that
get us into trouble. TIt's the things we know that ain't so."
Whitehead describes other sorts of instances of causal

efficacy as the feelings we? have of our bodily functionings,

-a
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This includes both primitive visceral feelings and the extra-
ordinarily common feelings we have of our body's integral act-
ivity in sensory experience. Such experience is so common

that it is only when our body malfunctions that we notice it.
Normally, seeing is effortless; if I have eye-strain, I become
aware of my eyves' part in the activity of seeing. I am not
aware of my tﬂroat until it's sore. As before, such evidence,
being extremely general, runs the risk of being overlooked

if one is employing the 'method of difference.'’ Alsé, my en-
thusiasm for conducting a philosophical ipquiry'into bodg func-

tioning is severely dampened by sore throats and the usual

remedies. .

Whitehead suggests-that were we more aware of our body's

functionings through attention to causal efficacy we would
. ' [\

realize that our body constitutes our own most immediate envir-
onment. Many of our intense emotional states are cited as ex-

amples of causal efficacy:

Anger, hatred, fear, iterror, attraction, love, hunger, {
eagerness, massive eﬁﬁoyment, are feelings and emotions
closely entwined with the primitive functioning of 're-
treat from' and 'expansion towards.' They arise in the
higher organism as states due to a vivid apprehension
that some such primitive mode of functioning is dominat-
ing the organism. But 'retreat from' and 'expansion
towards', divested of any detailed spatial discrimina-

- .

tion, are merely reactions-to the way.externality is TN
impressing on us its own character. You cannot retreat
from mere 'subjectivity', for subjectivity is what we

carry with us. Normally, we have almost negligible ’ )
sense perception of the interior organs of our bodies. 3
‘ (Sl po 45)

YTy
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Note the use of 'normally' in the final sentence of the quot-
ation. This’supports my suggestiog that the 'method of dif-
ference' must Bgicarefully employed when looking for examples
of causal efficacy in our bodily fuﬂétioningg. These feelings
and emotions are not examples of pure causal efficacy. Such
experiences are probably denied to beings at our sophisticated
level of organization. Whitehead's account of experience as
a synthésis between presentational ‘immediacy and causal effi-
cacy takes on new explanatéry power. We must remember Hume's
difficulties when he claimed that such feelings or emotions
are habits. -A feeling is not a habit!

The data presented by causal efficacy appeér vague and
inaistinct compared to those of presentapional immediaéy:

But there are exceptions to this geometrical indistinct-
ness of causal efficacy. In the first place, the separ-
ation of the potential extensive scheme into past and’
future lies with the mode of causal efficacy and not
with that of presentational immediacy. The mathemati-
cal measurements, derivable from the latter, are indif-
ferent to this distinction; whereas the physical theory,
expressed in terms of the former is wholly concerned
with it., In the next place, the animal body of ‘the

percipient is a region for which causal efficacy acquires.

some accuracy in its distinction of regions -- not all
the distinctiveness of the other mode, but sufficient to
allow important identifications. For example, we see,
Wlth our eyes, we taste with our palates, we touch w1th
our hands, &c.: Here the causal efficacy defines regions
which are identified with themselves as perceived with
greatexr distinctness by the other mode.. To take one
example, the slight eye-strain in the act of sight’ is

an instance of regional deflnltlon by presentational im-

.
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. mediacy. But in itself it is no more to be correlated
with projected sight than is a contemporary stomach-
ache, or throb in the foot. The obvious correlation
of the eye-strain with sight arises from the perception,
in the other mode, of the eye as efficacious in sight.

o (PR, p. 258)

The phrase 'with the eyes, ears, toes, knees, &c.' which Hume
took to be merely a convenient linguistic convention, beeomhes
for Wwhitehead a clue pointin& towards what shall become a fund-

/
amental feature of his philosophic scheme. l
=

7t

Thus our gest instance of causal efficacy is.to be found
in the integrity of our own lives. 'Rathet than hypothésizing.
a substance which'undergoes\qualifications, Whitehead focuses
on the individual occasion 6¥‘éxperience and finds there a
éenetic relation between occaéigns. The present occasion has
the past as its immediate datum to work with. Causal efficacy

is the mode in which genetic heritage is passed on; it atcounts

N \

for the continuity of our life, our‘ﬁirsonal identity. With
this aspect of causal efficacy Whiteheag has an account which

can- deal with:- the internal incoherence SE the 'solpisism of

the present moment.' But another aspect of causal efficacy

NP Ay .
provides us with direct, though by the standards of presenta-
. . ’

-
tional immediacy, vague and inarticulate, awarepness of our

+

body's essential part in our experience. Our sengory experi-

ence, albeit presented ihmediately, is presented berause of .
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of our bodies. We see an image with our eyes. With this

2 B NI N b e b s A v St e tand

aspect of causal ‘efficacy we are put into a world, and causal-

ey

ly integrated with it. This side of the experience, causal

o

efficacy, dissolves the external incoherénce of the 'solipsism

of the present moment.' T ‘

What Whitehead's 'discovery' of causal efficacy has
accomplished is to suggest a rational and coherent way of ac-
counting for man's quite'ﬁasic experiences of . being a person-

al being, and of being an integral part of a 'world'. He ac- :

.

complishes this by investigating all forms of experiences and
by askihg crucial questions concerning the model wit had

hitherto been employed for accounting for experience. The

W AT W b L

necessarv activity of abstraction was discovered to be the
cause of many of the pro:}ems Whitehead discovered in the
philosophies of other meA. Human presvumption which considers

human thought to be the organizing’blue—printﬁfor the cosmos’

had reversed the actual situation.

- Ve e € s

The world, given in sense-presentation, is-not the ab-
original experience of the lower organisms, later to be
sophisticated by the inference of. causal efficacy. The
contrary is the case. First the causal side of experi-
ence is dominating, then the sense-presentation gains
in subtlety. . Then mutual symbelic reference is finally
purged by the consciousness and the critical reason with
the aid of & pragmatic appeal to the conseguences.

(S, p. 49)
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CONCLUSION

I have attempted@ to present the general afguments in
Whitehead's critique of the Humean philosophical endg323£4 N
To some extent I have been unfair in presenting only the
negaLive aspects of Whitehead's critique. Whitehead's ad-

" miration for Hume's genius permeates the entire Whiteheadian
:corpus. In view of this I venture to suggest that gne might
consider Whitehead to be carrying on a‘dialogug with Hume,
unfortunately one from which thé interlocutor was absent.

Hume was chosen, I suspect, because Whitehead .believed his

was the clearest exposition of boéh the sensationalist posi-
tion, and the inevitable ramifications of holaing any position
which is basedqd, eithe£ explicitly or implicitly, on the pervas-
ive abstractions of this ;mﬁfion. Whitehead makes .it clear
that he considers modern ‘philosophy to be theé progeny of the
fundamental abstractive system initiaily presehtéd by Déscartes
and ultimately reduced to absurdit§ by Hume. Of the 'general
presentation' of Descartes, Newton, Locke, Hume, and Kanﬁ}
Whitehead writes: "These philosophers were perplexed by the
ineonsistent‘presuppqsitions underlying their inherited modeg
5f expression." (PR, p. Yi) These 'inconsistent presuppositions'
.constituted various aspects of éhe primordial abstractions

with which modern philosophy Aés chosen £o conduct its invest-

fgations. Whitehead's initial philosophic endeavor was to

expose .these abstractions as abstractions and to define their

120
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limits. But philosophy must do more! It is not enough to

expose inadequacies and incoherence.

Whitehead gives a brief, pgqfound definition of
philosophy at the beginning gf PROCESS AND REALITY. He
writes: "Speculative Philoéophy is the endeavor to frame. a
coherentt logical, necessaryvsystem of gené}al terms in which
every élement of ouxr experience can be interpréted."(PR, p. 4)
I have discussed the. relation of 'coherence' to 'abétgaction'
in Sections I and II of this essay. The word 'every’ is White-
head's plea for an 'adequate' philosophical scheme. It should
be clear that £his essay 1is not an instance of séeculative |
philésophy. I have‘noé offered 5 scheme, born out of the
dialectical interplay with other philosophers, which ”@n—
flinch%ngly explores the inte¥pretation'of experience in
;erms of that scheme.” (PR, p. Xx) ) .

In view of this pdsillanimohs lack of construgti&e
philosophy I offer tﬁe foliowing mitiéating excuses. White-
head claims that his.philosophic meaiations have left four

strong impressions which dominate his mind. The first is:

...that the movement of historical, and ohilosophical,
criticism of detached questions, which on the whole

has dominated the last two centuries, has done its

work, and requires to be supplemented by a more sustained
effort of constructive thought. (PR, p. x)

7

- To some extent it has been the intent of this essay to focus
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on the main features of Whitehead's criticisms of the critical
philosophers and the critical philosophies in order to under-
stand the bases of the Whc¢teheadian alternative. The third - o

'impression' is:

...that all construc¢tive thought on the various special
topics of scientific interest, is dominated by some
such scheme, unacknowledged, but no less influential
in guiding the imagination. The importance of phil-

., osophy lies in its sustained effort to make such schemes
explicit, and thereby capable of critcism and improve-
ment. (PR, p. x)

e o e

The primary intent of this essay has been to explore one
such 'ﬁnacknowledged scheme' using Whitehead as. a quide. I

" have hoped to discover the conceptual parameters of the 'sen-

v
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sationalist doctrine', a philosophical conception which I have
< .

tried to show is based on visual experience. | :

) We must now take stock of our position. Whitehead has

a positive-doctrine which must be considered and subjected

H
H
s
i
i

to the same figorous scrutiny to which he has subjected Hume's
dﬁctrines. , Whitehead has also made é suggeséion about the
activity of éhilosophers. Philosophers must partaké of a

dual activity. They must be critics of abs£ractions. But
they must éiso be creators of new- and bette;}gbstractions. I
have' deliberately confused the woraé 'abstraction',s 'model’,
'analogy'’, 'pagadigm“,'and 'metaphor' throughout. this. essay

in order to allow philosophers a hitherto unsolicited alliance.

-
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Philosophers are critics of abstractions yet they must also
create new and better abstractions, more adequate and more . . i
Tcoherent ‘conceptual systems. Philosophers may learn much from ) ;
those whose task it is to create metaphors, analogies and new.
ways of seeing the world. Poets and philosophers must comple-
ment each other. Whitehead éxpresses this close relationship

as follows:

Philosophy is akin to poetry, and both of them seek to
express that ultimate good sense which we term civil-
ization. In each case there is reference to form beyond
the direct meanings of words. Poetry allies itself to
metre, philosophy to matematical pattern. (MOT, p. 174)

. ¢ , ‘
We must alternate between creating metaphors and abstractions,

and criticizing them. We must remember that at the bottom of

all thought lies abstraction, necessary yet restricting. Phil-

Rl R E L TR TP DR )

osophy is the activity of ever increasing the guality of our

basic abstractions.

It’might seem that the case I have presented- is a

bleak one, rathef like the endless task of $isyphus with his

%

. : , 4

rock. How does one live with the everpresent thought deep in ?
the back of his mind-.that no matter what abstraction, -no mat- 'f
ter how beautiful and apt a metaphor one creates;, it is still {
merely a finite, limited attempt at an infinite cosmos? This g

possible despair never seemed to have threatened Whitehead. k

I suggest that the reason is one which hearkens back to the

%
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two foremost philosophers of the western tradition. Both

Platdjé?d Aristotle stated that philosophy begins in wonder.

Whitehead, in affirming this statement, guarantees freedom

from fear and despair. = Lﬁjg

~

Philosophy begins in wonder. And, at the end, when
philosophic thought has done its best, the wonder re-
mains. There have been added, however, some grasp of
the immensity-of things, some purification of emotions,
by the understanding. Yet there is.a dangexr in such
reflections. An immediate gdod is apt to be thought of
in the degenerate form of a passive enjoyment. Exis-
tence 1s activity ever merging into the future. The

. aim at philosophic understanding is the aim at piercing

the blindness of activity in respect to its transcendent
functions. (MOT, pp. 168-169).



FOOTNOTES i

1.I might also cite Hans Jonas for additional support of White-
head's audacious -'confusion of Hume and Kant:
Hume has shown that 'causation' is not found among the
contents of sense perception. This is incontrovertible
so long as 'perception' is understood, with Humj, as
mere receptivity that registers the incoming data of
sensation. This is, how Kant understood it when he ac-
cepted Hume's negative finding. And if, again, such
passive perception is held, with both Hume and Kant,
to be the only mode in which the outer world is orig-
inally 'given' -- so that even of our own bodily activ-
ity we only know by our receptivity, whose sequential
. data then have to be 1nterpreted in terms of action --
then indeed causality must be some mental addition to
the raw material. of prime giveness; and the difference :
of doctrine concerns only the source and nature of that :
addition. Hume saw it in the habit of association (it-
- self passive on the part of the subject), Kant in the
' tructurlng by the understandlng ('active' to be sure,
but in stric¢t mental lmmanence ) (THE PHENOMENON OF LIFE,
<P. 23.)
The justification for such a confusion is one of the goals of
this essay.

- O

.

°

2.There is much scholarly debate concerning whether -Hume meant

the arguments of the TREATISE to deal such a decisive blow to
experimental science. I cannot but agree with Whitehead's
conclusions, particularly when confronted by Hume's alledged
ABSTRACT. His words; "It follows then, that all reasonlngs con-
cerning cause and effect, are founded on experience, and that 4
all reasonings from experience are founded on the supposition,

that the course of nature will continue uniformly the same. We
conclude, that like’ causes, in like circumstanges, will always
produce like effects. It may be worth while to consider what
‘determines us to form a conclusion of such importance."(A,pp,-}4-15)
Whitehead's intuition concerning Hume's understanding of his
conclusions concerning experlmental science seems especially

sourid when we consider that both PROCESS AND REALITY and SCI-

ENCE AND THE MODERN WORLD were both published prlor‘tVlthe dis- |
covery -of the ABSTRACT. ’

.I
!
Z
A3
-

3.With respect to this 'obstinate- bellef' which Whitehead p01nts
to, one mlght consider the whole of Robert Anderson's HUME'S
FIRST PRINCIPLES (University of Nebraska Press, 1966) as a.sus-
talned polemic stressing the subtle but certainly strong mater-
ialistic bias of Hume. Anderson's thesis that Hume conceived
the universe to be made of atoms 0f the Newtonian variety will
surface as an interesting corrollary of the 'visual predjudice.'
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4 .A modern Humean, Bertrand Russell, tries to affirm both the
incomprthensibility 'of the notion of cause' and the legitimacy
of varying experimental conditions. In other words, there
can be no rational knowledge of causes, yet experimental sci-~
ence is rationally justified in modifying experimental condit-
ions as a technique. I find Russell's argument incomprehens-
ible. (See Russell,B., "On the Notion of Cause," MYSTICISM
AND LOGIC (1963). ’

5.Concerning this 'inconsistency' I find myself in agreement
with David Pears that the two principles are consistent and
it is these two principles, taken with the 'fact' of personal
identity that causes the inconsistency. Pears also concludes
that the crucial problem for Hume revolves around Hume's anal-
ysis of memory. Here Pears suggests that Hume's neglect of
the body brought him to grief. At this juncture I part company
with Pears. Whitehead's explanation will be to affirm the sec-
ond alternative that 'Hume offers, i.e., to find some real con-
nexion between perceptions. Cf. Pears, David, "Hume's Account
of Personal Identity" in QUESTIONS IN THE PHILOSOPHY OF MIND,
(Duckworth, London, 1975.) PP. 207, 215, 220. !

6.Again See Robert Anderson's HUMBE'S FIRST PRINCIPLES anc
the early pages of Section I, this essay.

7.The information on which this etymological excursion is based ”
is to-‘be found in: THE OXFORD ENGLISH DICTIONNARY, A CONCISE
ETYMOLICAL DICTIONARY OF LATIN, DICTIONNAIRE ETYMOLOGIQUE DE
LA LANGUE GREQUE, and A GREEK-ENGLISH LEXICON. See bibliography
for publishers.! information. :

&iHere we should remember the etymologically radical meaning of
'decide': it derives from the Latin de- = 'away' and caedere =
'to chop, beat, fell, slay, or cut.' As with the word "abstrac-
tion' I suggest we keep in mind the violent sense of this act-
ivity of 'cutting away.' (Cf. A CONCISE ETYMOLOGICAL DICTION-
ARY OF LATIN, pp. 39 and 75.)

9.The preceding.paragraph is another way of discussing the funda-
mental principle of Heisenberg's Uncertainty Principle. We can-
not measure (observe) quantum sized entities without influéncing
them. Heisenberg discovered the ultimate experimental ramifica-

tions of taking the visual metaphor'to be the model of the scien-

tist's activities of observation and measurement.
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This fact is basically the same insight that Gilbert Ryle
formulated in the chapter on "Self Knowledge" in THE
CONCEPT OF MIND. Of course, what he learned from this
disrovery is radically different 'from what Whitehead le@rned.
.
Much must be considered concerning the active ele;Ent in
the generation of the tactile object; the active epement
in touch 1is intimately related to the elemental relation
with the Other in the concept of force. Cf. Macmurray,
THE SELF AS AGENT c¢h. V. Hume was aware of the difficult-
ies that the 'idea' of nisus posed for him. (Cf. FIRST EN-
QUIRY, p. 67 ) Unfortunately his depiction of 'ideas' pro-
hibits his adequate dealing with nisus. Berkeley is in the
same boat when he rightly points out that three dimension-
al space is given through a complex integration of eye 'i-
deas' and eye-muscle 'ideas'; but his characterizing the
awareness of the proprioceptiVe activity of the eye-muscles
as 'sensation' prohibits him from drawing/gﬁz appropriate

conclusions. Cf. A NEW THEORY OF VISION, 106 .

Perhaps this is a parameter prescribed by Indo-European
languages. On this point I am reminded of Parmenide§' tech-
nigue in Plato's dialogue where he takes antithetical prop-
ositions and develops both; I take this to be pointing to
the essential 'elemental' or ' correlative' relationship

of BEING and NON-BEING, which finds its most popular form-
ulation in that exceedingly narrow abstraction, the 'law'
of contradiction. )

I am reminded here of Gulliver's perceptions ‘in Lilliput
and Brobdingnag. Swift's -device (perhaps a subtle satire
of Newton's 'microscope') of significantly altering Gulli-
ver's frames of reference with regard to human magnitude
turns on this 'vista' feature which Jonas is pointing to.
Allan Bloom, in-'an unpublished essay entitled "Gulliver's
Travels® comments on Gulliver's experience with the Lilli-
putians: "That *they all see with great exactness but at

no great distance', they suffer from a loss of perspective.
It's not their fault; that's the way they are built."” (p. 4)

The possibility that there might be direct awareness of
'speed intensity', that is, knowledge of an object's vel-
ocity without the unconscious geometricizing of the situ-
ation into distance over time, is intriguing. I have just
been directed to evidence suggesting an entirely different
account of distance-movément determination in visual act-
ivity in M.T..Turvey's "Contrasting Orientations to the
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Theory of Visaul Information Processing" in PSYCHOLOGICAL .
REVIEW, v. 84, # 1. Unfortunately my acquaintance with
this article has been so short that the required gestation
period has not transpired. At this time, I suspect that
were one to adopt Turvey's suggestions for a_refvrmation

of ‘'visual-gheory' Whitehead's case would be strengthened.

. —

With regard fo 'infinity' it is interesting to compare
Jonas' demonstration of the integral relation between
distance-infinity-potentiality-actuality and Husserl‘s
use of the definitely visual 'image', horizon in order
to indicate the eidetic nexus of objects. 1f anything,:
Husserl was more of a slave to visual imagery than Hume.

Cf. CARTESIAN MEDITATIONS, II, III.

I find intriguing similarities of views between Whitehead's

censure of Hume's neglect of the body -- "..the animal
body is the great central ground underlying all symbolic
reference." (PR, p. 258) and a recent book on Hume by

James Noxon, HUME'S PHILOSOPHICAL DEVELOPMENT. In Part
IV, Section I, "The Trouble with Dualism", Professor Noxon
argues virtually the same point.
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