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EDITORS' PREFACE

Process and Reality, Whitehead's magnum opus, is one of the
majorphilosophical works of the modern world, and an extensive body of sec-
ondary literature has developed around it. Yet surely no significant philo-
sophical book has appeared in the last two centuries in nearly so deplorablea
condition as has this one, with its many hundreds of errors and withover three
hundred discrepancies between the American (Macmillan) andthe English
(Cambridge) editions, which appeared in different formatswith divergent
paginations. The work itself is highly technical and far fromeasy to understand,
and in many passages the errors in those editions weresuch as to compound the
difficulties. The need for a corrected edition hasbeen keenly felt for many
decades.

The principles to be used in deciding what sorts of corrections ought tobe
introduced into a new edition of Process and Reality are not,
however,immediately obvious. Settling upon these principles requires that one
takeinto account the attitude toward book production exhibited by White-head,
the probable history of the production of this volume, and the twooriginal
editions of the text as they compare with each other and withother books by
Whitehead. We will discuss these various factors to providebackground in terms
of which the reader can understand the rationale forthe editorial decisions we
have made.

Whitehead did not spend much of his own time on the routine tasksassociated
with book production. Professor Raphael Demos was a youngcolleague of
Whitehead on the Harvard faculty at the time, 1925, of thepublication of Science
and the Modern World. Demos worked over themanuscript editorially, read the
proofs, and did the Index for that volume.The final sentence of Whitehead's
Preface reads: "My most gratefulthanks are due to my colleague Mr. Raphael
Demos for reading the proofsand for the suggestion of many improvements in
expression.”" After re-tiring from Harvard in the early 1960's, Demos became for
four years acolleague at Vanderbilt University of Professor Sherburne and
shared withhim his personal observations concerning Whitehead's indifference to



theproduction process.

Bertrand Russellx provides further evidence of Whitehead's sense ofpriorities
when he reports that Whitehead, in response to Russell's com-

1 Portraits from Memory (New York: Simon and Schuster, 1956), p. 104.

plaint that he had not answered a letter, "justified himself by saying thatif he
answered letters, he would have no time for original work/' Russellfound this
justification "complete and unanswerable/'

In 1929, when Process and Reality was in production, the same sense ofpriorities
was operative. Whitehead was sixty-eight years old, and he stillhad major
projects maturing in his mind: Adventures of Ideas, Modes of Thought, and
numerous articles and lectures were still to come. "Originalwork," fortunately,
continued to take precedence in his life over humdrumdetails and trivia.
Unfortunately, however, 1929 found Demos in England(working with Russell).
As best we can determine at this time, no onewith both a familiarity with
Whitehead's thought and an eye for detailundertook to shepherd Process and
Reality through the production process—Demos, in particular, was never aware
that anyone else from the philo-sophical community had worked on the
manuscript or proofs. Whitehead'sonly personal acknowledgment in the Preface
is to "the constant encourage-ment and counsel which I owe to my wife."

An examination of the available evidence, including the discrepanciesbetween

the two original editions and the types of errors they contained,has led us to the
following reconstruction of the production process and ofthe origin of some of

the types of errors.

First, to some extent in conjunction with the preparation of his GiffordLectures
and to some extent as an expansion and revision of them,2 White-head prepared
a hand-written manuscript. Many of the errors in the finalproduct, such as
incorrect references, misquoted poetry, other faulty quo-tations, faulty and
inconsistent punctuation, and some of the wrong andmissing words, surely
originated at this stage and were due to Whitehead'slack of attention to details. In
addition, the inconsistencies in formal mat-ters were undoubtedly due in part to
the fact that the manuscript wasquite lengthy and was written over a period of at
least a year and a half.

Second, a typist (possibly at Macmillan) prepared a typed copy for theprinter.



The errors that crept into the manuscript at this stage seem to in-clude, besides
the usual sorts of typographical errors, misreadings of White-head's somewhat
difficult hand.3 For example, the flourish initiatingWhitehead's capital "H" was
sometimes transcribed as a "T," so that"His" came out "This," and "Here" came
out "There." Also, not only theregular mistranscription of "Monadology" as
"MonodoZogy," but alsoother mistranscriptions, such as "transmuted" for
"transmitted" and"goal" for "goad," probably occurred at this stage. (Professor
Victor Lowe

2 See Victor Lowe, "Whitehead's Gifford Lectures/' The Southern journal
ofPhilosophy, Vol. 1, No. 4 (Winter, 1969-70), 329-38.

3 For samples of his handwriting, see the letters published in Alfred
NorthWhitehead: Essays on His Philosophy, ed. George L. Kline (New York:
Pren-tice-Hall, 1963), p. 197; and The Philosophy of Alfred North Whitehead,
ed.Paul Arthur Schilpp, 2nd ed. (New York: Tudor Publishing, 1951), pp. 664-
65.

has reported an incident which, whether or not it involved a misreading
ofWhitehead's handwriting, provided—as Lowe says—a bad omen for
whatwould happen to the book: "On April 11, 1928, Kemp Smith received
thiscable from Whitehead: title gifford lectures is process and reality

SYLLOBUS FOLLOWING SHORTLY BY MAIL WHITCHCAD."4)

Third, it appears that Macmillan set type first and that Cambridge setits edition a
bit later, using either a copy of the typed manuscript or, morelikely, a copy of
Macmillan's proof sheets. There are a large number oferrors which the two
editions had in common, a large number in the Mac-millan edition which were
not in the Cambridge edition, and some few inthe latter which were not in the
former. Their distribution and their char-acter suggest the following
observations: Macmillan provided poor proof-reading; the Cambridge editor did
a much more rigorous job of catchingtypographical errors; the Cambridge editor
also initiated certain sorts ofeditorial changes, which primarily involved
punctuation, though these werenot consistently applied throughout the entire
text; finally, the types oferrors unique to the Cambridge edition seem not to be
due to carelessness,but to deliberate attempts to make the text more intelligible
—attemptswhich fell short of their goal because the Cambridge editor did not
under-stand Whitehead's technical concepts.



There is independent evidence that Whitehead himself saw proofs.Lowe has
published a letter from Whitehead to his son, dated August 12,1929, which reads
in part: "At last I have got through with my GiffordLectures—final proofs
corrected, Index Printed, and the last correctionsput in/'5 The deplorable state of
the text, plus Whitehead's lack ofenthusiasm for this sort of work, make it
virtually certain that he did notdo much careful proofreading, Lowe reports6 that
Whitehead, after dis-cussions with C. I. Lewis, decided to change the adjectival
form of "cate-gory" from "categorical" to "categoreal" and made this change
throughoutthe galleys. We strongly suspect that Whitehead's work on the proofs
waslimited for the most part to very particular, specific corrections of this sort.

It would have been useful in the preparation of this corrected edition tohave had
Whitehead's manuscript and/or typescript. Unfortunately, allefforts to locate
them have been unsuccessful—both are probably no longerextant. We do have
some corrections, additions, and marginalia whichWhitehead himself added to
his Cambridge and Macmillan copies. Inaddition there is a one-page list entitled
"Misprints" (evidently given toWhitehead by someone else) with an
endorsement in Whitehead's hand-writing: "Corrections all inserted.” This data
was given to us by Lowe,who is writing the authorized biography of Whitehead
and has been givenaccess to family materials, and to whom we express our deep
appreciation.

4 Lowe, op. cii.y 334, fn. 14.
*Ibid., 338.
Q Ibid., fn. 19; as Lowe reports, he received this information from H. N. Lee.

Finally, in 1966 Lowe was allowed by Mrs. Henry Copley Greene to see
atypescript of Part V, which was inscribed: "Rosalind Greene with his loveFrom
Alfred Whitehead Oct. 12, 1928." This typescript had some correc-tions in
Whitehead's hand on it; Lowe reports that, with one exception,the published
texts contained these corrections (e.g., the capitalization of'Creature' and 'Itself'
in the last paragraph).

It was on the basis of the above evidence and interpretations that wearrived at
the principles that guided our editorial work in regard to boththe more trivial and
the more significant issues.

The most difficult and debatable editorial decisions had to be made,ironically,



concerning relatively trivial matters, especially those involvingpunctuation. We
tried to steer a middle course between two unacceptableextremes.

On the one hand, the editors of a "corrected edition" might have intro-duced into
the text all the changes which they would have suggested to astill-living author.
The obvious problem with this alternative is that, sincethe author is no longer
living, he would have no chance to veto these "im-provements" as being
inconsistent with his own meaning or stylistic prefer-ences.

On the other hand, to avoid this problem the editors might have decidedto
remove only the most obvious and egregious errors, otherwise leavingthe text as
it was. One problem with this alternative is that this importantwork would again
be published without benefit of the kind of careful edi-torial work Whitehead
had every right to expect—work which the Cam-bridge editor began but did not
carry out consistently. Another problem isthat there are over three hundred
divergencies between the two originaleditions. In these places it is impossible
simply to leave the text as it was—a choice must be made. And clearly, in most
of these places the Cambridgepunctuation is preferable and must be followed—it
would be totally irre-sponsible to revert to Macmillan's punctuation. But once
Cambridge'spunctuation has been followed in these places, the question arises,
Howcould one justify accepting Cambridge's improvements in these
instancesand yet not make similar improvements in parallel passages?

Accordingly, in trying to steer a middle course between these two ex-tremes we
decided that the most responsible plan of action would be totake the changes
introduced bv the Cambridge editor (which, of course,were made during
Whitehead's life-time and could have been vetoed in hispersonal copies) as
precedents for the kinds of changes to be carried outconsistently. A prime
example is provided by the fact that Cambridgedeleted many, but not all, of the
commas which often appeared betweenthe subject and the verb in Macmillan.
However, we left some other ques-tionable practices (e.g., the frequent use of a
semicolon where grammaticalrules would call for a comma) as they were,
primarily because Cambridgedid not provide sufficient precedents for changes,
even though we would

Editors' Preface ix

ourselves have suggested changes to Whitehead had we been editing thisbook in
1929,



Working within these guidelines, the editors have sought to produce atext that is
free not only of the hundreds of blatant errors found in theoriginal, especially in

the Macmillan edition, but also free of many of theminor sorts of inconsistencies
recognized and addressed to some extent bythe Cambridge editor.

It is in the matter of the more significant corrections involving wordchanges that
editors must guard against the possibility that interpretativebias might lead to
textual distortions. There were three factors whichhelped us guard against this
possibility. First, we drew heavily upon a sub-stantial amount of previous work,
coordinated by Sherburne, in which thesuggested corrigenda lists of six scholars
were collated and then circulatedamong eight scholars for opinions and
observations. The publication of theresults of these discussions,7 plus the
lengthy discussions that preceded andfollowed it, have established a consensus
view about many items whichprovided guidance. Second, in their own work the
two editors approachWhitehead's thought from different perspectives and focus
their workaround different sorts of interests. Third, we used the principle that
nochanges would be introduced into the text unless they were endorsed byboth
editors.

We note, finally, that there can be no purely mechanical guidelines toguarantee
objectivity and prevent distortion. Ultimately, editors must relyupon their own
judgment, their knowledge of their texts, and their com-mon sense. Recognizing
this, we accept full responsibility for the decisionswe have made.

Besides the issues discussed above, there were other editorial decisionsto be
made. There were substantial differences of format between the twooriginal
editions. Cambridge had a detailed Table of Contents at the be-ginning of the
book, whereas Macmillan had only a brief listing of majordivisions at the
beginning with the detailed materials spread throughoutthe book as "Abstracts"
prior to each of the five major Parts of the volume.Primarily because it is a
nuisance to locate the various sections of thisanalytic Table of Contents in
Macmillan, we have followed Cambridge inthis matter. We have also followed
the Cambridge edition in setting offsome quotations and have let it guide us in
regard to the question as towhich quotations to set off (the Macmillan edition did
not even set offpage-length items).

Since most of the secondary literature on Process and Reality gives
pagereferences to the Macmillan edition, we considered very seriously the pos-
sibility of retaining its pagination in this new edition. For several technical



7 Donald W, Sherburne, "Corrigenda for Process and Reality" in Kline, ed.,op.
cit, pp. 200-207.

x Editors' Preface

reasons this proved impractical. Consequently, we have inserted in thistext, in
brackets, the page numbers of the Macmillan edition, except in theTable of
Contents.

In regard to certain minor differences between the texts, some of whichreflect
American vs. British conventions, we have followed Macmillan.Examples are
putting periods and commas inside the quotation marks,numbering the footnotes
consecutively within each chapter rather than oneach page, and writing "Section'
instead of using the symbol "$."

Except for those matters, which simply reflect different conventions, wehave left
a record of all of the changes which we have made. That is, in theEditors' Notes
at the back of the book we have indicated all the diver-gencies (or, in a few
cases, types of divergencies) from both original edi-tions, no matter how trivial,
thereby giving interested scholars access toboth previous readings through this
corrected edition. We have indicatedin the text, by means of single and double
obelisks (f and i), the placeswhere these divergencies occur. The more exact
meaning of these symbols,plus that of the single and double asterisks, is
explained in the introductorystatement to the Editors' Notes.

The original editions had woefully inadequate Indexes. For this volume,Griffin
has prepared a totally new, enormously expanded Index. Sincerethanks are due
to Professor Marjorie Suchocki, who correlated the Indexitems to the pagination
in this new edition, and to Professor Bernard M.Loomer, who many years ago
prepared an expanded Index which was madeavailable to other scholars.

One other edition of Process and Reality has appeared which has not yetbeen
mentioned. In 1969, The Free Press published a paperback edition.It should in
no way be confused with the present corrected edition, pub-lished by the same
company. The 1969 edition did not incorporate thecorrigenda which had been
published by Sherburne; it added some new-errors of its own; it introduced yet
another pagination without indicatingthe previous standard pagination; and it did
not contain a new Index. Wewish to commend The Free Press for now
publishing this corrected edition.



We acknowledge most gratefully the support of the Vanderbilt Uni-versity
Research Council, which provided Sherburne with travel funds andreleased time
to work on this project. We are also deeply indebted to theCenter for Process
Studies, which has supported this project extensively,and in turn to both the
Claremont Graduate School and the School ofTheology at Claremont, which
give support to the Center. Finally, weexpress our warm appreciation to Rebecca
Parker Beyer, who was a greathelp in comparing texts and reading proofs.

David Ray GriffinCenter for Process Studies
Donald W. SherburneVanderbilt University
PREFACE

[v]* These lectures are based upon a recurrence to that phase of philo-sophic
thought which began with Descartes and ended with Hume. Thephilosophic
scheme which they endeavour to explain is termed the 'Phi-losophy of
Organism/ There is no doctrine put forward which cannot citein its defence some
explicit statement of one of this group of thinkers,or of one of the two founders
of all Western thought, Plato and Aristotle.But the philosophy of organism is apt
to emphasize just those elementsin the writings of these masters which
subsequent systematizers have putaside. The writer who most fully anticipated
the main positions of thephilosophy of organism is John Locke in his Essay,
especiallyx in its laterbooks.

The lectures are divided into five parts. In the first part, the method isexplained,
and thet scheme of ideas, in terms of which the cosmology is tobe framed, is
stated summarily.

In the second part,* an endeavour is made to exhibit this scheme as ade-quate for
the interpretation of the ideas and problems which form thecomplex texture of
civilized thought. Apart from such an investigation thesummary statement of
Part I is practically unintelligible. Thus Part II atonce gives meaning to the
verbal phrases of the scheme by their use indiscussion, and shows the power of
the scheme to put the various elementsof our experience into a consistent
relation to each other. In order to ob-tain a reasonably complete account of
human experience considered inrelation to the philosophical [vi\ problems which
naturally arise, the groupof philosophers and scientists belonging to the
seventeenth and eighteenthcenturies has been considered, in particular Descartes,
Newton, Locke,Hume, Kant. Any one of these writers is one-sided in his



presentation ofthe groundwork of experience; but as a whole they give a general
presenta-tion which dominates the development of subsequent philosophy. I
startedthe investigation with the expectation of being occupied with the exposi-
tion of the divergencies from every member of this group. But a
carefulexamination of their exact statements disclosed that in the main
thephilosophy of organism is a recurrence to pre-Kantian modes of

thought. These philosophers were perplexed by the inconsistent
presuppositionsunderlying their inherited modes of expression. In so far as they,
or their

1 Cf. An Essay Concerning Human Understanding, Bk. IV, Ch. VI, Sect. 11.*
xi

successors, have endeavoured to be rigidly systematic, the tendency hasbeen to
abandon just those elements in their thought upon which thephilosophy of
organism bases itself. An endeavour has been made to pointout the exact points
of agreement and of disagreement.

In the second part, the discussions of modern thought have been con-fined to the
most general notions of physics and biology, with a carefulavoidance of all
detail. Also, it must be one of the motives of a completecosmology to construct a
system of ideas which brings t the aesthetic,moral, and religious interests into
relation with those concepts of theworld which have their origin in natural
science.

In the third and fourth parts, the cosmological scheme is developed interms of its
own categoreal notions, and without much regard to othersystems of thought.
For example, in Part II there is a chapter on the'Extensive Continuum/ which is
largely concerned with the notions ofDescartes and Newton, compared with the
way in which the organic phi-losophy must interpret this feature of the world.
But in Part IV, this ques-tion is treated from the point of view of developing the
detailed method[viz] in which the philosophy of organism establishes the theory
of thisproblem. It must be thoroughly understood that the theme of these lec-
tures is not a detached consideration of various traditional
philosophicalproblems which acquire urgency in certain traditional systems of
thought.The lectures are intended to state a condensed scheme of
cosmologicalideas, to develop their meaning by confrontation with the various
topicsof experience, and finally to elaborate an adequate cosmology in terms
ofwhich all narticular tonics find theirt interconnections. Thus the unitvof
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treatment is to be looked for in the gradual development of the scheme,in
meaning and in relevance, and not in the successive treatment of par-ticular
topics. For example, the doctrines of time, of space, of perception,and of
causality are recurred to again and again, as the cosmology de-velops. In each
recurrence, these topics throw some new light on thescheme, or receive some
new elucidation. At the end, in so far as the enter-prise has been successful, there
should be no problem of space-time, orof epistemology, or of causality, left over
for discussion. The scheme shouldhave developed all those generic notions
adequate for the expression of anypossible interconnection of things.

Among the contemporary schools of thought, my obligations to theEnglish and
American Realists are obvious. In this connection, I shouldlike especially to
mention Professor T. P. Nunn, of the University ofLondon. His anticipations, in
the Proceedings of the Aristotelian Society, ofsome of the doctrines of recent
Realism, do not appear to be sufficientlywell known.

I am also greatly indebted to Bergson, William James, and John Dewey.One of
my preoccupations has been to rescue their type of thought fromthe charge of
anti-intellectualism, which rightly or wrongly has been asso-ciated with it.
Finally, though throughout the main body of the work I

am in sharp disagreement with Bradley, the final outcome is after all notso
greatly different. I am particularly indebted to his chapter on the nature[viii] of
experience, which appears in his Essays on Truth and Reality.His insistence on
'feeling' is very consonant with my own conclusions.This whole metaphysical
position is an implicit repudiation of the doctrineof Vacuous actuality/

The fifth part is concerned with the final interpretation of the ultimateway in
which the cosmological problem is to be conceived. It answers thequestion,
What does it all come to? In this part, the approximation toBradley is evident.
Indeed, if this cosmology be deemed successful, it be-comes natural at this point
to ask whether the type of thought involvedbe not a transformation of some main
doctrines of Absolute Idealism ontoa realistic basis.

These lectures will be best understood by noting the following list ofprevalent
habits of thought, which are repudiated, in so far as concernstheir influence on
philosophy:

(i) The distrust of speculative philosophy.



(ii) The trust in language as an adequate expression of propositions.

(iii) The mode of philosophical thought which implies, and is impliedby, the
faculty-psychology.

(iv) The subject-predicate form of expression.
(v) The sensationalist doctrine of perception.
(vi) The doctrine of vacuous actuality.

(vii) The Kantian doctrine of the objective world as a theoretical con-struct from
purely subjective experience.

(viii) Arbitrary deductions in ex absurdo arguments.

(ix) Belief that logical inconsistencies can indicate anything else thansome
antecedent errors.

By reason of its ready acceptance of some, or all. of these nine mythsand
fallacious procedures, much nineteenth-century philosophy excludesitself from
relevance to the ordinary stubborn facts of daily life.

The positive doctrine of these lectures is concerned with the becoming,the being,
and the relatedness of 'actual entities/ An "actual entity’ is ares vera in the [ix]
Cartesian sense of that term;?2 it is a Cartesian 'sub-stance/ and not an
Aristotelian 'primary substance/ But Descartes re-tained in his metaphysical
doctrine the Aristotelian dominance of thecategory of 'quality’ over that of
relatedness/ In these lectures 'relatedness'is dominant over 'quality/ All
relatedness has its foundation in the re-latedness of actualities; and such
relatedness is wholly concerned with theappropriation of the dead by the living
—that is to say, with 'objective im-mortality' whereby what is divested of its
own living immediacy becomes

21 derive my comprehension of this element in Descartes' thought from Pro-
fessor Gilson of the Sorbonne. I believe that he is the first to insist on its im-
portance. He is, of course, not responsible for the use made of the notion inthese
lectures.

xiv Preface



a real component in other living immediacies of becoming. This is thedoctrine
that the creative advance of the world is the becoming, the perish-ing, and the
objective immortalities of those things which jointly con-stitute stubborn fact

The history of philosophy discloses two cosmologies which at differentperiods
have dominated European thought, Plato's Timaeus,3 and thecosmology of the
seventeenth century, whose chief authors were Galileo,Descartes, Newton,
Locke. In attempting an enterprise of the same kind,it is wise to follow the clue
that perhaps the true solution consists in afusion of the two previous schemes,
with modifications demanded by self-consistency and the advance of knowledge.
The cosmology explained inthese lectures has been framed in accordance with
this reliance on thepositive value of the philosophical tradition. One test of
success is ade-quacy in the comprehension of the variety of experience within
the limitsof one scheme of ideas. The endeavour to satisfy this condition is illus-
trated by comparing Chapters III, VII, and X of Part II, respectivelyentitled The
Order of Nature/ The Subjectivist Principle/ and Trocess/with Chapter [x] V of
Part II1, entitled The Higher Phases of Experience/and with Chapter V of Part
IV, entitled 'Measurement/ and with Chap-ter II of Part V. entitled 'God and thet
World/ These chapters shouldbe recognizable as the legitimate outcome of the
one scheme of ideasstated in the second chapter of Part I.

In these lectures I have endeavoured to compress the material derivedfrom years
of meditation. In putting out these results, four strong impres-sions dominate my
mind: First, that the movement of historical, andphilosophical, criticism of
detached questions, which on the whole hasdominated the last two centuries, has
done its work, and requires to besupplemented by a more sustained effort of
constructive thought. Sec-ondly, that the true method of philosophical
construction is to frame ascheme of ideas, the best that one can, and
unflinchingly to explore theinterpretation of experience in terms of that scheme.
Thirdly, that allconstructive thought, on the various special topics of scientific
interest, isdominated by some such scheme, unacknowledged, but no less
influentialin guiding the imagination. The importance of philosophy lies in
itssustained effort to make such schemes explicit, and thereby capable
ofcriticism and improvement.

There remains the final reflection, how shallow, puny, and imperfect areefforts
to sound the depths in the nature of things. In philosophical dis-cussion, the
merest hint of dogmatic certainty as to finality of statementis an exhibition of
folly.



In the expansion of these lectures to the dimensions of the present book,

31 regret that Professor A. E. Taylor's Commentary on Plato's Timaeus wasonly
published after this work was prepared for the press. Thus, with the excep-tion
of one small reference, no use could be made of it. I am very greatly in-debted to
Professor Taylor's other writings.

Preface xv

I have been greatly indebted to the critical difficulties suggested by themembers
of my Harvard classes. Also this work would never have beenwritten without the
constant encouragement and counsel which I owe tomy wife.

A. N. W.Harvard UniversityJanuary, 1929
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Trust in Language;Metaphysics and Practice; Metaphysics and Linguistic Ex-
pression.VI. Speculative Philosophy and Overambition;
Overambition,Dogmatism and Progress; Interpretation and Metaphysics;The
Higher Elements of Experience, Subjectivity and theMetaphysical Correction;
Morality, Religion, Science, Con-nected by Philosophy; Contrast between +
Religion and Sci-ence; Conclusion.

Chapter II. The Categoreal Scheme 18

I. Four Notions, namely, Actual Entity, Prehension, Nexus, theOntological
Principle; Descartes and Locke; PhilosophyExplanatory of Abstraction, Not of
Concreteness.II. The Four Sets of Categories; The Category of the Ultimate;

XVii
SECTION

Conjunction and Disjunction; Creativity, the Principle ofNovelty, Creative
Advance; Togetherness, Concrescence;Eight Categories of Existence; Twenty-
Seven Categories of Explanation.

ITI. Nine Categoreal Obligations.
IV. Preliminary Notes; Complete Abstraction Self-Contradictory;

Principles of Unrest and of Relativity; Actual Entities neverChange; Perishing of
Occasions and Their Objective Im-mortality; Final Causation and Efficient
Causation; Mul-tiplicities; Substance.

Chapter III. Some Derivative Notions 31

I. Primordial Nature of God; Relevance, the Divine Ordering;Consequent Nature
of God; Creativity and Its Acquirementof Character; Creatures, Objective
Immortality, Appetition,Novelty, Relevance; Appetition and Mentality,
ConceptualPrehensions, Pure and Impure Prehensions; Synonyms andAnalogies,
namely, t Conceptual Prehension, Appetition, In-tuition, Physical Purpose,
Vision, Envisagement.II. Social Order, Defining Characteristic, Substantial
Form; Per-sonal Order, Serial Inheritance, Enduring Object; Corpus-cular
Societies.

I11. Classic Notion of Time. Uniaue Serialitv: Continuitv of Be-
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coming, Becoming of Continuity, Zeno; Atomism and Con-tinuity; Corpuscular
and Wave Theories of Light.

I'V. Consciousness, Thought, Sense-Perception are Unessential Ele-

ments in an Instance of Experience.

PART IIDISCUSSIONS AND APPLICATIONS
Chapter I. Fact and Form 39

I. Appeal to Facts, European Tradition; Plato, Aristotle, Des-cartes, Locke,
Hume, Kant; Intrinsic Reasonableness; Foot-notes to Plato; This Cosmology
Platonic; ParticipatingForms; Divine Ordering; Ontological Principle; Facts
theonly Reasons; Facts are Process; Prehension, Satisfaction.Il. Rationalism a
Faith, Adventure of Hope; Limits of Theory,Givenness,t Professor A. E. Taylor
on Plato; Decision, the

SECTION

Ontological Principle; Entities and Process, Actual Entitiesand Decision;
Stubborn Fact.

I11. Platonic Form7 Idea, Essence, Eternal Object; Potentiality and

Givenness; Exclusiveness of the Given; Subject-Superject,Becoming and Being;
Evaporation of Indeterrnination inConcrescence, Satisfaction Determinate and
Exclusive; Con-crescence Dipolar; Potentiality, Givenness,
Impossibility;Subsistence.

IV. Actual Occasions Internally Determined,! Externally Free;

Course of History not Necessary, No Perfection; EfficientCausation and Final
Reaction; God's Primordial Freedom;Each Concrescence between Definite Free
Initiation andDefinite Free Conclusion, the Former Macrocosmic, theLatter
Microcosmic.V. Universals and Particulars, Unsuitable Terms with False Im-
plication; Illustration from Descartes, also Hume; Des-cartes' Alternative
Doctrine, Realitas Objective, Inspectio,Intuitio, Judicium; World not
Describable in Terms of Sub-ject and Predicate. Substance and Quality,
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Organic Philosophy with It; Sub-stitute 'Experience? for 'Understanding'; Ideas
and Prehen-sions; Locke's Two Doctrines of Ideas, Ideas of ParticularThings;
Representative Theory of Perception; Logical Sim-plicity and Genetic Priority
not to be Identified; Substance,Exterior Things, Societies; Solidarity of the
Universe.VII. Locke's Doctrine of Power, Power and Substance;
CausalObjectification and Presentational Objectification; ChangeMeans
Adventures of Eternal Objects; Real Essence,Abstract Essence; Doctrine of
Organism and Generation of Actual Entities.

Chapter II. The Extensive Continuum 61

I. Continuum and Real Potentiality, Atomized by Actual Occa-sions; How the
Continuum is Experienced, Presentationallmmediacy, Sensa; Real Chair and
Chair-Image; ComplexIngression of Sensa.ll. General Potentiality and Pxeal
Potentiality; Standpoints of Actual Occasions, Determined by Initial Phase of
SubjectiveAim; Extensive Relationships; The Epochal Theory ofTime, Zeno,
William James.III. Newton's Scholium,

SECTION

IV. Newton's Scholium, Comparison with Philosophy of Organismand with
Descartes; "Withness of the Body/ Status of theBody in the Actual World;
Ontological Status of Space forNewton, Descartes and the Organic
Philosophy.V. Undifferentiated Endurance and the Passivity of
Substance,Source of Errors.

VI. Summary.
Chapter III. The Order of Nature 83

I. Order and Givenness Contrasted; The Four Characteristicsof Order;
Attainment of End, Lure of** Feeling; Causa Sui.Il. 'Society' Defined, Defining
Characteristic and Genetic Inher-itance; Environment,! Social and Permissive;
Cosmic Epoch,Social Hierarchy.

I11. Evolution of Societies, Decay, Chaos, the Timaeus, the Schol-
ium, Milton.

IV. Societies in this Cosmic Epoch; The Extensive Society, the



Geometric Society. Electromagnetic Society; Waves. Elec-trons, Protons.V.
Enduring Objects, Corpuscular Societies, Structured Societies.VI. Stability,
Specialization.

VII. Problem of Stabilization, Exclusion of Detail, Conceptual Ini-tiative,
Life.VIIL. Inorganic Apparatus for Life.IX. Life a Reaction against Society,
Originality.X. Life and Food, Life in Empty Space, Catalytic Agent. XL Living
Persons, Canalization of Life, Dominant Personalityonly Partial.

Chapter I'V. Organisms and Environment 110

I. Reaction of Environment on Actual Occasions; Narrownessand Width,
Dependent on Societies, Orderly Element;Chaos, Triviality, Orderliness, Depth;
Triviality,! Vagueness,Narrowness, Width; Incompatibility, Contrast;
Triviality,Excess of Differentiation; Vagueness, Excess of Identifica-tion; Nexus
as One, Vagueness, Narrowness, Depth; Coor-dination % of Chaos, Vagueness,
Narrowness, Width.II. Intensity, Narrowness; Philosophy of Organism, Kant,
Locke.IIl. Sensa, Lowest Category of Eternal Objects, Definition;
Sensa,Contrasts of, Intensity; Contrasts in High and Low Cate-gories, Patterns;
Eternal Objects, Simplicity, Complexity;Sensa Experienced Emotionally.

SECTION
I'V. Transmission, Diverse Routes, Inhibitions, Intensification;

Vector Character, Form of Energy; Physical Science.V. Environmental Data as
in Perception; Visual Perception,Most Sophisticated Form; Originated by
Antecedent Stateof Animal Body, Hume; Animal Body and External Envi-
ronment, Amplifier.!

VL. Perception and Animal Body, Causal Efficacy.VII. Causal Efficacy, Viscera;
Presentational Immediacy, DelusivePerceptions, Secondary Qualities, Extension,
Withness ofBody; Hume, Kant.VIII. Loci Disclosed by Perception;
Contemporary Regions, CausalPast, Causal Future; Immediate Present, Unison
of Becom-ing, Concrescent Unison, Duration; Differentiation betweenlmmediate
Present and Presented Duration; PresentedLocus.

IX. Presented Locus and Unison of Becoming; Presented Locus,Systematic
Relation to Animal Body, Strains, Independenceof External Contemporary



Happenings, Straight Lines,Measurement; Unison of Becoming, Duration.X.
Summary.

Chapter V. Locke and Hume 130
I. Hume, Perceptions, Substance, Principle of Union; Ideas,

Copies of Impressions, Imaginative Freedom.II. Hume and 'Repetition/ Cause
and Effect; Memory, Forceand Vivacity.

III. Time, Hume, Descartes, Independence of Successive Occa-
sions; Objective Immortality.
I'V. Influence of Subject-Predicate Notion; Hume, Descartes,

Locke, Particular Existence.V. Hume and Locke, Process and Morphology;
False Derivationof Emotional Feelings; Sensationalist Doctrine; Santayana.

Chapter VI. From Descartes to Kant 144

I. Descartes, Three Kinds of Substance: Extended, Mental, God's; Three Kinds of
Change, of Accidents, Origination,Cessation; Accidental Relations,
Representative Ideas; Un-essential Experience of External World.II. Locke,
Empiricism, Adequacy, Inconsistency; Particular Exis-tent, Substance, Power;
Relativity, Perpetually Perishing.

ITI. Analogy and Contrast with Philosophy of Organism.

IV. Hume and Process, Kant, Santayana.

V. Contrasted Procedures of Philosophy of Organism and Kant.
Chapter VII. The Subjectivist Principle 157

SECTION

I. The Subjectivist Principle and the Sensationalist Principle;The Sensationalist
Doctrine Combines Both; Locke, Hume,Kant; Statement of the Principles; The
Three Premisesfor the Subjectivist Principle; Philosophy of OrganismDenies the
Two Principles and the Three Premises; Des-cartes; "That Stone as Grey/
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Substance and Quality, Urgansot Sensation; Descartes' Subjectivist
Modification; 'Percep-tion of that Stone as Grey'; Failure to Provide
RevisedCategories; Hume.Il. Knowledge, Its Variations, Vaguenesses; Negative
Perceptionthe General Case, Consciousness is the Feeling of Negation,Novelty;
Consciousness a Subjective Form, Only Present inLate Derivative Phases of
Complex Integrations; Conscious-ness only Illuminates the Derivative Types of
ObjectiveData, Philosophy Misled by Clearness and Distinctness.

III. Primitive Type of Physical Experience is Emotional; Vector

Transmission of Feeling, Pulses of Emotion, Wave-Length;Human Emotion is
Interpreted Emotion, Not Bare Emo-tional Feeling.

IV. Decision Regulating Ingression of Eternal Objects, Old Meet-

ing New; The Three Phases of Feeling:! Conformal, Con-ceptual, Comparative;
Eternal Objects and SubjectiveForms; Continuity of the Phases; Category of
ObjectiveUnity.V. Reformed Subjectivist Principle is Another Statement of Prin-
ciple of Relativity; Process is the Becoming of Experience;Hume's Principle
Accepted, This Method only Errs inDetail; 'Law' for 'Causation' no Help;
Modern PhilosophyUses Wrong Categories; Two Misconceptions:! (i)
VacuousActuality, (ii) Inherence of Quality in Substance.

Chapter VIII. Symbolic Reference 168

I. Two Pure Modes of Perception, Symbolic Reference; Com-mon Ground,
Integration, Originative Freedom, Error;Common Ground, Presented Locus,
Geometrical Indistinct-ness in Mode of Causal Efficacy; Exceptions, Animal
Body,Withness of Body.II. Common Ground, Common Sensa; Modern
Empiricism,Make-Believe, Hume; Sensa Derived from Efficacy of
Body;Projection.HI. Mistaken Primacy of Presentational Immediacy,
Discussion,Causal Efficacy Primitive.

sectionlV, Further Discussion; Causation and Sense-Perception,V. Comparison
of Modes; Integration in Symbolic Reference.VI. Principles of Symbolism,
Language.

Chapter IX. The Propositions? 184

I. Impure Prehensions by Integration of Pure Conceptual andPure Physical
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Primarily for Judgment,Lures for Feeling; Objective Lure; Final Cause;
Generaland Singular Propositions; Logical Subjects, Complex Pred-icate;
Propositions True or False; Lure to Novelty; Felt'Contrary' is Consciousness in
Germ; Judgment and Enter-tainment; Graded Envisagement.II. Truth and
Falsehood, Experiential Togetherness of Propo-sitions and Fact; Correspondence
and Coherence Theory;Propositions True or False, Judgments Correct or Incor-
rect or Suspended; Intuitive and Derivative Judgments;Logic Concerned with
Derivative Judgments; Error.

ITI. Systematic Background Presupposed by Each Proposition; Re-

lations, Indicative Systems of Relations; Propositions andIndicative Systems;
[lustration, Inadequacy of Words.

IV, Metaphysical Propositions; One and One Make Two,
V. Induction, Probability, Statistical Theory, Ground, Sampling,

Finite Numbers.VI. Suppressed Premises in Induction, Presupposition of Defi-
nite Type of Actuality Requiring Definite Type of Envi-ronment; Wider
Inductions Invalid; Statistical Probabilitywithin Relevant Environment.

VII. Objectification Samples Environment.*

VIII. Alternative Non-Statistical Ground; Graduated Appetitions,Primordial
Nature of God; Secularization of Concept ofGod's Functions.

Chapter X. Process 208

I. Fluency and Permanence; Generation and Substance; Spa-tialization; Two
Kinds of Fluency:! Macroscopic and Micro-scopic, from Occasion to Occasion
and within Each Occa-sion.II. Concrescence, Novelty, Actuality; Microscopic
Concrescence.lIlIl. Three Stages of Microscopic Concrescence; Vector Charac-
ters Indicate Macroscopic Transition; Emotion, and Sub-jective Form Generally,
is Scalar in Microscopic Origina-tion and is the Datum for Macroscopic
Transition.

SECTION

I'V. Higher Phases of Microscopic Concrescence.V. Summary.



PART IIITHE THEORY OF PREHENSIONS
Chapter I. The Theory of FEELiNGst 219

I. Genetic and Morphological Analysis; Genetic Considerationis Analysis of the
Concrescence, the Actual Entity Forma-liter; Morphological Analysis is
Analysis of the ActualEntity as Concrete, Spatialized, Objective AlI. Finite
Truth, Division into Prehensions; Succession of Phases,Integral Prehensions in
Formation; Five Factors: Subject,Initial Data, Elimination, Objective Datum,
SubjectiveForm; Feeling is Determinate.

III. Feeling Cannot be Abstracted from Its Subject; Subject, Aim
at the Feeler, Final Cause, Causa Sui.

I'V. Categories of Subjective Unity, of Objective Identity, of
Objective Diversity.

V. Category of Subjective Unity; The One Subject is the FinalEnd Conditioning
Each Feeling, Episode in Self-Produc-tion; Pre-established Harmony, Self-
Consistency of a Prop-osition, Subjective Aim; Category of Objective
Identity,One Thing has one R61e, No Duplicity, One Ground ofIncompatibility;
Category of Objective Diversity, No Di-verse Elements with Identity of
Function, Another Groundof Incompatibility.

VI. World as a Transmitting Medium; Explanation; Negative

Prehensions, with Subjective Forms.VII. Application of the Categories. VIII.
Application (continued) A

IX. Nexus.

X. Subjective Forms; Classification of Feelings According to Data;Simple
Physical Feelings, Conceptual Feelings, TransmutedFeelings; Subjective Forms
not Determined by Data, Con-ditioned by Them.

XL Subjective Form, Qualitative Pattern, Quantitative Pattern; In-tensity;
Audition of Sound.XII. Prehensions not Atomic, Mutual Sensitivity; Indefinite

Num-ber of Prehensions; Prehensions as Components in the Sat-isfaction and
Their Genetic Growth: Tnstification of the
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section
Analysis of the Satisfaction, Eighth and Ninth Categoriesof Explanation.
Chapter II. The Primary Feelings 236

I. Simple Physical Feeling, Initial Datum is one Actual Entity,Objective Datum
is one Feeling Entertained by that oneActual Entity; Act of Causation, Objective
Datum theCause, Simple Physical Feeling the Effect; Synonymously'Causal
Feelings'; Primitive Act of Perception, Initial Datumis Actual Entity Perceived,
Objective Datum is the Per-spective, In General not Conscious Perception;
Reason for'Perspective'’; Vector Transmission of Feeling, Re-
enaction,Conformal; Irreversibility of Time; Locke; Eternal ObjectsRelational,
Two-Way R61e, Vector-Transference, Reproduc-tion, Permanence; Quanta of
Feeling Transferred, Quantum-Theory in Physics, Physical Memory; Atomism,
Continuity,Causation, Memory, Perception, Quality, Quantity, Ex-tension.II.
Conceptual Feelings, Positive and Negative Prehensions; Cre-ative Urge
Dipolar; Datum is an Eternal Object; Exclu-siveness of Eternal Objects as
Determinants, Definiteness,Incompatibility.

II1. Subjective Form of Conceptual Prehension is Valuation; Inte-

gration Introduces Valuation into Impure Feelings, Inten-siveness; Three
Characteristics of Valuation: (i) MutualSensitivity of Subjective Forms, (ii)
Determinant of Pro-cedure of Integration, (iii) Determinant of Intensive Em-
phasis.

IV. Consciousness is Subjective Form; Requires Its Peculiar Da-

tum; Recollection, Plato, Hume; Conscious Feelings alwaysimpure, Requires
Integration of Physical and ConceptualFeelings; Affirmation and Negative
Contrast; Not all Im-pure Feelings Conscious.

Chapter III. The Transmission of Feelings 244

I. Ontological Principle, Determination of Initiation of Feeling;Phases of
Concrescence; God, Inexorable Valuation, Sub-jective Aim; Self-Determination
Imaginative in Origin, Re-enaction.Il. Pure Physical Feelings, Hybrid Physical
Feelings; Hybrid Feel-ings Transmuted into Pure Physical Feelings;



DisastrousSeparation of Body and Mind Avoided; Hume's Principle,Hybrid
Feelings with God as Datum.

section
ITI. Application of First Categoreal Obligation: Supplementary

Phase Arising from Conceptual Origination; Application ofFourth and Fifth
Categoreal Obligations; ConceptualReversion; Ground of Identity, Aim at
Contrast.

IV. Transmutation; Feeling a Nexus as One, Transmuted Physi-

cal Feeling; R61e of Impartial Conceptual Feeling in Trans-mutation, Category
of Transmutation, Further Explana-tions; Conceptual Feelings Modifying
Physical Feelings;Negative Prehensions Important.V. Subjective Harmony, the
Seventh Categoreal Obligation.

Chapter I'V. Propositions and Feelings 256

I. Consciousness, Propositional Feelings, Not Necessarily Con-scious;
Propositional Feeling is Product of Integration ofPhysical Feeling with a
Conceptual Feeling; Eternal ObjectsTell no Tales of Actual Occasions,
Propositions are TalesThat Might be\ Told of Logical Subjects; Proposition,
Trueor False, Tells no Tales about Itself, Awaits Reasons; Con-ceptual Feeling
Provides Predicative Pattern, Physical Feel-ing Provides Logical Subjects,
Integration; Indication ofLogical Subjects, Element of Givenness Required for
Truthand Falsehood.II. Proposition not Necessarily Judged, Propositional
Feelings notNecessarily Conscious; New Propositions Arise; PossiblePercipient
Subjects within the 'Scope of a Proposition/

III. Origination of Propositional Feeling, Four (or Five) Stages,

Indicative Feeling, Physical Precognition, Predicative Pat-tern (Predicate),
Predicative Feeling; Propositional FeelingIntegral of Indicative and Predicative
Feelings.

IV. Subjective Forms of Propositional Feelings, Dependent on

Phases of Origination; Case of Identity of Indicative Feel-ing with the Physical

Recnonitionn Percentive Feelinos'tCace nf Nivercitv Tmagoinative Feelinog:
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Distinction notNecessarily Sharp-Cut; The Species of Perceptive

Feelings: Authentic, Direct Authentic, Indirect Authentic, Unau-thentic; Tied
Imagination.V. Imaginative Feelings, Indicative Feeling and Physical Recog-
nition Diverse, Free Imagination; Subjective Form Dependson Origination,
Valuation rather than Consciousness; Lureto Creative Emergence; Criticism of
Physical Feelings, Truth, Critical Conditions.VI. Language, Its Functionjf
Origination of the Necessary Trainof Feelings.

Chapter V. The Higher Phases of Experience 266
section

I. Comparative Feelings, Conscious Perceptions, Physical Pur-poses; Physical
Purposes More Primitive than Proposi-tional Feelings.II. Intellectual Feelings,
Integration of Propositional Feeling withPhysical Feeling of a Nexus Including
the Logical Subjects;Category of Objective Identity, Affirmation-Negation Con-
trast; Consciousness is a Subjective Form.

I11. Belief, Certainty, Locke, Immediate Intuition.
I'V. Conscious Perception, Recapitulation of Origin; Direct and

Indirect Authentic Feelings, Unauthentic Feelings; Trans-mutation; Perceptive
Error, Novelty; Tests, Force andVivacity, Analysis of Origination; Tests
Fallible.V. Judgment, Yes-Form, No-Form, Suspense-Form; In Yes-
Formldentity of Patterns, In No-Form Diversity and Incompati-bility, In
Suspense-Formt Diversity and Compatibility; In-tuitive Judgment, Conscious
Perception.VI. Affirmative Intuitive Judgment Analogous to Conscious Per-
ception, Difference Explained; Inferential Judgment; Diver-gence from Locke's
Nomenclature; Suspended Judgment.VII. Physical Purposes, Primitive Type of
Physical Feeling; Retain-ing Valuation and Purpose, Eliminating Indeterminate-
ness of Complex Eternal Object; Responsive Re-enaction;Decision.VIII. Second
Species of Physical Purposes, Reversion Involved;Eighth Categoreal Obligation,
Subjective Intensity; Imme-diate Subject, Relevant Future; Balance, Conditions
forContrast; Reversion as Condition for Balanced Contrast;Rhythm, Vibration;
Categoreal Conditions; Physical Pur-poses and Propositional Feelings
Compared.

PART IVTHE THEORY OF EXTENSION



Chapter I. Coordinate Division 283

I. Genetic Division is Division of the Concrescence, CoordinateDivision is
Division of the Concrete; Physical Time Arisesin the Coordinate Analysis of the
Satisfaction; GeneticProcess not the Temporal Succession; Spatial and
TemporalElements in the Extensive Quantum; The Quantum is theExtensive
Region; Coordinate Divisibility; Subjective Unity

SECTION

Indivisible; Subjective Forms Arise from Subjective Aim;World as a Medium,
Extensively Divisible; Indecision as toSelected Quantum.II. Coordinate
Divisions and Feelings; Mental Pole IncurablyOne; Subjective Forms of
Coordinate Divisions Depend onMental Pole, Inexplicable Otherwise; A
Coordinate Divisionis a Contrast, a Proposition, False, but Useful Matrix.

II1. Coordinate Division, the World as an Indefinite Multiplicity;

Extensive Order, Routes of Transmission; External Exten-sive Relationships,
Internal Extensive Division, One BasicScheme; Pseudo Sub-organisms, Pseudo
Super-organisms,Professor de Laguna's 'Extensive Connection/

IV. Extensive Connection is the Systematic Scheme Underlying

Transmission of Feelings and Perspective; Regulative Con-ditions; Descartes;
Grades of Extensive Conditions, Dimen-sions.V. Bifurcation of Nature;
Publicity and Privacy.VI. Classification of Eternal Objects; Mathematical
Forms, Sensa.VII. Elimination of the Experient Subject, Concrescent
Immediacy.

Chapter II. Extensive Connection 294

I. Extensive Connection, General Description.Il. Assumptions, i.e., Postulates,
i.e.,* Axioms and Propositionsfor a Deductive System.

I11. Extensive Abstraction. Geometrical Elements, Points, Seg-
ments.

IV. Points, Regions, Loci; Irrelevance of Dimensions.



Chapter III. Flat Loci 302
I. Euclid's Definition of 'Straight Line/

I1. Weakness of Euclidean Definition; Straight Line as ShortestDistance,
Dependence on Measurement; New Definition ofStraight Lines, Ovals.

II1. Definition of Straight Lines, Flat Loci, Dimensions.
IV. Contiguity.

V. Recapitulation.

Chapter I'V. Strains 310

I. Definition of a Strain, Feelings Involving Flat Loci among theForms of
Definiteness of Their Objective Data; 'Seat' of a

SECTION

Strain; Strains and Physical Behaviour; ElectromagneticOccasions Involve
Strains.II. Presentational Immediacy Involves Strains; Withness of theBody,
Projection, Focal Region; Transmission of BodilyStrains, Transmutation,
Ultimate Percipient, Emphasis; Pro-jection of the Sensa, Causal Efficacy
Transmuted in Pre-sentational Immediacy; Massive Simplification; Types
ofEnergy; Hume; Symbolic Transference, Physical Purpose.

III. Elimination of Irrelevancies, Massive Attention to Systematic

Order; Design of Contrasts; Importance of Contemporarylndependence;
Advantage to Enduring Objects.

I'V. Structural Systems, Discarding Individual Variations; Physi-

cal Matter Involves Strain-Loci.V. The Various Loci Involved :t Causal Past,
Causal Future, Con-temporaries, Durations, Part of a Duration, Future of
aDuration, Presented Duration, Strain-Locus.

Chapter V. Measurement 322

I. Identification of Strain-Loci with Durations only Approximate;Definitions



Compared; Seat of Strain, Projectors; Strain-Loci and Presentational
Immediacy.II. Strain-Locus Wholly Determined by Experient; Seat and Pro-
jectors Determine Focal Region; Animal Body Sole Agentin the Determination;
Vivid Display of Real Potentiality of Contemporary World; New Definition of
Straight LinesExplains this Doctrine; Ways of Speech, Interpretation ofDirect
Observation; Descartes' Inspectio. Realitas Objective,Judicium.

III. Modern Doctrine of Private Psychological Fields; Secondary

Qualities, Sensa; Abandons Descartes' Realitas Objectiva;Difficulties for
Scientific Theory, AH Observation in Pri-vate Psychological Fields; Illustration,
Hume; Conclusion,Mathematical Form, Presentational Immediacy in oneSense
Barren, in Another Sense has Overwhelming Signifi-cance.

IV. Measurement Depends on Counting and on Permanence;

What Counted, What Permanent; Yard-Measure Perma-nent, Straight;
Infinitesimals no Explanation; Approximationto Straightness, Thus Straightness
Presupposed; InchesCounted, Non-Coincident; Modern Doctrine is Possibility
ofCoincidence, Doctrine Criticized; Coincidence is Test ofCongruence, Not
Meaning; Use of Instrument Presupposes

xxx Contents
section

Its Self-Congruence: Finally all Measurement Depends onDirect Intuition of
Permanence of Untested Instrument; Theory of Private Psychological Fields
Makes ScientificMeasurement Nonsense.V. Meaning of Congruence in Terms of
Geometry of StraightLines; Systems of Geometry; Sets of Axioms:
EquivalentSets, Incompatible Sets; Three Important Geometries :t El-liptic
Geometry, Euclidean Geometry, Hyperbolic Geome-try; Two Definitions of a
Plane; Characteristic Distinctionbetween the Three Geometries; Congruence
Depends onSystematic Geometry.VI. Physical Measurement, Least Action,
Presupposes GeometricalMeasurement; Disturbed by Individual Peculiarities;
Phys-ical Measurement Expressible in Terms of Differential Geometry;
Summary of Whole Argument.

PART VFINAL INTERPRETATION
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I. Danger to Philosophy is Narrowness of Selection; Variety ofOpposites :t
Puritan Self-Restraint and Aesthetic Joy, Sor-row and Joy; Religious Fervour
and Sceptical Criticism,Intuition and Reason.Il. Permanence and Flux, Time and
Eternity.

ITI. Order as Condition for Excellence, Order as Stifling Excel-

lence; Tedium, Order Entering upon Novelty is Required;Dominant Living
Occasion is Organ of Novelty for AnimalBody.

IV. Paradox:! Craving for Novelty, Terror at Loss; Final Religious

Problem; Ultimate Evil is Time as 'Perpetually Perishing';Final Opposites :t Joy
and Sorrow, Good and Evil, Disjunc-tion and Conjunction, Flux and
Permanence, Greatness andTriviality, Freedom and Necessity, God and the
World; These Pairs Given in Direct Intuition, except the Last PairWhich is
Interpretive.

Chapter II. God and the World 342

I. Permanence and Fiux, God as Unmoved Mover; Conceptionsof God:t Imperial
Ruler, Moral Energy, Philosophical Prin-ciple.Il. Another Speaker to Hume's
Dialogues Concerningf Natural

Contents xxxi

SECTION

Religion; Primordial Nature Deficiently Actual, NeitherLove nor Hatred for
Actualities, Quotation from Aristotle.

ITI. God's Nature Dipolar, Conceptual and Physical; This Physical
Nature Derived from the World; Two Natures Compared.
IV. God's Consequent Nature, Creative Advance Retaining Uni-

son of Immediacy, Everlastingness; Further Analysis, Ten-derness, Wisdom,
Patience; Poet of the World, Vision of Truth, Beauty, Goodness.V. Permanence
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and klux, Kelation of ;0d to the World; Groupot Antitheses: (-0d and the world
Each the Instrument ofNovelty for the Other.VI. Universe Attaining Self-
Expression of Its Opposites.VII. God as the Kingdom of Heaven; Objective
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PARTITHE SPECULATIVE SCHEME
CHAPTER ISPECULATIVE PHILOSOPHY
SECTION I

[4] This course of lectures is designed as an essay in Speculative Philos-ophy. Its
first task must be to define 'speculative philosophy/ and to de-fend it as a method
productive of important knowledge.

Speculative Philosophy is the endeavour to frame a coherent, logical,necessary
system of general ideas in terms of which every element of ourexperience can be
interpreted. By this notion of 'interpretation’ I meanthat everything of which we
are conscious, as enjoyed, perceived, willed,or thought, shall have the character
of a particular instance of the generalscheme. Thus the philosophical scheme
should be coherent, logical, and,in respect to its interpretation, applicable and
adequate. Here 'applicable'means that some items of experience are thus
interpretable, and 'ade-quate' means that there are no items incapable of such
interpretation.

[5] 'Coherence,' as here employed, means that the fundamental ideas, interms of
which the scheme is developed, presuppose each other so that inisolation they
are meaningless. This requirement does not mean that theyare definable in terms
of each other; it means that what is indefinable inone such notion cannot be
abstracted from its relevance to the othernotions. It is the ideal of speculative
philosophy that its fundamental no-tions shall not seem capable of abstraction
from each other. In other words,it is presupposed that no entity can be conceived
in complete abstractionfrom the system of the universe, and that it is the business
of speculativephilosophy to exhibit this truth. This character is its coherence.

The term 'lnoiral' hac ite nrdinarvy meanino inclidino 'Inoiral’ con-cictencv ar
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lack of contradiction, the definition of constructs in logicalterms, the
exemplification of general logical notions in specific instances,and the principles
of inference. It will be observed that logical notions mustthemselves find their
places in the scheme of philosophic notions.

It will also be noticed that this ideal of speculative philosophy has itsrational
side and its empirical side. The rational side is expressed by theterms 'coherent’
and 'logical/ The empirical side is expressed by the terms'applicable’ and
'adequate.’ But the two sides are bound together byclearing away an ambiguity
which remains in the previous explanation ofthe term 'adequate.' The adequacy
of the scheme over every item does notmean adequacy over such items as
happen to have been considered. It

means that the texture of observed experience, as illustrating the philo-sophic
scheme, is such that all related experience must exhibit the sametexture. Thus
the philosophic scheme should be 'necessary/ in the sense ofbearing in itself its
own warrant of universality throughout all experience,provided that we confine
ourselves to that which communicates with im-mediate matter of fact. But what
does not so communicate is [6] unknow-able, and the unknowable is unknown;x
and so this universality defined by'communication’ can suffice.

This doctrine of necessity in universality means that there is an essenceto the
universe which forbids relationships beyond itself, as a violation ofits rationality.
Speculative philosophy seeks that essence.

SECTION II

Philosophers can never hope finally to formulate these metaphysicalfirst
principles. Weakness of insight and deficiencies of language stand inthe way
inexorably. Words and phrases must be stretched towards a gen-erality foreign to
their ordinary usage; and however such elements of lan-guage be stabilized as
technicalities, they remain metaphors mutely ap-pealing for an imaginative leap.

There is no first principle which is in itself unknowable, not to be cap-tured by a
flash of insight. But, putting aside the difficulties of language,deficiency in
imaginative penetration forbids progress in any form otherthat that of an
asymptotic approach to a scheme of principles, only de-finable in terms of the
ideal which they should satisfy.

The diffienltv hag it geat in the emnirical side of nhilaconhv Onr datiimis the
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actual world, including ourselves; and this actual world spreads itselffor
observation in the guise of the topic of our immediate experience.
Theelucidation of immediate experience is the sole justification for anythought;
and the starting-point* for thought is the analytic observation ofcomponents of
this experience. But we are not conscious of any clear-cutcomplete analysis of
immediate experience, in terms of the various detailswhich comprise its
definiteness. We habitually observe by the method of -~difference. Sometimes
we see an elephant, and sometimes we do not. Theresult is that an elephant,
when present, is noticed. [7] Facility of observa-tion depends on the fact that the
object observed is important whenpresent, and sometimes is absent. A

The metaphysical first principles can never fail of exemplification. Wecan never
catch the actual world taking a holiday from their sway. Thus,for the discovery
of metaphysics, the method of pinning down thought tothe strict systematization
of detailed discrimination, already effected byantecedent observation, breaks
down. This collapse of the method of rigidempiricism is not confined to
metaphysics. It occurs whenever we seek the

1 This doctrine is a paradox. Indulging in a species of false modesty,
'cautious'philosophers undertake its definition.

larger generalities. In natural science this rigid method is the Baconianmethod of
induction, a method which, if consistently pursued, would haveleft science
where it found it. What Bacon omitted was the play of afree imagination,
controlled by the requirements of coherence and logic.The true method of
discovery is like the flight of an aeroplane. It startsfrom the ground of particular
observation; it makes a flight in the thin airof imaginative generalization; and it
again lands for renewed observationrendered acute by rational interpretation.
The reason for the success ofthis method of imaginative rationalization is that,
when the method ofdifference fails, factors which are constantly present may yet
be observedunder the influence of imaginative thought. Such thought supplies
thedifferences which the direct observation lacks. It can even play with in-
consistency; and can thus throw light on the consistent, and persistent,elements
in experience by comparison with what in imagination is incon-sistent with
them. The negative judgment is the peak of mentality. Butthe conditions for the
success of imaginative construction must be rigidlyadhered to. In the first place,
this construction must have its origin in thegeneralization of particular factors
discerned in particular topics of humaninterest; for example, in physics, or in
physiology, or in psychology, or inaesthetics, or in ethical beliefs, or in



sociology, or in languages conceivedas storehouses ot human experience. In |8]
this way the prime requisite, thatanyhow there shall be some important
application, is secured. The successof the imaginative experiment is always to be
tested by the applicabilityof its results beyond the restricted locus from which it
originated. In de-fault of such extended application, a generalization started from
physics,for example, remains merely an alternative expression of notions appli-
cable to physics. The partially successful philosophic generalization will,if
derived from physics, find applications in fields of experience beyondphysics. It
will enlighten observation in those remote fields, so that gen-eral principles can
be discerned as in process of illustration, which inthe absence of the imaginative
generalization are obscured by their per-sistent exemplification.

Thus the first requisite is to proceed by the method of generalizationso that
certainly there is some application; and the test of some successis application
beyond the immediate origin. In other words, some synop-tic vision has been
gained.

In this description of philosophic method, the term 'philosophic gen-eralization'
has meant 'the utilization of specific notions, applying to arestricted group of
facts, for the divination of the generic notions whichapply to all facts/

In its use of this method natural science has shown a curious mixtureof
rationalism and irrationalism. Its prevalent tone of thought has beenardently
rationalistic within its own borders, and dogmatically irrationalbeyond those
borders. In practice such an attitude tends to become a dog-matic denial that
there are any factors in the world not fully expressible

in terms of its own primary notions devoid of further generalization. Sucha
denial is the self-denial of thought.

The second condition for the success of imaginative construction is un-flinching
pursuit of the two rationalistic ideals, coherence and logical per-fection.

Logical perfection does not here require any detailed [9] explanation.
Anexample of its importance is afforded by the role of mathematics in the re-
stricted field of natural science. The history of mathematics exhibits
thegeneralization of special notions observed in particular instances. In
anybranches of mathematics, the notions presuppose each other. It is a re-
markable characteristic of the history of thought that branches of math-ematics,!
developed under the pure imaginative impulse, thus controlled,finally receive



their important application. Time may be wanted. Conicsections had to wait for
eighteen hundred years. In more recent years, thetheory of probability, the theory
of tensors, the theory of matrices arecases in point.

The requirement of coherence is the great preservative of rationalisticsanity. But
the validity of its criticism is not always admitted. If we con-sider philosophical
controversies, we shall find that disputants tend to re-quire coherence from their
adversaries, and to grant dispensations to them-selves. It has been remarked that
a system of philosophy is never refuted;it is only abandoned. The reason is that
logical contradictions, except astemporary slips of the mind—plentiful, though
temporary—are the mostgratuitous of errors; and usually they are trivial. Thus,
after criticism, sys-tems do not exhibit mere illogicalities. They suffer from
inadequacy andincoherence. Failure to include some obvious elements of
experience inthe scope of the system is met by boldly denying the facts. Also
while aphilosophical system retains any charm of novelty, it enjoys a
plenaryindulgence for its failures in coherence. But after a system has
acquiredorthodoxy, and is taught with authority, it receives a sharper
criticism.Its denials and its incoherences are found intolerable, and a reaction
setsin.

Incoherence is the arbitrary disconnection of first principles. In
modernphilosophy Descartes' two kinds of substance, corporeal and mental,
illus-trate incoherence. There is, in Descartes7 philosophy, no reason why
thereshould not be a one-substance world, only corporeal, or [10] a one-
substanceworld, only mental. According to Descartes, a substantial individual
're-quires nothing but itself in order to exist/ Thus this system makes a virtueof
its incoherence. But,t on the other hand, the facts seem connected,
whileDescartes' system does not; for example, in the treatment of the body-mind
problem. The Cartesian system obviously says something that istrue. But its
notions are too abstract to penetrate into the nature of things.

tThe attraction of Spinoza's philosophy lies in its modification of Des-cartes'
position into greater coherence. He starts with one substance,

causa sui, and considers its essential attributes and its individualized modes,i.e.,
the 'affectiones substantial The gap in the system is the arbitrary in-troduction of
the 'modes/ And yet, a multiplicity of modes is a fixedrequisite, if the scheme is
to retain any direct relevance to the many oc-casions in the experienced world.

The philosophy of organism is closely allied to Spinoza's scheme ofthought. But



it differs by the abandonment of the subject-predicate formsof thought, so far as
concerns the presupposition that this form is a directembodiment of the most
ultimate characterization of fact. The result isthat the 'substance-quality' concept
is avoided; and that morphologicaldescription is replaced by description of
dynamic process. Also Spinoza's'modes’' now become the sheer actualities; so
that, though analysis of themincreases our understanding, it does not lead us to
the discovery of anyhigher grade of reality. The coherence, which the system
seeks to preserve,is the discovery that the process, or concrescence, of any one
actual entityinvolves the other actual entities among its components. In this way
theobvious solidarity of the world receives its explanation.

In all philosophic theory there is an ultimate which is actual in virtueof its
accidents. It is only then capable of characterization through
itsaccidental"embodiments, and apart from these accidents is devoid of
[11]actuality. In the philosophy of organism this ultimate is termed
'creativity';and God is its primordial, non-temporal accident.* In monistic
philoso-phies, Spinoza's or absolute idealism, this ultimate is God, who is
alsoequivalently termed "The Absolute.' In such monistic schemes, the ulti-mate
is illegitimately allowed a final, 'eminent’ reality, beyond that ascribedto any of
its accidents. In this general position the philosophy of organ-ism seems to
approximate more to some strains of Indian, or Chinese,thought, than to western
Asiatic, or European, thought. One side makesprocess ultimate; the other side
makes fact ultimate.

SECTION Hit

In its turn every philosophy will suffer a deposition. But the bundleof
philosophic systems expresses a variety of general truths about theuniverse,
awaiting coordination and assignment of their various spheresof validity. Such
progress in coordination is provided by the advance ofphilosophy; and in this
sense philosophy has advanced from Plato onwards.According to this account of
the achievement of rationalism, the chieferror in philosophy is overstatement.
The aim at generalization is sound,but the estimate of success is exaggerated.
There are two main forms ofsuch overstatement. One form is what I have
termed,f elsewhere,2 the'fallacy of misplaced concreteness.7 This fallacy
consists in neglecting thedegree of abstraction involved when an actual entity is
considered merely

2 Cf. Science and the Modem World, Ch. III.



so far as it exemplifies certain categories of thought. There are aspects
ofactualities which are simply ignored so long as we restrict thought to
thesecategories. Thus the success of a philosophy is to be measured by its com-
parative avoidance of this fallacy, when thought is restricted within itscategories.

The other form of overstatement consists in a false estimate of logicalprocedure
in respect to certainty, and in respect to premises. Philosophyhas been haunted
by the unfortunate notion that its method is dogmati-cally to indicate premises
which are severally clear, distinct, and [12] cer-tain; and to erect upon those
premises a deductive system of thought.

But the accurate expression of the final generalities is the goal of dis-—cussion
and not its origin. Philosophy has been misled by the example ofmathematics;
and even in mathematics the statement of the ultimatelogical principles is beset
with difficulties, as yet insuperable.3 The verifi-cation of a rationalistic scheme
is to be sought in its general success, andnot in the peculiar certainty, or initial
clarity, of its first principles. Inthis connection the misuse of the ex absurdo
argument has to be noted;much philosophical reasoning is vitiated by it. The
only logical conclusionto be drawn, when a contradiction issues from a train of
reasoning, is thatat least one of the premises involved in the inference is false. It
is rashlyassumed without further question that the peccant premise can at oncebe
located. In mathematics this assumption is often justified, and phi-losophers
have been thereby misled. But in the absence of a well-definedcategoreal scheme
of entities, issuing in a satisfactory metaphysical system,every premise in a
philosophical argument is under suspicion.

Philosophy will not regain its proper status until the gradual elaborationof
categoreal schemes, definitely stated at each stage of progress, is recog-nized as
its proper objective. There may be rival schemes, inconsistentamong themselves;
each with its own merits and its own failures. It willthen be the purpose of
research to conciliate the differences. Metaphysicalcategories are not dogmatic
statements of the obvious; they are tentativeformulations of the ultimate
generalities.

If we consider any scheme of philosophic categories as one complexassertion,
and apply to it the logician's alternative, true or false, the answermust be that the
scheme is false. The same answer must be given to a likeques- [13] tion
respecting the existing formulated principles of any science.

The scheme is true with unformulated aualifications. exceptions. limita-tions.



how to recast the scheme into a logical truth. But the schemeis a matrix from
which true propositions applicable to particular circum-stances can be derived.
We can at present only trust our trained instincts

3 Cf. Principia Mathematica, by Bertrand Russell and A. N. Whitehead, Vol.I,
Introduction and Introduction to the Second Edition. These
introductorydiscussions are practically due to Russell, and in the second edition
wholly so.

as to the discrimination of the circumstances in respect to which thescheme is
valid.

The use of such a matrix is to argue from it boldly and with rigid logic.The
scheme should therefore be stated with the utmost precision anddefiniteness, to
allow of such argumentation. The conclusion of the argu-ment should then be
confronted with circumstances to which it shouldapply.

The primary advantage thus gained is that experience is not interrogatedwith the
benumbing repression of common sense. The observation acquiresan enhanced
penetration by reason of the expectation evoked by the con-clusion of the
argument. The outcome from this procedure takes one ofthree forms: (i) the
conclusion may agree with the observed facts; (ii) theconclusion may exhibit
general agreement, with disagreement in detail;(iii) the conclusion may be in
complete disagreement witht the facts.

In the first case, the facts are known with more adequacy and the ap-plicability
of the system to the world has been elucidated. In the secondcase, criticisms of
the observation of the facts and of the details of thescheme are both required.
The history of thought shows that false inter-pretations of observed facts enter
into the records of their observation.Thus both theory, and received notions as to
fact, are in doubt. In thethird case, a fundamental reorganization of theory is
required either byway of limiting it to some special province, or by way of entire
abandon-ment of its main categories of thought.

[14] After the initial basis of a rational life, with a civilized language, hasbeen
laid, all productive thought has proceeded either by the poetic insightof artists, or
by the imaginative elaboration of schemes of thought capableof utilization as

logical premises. In some measure or other, progress isalways a transcendence of
what is nhvinnsg
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Rationalism never shakes off its status of an experimental adventure.The
combined influences of mathematics and religion, which have sogreatly
contributed to the rise of philosophy, have also had the unfortunateeffect of
yoking it with static dogmatism. Rationalism is an adventure inthe clarification
of thought, progressive and never final. But it is an ad-venture in which even
partial success has importance.

SECTION IV

The field of a special science is confined to one genus of facts, in thesense that
no statements are made respecting facts which lie outside thatgenus. The very
circumstance that a science has naturally arisen concerninga set of facts secures
that facts of that type have definite relations amongthemselves which are very
obvious to all mankind. The common obvious-ness of things arises when their
explicit apprehension carries immediateimportance for purposes of survival, or
of enjoyment—that is to say, forpurposes of 'being' and of 'well-being/ Elements
in human experience,

singled out in this way, are those elements concerning which language iscopious
and. within its limits, precise. The special sciences, therefore, dealwith topics
which lie open to easy inspection and are readily expressed bywords.

The study of philosophy is a voyage towards the larger generalities.For this
reason in the infancy of science, when the main stress lay in thediscovery of the
most general ideas usefully applicable to the subject-matter in question,
philosophy was not sharply distinguished from science.To this day, a new
science with any substantial novelty in its notions isconsidered to be in some
way [15] peculiarly philosophical. In their laterstages, apart from occasional
disturbances, most sciences accept withoutquestion the general notions in terms
of which they develop. The mainstress is laid on the adjustment and the direct
verification of more specialstatements. In such periods scientists repudiate
philosophy; Newton, justlysatisfied with his physical principles, disclaimed
metaphysics.

The fate of Newtonian physics warns us that there is a development inscientific
first principles, and that their original forms can only be savedby interpretations
of meaning and limitations of their field of application-interpretations and
limitations unsuspected during the first period ofsuccessful employment. One
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such a chapter it is seen that the oldergeneralities, like the older hills, are worn
down and diminished in height,surpassed by younger rivals.

Thus one aim of philosophy is to challenge the half-truths constitutingthe
scientific first principles. The systematization of knowledge cannot beconducted
in watertight compartments. All general truths condition eachother; and the
limits of their application cannot be adequately definedapart from their
correlation by yet wider generalities. The criticism ofprinciples must chiefly take
the form of determining the proper meaningsto be assigned to the fundamental
notions of the various sciences, whenthese notions are considered in respect to
their status relatively to eachother. The determination of this status requires a
generality transcendingany special subject-matter.

If we may trust the Pythagorean tradition, the rise of European philoso-phy was
largely promoted by the development of mathematics into ascience of abstract
generality. But in its subsequent development themethod of philosophy has also
been vitiated by the example of mathe-matics. The primary method of
mathematics is deduction; the primarymethod of philosophy is descrip- \16] tive
generalization. Under the in-fluence of mathematics, deduction has been foisted
onto philosophy as itsstandard method, instead of taking its true place as an
essential auxiliarymode of verification whereby to test the scope of generalities.
This mis-apprehension of philosophic method has veiled the very considerable
suc-cess of philosophy in providing generic notions which add lucidity to
ourapprehension of the facts of experience. The depositions of Plato, Aristotle,

Thomas Aquinas, Descartes, Spinoza, Leibniz,t Locke, Berkeley, Hume,Kant,
Hegel, merely mean that ideas which these men introduced into thephilosophic
tradition must be construed with limitations, adaptations, andinversions, either
unknown to them, or even explicitly repudiated by them.A new idea introduces a
new alternative; and we are not less indebted toa thinker when we adopt the
alternative which he discarded. Philosophynever reverts to its old position after
the shock of a great philosopher.

SECTION V

Every science must devise its own instruments. The tool required forphilosophy
is language. Thus philosophy redesigns language in the sameway that, in a
physical science, pre-existing appliances are redesigned. Itis exactly at this point
that the appeal to facts is a dlfflcult operation. Thlsappeal is not solely to the
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sentences is the main question at issue. Itis true that the general agreement of
mankind as to experienced facts isbest expressed in language. But the language
of literature breaks downprecisely at the task of expressing in explicit form the
larger generalities—the very generalities which metaphysics seeks to express.

The point is that every proposition refers to a universe exhibiting somegeneral
systematic metaphysical character. Apart from this background,the separate
entities which go to form the proposition, and the propositionas a whole, are
without determinate character. Nothing [17] has been de-fined, because every
definite entity requires a systematic universe to supplyits requisite status. Thus
every proposition proposing a fact* must, in itscomplete analysis, propose the
general character of the universe requiredfor that fact. There are no self-
sustained facts, floating in nonentity. Thisdoctrine, of the impossibility of tearing
a proposition from its systematiccontext in the actual world, is a direct
consequence of the fourth and thetwentieth of the fundamental categoreal
explanations which we shall beengaged in expanding and illustrating. A
proposition can embody partialtruth because it only demands a certain type of
systematic environment,which is presupposed in its meaning. It does not refer to
the universe inall its detail.

One practical aim of metaphysics is the accurate analysis of propositions;not
merely of metaphysical propositions, but of quite ordinary propositionssuch as
There is beef for dinner today/ and 'Socrates is mortal/ The onegenus of facts
which constitutes the field of some special science requiressome common
metaphysical presupposition respecting the universe. It ismerely credulous to
accept verbal phrases as adequate statements ofpropositions. The distinction
between verbal phrases and complete propo-sitions is one of the reasons why the
logicians" rigid alternative, 'true orfalse," is so largely irrelevant for the pursuit
of knowledge.

The excessive trust in linguistic phrases has been the well-known reasonvitiating
so much of the philosophy and physics among the Greeks andamong the
mediaeval thinkers who continued the Greek traditions. Forexample John Stuart
Mill writes:They [the Greeks] t had great difficulty in distinguishing
betweenthings which their language confounded, or in putting mentally to-gether
things which it distinguished,* and could hardly combine theobjects in nature
into any classes but those which were made forthem by the popular phrases of
their own country; or at least couldnot help fancying those classes to be natural,
and all others arbitraryand artificial. Ac- [18] cordingly, scientific investigation



among theGreek schools of speculation and their followers in the Middle
Ages,was little more than a mere sifting and analysing of the notions at-tached to
common language. They thought that by determining themeaning of words they
could become acquainted with facts.4Mill then proceeds to quote from
Whewell5 a paragraph illustrating thesame weakness of Greek thought.

But neither Mill, nor Whewell, tracks this difficulty about languagedown to its
sources. They both presuppose that language does enunciatewell-defined
propositions. This is quite untrue. Language is thoroughly in-determinate, by
reason of the fact that every occurrence presupposes somesystematic type of
environment.

For example, the word 'Socrates/ referring to the philosopher, in onesentence
may stand for an entity presupposing a more closely defined back-ground than
the word 'Socrates/ with the same reference, in another sen-tence. The word
'mortal’ affords an analogous possibility. A precise lan-guage must await a
completed metaphysical knowledge.

The technical language of philosophy represents attempts of variousschools of
thought to obtain explicit expression of general ideas pre-supposed by the facts
of experience. It follows that any novelty in meta-physical doctrines exhibits
some measure of disagreement with statementsof the facts to be found in current
philosophical literature. The extent ofdisagreement measures the extent of
metaphysical divergence. It is, there-fore, no valid criticism on one metaphysical
school to point out that itsdoctrines do not follow from the verbal expression of
the facts acceptedby another school. The whole contention is that the doctrines
in questionsupply a closer approach to fully expressed propositions.

The truth itself is nothing else than how the composite natures of theorganic
actualities of the world obtain ade- [19] quate representation in thedivine nature.
Such representations compose the 'consequent nature7 ofGod, which evolves in
its relationship to the evolving world without dero-

* tLogic, Book V, Ch. III.
5 Cf. Whewell's History of the Inductive Sciences.

gation to the eternal completion of its primordial conceptual nature. Inthis way
the 'ontological principle’ is maintained—since there can be nodeterminate truth,
correlating impartially the partial experiences of manyactual entities, apart from



one actual entity to which it can be referred. The reaction of the temporal world
on the nature of God is consideredsubsequently in Part V: it is there termed 'the
consequent nature of God;

Whatever is found in 'practice' must lie within the scope of the meta-physical
description. When the description fails to include the 'practice/the metaphysics is
inadequate and requires revision. There can be noappeal to practice to
supplement metaphysics, so long as we remain con-tented with our metaphysical
doctrines. Metaphysics is nothing but thedescription of the generalities which
apply to all the details of practice.

No metaphysical system can hope entirely to satisfy these pragmatictests. At the
best such a system will remain only an approximation to thegeneral truths which
are sought. In particular, there are no precisely statedaxiomatic certainties from
which to start. There is not even the languagein which to frame them. The only
possible procedure is to start from verbalexpressions which, when taken by
themselves with the current meaning oftheir words, are ill-defined and
ambiguous. These are not premises to beimmediately reasoned from apart from
elucidation by further discussion;they are endeavours to state general principles
which will be exemplifiedin the subsequent description of the facts of
experience. This subsequentelaboration should elucidate the meanings to be
assigned to the wordsand phrases employed. Such meanings are incapable of
accurate appre-hension apart from a correspondingly accurate apprehension of
the meta-physical background which the [20] universe provides for them. But no
lan-guage can be anything but elliptical, requiring a leap of the imagination
tounderstand its meaning in its relevance to immediate experience. The posi-tion
of metaphysics in the development of culture cannot be understoodwithout
remembering that no verbal statement is the adequate expressionof a proposition.

An old established metaphysical system gains a false air of adequateprecision
from the fact that its words and phrases have passed into currentliterature. Thus
propositions expressed in its language are more easilycorrelated to our flitting
intuitions into metaphysical truth. When we trustthese verbal statements and
argue as though they adequately analysedmeaning, we are led into difficulties
which take the shape of negations ofwhat in practice is presupposed. But when
they are proposed as first prin-ciples they assume an unmerited air of sober
obviousness. Their defect isthat the true propositions which they do express lose
their fundamentalcharacter when subjected to adequate expression. For example
considerthe type of propositions such as The grass is green/ and "The whale
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to a metaphysical first principle; and yet in these examples it con-ceals such
complex, diverse meanings.

SECTION VI

It has been an objection to speculative philosophy that it is over-ambitious.
Rationalism, it is admitted, is the method by which advanceis made within the
limits of particular sciences. It is, however, held thatthis limited success must not
encourage attempts to frame ambitiousschemes expressive of the general nature
of things.

One alleged justification of this criticism is ill-success: European thoughtis
represented as littered with metaphysical systems, abandoned and un-reconciled.

Such an assertion tacitly fastens upon philosophy the old dogmatic test. The same
criterion would fasten ill- [21] success upon science. We no moreretain the
physics of the seventeenth century than we do the Cartesianphilosophy of that
century. Yet within limits, both systems express im-portant truths. Also we are
beginning to understand the wider categorieswhich define their limits of correct
application. Of course, in that century,dogmatic views held sway; so that the
validity both of the physical notions,and of the Cartesian notions, was
misconceived. Mankind never quiteknows what it is after. When we survey the
history of thought, and like-wise the history of practice, we find that one idea
after another is tried out,its limitations defined, and its core of truth elicited. In
application to theinstinct for the intellectual adventures demanded by particular
epochs,there is much truth in Augustine's rhetorical phrase, Securus judicat
orbisterrarum. At the very least, men do what they can in the way of system-
atization, and in the event achieve something. The proper test is not thatof
finality, but of progress.

But the main objection, dating from the sixteenth century and receivingfinal
expression from Francis Bacon, is the uselessness of philosophic spec-ulation.
The position taken by this objection is that we ought to describedetailed matter
of fact, and elicit the laws with a generality strictly limitedto the systcmatization
of these described details. General interpretation,it is held, has no bearing upon
this procedure; and thus any system of gen-eral interpretation, be it true or false,
remains intrinsically barren. Un-fortunately for this objection, there are no brute,
self-contained matters offact, capable of being understood apart from
interpretation as an elementin a system. Whenever we attempt to express the



matter of immediate ex-perience, we tind that its understanding leads us beyond
itself, to its con-temporaries, to its past, to its future, and to the universals in
terms ofwhich its definiteness is exhibited. But such universals, by their very
charac-ter of universality, embody the potentiality of other facts with
varianttypes of definiteness. Thus [22] the understanding of the immediate
brutefact requires its metaphysical interpretation as an item in a world with
somesystematic relation to it. When thought comes upon the scene, it findsthe
interpretations as matters of practice. Philosophy does not initiateinterpretations.
Its search for a rationalistic scheme is the search for more

adequate criticism, and for more adequate justification, of the interpre-tations
which we perforce employ. Our habitual experience is a complexof failure and
success in the enterprise of interpretation. If we desire arecord of uninterpreted
experience, we must ask a stone to record its auto-biography. Every scientific
memoir in its record of the 'facts’ is shotthrough and through with interpretation.
The methodology of rationalinterpretation is the product of the fitful vagueness
of consciousness. Ele-ments which shine with immediate distinctness, in some
circumstances,retire into penumbral shadow in other circumstances, and into
black dark-ness on other occasions. And yet all occasions proclaim themselves
as ac-tualities within the flux of a solid world, demanding a unity of interpre-
tation.

Philosophy is the self-correction by consciousness of its own initial ex-cess of
subjectivity. Each actual occasion contributes to the circumstancesof its origin
additional formative elements deepening its own peculiarindividuality.
Consciousness is only the last and greatest of such elementsby which the
selective character of the individual obscures the externaltotality from which it
originates and which it embodies. An actual in-dividual, of such higher grade,
has truck with the totality of things byreason of its sheer actuality; but it has
attained its individual depth of beingby a selective emphasis limited to its own
purposes. The task of philosophyis to recover the totality obscured by the
selection. It replaces in rationalexperience what has been submerged in the
higher sensitive experienceand has been sunk yet deeper by the initial operations
of consciousnessitself. The selectiveness of individual experience is moral so far
as it con-[23] forms to the balance of importance disclosed in the rational vision;
andconversely the conversion of the intellectual insight into an emotional
forcecorrects the sensitive experience in the direction of morality. The correc-
tion is in proportion to the rationality of the insight.

Moralitv of outlook is inseparablv conioined with generalitv of outlook.The



antithesis between the general good and the individual interest can beabolished
only when the individual is such that its interest is the generalgood, thus
exemplifying the loss of the minor intensities in order to findthem again with
finer composition in a wider sweep of interest.

Philosophy frees itself from the taint of ineffectiveness by its close rela-tions
with religion and with science, natural and sociological. It attains itschief
importance by fusing the two, namely, religion and science, into onerational
scheme of thought. Religion should connect the rational gen-erality of
philosophy with the emotions and purposes springing out ofexistence in a
particular society, in a particular epoch, and conditioned byparticular
antecedents. Religion is the translation of general ideas intoparticular thoughts,
particular emotions, and particular purposes; it is di-rected to the end of
stretching individual interest beyond its self-defeatingparticularity. Philosophy
finds religion, and modifies it; and converselyreligion is among the data of
experience which philosophy must weave into

16 The Speculative Scheme

its own scheme. Religion is an ultimate craving to infuse into the
insistentparticularity of emotion that non-temporal generality which primarily
be-longs to conceptual thought alone. In the higher organisms the differencesof
tempo between the mere emotions and the conceptual experiences pro-duce a
life-tedium, unless this supreme fusion has been effected. The twosides of the
organism require a reconciliation in which emotional experi-ences illustrate a
conceptual justification, and conceptual experiences findan emotional
illustration.

[24] This demand for an intellectual justification of brute experience hasalso
been the motive power in the advance of European science. In thissense
scientific interest is only a variant form of religious interest. Any sur-vey of the
scientific devotion to 'truth/ as an ideal, will confirm this state-ment. There is,
however, a grave divergence between science and religionin respect to the
phases of individual experience with which they are con-cerned. Religion is
centered upon the harmony of rational thought withthe sensitive reaction to the
percepta from which experience originates.Science is concerned with the
harmony of rational thought with the per-cepta themselves. When science deals
with emotions, the emotions inquestion are percepta and not immediate passions
—other people's emotionand not our own: at least our own in recollection, and
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nou i1 nnmedrdey.Reigionl aedls witll ule 10ri1duoll 0l ule experieinciizg supject,;
whereasscience deals with the objects, which are the data forming the
primaryphase in this experience. The subject originates from, and amid,
givenconditions; science conciliates thought with this primary matter of fact;and
religion conciliates the thought involved in the process with the sensi-tive
reaction involved in that same process. The process is nothing elsethan the
experiencing subject itself. In this explanation it is presumed thatan experiencing
subject is one occasion of sensitive reaction to an actualworld. Science finds
religious experiences among its percepta; and religionfinds scientific concepts
among the conceptual experiences to be fused withparticular sensitive reactions.

The conclusion of this discussion is, first, the assertion of the old doctrinethat
breadth of thought reacting with intensity of sensitive experiencestands out as an
ultimate claim of existence; secondly, the assertion thatempirically the
development of self-justifying thoughts has been achievedby the complex
process of generalizing! from particular topics, of imagi-natively schematizing
the generalizations, and finally by renewed compari-son [25] of the imagined
scheme with the direct experience to which itshould apply.

There is no justification for checking generalization at any particularstage. Each
phase of generalization exhibits its own peculiar simplicitieswhich stand out just
at that stage, and at no other stage. There are sim-plicities connected with the
motion of a bar of steel which are obscuredif we refuse to abstract from the
individual molecules; and there are certainsimplicities concerning the behaviour
of men which are obscured if we
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refuse to abstract from the individual peculiarities of particular specimens.In the
same way. there are certain general truths, about the actual thingsin the common
world of activity, which will be obscured when attentionis confined to some
particular detailed mode of considering them. Thesegeneral truths, involved in
the meaning of every particular notion respect-ing the actions of things, are the
subject-matter* for speculative philosophy.

Philosophy destroys its usefulness when it indulges in brilliant feats ofexplaining
away. It is then trespassing with the wrong equipment uponthe field of particular
sciences. Its ultimate appeal is to the general con-sciousness of what in practice
we experience. Whatever thread of presup-position characterizes social
expression throughout the various epochs ofrational societyt must find its place



in philosophic theory. Speculative bold-ness must be balanced by complete
humility before logic, and before fact.It is a disease of philosophy when it is
neither bold nor humble, butmerely a reflection of the temperamental
presuppositions of exceptionalpersonalities.

Analogously, we do not trust any recasting of scientific theory depend-ing upon
a single performance of an aberrant experiment, unrepeated. Theultimate test is
always widespread, recurrent experience; and the moregeneral the rationalistic
scheme, the more important is this final appeal.

The useful function of philosophy is to promote the [26] most
generalsystematization of civilized thought. There is a constant reaction
betweenspecialism and common sense. It is the part of the special sciences
tomodify common sense. Philosophy is the welding of imagination and com-
mon sense into a restraint upon specialists, and also into an enlargementof their
imaginations. By providing the generic notions philosophy shouldmake it easier
to conceive the infinite variety of specific instances whichrest unrealized in the
womb of nature.

CHAPTER IITHE CATEGOREAL SCHEME i

SECTION I

[27] This chapter contains an anticipatory sketch of the primary notionswhich
constitute the philosophy of organism. The whole of the subsequentdiscussion in
these lectures has the purpose of rendering this summaryintelligible, and of
showing that it embodies generic notions inevitablypresupposed in our reflective
experience—presupposed, but rarely expressedin explicit distinction. Four
notions may be singled out from this sum-mary, by reason of the fact that they
involve some divergence fromantecedent philosophical thought. These notions
are, that of an 'actualentity/ that of a 'prehension,’ that of a 'nexus/ and that of the
'ontologicalprinciple/ Philosophical thought has made for itself difficulties by
dealingexclusively in very abstract notions, such as those of mere awareness,
mereprivate sensation, mere emotion, mere purpose, mere appearance,
merecausation. These are the ghosts of the old 'faculties/ banished
frompsychology, but still haunting metaphysics. There can be no 'mere’ to-
getherness of such abstractions. The result is that philosophical discussionis
enmeshed in the fallacy of 'misplaced concreteness.'x In the three no-tions—
actual entity, prehension, nexus—an endeavour has been made tobase
philosophical thought upon the most concrete elements in our ex-perience.



'Actual entities'-also termed 'actual occasions'—are the final real things -of
which the world is made up. There is no going behind actual entitiesto find
anything \28] more real. They differ among themselves: God is anactual entity,
and so is the most trivial puff of existence in far-off emptyspace. But, though
there are gradations of importance, and diversities offunction, yet in the
principles which actuality exemplifies all are on thesame level. The final facts
are, all alike, actual entities; and these actualentities are drops of experience, coi
iplex and interdependent.

In its recurrence to the notion oi a plurality of actual entities the phi-losophy of
organism is through and through Cartesian.t The 'ontologicalprinciple' broadens
and extends a general principle laid down by JohnLocke in his Essay (Bk. II, Ch.
XXIII, Sect. 7),t when he asserts that"power" is "c? great part of our complex
ideas of substances "\ The notion

1 Cf. my Science and the Modern World, Ch. I11.18

of 'substance’ is transformed into that of 'actual entity'; and the notionof 'power’
is transformed into the principle that the reasons for things arealways to be found
in the composite nature of definite actual entities—in the nature of God for
reasons of the highest absoluteness, and in thenature of definite temporal actual
entities for reasons which refer to aparticular environment. The ontological
principle can be summarized as:no actual entity, then no reason.

Each actual entity is analysable in an indefinite number of ways. Insome modes
of analysis the component elements are more abstract thanin other modes of
analysis. The analysis of an actual entity into 'pre-hensions' is that mode of
analysis which exhibits the most concrete ele-ments in the nature of actual
entities. This mode of analysis will be termedthe 'division' of the actual entity in
question. Each actual entity is 'divis-ible' in an indefinite number of ways, and
each way of 'division' yields itsdefinite quota of prehensions. A prehension
reproduces in itself the generalcharacteristics of an actual entitv: it is referent to
an external world, andin this sense will be said to have a 'vector character’; it
involves emotion,and purpose, and valuation, and causation. In fact, any
characteristic ofan actual entity is reproduced [29] in a prehension. It might have
been acomplete actuality; but, by reason of a certain incomplete partiality, a pre-
hension is only a subordinate element in an actual entity. A reference tothe
complete actuality is required to give the reason why such a prehensionis what it
is in respect to its subiective form. This subiective form isdetermined bv the



subjective aim at further integration, so as to obtainthe 'satisfaction' of the
completed subject. In other words, final causationand atomism are
interconnected philosophical principles.

With the purpose of obtaining a one-substance cosmology, 'prehensions'are a
generalization from Descartes' mental 'cogitations,’ and fromLocke's 'ideas,' to
express the most concrete mode of analysis applicableto every grade of
individual actuality. Descartes and Locke maintained atwo-substance ontology—
Descartes explicitly, Locke by implication. Des-cartes, the mathematical
physicist, emphasized his account of corporealsubstance; and Locke, the
physician and the sociologist, confined himselfto an account of mental
substance. The philosophy of organism, in itsscheme for one type of actual
entities, adopts the view that Locke's ac-count of mental substance embodies, in
a very special form, a more pene-trating philosophic description than does
Descartes' account of corporealsubstance. Nevertheless, Descartes' account must
find its place in thephilosophic scheme. On the whole, this is the moral to be
drawn fromthe Monadologyt of Leibniz. His monads are best conceived as
generaliza-tions of contemporary notions of mentality. The contemporary
notionsof physical bodies only enter into his philosophv subordinately and deriv-
atively. The philosophy of organism endeavours to hold the balance moreevenly.
But it does start with a generalization of Locke's account of mentaloperations.

Actual entities involve each other by reason of their prehensions of eachother.
There are thus real individual facts of the togetherness of actualentities, which
are real, individual, and particular, in the same sense in[30] which actual entities
and the prehensions are real, individual, and par-ticular. Any such particular fact
of togetherness among actual entities iscalled a *nexus? (plural form is written
'mexus'). The ultimate facts of im-mediate actual experience are actual entities,
prehensions, and nexus. Allelse is, for our experience, derivative abstraction.

The explanatory purpose of philosophy is often misunderstood. Itsbusiness is to
explain the emergence of the more abstract things from themore concrete things.
It is a complete mistake to ask how concrete par-ticular fact can be built up out
of universals. The answer is, In no way/The true philosophic question 2 is, How
can concrete fact exhibit entitiesabstract from itself and yet participated in by its
own nature?

In other words, philosophy is explanatory of abstraction, and not ofconcreteness.
It is by reason of their instinctive grasp of this ultimate truththat, in spite of
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Platonic philosophy retain their abiding appeal; theyseek the forms in the facts.
Each fact is more than its forms, and eachform 'participates’ throughout the
world of facts. The definiteness of factis due to its forms; but the individual fact
is a creature, and creativity isthe ultimate behind all forms, inexplicable by
forms, and conditioned byits creatures.

SECTION II

The Categories

, I. The Category of the Ultimate.
I1. Categories of Existence.

I11. Categories of Explanation.
I'V. Categoreal Obligations.

It is the purpose of the discussion in these lectures to make clear themeaning of
these categories, their appli- [31] cability, and their adequacy.The course of the
discussion will disclose how very far they are fromsatisfying this ideal.

Every entity should be a specific instance of one category of existence,every
explanation should be a specific instance of categories of explanation,and every
obligation should be a specific instance of categoreal obliga-

2 In this connection I may refer to the second chapter of my book The Princi-ple
of Relativity, Cambridge University Press, t 1922.

tions. The Category” of the Ultimate expresses the general principle pre-
supposed in the three more special categories.

The Category of the Ultimate

'Creativity/ 'many/ 'one' are the ultimate notions involved in the mean-ing of the
synonymous terms 'thing/ 'being/ 'entity/ These three notionscomplete the
Category of the Ultimate and are presupposed in all themore special categories.

The term "'one* does not stand for 'the integral number one/ which isa complex
special notion. It stands for the general idea underlying alikethe indefinite article



'a or an/ and the detinite article 'the/ and the demon-stratives 'this or that/ and the
relatives 'which or what or how.7 It standsfor the singularity of an entity. The
term 'many’ presupposes the term'one/ and the term 'one’ presupposes the term
'many/ The term 'many'conveys the notion of 'disjunctive diversity'; this notion is
an essential*element in the concept of 'being/ There are many 'beings' in
disjunctivediversity.

'Creativity* is the universal of universals characterizing ultimate matterof fact. It
is that ultimate principle by which the many, which are the*universe
disjunctively, become the one actual occasion, which is the uni-verse
conjunctively. It lies in the nature of things that the many enterinto complex
unity.

'Creativity' is the principle of novelty. An actual occasion is a novelentity diverse
from any entity in the 'many' which it unifies. Thus 'creativ-ity' introduces
novelty into the content of the many, which are the [32]universe disjunctively.
The 'creative advance' is the application of this ul-timate principle of creativity to
each novel situation which it originates.

"Together' is a generic term covering the various special ways in whichvarious
sorts of entities are 'together' in any one actual occasion. Thus'together
presupposes the notions 'creativity/ 'many/ 'one/ 'identity' and'diversity/ The
ultimate metaphysical principle is the advance from dis-junction to conjunction,
creating a novel entity other than the entitiesgiven in disjunction. The novel
entity is at once the togetherness of the'many' which it finds, and also it is one
among the disjunctive 'many'which it leaves; it is a novel entity, disjunctively
among the many entitieswhich it synthesizes. The many become one, and are
increased by one.In their natures, entities are disjunctively 'many' in process of
passage intoconjunctive unity. This Category of the Ultimate replaces
Aristotle'scategory of 'primary substance/

Thus the 'production of novel togetherness' is the ultimate notion em-bodied in
the term 'concrescence/ These ultimate notions of 'productionof novelty' and of
'concrete togetherness' are inexplicable either in terms ofhigher universals or in
terms of the components participating in the con-

crescence. The analysis of the components abstracts from the concrescence.The
sole appeal is to intuition.

The Categories of Existence



There are eight Categories of Existence:

(i) Actual Entities (also termed Actual Occasions), or Final Realities,or Res
Verae.

(ii) Prehensions, or Concrete Facts of Relatedness.
(iii) Nexus (plural of Nexus), or Public Matters of Fact.
(iv) Subjective Forms, or Private Matters of Fact.

(v) Eternal Objects, or Pure Potentials for the Specific Determinationof Fact, or
Forms of Definiteness.

(vi) Propositions, or Matters of Fact in Potential [33] Determination, orlmpure
Potentials for the Specific Determination of Matters of Fact, orTheories.

(vii) Multiplicities, or Pure Disjunctions of Diverse Entities.

(viii) Contrasts, or Modes of Synthesis of Entities in one Prehension,or Patterned
Entities.t

Among these eight categories of existence, actual entities and eternalobjects
stand out with a certain extreme finality. The other types of exis-tence have a
certain intermediate character. The eighth category includesan indefinite
progression of categories, as we proceed from 'contrasts' to'contrasts of contrasts/
and on indefinitely to higher grades of contrasts.

The Categories of Explanation
There are twenty-seven Categories of Explanation:

(i) That the actual world is a process, and that the process is the be-coming of
actual entities. Thus actual entities are creatures; they are alsotermed 'actual
occasions/

(ii) That in the becoming of an actual entity, the potential unity ofmany entities
in disjunctive diversity*—actual and non-actual—acquiresthe real unity of the
one actual entity; so that the actual entity is the realconcrescence of many
potentials.



(iii) That in the becoming of an actual entity, novel prehensions,
nexus,subjective forms, propositions, multiplicities, and contrasts, also
become;but there are no novel eternal objects.

(iv) That the potentiality for being an element in a real concrescence*of many
entities into one actuality! is the one general metaphysical char-acter attaching to
all entities, actual and non-actual; and that every itemin its universe is involved
in each concrescence. In other words, it belongsto the nature of a 'being' that it is
a potential for every 'becoming/ Thisis the 'principle of relativity/

(v) That no two actual entities originate from an iden- \34] tical uni-verse;
though the difference between the two universes only consists in

some actual entities, included in one and not in the other, and in the sub-ordinate
entities which each actual entity introduces into the world. Theeternal objects are
the same for all actual entities. The nexus of actualentities in the universe
correlate to a concrescencef is termed 'the actualworld' correlate to that
concrescence.

(vi) That each entity in the universe of a given concrescence can, so faras its own
nature is concerned, be implicated in that concrescence in oneor other of many
modes; but in fact it is implicated only in one mode:that the particular mode of
implication is only rendered fully determinateby that concrescence, though it is
conditioned by the correlate universe.This indetermination, rendered determinate
in the real concrescence, isthe meaning of 'potentiality.' It is a conditioned
indetermination, and istherefore called a 'real potentiality/

(vii) That an eternal object can be described only in terms of its poten-tiality for
'ingression’ into the becoming of actual entities; and that itsanalysis only
discloses other eternal objects. It is a pure potential. Theterm 'ingression' refers
to the particular mode in which the potentiality ofan eternal object is realized in
a particular actual entity, contributing tothe definiteness of that actual entity.

(viii) That two descriptions are required for an actual entity: (a) onewhich is
analytical of its potentiality for 'objectiflcation’ in the becomingof other actual
entities, and (b) another which is analytical of the processwhich constitutes its
own becoming.

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



(ix) That how an actual entity becomes constitutes what that actualentity is;t so
that the two descriptions of an actual entity are not inde-pendent. Its 'being' is
[35] constituted by its 'becoming; This is the "prin-ciple of process/

(x) That the first analysis of an actual entity, into its most concreteelements,
discloses it to be a concrescence of prehensions, which haveoriginated in its
process of becoming. All further analysis is an analysisof prehensions. Analysis
in terms of prehensions is termed 'division/

(xi) That every prehension consists of three factors: (a) the 'subject'which is
prehending, namely, the actual entity in which that prehension-is a concrete
element; (b) the 'datum' which is prehended; (c) the 'sub-jective form' which is
how that subject prehends that datum.

Prehensions of actual entities—i.e., prehensions whose data involveactual
entities—are termed 'physical prehensions'; and prehensions ofeternal objects are
termed 'conceptual prehensions/ Consciousness is notnecessarily involved in the
subjective forms of either type of prehension.

(xii) That there are two species of prehensions: (a) 'positive prehen-sions' which
are termed 'feelings,' and (b) 'negative prehensions' whichare said to 'eliminate
from feeling.' Negative prehensions also have sub-jective forms. A negative
prehension holds its datum as inoperative in the

progressive concrescence of prehensions constituting the unity of thesubject,

(xiii) That there are many species of subjective forms, such as
emotions,valuations, purposes, adversions, aversions, consciousness, etc.

(xiv) That a nexus is a set of actual entities in the unity of the related-ness
constituted by their prehensions of each other, or—what is the samething
conversely expressed—constituted by their objectifications in eachother.

(xv) That a proposition is the unity of. certain actual entities in theirpotentiality
for forming a nexus, with its potential relatedness partiallydefined by certain
eternal objects which have the unity of one complexeternal [36] object. The
actual entities involved are termed the 'logical sub-jects/ the complex eternal
object is the 'predicate/

(xvi) That a multiplicity consists of many entities, and its unity is con-stituted by



the tact that all 1ts constituent entities severally satisty at leastone condition
which no other entity satisfies.

Every statement about a particular multiplicity can be expressed as astatement
referent either (a) to all its members severally, or (b) to anindefinite some of its
members severally, or (c) as a denial of one of thesestatements. Any statement,
incapable of being expressed in this form, isnot a statement about a multiplicity,
though it may be a statement aboutan entity closely allied to some multiplicity,
i.e., systematically allied toeach member of some multiplicity.

(xvii) That whatever is a datum for a feeling has a unity as felt Thusthe many
components of a complex datum have a unity: this unity is a'contrast’' of entities.
In a sense this means that there are an endless num-ber of categories of
existence, since the synthesis of entities into a contrastin general produces a new
existential type. For example, a proposition is,in a sense, a 'contrast/ For the
practical purposes of 'human understand-ing/ it is sufficient to consider a few
basic types of existence, and to lumpthe more derivative types together under the
heading of 'contrasts/ Themost important of such 'contrasts' is the 'affirmation-
negation' contrastin which a proposition and a nexus obtain synthesis in one
datum, themembers of the nexus being the 'logical subjects' of the proposition.

(xviii) That every condition to which the process of becoming conformsin any
particular instance! has its reason either in the character of someactual entity in
the actual world of that concrescence, or in the characterof the subject which is
in process of concrescence. This category of ex-planation is termed the
'ontological principle.' It could also be termed the'principle of efficient, [37] and
final, causation/ This ontological principlemeans that actual entities are the only
reasons; so that to search for areason is to search for one or more actual entities.
It follows that anycondition to be satisfied by one actual entity in its process
expresses a facteither about the 'real internal constitutions' of some other actual
entities,or about the 'subjective aim' conditioning that process.

The phrase 'real internal constitution' is to be found in Locke's EssayConcerning
Human Understanding (III, IIL, 15): "And thus the realinternal (but generally in
substances unknown) constitution of things,whereon their discoverable qualities
depend, may be called their 'es-sence/ " Also the terms 'prehension’ and 'feeling'
are to be compared withthe various significations of Locke's term 'idea.’ But they
are adopted asmore general and more neutral terms than 'idea' as used by Locke,
whoseems to restrict them to conscious mentality. Also the ordinary
logicalaccount of 'propositions' expresses only a restricted aspect of their role



inthe universe, namely, when they are the data of feelings whose
subjectiveforms are those of judgments. It is an essential doctrine in the
philosophyof organism that the primary function of a proposition is to be
relevant asa lure for feeling. For example, some propositions are the data of
feelingswith subjective forms such as to constitute those feelings to be the enjoy-
ment of a joke. Other propositions are felt with feelings whose subjectiveforms
are horror, disgust, or indignation. The 'subjective aim," which con-trols the
becoming of a subject, is that subject feeling a proposition withthe subjective
form of purpose to realize it in that process of self-creation.

(xix) That the fundamental types of entities are actual entities, andeternal
objects; and that the other types of entities only express how allentities of the
two fundamental types are in community with each other,in the actual world.

[38] (xx) That to 'function' means to contribute determination to theactual
entities in the nexus of some actual world. Thus the determinaie-ness and self-
identity of one entity cannot be abstracted from the com-munity of the diverse
functionings of all entities. 'Determination’ is an-alysable into 'definiteness' and
'position,’ where 'definiteness't is the illus-tration of select eternal objects, and
'position’ is relative status in a nexusof actual entities.

(xxi) An entity is actual, when it has significance for itself. By this it ismeant
that an actual entity functions in respect to its own determination.Thus an actual
entity combines self-identity with self-diversity.

(xxii) That an actual entity by functioning in respect to itself playsdiverse roles
in self-formation without losing its self-identity. It is self-creative: and in its
process of creation transforms its diversity of roles intoone coherent role. Thus
'becoming' is the transformation of incoherenceinto coherence, and in each
particular instance ceases with this attainment.

(xxiii) That this self-functioning is the real internal constitution of anactual
entity. It is the 'immediacy' of the actual entity. An actual entityis called the
'subject’ of its own immediacy.

(xxiv) The functioning of one actual entity in the self-creation of an-other actual
entity is the 'objectification’ of the former for the latter actualentity. The
functioning of an eternal object in the self-creation of an ac-tual entity is the
'ingression’ of the eternal object in the actual entity.



(xxv) The final phase in the process of concrescence, constituting an

actual entity, is one complex, fully determinate feeling. This final phaseis termed
the 'satisfaction/ It is fully determinate (a) as to its genesis,(b) as to its objective
character for the transcendent creativity, and (c) asto its prehension—positive or
negative—of every item in its universe.

(xxvi) Each element in the genetic process of an actual [39] entity hasone self-
consistent function, however complex, in the final satisfaction.

(xxvii) In a process of concrescence, there is a succession of phases inwhich new
prehensions arise by integration of prehensions in antecedentphases. In these
integrations 'feelings' contribute their 'subjective forms7and their 'data’ to the
formation of novel integral prehensions; but 'nega-tive prehensions' contribute
only their 'subjective forms/ The process con-tinues till all prehensions are
components in the one determinate integralsatisfaction.

SECTION III
There are nine Categoreal Obligations:

(i) The Category of Subjective Unity, The many feelings which belongto an
incomplete phase in the process of an actual entity, though unin-tegrated by
reason of the incompleteness of the phase, are compatible forintegration by
reason of the unity of their subject.

(ii) The Category of Objective Identity. There can be no duplica-tion of any
element in the objective datum of the 'satisfaction' of an actualentity, so far as
concerns the function of that element in the 'satisfaction/

Here, as always, the term 'satisfaction' means the one complex fullydeterminate
feeling which is the completed phase in the process. Thiscategory expresses that
each element has one self-consistent function, how-ever complex. Logic is the
general analysis of self-consistency.

(iii) The Category of Objective Diversity. There can be no 'coalescence'of
diverse elements in the objective datum of an actual entity, so far asconcerns the
functions of those elements in that satisfaction.

'Coalescence here means the notion of diverse elements exerc1smg anabsolute
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(iv) The Category of Conceptual Valuation. From each physical feel-ing there is
the derivation of a purely [40] conceptual feeling whose datumis the eternal
object determinant of the defmiteness of the actual entity, orof the nexus,
physically felt.

*(v) The Category of Conceptual Reversion. There is secondary orig-ination of
conceptual feelings with data which are partially identical with,and partially
diverse from, the eternal objects forming the data in the firstphase of the mental
pole. The diversity is a relevant diversity determinedby the subjective aim.

Note that category (iv) concerns conceptual reproduction of physicalfeeling, and
category (v) concerns conceptual diversity from physicalfeeling.

(vi) The Category of Transmutation. When (in accordance with cate-gory [iv], or
with categories [iv] and [v])t one and the same conceptualfeeling is derived
impartially by a prehending subject from its analogoussimplet physical feelings
of various actual entities in its actual world, then,in a subsequent phase of
integration of these simple physical feelings to-gether with the derivate
conceptual feeling, the prehending subject may-transmute the datum of this
conceptual feeling into a characteristic ofsome nexus containing those prehended
actual entities among its mem-bers, or of some part of that nexus. In this way the
nexus (or its part),thus characterized, is the objective datum of a feeling
entertained by thisprehending subject.

It is evident that the complete datum of the transmuted feeling is acontrast,
namely? 'the nexus, as one, in contrast with the eternal object/This type of
contrast is one of the meanings of the notion 'qualificationof physical substance
by quality/

This category is the way in which the philosophy of organism, which isan atomic
theory of actuality, meets a perplexity which is inherent in allmonadic
cosmologies. Leibniz in his Monadology meets the same diffi-culty by a theory
of 'confused' perception. But he fails to make clear how'confusion' originates.

(vii) The Category of Subjective Harmony. The val- [41] uations of con-ceptual
feelings are mutually determined by the adaptation of those feel-ings to be
contrasted elements congruent with the subjective aim.

(Catoaanryv (1) and rateagnrv (1) inintlyy avnrace a nra_actahlichad harmanvin tha
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process of concrescence of any one subject. Category (i) has to dowith data felt,
and category (vii) with the subjective forms of the con-ceptual feelings. This
pre-established harmony is an outcome of the factthat no prehension can be
considered in abstraction from its subject, al-though it originates in the process
creative of its subject.

(viii) The Category of Subjective Intensity. The subjective aim, wherebythere is
origination of conceptual feeling, is at* intensity of feeling (a) inthe immediate
subject, and (/?) in the relevant future.

This double aim—at the immediate present and the relevant future-is less
divided than appears on the surface. For the determination of therelevant future,
and the anticipatory feeling respecting provision for itsgrade of intensity, are
elements affecting the immediate complex of feel-ing. The greater part of
morality hinges on the determination of relevancein the future. The relevant
future consists of those elements in the an-ticipated future which are felt with
effective intensity by the present sub-ject by reason of the real potentiality for
them to be derived from itself.

(ix) The Category of Freedom and Determination. The concrescence ofeach
individual actual entity is internally determined and is externallyfree.

This category can be condensed into the formula, that in each con-crescence
whatever is determinable is determined, but that there is always

a remainder for the decision of the subject-superject of that concrescence.This
subject-superject is the universe in that synthesis, and beyond it thereis
nonentity. This final decision is the reaction of the unity of the wholeto its own
internal determination. This reaction is the final modificationof emotion,
appreciation, and purpose. But the decision [42] of the wholearises out of the
determination of the parts, so as to be strictly relevantto it.

SECTION IV

The whole of thet discussion in the subsequent parts either leads upto these
categories (of the four types) or is explanatory of them, or isconsidering our
experience of the world in the light of these categories.But a few preliminary
notes may be useful.

It follows from the fourth categorv of explanation that the notion of'comblete



abstraction' is self-contradictory. For you cannot abstract theuniverse from any
entity, actual or non-actual, so as to consider that entityin complete isolation.
Whenever we think of some entity, we are asking, What is it fit for here? In a
sense, every entity pervades the whole world;for this question has a definite
answer for each entity in respect to anyactual entity or any nexus of actual
entities.

It follows from the first category of explanation that 'becoming' is acreative
advance into novelty. It is for this reason that the meaning of thephrase 'the
actual world' is relative to the becoming of a definite actualentity which is both
novel and actual, relatively to that meaning, and tono other meaning of that
phrase. Thus, conversely, each actual entitycorresponds to a meaning of 'the
actual world' peculiar to itself. This pointis dealt with more generally in
categories of explanation (iii) and (v). Anactual world is a nexus; and the actual
world of one actual entity sinksto the level of a subordinate nexus in actual
worlds beyond that actualentity.

Trie first, the fourth, the eighteenth, and twenty-seventh categories statedifferent
aspects of one and the same general metaphysical truth. The firstcategory states
the doctrine in a general way: that every ultimate actualityembodies in its own
essence what Alexander 3 \43] terms 'a principle of un-rest,' namely, its
becoming. The fourth category applies this doctrine to thevery notion of an
'entity.' It asserts that the notion of an 'entity’' means'an element contributory to
the process of becoming.' We have in thiscategory the utmost generalization of
the notion of 'relativity.' The eigh-teenth category asserts that the obligations
imposed on the becoming ofany particular actual entity arise from the
constitutions of other actualentities.

The four categories of explanation, (x) to (xiii), constitute the repudia-
3 Cf. "Artistic Creation and Cosmic Creation," Proc. Brit. Acad., 1927\ Vol . XIII.
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tion of the notion of vacuous actuality, which haunts realistic philosophy.The
term Vacuous actuality' here means the notion of a res vera devoid ofsubjective
immediacy. This repudiation is fundamental for the organicphilosophy (cf. Part
I1, Ch. VII, "The Subjectivist Principle'). The notionof Vacuous actuality' is very
closely allied to the notion of the 'inherenceof quality in substance/ Both notions
—in their misannlication as fiinda-mental metanhvsical cateonries—find their
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chief support in a misunder-standing of the true analysis of 'presentational
immediacy' (cf. Part II,Ch. II, Sects. I and V).

It is fundamental to the metaphysical doctrine of the philosophy oforganism, that
the notion of an actual entity as the unchanging subjectof change is completely
abandoned. An actual entity is at once the subjectexperiencing and the superject
of its experiences. It is subject-superject,and neither half of this description can
for a moment be lost sight of.The term 'subject’ will be mostly employed when
the actual entity isconsidered in respect to its own real internal constitution. But
'subject'is always to be construed as an abbreviation of 'subject-superject."™

The ancient doctrine that 'no one crosses the same river twice' is ex-tended. No
thinker thinks twice; and, to put the matter more generally, nosubject
experiences twice. This is what Locke ought to have meant by hisdoctrine of
time as a 'perpetual perishing.'

[44] This repudiation directly contradicts Kant's 'First Analogy of Expe-rience'
in either of its ways of phrasing (1st or 2ndt edition). In the phi-losophy of
organism it is not 'substance’ which is permanent, but 'form.'Forms suffer
changing relations; actual entities 'perpetually perish' sub-jectively, but are
immortal objectively. Actuality in perishing acquiresobjectivity, while it loses
subjective immediacy. It loses the final causationwhich is its internal principle of
unrest, and it acquires efficient causationwhereby it is a ground of obligation
characterizing the creativity.

Actual occasions in their 'formal' constitutions are devoid of all in-determination.
Potentiality has passed into realization. They are completeand determinate
matter of fact, devoid of all indecision. They form theground of obligation. But
eternal objects, and propositions, and some morecomplex sorts of contrasts,
involve in their own natures indecision. Theyare, like all entities, potentials for
the process of becoming. Their ingres-sion expresses the definiteness of the
actuality in question. But their ownnatures do not in themselves disclose in what
actual entities this poten-tiality of ingression is realized. Thus they involve
indetermination in asense more complete than do the former set.

A multiplicity merely enters into process through its individual mem-bers. The
only statements to be made about a multiplicity express howits individual
members enter into the process of the actual world. Anyentity which enters into
process in this way belongs to the multiplicity, andno other entities do belong to

. . . .
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example, each of the six kinds of entities

just mentioned is a multiplicityt (i.e., not the individual entities of thekinds, but
the collective kinds of the entities). A multiplicity has solelya disjunctive
relationship to the actual world. The "universe' comprisingthe absolutely initial
data for an actual entity is a multiplicity. The treat-ment of a multiplicity as
though it [45] had the unity belonging to an en-tity of any one of the other six
kinds produces logical errors. Whenever theword 'entity’' is used, it is to be
assumed, unless otherwise stated, that itrefers to an entity of one of the six kinds,
and not to a multiplicity.

There is no emergent evolution concerned with a multiplicity, so thatevery
statement about a multiplicity is a disjunctive statement about itsindividual
members. Entities of any of the first six kinds, and generic con-trasts, will be
called 'proper entities/

In its development the subsequent discussion of the philosophy of or-ganism is
governed by the belief that the subject-predicate form of propo-sition is
concerned with high abstractions, except in its application to sub-jective forms.
This sort of abstraction, apart from this exception, is rarelyrelevant to
metaphysical description. The dominance of Aristotelian logicfrom the late
classical period onwards has imposed on metaphysicalthought the categories
naturally derivative from its phraseology. This dom-inance of his logic does not
seem to have been characteristic of Aristotle'sown metaphysical speculations.
The divergencies, such as they are, in theselectures from other philosophical
doctrines mostly depend upon the factthat many philosophers, who in their
explicit statements criticize theAristotelian notion of 'substance/ yet implicitly
throughout their discus-sions presuppose that the 'subject-predicate’ form of
proposition embodiesthe finally adequate mode of statement about the actual
world. The evilproduced by the Aristotelian 'primary substance' is exactly this
habit ofmetaphysical emphasis upon the 'subject-predicate7 form of proposition.

CHAPTER HISOME DERIVATIVE NOTIONS
SECTION I

[46] The primordial created fact is the unconditioned conceptual valua-tion of
the entire multiplicity of eternal objects. This is the 'primordialnature’ of God.
By reason of this complete Valuatlon the objectlflcatlon ofGod in each derivate
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actual entury resuits 1n a graauation of tne relevanceor eternal ODJects 1o tne
concrescent phases of that derivate occasion. Therewill be additional ground of
relevance for select eternal objects by reasonof their ingression into derivate
actual entities belonging to the actualworld of the concrescent occasion in
question. But whether or no this bethe case, there is always the definite
relevance derived from God. Apartfrom God. eternal objects unrealized in the
actual world would be rela-tively non-existent for the concrescence in question.
For effective relevancerequires agency of comparison, and agency belongs
exclusively to actualoccasions.** This divine ordering is itself matter of fact,
thereby condition-ing creativity. Thus possibility which transcends realized
temporal matterof fact has a real relevance to the creative advance. God is the
primordialcreature; but the description of his nature is not exhausted by this
concep-tual side of it. His 'consequent nature' results from his physical prehen-
sions of the derivative actual entities (cf. Part V).

'Creativity' is another rendering of the Aristotelian 'matter/ and of themodern
'neutral stuff/ But it is divested of the notion of passive recep-tivity, either of
'form/ or of external relations; it is the pure notion of theactivity conditioned by
the objective immortality of [47] the actual world—a world which is never the
same twice, though always with the stable ele-ment of divine ordering.
Creativity is without a character of its own inexactly the same sense in which the
Aristotelian 'matter’ is without a char-acter of its own. It is that ultimate notion of
the highest generality at *the base of actuality. It cannot be characterized,
because all characters aremore special than itself. But creativity is always found
under conditions,and described as conditioned. The non-temporal act of all-
inclusive un-fettered valuation is at once a creature of creativity and a condition
forcreativity. It shares this double character with all creatures. By reason ofits
character as a creature, always in concrescence and never in the past, itreceives a
reaction from the world; this reaction is its consequent nature.It is here termed
'God'; because the contemplation of our natures, as

31

enjoying real feelings derived from the timeless source of all order, acquiresthat
'subjective form' of refreshment and companionship at which reli-gions aim.

This function of creatures, that they constitute the shifting character ofcreativity,
is here termed the 'objective immortality' of actual entities.Thus God has
objective immortality in respect to his primordial natureand his consequent
nature. The objective immortality of his consequentnature is considered later (cf.



Part V); we are now concerned with hisprimordial nature.

God's immanence in the world in respect to his primordial nature is anurge
towards the future based upon an appetite in the present. Appetitionis at once the
conceptual valuation of an immediate physical feeling com-bined with the urge
towards realization of the datum conceptually pre-hended. For example, t 'thirst*
is an immediate physical feeling integratedwith the conceptual prehension of its
quenching.

Appetitionx is immediate matter of fact including in itself a principle ofunrest,
involving realization of what [48] is not and may be. The imme-diate occasion
thereby conditions creativity so as to procure, in the future,physical realization
of its mental pole, according to the various valuationsinherent in its various
conceptual prehensions. All physical experience isaccompanied by an appetite
for, or against, its continuance: an example isthe appetition of self-preservation.
But the origination of the novel con-ceptual prehension has, more especially, to
be accounted for. Thirst is anappetite towards a difference—towards something
relevant, somethinglargely identical, but something with a definite novelty. This
is an exampleat a low level which shows the germ of a free imagination.

In what sense can unrealized abstract form be relevant? What is its basisof
relevance? 'Relevance’ must express some real fact of togethernessamong forms.
The ontological principle can be expressed as: All real to-getherness is
togetherness in the formal constitution of an actuality. So ifthere be a relevance
of what in the temporal world is unrealized, the rele-vance must express a fact of
togetherness in the formal constitution of anon-temporal actuality. But by the
principle of relativity there can only beone non-derivative actuality, unbounded
by its prehensions of an actualworld. Such a primordial superject of creativity
achieves, in its unity ofsatisfaction, the complete conceptual valuation of all
eternal objects. Thisis the ultimate, basic adjustment of the togetherness of
eternal objects onwhich creative order depends. It is the conceptual adjustment
of all ap-petites in the form of aversions and adversions. It constitutes the
meaningof relevance. Its status as an actual efficient fact is recognized by
termingit the 'primordial nature of God/

The word 'appetition’ illustrates a danger which lurks in technical terms.This
same danger is also illustrated in the psychology derived from Freud.

1 Cf. Leibniz's Monadology.



The mental poles of actualities contribute various grades of complex feel-ings to
the actualities including them as factors. The [49] basic operationsof mentality
are 'conceptual prehensions.' These are the only operations of'pure’ mentality. All
other mental operations are 'impure/ in the sensethat they involve integrations of
conceptual prehensions with the physicalprehensions of the physical pole. Since
'impurity* in prehension refers tothe prehension arising out of the integration of
'pure’ physical prehensionswith 'pure' mental prehensions, it follows that an
'impure't mental pre-hension is also an 'impure' physical prehension and
conversely. Thus theterm 'impure' applied to a prehension has a perfectly
definite meaning;and does not require the terms 'mental’ or 'physical/ except for
the direc-tion of attention in the discussion concerned.

The technical term 'conceptual prehension' is entirely neutral, devoidof all
suggestiveness. But such terms present great difficulties to the under-standing,
by reason of the fact that they suggest no particular exemplifica-tions.
Accordingly, we seek equivalent terms which have about them
thesuggestiveness of familiar fact. We have chosen the term 'appetition/which
suggests exemplifications in our own experience, also in lower formsof life such
as insects and vegetables. But even in human experience 'ap-petition' suggests a
degrading notion of this basic activity in its more in-tense operations. We are
closely concerned with what Bergson calls 'intui-tion'—with some differences
however. Bergson's 'intuition't is an 'impure'operation; it is an integral feeling
derived from the synthesis of the con-ceptual prehension with the physical
prehension from which it has beenderived according to the 'Category of
Conceptual Reproduction' (Cate-goreal Obligation! IV). It seems that Bergson's
term 'intuition' has thesame meaning as 'physical purpose' in Part III of these
lectures. AlsoBergson's 'intuition' seems to abstract from the subjective form of
emotionand purpose. This subjective form is an essential element in the notion
of'conceptual prehension,’ as indeed in that of any prehension. It is an essen-tial
element in 'physical purpose’ (cf. Part III), If we con- [SO] sider these'pure'’
mental operations in their most intense operations, we should choosethe term
'vision." A conceptual prehension is a direct vision of some possi-bility of good
or oft evil—of some possibility as to how actualities may bedefinite. There is no
reference to particular actualities, or to any par-ticular actual world. The phrase
'of good or of evil' has been added to in-clude a reference to the subjective form;
the mere word 'vision' abstractsfrom this factor in a conceptual prehension. If we
say that God's primor-dial nature is a completeness of 'appetition,'f we give due
weight to thesubjective form—at a cost. If we say that God's primordial nature is
'in-tuition/ we suggest mentality which is 'impure' by reason of synthesis



withphysical prehension. If we say that God's primordial nature is 'vision,’
wesuggest a maimed view of the subjective form, divesting it of yearningafter
concrete fact—no particular facts, but after some actuality. There isdeficiency in
God's primordial nature which the term 'vision' obscures.

One advantage of the term Vision' is that it connects this doctrine of Godmore
closely with philosophical tradition. 'Envisagement' is perhaps a saferterm than
Vision/ To sum up: God's primordial nature' is abstracted fromhis commerce
with 'particulars/ and is therefore devoid of those 'impure'intellectual cogitations
which involve propositions (cf. Part III). It is Godin abstraction, alone with
himself. As such it is a mere factor in God, de-ficient in actuality.

SECTION II

The notions of 'social order' and of 'personal order' cannot be omittedfrom this
preliminary sketch. A 'society/ in the sense in which that termis here used, is a
nexus with social order; and an 'enduring object/ or 'en-during creature/ is a
society whose social order has taken the special formof 'personal order.’

A nexus enjoys 'social order' where (i) there is a common element ofform
illustrated in the definiteness [Si] of each of its included actual en-tities, and (ii)
this common element of form arises in each member of thenexus by reason of
the conditions imposed upon it by its prehensions ofsome other members of the
nexus, and (iii) these prehensions impose thatcondition of reproduction by
reason of their inclusion of positive feelingsof that* common form. Such a nexus
is called a 'society/ and the commonform is the 'defining characteristic' of the
society. The notionf of 'definingcharacteristic’ is allied to the Aristotelian notion
oft 'substantial form/

The common element of form is simply a complex eternal object ex-emplified in
each member of the nexus. But the social order of the nexusis not the mere fact
of this common form exhibited by all its members. Thereproduction of the
common form throughout the nexus is due to thegenetic relations of the
members of the nexus among each other, and tothe additional fact that genetic
relations include feelings of the commonform. Thus the defining characteristic is
inherited throughout the nexus,each member deriving it from those other
members of the nexus whichare antecedent to its own concrescence.

A nexus enjoys 'personal order’ when (a) it is a 'society/ and (/?) whenthe genetic
relatedness of its members orders these members 'serially/



By this 'serial ordering' arising from the genetic relatedness, it is meantthat any
member of the nexus—excluding the first and the last, if there besuch—
constitutes a 'cut’ in the nexus, so that (a) this member inheritsfrom all members
on one side of the cut, and from no members on theother side of the cut, and (b)
if A and B are two members of the nexusand B inherits from A, then the side of
B's+ cut, inheriting from B, formspart of the side of A's cut, inheriting from A,
and the side of A's cut fromwhich A inherits forms part of the side of B's cut
from which B inherits.Thus the nexus forms a single line of inheritance of its
defining character-istic. Such a nexus is called an 'enduring object/ It might have
been
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termed a 'person/ in the legal sense [52] of that term. But unfortunately'person'
suggests the notion of consciousness, so that its use would lead
tomisunderstanding. The nexus 'sustains a character/ and this is one of
themeanings of the Latin word persona. But an 'enduring object/ qua 'per-son/
does more than sustain a character. For this sustenance arises out ofthe special
genetic relations among the members of the nexus. An ordinaryphysical object,
which has temporal endurance, is a society. In the ideallysimple case, it has
personal order and is an 'enduring object.7 A society may(or may not) be
analysable into many strands of 'enduring objects/ Thiswill be the case for most
ordinary physical objects. These enduring objectsand 'societies/ analysable into
strands of enduring objects, are the per-manent entities which enjoy adventures
of change throughout time andspace. For example, they form the subject-matter
of the science of dy-namics. Actual entities perish, but do not change; they are
what they are.A nexus which (i) enjoys social order, and (ii) is analysable into
strandsof enduring objects may be termed a 'corpuscular society/ A society
maybe more or less corpuscular, according to the relative importance of
thedefining characteristics of the various enduring objects compared to thatof the
defining characteristic of the whole corpuscular nexus.

SECTION III

There is a prevalent misconception that 'becoming' involves the notionof a
unique seriality for its advance into novelty. This is the classic notionof 'time/
which philosophy took over from common sense. Mankind madean unfortunate
generalization from its experience of enduring objects. Re-cently physical

science has abandoned this notion. Accordingly we shouldnow purge cosmology
nf 2 nnint nf vview which it nicht navar tn haveadnnted ac an nltimate
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metaphysical principle. In these lectures the term'creative advance' is not to be
construed in the sense of a uniquely serialadvance.

[S3] Finally, the extensive continuity of the physical universe has usuallybeen
construed to mean that there is a continuity of becoming. But if weadmit that
'something becomes/ it is easy, by employing Zeno's method, toprove that there
can be no continuity of becoming.2 There is a becomingof continuity, but no
continuity of becoming. The actual occasions are thecreatures which become,
and they constitute a continuously extensiveworld. In other words, extensiveness
becomes, but 'becoming' is not itselfextensive.

Thus the ultimate metaphysical truth is atomism. The creatures areatomic. In the
present cosmic epoch there is a creation of continuity. Per-haps such creation is
an ultimate metaphysical truth holding of all cosmic

2Cf. Part II, Ch. II, Sect. II; and also my Science and the Modern World,Ch. VII,
for a discussion of this argument.

36 The Speculative Scheme

epochs; but this does not* seem to be a necessary conclusion. The morelikely
opinion is that extensive continuity is a special condition arisingfrom the society
of creatures which constitute our immediate epoch. Butatomism does not
exclude complexityt and universal relativity. Each atomis a system of all things.

The proper balance between atomism and continuity is of importance tophysical
science. For example, the doctrine, here explained, conciliatesNewton's
corpuscular theory of light with the wave theory. For both acorpuscle, and an
advancing element of at wave front, are merely a per-manent form propagated
from atomic creature to atomic creature. A cor-puscle is in fact an 'enduring
object.' The notion of an 'enduring object'is, however, capable of more or less
completeness of realization. Thus, indifferent stages of its career, a wave of light
may be more or less corpuscu-lar. A train of such waves at all stages of its career
involves social order;but in the earlier stages this social order takes the more
special form ofloosely related strands of personal order. This dominant personal
ordergradually vanishes as the time advances. Its defining characteristics
becomeless and [54] less important, as their various features peter out. The
wavesthen become a nexus with important social order, but with no strands
ofpersonal order. Thus the train of waves starts as a corpuscular society, andends

. . .
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SECTION IV

Finally, in the cdsmological scheme here outlined one implicit assump-tion of
the philosophical tradition is repudiated. The assumption is thatthe basic
elements of experience are to be described in terms of one, orall, of the three
ingredients, consciousness, thought, sense-perception. Thelast term is used in the
sense of 'conscious perception in the mode of pre-sentational immediacy/ Also in
practice sense-perception is narroweddown to visual perception. According to
the philosophy of organism thesethree components are unessential elements in
experience, either physicalor mental. Any instance of experience is dipolar,
whether that instancebe God or an actual occasion of the world. The origination
of God is fromthe mental pole, the origination of an actual occasion is from the
physicalpole; but in either case these elements, consciousness, thought, sense-
per-ception, belong to the derivative 'impure? phases of the concrescence, if
inany effective sense they enter at all.

This repudiation is the reason why, in relation to the topic under discus-sion, the
status of presentational immediacy is a recurrent theme through-out the
subsequent Partst of these lectures.

PART IIDISCUSSIONS AND APPLICATIONS
CHAPTER IFACT AND FORM
SECTION I

[62] All human discourse which bases its claim to consideration on thetruth of
its statements must appeal to the facts. In none of its branchescan philosophy
claim immunity to this rule. But in the case of philosophythe difficulty arises
that the record of the facts is in part dispersed vaguelythrough the various
linguistic expressions of civilized language and ofliterature, and is in part
expressed more precisely under the influence ofschemes of thought prevalent in
the traditions of science and philosophy.

In this second part of these lectures, the scheme of [63] thought which isthe basis
of the philosophy of organism is confronted with various interpre-tations of the
facts widely accepted in thet European tradition, literary,philosophic, and
scientific. So far as concerns philosophy only a selectedgroup can be explicitly
mentioned. There is no noint in endeavouring toforce the internretations of
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divergent philosophers into a vague agreement.What is important is that the
scheme of interpretation here adopted canclaim for each of its main positions the
express authority of one, or theother, of some supreme master of thought—~Plato,
Aristotle, Descartes,.ocke, Hume, Kant. But ultimately nothing rests on
authority; the finalcourt of appeal is intrinsic reasonableness.

The safest general characterization of the European philosophical tradi-tion is
that it consists of a series of footnotes to Plato. I do not mean thesystematic
scheme of thought which scholars have doubtfully extractedfrom his writings. I
allude to the wealth of general ideas scattered throughthem. His personal
endowments, his wide opportunities for experience ata great period of
civilization, his inheritance of an intellectual traditionnot yet stiffened by
excessive systematization, have made his writings t aninexhaustible mine of
suggestion. Thus in one sense by stating my beliefthat the train of thought in
these lectures is Platonic, I am doing no morethan expressing the hope that it
falls within the European tradition. But Ido mean more: I mean that if we had to
render Plato's general point ofview with the least changes made necessary by the
intervening two thou-sand years of human experience in social organization, in
aesthetic attain-ments, in science, and in religion, we should have to set about
the con-struction of a philosophy of organism. In such a philosophy the

actualitiesconstituting the process of the world are conceived as exemplifying
the
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ingression (or 'participation’) of other things which constitute the poten-tialities
of definiteness for any actual existence. The things which are tem-poral arise by
their participation in the things which are eternal. The[64] two sets are mediated
by a thing which combines the actuality of whatis temporal with the timelessness
of what is potential. This final entity isthe divine element in the world, by which
the barren inefficient disjunctionof abstract potentialities obtains primordially
the efficient conjunction ofideal realization. This ideal realization of
potentialities in a primordialactual entity constitutes the metaphysical stability
whereby the actualprocess exemplifies general principles of metaphysics, and
attains the endsproper to specific types of emergent order. By reason of the
actuality of thisprimordial valuation of pure potentials, each eternal object has a
definite,effective relevance to each concrescent process. Apart from such
orderings,**there would be a complete disjunction of eternal objects unrealized
in thetemporal world. Novelty would be meaningless, and inconceivable. We



arehere extending and rigidly applying Hume's principle, that ideas ot retlec-tion
are derived from actual facts.

By this recognition of the divine element the general Aristotelian princi-ple is
maintained that, apart from things that are actual, there is nothing—nothing
either in fact or in efficacy. This is the true general principlewhich also underlies
Descartes' dictum: "For this reason, when we per-ceive any attribute, we
therefore conclude that some existing thing orsubstance to which it may be
attributed, is necessarily present." *® Andagain: "for every clear and distinct
conception (perceptio) is withoutdoubt something, and hence cannot derive its
origin from what isnought, . . ."2 This general principle will be termed the
'ontological prin-ciple.7 It is the principle that everything is positively
somewhere in ac-tuality, and in potency everywhere. In one of its applications
this principleissues in the doctrine of 'conceptualising Thus [65] the search for a
reasonis always the search for an actual fact which is the vehicle of the reason.
Theontological principle, as here defined, constitutes the first step in the de-
scription of the universe as a solidarity3 of many actual entities. Eachactual
entity is conceived as an act of experience arising out of data. It isa process of
'feeling' the many data, so as to absorb them into the unity ofone individual
'satisfaction/ Here 'feeling' is the term used for the basicgeneric operation of
passing from the objectivity of the data to the sub-jectivity of the actual entity in
question. Feelings are variously specialized

1 Principles of Philosophy, Part I, 52; translation by Haldane and Ross.
Allquotations from Descartes are from this translation.*

2 Meditation IV, towards the end.

3 The word 'solidarity' has been borrowed from Professor Wildon Carr's Presi-
dential Address to the Aristotelian Society, Session 1917-1918. The address
—'The Interaction of Body and Mind"—develops the fundamental principle sug-
gested by this word.

operations, effecting a transition into subjectivity. They replace the 'neu-tral
stuff' of certain realistic philosophers. An actual entity is a process,and is not
describable in terms of the morphology of a 'stuff/ This use ofthe term 'feeling'
has a close analogy to Alexander's4 use of the term'enjoyment’; and has also
some kinship with Bergson's use of the term'intuition; A near analogy is Locke's
use of the term 'idea/ including 'ideasof particular things' (cf. his Essay, III, III, 2,
6, and 7). But the word'feeling/ as used in these lectures, is even more



reminiscent of Descartes.For example: "Let it be so; still it is at least quite
certain that it seems tome that I see light, that I hear noise and that I feel heat.
That cannot befalse; properly speaking it is what is in me called feeling (sentire);
andused in this precise sense that is no other thing than thinking." 5

In Cartesian language, the essence of an actual entity consists solely inthe fact
that it is a prehending thing (i.e., a substance whose whole essenceor nature is to
prehend).6 A 'feeling' belongs to the positive species [66] of'prehensions.' There
are two species of prehensions, the 'positive species' andthe 'negative species.'
An actual entity has a perfectly definite bond witheach item in the universe. This
determinate bond is its prehension of thatitem. A negative prehension is the
definite exclusion of that item frompositive contribution to the subject's own real
internal constitution. Thisdoctrine involves the position that a negative
prehension expresses abond. A positive prehension is the definite inclusion of
that item into posi-tive contribution to the subject's own real internal
constitution. Thispositive inclusion is called its 'feeling' of that item. Other
entities are re-quired to express how any one item is felt. All actual entities in the
actualworld, relatively to a given actual entity as 'subject, are necessarily 'felt'by
that subject, though in general vaguely. An actual entity as felt is saidto be
'objectified' for that subject. Only a selection of eternal objects are'felt' by a
given subject, and these eternal objects are then said to have'ingression' in that
subject. But those eternal objects which are not felt arenot therefore negligible.
For each negative prehension has its own sub-jective form, however trivial and
faint. It adds to the emotional complex,though not to the objective data. The
emotional complex is the subjectiveform of the final 'satisfaction.' The
importance of negative prehensionsarises from the fact, that (i) actual entities
form a system, in the sense ofentering into each other's constitutions, (ii) that by
the ontologicalprinciple every entity is felt by some actual entity, (iii) that, as a
conse-quence of (i) and (ii), every entity in the actual world of a
concrescentactuality has some gradation of real relevance to that concrescence,
(iv)that, in consequence of (iii), the negative prehension of an entity is a

4 Cf. his Space, Time and Deity, passim.
5 Meditation II, Haldane and Ross translation.

6 For the analogue to this sentence cf. Meditation VI; substitute 'Ens pre-
hendens" fort 'Ens cogitans.7

positive fact with its emotional subiective form.t (v) there is a mutualsensitivity



of the subjective forms of prehensions, so that they are not in-different to each
other, (vi) the concrescence issues in one concrete feel-ing, the satisfaction.

SECTION II

[67] That we fail to find in experience any elements intrinsically incapa-ble of
exhibition as examples of general theoryt is the hope of rationalism.This hope is
not a metaphysical premise. It is the faith which forms themotive for the pursuit
of all sciences alike, including metaphysics.

In so far as metaphysics enables us to apprehend the rationality ofthings, the
claim is justified. It is always open to us, having regard to theimperfections of all
metaphysical systems, to lose hope at the exact pointwhere we find ourselves.
The preservation of such faith must depend on anultimate moral intuition into
the nature of intellectual action—that itshould embody the adventure of hope.
Such an intuition marks the pointwhere metaphysics—and indeed every science
—gains assurance from reli-gion and passes over into religion. But in itself the
faith does not embody apremise from which the theory starts: it is an ideal which
is seeking satis-faction. In so far as we believe that doctrine, we are rationalists.

There must, however, be limits to the claim that all the elements inthe universe
are explicable by 'theory/ For 'theory' itself requires that therebe given' elements
so as to form the material for theorizing. Plato himselfrecognizes this limitation:
I quote from Professor A. E. Taylor's summaryof the Timaeus:

In the real world there is always, over and above "law," a factor ofthe "simply
given" or "brute fact," not accounted for and to be ac-cepted simply as given. It
is the business of science never to acquiescein the merely given, to seek to
"explain" it as the consequence, in virtueof rational law, of some simpler initial
"given." But, however far sci-ence may carry this procedure, it is always forced
to retain some ele-ment of brute fact, the merely given, in its account of things. It
is thepresence in nature of this element of the given, this surd or irrationalas it
has [68] sometimes been called, which Timaeus appears to be per-sonifying in
his language about Necessity.7

So far as the interpretation of Plato is concerned, I rely upon the au-thority of
Professor Taylor. But, apart from this historical question, a clearunderstanding
of the 'given' elements in the world is essential for any formof Platonic realism.

For rationalistic thought, the notion of 'givenness' carries with it areference



beyond the mere data in question. It refers to a 'decision'whereby what is 'given'
is separated off from what for that occasion is 'not

7 Plato, The Man and His Work, Lincoln MacVeagh, New York, 1927.*

given/ This element of 'givenness' in things implies some activity pro-curing
limitation. The word 'decision’ does not here imply conscious judg-ment, though
in some 'decisions' consciousness will be a factor. The wordis used in its root
sense of a 'cutting off/ The ontological principle declaresthat every decision is
referable to one or more actual entities, because inseparation from actual entities
there is nothing, merely nonentity—'Therest is silence/

The ontological principle asserts the relativity of decision; whereby
everydecision expresses the relation of the actual thing, for which a decision
ismade, to an actual thing by which that decision is made. But 'decision'cannot
be construed as a casual adjunct of an actual entity. It constitutesthe very
meaning of actuality. An actual entity arises from decisions for it,and by its very
existence provides decisions for other actual entities whichsupersede it. Thus the
ontological principle is the first stage in constitutinga theory embracing the
notions of 'actual entity/ 'givenness,' and 'process/Just as 'potentiality for process'
is the meaning of the more general term'entity/ or 'thing; so 'decision' is the
additional meaning imported by theword 'actual’ into the phrase 'actual entity/
'Actuality’ is the decisionamid 'potentiality/ It represents stubborn fact which
cannot be evaded.The real internal constitution of an actual [69] entity
progressively consti-tutes a decision conditioning the creativity which transcends
that actuality.The Castle Rock at Edinburgh exists from moment to moment, and
fromcentury to century, by reason of the decision** effected by its own
historicroute of antecedent occasions. And if, in some vast upheaval of nature,
itwere shattered into fragments, that convulsion would still be conditionedby the
fact that it was the destruction of that rock. The point to be empha-sized is the
insistent particularity of things experienced and of the act ofexperiencing.
Bradley's doctrine 8—Wolf-eating-Lamb as a universal quali-fying the absolute
—is a travesty of the evidence. That wolf eat* that lambat that spot at that time:
the wolf knew it; the lamb knew it; and thecarrion birds knew it. Explicitly in the
verbal sentence, or implicitly in theunderstanding of the subject entertaining it,
every expression of a proposi-tion includes demonstrative elements. In fact each
word, and each sym-bolic phrase, is such an element, exciting the conscious
prehension of someentity belonging to one of the categories of existence.

CTAMTTANT TTT
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Converselv. where there is no decision involving exclusion, there is
nogivenness. For example, the total multiplicity of Platonic forms is not'given/
But in respect of each actual entity, there is givenness of suchforms. The
determinate definiteness of each actuality is an expression of aselection from
these forms. It grades them in a diversity of relevance. This

8 Cf. Logic, Bk. I, Ch. II, Sect. 42.

ordering of relevance starts from those forms which are, in the fullestsense,
exemplified, and passes through grades of relevance down to thoseforms which
in some faint sense are proximately relevant by reason ofcontrast with actual
fact. This whole gamut of relevance is 'given/ andmust be referred to the
decision of actuality.

The term "Platonic form' has here been used as the [70] briefest way ofindicating
the entities in question. But these lectures are not an exegesis ofPlato's writings;
the entities in question are not necessarily restricted tothose which he would
recognize as 'forms/ Also the term 'idea’ has a sub-jective suggestion in modern
philosophy, which is very misleading for mypresent purposes; and in any case it
has been used in many senses and hasbecome ambiguous. The term 'essence/ as
used by the Critical Realists,also suggests their use of it, which diverges from
what I intend. Accord-ingly, by way of employing a term devoid of misleading
suggestions, I usethe phrase 'eternal object' for what in the preceding paragraph
of thissection I have termed a "Platonic form/ Any entity whose conceptual rec-
ognition does not involve a necessary reference to any definite actual en-tities of
the temporal world is called an 'eternal object/

In this definition the 'conceptual recognition' must of course be anoperation
constituting a real feeling belonging to some actual entity. Thepoint is that the
actual subject which is merely conceiving the eternal ob-ject is not thereby in
direct relationship to some other actual entity, apartfrom any other peculiarity in
the composition of that conceiving subject.This doctrine applies also to thef
primordial nature of God, which is hiscomplete envisagement of eternal objects;
he+ is not thereby directly relatedto the given course of history. The given
course of history presupposes hisprimordial nature, but his primordial nature
does not presuppose it.

An eternal object is always a potentiality for actual entities; but in 1tself as
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particular actual entity of the temporal world. 'Potentiality' is the cor-relative of
'givenness/ The meaning of 'givenness' is that what is 'given* might not have
been 'given'; and that what is not 'given' might have been'given.’

Further, in the complete particular 'givenness' for an actual entity thereis an
element of exclusiveness. The [71] various primary data and the con-crescent
feelings do not form a mere multiplicity. Their synthesis in thefinal unity of one
actual entity is another fact of 'givenness.' The actual en-tity terminates its
becoming in one complex feeling involving a completelydeterminate bond with
every item in the universe, the bond being either a*positive or a negative
prehension. This termination is the 'satisfaction' ofthe actual entity. Thus the
addition of another component alters thissynthetic 'givenness." Any additional
component is therefore contrary tothis integral 'givenness' of the original. This
principle may be illustrated byour visual perception of a picture. The pattern of
colours is 'given' for us.

But an extra patch of red does not constitute a mere addition; it alters thewhole
balance. Thus in an actual entity the balanced unity of the total'givenness'
excludes anything that is not given.

This is the doctrine of the emergent unity of the superject. An actualentity is to
be conceived both as a subject presiding over its own immediacyof becoming,
and a superject which is the atomic creature exercising itsfunction of objective
immortality. It has become a 'being’; and it belongs tothe nature of every 'being'
that it is a potential for every 'becoming.’

This doctrine, that the final 'satisfaction' of an actual entity is intolerantof any
addition, expresses the fact that every actual entity—since it iswhat it is—is
finally its own reason for what it omits. In the real internalconstitution of an
actual entity there is always some element which is con-trary to an omitted
element. Here 'contrary’ means the impossibility ofjoint entry in the same sense.
In other words, indetermination has evap-orated from 'satisfaction/ so that there
is a complete determination of'feeling/ or of 'negation of feeling/ respecting the
universe. This evapora-tion of indetermination is merely another way of
considering the processwhereby the actual entity arises from its data. Thus, in
another sense, eachactual entity includes the uni- \72] verse, by reason of its
determinate atti-tude towards every element in the universe.

Thus the process of becoming is dipolar, (i) by reason of its qualificationby the



determinateness ot the actual world, and (ii) by its conceptual pre-hensions ot
the indeterminateness of eternal objects. The process is con-stituted by the influx
of eternal objects into a novel determinateness offeeling which absorbs the
actual world into a novel actuality.

The 'formal’ constitution of an actual entity is a process of transitionfrom
indetermination towards terminal determination. But the indetermi-nation is
referent to determinate data. The 'objective?7 constitution of an*actual entity is its
terminal determination, considered as a complex of com-ponent determinates by
reason of which the actual entity is a datum forthe creative advance. The actual
entity on its physical side is composed ofits determinate feelings of its actual
world, and on its mental side isoriginated by its conceptual appetitions.

Returning to the correlation of 'givenness' and 'potentiality/ we see
that'givenness' refers to 'potentiality/ and 'potentiality’ to 'givenness'; also wesee
that the completion of 'givenness' in actual fact converts the 'not-given'for that
fact into 'impossibility' for that fact. The individuality of an actualentity involves
an exclusive limitation. This element of 'exclusive limita-tion' is the definiteness
essential for the synthetic unity of an actual entity.This synthetic unity forbids
the notion of mere addition to the includedelements.

It is evident that 'givenness' and 'potentiality' are both meaningless apartfrom a
multiplicity of potential entities. These potentialities are the'eternal objects.'
Apart from 'potentiality’ and 'givenness/ there can be no

nexus of actual things in process of supersession by novel actual things.The
alternative is a static monistic universe, without unrealized poten-tialities; since
'potentiality* is then a meaningless term.

[73] The scope of the ontological principle is not exhausted by the corol-lary that
'decision7 must be referable to an actual entity. Everything mustbe somewhere;
and here "somewhere' means 'some actual entity/ Accord-ingly the general
potentiality of the universe must be somewhere; since itretains its proximate
relevance to actual entities for which it is unrealized.This 'proximate relevance'
reappears in subsequent concrescence as finalcausation regulative of the
emergence of novelty. This 'somewhere' is thenon-temporal actual entity. Thus
'proximate relevance' means relevanceas in the primordial mind of God.'t

It is a contradiction in terms to assume that some explanatory fact canfloat into
the actual world out of nonentity. Nonentity is nothingness.Every explanatory



fact refers to the decision and to the efficacy* of anactual thing. The notion of
'subsistence’ is merely the notion of how eternalobjects can be components of the
primordial nature of God. This is aquestion for subsequent discussion (cf. Part
V). But eternal objects, as inGod's primordial nature, constitute the Platonic
world of ideas.

There is not, however, one entity which is merely the class of all eternalobjects.
For if we conceive any class of eternal objects, there are additionaleternal
objects which presuppose that class but do not belong to it. For thisreason, at the
beginning of this section, the phrase 'the multiplicity ofPlatonic forms' was used,
instead of the more natural phrase 'thet class ofPlatonic forms." A multiplicity is
a type of complex thing which has theunity derivative from some qualification
which participates in each of itscomponents severally; but a multiplicity has no
unity derivative merelyfrom its various components.

SECTION IV

The doctrine just stated—that every explanatory fact refers to the deci-sion and
to the efficacy of an actual [74} thing—requires discussion in ref-erence to the
ninth Categoreal Obligation. This category states that "Theconcrescence of each
individual actual entity is internally determined andis externally free.'

The peculiarity of the course of history illustrates the joint relevance ofthe
'ontological principle' and of this categoreal obligation. The evolutionof history
can be rationalized by the consideration of the determinationof successors by
antecedents. But, on the other hand, the evolution of his-tory is incapable of
rationalization because it exhibits a selected flux ofparticipating forms. No
reason, internal to history, can be assigned whythat flux of forms, rather than
another flux, should have been illustrated.It is true that any flux must exhibit the
character of internal determina-tion. So much follows from the ontological
principle. But every instance of

internal determination assumes that flux up to that point. There is noreason why
there could be no alternative flux exhibiting that principle ofinternal
determination. The actual flux presents itself with the characterof being merely
'given.7 It does not disclose any peculiar character of 'per-fection.7 On the
contrary, the imperfection of the world is the theme ofevery religion which
offers a way of escape, and of every sceptic who de-plores the prevailing
superstition. The Leibnizian theory of the 'best ofpossible worlds7 is an
audacious fudge produced in order to save the faceof a Creator constructed by



contemporary, and antecedent, theologians.Further, in the case of those
actualities whose immediate experience ismost completely open to us, namely,
human beings, the final decision ofthe immediate subject-superject, constituting
the ultimate modification ofsubjective aim, is the foundation of our experience
of responsibility, of ap-probation or of disapprobation, of self-approval or of
self-reproach, of free-dom, of emphasis. This element in experience is too large
to be put asidemerely as misconstruction. It governs the whole tone of human
life. It canbe illustrated+ by striking [75] instances from fact or from fiction.
Butthese instances are only conspicuous illustrations of human experienceduring
each hour and each minute. The ultimate freedom of things, lyingbeyond all
determinations, was whispered by Galileo—E pur si muove—freedom for the
inquisitors to think wrongly, for Galileo to think rightly,and for the world to
move in despite of Galileo and inquisitors.

The doctrine of the philosophy of organism is that, however far thesphere of
efficient causation be pushed in the determination of componentsof a
concrescence—its data, its emotions, its appreciations, its purposes, itsphases of
subjective aim—beyond the determination of these componentsthere always
remains the final reaction of the self-creative unity of theuniverse. This final
reaction completes the self-creative act by putting thedecisive stamp of creative
emphasis upon the determinations of efficientcause. Each occasion exhibits its
measure of creative emphasis in propor-tion to its measure of subjective
intensity. The absolute standard of suchintensity is that of the primordial nature
of God, which is neither greatnor small because it arises out of no actual world.
It has within it no com-ponents which are standards of comparison. But in the
temporal world foroccasions of relatively slight experient intensity, their
decisions of creativeemphasis are individually negligible compared to the
determined com-ponents which they receive and transmit. But the final
accumulation of allsuch decisions—the decision of God's nature and the
decisions of all occa-sions—constitutes that special element in the flux of forms
in history, whichis given7 and incapable of rationalization beyond the fact that
within itevery component which is determinable is internally determined.

The doctrine is, that each concrescence is to be referred to a definite
freeinitiation and a definite free conclusion. The initial fact is macrocosmic,
inthe sense of having equal relevance to all occasions; the final fact is micro-

[76] cosmic, in the sense of being peculiar to that occasion. Neither fact
iscapable of rationalization, in the sense of tracing the antecedents
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factis the decision of emphasis, finally creative of the 'satisfaction/

SECTION V

The antithetical terms 'universals7 and 'particulars' are the usual wordsemployed
to denote respectively entities which nearly, though not quite,9correspond to the
entities here termed 'eternal objects/ and 'actual en-tities.7 These terms,
'universals?7 and 'particulars/ both in the suggestive-ness of the two words and in
their current philosophical use, are somewhatmisleading. The ontological
principle, and the wider doctrine of universalrelativity, on which the present
metaphysical discussion is founded, blurthe sharp distinction between what is
universal and what is particular. Thenotion of a universal is of that which can
enter into the description of manyparticulars; whereas the notion of a particular
is that it is described by uni-versal, and does not itself enter into the description
of any other particu-lar. According to the doctrine of relativity which is the basis
of the meta-physical system of the present lectures, both these notions involve a
mis-conception. An actual entity cannot be described, even inadequately,
byuniversals; because other actual entities do enter into the description ofany
one actual entity. Thus every so-called 'universal7 is particular in thesense of
being just what it is, diverse from everything else; and every so-called
'particular? is universal in the sense of entering into the constitu-tions of other
actual entities. The contrary opinion led to the collapse of Descartes7 many
substances into Spinoza's one substance; to Leibniz'swindowless monads with
their pre-established harmony; to the scepticalreduction of Hume's philosophy—
a reduction first effected by Hume him-self, \77] and reissued with the most
beautiful exposition by Santayana inhis Scepticism and Animal Faith.

The point is that the current view of universals and particulars inevitablyleads to
the epistemological position stated by Descartes:

From this I should conclude that I knew the wax by means of visionand not
simply by the intuition of the mind; unless by chance I re-member that, when
looking from a window and saying I see men whopass in the street, I really do
not see them, but infer that what I seeis men, just as I say that I see wax. And yet
what do I see from thewindow but hats and coats which may cover automatic
machines?Yet I judge these to be men. And similarly solely by the faculty
ofjudgment [judicandi] which rests in my mind, I comprehend thatwhich I
believed I saw with my eyes.10



9 For example, prehensions and subjective tforms are also 'particulars.’
10 Meditation II.

In this passage it is assumed 1X that Descartes—the Ego in question—is
aparticular, characterized only by universals. Thus his impressions—to
useHume's word—are characterizations by universals. Thus there is no percep-
tion of a particular actual entity. He arrives at the belief in the actualentity by 'the
faculty of judgment.7 But on this theory he has absolutelyno analogy upon
which to found any such inference with the faintestshred of probability. Hume,
accepting Descartes' account of perception (inthis passage), which also belongs
to Locke in some sections of his Essay;easily draws the sceptical conclusion.
Santayana irrefutably exposes thefull extent to which this scepticism must be
carried. The philosophy oforganism recurs to Descartes? alternative theory of
'realties objectiva,' andendeavours to interpret it in terms of a consistent
ontology. Descartes en-deavoured to combine the two theories; but his
unquestioned acceptanceof the subject-predicate dogma forced him [78] into a
representative theoryof perception, involving a 'judicium? validated by our
assurance of thepower and the goodness of God. The philosophy of organism in
its accountof prehension takes its stand upon the Cartesian terms 'realitas
objectiva,7'inspection and Hntuitio.7 The two latter terms are transformed into
thenotion of a 'positive prehension,7 and into operations described in thevarious
categories of physical and conceptual origination. A recurrence tothe notion of
'God?7 is still necessary to mediate between physical and con-ceptual
prehensions, but not in the crude form of giving a limited letterof credit to a
judicium.'

Hume, in effect, agrees that 'mind?7 is a process of concrescence arisingfrom
primary data. In his account, these data are 'impressions of sensa-tion7; and in
such impressions no elements other than universals are dis-coverable. For the
philosophy of organism, the primary data are alwaysactual entities absorbed into
feeling in virtue of certain universals sharedalike by the objectified actuality and
the experient subject (cf. Part IIT).Descartes takes an intermediate position. He
explains perception in Hu-mian terms, but adds an apprehension of particular
actual entities in virtueof an Hnspectio7 and a 'judicium?7 effected by the mind
(Meditations II andlJJ).t Here he is paving the way for Kant, and for the
degradation of theworld into 'mere appearance.'

AH modern philosophy hinges round the difficulty of describing theworld in
terms of subject and predicate, substance and quality, particularand universal.



The result always does violence to that immediate experi-ence which we express
in our actions, our hopes, our sympathies, our pur-poses, and which we enjoy in
spite of our lack of phrases for its verbal

11 Perhaps inconsistently with what Descartes says elsewhere: in other
passagesthe mental activity involved seems to be analysis which discovers
'realitas ob-jectiva7 as a component element of the idea in question. There is thus
Hnspectio'rather than 'judicium.7

analysis. We find ourselves in a buzzing12 world, amid a democracy offellow
creatures; whereas, under some disguise or other orthodox philoso-phy can only
introduce us to solitary substances, each enjoying an illusoryexperience: "O
Bottom, thou [79] art changed! what do I see on thee?'7*The endeavour to
interpret experience in accordance with the overpoweringdeliverance of common
senset must bring us back to some restatement ofPlatonic realism, modified so as
to avoid the pitfalls which the philosophi-cal investigations of the seventeenth
and eighteenth centuries have dis-closed.

The true point of divergence is the false notion suggested by the contrastbetween
the natural meanings of the words 'particular’ and 'universal/ The'particular? is
thus conceived as being just its individual self with no neces-sary relevance to
any other particular. It answers to Descartes7 definitionof substance: "And when
we conceive of substance, we merely conceive anexistent thing which requires
nothing but itself in order to exist.7713 Thisdefinition is a true derivative from
Aristotle's definition: A primary sub-stance is "neither asserted of a subject nor
present in a subject.7714 Wemust add the title phrase of Descartes7 The Second
Meditation: "Of theNature of the Human Mind; and that it is more easily known
than theBody,'7 together with his two statements: "... thought constitutes
thenature of thinking substance,'7 and "everything that we find in mind isbut so
many diverse forms of thinking.7715 This sequence of quotationsexemplifies the
set of presuppositions which led to Locke's empiricism andto Kant's critical
philosophy—the two dominant influences from whichmodern thought is derived.
This is the side of seventeenth-century philoso-phy which is here discarded.

The principle of universal relativity directly traverses Aristotle's dictum,'A
substancet is not present in a subject.' On the contrary, according tothis principle
an actual entity is present in other actual entities. In fact ifwe allow for degrees
of relevance, and for negligible relevance, we mustsay that every actual entity is
present in every other actual entity. Thephilosophy of organism [80] is mainly
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This phrase is here borrowedfrom Aristotle: it is not a fortunate phrase, and in
subsequent discussionit will be replaced by the term 'objectification.’ The
Aristotelian phrasesuggests the crude notion that one actual entity is added to
another sim-pliciter. This is not what is meant. One role of the eternal objects is
thatthey are those elements which express how any one actual entity is con-
stituted by its synthesis of other actual entities, and how that actual
entitydevelops from the primary dative phase into its own individual actual

12 This epithet is, of course, borrowed from William James.
13 Principles of Philosophy, Part I, 51.*

14 Aristotle by W. D. Ross, Ch. II.

15 Principles of Philosophy, Part I, 53.

existence, involving its individual enjoyments and appetitions. An actualentity is
concrete because it is such a particular concrescence of theuniverse.

SECTION VI

A short examination of Locke's Essay Concerningh Human Under-standing will
throw light on the presuppositions from which the philosophyof organism
originates. These citations from Locke are valuable as clearstatements of the
obvious deliverances of common sense, expressed withtheir natural limitations.
They cannot be bettered in their character of pre-sentations of facts which have
to be accepted by any satisfactory system ofphilosophy.

The first point to notice is that in some of his statements Locke comesvery near
to the explicit formulation of an organic philosophy of the typebeing developed
here. It was only his failure to notice that his problemrequired a more drastic
revision of traditional categories than that whichhe actually effected, that led to a
vagueness of statement, and the intru-sion of inconsistent elements. It was this
conservative, other side of Lockewhich led to his sceptical overthrow by Hume.
In his turn. Hume (despitehis explicit repudiation in his Treatise, Part I, Sect. VI)
was a thoroughconservative, and in his explanation of mentality and its content
nevermoved away from the subject-predicate habits of thought [81] which
hadbeen impressed on the European mind by the overemphasis on

Aristotle'slogic during the long mediaeval period. In reference to this twist of
mind nrohahlv Aristatle was not an Aristaotelian Rut Hiime's scentical
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reductionof knowledge entirely depends (for its arguments) on the tacit
presupposi-tion of the mind as subject and of its contents as predicates—a
presuppo-sition which explicitly he repudiates.

The merit of Locke's Essay Concerningh Human Understanding is itsadequacy,
and not its consistency. He gives the most dispassionate descrip-tions of those
various elements in experience which common sense neverlets slip.
Unfortunately he is hampered by inappropriate metaphysicalcategories which he
never criticized. He should have widened the titleof his book into 'An Essay
Concerningt Experience/ His true topic is theanalysis of the types of experience
enjoyed by an actual entity. But thiscomplete experience is nothing other than
what the actual entity is in it-self, for itself. I will adopt the pre-Kantian
phraseology, and say that theexperience enjoyed by an actual entity is that entity
formaliter. By this Imean that the entity, when considered 'formally,' is being
described in re-spect to those forms of its constitution whereby it is that
individual entitywith its own measure of absolute self-realization. Its 'ideas of
things' arewhat other things are for it. In the phraseology of these lectures, they
areits 'feelings.' The actual entity is composite and analysable; and its
'ideas'express how, and in what sense, other things are components in its own

constitution. Thus the form of its constitution is to be found by an analy-sis of
the Lockian ideas. Locke talks of 'understanding?7 and 'perception/He should
have started with a more general neutral term to express thesynthetic
concrescence whereby the many things of the universe becomethe one actual
entity. Accordingly I have adopted the term 'prehension/to express the activity
whereby an actual entity effects its own concretionof other things.

[82] The 'prehension? of one actual entity by another actual entity is thecomplete
transaction, analysable into the objectification of the formerentity as one of the
data for the latter, and into the fully clothed feelingwhereby the datum is
absorbed into the subjective satisfaction—'clothed7with the various elements of
its 'subjective form.7 But this definition can bestated more generally so as to
include the case of the prehension of aneternal object by an actual entity;
namely, The 'positive prehension? of anentity by an actual entity is the complete
transaction analysable into theingression, or objectification, of that entity as a
datum for feeling, andinto the feeling whereby this datum is absorbed into the
subjective satis-faction. I also discard Locke's term 'idea.7 Instead of that term,
the otherthings, in their limited r61es as elements for the actual entity in
question,are called 'objects7 for that thing. There are four main types of



objects,namely, 'eternal objects,7 'propositions,7 'objectitied”7 actual entities
andnexus. These 'eternal objects7 are Locke's ideas as explained in his Essay(Il,
I, I),t where he writes:Idea is the object of thinking.—Every man being
conscious to himselfthat he thinks, and that which his mind is applied about,
whilst think-ing, being the ideas that are there, it is past doubt that men have
intheir mind several ideas, such as aret those expressed by the words, "whiteness,
hardness, sweetness, thinking, motion, man, elephant, army,drunkenness,77 and
others.But latert (III, III, 2), when discussing general terms (and subcon-
sciously, earlier in his discussion of 'substance? in II, XXIII), he adds par-
enthetically another type of ideas which are practically what I term 'ob-jectified
actual entities' and 'nexus.7 He calls them 'ideas of particularthings7; and he
explains why, in general, such ideas cannot have theirseparate names. The
reason is simple and undeniable: there are too manyactual entities. He writes:
"But it is beyond the power of human capacityto frame and retain distinct ideas
of all the particular things we meet with:every bird and beast men saw, [83]
every tree and plant that affected thesenses, could not find a place in the most
capacious understanding.77 Thecontext shows that it is not the impossibility of
an 'idea7 of any particularthing which is the seat of the difficulty; it is solely
their number. This no-tion of a direct 'idea’ (or 'feeling') of an actual entity is a
presupposition ofall common sense; Santayana ascribes it to 'animal faith.7 But
it accordsvery ill with the sensationalist theory of knowledge which can be
derived

from other parts of Locke's writings. Both Locke and Descartes wrestlewith
exactly the same difficulty.

The principle that I am adopting is that consciousness presupposes ex-perience,
and not experience consciousness. It is a special element in thesubjective forms
of some feelings. Thus an actual entity may, or may not,be conscious of some
part of its experience. Its experience is its completeformal constitution, including
its consciousness, if any. Thus, in Locke'sphraseology, its 'ideas of particular
things' are those other things exercisingtheir function as felt components of its
constitution. Locke would only termthem 'ideas' when these objectifications
belong to that region of experiencelit up by consciousness. In Section 4t of the
same chapter, he definitelymakes all knowledge to be "founded in particular
things.77 He writes:". . . yet a distinct name for every particular thing would not
be of anygreat use for the improvement of knowledge: which, though founded
inparticular things,1* enlarges itself by general views; to which things
reducedinto sortst under general names, are properly subservient/7 Thus for
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conjecturalparticular things; but conversely. Also he illustrates his meaning of a
'par-ticular thing' by a leaf/ a 'crow,7 a 'sheep,7 a 'grain of sand.7 So he is
notthinking of a particular patch of colour, or other sense-datum.17 For ex-
ample, [84] in Section 7 of the same chapter, in reference to children hewrites:
"The ideas of the nurse and the mother are well framed in theirminds; and, like
pictures of them there, represent only those individuals.77This doctrine of
Locke's must be compared with Descartes' doctrine of'realitas objectiva.7 Locke
inherited the dualistic separation of mind frombody. If he had started with the
one fundamental notion of an actual en-tity, '.he complex of ideas disclosed in
consciousness would have at onceturned into the complex constitution of the
actual entity disclosed in itsown consciousness, so far as it is conscious—
fitfully, partially, or not at all.Locke definitely states how ideas become general.
In Section 6 of thechapter he writes: ". . . and ideas become general by
separating fromthem the circumstances of time, and place, and any other ideas
that maydetermine them to this or that particular existence." Thus for Locke
theabstract idea is preceded by the 'idea of a particular existent'; "[children]frame
an idea which they find those many particulars do partake in.7' Thisstatement of
Locke's should be compared with the Category of Con-ceptual Valuation, which
is the fourth categoreal obligation.

Locke discusses the constitution of actual things under the term 'realessences.’
He writes (Section 15,t same chapter): "And thus the real in-

16 My italics.

17 As he is in I, II, 15, where he writes, "The senses at first let in particularideas,
and furnish the yet empty cabinet; . . ." Note the distinction between'particular
ideas' and 'ideas of particular things/

ternal (but generally in substances unknown) constitution of things,whereon their
discoverable qualities depend, may be called their 'essence/ "The point is that
Locke entirely endorses the doctrine that an actual entityarises out of a complex
constitution involving other entities, though,t byhis unfortunate use of such
terms as 'cabinet/ he puts less emphasis on thenotion of 'process7 than does
Hume.

Locke has in fact stated in his work one main problem for the philosophyof
organism. He discovers that the mind is a unity arising out of the
activeprehension of ideas into one concrete thing. Unfortunately, he presup-
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pOSes DOt Tne Lartesian auallsm wnerepy minas are one Kina or par-tculars,
and natural entities are another kind [85] of particulars, and alsothe subject-
predicate dogma. He is thus, in company with Descartes, drivento a theory of
representative perception. For example, in one of the quota-tions already cited,t
he writes: "and, like pictures of them there, representonly those individuals.77
This doctrine obviously creates an insoluble prob-lem for epistemology, only to
be solved either by some sturdy make-believeof 'animal faith,7 with Santayana,
or by some doctrine of illusorinesst—some doctrine of mere appearance,
inconsistent if taken as real—withBradley. Anyhow 'representative perception7
can never, within its ownmetaphysical doctrines, produce the title deeds to
guarantee the validity ofthe representation of fact by idea.

Locke and the philosophers of his epoch—the seventeenth and eigh-teenth
centuries—are misled by one fundamental misconception. It is theassumption,
unconscious and uncriticized, that logical simplicity can beidentified with
priority in the process constituting an experient occasion.Locke founded the first
two books of his Essay on this presupposition, withthet exception of his early
sections on 'substance,7 which are quoted imme-diately below. In the third and
fourth books of the Essay he abandons thispresupposition, again unconsciously
as it seems.

This identification of priority in logic with priority in practice hasvitiated
thought and procedure from the first discovery of mathematics andlogic by the
Greeks. For example, some of the worst defects in educationalprocedure have
been due to it. Locke's nearest approach to the philosophyof organism, and—
from the point of view of that doctrine—his main over-sight, are best
exemplified by the first section of his chapter, 'Of our Com-plex Ideas of
Substances? (II, XXIII, 1). He writes:

The mind, being, as I have declared, furnished with a great numberof the simple
ideas conveyed in by the senses, as they are found inexterior things, or by
reflection on its own operations, takes notice,also, that a certain number of these
simple ideas go constantly to-gether; [86] which being presumed to belong to
one thing, and wordsbeing suited to common apprehensions, and made use of for
quick dis-patch, are called, so united in one subject, by one name; which, by in-
advertency, we are apt afterward to talk of and consider as one simpleidea,
which indeed is a complication of many ideas together: because,

as I have said, not imagining how these simple ideas can subsist bythemselves,
we accustom ourselves to suppose some substratumwherein they do subsist, and



from which they do result; which there-fore we call "substance/'

In this section, Locke's first statement, which is the basis of the re-mainder of the
section, is exactly the primary assumption of the philosophyof organism: "The
mind, being . . . furnished with a great number of thesimple ideas conveyed in by
the senses, as they are found in exteriorthings, . . ." Here the last phrase, 'as they
are found in exterior things/asserted what later I shall call the vector character of
the primary feelings.The universals involved obtain that status by reason of the
fact that 'theyare found in exterior things' This is Locke's assertion and it is the
assertionof the philosophy of organism. It can also be conceived as a
developmentof Descartes' doctrine of 'realitas objectiva.7 The universals are the
onlyelements in the data describable by concepts, because concepts are
merelythe analytic functioning of universals. But the 'exterior things/
althoughthey are not expressible by concepts in respect to their individual
particu-larity, are no less data for feeling; so that the concrescent actuality
arisesfrom feeling their status of individual particularity; and thus that particu-
larity is included as an element from which feelings originate, and whichthey
concern.

The sentence later proceeds with, "a certain number of these simpleideas go
constantly together." This can only mean that in the immediateperception 'a
certain number of these simple ideas' are found together in anexterior thing, and
that the recollection of antecedent moments of experi-ence discloses that the
same fact, of [87] togetherness in an exterior thing,holds for the same set of
simple ideas. Again, the philosophy of organismagrees that this description is
true for moments of immediate experience.But Locke, owing to the fact that he
veils his second premise under thephrase 'go constantly together," omits to
consider the question whether the'exterior things' of the successive moments are
to be identified.

The answer of the philosophy of organism is that, in the sense in whichLocke is
here speaking, the exterior things of successive moments are notto be identified
with each other. Each exterior thing is either one actualentity, or (more
frequently) is a nexus of actual entities with imme-diacies mutually
contemporary. For the sake of simplicity we will speakonly of the simpler case
where the 'exterior thing' means one actual entityat the moment in question. But
what Locke is explicitly concerned with isthe notion of the self-identity of the
one enduring physical body which lastsfor years, or for seconds, or for ages. He
is considering the current philo-sophical notion of an individualized particular
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retaining its substantialform amid transition oft accidents. Throughout his Essay,
he in effect re-tains this notion while rightly insisting on its vagueness and
obscurity. Thephilosophy of organism agrees with Locke and Hume, that the
non-in-

dividualized substantial form is nothing else than the collectign of uni-versal—
or? more accurately, the one complex universal-—common to thesuccession of
'exterior things' at successive moments respectively. In otherwords, an 'exterior
thing' is either one 'actual entity/ or is a 'society’ with a'defining characteristic'
For the organic philosophy, these 'exterior things'(in the former sense) are the
final concrete actualities. The individualizedsubstance (of Locke) must be
construed to be the historic route constitutedby some society of fundamental
'exterior things,’ stretching from the first'thing' to the last 'thing/

[88] But Locke, throughout his Essay, rightly insists that the chief ingre-dient in
the notion of 'substance' is the notion of 'power/ The philosophyof organism
holds that,t in order to understand 'power/ we must have acorrect notion of how
each individual actual entity contributes to thedatum from which its successors
arise and to which they must conform.The reason why the doctrine of power is
peculiarly relevant to the en-during things, which the philosophy of Locke's day
conceived as individual-ized substances, is that any likeness between the
successive occasions ofat historic route procures a corresponding identity
between their contribu-tions to the datum of any subsequent actual entity; and it
therefore securesa corresponding intensification in the imposition of conformity.
The princi-ple is the same as that which holds for the more sporadic occasions
inempty space; but the uniformity along the historic route increases the de-gree
of conformity which that route exacts from the future. In particulareach historic
route of like occasions tends to prolong itself, by reason of theweight of uniform
inheritance derivable from its members. The philosophyof organism abolishes
the detached mind. Mental activity is one of themodes of feeling belonging to all
actual entities in some degree, but onlyamounting to conscious intellectuality in
some actual entities. This highergrade of mental activity is the intellectual self
analysis of the entity in anearlier stage of incompletion, effected by intellectual
feelings produced ina later stage of concrescence.18

The perceptive constitution of the actual entity presents the problem,How can
the other actual entities, each with its own formal existence, alsoenter
objectively into the perceptive constitution of the actual entity inquestion? This
is the problem of the solidarity of the universe. The classicaldoctrines of



universals and particulars, of subject and predicate, of individ-ual substances not
present in other individual substances, of [89] the exter-nality of relations, alike
render this problem incapable of solution. Theanswer given by the organic
philosophy is the doctrine of prehensions, in-volved in concrescent integrations,
and terminating in a definite, complexunity of feeling. To be actual must mean
that all actual things are alike ob-jects, enjoying objective immortality in
fashioning creative actions; andthat all actual things are subjects, each
prehending the universe from which

18 Cf. Part III, Ch. V.

it arises. The creative action is the universe always becoming one in a par-ticular
unity of self-experience, and thereby adding to the multiplicitywhich is the
universe as many. This insistent concrescence into unity isthe outcome of the
ultimate self-identity of each entity. No entity—be it'universal' or 'particular'—
can play disjoined roles. Self-identity requiresthat every entity have one
conjoined, self-consistent function, whatever bethe complexity of that function.

SECTION VII

There is another side of Locke, which is his doctrine of power/ Thisdoctrine is a
better illustration of his admirable adequacy than of his con-sistency; there is no
escape from Hume's demonstration that no such doc-trine is compatible with a
purely sensationalist philosophy. The establish-ment of such a philosophy,
though derivative from Locke, was not hisexplicit purpose. Every philosophical
school in the course of its historyrequires two presiding philosophers. One of
them under the influence ofthe main doctrines of the school should survey
experience with some ade-quacy, but inconsistently. The other philosopher
should reduce the doc-trines of the school to a rigid consistency; he will thereby
effect a reductioad absurdum. No school of thought has performed its full
service tophilosophy until these men have appeared. In this way the school of
sensa-tionalist empiricism derives its importance from Locke and Hume.

Locke introduces his doctrine of 'power’ as follows (II, XXI, L3t)*

This idea how got.—The mind being [90] every day informed, bythe senses, of
the alteration of those simple ideas it observes in thingswithout, and taking
notice how one comes to an end and ceases tobe, and another begins to exist
which was not before; reflecting also onwhat passes within itself, and observing
a constant change of its ideas,sometimes by the impression of outward objects



on the senses, andsometimes by the determination of its own choice; and
concluding,from what it has so constantly observed to have been, that the
likechanges will for the future be made in the same things! by like agents,and by
the like ways; considers in one thing the possibility of havingany of its simple
ideas changed, and in another the possibility ofmaking that change; and so
comes by that idea which we call "power."Thus we say, fire has a power to melt
gold; . . . and gold has a powerto be melted: ... In which and thet like cases, the
power we con-sider is in reference to the change of perceivable ideas: for we
cannotobserve any alteration to be made in, or operation upon, any thing,but by
the observable change of its sensible ideas; nor conceive anyalteration to be
made, but by conceiving a change of some of itsideas. . . .* Power thus
considered is twofold; viz. as able to make, orable to receive, any change: the
one may be called "active," and theother "passive," power. . . .* I confess power
includes in it some kind

of relation,—a relation to action or change; as, indeed, which of ourideas, of
what kind soever, when attentively considered, does not?For our ideas of
extension, duration, and number, do they not allcontain in them a secret relation
of the parts? Figure and motion havesomething relative in them much more
visibly. And sensible qualities,as colours and smells, etc., what are they but the
powers of differentbodies in relation to our perception? . .. Our idea therefore of
power,I think, may well have a place amongst other simple ideas, and
beconsidered as one of them, being one of those that make a principalingredient
in our complex ideas of substances, as we shall hereafterhave occasion to
observe.

[91] In this important passage, Locke enunciates the main doctrines ofthe
philosophy of organism, namely: the principle of relativity; the rela-tional
character of eternal objects, whereby they constitute the forms ofthe
objectifications of actual entities for each other; the composite char-acter of an
actual entity (i.e., a substance); the notion of 'power' as makinga principal
ingredient in that of actual entity (substance). In this latternotion, Locke
adumbrates both the ontological principle, and also theprinciple that the 'power
of one actual entity on the other is simply howthe former is objectified in the
constitution of the other. Thus the prob-lem of perception and the problem of
power are one and the same, at leastso far as perception is reduced to mere
prehension of actual entities. Per-ception, in the sense of consciousness of such
prehension, requires the ad-ditional factor of the conceptual prehension of
eternal objects, and a pro-cess of integration of the two factors (cf. Part III).

\l



Locke's doctrine of 'power’ is reproduced in the philosophy of organismby the
doctrine of the two types of objectification, namely, (a)
'causalobjectification,'and (p) 'presentational objectification.'

In 'causal objectification' what is felt subjectively by the objectified ac-tual entity
is transmitted objectively to the concrescent actualities whichsupersede it. In
Locke's phraseology the objectified actual entity is thenexerting 'power.' In this
type of objectification the eternal objects, rela-tional between object and subject,
express the formal constitution of theobjectified actual entity.

In 'presentational objectification' the relational eternal objects fall intotwo sets,
one set contributed by the 'extensive' perspective of the perceivedfrom the
position of the perceiver, and the other set by the antecedent con-crescent phases
of the perceiver. What is ordinarily termed 'perception’ isconsciousness of
presentational objectification. But according to the phi-losophy of organism
there can be consciousness of both types of objectifi-cation. There can be such
consciousness of both [92] types because, ac-cording to this philosophy, the
knowable is the complete nature of theknower, at least such phases of it as are
antecedent to that operation ofknowing.

Locke misses one essential doctrine, namely, that the doctrine of internal
Fact and Form 59

relations makes it impossible to attribute 'change?7 to any actual entity.Every
actual entity is what it is, and is with its definite status in theuniverse,
determined by its internal relations to other actual entities."Change' is the
description of the adventures of eternal objects in theevolving universe of actual
things.

The doctrine of internal relations introduces another considerationwhich cannot
be overlooked without error. Locke considers the 'real es-sence' and the 'nominal
essence' of things. But on the theory of the gen-eral relativity of actual things
between each other, and of the internality ofthese relations, there are two distinct
notions hidden under the term 'realessence/ both of importance. Locke writes
(ITL, IT1I, 15):Essence may be taken for the being of any thing, whereby it is what
itis. And thus the real internal (but generally in substances unknown)constitution
of things, whereon their discoverable qualities depend,may be called their
"essence/7... It is true, there is ordinarily supposeda real constitution of the sorts
of things: and it is past doubt theremust be some real constitution, on which any



collection of simpleideas co-existing must depend. But it being evident that
things areranked under names into sorts or species only as they agree to
certainabstract ideas to which we have annexed those t names, the essence
ofeach genus or sort comes to be nothing but that abstract idea, whichthe general
or "sortal" (if I may have leave so to call it from "sort," as Ido "general" from
genus) name stands for. And thist we shall find tobe that which the word
"essence" imparts in its mostt familiar use.These two sorts of essences, I
suppose, may not unfitly be termed, theone the "real," the other the "nominal,"
essence.

[93] The fundamental notion of the philosophy of organism is expressedin
Locke's phrase, "it is past doubt there must be some real constitution,on which
any collection of simple ideas co-existing must depend.”" Lockemakes it plain
(cf. II, II, 1) that by a 'simple idea' he means the ingressionin the actual entity
(illustrated by 'a piece of wax/ 'a piece of ice/ 'a rose")of some abstract quality
which is not complex (illustrated by 'softness/'warmth/ 'whiteness"). For Locke
such simple ideas, coexisting/ in an actualentity, require a real constitution for
that entity. Now in the philosophy oforganism, passing beyond Locke's explicit
statement, the notion of a realconstitution is taken to mean that the eternal
objects function by intro-ducing the multiplicity of actual entities as constitutive
of the actual en-tity in question. Thus the constitution is real' because it assigns
its statusin the real world to the actual entity. In other words the actual entity,
invirtue of being what it is, is also where it is. It is somewhere because it issome
actual thing with its correlated actual world. This is the direct denialof the
Cartesian doctrine, ". . . an existent thing which requires nothingbut itself in
order to exist." It is also inconsistent with Aristotle's phrase,"neither asserted of a
subject nor present in a subject."I am certainly not maintaining that Locke
grasped explicitly the impli-

cations of his words as thus developed for the philosophy of organism.But it is a
short step from a careless phrase to a flash of insight; nor is it un-believable that
Locke saw further into metaphysical problems than someof his followers. But
abandoning the question of what Locke had in hisown mind, the 'organic
doctrine' demands a 'real essence? in the sense of acomplete analysis of the
relations, and inter-relations of the actual entitieswhich are formative of the
actual entity in question, and an 'abstract es-sence' in which the specified actual
entities are replaced by the notions ofunspecified entities in such a combination:
this is the notion of an un-specified actual entity. Thus the real [94] essence
involves real objectifica-tions of specified actual entities; the abstract essence is
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a complex eternalobject. I'here 1s nothing selt-contradictory in the thought ot
many actualentities with the same abstract essence; but there can only be one
actualentity with the same real essence. For the real essence indicates 'where'the
entity is, that is to say, its status in the real world; the abstract essenceomits the
particularity of the status.

The philosophy of organism in its appeal to the facts can thus supportitself by an
appeal to the insight of John Locke, who in British philosophyis the analogue to
Plato, in the epoch of his life, in personal endowments,in width of experience,
and in dispassionate statement of conflictingintuitions.

This doctrine of organism is the attempt to describe the world as aprocess of
generation of individual actual entities, each with its own ab-solute self-
attainment. This concrete finality of the individual is nothingelse than a decision
referent beyond itself. The 'perpetual perishing' (cf.Locke, II, XIV, It) of
individual absoluteness is thus foredoomed. But the'perishing' of absoluteness is
the attainment of 'objective immortality."This last conception expresses the
further element in the doctrine of or-ganism—that the process of generation is to
be described in terms of actualentities.

CHAPTER IITHE EXTENSIVE CONTINUUM
SECTION I

[95] We must first consider the perceptive mode in which there is clear,distinct
consciousness of the 'extensive' relations of the world. These rela-tions include
the 'extensiveness' of space and the 'extensiveness' of time.Undoubtedly, this
clarity, at least in regard to space, is obtained only inordinary perception through
the senses. This mode of perception is heretermed 'presentational immediacy/ In
this 'mode’ the contemporary worldis consciously prehended as a continuum of
extensive relations.

It cannot be too clearly understood that some chief notions of Europeanthought
were framed under the influence of a misapprehension, only par-tially corrected
by the scientific progress of the last century. This mistakeconsists in the
confusion of mere potentiality with actuality. Continuityconcerns what is
potential; whereas actuality is incurably atomic.

This misapprehension is promoted by the neglect of the principle that,so far as
physicalt relations are concerned, contemporary events happen incausal

nr 1 Pl A rml e . 11 1 11 .



Inaependence ot each other.1 Lhis principle will have to be ex-plained later, in
connection with an examination of process and of time. Itreceives an
exemplification in the character of our perception of the worldof contemporary
actual entities. That contemporary world is objectified[96] for us as 'realitas
objectiva,7 illustrating bare extension with its variousparts discriminated by
differences of sense-data, t These qualities, such ascolours, sounds, bodily
feelings, tastes, smells, together with the perspec-tives introduced by extensive
relationships, are the relational eternal ob-jects whereby the contemporary actual
entities are elements in our consti-tution. This is the type of objectification
which (in Sect. VII of theprevious chapter) has been termed 'presentational
objectification.’

In this way, by reason of the principle of contemporary independence,the
contemporary world is objectified for us under the aspect of passivepotentiality.
The very sense-data by which its parts are differentiated aresupplied by
antecedent states of our own bodies, and so is their distributionin contemporary
space. Our direct perception of the contemporary worldis thus reduced to
extension, defining (i) our own geometrical perspectives,and (ii) possibilities of
mutual perspectives for other contemporary entities

1 This principle lies on the surface of the fundamental Einsteinian formula forthe
physical continuum.
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inter se, and (iii) possibilities of division. These possibilities of division con-
stitute the external world a continuum. For a continuum is divisible; sofar as the
contemporary world is divided by actual entities, it is not a con-tinuum, but is
atomic. Thus the contemporary world is perceived with itspotentiality for
extensive division, and not in its actual atomic division.

The contemporary world as perceived by the senses is the datum
forcontemporary actuality, and is therefore continuous—divisible but
notdivided. The contemporary world is in fact divided and atomic, being
amultiplicity of definite actual entities. These contemporary actual entitiesare
divided from each other, and are not themselves divisible into
othercontemporary actual entities. This antithesis will have to be discussed
later(cf. Part IV). But it is necessary to adumbrate it here.

This limitation of the way in which the contemporary actual entities arerelevant



to the 'formal’ existence ot the subject in question is the tirstexample ot the
general [97] principle, that objectification relegates into ir-relevance, or into a
subordinate relevance, the full constitution of the ob-jectified entity. Some real
component in the objectified entity assumes ther61e of being how that particular
entity is a datum in the experience of thesubject. In this case, the objectified
contemporaries are only directly rele-vant to the subject in their character of
arising from a datum which is anextensive continuum. They do, in fact, atomize
this continuum; but theaboriginal potentiality, which they include and realize, is
what they con-tribute as the relevant factor in their objectifications. They thus
exhibit thecommunity of contemporary actualities as a common world with
mathe-matical relations—where the term 'mathematical’ is used in the sense
inwhich it would have been understood by Plato, Euclid, and Descartes,before
the modern discovery of the true definition of pure mathematics.

The bare mathematical potentialities of the extensive continuum re-quire an
additional content in order to assume the role of real objects forthe subject. This
content is supplied by the eternal objectst termed sense-data. These objects are
'given’ for the experience of the subject. Theirgivenness does not arise from the
'decision’ of the contemporary entitieswhich are thus objectified. It arises from
the functioning of the antecedentphysical body of the subject; and this
functioning can in its turn be ana-lysed as representing the influence of the more
remote past, a past com-mon alike to the subject and to its contemporary actual
entities. Thusthese sense-data are eternal objects playing a complex relational
role;they connect the actual entities of the past with the actual entities of
thecontemporary world, and thereby effect objectifications of the contem-porary
things and of the past things. For instance, we see the contemporarychair, but we
see it with our eyes; and we touch the contemporary chair,but we touch it with
our hands. Thus colours objectify the chair in oneway, and objectify the eyes in
another way, as elements in the experienceof the subject. [95] Also touch
objectifies the chair in one way, and ob-

jectifies the hands in another way, as elements in the experience of thesubject.
But the eyes and the hands are in the past (the almost immediatepast) and the
chair is in the present The chair, thus objectified, is theobjectification of a
contemporary nexus of actual entities in its unity as onenexus. This nexus is
illustrated as to its constitution by the spatial region,with its perspective
relations. This region is, in fact, atomized by the mem-bers of the nexus. By the
operation of the Category of Transmutation (cf.Parts III and IV), in the
objectification an abstraction is made from themultiplicity of members and from

all comnnnente nf thair formal cancti-tntinne aveent the ncenmatinn nf thic
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region. This prehension, in theparticular example considered, will be termed the

prehension of a 'chair-image/ Also the intervention of the past is not confined to
antecedent eyesand hands. There is a more remote past throughout nature
external to thebody. The direct relevance of this remote past, relevant by reason
of itsdirect objectification in the immediate subject, is practically negligible,
sofar as concerns prehensions of a strictly physical type.

But external nature has an indirect relevance by the transmissionthrough it of
analogous prehensions. In this way there are in it varioushistorical routes of
intermediate objectifications. Such relevant historicalroutes lead up to various
parts of the animal body, and transmit into itprehensions which form the
physical influence of the external environmenton the animal body. But this
external environment which is in the past ofthe concrescent subject is also, with
negligible exceptions, in the past ofthe nexus which is the objectified chair-
image. If there be a 'real chair/there will be another historical route of
objectifications from nexus tonexus in this environment. The members of each
nexus will be mutuallycontemporaries. Also the historical route will lead up to
the nexus whichis the chair-image. The complete nexus, composed of this
historical routeand the [99] chair-image, will form a 'corpuscular’ society. This
society isthe 'real chair/

The prehensions of the concrescent subject and the formal constitutionsof the
members of the contemporary nexus which is the chair-image arethus
conditioned by the properties of the same environment in the past.The animal
body is so constructed that, with rough accuracy and innormal conditions,
important emphasis is thus laid upon those regions inthe contemporary world
which are particularly relevant for the futureexistence of the enduring object of
which the immediate percipient is oneoccasion.

A reference to the Category of Transmutation will show that perceptionof
contemporary 'images?7 in the mode of 'presentational immediacy' is an'impure’
prehension. The subsidiary 'pure7 physical prehensions are thecomponents
which provide some definite information as to the physicalworld; the subsidiary
'pure7 mental prehensions are the components byreason of which the theory of
'secondary qualities7 was introduced into the

theory of perception. The account here given traces back these
secondaryqualities to their root in physical prehensions expressed by the
'wiihness ofthe body/



If the familiar correlations between physical paths and the life-historiesof a chair
and of the animal body are not satisfied, we are apt to say thatour perceptions are
delusive. The word 'delusive™ is all very well as a tech-nical term; but it must
not be misconstrued to mean that what we havedirectly perceived, we have not
directly perceived. Our direct perception,via our senses, of an immediate
extensive shape, in a certain geometricalperspective to ourselves, and in certain
general geometrical relations to thecontemporary world, remains an ultimate
fact. Our inferences are at fault.In Cartesian phraseologys, it is a final 'inspectio’
(also termed Hntuitio")which, when purged of all judicium—i.e., of 'inference —
is final for belief.This whole question of 'delusive' perception must be
considered later (cf.Part III, Chs. Ill to V) in more [100] detail. We can,
however, see at oncethat there are grades of 'delusiveness.' There is the non-
delusive case, whenwe see a chair-image and there is a chair. There is the
partially delusive casewhen we have been looking in a mirror; in this case, the
chair-image wesee is not the culmination of the corpuscular society of entities
which wecall the real chair. Finally, we may have been taking drugs, so that
thechair-image we see has no familiar counterpart in any historical route of
acorpuscular society. Also there are other delusive grades where the lapse oftime
is the main element. These cases are illustrated by our perceptions ofthe
heavenly bodies. In delusive cases we are apt, in a confusing way, tosay that the
societies of entities which we did not see but correctly inferredare the things that
we really’ saw.

The conclusion of this discussion is that the ingression of the eternalobjects
termed 'sense-data't into the experience of a subject cannot beconstrued as the
simple objectification of the actual entity to which, in-ordinary speech, we
ascribe that sense-datum as a quality. The ingressioninvolves a complex
relationship, whereby the sense-datum emerges as the'given' eternal object by
which some past entities are objectified (for ex-ample, colour seen with the eyes
and bad temper inherited from theviscera) and whereby the sense-datum also
enters into the objectificationof a society of actual entities in the contemporary
world. Thus a sense-datum has ingression into experience by reason of its
forming the what ofa very complex multiple integration of prehensions within
that occasion.For example, the ingression of a visual sense-datum involves the
causalobjectification of various antecedent bodily organs and the
presentationalobjectification of the shape seen, this shape being a nexus of
contemporaryactual entities. In this account of the ingression of sense-data, the
animalbody is nothing more than the most intimately relevant part of the ante-



temporary extended shape which we term a 'chair/ the sense- | 101} data in-
volved are not necessarily elements in the 'real internal constitution' of this

chair-image: they are elements—in some way of feeling—in the 'real in-ternal
constitutions' of those antecedent organs of the human body withwhich we
perceive the 'chair/ The direct recognition of such antecedentactual entities, with
which we perceive contemporaries, is hindered and,apart from exceptional
circumstances, rendered impossible by the spatialand temporal vagueness which
infect such data. Later (cf. Part III, Chs.Ill to V) the whole question of this
perception of a nexus vaguely, that isto say, without distinction of the actual
entities composing it, is discussedin terms of the theory of prehensions, and in
relation to the Category of Transmutation.

SECTION II

This account of 'presentational immediacy' presupposes two metaphysi-cal
assumptions:

(i) That the actual world, in so far as it is a community of entitieswhich are
settled, actual, and already become, conditions and limits thepotentiality for
creativeness beyond itself. This 'given' world provides de-terminate data in the
form of those objectifications of themselves whichthe characters of its actual
entities can provide. This is a limitation laidupon the general potentiality
provided by eternal objects, consideredmerely in respect to the generality of their
natures. Thus, relatively to anyactual entity, there is a 'giver/ world of settled
actual entities and a 'real'potentiality, which is the datum for creativeness beyond
that standpoint.This datum, which is the primary phase in the process
constituting anactual entity, is nothing else than the actual world itself in its
characterof a possibility for the process of being felt. This exemplifies the meta-
physical principle that every 'being' is a potential for a 'becoming/ Theactual
world is the 'objective content' of each new creation.

Thus we have always to consider two meanings of [102] potentiality: (a)the
'general’ potentiality, which is the bundle of possibilities, mutually con-sistent or
alternative, provided by the multiplicity of eternal objects, and(b) the 'real'
potentiality, which is conditioned by the data provided bythe actual world.
General potentiality is absolute, and real potentiality isrelative to some actual
entity, taken as a standpoint whereby the actualworld is denned. It must be
remembered that the phrase 'actual world' islike 'yesterday' and 'tomorrow/ in
that it alters its meaning according tostandpoint. The actual world must always



mean the community of allactual entities, including the primordial actual entity
called 'God' andthe temporal actual entities.

Curiously enough, even at this early stage of metaphysical discussion,the
influence of the 'relativity theory' of modern physics is important. According to
the classical 'uniquely serial' view of time, two contemporaryactual entities
define the same actual world. According to the modern view

no two actual entities define the same actual world. Actual entities arecalled
'contemporary' when neither belongs to the given* actual world de-fined by the
other.

The differences between the actual worlds of a pair of contemporaryentities,
which are in a certain sense 'neighbours/ are negligible for mosthuman purposes.
Thus the difference between the 'classical' and the 'rela-tivity' view of time only
rarely has any important relevance. I shall alwaysadopt the relativity view; for
one reason, because it seems better to accordwith the general philosophical
doctrine of relativity which is presupposedin the philosophy of organism; and for
another reason, because with rareexceptions the classical doctrine can be looked
on as a special case of therelativity doctrine—a case which does not seem to
accord with experimentalevidence. In other words, the classical view seems to
limit a generalphilosophical doctrine; it is the larger assumption; and its
consequences,taken in conjunction with other scientific principles, seem to be
false.

[JO3] (ii) The second metaphysical assumption is that the real poten-tialities
relative to all standpoints are coordinated as diverse determinationsof one
extensive continuum. This extensive continuum is one relationalcomplex in
which all potential objectifications find their niche. It underliesthe whole world,
past, present, and future. Considered in its full generality,apart from the
additional conditions proper only to the cosmic epoch ofelectrons, protons,
molecules, and star-systems, the properties of this con-tinuum are very few and
do not include the relationships of metricalgeometry. An extensive continuum is
a complex of entities united by thevarious allied relationships of whole to part,
and of overlapping so as topossess common parts, and of contact, and of other
relationships derivedfrom these primary relationships. The notion of a
'continuum’ involvesboth the property of indefinite divisibility and the property
of unboundedextension. There are always entities beyond entities, because

nonentity isno boundary. This extensive continuum expresses the solidarity of all
nns-sihle standnnints thronghont the whale nracess of the world Tt is not a
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factprior to the world; it is the first determination of order—that is, of
realpotentiality—arising out of the general character of the world. In its
fullgenerality beyond the present epoch, it does not involve shapes, dimen-sions,
or measurability; these are additional determinations of real po-tentiality arising
from our cosmic epoch.

This extensive continuum is 'real/ because it expresses a fact derivedfrom the
actual world and concerning the contemporary actual world. Allactual entities
are related according to the determinations of this con-tinuum; and all possible
actual entities in the future must exemplify thesedeterminations in their relations
with the already actual world. The realityof the future is bound up with the
reality of this continuum. It is thereality of what is potential, in its character of a
real component of what isactual. Such a real component must be interpreted in
\104] terms of the

relatedness of prehensions. This task will be undertaken in Chapter V ofPart IV
of these lectures.

Actual entities atomize the extensive continuum. This continuum is initself
merely the potentiality for division; an actual entity effects thisdivision. The
objectification of the contemporary world merely expressesthat world in terms of
its potentiality for subdivision and in terms of themutual perspectives which any
such subdivision will bring into real ef-fectiveness. These are the primary
governing data for any actual entity;for they express how all actual entities are in
the solidarity of one world.With the becoming of any actual entity what was
previously potential inthe space-time continuum is now the primary real phase in
something ac-tual. For each process of concrescence a regional standpoint in the
world,defining a limited potentiality for objectifications, has been adopted. Inthe
mere extensive continuum there is no principle to determine whatregional quanta
shall be atomized, so as to form the real perspective stand-point for the primary
data constituting the basic phase in the concrescenceof an actual entity. The
factors in the actual world whereby this de-termination is effected will be
discussed at a later stage of this investiga-tion. They constitute the initial phase
of the 'subjective aim/ This initialphase is a direct derivate from God's
primordial nature. In this function,as in every other, God is the organ of novelty,
aiming at intensification.

In the mere continuum there are contrary potentialities; in the actualworld there
are definite atomic actualities determining one coherent sys-tem of real divisions
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tnhroughout the reglon of actuality. kvery actual entityin 1ts relationsnip to other
actual entities is in this sense somewhere inthe continuum, and arises out of the
data provided by this standpoint.But in another sense it is everywhere throughout
the continuum; for itsconstitution includes the objectifications of the actual
world and therebyincludes the continuum; also the [105] potential
objectifications of itselfcontribute to the real potentialities whose solidarity the
continuum ex-presses. Thus the continuum is present in each actual entity, and
eachactual entity pervades the continuum.

This conclusion can be stated otherwise. Extension, apart from itsspatialization
and temporalization, is that general scheme of relationshipsproviding the
capacity that many objects can be welded into the real unityof one experience.
Thus, an act of experience has an objective scheme ofextensive order by reason
of the double fact that its own perspective stand-point has extensive content, and
that the other actual entities are objecti-fied with the retention of their extensive
relationships. These extensiverelationships are more fundamental than their
more special spatial andtemporal relationships. Extension is the most general
scheme of real po-tentiality, providing the background for all other organic
relations. Thepotential scheme does not determine its own atomization by actual
en-tities. It is divisible; but its real division by actual entities depends upon

more particular characteristics of the actual entities constituting the ante-cedent
environment. In respect to time, this atomization takes the specialform 2 of the
'epochal theory of time/ In respect to space, it means thatevery actual entity in
the temporal world is to be credited with a spatialvolume for its perspective
standpoint. These conclusions are required bythe consideration 3 of Zeno's
arguments, in connection with the presump-tion that an actual entity is an act of
experience. The authority of Wil-liam James can be quoted in support of this
conclusion. He writes: "Eitheryour experience is of no content, of no change, or
it is of a perceptibleamount of content or change. Your acquaintance with reality
grows liter-ally by buds or drops of perception. Intellectually and on reflection
youcan divide these into components, but as immediately given, [106] theycome
totally or not at all." 4 James also refers to Zeno. In substance I agreewith his
argument from Zeno; though I do not think that he allows suf-ficiently for those
elements in Zeno's paradoxes which are the product ofinadequate mathematical
knowledge. But I agree that a valid argumentremains after the removal of the
invalid parts.

The argument, so far as it is valid, elicits a contradiction from the twopremises:
(i) that in a becoming something (res vera) becomes, and (ii)that every act of



becoming is divisible into earlier and later sections whichare themselves acts of
becoming. Consider, for example, an act of becom-ing during one second. The
act is divisible into two acts, one during theearlier half of the second, the other
during the later half of the second.Thus that which becomes during the whole
second presupposes thatwhich becomes during the first half-second.
Analogously, that which be-comes during the first half-second presupposes that
which becomes dur-ing the first quarter-second, and so on indefinitely. Thus if
we considerthe process of becoming up to the beginning of the second in
question,and ask what then becomes, no answer can be given. For, whatever
creaturewe indicate presupposes an earlier creature which became after the be-
ginning of the second and antecedently to the indicatedt creature. There-fore
there is nothing which becomes, so as to effect a transition into thesecond in
question.

The difficulty is not evaded by assuming that something becomes ateach non-
extensive instant of time. For at the beginning of the second oftime there is no
next instant at which something can become.

Zeno in his 'Arrow in Its Flight' seems to have had an obscure grasp ofthis
argument. But the introduction of motion brings in irrelevant details.The true
difficulty is to understand how the arrow survives the lapse of

2 Cf. my Science and the Modern World, Ch. VII.
3 Cf. loc. cit.; and Part IV of the present work.

4 Some Problems of Philosophy, Ch X; my attention was drawn to this pas-sage
by its quotation in Religion in thef Philosophy of William James, by Pro-fessor
J. S. Bixler.

time. [107] Unfortunately Descartes' treatment of 'endurance’ is verysuperficial,
and subsequent philosophers have followed his example.

In his 'Achilles and the Tortoise' Zeno produces an invalid argumentdepending
on ignorance of the theory of infinite convergent numericalseries. Eliminating
the irrelevant details of the race and of motion—de-tails which have endeared
the paradox to the literature of all ages—con-sider the first half-second as one
act of becoming, the next quarter-secondas another such act, the next eighth-
second as yet another, and so on in-definitely. Zeno then illegitimately assumes
this infinite series of acts ofbecoming can never be exhausted. But there is no



need to assume that aninfinite series of acts of becoming, with a first act, and
each act with animmediate successor,! is inexhaustible in the process of
becoming. Simplearithmetic assures us that the series just indicated will be
exhausted in theperiod of one second. The way is then open for the intervention
of a newact of becoming which lies beyond the whole series. Thus this paradox
ofZeno is based upon a mathematical fallacy.

The modification of the *'Arrow' paradox, stated above, brings out theprinciple
that every act of becoming must have an immediate successor, ifwe admit that
something becomes. For otherwise we cannot point outwhat creature becomes as
we enter upon the second in question. But wecannot, in the absence of some
additional premise, infer that every act ofbecoming must have had an immediate
predecessor.

The conclusion is that in every act of becoming there is the becoming
ofsomething with temporal extension; but that the act itself is not extensive,in
the sense that it is divisible into earlier and later acts of becoming
whichcorrespond to the extensive divisibility of what has become.

In this section, the doctrine is enunciated that the creature is extensive,but that its
act of becoming is not extensive. This topic is resumed in PartlV. How- [108]
ever, some anticipation of Parts III and IV is now required.

The res vera, in its character of concrete satisfaction, is divisible intoprehensions
which concern its first temporal half and into prehensionswhich concern its
second temporal half. This divisibility is what constitutesits extensiveness. But
this concern with a temporal and spatial sub-regionmeans that the datum of the
prehension in question is the actual world,objectified with the perspective due to
that sub-region. A prehension, how-ever, acquires subjective form, and this
subjective form is only renderedfully determinate by integration with conceptual
prehensions belonging tothe mental pole of the res vera. The concrescence is
dominated by a sub-jective aim which essentially concerns the creature as a final
superject. Thissubjective aim is this subject itself determining its own self-
creation as onecreature. Thus the subjective aim does not share in this
divisibility. If weconfine attention to prehensions concerned with the earlier half,
their sub-jective forms have arisen from nothing. For the subjective aim which
be-longs to the whole is now excluded. Thus the evolution of subjective
formcould not be referred to any actuality. The ontological principle has been

vinlated Somethino hasg flnated intn the world from nowhere
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The summary statement of this discussion is, that the mental pole de-termines
the subjective forms and that this pole is inseparable from thetotal res vera.

SECTION III

The discussion of the previous sections has merely given a moderno>hape to the
oldest of European philosophic doctrines. But as a doctrineof common sense, it
is older still—as old as consciousness itself. The mostgeneral notions underlying
the words 'space’ and 'time' are those whichthis discussion has aimed at
expressing in their true connection with theactual world. The alternative
doctrine, which is the Newtonian cosmology,emphasized the [109] 'receptacle’
theory of space-time, and minimized thefactor of potentiality. Thus bits of space
and time were conceived as beingas actual as anything else, and as being
'occupied’ by other actualitieswhich were the bits of matter. This is the
Newtonian absolute' theory ofspace-time, which philosophers have never
accepted, though at times somehave acquiesced. Newton's famous Scholium 5 to
his first eight definitionsin his Principia expresses this point of view with entire
clearness:

Hitherto I have laid down the definitions of such words as are lessknown, and
explained the sense in which I would have them to beunderstood in the
following discourse. I do not define time, space,place, and motion, as being well
known to all. Only I must observe,that the vulgar conceive those quantities under
no other notions butfrom the relation they bear to sensible objects. And thence
arise cer-tain prejudices, for the removing of which, it will be convenient to dis-
tinguish them into absolute and relative, true and apparent, mathe-matical and
common.

I. Absolute, true, and mathematical time, of itself, and from itsown nature, flows
equably without regard to anything external, andby another name is called
duration: relative, apparent, and commontime, is some sensible and external
(whether accurate or unequable)measure of duration by thet means of motion,
which is commonlyused instead of true time; such as an hour, a day, a month, a
year.

I1. Absolute space, in its own nature, and without regard to any-thing external,
remains always similar and immovable. Relative spaceis some movable
dimension or measure of the absolute spaces; whichour senses determine by its
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Absolute and relative space are thesame in figure and magnitude; but they do not
remain always nu-merically the same. . . .

IV. ... As the order of the parts of time is [110] immutable, soalso is the order of
the parts of space. Suppose those parts to be

5 Andrew Motte's translation; new edition revised, London, 1803.

moved out of their places, and they will be moved (if the expressionmay be
allowed) out of themselves. For times and spaces are, as itwere, the places as
well of themselves as of all other things. All thingsare placed in time as to order
of succession; and in space as to order oftsituation. It is from their essence or
nature that they are places; andthat the primary places of things should be
movable, is absurd. Theseare, therefore, the absolute places; and translations out
of those placesare the only absolute motions. . . . Now no other places are im-
movable but those that, from infinity to infinity, do all retain thesame given
positions one to another; and upon this account mustever remain unmoved; and
do thereby constitute, what I call, im-movable space. The causes by which true
and relative motions aredistinguished, one from the other, are the forces
impressed uponbodies to generate motion. True motion is neither generated
noraltered, but by some force impressed upon the body moved: butrelative
motion may be generated or altered without any force im-pressed upon the body.
For it is sufficient only to impress some forceon other bodies with which the
former is compared, that by theirgiving way, that relation may be changed, in
which the relative restor motion of this other body did consist. . . . The effects
which dis-tinguish absolute from relative motion are, the forces of recedingfrom
the axis of circular motion. For there are no such forces in a cir-cular motion
purely relative, but, in a true and absolute circular mo-tion, they are greater or
less, according to the quantity of motion. . . .Wherefore relative quantities are
not the quantities themselves,whose names they bear, but those sensible
measures of them (eitheraccurate or inaccurate) which are commonly used
instead of the mea-sured quantities themselves. . . .

I have quoted at such length from Newton's Scholium because thisdocument
constitutes the clearest, most definite, and most influentialstatement among the
cos- [111] mological speculations of mankind, specu-lations of a type which first
assume scientific importance with the Py-thagorean school preceding and
inspiring Plato. Newton is presupposingfour types of entities which he does not
discriminate in respect to theiractuality: for him minds are actual things, bodies



are actual things, ab-solute durations ot time are actual things, and absolute
places are actualthings. He does not use the word 'actual’; but he is speaking of
matterof fact, and he puts them all on the same level in that respect. The resultis
to land him in a clearly expressed but complex and arbitrary scheme
ofrelationships between spaces inter se; between durations inter se; and be-tween
minds, bodies, times and places, for the conjunction of them all intothe solidarity
of the one universe. For the purposes of science it was anextraordinarily
clarifying statement, that is to say, for all the purposes ofscience within the next
two hundred years, and for most of its purposessince that period. But, as a
fundamental statement, it lies completely open

to sceptical attack; and also, as Newton himself admits, diverges fromcommon
sense—"the vulgar conceive those quantities under no othernotions but from the
relation they bear to sensible objects/' Kant onlysaved it by reducing it to the
description of a construct by means of which'pure intuition' introduces an order
for chaotic data; and for the schools oftranscendentalists derived from Kant this
construct has remained in theinferior position of a derivative from the proper
ultimate substantialreality. For them it is an element in 'appearance’; and
appearance is to bedistinguished from reality. The philosophy of organism is an
attempt,with the minimum of critical adjustment, to return to the conceptions
of'the vulgar/f In the first place, the discussion must fasten on the notion ofa
'sensible object/ to quote Newton's phrase. We may expand Newton'sphrase, and
state that the common sense of mankind conceives that all itsnotions ultimately
refer to actual entities, or as Newton terms them,'sensible objects.’ Newton,
basing himself upon [112] current physicalnotions, conceived 'sensible objects'
to be the material bodies to whichthe science of dynamics applies. He was then
left with the antithesis be-tween 'sensible objects' and empty space. Newton,
indeed, as a privateopinion, conjectured that there is a material medium
pervading space.But he also held that there might not be such a medium. For him
thenotion 'empty space'—that is, mere spatiality—had sense, conceived asan
independent actual existence 'from infinity to infinity/ In this hediffered from
Descartes. Modern physics sides with Descartes. It has in-troduced the notion of
the 'physical field." Also the latest speculations tendto remove the sharp
distinction between the 'occupied’ portions of thefield and the 'unoccupied'
portion. Further, in these lectures (cf. Ch. Ill ofPart II), a distinction is
introduced, not explicitly in the mind either of'the vulgar' or of Newton. This
distinction is that between (i) an actualentity, (ii) an enduring object, (hi) a
corpuscular society, (iv) a non-corpuscular society, (v) a non-social nexus. A
non-social nexus is whatanswers to the notion of 'chaos.' The extensive
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entities experienced,and that unit experience itself, are united in the solidarity of
one commonworld. The actual entities atomize it, and thereby make real what
wasantecedently merely potential. The atomization of the extensive con-tinuum
is also its temporalization; that is to says, it is the process of thebecoming of
actuality into what in itself is merely potential. The sys-tematic scheme, in its
completeness embracing the actual past and thepotential future, is prehended in
the positive experience of each actualentity. In this sense, it is Kant's 'form of
intuition'; but it is derived fromthe actual world qua datum, and thus is not 'pure’
in Kant's sense of thatterm. It is not productive of the ordered world, but
derivative from it.The prehension of this scheme is one more example that actual
fact in-cludes in its own constitution [113] real potentiality which is
referentbeyond itself. The former example is 'appetition.’

SECTION IV

Newton in his description of space and time has confused what is
'real'potentiality with what is actual fact. He has thereby been led to divergefrom
the judgment of 'the vulgar' who "conceive those quantities under noother
notions but from the relation they bear to sensible objects."! Thephilosophy of
organism starts by agreeing with 'the vulgar' except that theterm 'sensible object’
is replaced by 'actual entity'; so as to free our notionsfrom participation in an
epistemologicalf theory as to sense-perception.When we further consider how to
adjust Newton's other descriptions tothe organic theory, the surprising fact
emerges that we must identify theatomized quantum of extension correlative to
an actual entity, with New-ton's absolute place and absolute duration. Newton's
proof that motiondoes not apply to absolute place, which in its nature is
immovable, alsoholds. Thus an actual entity never moves: it is where it is and
what it is.In order to emphasize this characteristic by a phrase connecting the
notionof 'actual entity' more closely with our ordinary habits of thought, I
willalso use the term 'actual occasion' in the place of the term 'actual entity. Thus
the actual world is built up of actual occasions; and by the oncologi-cal principle
whatever things there are in any sense of 'existence,’ are de-rived by abstraction
from actual occasions. I shall use the term 'event' inthe more general sense of a
nexus of actual occasions, inter-related in somedeterminate fashion in one
extensive quantum. An actual occasion is thelimiting type of an event with only
one member.

It is quite obvious that meanings have to be found for the notions of'motion' and
of 'moving bodies.' For the present, this enquiry must bepostponed to a later



chapter [114] (cf. Part IV and also Ch. Ill of thisPart). It is sufficient to say that a
molecule in the sense of a moving body,with a history of local change, is not an
actual occasion; it must thereforebe some kind of nexus of actual occasions. In
this sense it is an event, butnot an actual occasion. The fundamental meaning of
the notion of'change’ is 'the difference between actual occasions comprised in
somedeterminate event.'

A further elucidation of the status of the extensive continuum in theorganic
philosophy is obtained by comparison with Descartes' doctrine ofmaterial
bodies. It is at once evident that the organic theory is muchcloser to Descartes'
views than to Newton's, On this topic Spinoza is prac-tically a logical
systematization of Descartes, purging him of inconsis-tencies. But this
attainment of logical coherence is obtained by empha-sizing just those elements
in Descartes which the philosophy of organismrejects. In this respect, Spinoza
perforins the same office for Descartes thatHume does for Locke. The
philosophy of organism may be conceived as arecurrence to Descartes and to
Locke, in respect to just those elements intheir philosophies which are usually
rejected by reason of their inconsis-tency with the elements which their
successors developed. Thus the phi-

losophy of organism is pluralistic in contrast with Spinoza's monism; andis a
doctrine of experience prehending actualities, in contrast with
Hume'ssensationalist phenomenalism.

First let us recur to Descartes at the stage of thought antecedent to hisdisastrous
classification of substances into two species, bodily substance andmental
substance. At the beginning of Meditation i, he writes:For example, there is the
fact that I am here, seated by the fire,attired in a dressing gown, having this
paper in my hands and othersimilar matters. And how could I deny that these
hands and this bodyare mine, were it not perhaps that I compare myself to
certain per-sons, devoid of sense. . . . But they are mad, and I should not [JJ5]be
any thef less insane were I to follow examples so extravagant.At the same time I
must remember that I am a man, and that con-sequently I am in the habit of
sleeping, and in my dreams represent-ing to myself the same things or
sometimes even less probable things,than do those who are insane in their
waking moments. ... At thesame time we must at least confess that the things
which are repre-sented to us in sleep are like painted representations which can
onlyhave been formed as the counterparts of something real and true
[adsimiliiudinem rerum verarum], and that in this way those generalthings at
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things really existent. . . . And for the samereason, although these general things,
to wit, [a body],6 eyes, a head,hands, and such like, may be imaginary, we are
bound at the sametime to confess that there are at least some other objects yet
moresimple and more universal, which are real and true [vera esse]; and ofthese
just in the same way as with certain real colours, all these imagesof things which
dwell in our thoughts, whether true and real or falseand fantastic, are formed.

To such a class of things pertains corporeal nature in general, andits extension,
the figure of extended things, their quantity or magni-tude and number, as also
the place in which they are, the time whichmeasures their duration, and so on. . .

In Meditation II, after a slight recapitulation, he continues, speaking ofGod:Then
without doubt I exist also if he deceives me, and let himdeceive me as much as
he will, he can never cause me to be nothingso long as I think that I am
something. So that after having reflectedwell and carefully examined all things,
we must come to the definiteconclusion that this proposition: I am, I exist, is
necessarily true eachtime that I pronounce it, or that I mentally conceive it.[116}
At the end of the quotation from Meditation J, Descartes uses the

6 Haldane and Ross enclose in square brackets phrases appearing in the
Frenchversion, and not in the Latin. I have compared with the Latin.

phrase res vera in the same sense as that in which I have used the term'actual/ It
means 'existence’ in the fullest sense of that term, beyondwhich there is no other.
Descartes, indeed, would ascribe to God 'exis-tence' in a generically different
sense. In the philosophy of organism, ashere developed, God's existence is not
generically different from that ofother actual entities, except that he is
'primordial’ in a sense to be grad-ually explained.

Descartes does not explicitly frame the definition of actuality in termsof the
ontological principle, as given in Section IVt of this chapter, thatactual occasions
form the ground from which all other types of existenceare derivative and
abstracted; but he practically formulates an equivalent insubject-predicate
phraseology, when he writes: "For this reason, when weperceive any attribute,
we therefore conclude that some existing thing orsubstance to which it may be
attributed, is necessarily present." 7 ForDescartes the word 'substance’ is the
equivalent of my phrase 'actual occa-sion.' I refrain from the term 'substance,' for
one reason because it sug-gests the subject-predicate notion; and for another
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reason because Les-cartes and L.OCKe permit their substances to undergo
adventures of chang-ing qualifications, and thereby create difficulties.

In the quotation from the second Meditation: "I am, I exist, is nec-essarily true
each time that I pronounce it, or that I mentally conceive it,"fDescartes adopts
the position that an act of experience is the primary typeof actual occasion. But
in his subsequent developments he assumes thathis mental substances endure
change. Here he goes beyond his argument.For each time he pronounces 'l am, I
exist/ the actual occasion, which isthe ego, is different; and the 'he' which is
common to the two egos is aneternal object or, alternatively, the nexus of
successive occasions. Also inthe quotation from the first [117] Meditation he
begins by appealing to anact of experience—"I am here, seated by the fire. ..."
He then associatesthis act of experience with his body—"these hands and body
are mine.*'He then finally appeals for some final notion of actual entities in
theremarkable sentence: "And for the same reason, although these generalthings,
to wit, [a body], eyes, a head, hands, and such like, may be imaginary,we are
bound at the same time to confess that there are at least someother objects yet
more simple and more universal, which are real and true;and of these ... all these
images of things which dwell in our thoughts,whether true and real or false and
fantastic, are formed."

Notice the peculiarly intimate association with immediate experiencewhich
Descartes claims for his body, an association beyond the meresense-perception
of the contemporary world—"these hands and feet aremine." In the philosophy
of organism this immediate association is therecognition of them as
distinguishable data whose formal constitutions areimmediately felt in the
origination of experience. In this function the

7 Principles of Philosophy, Part I, 52.

animal body does not differ in principle from the rest of the past actualworld; but
it does differ in an intimacy of association by reason of whichits spatial and
temporal connections obtain some definition in the ex-perience of the subject.
What is vague for the rest of the world has ob-tained some additional measure of
distinctness for the bodily organs. But,in principle, it would be equally true to
say, The actual world is mine.'Descartes also asserts that "objects yet more
simple and more uni-versal, which are real and true" are what the "images of
things whichdwellf in our thoughts"! are formed of. This does not seem to
accordwith his theory of perception, of a later date, stated in his Principles,
PartlV, 196, 197, 198. In the later theory the emphasis is on the judicium, inthe



sense of Inference/ and not in the sense of inspectio of realitas ob-jectiva. But it
does accord with the organic theory, that the objectificationsof other actual
occasions form the given data from which an actual occa-[118] sion originates.
He has also brought the body into its immediateassociation with the act of
experience. Descartes, with Newton, assumesthat the extensive continuum is
actual in the full sense of being an actualentity. But he refrains from the
additional material bodies which Newtonprovides. Also in his efforts to guard
his representative 'ideas' from thefatal gap between mental symbol and actuality
symbolized, he practically,in some sentences, expresses the doctrine of
objectification here put for-ward. Thus:Hence the idea of the sun will be the sun
itself existing in themind, not indeed formally, as it exists in the sky, but
objectively,i.e. in the way in which objects are wont to exist in the mind; and
thismode of being is truly much less perfect than that in which thingsexist
outside the mind, but it is not on that account mere nothing,as I have already
said.8

Both Descartes and Locke, in order to close the gap between idea repre-senting
and actual entity represented/ require this doctrine of 'the sunitself existing in the
mind/ But though, as in this passage, they at timescasually state it in order to
push aside the epistemological difficulty, theyneither of them live up to these
admissions. They relapse into the tacitpresupposition of the mind with its private
ideas which are in fact qualitieswithout intelligible connection with the entities
represented.

But if we take the doctrine of objectification seriously, the extensivecontinuum
at once becomes the primary factor in objectification. It pro-vides the general
scheme of extensive perspective which is exhibited in allthe mutual
objectifications by which actual entities prehend each other.Thus in itself, the
extensive continuum is a scheme of real potentialitywhich must find
exemplificationt in the mutual prehension of all actualentities. It also finds
exemplification in each actual entity considered

8 Reply to Objections J: I have already quoted this passage in my Science
andthe* Modem Woddf note to Ch. IV.

'formally/ In this sense, actual entities are extensive, [JJ9] since they ariseout of
a potentiality for division, which in actual fact is not divided (cf.Part IV). It is for
this reason, as stated above, that the phrase 'actualoccasion' is used in the place
of 'actual entity/



Descartes' doctrine of the physical world as exhibiting an extensiveplenum of
actual entities is practically the same as the 'organic' doctrine.But Descartes'
bodies have to move, and this presupposition introducesnew obscurities. It is
exactly at this point that Newton provides a clearconception in comparison with
that of Descartes. In the 'organic' doctrine,motion is not attributable to an actual
occasion.

In the 'organic' theory, (i) there is only one type of temporal actualentity; (ii)
each such actual entity is extensive; (iii) from the standpointof any one actual
entity, the 'given/ actual world is a nexus of actual en-tities, transforming the
potentiality of the extensive scheme into a plenumof actual occasions; (iv) in this
plenum, motion cannot be significantlyattributed to any actual occasion; (v) the
plenum is continuous in respectto the potentiality from which it arises, but each
actual entity is atomic;(vi) the term 'actual occasion' is used synonymouslyt with
'actual entity';but chiefly when its character of extensiveness has some direct
relevance tothe discussion, either extensiveness in the form of temporal
extensiveness,that is to say 'duration/ or extensiveness in the form of spatial
extension,or in the more complete signification of spatio-temporal extensiveness.

SECTION V

The baseless metaphysical doctrine of 'undifferentiated endurance’ is
asubordinate derivative from the misapprehension of the proper characterof the
extensive scheme.

In our perception of the contemporary world via presentational im-mediacy,
nexus of actual entities are objectified for the percipient underthe perspective of
their characters of extensive continuity. In the percep-tion of a contemporary
stone, for example, the separate indi- \120) vidualityof each actual entity in the
nexus constituting the stone is merged into theunity of the extensive plenum,
which for Descartes and for common sense,is the stone. The complete
objectification is effected by the generic exten-sive perspective of the stone,
specialized into the specific perspective ofsome sense-datum, such as some
definite colour, for example. Thus theimmediate percept assumes the character
of the quiet undifferentiated en-durance of the material stone, perceived by
means of its quality of colour.This basic notion dominates language, and haunts
both science and philos-ophy. Further, by an unfortunate application of the
excellent maxim, thatour conjectural explanation should always proceed by the
utilization of avera causa, whenever science or philosophy has ventured to
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asatisfactory explanation has always complied with the condition that sub-
stances with undifferentiated endurance of essential attributes be pro-

duced, and that activity be explained as the occasional modification oftheir
accidental qualities and relations. Thus the imaginations of men aredominated by
the quiet extensive stone with its relationships of positions,and its quality of
colour—relationships and qualities which occasionallychange. The stone, thus
interpreted, guarantees the vera causa, and con-jectural explanations in science
and philosophy follow its model.

Thus in framing cosmological theory, the notion of continuous stuff
withpermanent attributes, enduring without differentiation, and retaining itsself-
identity through any stretch of time however small or large, has
beenfundamental. The stuff undergoes change in respect to accidental
qualitiesand relations; but it is numerically self-identical in its character of
oneactual entity throughout its accidental adventures. The admission of
thisfundamental metaphysical concept has wrecked the various systems
ofpluralistic realism.

This metaphysical concept has formed the basis of scientific materialism.For
example, when the activities [121] associated with so-called emptyspace
required scientific formulation, the scientists of the nineteenth cen-tury produced
the materialistic ether as the ultimate substratum whoseaccidental adventures
constituted these activities.

But the interpretation of the stone, on which the whole concept isbased, has
proved to be entirely mistaken. In the first place, from theseventeenth century
onwards the notion of the simple inherence of thecolour in the stone has had to
be given up. This introduces the furtherdifficulty that it is the colour which is
extended and only inferentially thestone, since now we have had to separate the
colour from the stone.Secondly, the molecular theory has robbed the stone of its
continuity, ofits unity, and of its passiveness. The stone is now conceived as a
society ofseparate molecules in violent agitation. But the metaphysical
concepts,which had their origin in a mistake about the stone, were now applied
tothe individual molecules. Each atom was still a stuff which retained its self-
identity and its essential attributes in any portion of time—however short,and
however long—provided that it did not perish. The notion of the un-
differentiated endurance of substances with essential attributes and
withaccidental adventures! was still applied. This is the root doctrine of ma-



terialism: the substance, thus conceived, 1s the ultimate actual entity.

But this materialistic concept has proved to be as mistaken for the atomas it was
for the stone. 'The atom is only explicable as a society with ac-tivities involving
rhythms with their definite periods. Again the conceptshifted its application:
protons and electrons were conceived as ma-terialistic electric charges whose
activities could be construed as locomotiveadventures. We are now approaching
the limits of any reasonable certaintyin our scientific knowledge; but again there
is evidence that the conceptmay be mistaken. The mysterious quanta of energy
have made their ap-pearance, derived, as it would seem, from the recesses of
protons, or ofelectrons. Still worse for the concept, these quanta seem to dissolve
[122]

into the vibrations of light. Also the material of the stars seems to bewasting
itself in the production of the vibrations.

Further, the quanta of energy are associated by a simple law with theperiodic
rhythms which we detect in the molecules. Thus the quanta are,themselves, in
their own nature, somehow vibratory; but they emanatefrom the protons and
electrons. Thus there is every reason to believe thatrhythmic periods cannot be
dissociated from the protonic and electronicentities.

The same concept has been applied in other connections where it evenmore
obviously fails. It is said that 'men are rational/ This is palpablyfalse: they are
only intermittently rational—merely liable to rationality.Again the phrase
'Socrates is mortal' is only another way of saying that'perhaps he will die/ The
intellect of Socrates is intermittent: he occa-sionally sleeps and he can be
drugged or stunned.

The simple notion of an enduring substance sustaining persistent quali-ties,
either essentially or accidentally, expresses a useful abstract for manypurposes
of life. But whenever we try to use it as a fundamental statementof the nature of
things, it proves itself mistaken. It arose from a mistakeand has never succeeded
in any of its applications. But it has had onesuccess: it has entrenched itself in
language, in Aristotelian logic, and inmetaphysics. For its employment in
language and in logic, there is—asstated above—a sound pragmatic defence. But
in metaphysics the conceptis sheer error. This error does not consist in the
employment of the word'substance’; but in the employment of the notion of an
actual entity whichis characterized by essential qualities, and remains
numerically one amidstthe changes of accidental relations and of accidental



qualities. The con-trary doctrine is that an actual entity never changes, and that it
is the out-come of whatever can be ascribed to it in the way of qualitv or
relationship.There then remain two alternatives for philosophy: (i) a monistic
universe[ 123] with the illusion of change; and (ii) a pluralistic universe in
which'change' means the diversities among the actual entities which belong
tosome one society of a definite type.

SECTION VI

We can now, in a preliminary way, summarize some of the agreementsand
disagreements between the philosophy of organism and the seven-teenth-century
founders of the modern philosophic and scientific traditions.

It is the basis of any realistic philosophy, that in perception there is adisclosure
of objectified data, which are known as having a communitywith the immediate
experience for which they are data. This 'community'*is a community of
common activity involving mutual implication. Thispremise is asserted as a
primary fact, implicitly assumed in every detail ofour organization of life. It is
implicitly asserted by Locke in his statement(II, XXIII, 7, heading), "Power, a
great part of our complex ideas of

substances."t The philosophy of organism extends the Cartesian subjectiv-ism by
affirming the 'ontological principle' and by construing it as the defi-nition of
'actuality/ This amounts to the assumption that each actual entityis a locus for the
universe. Accordingly Descartes' other statement, thatevery attribute requires a
substance,! is merely a special, limited exampleof this more general principle.

Newton, in his treatment of space, transforms potentiality into actual fact,that is
to say, into a creature, instead of a datum for creatures. Accordingto the
philosophy of organism, the extensive space-time continuum is thefundamental
aspect of the limitation laid upon abstract potentiality by theactual world. A
more complete rendering of this limited, real' potentialityis the 'physical field/ A
new creation has to arise from the actual world asmuch as from pure potentiality:
it arises from the total universe and notsolely from its mere abstract elements. It
also adds to that universe. Thus[124] every actual entity springs from that
universe which there is for it.Causation is nothing else than one outcome of the
principle that everyactual entity has to house its actual world.

According to Newton, a portion of space cannot move. We have to askhow this
truth, obvious from Newton's point of view, takes shape in theorganic theory.



Instead of a region of space, we should consider a bit of thephysical field. This
bit, expressing one way in which the actual world in-volves the potentiality for a
new creation, acquires the unity of an actualentity. The physical field is, in this
way, atomized with definite divisions: itbecomes a 'nexus'f of actualities. Such a
quantum (i.e., each actual divi-sion) of the extensive continuum is the primary
phase of a creature. Thisquantum is constituted by its totality of relationships
and cannot move.Also the creature cannot have any external adventures, but
only the in-ternal adventure of becoming. Its birth is its end.

This is a theory of monads; but it differs from Leibniz's in that hismonads
change. In the organic theory, they merely become. Each monadiccreature is a
mode of the process of 'feeling’ the world, of housing theworld in one unit of
complex feeling, in every way determinate. Such aunit is an 'actual occasion'; it
is the ultimate creature derivative from thecreative process.

The term 'event' is used in a more genera] sense. An event is a nexus ofactual
occasions inter-related in some determinate fashion in some exten-sive quantum:
it is either a nexus in its formal completeness, or it is anobjectified nexus. One
actual occasion is a limiting type of event. Themost general sense of the meaning
of change is 'the differences betweenactual occasions in one event.' For example,
a molecule is a historic routeof actual occasions; and such a route is an 'event.'
Now the motion of themolecule is nothing else than the differences between the
successive occa-sions of its life-history in respect to the extensive quanta from
which theyarise; \12S] and the changes in the molecule are the consequential dif-
ferences in the actual occasions.

The Extensive Continuum 81

The organic doctrine is closer to Descartes than to Newton. Also it isclose to
Spinoza; but Spinoza bases his philosophy upon the monistic sub-stance, of
which the actual occasions are inferior modes. The philosophyof organism
inverts this point of view.

As to the direct knowledge of the actual world as a datum for theimmediacy of
feeling, we first refer to Descartes in Meditation J, "Thesehands and this body are
mine'7; also to Hume in his many assertions of thetype, we see with our eyes.
Such statements witness to direct knowledge ofthe antecedent functioning of the
body in sense-perception. Both agree-though Hume more explicitly—that sense-
perception of the contemporaryworld is accompanied by perception of the
'withness' of the bodv. It isthis withness that makes the bodv the starting point



for our knowledge ofthe circumambient world. We find here our direct
knowledge of 'causalefficacy/ Hume and Descartes in their theory of direct
perceptive knowl-edge dropped out this withness of the body; and thus confined
perceptionto presentational immediacy. Santayana, in his doctrine of 'animal
faith/practically agrees with Hume and Descartes as to this withness of theactual
world, including the body. Santayana also excludes our knowledgeof it from
givenness. Descartes calls it a certain kind of 'understanding';Santayana calls it
'animal faith' provoked by 'shock’; and Hume calls it"practice.7

But we must—to avoid 'solipsism of the present moment'—include indirect
perception something more than presentational immediacy. For theorganic
theory, the most primitive perception is 'feeling the body as func-tioning/ This is
a feeling of the world in the past; it is the inheritance ofthe world as a complex
of feeling; namely, it is the feeling of derived feel-ings. The later, sophisticated
perception is 'feeling the contemporaryworld/ Even this presentational
immediacy begins with [126] sense-presen-tation of the contemporary body. The
body, however, is only a peculiarlyintimate bit of the world. Just as Descartes
said, 'this body is mine'; so heshould have said, 'this actual world is mine/ My
process of 'being myselfis my origination from my possession of the world.

It is obvious that there arise the questions of comparative relevance andof
comparative vagueness, which constitute the perspective of the world.For
example, the body is that portion of the world where, in causal per-ception, there
is some distinct separation of regions. There is not, in causalperception, this
distinctness for the past world external to the body. Weeke out our knowledge by
'symbolic transference?7 from causal perceptionto sense-presentation, and vice
versa.

Those realists, who base themselves upon the notion of substance, donot get
away from the notion of actual entities which move and change.From the point
of view of the philosophy of organism, there is greatmerit in Newton's
immovable receptacles. But for Newton they are eternal.Locke's notion of time
hits the mark better: time is 'perpetually perish-ing.' In the organic philosophy an
actual entity has 'perished* when it is

complete. The pragmatic use of the actual entity, constituting its staticlife, lies in
the future. The creature perishes and is immortal. The actualentities beyond it
can say, 'It is mine/ But the possession imposesconformation.
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expansion of a sentence in the Timaeus: 9 "But that which isconceived by
opinion with the help of sensation and without reason, isalways in af process of
becoming and perishing and never really is." Berg-son, in his protest against
"spatialization," is only echoing Plato's phrase'and never really is/

9 28A;f Jowett's translation. Professor A. E. Taylor in his Commentary
OnPlato's Timaeus renders the word 8o£a by 'belief or 'judgment' in the place
ofJowett's word 'opinion/ Taylor's translation brings out the Platonic influence
inDescartes' Meditations, namely Plato's 8o£a is the Cartesian judicium.

CHAPTER IIITHE ORDER OF NATURE

SECTION I

[127] In this, and in the next chapter, among modern philosophers weare chiefly
concerned with Hume and with Kant, and among ancient phi-losophers with the
Timaeus of Plato. These chapters are concerned withthe allied problems of 'order
in the universe/ of 'induction/ and of 'gen-eral truths/ The present chapter is
wholly concerned with the topic of'order/ For the organic doctrine the problem
of order assumes primaryimportance. No actual entity can rise beyond what the
actual world as adatum from its standpoint—its actual world—allows it to be.
Each suchentity arises from a primary phase of the concrescence of
objectificationswhich are in some respects settled: the basis of its experience is
'given/Now the correlative of 'order’ is 'disorder/ There can be no peculiar mean-
ing in the notion of 'order' unless this contrast holds. Apart from it, 'order*must
be a synonym for 'givenness/ But 'order' means more than 'given-ness/ though it
presupposes 'givenness';t 'disorder’ is also 'given/ Eachactual entity requires a
totality of 'givenness/ and each totality of 'given-ness' attains its measure of
'order/

Four grounds of 'order' at once emerge:

(i) That 'order' in the actual world is differentiated from mere'givenness' by
introduction of adaptation for the attainment of an end.

(ii) That this end is concerned with the gradations of intensity in thesatisfactions
of actual entities (members of the nexus) in whose formalconstitutions the nexus
[128] (i.e., antecedent members of the nexus) inquestion is objectified.

(iii) That the heishtening of intensitv arises from order such that themultinlicitv
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of components in the nexus can enter explicit feeling as con-trasts, and are not
dismissed into negative prehensions as incompatibilities.

(iv) That 'intensity' in the formal constitution of a subject-superjectinvolves
'appetition’ in its objective functioning as superject.

'Order' is a mere generic term: there can only be some definite specific'order/ not
merely 'order’ in the vague. Thus every definite total phase of'givenness' involves
a reference to that specific 'order' which is its dominantideal, and involves the
specific 'disorder’ due to its inclusion of 'given'components which exclude the
attainment of the full ideal. The attain-ment is partial, and thus there is 'disorder’;
but there is some attainment,

83

and thus there is some 'order/ There is not just one ideal 'order' whichall actual
entities should attain and fail to attain. In each case there is anideal peculiar to
each particular actual entity, and arising from the domi-nant components in its
phase of 'givenness.' This notion of 'dominance*will have to be discussed later in
connection with the notion of the sys-tematic character of a 'cosmic epoch' and
of the subordinate systematiccharacters of 'societies' included in a cosmic epoch.
The notion of oneideal arises from the disastrous overmoralization of thought
under the in-fluence of fanaticism, or pedantry. The notion of a dominant ideal
peculiarto each actual entity is Platonic.

It is notable that no biological science has been able to express itselfapart from
phraseology which is meaningless unless it refers to ideals properto the organism
in question. This aspect of the universe impressed itselfon that great biologist
and philosopher, Aristotle. His philosophy led to awild overstressing of the
notion of 'final causes'! during the Christian mid-dle ages; and thence, by a
reaction, to the correlative overstressing of [129]the notion of 'efficient causes'
during the modern scientific period. Onetask of a sound metaphysics is to exhibit
final and efficient causes in theirproper relation to each other. The necessity and
the difficulty of this taskare stressed by Hume in his Dialogues Concerning
Natural Religion.

Thus the notion of 'order’ is bound up with the notion of an actualentity as
involving an attainment which is a specific satisfaction. This satis-faction is the
attainment of something individual to the entity in question.It cannot be
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ultimate fact, individual to the entity. The notion of 'satis-faction' is the notion of
the 'entity as concrete' abstracted from the 'processof concrescence’; it is the
outcome separated from the process, therebylosing the actuality of the atomic
entity, which is both process and out-come. 'Satisfaction' provides the individual
element in the composition ofthe actual entity—that element which has led to the
definition of substanceas 'requiring nothing but itself in order to exist." But the
'satisfaction’ isthe 'superject' rather than the 'substance’ or the 'subject." It closes
up theentity; and yet is the superject adding its character to the creativity
wherebythere is a becoming of entities superseding the one in question.
The'formal' reality of the actuality in question belongs to its process of con-
crescence and not to its 'satisfaction/ This is the sense in which thephilosophy of
organism interprets Plato's phrase 'and never really is'; forthe superject can only
be interpreted in terms of its 'objective immortality/

'Satisfaction' is a generic term: there are specific differences betweenthe
'satisfactions' of different entities, including gradations of intensity.These
specific differences can only be expressed by the analysis of the com-ponents in
the concrescence out of which the actual entity arises. The in-tensity of
satisfaction is promoted by the 'order’ in the phases from whichconcrescence
arises and through which it passes; it is enfeebled by the [130]'disorder/ The
components in the concrescence are thus 'values' con-

tributary to the 'satisfaction/ The concrescence is thus the building upof a
determinate 'satisfaction/ which constitutes the completion of theactual
togetherness of the discrete components. The process of concres-cence
terminates with the attainment of a fully determinate 'satisfaction';and the
creativity thereby passes over into the 'given' primary phase for theconcrescence
of other actual entities. This transcendence is thereby estab-lished when there is
attainment of determinate 'satisfaction' completingthe antecedent entity.
Completion is the perishing of immediacy: 'It neverreally is/f

No actual entity can be conscious of its own satisfaction; for such knowl-edge
would be a component in the process, and would thereby alter thesatisfaction. In
respect to the entity in question the satisfaction can onlybe considered as a
creative determination, by which the objectifications ofthe entity beyond itself
are settled. In other words, the 'satisfaction' of anentity can only be discussed in
terms of the usefulness of that entity. It isa qualification of creativity. The tone
of feeling embodied in this satisfac-tion passes into the world beyond, by reason
of these objectifications. Theworld is self-creative; and the actual entity as self-



creating creature passesinto its immortal function of part-creator of the
transcendent world. In itsself-creation the actual entity is guided by its ideal of
itself as individualsatisfaction and as transcendent creator. The enjoyment of this
ideal is the'subjective aim/ by reason of which the actual entity is a
determinateprocess.

This subjective aim is not primarily intellectual; it is the lure for feeling.This lure
for feeling is the germ of mind. Here I am using the term 'mind'to mean the
complex of mental operations involved in the constitution ofan actual entity.
Mental operations do not necessarily involve conscious-ness. The concrescence,
absorb- [131] ing the derived data into immediateprivacy, consists in mating the
data with ways of feeling provocative of theprivate synthesis. These subjective
ways of feeling are not merely receptiveof the data as alien facts; they clothe the
dry bones with the flesh of a realbeing, emotional, purposive, appreciative. The
miracle of creation is de-scribed in the vision of the prophet Ezekiel: "So I
prophesied as he com-manded me, and the breath came into them, and they
lived, and stood upupon their feet, an exceeding great army." T

The breath of feeling which creates a new individual fact has an origina-tion not
wholly traceable to the mere data. It conforms to the data, in thatit feels the data.
But the how of feeling, though it is germane to the data,is not fully determined
by the data. The relevant feeling is not settled, asto its inclusions or exclusions of
'subjective form/ by the data about whichthe feeling is concerned. The
concrescent process is the elimination ofthese indeterminations of subjective
forms. The quality of feeling has to bedefinite in respect to the eternal objects
with which feeling clothes itself

1 Ezekiel, xxxvii:10.t

in its self-definition. It is a mode of ingression of eternal objects into theactual
occasion. But this self-definition is analysable into two phases. First,the
conceptual ingression of the eternal objects in the double r&le of beinggermane
to the data and of being potentials for physical feeling. This isthe ingression of
an eternal object in the r61e of a conceptual lure for feel-ing. The second phase
is the admission of the lure into the reality of feeling,or its rejection from this
reality. The relevance of an eternal object in itsrole of lure is a fact inherent in
the data. In this sense the eternal objectis a constituent of the 'objective lure/ But
the admission into, or rejectionfrom, reality of conceptual feeling is the
originative decision of the actualoccasion. In this sense an actual occasion is
causa sui. The subiective formsof the prehen- [132] sions in one phase of



concrescence control the specificintegrations of prehensions in later phases of
that concrescence.

An example of the lure for feeling is given by Hume himself. In the firstsection
of his Treatise* he lays down the proposition, "That all our simpleideas in their
first appearance, are derived from simple impressions? whichare correspondent
to them, and which they exactly represent!' It must beremembered that in the
organic philosophy the 'data of objectifications' arethe nearest analogue to
Hume's 'simple impressions/ Thus, modifyingHume's principle, the only lure to
conceptual feeling is an exact con-formation to the qualities realized in the
objectified actualities. But Hume(toe. eft.) notes an exception which carries with
it the exact principlewhich has just been laid down, namely, the principle of
relevant potentials,unrealized in the datum and yet constituent of an 'objective
lure' byproximity to the datum. The point is that 'order' in the actual world in-
troduces a derivative 'order' among eternal objects. Hume writes: There is.
however, one contradictory phenomenon, which may prove,that it is not
absolutely impossible for ideas to go before their corre-spondent impressions. I
believe it will readily be allowed, that the sev-eral distinct ideas of colours,
which enter by the eyes, orf those ofsounds, which are conveyed by the hearing,
are really different fromeach other, though, at the same time, resembling. Now,
if this be trueof different colours, it must be no less so of the different shades of
thesame colour, that each of them produces a distinct idea, independent ofthe
rest. . . . Suppose, therefore, a person to have enjoyed his sight forthirty years,
and to have become perfectly well acquainted with coloursof all kinds, excepting
one particular shade of blue, for instance, whichit never hast been his fortune to
meet with. Let all the different shadesof that colour, except that single one, be
placed before him, descendinggradually from the deepest to the [133] lightest; it
is plain, that hewill perceive a blank, where that shade is wanting, and will be
sensiblethat there is a greater distance in that place, betwixtt the
contiguouscolours, than in any other. Now I ask, whether it is possible for
him,from his own imagination, to supply this deficiency, andt raise up tohimself
the idea of that particular shade, though it had never been

conveyed to him by his senses? I believe there are few but will be of
opinion that he can; and this may serve as a proof, that the simple

ideas are not always derived from the correspondent impressions;
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worth our observing, and does not merit that, for it alone, we should
alter our general maxim.

This passage requires no comment, except for its final clause. Hume putsthe
'instance’ aside as being 'particular and singular'; it is exactly this esti-mate
which is challenged by the philosophy of organism. The analysis
ofconcrescence, here adopted, conceives that there is an origination of con-
ceptual feeling, admitting or rejecting whatever is apt for feeling by reasonof its
germaneness to the basic data. The gradation of eternal objects inrespect to this
germaneness is the 'objective lure' for feeling; the concres-cent process admits a
selection from this 'objective lure7 into subjectiveefficiency. This is the
subjective 'ideal of itself which guides the process.Also the basic data are
constituted by the actual world which 'belongs to'that instance of concrescent
process. Feelings are 'vectors'; for they feelwhat is there and transform it into
what is here.

The term 'potential difference’ is an old one in physical science; and re-cently it
has been introduced in physiology with a meaning diverse from,though
generically allied to, its older meaning in physics. The ultimate factin the
constitution of an actual entity which suggests this term is the ob-jective lure for
feeling. In the comparison of two actual entities, the con-trast be- \134] tween
their objective lures is their 'potential difference’; andall other uses of this phrase
are abstractions derivative from this ultimatemeaning.

The 'objectifications' of the actual entities in the actual world, relative toa
definite actual entity, constitute the efficient causes out of which thatactual entity
arises; the 'subjective aim' at 'satisfaction' constitutes the finalcause, or lure,
whereby there is determinate concrescence; and that at-tained 'satisfaction’
remains as an element in the content of creative pur-pose. There is, in this way,
transcendence of the creativity; and thistranscendence effects determinate
objectifications for the renewal of theprocess in the concrescence of actualities
beyond that satisfied superject.

Thus an actual entity has a threefold! character: (i) it has the char-acter 'given'
for it by the past; (ii) it has the subjective character aimedat in its process of
concrescence; (iii) it has the superjective character,which is the pragmatic value
of its specific satisfaction qualifying thetranscendent creativity.



In the case of the primordial actual entity, which is God, there is nopast. Thus
the ideal realization of conceptual feeling takes the precedence.God differs from
other actual entities in rhe fact that Hume's principle, ofthe derivate character of
conceptual feelings, does not hold for him. Thereis still, however, the same
threefold character: (i) The 'primordial na-ture' of God is the concrescence of at
unity of conceptual feelings, in-

eluding among their data all eternal objects. The concrescence is directedby the
subjective aim. that the subjective forms of the feelings shall besuch as to
constitute the eternal objects into relevant lures of feeling* sev-erally appropriate
for all realizable basic conditions, (ii) The 'consequentnature' of God is the
physical prehension by God of the actualities of theevolving universe. His!
primordial nature directs such perspectives of ob-jectification that each novel
actuality in the temporal world contributessuch elements as it can to a realization
in God [J35] free from inhibitionsof intensity by reason of discordance, (iii) The
'superjective nature'f ofGod is the character of the pragmatic value of his specific
satisfactionqualifying the transcendent creativity in the various temporal
instances.

This is the conception of God, according to which he is considered as
theoutcome of creativity, as the foundation of order, and as the goad* to-wards
novelty. 'Order’ and 'novelty' are but the instruments of his sub-jective aim which
is the intensification of 'formal immediacy.' It is to benoted that every actual
entity, including God, is something individual forits own sake; and thereby
transcends the rest of actuality. And also it is tobe noted that every actual entity,
including God, is a creature transcendedby the creativity which it qualifies. A
temporal occasion in respect to thesecond element of its character, and God in
respect to the first element ofhis character satisfy Spinoza's definition of
substance, that it is causa sui.To be causa sui means that the process of
concrescence is its own reasonfor the decision in respect to the qualitative
clothing of feelings. It isfinally responsible for the decision by which any lure
for feeling is ad-mitted to efficiency. The freedom inherent in the universe is
constitutedby this element of self-causation.

In the subsequent discussion, 'actual entity' will be taken to mean a con-ditioned
actual entity of the temporal world, unless God is expressly in-cluded in the
discussion. The term 'actual occasion' will always excludeGod from its scope.

The philosophy of organism is the inversion of Kant's philosophy. TheCritique
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appearance of an objective world. Trie philosophy of organ-ism seeks to
describe how objective data pass into subjective satisfaction,and how order in
the objective data provides intensity in the subjectivesatisfaction. For Kant, the
world emerges from the subject; for the philoso-phy of [J36] organism, the
subject emerges from the world—a 'superject'rather than a 'subject.' The word
'object' thus means an entity which is apotentiality for being a component in
feeling; and the word 'subject' meansthe entity constituted by the process of
feeling, and including this process.The feeler is the unity emergent from its own
feelings; and feelings are thedetails of the process intermediary between this
unity and its many data.The data are the potentials for feeling; that is to say, they
are objects. Theprocess is the elimination of indeterminateness of feeling from
the unityof one subjective experience. The degree of order in the datum is
measured

by the degree of richness in the objective lure. The 'intensity7 achieved be-longs
to the subjective form of the satisfaction,

SECTION II

It has been explained in the previous section that the notion of 'order' isprimarily
applicable to the objectified data for individual actual entities.It has been
necessary to give a sketch of some categories applying to anactual entity in order
to show how this can be the case. But there is aderivative sense of the term
'order/ which is more usually in our mindswhen we use that word. We speak of
the 'order of nature/ meaningthereby the order reigning in that limited portion of
the universe,2 or evenof the surface of the earth, which has come under our
observation. We alsospeak of a man of orderly life, or of disorderly life. In any
of these senses,the term 'order' evidently applies to the relations among
themselves en-joyed by many actual entities which thereby form a society. The
term'society’ will always be restricted to mean a nexus of actual entities whichare
'ordered' among themselves in the sense to be explained in this sec-tion.3 [137]
The point of a 'society," as the term is here used, is that it isself-sustaining; in
other words, that it is its own reason. Thus a society ismore than a set of entities
to which the same class-name applies: that isto say, it involves more than a
merely mathematical conception of 'order."To constitute a society, the class-
name has got to apply to each member,by reason of genetic derivation from
other members of that same society.The members of the society are alike
because, by reason of their commoncharacter, they impose on other members of
the society the conditionswhich lead to that likeness.



This likeness4 consists in the fact that (i) a certain element of 'form'is a
contributory component to the individual satisfaction of each memberof the
society; and that (ii) the contribution by the element to the objecti-fication of any
one member of the society for prehension by other mem-bers promotes its
analogous reproduction in the satisfactions of those othermembers. Thus a set of
entities is a society (i) in virtue of a 'definingcharacteristic' shared by its
members, and (ii) in virtue of the presence ofthe defining characteristic being
due to the environment provided by thesociety itself.

For example, the life of** man is a historic route of actual occasionswhich in a
marked degree—to be discussed more fully later—inherit fromeach other. That
set of occasions, dating from his first acquirement of the

2 Cf. The Fitness of the Environment, New York, Macmiilan, 1913, TheOrder of
Nature, Harvard Univ. Press, 1917, and Blood, Ha ward Univ. Press,1928, Ch. 1,
allt by Professor L. }. Henderson. These works are fundamentalfor anv
discussion of this subject.

3 Also cf.t Part I, Ch. Ill, Sect. I1.4Cf. Parti, Ch. IlI, Sect. II.

Greek language and including all those occasions up to his loss of anyadequate
knowledge of that language, constitutes a society in reference toknowledge of
the Greek language. Such knowledge is a common character-istic inherited from
occasion to occasion along the historic route. Thisexample has purposely been
chosen for its reference to a somewhat trivialelement of order, viz. knowledge of
the Greek language; a more importantcharacter of order would have been that
complex character in virtue ofwhich a man is considered to be the same enduring
person from birth todeath. Also in this in- [138] stance the members of the
society are arrangedin a serial order by their genetic relations. Such a society is
said 5 to possess'personal order/

Thus a society is, for each of its members, an environment with someelement of
order in it, persisting by reason of the genetic relations betweenits own members.
Such an element of order is the order prevalent in thesociety.

But there is no society in isolation. Every society must be consideredwith its
background of a wider environment of actual entities, which alsocontribute their
objectifications to which the members of the society mustconform. Thus the
given contributions of the environment must at leastbe permissive of the self-
sustenance of the society. Also, in proportion toits importance, this background



must contribute those general characterswhich the more special character of the
society presupposes for its mem-bers. But this means that the environment,
together with the society inquestion, must form a larger society in respect to
some more generalcharacters than those defining the society from which we
started. Thus wearrive at the principle that every society requires a social
background, ofwhich it is itself a part. In reference to any given society the
world of actualentities is to be conceived as forming a background in layers of
social order,the defining characteristics becoming wider and more general as we
widenthe background. Of course, the remote actualities of the background
havetheir own specific characteristics of various types of social order. But
suchspecific characteristics have become irrelevant for the society in questionby
reason of the inhibitions and attenuations introduced by discordance,that is to
say, by disorder.

The metaphysical characteristics of an actual entity—in the proper gen-eral
sense of 'metaphysics'—should be those which apply to all actual en-tities. It
may be doubted whether such metaphysical concepts have ever[J 39] been
formulated in their strict purity—even taking into accountthe most general
principles of logic and of mathematics. We have to con-fine ourselves to
societies sufficiently wide, and yet such that their definingcharacteristics cannot
safely be ascribed to all actual entities which havebeen or may be.

The causal laws which dominate a social environment are the product
5 Cf. Part I, Ch. Ill, Sect. II.

of the defining characteristic of that society. But the society is only
efficientthrough its individual members. Thus in a society, the members can
onlyexist by reason of the laws which dominate the society, and the laws
onlycome into being by reason of the analogous characters of the membersof the
society.

But there is not any perfect attainment of an ideal order whereby theindefinite
endurance of a society is secured. A society arises from disorder,where
'disorder? is defined by reference to the ideal for that society; thefavourable
background of a larger environment either itself decays, orceases to favour the
persistence of the society after some stage of growth:the society then ceases to
reproduce its members, and finally after a stageof decay passes out of existence.

Thus a system of 'laws' determining re-production in some portion of the
nniverse ogradnallv rices into dominance-it hag its staoce of endiirance and nas<es
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out of existence with the decayof the society from which it emanates.

The arbitrary, as it were 'given/ elements in the laws of nature warn usthat we are
in a special cosmic epoch. Here the phrase 'cosmic epoch’ isused to mean that
widest society of actual entities whose immediate rele-vance to ourselves is
traceable. This epoch is characterized by electronicand protonic actual entities,
and by yet more ultimate actual entities whichcan be dimly discerned in the
quanta of energy. Maxwell's equations ofthe electromagnetic field hold sway by
reason of the throngs of electronsand of protons. Also each electron is a society
of electronic occasions, andeach proton is a soci- [MO] ety of protonic
occasions. These occasions arethe reasons for the electromagnetic laws; but their
capacity for reproduc-tion, whereby each electron and each proton has a long
life, and wherebynew electrons and new protons come into being, is itself due to
these samelaws. But there is disorder in the sense that the laws are not
perfectlyobeyed, and that the reproduction is mingled with instances of
failure.There is accordingly a gradual transition to new types of order,
superveningupon a gradual rise into dominance on the part of the present
naturallaws.

But the arbitrary factors in the order of nature are not confined to
theelectromagnetic laws. There are the four dimensions of the spatio-
temporalcontinuum, the geometrical axioms, even the mere dimensional
characterof the continuum—apart from the particular number of dimensions—
andthe fact of measurability. In later chapters (cf. Part IV) it will be evidentthat
all these properties are additional to the more basic fact of extensive-ness; also,
that even extensiveness allows of grades of specialization, arbi-trarily one way
or another, antecedently to the introduction of any of theseadditional notions. By
this discovery the logical and mathematical investi-gations of the last two
centuries are very relevant to philosophy. For thecosmological theories of
Descartes, Newton, Locke, Hume, and Kant wereframed in ignorance of that
fact. Indeed, in the Timaeus Plato seems to bemore aware of it than any of his
successors, in the sense that he frames

statements whose meaning is elucidated by its explicit recognition. These'given7
factors in geometry point to the wider society of which the elec-tronic cosmic
epoch constitutes a fragment.

A society does not in any sense create the complex of eternal objectswhich
constitutes its defining characteristic. It only elicits that complexinto importance
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TOr 1tS members, and secures the reproauction ot 1ts mem-bersnip. 1n speaking ot
a society—unless the context ex- [141] pressly re-quires another interpretation
—'membership' will always refer to the actualoccasions, and not to subordinate
enduring objects composed of actualoccasions such as the life of an electron or
of a man. These latter societiesare the strands of 'personal’ order which enter into
many societies; gen-erally speaking, whenever we are concerned with occupied
space, we aredealing with this restricted type of corpuscular societies; and
wheneverwe are thinking of the physical field in empty space, we are dealing
withsocieties of the wider type. It seems as if the careers of waves of light illus-
trate the transition from the more restricted type to the wider type.

Thus our cosmic epoch is to be conceived primarily as a society of elec-
tromagnetic occasions, including electronic and protonic occasions, andonly
occasionally—for the sake of brevity in statement—as a society of elec-trons
and protons. There is the same distinction between thinking of anarmy either as a
class of men, or as a class of regiments.

SECTION III

Thus the physical relations, the geometrical relations of measurement,the
dimensional relations, and the various grades of extensive relations,involved in
the physical and geometrical theory of nature, are derivativefrom a series of
societies of increasing width of prevalence, the more spe-cial societies being
included in the wider societies. This situation consti-tutes the physical and
geometrical order of nature. Beyond these societiesthere is disorder, where
'disorder’ is a relative term expressing the lack ofimportance possessed by the
defining characteristics of the societies inquestion beyond their own bounds.
When those societies decay, it will notmean that their defining characteristics
cease to exist; but that they lapseinto unimportance for the actual entities in
question. The term 'disorder'refers to a society only partially influential in
impressing its characteristicsin the [142] form of prevalent laws. This doctrine,
that order is a socialproduct, appears in modern science as the statistical theory
of the laws ofnature, and in the emphasis on genetic relation.

But there may evidently be a state in which there are no prevalent so-cieties
securing any congruent unity of effect. This is a state of chaoticdisorder; it is
disorder approaching an absolute sense of that term. In suchan ideal state, what
is 'given' for any actual entity is the outcome ofthwarting, contrary decisions
from the settled world. Chaotic disordermeans lack of dominant definition of
compatible contrasts in the satisfac-



tions attained, and consequent enfeeblement of intensity. It means thelapse
towards slighter actuality. It is a natural figure of speech, but onlya figure of
speech, to conceive a slighter actuality as being an approachtowards nonentity.
But you cannot approach nothing; for there is nothingto approach. It is an
approach towards the futility of being a faint compro-mise between contrary
reasons. The dominance of societies, harmoniouslyrequiring each other, is the
essential condition for depth of satisfaction.

The Timaeus of Plato, and the Scholium of Newton—the latter alreadyin large
part quoted—are the two statements of cosmological theory whichhave had the
chief influence on Western thought. To the modern reader,the Timaeus,
considered as a statement of scientific details, is in compar-ison with the
Scholium simply foolish. But what it lacks in superficial de-tail, it makes up for
by its philosophic depth. If it be read as an allegory,it conveys profound truth;
whereas the Scholium is an immensely ablestatement of details which, although
abstract and inadequate as a philoso-phy, can within certain limits be thoroughly
trusted for the deduction oftruths at the same level of abstraction as itself. The
penalty of its philo-sophical deficiency is that the Scholium conveys no hint of
the limits ofits own application. The practical effect is that the readers, and
almostcertainly Newton himself, so construe its meaning as to fall into [143}
whatlI have elsewhere 6 termed the 'fallacy of misplaced concreteness/ It is
theoffice of metaphysics to determine the limits of the applicability of
suchabstract notions.

The Scholium betrays its abstractness by affording no hint of that aspectof self-
production, of generation, of cf>6ai<;, of natura naturans, which isso prominent
in nature. For the Scholium, nature is merely, and com-pletely, there, externally
designed and obedient. The full sweep of themodern doctrine of evolution would
have confused the Newton of theScholium, but would have enlightened the Plato
of the Timaeus. So faras Newton is concerned, we have his own word for this
statement. In aletter to Bentley, he writes: "When I wrote my treatise about our
system,I had an eye upon such principles as might work with considering men
forthe belief of a Deity; . .." 7 The concept in Newton's mind is that of afully
articulated system requiring a definite supernatural origin with thatarticulation.
This is the form of the cosmological argument, now generallyabandoned as
invalid; because our notion of causation concerns the rela-tions of states of
things within the actual world, and can only be illegit-imately extended to a
transcendent derivation. The notion of God, whichwill be discussed later (cf.
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any finite cosmic epoch—a being atonce actual, eternal, immanent, and
transcendent. The transcendence of

6 Cf. Science and the\ Modern World, Ch. III.

7 This quotation is taken from Jebb's Life of Bentley, Ch. II. The Life is pub-
lished in the English Men of Letters series.

God is not peculiar to him. Every actual entity, in virtue ot its novelty,transcends
its universe, God included.

In the Scholium, space and time, with all their current mathematicalproperties,
are ready-made for the material masses; the material masses areready-made for
the 'forces' which constitute their action and reaction; andspace, and time, and
material masses, and forces, are [144] alike ready-made for the initial motions
which the Deity impresses throughout theuniverse. It is not possible to extract
from the Scholium—construed withmisplaced concreteness—either a theism, or
an atheism, or an epistemology,which can survive a comparison with the facts.
This is the inescapableconclusion to be inferred from Hume's Dialogues
Concerning Natural Re-ligion. Biology is also reduced to a mystery; and finally
physics itself hasnow reached a stage of experimental knowledge inexplicable in
terms ofthe categories of the Scholium.

In the Timaeus, there are many phrases and statements which find theirfinal
lucid expression in the Scholium. While noting this concurrence ofthe two great
cosmological documents guiding Western thought, it can-not be too clearly
understood that, within its limits of abstraction, whatthe Scholium says is true,
and that it is expressed with the lucidity ofgenius. Thus any cosmological
document which cannot be read as an inter-pretation of the Scholium is
worthless. But there is another side to theTimaeus which finds no analogy in the
Scholium. In general terms, thisside of the Timaeus may be termed its
metaphysical character, that is tosay, its endeavour to connect the behaviour of
things with the formal na-ture of things. The behaviour apart from the things is
abstract, and so arethe things apart from their behaviour. Newton—wisely, for
his purposes-made this abstraction which the Timaeus endeavours to avoid.

In the first place, the Timaeus connects behaviour with the ultimatemolecular
characters of the actual entities. Plato conceives the notion ofdefinite societies of
actual molecular entities, each society with its de-fining characteristics. He does
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the work of subordinate deities, whoare the animating principles of those
departments of nature. In Greekthought, either poetic or philosophic, the
separation between the cpOoigand such deities had not that absolute character
which it has for us whohave inherited the Semitic Jehovah.

[J45] Newton could have accepted a molecular theory as easily as Plato,but there
is this difference between them: Newton would have been sur-prised at the
modern quantum theory and at the dissolution of quanta intovibrations; Plato
would have expected it. While we note the many thingssaid by Plato in the
Timaeus which are now foolishness, we must also givehim credit for that aspect
of his teaching in which he was two thousandyears ahead of his time. Plato
accounted for the sharp-cut differences be-tween kinds of natural things, by
assuming an approximation of the mole-

cules of the fundamental kinds respectively to the mathematical forms ofthe
regular solids. He also assumed that certain qualitative contrasts in oc-currences,
such as that between musical notes, depended on the participa-tion of these
occurrences in some of the simpler ratios between integralnumbers. He thus
obtained a reason why there should be an approxima-tion to sharp-cut
differences between kinds of molecules, and why thereshould be sharp-cut
relations of harmony standing out amid dissonance.Thus 'contrast—as the
opposite of incompatibility—depends on a certainsimplicity of circumstance; but
the higher contrasts depend on the assem-blage of a multiplicity of lower
contrasts, this assemblage again exhibitinghigher types of simplicity.

It is well to remember that the modern quantum theory, + with its sur-prises in
dealing with the atom, is only the latest instance of a well-markedcharacter of
nature, which in each particular instance is only explained bysome ad hoc
dogmatic assumption. The theory of biological evolutionwould not in itself lead
us to expect the sharply distinguished genera andspecies which we find in
nature. There might be an occasional bunching ofindividuals round certain
typical forms; but there is no explanation of thealmost complete absence of
intermediate forms. Again Newton's Scholiumgives no hint of the ninety-two
possibilities for atoms, or of the limitednumber of ways in which atoms can be
combined so as to form molecules.Physicists are now explaining these [J46]
chemical facts by means of con-ceptions which Plato would have welcomed.

There is another point in which the organic philosophy only repeatsPlato. In the
Timaeus the origin of the present cosmic epoch is traced backto an aboriginal



disorder, chaotic according to our ideals. This is the evolu-tionary doctrine of the
philosophy of organism. Plato's notion has puz-zled critics who are obsessed
with the Semitic 8 theory of a wholly tran-scendent God creating out of nothing
an accidental universe. Newton heldthe Semitic theory. The Scholium made no
provision for the evolution ofmatter—very naturally, since the topic lay outside
its scope. The result hasbeen that the non-evolution of matter has been a tacit
presuppositionthroughout modern thought. Until the last few years the sole
alternativeswere: either the material universe, with its present type of order, is
eternal;or else it came into being, and will pass out of being, according to the
fiatof Jehovah. Thus, on all sides, Plato's allegory of the evolution of a newtype
of order based on new types of dominant societies became a daydream,puzzling
to commentators.

Milton, curiously enough, in his Paradise Lost wavers between theTimaeus and
the Semitic doctrine. This is only another instance of theintermixture of classical
and Hebrew notions on which his charm of

8 The book of Genesis is too primitive to bear upon this point.

thought depends. In the description of Satan's journey across Chaos,
Satandiscovers

The secrets of the hoary deep, a dark

Illimitable ocean, without bound,

Without dimension, where length, breadth and highth,
And time and place are lost; where eldest Night f
And Chaos, ancestors of Nature, hold

Eternal anarchy amidst the noise

Of endless wars, and by confusion stand.9

Milton is here performing for Plato the same poetic service that Lucre-tius
performed for Democritus—with [147] less justification, since Platowas quite
capable of being his own poet. Also the fact of Satan's journeyhelped to evolve
order; for he left a permanent track, useful for the devilsand the damned.



The appeal to Plato in this section has been an appeal to the factsagainst the
modes of expression prevalent in the last few centuries. Theserecent modes of
expression are partly the outcome of a mixture of theologyand philosophy, and
are partly due to the Newtonian physics, no longeraccepted as a fundamental
statement. But language and thought have beenframed according to that mould;
and it is necessary to remind ourselvesthat this is not the way in which the world
has been described by some ofthe greatest intellects. Both for Plato and for
Aristotle the process of theactual world has been conceived as a real incoming of
forms into real po-tentiality, issuing into that real togetherness which is an actual
thing.Also, for the Timaeus, the creation of the world is the incoming of a typeof
order establishing a cosmic epoch. It is not the beginning of matter offact, but
the incoming of a certain type of social order.

SECTION IV

The remainder of this chapter will be devoted to a discussion—
largelyconjectural—of the hierarchy of societies composing our present epoch.
Inthis way, the preceding discussion of 'order' may be elucidated. It is to
becarefully noted that we are now deserting metaphysical generality. We shallbe
considering the more special possibilities of explanation consistent withour
general cosmological doctrine, but not necessitated by it.

The physical world is bound together by a general type of relatednesswhich
constitutes it into an extensive continuum. When we analyse theproperties of this
continuum we discover that they fall into two classes, ofwhich one—the more
special—presupposes the other—the more general.10The more general type of
properties [148] expresses the mere fact of 'ex-tensive connection/ of 'whole and
part/ of various types of 'geometrical

9 Paradise Lost, Bk. II.
10 Cf. Part IV for a detailed discussion.

elements' derivable by 'extensive abstraction; but excluding the introduc-tion of
more special properties by which straight lines are definable xI andmeasurability
thereby introduced.

In these general properties of extensive connection, we discern the de-fining
characteristic of a vast nexus extending far beyond our immediatecosmic epoch.
It contains in itself other epochs, with more particularcharacteristics



incompatible with each other. Then from the standpoint ofour present epoch, the
fundamental society in so far as it transcends ourown epoch seems a vast
confusion mitigated by the few, faint elements oforder contained in its own
defining characteristic of 'extensive connection.7We cannot discriminate its
other epochs of vigorous order, and we merelyconceive it as harbouring the faint
flush of the dawn of order in our ownepoch. This ultimate, vast society
constitutes the whole environment withinwhich our epoch is set, so far as
systematic characteristics are discernibleby us in our present stage of
development. In the future the growth oftheory may endow our successors with
keener powers of discernment.

Our logical analysis, in company with immediate intuition (inspectio),enables us
to discern a more special society within the society of pure ex-tension. This is
the 'geometrical7 society. In this society12 those specializedrelationships hold,
in virtue of which straight lines are defined. Systematicgeometry is illustrated in
such a geometrical society; and metrical rela-tionships can be defined in terms of
the analogies of function within thescheme of any one systematic geometry.
These 'analogies of function7 arewhat is meant by the notion of 'congruence.”
This notion is nonsense apartfrom a systematic geometry. The inclusion of
extensive quantity [149]among fundamental categoreal notions is a complete
mistake. This notionis definable in terms of each systematic geometry finding its
application in ageometrical society. It is to be noticed that a systematic geometry
is deter-mined by the definition of straight lines applicable to the society in ques-
tion. Contrary to the general opinio/ this definition is possible in inde-pendence
of the notion of 'measurement.7 It cannot however be provedthat in the same
geometrical society there may not be competing familiesof loci with equal
claims to the status of being a complete family of straightlines.

Given a family of straight lines, expressing a system of relatedness in
a'geometric7 society, the notion of 'congruence? and thence of 'measurement7is
now determinable in a systematic way throughout the society. But againin this
case there certainly are competing systems of measurement. Hencein connection
with each family of straight lines—allowing there be morethan one such family
—there are alternative systems13 of metrical geom-

A Cf. Part IV, Chs.t III, IV, V.
12 Cf. Part IV, especially Chs. Ill, IV, V.

13 The existence of alternative svstems was demonstrated by Cavlev in his"Sixth
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Memoir on Quantics" in Transactions of the Royal Society, 1859.t

etry, no one system being more fundamental than the other. Our presentcosmic
epoch is formed by an 'electromagnetic? society, which is a morespecial society
contained within the geometric society. In this society yetmore special defining
characteristics obtain. These characteristics presup-pose those of the two wider
societies within which the 'electromagnetic'society is contained. But in the
"electromagnetic’ society the ambiguity asto the relative importance of
competing families of straight lines (if therebe such competing families), and the
ambiguity as to the relative im-portance of competing definitions of congruence,
are determined in favourof one family and one14 congruence-definition. This
determination iseffected by an additional set of physical relationships throughout
the so-ciety. But this set has lost [ISO] its merely systematic character because
itconstitutes our neighbourhood. These relationships involve components ex-
pressive of certain individual diversities, and identities between the occa-sions
which are the members of the nexus. But these diversities and iden-tities are
correlated according to a systematic law expressible in terms of thesystematic
measurements derived from the geometric nexus. We herearrive at the notion of
physical quantities which vary from individual toindividual; this is the notion of
the systematization of individual differ-ences, the notion of Taw/

It is the ideal of mathematical physicists to formulate this systematiclaw in its
complete generality for our epoch. It is sufficient for our purposesto indicate the
presumed character of this law by naming the members ofthe society
'electromagnetic occasions/ Thus our present epoch is domi-nated by a society of
electromagnetic occasions. In so far as this dominanceapproaches completeness,
the systematic law which physics seeks is ab-solutely dominant. In so far as the
dominance is incomplete, the obedienceis a statistical fact with its corresponding
lapses.

The electromagnetic society exhibits the physical electromagnetic fieldwhich is
the topic of physical science. The members of this nexus are theelectromagnetic
occasions.

But in its turn, this electromagnetic society would provide no adequateorder for
the production of individual occasions realizing peculiar 'inten-sities7 of
experience unless it were pervaded by more special societies,vehicles of such
order. The physical world exhibits a bewildering com-plexity of such societies,
favouring each other, competing with each other.



The most general examples of such societies are the regular trains ofwaves,
individual electrons, protons, individual molecules, societies ofmolecules such
as inorganic bodies, living cells, and societies of cells suchas vegetable and
animal bodies.

14 The transformations into an indefinite variety of coordinates, to which
the'tensor theory' refers, all presuppose one congruence-definition.t The
invarianceof the Einsteinian *ds' expresses this fact.

SECTION V

[151] It is obvious that the simple classification (cf. Part I, Ch. Ill, Sect.II) of
societies into 'enduring objects/ 'corpuscular societies/ and 'non-corpuscular
societies' requires amplification. The notion of a society whichincludes
subordinate societies and nexus with a definite pattern of struc-tural inter-
relationsf must be introduced. Such societies will be termed'structured/

A structured society as a whole provides a favourable environment forthe
subordinate societies which it harbours within itself. Also the wholesociety must
be set in a wider environment permissive of its continuance.Some of the
component groups of occasions in a structured society can betermed 'subordinate
societies/ But other such groups must be given thewider designation of
'subordinate nexus/ The distinction arises because insome instances a group of
occasions, such as? for example, a particular en-during entity, could have
retained the dominant features of its definingcharacteristic in the general
environment, apart from the structured society.It would have lost some features;
in other words, the analogous sort ofenduring entity in the general environment
is, in its mode of definiteness,not quite identical with the enduring entity within
the structured environ-ment. But, abstracting such additional details from the
generalized de-fining characteristic, the enduring object with that generalized
character-istic may be conceived as independent of the structured society
withinwhich it finds itself.t For example, we speak of a molecule within a
livingcell, because its general molecular features are independent of the environ-
ment of the cell. Thus a molecule is a subordinate society in the
structuredsociety which we call the 'living cell/

But there may be other nexus included in a structured society which,excepting
the general systematic characteristics of the external environ-ment, present no
features capable of genetically sustaining themselves apartfrom [152] the special
environment provided bv that structured societv.It is misleading. therefore. to



term such a nexus a 'society’ when it is be-ing considered in abstraction from the
whole structured society. In such anabstraction it can be assigned no 'social’
features. Recurring to the exampleof a living cell, it will be argued that the
occasions composing the 'empty7space within the cell exhibit special features
which analogous occasions out-side the cell are devoid of. Thus the nexus,
which is the empty space withina living cell, is called a 'subordinate nexus/ but
not a 'subordinate society/

Molecules are structured societies, and so in all probability are separateelectrons
and protons. Crystals are structured societies. But gases are notstructured
societies in any important sense of that term; although theirindividual molecules
are structured societies.

It must be remembered that each individual occasion within a specialform of
society includes features which do not occur in analogous occasions

in the external environment. The first stage of systematic investigationmust
always be the identification of analogies between occasions within thesociety
and occasions without it. The second stage is constituted by themore subtle
procedure of noting the differences between behaviour withinand without the
society, differencest of behaviour exhibited by occasionswhich also have close
analogies to each other. The history of science ismarked by the vehement,
dogmatic denial of such differences, until theyare found out.

An obvious instance of such distinction of behaviour is afforded by thenotion of
the deformation of the shape of an electron according to varia-tions in its
physical situation.

A 'structured society7 may be more or less 'complex’ in respect to themultiplicity
of its associated sub-societies and sub-nexus and to the intricacyof their
structural pattern.

A structured society which is highly complex can be [153] correspond-ingly
favourable to intensity of satisfaction for certain sets of its com-ponent members.
This intensity arises by reason of the ordered complexityof the contrasts which
the society stages for these components.!

The structural relations gather intensity from this intensity in the in-dividual
experiences. Thus the growth of a complex structured societyexemplifies the
general purpose pervading nature. The mere complexity ofgivenness which
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procures incompatibilities has been superseded by thecomplexity of order which
procures contrasts.

SECTION VI

The doctrine that every society requires a wider social environmentleads to the
distinction that a society may be more or less 'stabilized' inreference to certain
sorts of changes in that environment. A society is'stabilized' in reference to a
species of change when it can persist throughan environment whose relevant
parts exhibit that sort of change. If thesociety would cease to persist through an
environment with that sort ofheterogeneity, then the society is in that respect
'unstable/ A complex so-ciety which is stable provided that the environment
exhibits certain fea-tures t is said to be 'specialized?7 in respect to those features.
The notion of'specialization?7 seems to include both that of 'complexity7 and that
ofstrictly conditioned 'stability/

An unspecialized society can survive through important changes in
itsenvironment. This means that it can take on different functions in respectto its
relationship to a changing environment. In general the defining char-acteristic of
such a society will not include any particular determinationof structural pattern.
By reason of this flexibility of structural pattern, thesociety can adopt that
special pattern adapted to the circumstances of themoment. Thus an
unspecialized society is apt to be deficient in structuralpattern, when viewed as a
whole.

[154] Thus in general an unspecialized society does not secure
conditionsfavourable for intensity of satisfaction among its members, whereast
astructured society with a high grade of complexity will in general be de-ficient
in survival value. In other words, such societies will in general be'specialized' in
the sense of requiring a very special sort of environment.

Thus the problem t for Nature is the production of societies which are'structured'
with a high 'complexity/ and which are at the same time 'un-specialized.7 In this
way, intensity is mated with survival.

SECTION VII

There are two ways in which structured societies have solved this prob-lem.
Both ways depend on that enhancement of the mental pole, whichis a factor in
intensity of experience. One way is by eliciting a massiveaverage objectification



of a nexus, while eliminating the detailed diversitiesof the various members of
the nexus in question. This method, in fact,employs the device of blocking out
unwelcome detail. It depends on thefundamental truth that objectification is
abstraction. It utilizes this abstrac-tion inherent in objectification so as to dismiss
the thwarting elements of anexus into negative prehensions. At the same time the
complex intensityin the structured society is supported by the massive
objectifications of themany environmental nexus, each in its unity as one nexus,
and not in itsmultiplicity as many actual occasions.

This mode of solution requires the intervention of mentality operating
inaccordance with the Category of Transmutation (i.e., Categoreal Obliga-tion
VI). It ignores diversity of detail by overwhelming the nexus by meansof some
congenial uniformity which pervades it. The environment maythen change
indefinitely so far as concerns the ignored details—so long asthey can be
ignored.

The close association of all physical bodies, organic and [155] inorganicalike,
with 'presented loci' definable 15 by straight lines, suggests that thisdevelopment
of mentality is characteristic of the actual occasions whichmake up the
structured societies which we know as 'material bodies; Thisclose association is
evidenced by the importance of 'acceleration’ in thescience of dynamics.! For
'acceleration? is nothing else than a mode ofestimating the shift from one family
of 'presented loci' to another suchfamily (cf. Part IV).

Such mentality represents the first grade of ascent beyond the mere re-
productive stage which employs nothing more than the Category of Con-ceptual
Reproduction (i.e., Categoreal Obligation IV). There is someinitiative of
conceptual integration, but no originality in conceptual pre-hension. This
initiative belongs to the Category of Transmutation, and theexcluded originality
belongs to the Category of Reversion.

15 Cf. Ch. IV of this Partt and also Part I'V.

These material bodies belong to the lowest grade of structured societieswhich
are obvious to our gross apprehensions. They comprise societies ofvarious types
of complexity—crystals, rocks, planets, and suns. Such bodiesare easily the most
long-lived of the structured societies known to us,capable of being traced
through their individual life-histories.

The second wav of solving the problem is bv an initiative in



conceptualprehensions, i.e., in appetition. The purpose of this initiative is to
receivethe novel elements of the environment into explicit feelings with such
sub-jective forms as conciliate them with the complex experiences proper
tomembers of the structured society. Thus in each concrescent occasion
itssubjective aim originates novelty to match the novelty of the environment.

In the case of the higher organisms, this conceptual initiative amounts tothinking
about the diverse experiences; in the case of lower organisms,! thisconceptual
initiative merely amounts to thoughtless adjustment of aestheticemphasis in
obedience to an ideal of harmony. [156] In either case thecreative determination
which transcends the occasion in question has beendeflected by an impulse
original to that occasion. This deflection in generaloriginates a self-preservative
reaction throughout the whole society. It maybe unfortunate or inadequate; and
in the case of persistent failure we arein the province of pathology.

This second mode of solution also presupposes the former mode. Thusthe
Categories of Conceptual Reversion and of Transmutation are bothcalled into

play.

Structured societies in which the second mode of solution has im-portance are
termed 'living/ It is obvious that a structured society may havemore or less 'life/
and that there is no absolute gap between living' and'non-living7 societies. For
certain purposes, whatever 'life' there is in asociety may be important; and for
other purposes, unimportant.

A structured society in which the second mode is unimportant, and thefirst mode
is important will be termed 'inorganic’

In accordance with this doctrine of life,7 the primary meaning of 'life'is the
origination of conceptual novelty—novelty of appetition. Such origi-nation can
only occur in accordance with the Category of Reversion. Thusa society is only
to be termed 'living' in a derivative sense. A 'living society'is one which includes
some 'living occasions.' Thus a society may be moreor less 'living," according to
the prevalence in it of living occasions. Alsoan occasion may be more or less
living according to the relative importanceof the novel factors in its final
satisfaction.

Thus the two ways in which dominant members of structured societiessecure

stability amid environmental novelties are (i) elimination of diver-sities of detail,
and (i) origination of navelties of concentnal reaction Acthe recnlt there is
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withdrawal or addition of those details of emphasiswhereby the subjective aim
directs the [157] integration of prehensions inthe concrescent phases of dominant
members.

SECTION VIII

There is yet another factor in 'living7 societies which requires more de-tached
analysis. A structured society consists in the patterned intertwiningof various
nexus with markedly diverse defining characteristics. Some ofthese nexus are of
lower types than others, and some will be of markedlyhigher types. There will be
the 'subservient' nexus and the regnant7 nexuswithin the same structured
society. This structured society will provide theimmediate environment which
sustains each of its sub-societies, subservientand regnant alike. In a living
society only some of its nexus will be suchthat the mental poles of all their
members have any original reactions.These will be its 'entirely living7 nexus,
and in practice a society is onlycalled 'living7 when such nexus are regnant.
Thus a living society involvesnexus which are 'inorganic/ and nexus which are
inorganic do not needthe protection of the whole 'living7 society for their
survival in a changingexternal I environment. Such nexus are societies. But
'entirely living7 nexusdo require such protection, if they are to survive.
According to this con-jectural theory, an 'entirely living7 nexus is not a
'society.7 This is the theoryof the animal body, including a unicellular body as a
particular instance.A complex inorganic system of interaction is built up for the
protection ofthe 'entirely living7 nexus, and the originative actions of the living
elementsare protective of the whole system. On the other hand, the reactions!
ofthe whole system provide the intimate environment required by the 'en-tirely
living7 nexus. We do not know of any living society devoid of its sub-servient
apparatus of inorganic societies.

'Physical Physiology deals with the subservient inorganic apparatus;
and'Psychological Physiology7 seeks to deal with 'entirely living7 nexus,
partlyin abstraction [158] from the inorganic apparatus, and partly in respect
totheir response to the inorganic apparatus, and partly in regard to theirresponse
to each other. Physical Physiology has, in the last century, estab-lished itself as a
unified science; Psychological Physiology is still in theprocess of incubation.

It must be remembered that an integral living society, as we know it, notonly
includes the subservient inorganic apparatus, but also includes manyliving
nexus,t at least one for each 'cell/



SECTION IX

It will throw light upon the cosmology of the philosophy of organism
toconjecture some fundamental principles of Psychological Physiology
assuggested by that cosmology and by the preceding conjectures concerningthe
'societies7 of our epoch. These principles are not necessitated by thiscosmology;
but they seem to be the simplest principles which are bothconsonant with that
cosmology, and also fit the facts.

In the first instance, consider a single living cell. Such a cell includessubservient
inorganic societies, such as molecules and electrons. Thus, thecell is an 'animal
body'; and we must presuppose the physical physiology7proper to this instance.
But what of the individual living occasions?

The first question to be asked is as to whether the living occasions, inabstraction
from the inorganic occasions of the animal body, form a cor-puscular sub-
society, so that each living occasion is a member of an en-during entity with its
personal order. In particular we may ask whetherthis corpuscular society reduces
to the extreme instance of such a society,namely, to one enduring entity with its
one personal order.f

The evidence before us is of course extremely slight; but so far as itgoes, it
suggests a negative answer to both these questions. A cell gives noevidence
whatever of a single unified mentality, guided in each of its occa-[J59] sions by
inheritance from its own past. The problem to be solved isthat of a certain
originality in the response of a cell to external stimulus.The theory of an
enduring entity with its inherited mentality gives us areason why this mentality
should be swayed by its own past. We ask forsomething original at the moment,
and we are provided with a reason forlimiting originality. Life is a bid for
freedom: an enduring entity bindsany one of its occasions to the line of its
ancestry. The doctrine of theenduring soul with its permanent characteristics is
exactly the irrelevantanswer to the problem which life presents. That problem is,
How can therebe originality? And the answer explains how the soul need be no
moreoriginal than a stone.

The theory of a corpuscular society, made up of many enduring entities,fits the
evidence no better. The same objections apply. The root fact is that'endurance”
is a device whereby an occasion is peculiarly bound by a singleline of physical
ancestry, while 'life7 means novelty, introduced in accord-ance with the
Categorv of Conceptual Reversion. There are the sameobiections to manv



traditions as there are to one tradition. What has to beexplained is originality of
response to stimulus. This amounts to the doc-trine that an organism is 'alive7
when in some measure its reactions areinexplicable by any tradition of pure
physical inheritance.

Explanation by 'tradition7 is merely another phraseology for explana-tion by
'efficient cause.7 We require explanation by 'final cause.7 Thus asingle occasion
is alive when the subjective aim which determines its pro-cess of concrescence
has introduced a novelty of definiteness not to befound in the inherited data of its
primary phase. The novelty is introducedconceptually and disturbs the inherited
responsive7 adjustment of subjec-tive forms. It alters the 'values/ in the artist's
sense of that term.

It follows from these considerations that in abstraction from its animalbody an
'entirely living* nexus is not [J60] properly a society at all, since'life' cannot be a
defining characteristic. It is the name for originality, andnot for tradition. The
mere response to stimulus is characteristic of allsocieties whether inorganic or
alive. Action and reaction are bound to-

gether. The characteristic of life is reaction adapted to the capture of in-tensity,
under a large variety of circumstances. But the reaction is dictatedby the present
and not by the past. It is the clutch at vivid immediacy.

SECTION X

Another characteristic of a living society is that it requires food. In amuseum the
crystals are kept under glass cases; in zoological gardens theanimals are fed.
Having regard to the universality of reactions with envi-ronment, the distinction
is not quite absolute. It cannot, however, beignored. The crystals are not
agencies requiring the destruction of elab-orate societies derived from the
environment; a living society is such anagency. The societies which it destroys
are its food. This food is destroyedby dissolving it into somewhat simpler social
elements. It has been robbedof something. Thus, all societies require interplay
with their environment;and in the case of living societies this interplay takes the
form of robbery.The living society may, or may not, be a higher type of
organism than thefood which it disintegrates. But whether or no it be for the
general good,life is robbery. It is at this point that with life morals become acute.
Therobber requires justification.

The nrimordial annetitions which inintlv constitiite God's niirnnse areseeking
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intensity, and not preservation. Because they are primordial, thereis nothing to
preserve. He, in his primordial nature, is unmoved by love forthis particular, or
that particular; for in this foundational process of crea-tivity, there are no
preconstituted particulars. In the foundations of hisbeing, God is indifferent alike
to preservation and to novelty. [161] Hecares not whether an immediate occasion
be old or new, so far as concernsderivation from its ancestry. His aim 16 for it is
depth of satisfaction as anintermediate step towards the fulfilment of his own
being. His tendernessis directed towards each actual occasion, as it arises.

Thus God's purpose in the creative advance is the evocation of inten-sities. The
evocation of societies is purely subsidiary to this absolute end.The characteristic
of a living society is that a complex structure of in-organic societies is woven
together for the production of a non-social nexuscharacterized by the intense
physical experiences of its members. But suchan experience is derivate from the
complex order of the material animalbody, and not from the simple 'personal
order' of past occasions withanalogous experience. There is intense experience
without the shackle ofreiteration from the past. This is the condition for
spontaneity of concep-tual reaction. The conclusion to be drawn from this
argument is that lifeis a characteristic of 'empty space' and not of space
'occupied’ by any cor-puscular society. In a nexus of living occasions, there is a
certain socialdeficiency. Life lurks in the interstices of each living cell, and in
the in-

16 Cf. Part V.

terstices of the brain. In the history of a living society, its more
vividmanifestations wander to whatever quarter is receiving from the
animalbody an enormous variety of physical experience. This experience,
iftreated inorganically, must be reduced to compatibility by the normal ad-
justments of mere responsive reception. This means the dismissal of in-
compatible elements into negative prehensions.

The complexity of the animal body is so ordered that in the critical por-tions of
its interstices the varied datum of physical experience is complex,and on the
edge of a compatibility beyond that to be achieved by mere in-organic treatment.
A novel conceptual prehension disturbs [162] the sub-jective forms of the initial
responsive phase. Some negative prehensions arethus avoided, and higher
contrasts are introduced into experience.
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the transmission of physical influence, through the emptyspace within it, has not
been entirely in conformity with the physical lawsholding for inorganic
societies. The molecules within an animal body ex-hibit certain peculiarities of
behaviour not to be detected outside an animalbody. In fact, living societies
illustrate the doctrine that the laws of naturedevelop together with societies
which constitute an epoch. There are sta-tistical expressions of the prevalent
types of interaction. In a living cell, thestatistical balance has been disturbed.

The connection of 'food' with 'life' is now evident. The highly complexinorganic
societies required for the structure of a cell, or other living body,lose their
stability amid the diversity of the environment. But, in thephysical field of empty
space produced by the originality of living occasions,chemical dissociations and
associations take place which would not other-wise occur. The structure is
breaking down and being repaired. The foodis that supply of highly complex
societies from the outside which, under theinfluence of life, will enter into the
necessary associations to repair thewaste. Thus life acts as though it were a
catalytic agent.

The short summary of this account of a living cell is as follows: (i) anextremely
complex and delicately poised chemical structure; (ii) for theoccasions in the
interstitialf 'empty' space a complex objective datumderived from this complex
structure; (iii) under normal responsive' treat-ment, devoid of originality, the
complex detail reduced to physical sim-plicity by negative prehensions; (iv) this
detail preserved for positive feel-ing by the emotional and purposive
readjustments produced by originalityof conceptual feeling (appetition); (v) the
physical distortion of the field,leading to instability of [163] the structure; (vi)
the structure acceptingrepair by food from the environment.

SECTION XI

The complexity of nature is inexhaustible. So far we have argued that thenature
of life is not to be sought by its identification with some society of

occasions, which are living in virtue of the defining characteristic of thatsociety.
An 'entirely living' nexus is7 in respect to its life, not social. Eachmember of the
nexus derives the necessities of its being from its prehen-sions of its complex
social environment; by itself the nexus lacks the geneticpower which belongs to
'societies/ But a living nexus, though non-social invirtue of its life/ may support
a thread of personal order along some his-torical route of its members. Such an



enduring entity 1s a living person/It is not ot the essence ot lite to be a living
person. Indeed a living personrequires that its immediate environment be a
living, non-social nexus.

The defining characteristic of a living person is some definite type ofhybrid
prehensions transmitted from occasion to occasion of its existence.The term
'hybrid' is defined more particularly in Part III. It is sufficientto state here that a
'hybrid' prehension is the prehension by one subject ofa conceptual prehension,
or of an 'impure’' prehension, belonging to thementality of another subject. By
this transmission the mental originalityof the living occasions receives a
character and a depth. In this way origi-nality is both 'canalized'—to use
Bergson's word—and intensified. Its rangeis widened within limits. Apart from
canalization, depth of originalitywould spell disaster for the animal body. With
it, personal mentality canbe evolved, so as to combine its individual originality
with the safety of thematerial organism on which it depends. Thus life turns back
into society: itbinds originality within bounds, and gains the massiveness due to
reiteratedcharacter.

In the case of single cells, of vegetation, and of the [164] lower forms ofanimal
life, we have no ground for conjecturing living personality. But inthe case of the
higher animals there is central direction, which suggeststhat in their case each
animal body harbours a living person, or living per-sons. Our own self-
consciousness is direct awareness of ourselves as suchpersons.17 There are
limits to such unified control, which indicate dis-sociation of personality,
multiple personalities in successive alternations,and even multiple personalities
in joint possession. This last case belongsto the pathology of religion, and in
primitive times has been interpreted asdemoniac possession. Thus, though life in
its essence is the gain of inten-sity through freedom, yet it can also submit to
canalization and so gain themassiveness of order. But it is not necessary merely
to presuppose thedrastic case of personal order. We may conjecture, though
without muchevidence, that even in the lowest form of life the entirely living
nexus iscanalized into some faint form of mutual conformity. Such
conformityamounts to social order depending on hybrid prehensions of
originalities inthe mental poles of the antecedent members of the nexus. The
survivalpower, arising from adaptation and regeneration, is thus explained.
Thuslife is a passage from physical order to pure mental originality, and from

17 This account of a living personality requires completion by reference to
itsobjectification in the consequent nature of God. Cf. Part V, Ch. II.
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pure mental originality to canalized mental originality. It must also benoted that
the pure mental originality works by the canalization of rele-vance arising from
the primordial nature of God. Thus an originality in thetemporal world is
conditioned, though not determined, by an initial sub-jective aim supplied by the
ground of all order and of all originality.

Finally, we have to consider the type of structured + society which givesrise to
the traditional body-mind problem. For example, human men-tality is partly the
outcome of the human body, partly the single directive[165] agency of the body,
partly a system of cogitations which have a cer-tain irrelevance to the physical
relationships of the body. The Cartesianphilosophy is based upon the seeming
fact—the plain fact—of one bodyand one mind, which are two substances in
causaU association. For thephilosophy of organism the problem is transformed.

Each actuality is essentially bipolar, physical and mental, and the physi-cal
inheritance is essentially accompanied by a conceptual reaction partlyconformed
to it, and partly introductory of a+ relevant novel contrast, butalways introducing
emphasis, valuation, and purpose. The integration ofthe physical and mental side
into a unity of experience is a self-formationwhich is a process of concrescence,
and which by the principle of objectiveimmortality characterizes the creativity
which transcends it. So thoughmentality is non-spatial, mentality is always a
reaction from, and integra-tion with, physical experience which is spatial. It is
obvious that we mustnot demand another mentality presiding over these other
actualities (akind of Uncle Sam, over and above all the U.S. citizens). All the life
inthe body is the life of the individual cells. There are thus millions uponmillions
of centres of life in each animal body. So what needs to be ex-plained is not
dissociation of personality but unifying control, by reasonof which we not only
have unified behaviour, which can be observed byothers, but also consciousness
of a unified experience.

A good many actions do not seem to be due to the unifying control, e.g.,with
proper stimulants a heart can be made to go on beating after it hasbeen taken out
of the body. There are centres of reaction and control whichcannot be identified
with the centre of experience. This is still more so withinsects. For example,
worms and jellyfish seem to be merely harmonizedcells, very little centralized;
when cut in two, their parts go on performingtheir functions independently.
Through a series of animals we can trace aprogressive rise into a [166] centrality

nf contral Tnearte have ecnme cen-tral contral: even in man manv nf the hndv/'c
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actions are done with someindependence, but with an organ of central control of
very high-grade char-acter in the brain.

The state of things, according to the philosophy of organism, is very dif-ferent
from the Scholastic view of St. Thomas Aquinas, of the mind as in-forming the
body. The living body is a coordination of high-grade actualoccasions; but in a
living body of a low type the occasions are much nearerto a democracy. In a
living body of a high type there are grades of occa-

The Order of Nature 109

sions so coordinated by their paths of inheritance through the body, thata
peculiar richness of inheritance is enjoyed by various occasions in someparts of
the body. Finally, the brain is coordinated so that a peculiar rich-ness of
inheritance is enjoyed now by this and now by that part; and thusthere is
produced the presiding personality at that moment in the body.Owing to the
delicate organization of the body, there is a returned influ-ence, an inheritance of
character derived from the presiding occasion andmodifying the subsequent
occasions through the rest of the body.

We must remember the extreme generality of the notion of an enduringobject—a
genetic character inherited through a historic route of actualoccasions. Some
kinds of enduring objects form material bodies, others donot. But just as the
difference between living and non-living occasions isnot sharp, but more or less,
so the distinction between an enduring objectwhich is an atomic material body
and one which is nott is again more orless. Thus the question as to whether to
call an enduring object a transitionof matter or of character is very much a verbal
question as to where youdraw the line between the various properties (cf. the
way in which thedistinction between matter and radiant energy has now
vanished).

Thus in an animal body the presiding occasion, if there be one, is thefinal node,
or intersection, of a complex [167} structure of many enduringobjects. Such a
structure pervades the human body. The harmonized rela-tions of the parts of the
body constitute this wealth of inheritance into aharmony of contrasts, issuing
into intensity of experience. The inhibitionsof opposites have been adjusted into
the contrasts of opposites. The humanmind is thus conscious of its bodilyt
inheritance. There is also an enduringobject formed by the inheritance from
presiding occasion to presiding oc-casion. This endurance of the mind is only
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This route of presidingoccasions probably wanders from part to part of the brain,
dissociated fromthe physical material atoms. But central personal dominance is
only partial,and in pathological cases is apt to vanish.

CHAPTER IVORGANISMS AND ENVIRONMENT
SECTION I

[168] So far the discussion has chiefly concentrated upon the discrimina-tion of
the modes of functioning which in germ, or in mere capacity, arerepresented in
the constitution of each actual entity. The presumptionthat there is only one
genus of actual entities constitutes an ideal of cos-mological theory to which the
philosophy of organism endeavours to don-form. The description of the generic
character of an actual entity shouldinclude God, as well as the lowliest actual
occasion, though there is a spe-cific difference between the nature of God and
that of any occasion.

Also the differences between actual occasions, arising from the charac-ters of
their data, and from the narrowness and widths of their feelings,and from the
comparative importance of various stages, enable a classifica-tion to be made
whereby these occasions are gathered into various types.From the metaphysical
standpoint these types are not to be sharply dis-criminated; as a matter of
empirical observation, the occasions do seem tofall into fairly distinct classes.

The character of an actual entity is finally governed by its datum; what-ever be
the freedom of feeling arising in the concrescence, there can be notransgression
of the limitations of capacity inherent in the datum. Thedatum both limits and
supplies. It follows from this doctrine that thecharacter of an organism depends
on that of its environment. But thecharacter of an environment is the sum of the
characters of the varioussocieties of actual entities which jointly constitute that
envi- [J69] ron-ment; although it is pure assumption that every environment is
com-pletely overrun by societies of entities. Spread through the
environmentthere may be many entities which cannot be assigned to any society
ofentities. The societies in an environment will constitute its orderly ele-ment,
and the non-social actual entities will constitute its element ofchaos. There is no
reason, so far as our knowledge is concerned, to con-ceive the actual world as
purely orderly, or as purely chaotic.

Apart from the reiteration gained from its societies, an environmentdoes not
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provide the massiveness Ot emphnasis capable o diSmISSINg 1tscontrary elements
into negative prehensions. Any ideal of depth of satis-faction, arising from the
combination of narrowness and width, can onlybe achieved through adequate
order. In proportion to the chaos there istriviality. There are different types of
order; and it is not true that in pro-

portion to the orderliness there is depth. There are various types of order,and
some of them provide more trivial satisfaction than do others. Thus,if there is to
be progress beyond limited ideals, the course of history byway of escape must
venture along the borders of chaos in its substitutionof higher for lower types of
order.

The immanence of God gives reason for the belief that pure chaos isintrinsically
impossible. At the other end of the scale, the immensity ofthe world negatives
the belief that any state of order can be so establishedthat beyond it there can be
no progress. This belief in a final order, popu-lar in religious and philosophic
thought, seems to be due to the prevalentfallacy that all types of seriality
necessarily involve terminal instances.It follows that Tennyson's phrase,

.. . onef far-off divine event
To which the whole creation moves,
presents a fallacious conception of the universe.

An actual entity must be classified in respect to its [170] 'satisfaction/and this
arises out of its datum by the operations constituting its 'process/Satisfactions
can be classified by reference to 'triviality/ Vagueness/ 'nar-rowness/ 'width.'
Triviality and vagueness are characteristics in the satis-faction which have their
origins respectively in opposed characteristics inthe datum. Triviality arises from
lack of coordination in the factors of thedatum, so that no feeling arising from
one factor is reinforced by anyfeeling arising from another factor. In other
words, the specific constitu-tion of the actual entity in question is not such as to
elicit depth of feel-ing from contrasts thus presented. Incompatibility has
predominated overcontrast. Then the process can involve no coordinating
intensificationeither from a reinforced narrowness, or from enhancement of
relevancedue to the higher contrasts derived from harmonized width. Triviality
isdue to the wrong sort of width; that is to say, it is due to width withoutany
reinforced narrowness in its higher categories. Harmony is this com-bination of
width and narrowness. Some narrow concentration on alimited set of effects is



essential tor depth; but the ditterence arises in thelevels ot the categories ot
contrast involved. A high category involves un-plumbed potentiality for the
realization of depth in its lower components.Thus 'triviality' arises from excess
of incompatible differentiation.

On the other hand, 'vagueness' is due to excess of identification. In thedatum the
objectifications of various actual entities are replicas with faintcoordinations of
perspective contrast. Under these conditions the con-trasts between the various
objectifications are faint, and there is deficiencyin supplementary feeling
discriminating the objects from each other.There can thus be intensive
narrowness in the prehension of the wholenexus, by reason of the common
character,! combined with vagueness,which is the irrelevance of the differences
between the definite actual en-tities of the nexus. The objectified entities
reinforce each other by their

likeness. But there [171] is lack of differentiation among the
componentobjectifications owing to the deficiency in relevant contrasts.

In this way a group of actual entities contributes to the satisfaction asone
extensive whole. It is divisible, but the actual divisions, and theirsporadic
differences of character, have sunk into comparative irrelevancebeside the one
character belonging to the whole and any of its parts.

By reason of vagueness, many count as one, and are subject to indefi-nite
possibilities of division into such multifold unities. When there issuch vague
prehension, the differences between the actual entities so pre-hended are faint
chaotic factors in the environment, and have therebybeen relegated to
irrelevance. Thus vagueness is an essential condition forthe narrowness which is
one condition for depth of relevance. It enables abackground to contribute its
relevant quota, and it enables a social groupin the foreground to gain
concentrated relevance for its community ofcharacter. The right chaos, and the
right vagueness, are jointly requiredfor any effective harmony. They produce the
massive simplicity which hasbeen expressed by the term 'narrowness/ Thus
chaos is not to be identifiedwith evil; for harmony requires the due coordination
of chaos, vagueness,narrowness, and width.

According to this account, the background in which the environment isset must
be discriminated into two layers. There is first the relevant back-ground,
providing a massive systematic uniformity. This background isthe presupposed
world to which all ordinary propositions refer. Secondly,there is the more remote



chaotic background which has merely an irrelevanttriviality, so far as concerns
direct objectification in the actual entity inquestion. This background represents
those entities in the actual worldwith such perspective remoteness that there is
even a chaos of diversecosmic epochs. In the background there is triviality,
vagueness, and mas-sive uniformity; in the foreground discrimination and [172]
contrasts, butalways negative prehensions of irrelevant diversities.

SECTION II

Intensity is the reward of narrowness. The domination of the environ-ment by a
few social groups is the factor producing both the vagueness ofdiscrimination
between actual entities and the intensification of relevanceof common
characteristics. These are the two requisites for narrowness.The lower organisms
have low-grade types of narrowness; the higher or-ganisms have intensified
contrasts in the higher categories. In describingthe capacities, realized or
unrealized, of an actual occasion, we have, withLocke, tacitly taken human
experience as an example upon which tofound the generalized description
required for metaphysics. But when weturn to the lower organisms we have first
to determine which among suchcapacities fade from realization into irrelevance,
that is to say, by com-parison with human experience which is our standard.

In any metaphysical scheme founded upon the Kantian or Hegeliantraditions,
experience is the product of operations which lie among thehigher of the human
modes of functioning. For such schemes, ordered ex-perience is the result of
schematization of modes of thought, concerningcausation, substance, quality,
quantity.

The process by which experiential unity is attainedf is thereby con-ceived in the
guise of modes of thought. The exception is to be found inKant's preliminary
sections on "Transcendental Aesthetic/ by which heprovides space and time. But
Kant, following Hume, assumes the radicaldisconnection of impressions qua
data; and therefore conceives his tran-scendental aesthetic* to be the mere
description of a subjective processappropriating the data by orderliness of
feeling.

The philosophy of organism aspires to construct a critique of purefeeling, in the
philosophical position in [173] which Kant put his Critiqueof Pure Reason. This
should also supersede the remaining Critiques re-quired in the Kantian
philosophy. Thus in the organic philosophy Kant's'Transcendental Aesthetic'
becomes a distorted fragment of what shouldhave been his main topic. The



datum includes its own interconnections,and the first stage of the process of
feeling is the reception into the/responsive conformity of feeling whereby the
datum, which is mere po-tentiality, becomes the individualized basis for a
complex unity ofrealization.

This conception, as found in the philosophy of organism, is practicallyidentical
with Locke's ways of thought in the latter half of his Essay. Hespeaks of the
ideas in the perceived objects, and tacitly presupposes theiridentification with
corresponding ideas in the perceiving mind. The ideas inthe objects have been
appropriated by the subjective functioning of theperceiving mind. This mode of
phraseology can be construed as a casualcarelessness of speech on the part of
Locke, or a philosophic inconsistency.But apart from this inconsistency Locke's
philosophy falls to pieces; as infact was its fate in the hands of Hume.

There is, however, a fundamental misconception to be found in Locke,and in
prevalent doctrines of perception. It concerns the answer to thequestiont as to the
description of the primitive types of experience. Lockeassumes that the utmost
primitiveness is to be found in sense-perception.The seventeenth-century
physics, with the complexities of primary andsecondary qualities, should have
warned philosophers that sense-percep-tion was involved in complex modes of
functioning. Primitive feeling is tobe found at a lower level. The mistake was
natural for mediaeval and Greekphilosophers: for they had not modern physics
before them as a plainwarning. In sense-perception we have passed the Rubicon,
dividing directperception from the higher forms of mentality, which play with
error andthus found intellectual empires.

[174] The more primitive types of experience are concerned with sense-
reception, and not with sense-perception. This statement will require some

prolonged explanation. But the course of thought can be indicated byadopting
Bergson's admirable phraseology, sense-reception is 'unspatial-ized/ and sense-
perception is 'spatialized/ In sense-reception the sensa arethe definiteness of
emotion: they are emotional forms transmitted fromoccasion to occasion. Finally
in some occasion of adequate complexity, theCategory of Transmutation endows
them with the new function of charac-terizing nexus.

SECTION HI

In the first place, those eternal objects which will be classified under thename
'sensa’ constitute the lowest categorv of eternal ohiects. Such eternalohiects do
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not express a manner of relatedness between other eternal ob-jects. They are not
contrasts, or patterns. Sensa are necessary as com-ponents in any actual entity,
relevant in the realization of the highergrades. But a sensum does not, for its own
realization, require any eternalobject of a lower grade, though it does involve the
potentiality of patternand does gain access of intensity from some realization of
status in somerealized pattern. Thus a sensum requires, as a rescue from its
shallownessof zero width, some selective relevance of wider complex eternal
objectswhich include it as a component; but it does not involve the relevance
ofany eternal objects which it presupposes. Thus, in one sense, a sensum
issimple; for its realization does not involve the concurrent realization ofcertain
definite eternal objects, which are its definite simple components.But, in another
sense, each sensum is complex; for it cannot be dissociatedfrom its potentiality
for ingression into any actual entity, and fromf itspotentiality of contrasts and of
patterned relationships with other eternalobjects. Thus each sensum shares the
characteristic common to all eternalobjects, that it introduces the notion of the
logi- [175] cal variable, in bothforms, the unselective 'any' and the selective
'some/

It is possible that this definition of 'sensa’ excludes some cases of con-trast which
are ordinarily termed 'sensa’ and that it includes some emo-tional qualities which
are ordinarily excluded. Its convenience consists inthe fact that it is founded on a
metaphysical principle, and not on anempirical investigation of the physiology
of the human body.

Narrowness in the lowest category achieves such intensity as belongs tosuch
experience, but fails by reason of deficiency of width. Contrast elicitsdepth, and
only shallow experience is possible when there is a lack of pat-terned contrast.
Hume notices the comparative failure of the higher fa-culty of imagination in
respect to mere sensa. He exaggerates this com-parative failure into a dogma of
absolute inhibition to imagine a novelsensum; whereas the evidence which he
himself adduces, of the imagina-tion of a new shade of colour to fill a gap in a
graduated scale of shades,shows t that a contrast between given shades can be
imaginatively extendedso as to generate the imagination of the missing shade.
But Hume's ex-

ample also shows that imagination finds its easiest freedom among thehigher
categories of eternal objects,

A pattern is in a sense simple: a pattern is the 'manner’ of a complexcontrast
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apstracted Trom tne SpPeciTiC eternal 0Djects wnicn CONSutute tne matter or te
contrast. But the pattern refers unselectively to any eternalobjects with the
potentiality of being elements in the 'matter' of somecontrast in that 'manner/

A pattern and a sensum are thus both simple in the sense that neitherinvolves
other specified eternal objects in its own realization. The mannerof a pattern is
the individual essence of the pattern. But no individualessence is realizable apart
from some of its potentialities of relationship,that is, apart from its relational
essence. But a pattern lacks simplicity inanother sense, in which \176] a sensum
retains simplicity. The realizationof a pattern necessarily involves the concurrent
realization of a group ofeternal objects capable of contrast in that pattern. The
realization of thepattern is through the realization of this contrast. The realization
mighthave occurred by means of another contrast in the same pattern; butsome
complex contrast in that pattern is required. But the realization of asensum in its
ideal shallowness of intensity, with zero width, does notrequire any other eternal
object, other than its intrinsic apparatus of indi-vidual and relational essence; it
can remain just itself, with its unrealizedpotentialities for patterned contrasts. An
actual entity with this absolutenarrowness has an ideal faintness of satisfaction,
differing from the idealzero of chaos, but equally impossible. For realization
means ingression inan actual entity, and this involves the synthesis of all
ingredients with dataderived from a complex universe. Realization is ideally
distinguishablefrom the ingression of contrasts, but not in fact.

The simplest grade of actual occasions must be conceived as experienc-ing a few
sensa, with the minimum of patterned contrast. The sensa arethen experienced
emotionally, and constitute the specific feelings whoseintensities sum up into the
unity of satisfaction. In such occasions the proc-ess is deficient in its highest
phases; the process is the slave to the datum.There is the individualizing phase of
conformal feeling, but the originativephases of supplementary and conceptual
feelingsf are negligible.

SECTION IV

According to this account, the experience of the simplest grade of ac-tual entity
is to be conceived as the unoriginative response to the datumwith its simple
content of sensa. The datum is simple, because it presentsthe objectified
experiences of the past under the guise of simplicity. Occa-sions A, B, and C
enter into the experience of occasion M as themselvesexperiencing [177] sensa
Si and s2 unified by some faint contrast betweensx and s2. Occasion JVf
responsively feels sensa $1 and s2 as its own sensa-tions. There is thus a



transmission of sensation emotion from A, B, and Cto M. If M had the wit of
self-analysis, M would know that it felt its own

sensa, by reason of a transfer from A, B, and C to itself. Thus the (un-conscious)
direct perception of A, B, and C is merely the causal efficacyof A, B, and C as
elements in the constitution of M. Such direct percep-tion will suffer from
vagueness; for if A, B, and C tell the same tale withminor variation of intensity,
the discrimination of A, and B, and C fromeach other will be irrelevant. There
may thus remain a sense of the causalefficacy of actual presences, whose exact
relationships in the external worldare shrouded. Thus the experience of M is to
be conceived as a quantitativeemotion arising from the contribution of sensa
from A, B, C and propor-tionately conformed to by M.

Generalizing from the language of physics, the experience of M is anintensity
arising out of specific sensa, directed from A, B, C. There is infact a directed
influx from A, B, C of quantitative feeling, arising fromspecific forms of feeling.
The experience has a vector character, a commonmeasure of intensity, and
specific forms of feelings conveying that inten-sity. If we substitute the term
'energy' for the concept of a quantitativeemotional intensity, and the term 'form
of energy?7 for the concept of'specific form of feeling/ and remember that in
physics Vector' means defi-nite transmission from elsewhere, we see that this
metaphysical descriptionof the simplest elements in the constitution of actual
entities agrees ab-solutely with the general principles according to which the
notions ofmodern physics are framed. The 'datum/ in metaphysics is the basis of
thevector-theory in physics; the quantitative satisfaction in metaphysics isthe
basis of the scalar localization of energy in physics; the 'sensa’ inmetaphysics are
the basis of the diversity of specific forms under whichenergy clothes itself. Sci-
[178] entific descriptions are, of course, entwinedwith the specific details of
geometry and physical laws, which arise fromthe special order of the cosmic
epoch in which we find ourselves. But thegeneral principles of physics are
exactly what we should expect as a spe-cific exemplification of the metaphysics
required by the philosophy oforganism. It has been a defect in the modern
philosophies that they throwno light whatever on any scientific principles.
Science should investigateparticular species, and metaphysics should investigate
the generic notionsunder which those specific principles should fall. Yet, modern
realismshave had nothing to say about scientific principles; and modern
idealismshave merely contributed the unhelpful suggestion that the
phenomenalworld is one of the inferior avocations of the Absolute.

Tho dAirart norrantinn atharahsr tha Aatiim in tha immadiata ciihiact icinharitad



L1I€ ULLEUL PEIUEpUULL WIICICUY UIC UALULLL 111 UIC LULICUIAS SUUJCUL 131LICLIEU
from the past can thus, under an abstraction, be conceived as thetransference of
throbs of emotional energy, clothed in the specific formsprovided by sensa.
Since the vagueness in the experientf subject will veilthe separate
objeetifications wherein there are individual contributionsto the total
satisfaction, the emotional energy in the final satisfaction wearsthe aspect of a
total intensity capable of all gradations of ideal variation.But in its origin it
represents the totality arising from the contributions of

separate objects to that form of energy. Thus, having regard to its origin,a real
atomic structure of each form of energy is discernible, so much fromeach
objectified actual occasion; and only a finite number of actual occa-sions will be
relevant.

This direct perception, characterized by mere subjective responsivenessand by
lack of origination in the higher phases, exhibits the constitutionof an actual
entity under the guise of receptivity. In the language of causa-tion, it describes
the efficient causation operative in the actual world. Inthe language of
epistemology, as framed by Locke, it describes how theideas of particular [179]
existents are absorbed into the subjectivity of thepercipient and are the datum for
its experience of the external world. Inthe language of science, it describes how
the quantitative intensity of lo-calized energy bears in itself the vector marks of
its origin, and the spe-cialities of its specific forms; it also gives a reason for the
atomic quantato be discerned in the building up of a quantity of energy. In this
way,the philosophy of organism—as it should—appeals to the facts.

SECTION V

The current accounts of perception are the stronghold of modern meta-physical
difficulties. They have their origin in the same misunderstandingwhich led to the
incubus of the substance-quality categories. The Greekslooked at a stone, and
perceived that it was grey. The Greeks were ig-norant of modern physics; but
modern philosophers discuss perception interms of categories derived from the
Greeks.

The Greeks started from perception in its most elaborate and sophisti-cated form,
namely, visual perception. In visual perception, crude per-ception is most
completely made over by the originative phases in ex-perience, phases which are
especially prominent in human experience. Ifwe wish to disentangle the two
earlier prehensive phases—the receptivephases, namely, the datum and the

1



subjective response—irom the moreadvanced originative phases, we must
consider what is common to allmodes of perception, amid the bewildering
variety of originativeamplification.

On this topic I am content to appeal to Hume. He writes: "But mysenses convey
to me only the impressions of coloured points, disposed in acertain manner. If
the eye is sensible of any thingt further, I desire it maybe pointed out to me/'1
And again: "It is universally allowed by thewriters on optics, that the eye at all
times sees an equal number of physicalpoints, and that a man [180] on the top of
a mountain has no larger animage presented to his senses, than when he is
cooped up in the narrow-est court or chamber." 2

In each of these quotations Hume explicitly asserts that the eye sees.
1 Treatise, Bk. U Part II, Sect. III. Italics not his.
2 Treatise, Bk. I, Part III, Sect. IX.*

The conventional comment on such a passage is that Hume, for the sakeof
intelligibility, is using common forms of expression; that he is onlyreally
speaking of impressions on the mind; and that in the dim future,some learned
scholar will gain reputation by emending 'eye' into 'ego/The reason for citing the
passages is to enforce the thesis that the formof speech is literary and intelligible
because it expresses the ultimate truthof animal perception. The ultimate
momentary 'ego' has as its datum the'eye as experiencing such-and-suchf sights/
In the second quotation, thereference to the number of physical points is a
reference to the excitedarea on the retina. Thus the 'eye as experiencing such-
and-such sights' ispassed on as a datum? from the cells of the retina, throughf the
train ofactual entities forming the relevant nerves, up to the brain. Any
directrelation of eye to brain is entirely overshadowed by this intensity of in-
direct transmission. Of course this statement is merely a pale abstractionfrom the
physiological theory of vision. But the physiological accountdoes not pretend to
be anything more than indirect inductive knowledge.The point here to be noticed
is the immediate literary obviousness of 'theeye as experiencing such-and-such
sights/ This is the very reason whyHume uses the expression in spite of his own
philosophy. The conclusion,which the philosophy of organism draws, is that in
human experience thefundamental fact of perception is the inclusion, in the
datum, of the ob-jectification of an antecedent part of the human body with such-
and-suchexperiences. Hume agrees with this conclusion f sufficiently well so as
toargue from it, when it suits his purpose. He writes:



I would fain ask those philosophers, who found so much of theirreasonings on
the distinction [J81] of substance and accident, andimagine we have clear ideas
of each, whether the idea of substance bederived from the impressions of
sensation or reflection? If it be con-veyed to usf by our senses, I ask, which of
them, and after what man-ner? If it be perceived by the eyes, it must be a colour;
if by the ears, asound; if by the palate, a taste; and so of the other senses.3We
can prolong Hume's list: the feeling of the stone is in the hand; thefeeling of the
food is the ache in the stomach; the compassionate yearningis in the bowels,
according to biblical writers; the feeling of well-being is inthe viscera passim; ill
temper is the emotional tone derivative from thedisordered liver.

In this list, Hume's and its prolongation, for some cases—as in sight,for example
—the supplementary phase in the ultimate subject overbal-ances in importance
the datum inherited from the eye. In other cases, asin touch, the datum of 'the
feeling in the hand' maintains its importance,however much the intensity, or
even the character, of the feeling may bedue to supplementation in the ultimate
subject: this instance should becontrasted with that of sight. In the instance of the
ache the stomach, as

3 Treatise, Bk. I, Part I, Sect. VI.

datum, is of chief importance, and the food though obscurely felt issecondary—
at least, until the intellectual analysis of the situation due tothe doctor,
professional or amateur. In the instances of compassion, well-being, and ill
temper, the supplementary feelings in the ultimate subjectpredominate, though
there are obscure references to the bodily organs asinherited data.

This survey supports the view that the predominant basis of perceptionis
perception of the various bodily organs, as passing on their experiencesby
channels of transmission and of enhancement. It is the accepted doc-trine in
physical science that a living body is to be interpreted accordingto what is
known of other sections of the physical universe. This is a soundaxiom; but it
[182] is double-edged. For it carries with it the converse de-duction that other
sections of the universe are to be interpreted in ac-cordance with what we know
of the human body.

It is also a sound rule that all interpretation should be based upon avera causa.
Now the original reliance upon 'the grey stone7 has beenshown by modern
physics to be due to a misapprehension of a complexsituation; but we have direct
knowledge of the relationship of our centralintelligence to our bodilv feelings.



According to this interpretation, thehuman body is to be conceived as a complex
'amplifier'—to use the lan-guage of the technology of electromagnetism. The
various actual entities,which compose the body, are so coordinated that the
experiences of anypart of the body are transmitted to one or more central
occasions to beinherited with enhancements accruing upon the way, or finally
added byreason of the final integration. The enduring personality is the
historicroute of living occasions which are severally dominant in the body at
suc-cessive instants. The human body is thus achieving on a scale of concen-
trated efficiency a type of social organization, which with every gradationof
efficiency constitutes the orderliness whereby a cosmic epoch shelters initself
intensity of satisfaction.

The crude aboriginal character of direct perception is inheritance. Whatis
inherited is feeling-tone with evidence of its origin: in other words,
vectorfeeling-tone. In the higher grades of perception vague feeling-tone dif-
ferentiates itself into various types of sensa—those of touch, sight, smell,etc.—
each transmuted into a definite prehension of tonal contemporarynexusf by the
final percipient.

SECTION VI

In principle, the animal body is only the more highly organized andimmediate
part of the general environment for its dominant actual occa-sion, which is the
ultimate [183] percipient. But the transition from with-out to within the body
marks the passage from lower to higher grades ofactual occasions. The higher
the grade, the more vigorous and the moreoriginal is the enhancement from the
supplementary phase. Pure recep-

tivity and transmission givef place to the trigger-action of life wherebythere is
release of energy in novel forms. Thus the transmitted datum ac-quires sensa
enhanced in relevance or even changed in character by thepassage from the low-
grade external world into the intimacy of the humanbody. The datum transmitted
from the stone becomes the touch-feelingin the hand, but it preserves the vector
characterf of its origin from thestone. The touch-feeling in the hand with this
vector origin from the stoneis transmitted to the percipient in the brain. Thus the
final perception isthe perception of the stone through the touch in the hand. In
this per-ception the stone is vague and faintly relevant in comparison with
thehand. But, however dim, it is there.
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the eternal object S as a datum for B; where S is a sensum or acomplex pattern
of sensa. Then B is objectified for C. But the datum forB is thereby capable of
some relevance for C, namely, A as objectified forB becomes reobjectified for
C; and so on to D7 and throughout the line ofobjectifications. Then for the
ultimate subject M the datum includes A asthus transmitted, B as thus
transmitted, and so on. The final objectifica-tions for M are effected by a set S3 f
of eternal objects which is a modifica-tion of the original group S. The
modification consists partly in relegationof elements into comparative
irrelevance, partly in enhancement of rele-vance for other elements, partly in
supplementation by eliciting intoimportant relevance some eternal objects not in
the original S. Generallythere will be vagueness in the distinction between A,
and B, and C, andD, etc., in their function as components in the datum for M.
Some of theline, A and C for instance, may stand out \184] with distinctness by
rea-son of some peculiar feat of original supplementation which retains
itsundimmed importance in subsequent transmission. Other members of thechain
may sink into oblivion. For example, in touch there is a reference tothe stone in
contact with the hand, and a reference to the hand; but innormal, healthy, bodily
operations the chain of occasions along the armsinks into the background, almost
into complete oblivion. Thus M, whichhas some analytic consciousness of its
datum, is conscious of the feeling inits hand as the hand touches the stone.
According to this account, per-ception in its primary form is consciousness of
the causal efficacy of theexternal world by reason of which the percipient is a
concrescence from adefinitely constituted datum. The vector character of the
datum is thiscausal efficacy.

Thus perception, in this primary sense, is perception of the settledworld in the
past as constituted by its feeling-tones, and as efficacious byreason of those
feeling-tones. Perception, in this sense of the term, will becalled 'perception in
the mode of causal efficacy/ Memory is an exampleof perception in this mode.
For memory is perception relating to the datafrom some historic route of
ultimate percipient subjects Mi, M2, M3,etc., leading up to M which is the
memorizing percipient.

SECTION VII

It is evident that 'perception in the mode of causal efficacy’ is not thatsort of
perception which has received chief attention in the philosophicaltradition.
Philosophers have disdained the information about the universeobtained through
their visceral feelings, and have concentrated on visualfeelings.



What we ordinarily term our visual perceptions are the result of thelater stages in
the concrescence of the percipient occasion. When weregister in consciousness
our visual perception of a grey stone, somethingmore than bare sight is meant.
The 'stone’ has a reference [185] to itspast, when it could have been used as a+
missile if small enough, or as a seatif large enough. A 'stone' has certainly a
history, and probably a future. It isone of the elements in the actual world which
has got to be referred toas an actual reason and not as an abstract potentiality.
But we all knowthat the mere sight involved, in the perception of the grey stone,
is thesight of a grey shape contemporaneous with the percipient, and withcertain
spatial relations to the percipient, more or less vaguely defined.Thus the mere
sight is confined to the illustration of the geometricalperspective relatedness, of a
certain contemporary spatial region, to thepercipient, the illustration being
effected by the mediation of 'grey/ Thesensum 'grey’ rescues that region from its
vague confusion with otherregions.

Perception which merely, by means of a sensum, rescues from vaguenessa
contemporary spatial region, in respect to its spatial shape and its
spatialperspective from the percipient, will be called 'perception in the mode
ofpresentational immediacy.'

Perception in this mode has already been considered in Part II, ChapterIl. A
more elaborate discussion of it can now be undertaken.4 The defini-tion, which
has just been given, extends beyond the particular case ofsight. The unravelling
of the complex interplay between the two modes ofperception—causal efficacy
and presentational immediacy—tis one mainproblem of the theory of
perception.5 The ordinary philosophical discus-sion of perception is almost
wholly concerned with this interplay, andignores the two pure modes which are
essential for its proper explanation.The interplay between the two modes will be
termed 'symbolic reference.’

[186] Such symbolic reference is so habitual in human experience thatgreat care
is required to distinguish the two modes. In order to find ob-

4 Also cf.f subsequent discussions in Parts III and I'V.

5 Cf. my Barbour-Page lectures, Symbolism, Its Meaning and Effect, deliveredat
the University of Virginia, April, 1927 (New York: Macrnillan, 1927; Cam-
bridge University Press, 1928).+ Another discussion of this question is
thereundertaken, with other illustrations, Cf. also Professor Norman Kemp
Smith'sProlegomena to an Idealist Theorv of Knowledge. Macrnillan. 1924.
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vious examples of the pure mode of causal efficacy we must have recourseto the
viscera and to memory; and to find examples of the pure mode ofpresentational
immediacy we must have recourse to so-called 'delusive'perceptions. For
example, the image of a grey stone as seen in a mirrorillustrates the space behind
the mirror; the visual delusions arising fromsome delirium, or some imaginative
excitement, illustrate surroundingspatial regions; analogously for the double-
vision due to maladjustment ofthe eyes; the sight at night, of the stars and
nebulae and Milky Way,illustrates vague regions of the contemporary sky; the
feelings in ampu-tated limbs illustrate spaces beyond the actual body; a bodily
pain, re-ferred to some part not the cause of the disorder, illustrates the
painfulregion though not the pain-giving region. All these are perfectly good ex-
amples of the pure mode of presentational immediacy.

The epithet 'delusive/ which fits many, if not all, of these examples
ofpresentational immediacy, is evidence that the mediating eternal object isnot to
be ascribed to the donation of the perceived region. It must haveacquired its
ingression in this mode from one of the originative phases ofthe percipient
occasion. To this extent, the philosophy of organism is inagreement with the
seventeenth-century doctrine of primary and second-ary qualities, the mediating
eternal object being, in this mode of ingres-sion, a secondary quality. But in the
philosophy of organism the doctrinedoes not have the consequences which
follow in the earlier philosophies.

The account of perception in the pure mode of presentational imme-diacy, which
has just been given, agrees absolutely with Descartes' doctrineof perception in
general, so far as can be judged from his arguments whichpresuppose
perception, and putting aside a few detached [J87] passageswherein he comes
near to the doctrine of 'objectification' and near toL.ocke's second doctrine of
'ideas determined to particular existents." Any-how, his conclusion immediately
follows that, in perception, thus de-scribed, all that is perceived is that the object
has extension and isimplicated in a complex of extensive relatedness with the
animal bodyof the percipient. Part of the difficulties of Cartesian philosophy,
andof any philosophy which accepts this account as a complete accountof
perception, is to explain how we know more than this meagre factabout the
world although our only avenue of direct knowledge limitsus to this barren
residium. Also, if this be all that we perceive aboutthe physical world, we have
no basis for ascribing the origination ofthe mediating sensa to any functioning of
the human body. We are thusdriven to the Cartesian duality of substances,



bodies and minds. Percep-tion 1s to be ascribed to mental tunctioning in respect
to the barren ex-tensive universe. We have already done violence to our
immediate con-viction by thus thrusting the human body out of the story; for, as
Humehimself declares, we know that we see by our eyes, and taste by our
palates.But when we have gone so far, it is inevitable to take a further step, andto
discard our other conviction that we are perceiving a world of actual

things within which we find ourselves. For a barren, extensive world is notreally
what we mean. We thus reduce perceptions to consciousness ofimpressions on
the mind, consisting of sensa with 'manners' of related-ness. We then come to
Hume, and to Kant. Kant's philosophy is an en-deavour to retrieve some
meaning for the two convictions which we havesuccessively discarded. We have
noted that Locke wavers in his account ofperception, so that in the earlier portion
of his Essay he agrees with Hume,and in the later portion with the philosophy of
organism. We have alsonoted that Hume is inconsistent to the extent of arguing
from a convic-tion which is discarded in his philosophy.

SECTION VIII

[188] Presentational immediacy illustrates the contemporary world in re-spect to
its potentiality for extensive subdivision into atomic actualitiesand in respect to
the scheme of perspective relationships which therebyeventuates. But it gives no
information as to the actual atomization ofthis contemporary 'real potentiality/
By its limitations it exemplifies thedoctrine, already stated above, that the
contemporary world happens in-dependently of the actual occasion with which it
is contemporary. This isin fact the definition of contemporaneousness (cf. Part
II, Ch. II, Sect. I);namely, that actual occasions, A and B, are mutually
contemporary, whenA does not contribute to the datum for B, and B does not
contribute tothe datum for A, except that both A and B are atomic regions in the
po-tential scheme of spatio-temporal extensiveness which is a datum for bothA
and B.

Hume's polemic respecting causation is, in fact, one prolonged, con-vincing
argument that pure presentational immediacy does not discloseany causal
influence, either whereby one actual entity is constitutive ofthe percipient actual
entity, or whereby one perceived actual entity is con-stitutive of another
perceived actual entity. The conclusion is that, in sofar as concerns their
disclosure by presentational immediacy, actual en-tities in the contemporary
universe are causally independent of each other.



The two pure modes of perception in this way disclose a variety of locidefined
by reference to the percipient occasion M. For example, there arethe actual
occasions of the settled world which provide the datum for M;these lie in M's
causal past. Again, there are the potential occasions forwhich M decides its own
potentialities of contribution to their data; theselie in M's causal future. There are
also those actual occasions which lieneither in M's causal past, nor in M's causal
future. Such actual occasionsare called M's 'contemporaries/ These \189] three
loci are defined solelyby reference to the pure mode of causal efficacy.

We now turn to the pure mode of presentational immediacy. One greatdifference
from the previous way+ of obtaining loci at once comes intoview. In considering
the causal mode, the past and the future were de-

fined positively, and the contemporaries of M were defined negatively aslying
neither in M's past nor in JVfs future. In dealing with presentationalimmediacy
the opposite way must be taken. For presentational immediacygives positive
information only about the immediate present as defined byitself. Presentational
immediacy illustrates, by means of sensa, potentialsubdivisions within a cross-
section of the world, which is in this way ob-jectified for M. This cross-section
is JVPs immediate present. What is inthis way illustrated is the potentiality for
subdivision into actual atomicoccasions; we can also recognize potentialities for
subdivision of regionswhose subdivisions remain unillustrated by any contrast of
sensa. Thereare well-known limitations to such direct perceptions of
unillustrated po-tentiality, a perception outrunning the real illustration of
division by con-trasted sensa. Such limitations constitute the minima sensibilia.

Hume's polemic respecting causation constitutes a proof that M's 'im-mediate
present’ lies within the locus of M's contemporaries. The presen-tation to M of
this locus, forming its immediate present, contributes toM's datum two facts
about the universe: one fact is that there is a 'unisonof becoming/ constituting a
positive relation of all the occasions in thiscommunity to any one of them. The
members of this community share ina common immediacy; they are in 'unison'
as to their becoming: that isto say, any pair of occasions in the locus are
contemporaries. The otherfact is the subjective illustration of the potential
extensive subdivisionwith complete vagueness respecting the actual atomization.
For example,the stone, which in the immediate [190] present is a group of many
actualoccasions, is illustrated as one grey spatial region. But, to go back to
theformer fact, the many actual entities of the present stone and the per-cipient
are connected together in the 'unison of immediate becoming."This community of
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principle of common relatedness, a principle realized asan element in M's datum.
This is the principle of mutual relatedness inthe 'unison of becoming/ But this
mutual relatedness is independent ofthe illustration by those sensat through
which presentational immediacyfor M is effected. Also the illustration by these
sensa has unequal relevancefor M, throughout the locus. In its spatially remote
parts it becomes vaguerand vaguer, fainter and fainter; and yet the principle of
'unison of be-coming' still holds, in despite of the fading importance of the sensa.
Wethus find that the locus—namely, M's immediate present—is determinedby
the condition of 'mutual unison' independently of variations of rele-vant
importance in M's illustrative sensa, and extends to their utmostbounds of
faintness, and is equally determinate beyond such bounds. Wethus gain the
conception of a locus in which any two atomic actualitiesare in 'concrescent
unison,' and which is particularized by the fact that Mbelongs to it, and so do all
actual occasions belonging to extensive regionswhich lie in M's immediate
present as illustrated by importantly relevantsensa. This complete region is the
prolongation of M's immediate present

beyond M's direct perception, the prolongation being effected by theprinciple of
‘concrescent unison/

A complete region, satisfying the principle of 'concrescent unison/ willbe called
a 'duration/ A duration is a cross-section of the universe; it isthe immediate
present condition of the world at some epoch, according tothe old 'classical'
theory of time—a theory never doubted until within thelast few years. It will
have been seen that the philosophy of organismaccepts and defines this [191]
notion. Some measure of acceptance isimposed upon metaphysics. If the notion
be wholly rejected no appeal touniversal obviousness of conviction can have any
weight; since there canbe no stronger instance of this force of obviousness.

The 'classical' theory of time tacitly assumed that a duration includedthe directly
perceived immediate present of each one of its members. Theconverse
proposition certainly follows from the account given above, thatthe immediate
present of each actual occasion lies in a duration. An actualoccasion will be said
6 to be 'cogredientf with' or 'stationary in' the dura-tion including its directly
perceived immediate present. The actual occa-sion is included in its own
immediate present; so that each actual occa-sion through its percipience in the
pure mode of presentational imme-diacy—if such percipience has important
relevance—defines one durationin which it is included. The percipient occasion
is 'stationary' in thisduration.



But the classical theory also assumed the converse of this statement. Itassumed
that any actual occasion only lies in one duration; so that if Nlies in the duration
including M's immediate present, then M lies in theduration including N's
immediate present. The philosophy of organism, inagreement with recent
physics, rejects this conversion; though it holds thatsuch rejection is based on
scientific examination of our cosmic epoch, andnot on any more general
metaphysical principle. According to the philoso-phy of organism, in the present
cosmic epoch only one duration includesall M's immediate present; this one
duration will be called M's 'presentedduration.’ But M itself lies in many
durations; each duration including Malso includes some portions of M's
presented duration. In the case ofhuman perception practically all the important
portions are thus included;also in human experience the relationship to such
dura- \192] tions is whatwe express by the notion of 'movement/

To sum up this discussion. In respect to any one actual occasion Mthere are three
distinct nexus of occasions to be considered:

(i) The nexus of M's contemporaries, defined by the characteristic thatM and any
one of its contemporaries happen in causal independence ofeach other.

(ii) Durations including M;f any such duration is defined by the char-acteristic
that any two of its members are contemporaries. (It follows that

6 Cf. my Principles of Natural Knowledge, Ch. XI, and my Concept of
Nature,Ch. V.

any member of such a duration is contemporary with M, and thence thatsuch
durations are all included in the locus (i). The characteristic prop-erty of a
duration is termed 'unison of becoming/)

(iii) M's presented locus, which is the contemporary nexus perceived inthe mode
of presentational immediacy, with its regions defined by sensa.It is assumed, on
the basis of direct intuition, that JVf s presented locus isclosely related to some
one duration including M. It is also assumed, asthe outcome of modern physical
theory, that there is more than one dura-tion including M. The single duration
which is so related to M's presentedlocus is termed 'JVf s presented duration/ But
this connection is criticizedin the following sections of this chapter. In Part IV,
the connection ofthese 'presented’ loci to regions defined by straight lines is
considered inmore detail; the notion of 'strain-loci'* is there introduced.



SECTION IX

Physical science has recently arrived at the stage in which the
practicalidentification, made in the preceding section, between the
'presentedlocus’ of an actual entity, and a locus in 'unison of becoming with
theactual entity must be qualified.

The two notions, 'presented locus' and 'unison of becoming/ are dis-tinct. The
identification merely rests on the obvious experience of dailylife. In any
recasting of [193] thought it is obligatory to include the iden-tification as a
practical approximation to the truth, sufficient for daily life.Subject to this
limitation, there is no reason for rejecting any distinctionbetween them which the
evidence suggests.

In the first place, the presented locus is defined by some systematicrelation to the
human body—so far as we rely, as we must, upon humanexperience. A certain
state of geometrical strain in the body, and a certainqualitative physiological
excitement in the cells of the body, govern thewhole process of presentational
immediacy. In sense-perception the wholefunction of antecedent occurrences
outside the body is merely to excitethese strains and physiological excitements
within the body. But anyother means of production would do just as well, so
long as the relevantstates of the body are in fact produced. The perceptions are
functions ofthe bodily states. The geometrical details of the projected sense-
perceptiondepend on the geometrical strains in the body, the qualitative sensa
de-pend on the physiological excitements of the requisite cells in the body.

Thus the presented locus must be a locus with a systematic geometricalrelation
to the body. According to all the evidence, it is completely inde-pendent of the
contemporary actualities which in fact make up the nexusof actualities in the
locus. For example, we see a picture on the wall withdirect vision. But if we turn
our back to the wall, and gaze into a goodmirror, we see the same sight as an
image behind the mirror. Thus, giventhe proper physiological state of the body,
the locus presented in sense-

perception is independent of the details of the actual happenings whichit
includes. This is not to sayt that sense-perception is irrelevant to thereal world. It
demonstrates to us the real extensive continuum in terms of **which these
contemporary happenings have their own experiences quali-fied. Its additional
information in terms of the qualitative sensa has rele-vance in proportion to the
relevance of the immediate bodily state to theimme- [194] diate happenings



throughout the locus. Both are derivedfrom a past which is practically common
to them all. Thus there is alwayssome relevance; the correct interpretation of this
relevance is the art ofutilizing the perceptive mode of presentational immediacy
as a means forunderstanding the world as a medium.

But the question which is of interest for this discussion is how thissystematic
relevance, of body to presented locus, is definable. This is not amere logical
question. The problem is to point out that element in thenature of things
constituting such a geometrical relevance of the bodv tothe presented locus. If
there be such an element, we can understand that acertain state of the body may
lift it into an important factor of ourexperience.

The only possible elements capable of this extended systematic relevancebeyond
the body are straight lines and planes. Planes are definable interms of straight
lines, so that we can concentrate attention upon straightlines.

It is a dogma of science that straight lines are not definable in terms ofmere
notions of extension. Thus, in the expositions of recent physicaltheory, straight
lines are defined in terms of the actual physical happenings.The disadvantage of
this doctrine is that there is no method of charac-terizing the possibilities of
physical events antecedently to their actualoccurrence. It is easy to verify that in
fact there is a tacit relevance to anunderlying system, by reference to which the
physical loci—including thosecalled 'straight lines'—are defined. The question is
how to define this un-derlying system in terms of 'pure’ straight lines,
determinable without ref-erence to the casual** details of the happenings.

It will be shown later (cf. Part IV, Chs. Ill and IV) that this dogma ofthe
indefinability of straight lines is mistaken. Thus the systematic relationof the
body to the presented locus occasions no theoretical difficulty.

All measurement is effected by observations of sensa [195] with geo-metrical
relations within this presented locus. Also all scientific observa-tion of the
unchanged character of things ultimately depends! upon themaintenance of
directly observed geometrical analogies within such loci.

However far the testing of instruments is carried, finally all
scientificinterpretation is based upon the assumption of directly observed
unchange-ably of some instrument for seconds, for hours, for months, for
years.When we test this assumption we can only use another instrument;
andthere! cannot he an infinite regress of instruments.
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Thus ultimately all science depends upon direct observation of homol-
128 Discussions and Applications

ogy of status within a system. Also the observed system is the complex
ofgeometrical relations within some presented locus.

In the second place, a locus of entities in 'unison of becoming' ob-viously
depends on the particular actual entities. The question, as to howthe extensive
continuum is in fact atomized by the atomic actualities, isrelevant to the
determination of the locus. The factor of temporal en-durance selected for any
one actuality will depend upon its initial 'sub-jective aim/ The categoreal
conditions which govern the 'subjective aim'are discussed later in Part III. They
consist generally in satisfying somecondition of a maximum, to be obtained by
the transmission of inheritedtypes of order. This is the foundation of the
'stationary’ conditions interms of which the ultimate formulations of physical
science can bemathematically expressed.

Thus the loci of 'unison of becoming' are only determinable in terms ofthe actual
happenings of the world. But the conditions which they satisfyare expressed in
terms of measurements derived from the qualification ofactualities by the
systematic character of the extensive continuum.

The term 'duration’ will be used for a locus of 'unison of becoming/and the terms
'presented locus' and 'strain- [196] locus' for the systematiclocus involved in
presentational immediacy.7

The strain-loci provide the systematic geometry with its homology ofrelations
throughout all its regions; the durations share in the deficiency ofhomology
characteristic of the physical field which arises from the pe-culiarities of the
actual events.

SECTION X
We can now sum up this discussion of organisms, order, societies,! nexus.

The aim of the philosophy of organism is to express a coherent cos-mology
based upon the notions of 'system,' 'process/ 'creative advance intonovelty,' res
vera! (in Descartes' sense), 'stubborn fact/ 'individual unity ofexperience,’



'feeling/ 'time as perpetual perishing/ 'endurance as re-crea-tion/ 'purpose,’
'universals as forms of defmiteness/ 'particulars—i.e., resverae—as ultimate
agents of stubborn fact.'

Every one of these notions is explicitly formulated either by Descartesor by
Locke. Also no one can be dropped without doing violence to com-mon sense.
But neither Descartes nor Locke weaves these notions into onecoherent system
of cosmology. In so far as either philosopher is systematic,he relies on
alternative notions which in the end lead to Hume's extremeof sensationalism.

In the philosophy of organism it is held that the notion of 'organism'has two
meanings, interconnected but intellectually separable, namely,the microscopic
meaning and the macroscopic meaning.** The microscopic

7 In The Concept of Nature these two loci were not discriminated,
namely,durations and strain-loci.
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meaning is concerned with the formal constitution of an actual
occasion,considered as a process of realizing an individual unity of experience.
Themacroscopic meaning is concerned with the givenness of the actual
world,considered as the stubborn fact which at once limits and provides
[197]opportunity for the actual occasion. The canalization of the creative
urge,exemplified in its massive reproduction of social nexus, is for
commonsense the final illustration of the power of stubborn fact. Also in our ex-
perience, we essentially arise out of our bodies which are the stubbornfacts of
the immediate relevant past. We are also carried on by our im-mediate past of
personal experience; we finish a sentence because we havebegun it. The
sentence may embody a new thought, never phrased before,or an old one
rephrased with verbal novelty. There need be no well-wornassociation between
the sounds of the earlier and the later words. But itremains remorselessly true,
that we finish a sentence because we have be-gun it. We are governed by
stubborn fact.

It is in respect to this 'stubborn fact' that the theories of modern philos-ophy are
weakest. Philosophers have worried themselves about remoteconsequences, and
the inductive formulations of science. They should con-fine attention to the rush
of immediate transition. Their explanationswould then be seen in their native
absurdity.



CHAPTER VLOCKE AND HUME
SECTION I

[198] A more detailed discussion of Descartes, Locke, and Hume—inthis and in
the succeeding chapter—may make plain how deeply the philos-ophy of
organism is founded on seventeenth-century thought and how atcertain critical
points it diverges from that thought

We shall understand better the discussion, if we start with some analysisof the
presuppositions upon which Hume's philosophy rests. These pre-suppositions
were not original to Hume, nor have they ceased with him.They were largely
accepted by Kant and are widely prevalent in modernphilosophy. The
philosophy of organism can be best understood by con-ceiving it as accepting
large portions of the expositions of Hume and Kant,with the exception of these
presuppositions, and of inferences directlyderived from them. Hume is a writer
of unrivalled clearness; and, as far aspossible? it will be well to allow him to
express his ideas in his own words.He writes:

We may observe, that it is universally allowed by philosophers,and is besides
pretty obvious of itself, that nothing is ever really pres-ent with the mind but its
perceptions or impressions and ideas, andthat external objects become known to
us only by those perceptionsthey occasion. To hate, to love, to think, to feel, to
see; all this isnothing but to perceive.1Again:

All the perceptions of the human mind resolve themselves intotwo distinct kinds,
which I shall call impressions and ideas. Thedifference betwixt these consists in
[199] the degrees of force and live-liness, with which they strike upon the mind,
and make their way intoour thought or consciousness. Those perceptions which
enter withmost force and violence, we may name impressions; and, under
thisname, I comprehend all our sensations, passions, and emotions, asthey make
their first appearance in the soul. By ideas, I mean thefaint images of these in
thinking and reasoning; such as, for instance,are all the perceptions excited by
the present discourse, excepting onlythose which arise from the sight and touch,
and excepting the imme-diate pleasure or uneasiness it may occasion,2

1 Treatise, Bk. I, Part II, Sect. VI.

2 Treatise, Bk. I, Part I, Sect. 1.



The exceptions made in the above quotation are, of course, due to thefact that the
'perceptions' arising in these excepted ways are 'impressions'and not 'ideas/
Hume immediately draws attention to the fact that hedeserts Locke's wide use of
the term 'idea/ and restores it to its more usualand narrow meaning. He divides
both ideas and impressions into 'simple'and 'complex/ He then adds:

... we shall here content ourselves with establishing one generalproposition, That
all our simple ideas in their first appearance, arederived from simple
impressions, which are correspondent to them,and which they exactly represent?

When Hume passes on to complex impressions and ideas, his admirableclearness
partially deserts him. He fails to distinguish sufficiently between(i) the '(manner’
(or 'order’) in which many simples constitute some onecomplex perception, i.e.,
impression or idea; and (ii) the efficacious fact byreason of which this complex
perception arises; and (iii) the mere multi-plicity of simples which constitute the
complex perception in this definitemanner. In this respect Hume's followers only
differ from Hume by dis-carding some of that clarity which never wholly deserts
him. Each one ofthese three notions is an essential element in his argument. He
writes:[200] ... we may conclude with certainty, that the idea of extension
isnothing but a copy of these colouredf points, and of the manner oftheir
appearance.4Also he writes:

Were ideas entirely loose and unconnected, chancef alone wouldjoin them; and it
is impossible the same simple ideas should! fallregularly into complex ones (as
they commonly do), without somebond of union among them, some associating
quality, by which oneidea naturally introduces another. This uniting principle
among ideasis not to be considered as an inseparable connection; for that has
beenalready 5 excluded from the imagination: nor yet are we to conclude,that
without it the mind cannot join two ideas; for nothing is morefree than that
faculty: but we are only to regard it as a gentle force,which commonly prevails,
and is the cause why, among other things,languages so nearly correspond to each
other; Nature, in a manner,pointing out to every one those simple ideas, which
are most properto be united into a complex one.6As a final quotation, to
illustrate Hume's employment of the third no-tion, we have:The idea of a
substance as well as that of a mode, is nothing but a col-lection of simple ideas,
that are united by the imagination, and have aparticular name assigned them, . . .
But the difference betwixt these

3 Treatise, Bk. I, Part I, Sect. 1.



4 Treatise, Bk. I, Part II, Sect. III.
5 Cf. Hume's previous section.
6 Treatise, Bk. I, Part I, Sect. IV.

ideas consists in this, that the particular qualities, which form at sub-stance, are
commonly referred to an unknown something [italicsHume's], in which they are
supposed to inhere; or granting this fictionshould not take place, are at least
supposed to be closely and in-separably connected by the relations of contiguity
and causation.The effect of this is, that whatever new simple quality we discover
tohave the same connection with the rest, we immediately comprehendit among
them, even though it did not enter into the first conceptionof the substance. . . .
The principle of union being regarded as thechief part of the complex [201] idea,
gives entrance to whatever qual-ity afterwards occurs, and is equally
comprehended by it, as are theothers, which first presented themselves. . . .7

In this last quotation, the phrase 'principle of union' is ambiguous asbetween
'manner’ and 'efficacious' reason. In either sense, it is inconsistentwith the phrase
'nothing but a collection,’ which at the beginning of \fhequotation settles so
simply the notion of 'substance.’

Returning to the first of this sequence of three quotations, we note thatany
particular 'manner’ of composition must itself be a simple idea, or im-pression.
For otherwise we require yet another 'manner' of compositionfor the original
manner, and so on indefinitely. Thus there is either avicious infinity or a final
simple idea. But Hume admits that there arenovel compound ideas which are not
copies of compound impressions.Thus he should also admit that there is a novel
simple idea conveying thenovel 'manner,’ which is not a copy of an impression.
He has also himselfdrawn attention to another exception in respect to missing
shades ofcolour in a graduated colour scheme. This exception cannot be
restrictedto colour, and must be extended to sound, and smell, and to all gradua-
tions of sensations. Thus Hume's proposition, that simple ideas are allcopies of
simple impressions, is subject to such considerable qualificationsthat it cannot be
taken for an ultimate philosophical principle, at leastnot when enunciated in
Hume's unguarded fashion. Hume himself, inthe passage (Part I, Sect. IV)
quoted above for its relevance to his doc-trine of the association of ideas, says, ".
.. for nothing is more free thanthat faculty [i.e., the imagination]." But he limits
its freedom to theproduction of novel complex ideas, disregarding the
exceptional case ofmissing shades. This auestion of imaginative freedom is



obviously treatedvery superficially by Hume. Imagination is never very free: it
does notseem to be limited to complex ideas, as asserted by [202] him; but
suchfreedom as it has in fact seems to establish the principle of the possibilityof
diverse actual entities with diverse grades of imaginative freedom,some more,
some less, than the instances in question.

In this discussion of Hume's doctrine of imaginative freedom, twoother points
have been left aside. One such point is the difference be-

7 Treatise, Bk. I, Part I, Sect. VI. Italics not in edition quoted, except
wherenoted.*

tween various grades of generic abstraction, for example, scarlet, red?colour,
sense-datum, manner of connectedness of diverse sense-data. Theother point is
the contrast between 'simplicity' and 'complexity/ We maydoubt whether
'simplicity’ is ever more than a relative term, having regardto some definite
procedure of analysis. I hold this to be the case; and byreason of this opinion
find yet another reason for discarding Hume'sdoctrine which would debar
imagination from the free conceptual pro-duction of any type of eternal objects,
such as Hume calls 'simple/ Butthere is no such fact as absolute freedom; every
actual entity possessesonly such freedomt as is inherent in the primary phase
'given' by its stand-point of relativity to its actual universe. Freedom, givenness,
potentiality,are notions which presuppose each other and limit each other.

SECTION II

Hume, at the end of this passage on the connectedness of ideas, placesthe
sentence "... Nature, in a manner, pointing out to every one thosesimple ideas,
which are most proper to be united into a complex one." *Hume's philosophy is
occupied with the double search, first, for mannersof unity, whereby many
simples become one complex impression; andsecondly, for a standard of
propriety by which to criticize the productionof ideas.

Hume can find only one standard of propriety, and that is, repetition.Repetition
is capable of more or less: the more often impressions arerepeated, the more
proper it is that ideas should copy them. Fortunately,and without any reason so
far as Hume can discover, complex [203] im-pressions, often repeated, are also
often copied by their correspondingcomplex ideas.

Also the frequency of ideas following upon the frequency of their cor-relate



impressions is also attended by an expectation of the repetition ofthe impression.
Hume also believes, without any reason he can assign, thatthis expectation is
pragmatically justified. It is this pragmatic justification,without metaphysical
reason, which constitutes the propriety attaching to'repetition/ This is the
analysis of the course of thought involved in Hume'sdoctrine of the association
of ideas in its relation to causation, and inHume's final appeal to practice.

It is a great mistake to attribute to Hume any disbelief in the importanceof the
notion of 'cause and effect/ Throughout the Treatise he steadilyaffirms its
fundamental importance; and finally, when he cannot fit it intohis metaphysics,
he appeals beyond his metaphysics to an ultimate justifi-cation outside any
rational systematization. This ultimate justification is'practice/

Hume writes:

As our senses show us in one instance two bodies, or motions, or
qualities, in certain relations of succession and contiguity, so our
memory presents us only with a multitude of instances wherein we

always find like bodies, motions, or qualities, in like relations. Fromthe mere
repetition of any past impression, even to infinity, therenever will arise any new
original idea, such as that of a necessaryconnection; and the number of
impressions has in this case no moreeffect than if we confined ourselves to one
only. But though this rea-soning seems just and obvious, yet, as it would be folly
to despair toosoon, we shall continue the thread of our discourse; and having
found,that after the discovery of the constant conjunction of any objects,
wealways draw an inference from one object to another, we shall nowexamine
the nature of that inference, and of the transition from theimpression to the idea.
Perhaps it will appear in the end, that thenecessary connection depends on the
inference, instead of the in-ference's depending on [204} the necessary
connection. . . . The onlyconnection or relation of objects, which can lead us
beyond the im-mediate impressions of our memory and senses, is that of cause
andeffect; and that because it is the only one, on which we can found ajust
inference from one object to another. The idea of cause andeffect is derived from
experience [italics Hume's], which informs us,that such particular objects, in all
past instances, have been con-stantly conjoined with each other: and as an object
similar to one ofthese is supposed to be immediately present in its impression,
wethence nresiime on the existence of one similar to its nsual



el e i e S

attendant According to this account of things, which is, I think, in every
pointunquestionable, probability is founded on the presumption of a re-
semblance betwixt those objects of which we have had experience,and those of
which we have had none; and, therefore, it is impossiblet this presumption can
arise from probability*

Hume's difficulty with 'cause and effect' is that it lies "beyond the im-mediate
impressions of our memory and senses."! In other words, this man-ner of
connection is not given in any impression. Thus the whole basis ofthe idea, its
propriety, is to be traced to the repetition of impressions. Atthis point of his
argument, Hume seems to have overlooked the difficultythat 'repetition’ stands
with regard to 'impressions' in exactly the sameposition as does 'cause and
effect." Hume has confused a 'repetition ofimpressions' with an 'impression of
repetitions of impressions/ In Hume'sown words on another topic (Part II, Sect.
V):For whence should it be derived? Does it arise from an impression
ofsensation or of reflection? Point it out distinctly to us, that we mayknow its
nature and qualities. But if you cannot point out any suchimpression [Hume's
italics], you may be certain you are mistaken,when you imagine you have any
such idea*

Hume's answer to this criticism would, of course, be [205} that he ad-mits
'memory.' But the question is what is consistent with Hume's own

8 Treatise, Bk. I, Part III, Sect. VI. Italics not in Treatise.

doctrine. This is Hume's doctrine of memory (Part III, Sect. V): "Sincetherefore
the memory is known, neither by the order of its complex ideas,nor f the nature
of its simple ones; it follows, that the difference be-twixt it and the imagination
lies in its superior force and vivacity." But (inPart I, Sect. I) he writes: "By ideas
I mean the faint images of these [i.e.,impressions] in thinking and reasoning/'
and later on he expands 'faint'into "degree of force and vivacity." 9 Thus, purely
differing in 'force andvivacity/ we have the order: impressions, memories, ideas.

This doctrine is very implausible; and, to speak bluntly, is in contradic-tion to
plain fact. But, even worse, it omits the vital character of memory,namely, that it
is memory. In fact the whole notion of repetition is lost inthe 'force and vivacity
doctrine. What Hume does explain is that with anumber of different perceptions
immediately concurrent, he sorts themout into three different classes according
to force and vivacity. But therepetition character, which he ascribes to simple
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Nor can it doso, without an entire recasting of his fundamental philosophic
notions.

SECTION III

Hume's argument has become circular. In the beginning of his Treatise,he lays
down the 'general proposition': "That all our simple ideas in theirfirst
appearance, are derived from simple impressions, . . ." He proves thisby an
empirical survey. But the proposition itself employs—covertly, so faras
language is concerned—the notion of 'repetition/ which itself is not
an'impression/ Again, later he finds 'necessary connection': he discards \206]this
because he can find no corresponding impression. But the originalproposition
was only founded on an empirical survey; so the argument fordismissal is purely
circular. Further, if Hume had only attended to hisown excellent Part II, Section
VI, "Of the Idea of Existence, and of externalExistence,"! he would have
remembered that whatever we do think of,thereby in some sense 'exists.' Thus,
having the idea of 'necessary con-nection/ the only question is as to its
exemplification in the connectednessof our 'impressions.’ He muddies the
importance of an idea with the factof our entertainment of the idea. We cannot
even be wrong in thinkingthat we think of 'necessary connection/ unless we are
thinking of 'neces-sary connection.' Of course, we may be very wrong in
believing that thenotion is important.

The reasons for this examination of Hume, including the prolongedquotations,
are (i) that Hume states with great clearness important as-pects of our
experience; (ii) that the defects in his statements are emi-

9 This doctrine of 'force and vivacity' is withdrawn in the last sentence*
ofHume's Appendix to the Treatise. But the argument in the Treatise is substan-
tially built upon it. In the light of the retraction the whole 'sensationalist' doc-
trine requires reconsideration. The withdrawal cannot be treated as a
minoradjustment.

nently natural defects which emerge with great clearness, owing to theexcellence
of his presentation; and (iii) that Hume differs from the greatmajority of his
followers chiefly by the way in which he faces up to theproblems raised by his
own philosophy.

The first point to notice is that Hume's philosophy is pervaded by thenotion of
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experience, that in some sense there is entwined in its funda-mental nature the
fact that it is repeating something. Tear 'repetition’ outof 'experience/ and there is
nothing left. On the other hand, 'immediacy/or 'first-handedness/ is another
element in experience. Feeling overwhelmsrepetition; and there remains the
immediate, first-handed fact, which is theactual world in an immediate complex
unity of feeling.

There is another contrasted pair of elements in experience, clusteringround the
notion of time, namely, 'endurance’ and 'change/ Descartes,who emphasizes the
notion [207] of 'substance/ also emphasizes 'change/Hume, who minimizes the
notion of 'substance/ similarly emphasizes'change/ He writes:Now as time is
composed of parts that are not coexistent, an un-changeable object, since it
produces none but coexistent impressions,produces none that can give us the
idea of time: and, consequently,that idea must be derived from a succession of
changeable objects,and time in its first appearance can never be severed from
such asuccession.10Whereas Descartes writes:

... for this [i.e., 'the nature of time or of the duration of things'] isof such a kind
that its parts do not depend one upon the other, andnever co-exist; and from the
fact that we now are, it does not followthat we shall be a moment afterwards, if
some cause—the same thatfirst produced us—does not continue so to produce
us; that is to say,to conserve us.And again:

We shall likewise have a very different understanding of duration,order and
number, if, in place of mingling with the idea that wehave of them what properly
speaking pertains to the conception of sub-stance, we merely consider that the
duration of each thing is a modeunder which we shall consider this thing in so
far as it continues toexist; . . ,11

We have certainly to make room in our philosophy for the two con-trasted
notions, one that every actual entity endures, and the other thatevery morning is
a new fact with its measure of change.

These various aspects can be summed up in the statement that ex-perience
involves a becoming, that becoming means that something be-

10 Treatise, Bk. I, Part II, Sect. III.

11 Principles, Part I, 21, and 55.



comes, and that what becomes involves repetition transformed into
novelimmediacy.

This statement directly traverses one main presupposition which Des-cartes and
Hume agree in stating explicitly. This presupposition is that ofthe individual
independence of successive temporal occasions. For [208]example, Descartes, in
the passage cited above, writes: "[The nature oftime is such]t that its parts do not
depend one upon the other, . . ." AlsoHume's impressions are self-contained, and
he can find no temporal re-lationship other than mere serial order. This statement
about Hume re-quires qualifying so far as concerns the connection between
'impressions'and 'ideas/ There is a relation of 'derivation' of 'ideas' from
'impressions'which he is always citing and never discussing. So far as it is to be
takenseriously—for he never refers it to a correlate 'impression'—it constitutesan
exception to the individual independence of successive 'perceptions. This
presupposition of individual independence is what I have elsewhere 12called, the
'fallacy of simple location.' The notion of 'simple location' isinconsistent with
any admission of 'repetition'; Hume's difficulties arisefrom the fact that he starts
with simple locations and ends with repetition.In the organic philosophy the
notion of repetition is fundamental. Thedoctrine of objectification is an
endeavourf to express how what is settledin actuality is repeated under
limitations, so as to be 'given' for immediacy.Later, in discussing 'time,’ this
doctrine will be termed the doctrine of'objective immortality.'

SECTION IV

The doctrine of the individual independence of real facts is derivedfrom the
notion that the subject-predicate form of statement conveys atruth which is
metaphysically ultimate. According to this view, an indi-vidual substance with
its predicates constitutes the ultimate type of ac-tuality. If there be one
individual, the philosophy is monistic; if there bemany individuals, the
philosophy is pluralistic. With this metaphysicalpresupposition, the relations
between individual substances constitutemetaphysical nuisances: there is no
place for them. Accordingly—in de-fiance of the most obvious deliverance of
our intuitive 'prejudices'—every[209] respectable philosophy of the subject-
predicate type is monistic.

The exclusive dominance of the substance-quality metaphysics was enor-mouslv
promoted by the logical bias of the mediaeval period. It was re-tarded by the
study of Plato and of Aristotle. These authors included thestrains of thought
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other notions. The substance-quality meta-physics triumphed with exclusive
dominance in Descartes' doctrines. Un-fortunately he did not realize that his
notion of the 'res vera' did not en-tail the same disjunction of ultimate facts as
that entailed by the Aris-

12 Cf. Science and the Modem World, Ch. III.

totelian notion of 'primary substance/ Locke led a revolt from this dom-inance,
but inconsistently. For him and also for Hume, in the backgroundand tacitly
presupposed in all explanations, there remained the mind withits perceptions.
The perceptions, for Hume, are what the mind knowsabout itself; and tacitly the
knowable facts are always treated as qualitiesof a subject—the subject being the
mind. His final criticism of the notionof the 'mind’ does not alter the plain fact
that the whole of the previousdiscussion has included this presupposition.
Hume's final criticism onlyexposes the metaphysical superficiality of his
preceding exposition.

In the philosophy of organism a subject-predicate proposition is con-sidered as
expressing a high abstraction.

The metaphysical superiority of Locke over Hume is exhibited in hiswide use of
the term 'idea/ which Locke himself introduced and Humeabandoned. Its use
marks the fact that his tacit subject-predicate bias isslight in its warping effect.
He first (I, I, 8*) explains: "... I have usedit [i.e., idea] to express whatever is
meant by phantasm, notion, species, orwhatever it is which the mind can be
employed about in thinking; . . ."But later (III, III, 6t), without any explicit
notice of the widening ofuse, he writes: ". . . and ideas become13 \210] general
by separating fromthem the circumstances of time, and place, and any other
ideas that maydetermine them to this or that particular existence" Here, for
Locke, theoperations of the mind originate from ideas 'determined' to
particularexistents. This is a fundamental principle with Locke; it is a casual
con-cession to the habits of language with Hume; and it is a
fundamentalprinciple with the philosophy of organism. In an earlier section (II,
XXIII,1) Locke expresses more vaguely the same doctrine, though in this con-
text he immediately waters it down into an unexplained notion of
'goingconstantly together': "The mind, being, . . . furnished with a great
numberof the simple ideas conveyed in by the senses, as they are found in ex-
terior things, . . . takes notice, also, that a certain number of these simpleideas go
constantly together"



But Locke wavers in his use of this principle of some sort of perceptionof
'particular existents'; and Hume seeks consistency by abandoning it;while the
philosophy of organism seeks to reconstruct Locke by abandon-ing those parts
of his philosophy which are inconsistent with this prin-ciple. But the principle
itself is to be found plainly stated by Locke.

Hume has only impressions of 'sensation' and of 'reflection/ He writes:"The first
kind arises in the soul originally, from unknown causes."14Note the tacit
presupposition of 'the soul' as subject, and 'impression ofsensation' as predicate.
Also note the dismissal of any intrinsic relevance toa particular existent, which is
an existent in the same sense as the 'soul' isan existent; whereas Locke illustrates
his meaning by referring (cf. Ill,

13 Italics mine.*
14 Treatise, Bk. I, Part I, Sect. II.

HI, 7) to a 'child—corresponding to 'the soul7 in Hume's phrase—and toits
'nurse' of whom the child has its 'idea/

Hume is certainly inconsistent, because he cannot entirely disregardcommon
sense. But his inconsistencies are violent, and his main argumentnegates Locke's
use. [21 J] As an example of his glaring inconsistency ofphraseology, note:As to
those impressions, which arise from the senses, their ultimatecause is, in my
opinion, perfectly inexplicable by human reason, andit will always be impossible
to decide with certainty, whether theyarrive immediately from the object, or are
produced by the creativepower of the mind, or are derived from the Author of
our being.15Here he inconsistently speaks of the object, whereas he has nothing
onhand in his philosophy which justifies the demonstrative word 'the! Inthe
second reference 'the object' has emerged into daylight. He writes:"There is no
object which implies the existence of any other, if we con-sider these objects in
themselves, and never look beyond the ideas whichwe form of them." This
quotation exhibits an ingenious confusion wherebyHume makes the best of two
metaphysical worlds, the world with Locke'sprinciple, and his own world which
is without Locke's principle.

But Locke's principle amounts to this: That there are many actualexistents, and
that in some sense one actual existent repeats itself inanother actual existent, so
that in the analysis of the latter existent acomponent 'determined to' the former
existent is discoverable. The phi-losophy of organism expresses this principle by



its doctrines of 'prehen-sion’ and of 'objectification.' Locke always supposes that
consciousness isconsciousness of the ideas in the conscious mind. But he never
separatesthe 'ideas' from the 'consciousness.' The philosophy of organism
makesthis separation, and thereby relegates consciousness to a subordinate meta-
physical position; and gives to Locke's Essay a metaphysical interpretationwhich
was not in Locke's mind. This separation asserts Kant's principle:"Gedanken
ohne Inhalt sind leer, Anschauungen ohne Begriffe sindblind.” 16 But Kant's
principle is here applied in exactly the converse wayto Kant's own use of it. Kant
is obsessed with the mentality [212] of 'in-tuition," and hencef with its necessary
involution in consciousness. His*suppressed premise is 'Intuitions are never
blind.’

SECTION V

In one important respect Hume's philosophical conceptions show amarked
superiority over those of Locke. In the Essay Concerning HumanUnderstanding,
the emphasis is laid upon the morphological structure of'human understanding.'
The logical relationships of various sorts of 'ideas'are examined. Now, whether
in physics, biology, or elsewhere, morphology,

is Treatise, Bk. I, Part III, Sect. V; cf. also Sect. VI.f
16 Critique of Pure Reason, Transcendental Logic," Introduction, Sect. L.t

in the sense of the analysis of logical relationships, constitutes the firststage of
knowledge. It is the basis of the new 'mathematical' methodwhich Descartes
introduced. Morphology deals in analytical propositions,as they are termed by
Kant. For example, Locke writes: "The commonnames of substances, as well as
other general terms, stand for sorts:which 17? is nothing else but the being made
signs of such complex ideas,wherein several particular substances do or might
agree, by virtue of whichthey are capable of being comprehended in one
common conception, andbe signified by one name." And again: "Our abstract
ideas are to us themeasures of species." And again: "Nor let any one say, that the
power ofpropagation in animals by the mixture of male and female, and in
plantsby seeds, keeps the supposed real species distinct and entire/718 In tech-
nical language, Locke had no use for genetic evolution.

On the other hand, Hume's train of thought unwittingly emphasizes'process/ His
very scepticism is nothing but the discovery that there issomething in the world
which cannot be expressed in analvtic proposi-tions. Hume discovered that "We



murder to dissect/' He did not saythis, because he belonged to the mid-eighteenth
century; and so left theremark to Wordsworth. But, in [213] effect, Hume
discovered that an ac-tual entity is at once a process, and is atomic; so that in no
sense is it thesum of its parts. Hume proclaimed the bankruptcy of morphology.

Hume's account of the process discoverable in 'the soul' is as follows:first,
impressions of sensation, of unknown origin; then, ideas of such im-pressions,
'derived from' the impressions; then, impressions of reflection'derived from' the
antecedent ideas; and then, ideas of impressions of re-flection. Somewhere in
this process, there is to be found repetition of im-pressions, and thence by
'habit'—by which we may suppose that a par-ticular mode of 'derivation' is
meant—>by habit, a repetition of the cor-relate ideas; and thence expectancy of
the repetition of the correlate im-pressions. This expectancy would be an
'impression or reflection.’ It isdifficult to understand why Hume exempts 'habit’
from the same criticismas that applied to the notion of 'cause/ We have no
'impression’ of 'habit/just as we have no 'impression' of 'cause.' Cause, repetition,
habit are allin the same boat.

Somewhat inconsistently, Hume never allows impressions of sensationto be
derived from the correlate ideas; though, as the difference betweenthem only
consists in 'force and vivacity,' the reason for this refusal can-not be found inl his
philosophy. The truth is that Hume retained anobstinate belief in an external
world which his principles forbade him toconfess in his philosophical
constructions. He reserved that belief for hisdaily life, and for his historical and
sociological writings, and for hisDialogues Concerning Natural Religion,

The merit of Hume's account is that the process described is within
17 Italics mine.
18 111, VI, 1,22,23.

'the soul/ In the philosophy of organism 'the soul' as it appears in Hume,and 'the
mind' as it appears in Locke and Hume, are replaced by thephrases 'the actual
entity/ and 'the actual occasion/ these phrases beingsynonymous.

Two defects, found equally in Locke and in Hume, are, first, the con-fusion
between a Lockian 'idea’ and [214] consciousness of such an idea;and, secondly,
the assigned relations between 'ideas’ of sensation and'ideas' of reflection.! In
Hume's language, this latter point is concernedwith the relations between



'impressions of sensation' and 'impressions ofreflection." Hume and Locke, with
the overintellectualist bias prevalentamong philosophers, assume that emotional
feelings are necessarily deriva-tive from sensations. This is conspicuously not
the case; the correlationbetween such feelings and sensations is on the whole a
secondary effect. Emotions conspicuously brush aside sensations and fasten upon
the 'par-ticular' objects to which—in Locke's phrase—certain 'ideas' are 'deter-
mined.7 The confinement of our prehension of other actual entities to
themediation of private sensations is pure myth. The converse doctrine isnearer
the truth: the more primitive mode of objectification is via emo-tional tone, and
only in exceptional organisms does objectification, viasensation, supervene with
any effectiveness. In their doctrine on thispoint, Locke and Hume were probably
only repeating the mediaeval tradi-tion, and they have passed on the tradition to
their successors. None theless, the doctrine is founded upon no necessity of
thought, and lacksempirical confirmation. If we consider the matter
physiologically, the emo-tional tone depends mainly on the condition of the
viscera which arepeculiarly ineffective in generating sensations. Thus the whole
notion ofprehension should be inverted. We prehend other actual entities
moreprimitively by direct mediation of emotional tone, and only secondarilyand
waveringly by direct mediation of sense. The two modes fuse withimportant
effects upon our perceptive knowledge. This topic must bereserved (cf. Parts III
and IV) for further discussion; but it is fundamentalin the philosophy of
organism. One difficulty in appealing to modernpsychology, for the purpose of a
preliminary survey of the nature of ex-perience, is that so much of that science is
based upon the presuppositionof the sensationalist mythology. Thus the sim-
[215] pier, more naive sur-veys of Locke and Hume are philosophically the more
useful.

Later, in Part III, a 'prehension’ will be analysed into 'prehending sub-ject/ 'object
prehended/ and 'subjective form.' The philosophy of or-ganism follows Locke in
admitting particular 'exterior things' into thecategory of 'object prehended.' It
also follows Hume in his admission atthe end of his Appendix to the Treatise:
"Had I said, that two ideas of thesame object can only be different by their
different jeelingy I should havebeen nearer the truth.” What Hume here calls
'feeling' is expanded in thephilosophy of organism into the doctrine of 'subjective
form." But there isanother ineradicable difference between some prehensions,
namely, their

142 Discussions and Applications

I LN SR A I [ I I .



aiversity OT prenenaing sunjects, wnen tne tTwo prenensions are 1n tnatrespect
diverse. The subsequent uses of the term 'feeling' are in the senseof the positive'
type of prehensions, and not in the sense in which Humeuses it in the above
quotation.

The approximation of the philosophy of organism to Santayana's doc-trine of
'animal faith' is effected by this doctrine of objectification by themediation of
'feeling/

Santayana would deny that 'animal faith' has in it any element of given-ness.
This denial is presumably made in deference to the sensationalistdoctrine, that
all knowledge of the external world arises by the mediationof private sensations.
If we allow the term 'animal faith' to describe akind of perception which has
been neglected by the philosophic tradition,then practically the whole of
Santayana's discussion 19 is in accord withthe organic philosophy.

The divergence from, and the analogy to, Santayana's doctrine can beunderstood
by quoting two sentences:I propose therefore to use the word existence ... to
designate notdata of intuition but facts or events believed to occur in nature.
Thesefacts or events will include, first, intuitions themselves, or instances ofcon-
[216] sciousness, like pains and pleasures and all remembered ex-periences and
mental discourse; and second, physical things andevents, having a transcendent

relation to the data of intuition which,in belief, may be used as signs for them; . .
sk

It may be remarked in passing that this quotation illustrates
Santayana'sadmirable clarity of thought, a characteristic which he shares with
the menof genius of the seventeenth and eighteenth centuries. Now the exact
pointwhere Santayana differs from the organic philosophy ist his implicit as-
sumption that 'intuitions themselves* cannot be among the 'data of in-tuition/
that is to say, the data of other intuitions. This possibility is whatSantayana
denies and the organic philosophy asserts. In this respectSantayana is voicing the
position which, implicitly or explicitly, pervadesmodern philosophy. He is only
distinguished by his clarity of thought. IfSantayana's position be granted, there is
a phenomenal veil, a primitivecredulity associated with action and valuation, and
a mysterious symbolismfrom the veil to the realities behind the veil. The only
difference betweensuch philosophers lies in their reading of the symbolism,
some read moreand some less. There can be no decision between them, since
there are norational principles which penetrate from the veil to the dark
background ofreality.



The organic philosophy denies this doctrine because, first, it is contraryto naive
experience; secondly, 'memory’ is a very special instance of anantecedent act of
experience becoming a datum of intuition for anotheract of experience; thirdly,
the rejected doctrine is derived from the mis-

19 Cf. his Scepticism and Animal Faith.
Locke and Hume 143

conception of Locke, already noted previously (cf. Part II, Ch. I, Sect.VI), that
logical simplicity can be identified with priority in the con-crescent process.
Locke, in his first two books,t attempts to build upexperience from the basic
elements of simple 'ideas' of, sensation. Thesesimple ideas are practically
Santayana's 'intuitions of essences.7 Santayanaexplicitly [217] repudiates the
misconception, but in so doing he knocksaway one of the supports of his
doctrine. A fourth reason for the rejectionof the doctrine is that the way is
thereby opened for a rational scheme ofcosmology in which a final reality is
identified with acts of experience.

CHAPTER VIFROM DESCARTES TO KANT

SECTION I

[218] A comparison of thet different ways in which Descartes and
Lockerespectively conceived the scope of their investigations at once discloses
thevery important shift which Locke introduced into the tradition of philo-sophic
thought. Descartes asked the fundamental metaphysical question,What is it to be
an actual entity? He found three kinds of actual entities,namely, cogitating
minds, extended bodies, and God. His word for anactual entity was 'substance/
The fundamental proposition, whereby theanalysis of actuality could be
achieved, took the form of predicating aquality of the substance in question. A
quality was either an accident or anessential attribute. In the Cartesian
philosophy there was room for threedistinct kinds of change: one was the change
of accidents of an enduringsubstance; another was the origination of an
individual substance; and thethird was the cessation of the existence of an
enduring substance. Anyindividual belonging to either of the first two kinds of
substances did notrequire any other individual of either of these kinds in order to
exist. Butit did require the concurrence of God. Thus the essential attributes of
amind were its dependence on God and its cogitations; and the essentialattributes
of a body were its dependence on God and its extension. Des-cartes does not



apply the term 'attribute’ to the 'dependence on God?; butit is an essential
element in his philosophy. It is quite obvious that theaccidental relationships
between diverse individual substances form a greatdifficulty for Descartes. If
they are to be included in his scheme of theactual [219] world, they must be
qualities of a substance. Thus a relation-ship is the correlation of a pair of
qualities,! one belonging exclusively toone individual, and the other exclusively
to the other individual. The cor-relaton itself must be referred to God as one of
his accidental qualities. This is exactly Descartes' procedure in his theory of
representative ideas.In this theory, the perceived individual has one quality; the
perceiving in-dividual has anothert quality which is the 'idea’ representing this
quality;God is aware of the correlation; and the perceiver's knowledge of
Godguarantees for him the veracity of his idea. It is unnecessary to criticizethis
very artificial account of what common sense believes to be our directknowledge
of other actual entities. But it is the only account consistentwith the metaphysical
materials provided by Descartes, combined with hisassumption of a multiplicity
of actual entities. In this assumption of a
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multiplicity of actual entities the philosophy of organism follows Des-cartes. It
is, however! obvious that there are only two ways out of Descartes*difficulties;
one way is to have recourse to some form of monism; the otherway is to
reconstruct Descartes' metaphysical machinery.

But Descartes asserts one principle which is the basis of all philosophy:he holds
that the whole pyramid of knowledge is based upon the im-mediate operation of
knowing which is either an essential (for Descartes),or a contributory, element in
the composition of an immediate actual en-tity. This is also a first principle for
the philosophy of organism. ButDescartes allowed the subject-predicate form of
proposition, and thephilosophical tradition derived from it, to dictate his
subsequent meta-physical development. For his philosophy, 'actuality’ meant 'to
be a sub-stance with inhering qualities/ For the philosophy of organism, the per-
cipient occasion is its own standard of actuality. If in its knowledge otheractual
entities appear, it can only be because they conform to its standardof actuality.
There can only be [220] evidence of a world of actual entities,if the immediate
actual entity discloses them as essential to its own com-position. Descartes'
notion of an unessential experience of the externalworld is entirely alien to the
organic philosophy. This is the root point ofdivergence; and is the reason why
the organic philosophy has to abandonany approach to the substance -quality
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'self-enjoyment of beingone among many, and of being one arising out of the
composition ofmany/ Descartes interprets experience as meaning the 'self-
enjoyment, byan individual substance, of its qualification by ideas/ t

SECTION II

Locke explicitly discards metaphysics. His enquiry has a limited scope:This
therefore being my purpose, to inquire into the original, cer-tainty, and extent of
human knowledge, together with the grounds anddegrees of belief, opinion, and
assent, I shall not at present meddlewith the physical consideration of the mind,
or trouble myself toexamine wherein its essence consists, ... It shall suffice to my
presentpurpose, to consider the discerning faculties of a man as they are em-
ployed about the objects which they have to do with; . . }

The enduring importance of Locke's work comes from the candour,clarity, and
adequacy with which he stated the evidence, uninfluenced bythe bias of
metaphysical theory. He explained, in the sense of statingplainly, and not in the
more usual sense of 'explaining away/ By an ironicdevelopment in the history of
thought, Locke's successors, who arrogatedto themselves the title of 'empiricists,'
have been chiefly employed in ex-plaining away the obvious facts of experience
in obedience to the a prioridoctrine of sensationalism, inherited from the
mediaeval philosophy which

1 Essay, I, I, 2.

they despised. Locke's Essay is the invaluable storehouse for those whowish to
[221] confront their metaphysical constructions by a recourse tothe facts.

Hume clipped his explanation by this a priori theory, which he statesexplicitly in
the first quotation made from his Treatise in the previouschapter. It cannot be too
often repeated:We may observe, that it is universally allowed by philosophers,
and isbesides pretty obvious of itself, that nothing is ever really present withthe
mind but its perceptionsf or impressions and ideas, and that ex-ternal objects
become known to us only by those perceptions theyoccasion. To hate, to love, to
think, to feel, to see; all this is nothingbut to perceive.

Hume, in agreement with what 'is universally allowed by philosophers/interprets
this statement in a sensationalist sense. In accordance withthis sense, an
impression is nothing else than a particular instance of themind's awareness of a
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simple universals. For Hume, hating, loving,thinking, feeling, are nothing but
perceptions derivate from these funda-mental impressions. This is the a priori
sensationalist dogma, which boundsall Hume's discoveries in the realm of
experience. It is probable that thisdogma was in Locke's mind throughout the
earlier portion of his Essay.But Locke was not seeking consistency with any a
priori dogma. He alsofinds in experience 'ideas' with characteristics which
'determine them tothis or that particular existent." Such inconsistency with their
dogmashocks empiricists, who refuse to admit experience, naked and
unashamed,devoid of their a priori figleaf. Locke is merely stating what, in
practice,nobody doubts. But Locke would have agreed with Hume in refusing
toadmit that 'ideas of reflection' may be directly 'determined to some par-ticular
existent,' without the intervention of 'ideas of sensation.' In thisrespect, Locke
was a sensationalist, and the philosophy of organism is notsensationalist. But
Locke's avoidance of metaphysics only led him up to astage of thought for which
meta- [222] physics is essential to clarity. Thequestions as to the status of a
'particular existent,’ and of an 'idea deter-mined to a particular existent," demand
metaphysical discussion. Locke isnever tired of disparaging the notion of
'substance’; but he gives no hint ofalternative categories which he would employ
to analysef the notions ofan 'actual entity' and of 'reality.' But his Essay,
however, does contain aline of thought which can be developed into a
metaphysic. In the firstplace, he distinctly holds that ideas of particular existents
—for example,the child's idea of its mother—constitute the fundamental data
which themental functioning welds into a unity by a determinate process of ab-
sorption, including comparison, emphasis, and abstraction. He also holdsthat
'powers' are to be ascribed to particular existents whereby the con-stitutions of
other particulars are conditioned. Correlatively, he holds thatthe constitutions of
particular existents must be described so as to exhibit

their 'capacities’ for being conditioned by such 'powers' in other particulars.He
also holds that all qualities have in some sense a relational element inthem.
Perhaps, though Locke does not say so, this notion of the relationalelement in
qualities is illustrated in the following passage: "Besides, thereis scarce any
particular thing existing, which, in some of its simple ideas,does not
communicate with a greater, and in others with a less, number ofparticular
beings: . .." 2 Locke here expresses the notion of an identity be-tween two
simple ideas in the form of a 'communication' between the par-ticular existents
which possess that common quality. This passage alsoillustrates Locke's habit of
employing the term 'idea't in a sense other thanparticular content of an act of
awareness. Finallv. T.ocke's notion of thenassage of time is that something is
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perpetually perishing/ If he hadgrasped the notion that the actual entity 'perishes'’
in the passage of time,so that no actual entity changes, he would have arrived
[223] at the pointof view of the philosophy of organism. What he does say, is
"perpetuallyperishing parts of succession." 3 Here, as elsewhere, Locke's neglect
ofultimate questions revenges itself upon him. Nothing can make the var-ious
parts of his Essay mutually consistent. He never revises the sub-stance-quality
categories which remain presupposed throughout his Essay.In the first two books
of the Essay, he professes to lay the foundations ofhis doctrine of ideas. These
books are implicitly dominated by the notionof the ideas as mere qualifications
of the substrate mind. In the third bookof the Essay he is apparently passing on
to the application of his estab-lished doctrine of ideas to the subordinate question
of the function oflanguage. But he tacitly introduces a new doctrine of ideas,
which is dif-ficult to conciliate with the sensationalist doctrine of the preceding
books.Hume concentrates upon the doctrine of Locke's earlier books; the phi-
losophy of organism concentrates upon that of the later books in the Essay.If
Locke's Essay is to be interpreted as a consistent scheme of thought, un-
doubtedly Hume is right; but such an interpretation offers violence toLocke's
contribution to philosophy.

SECTION III

In the philosophy of organism it is assumed that an actual entity iscomposite.
'Actuality* is the fundamental exemplification of composition;all other meanings
of 'composition' are referent to this root-meaning. But'actuality' is a general term,
which merely indicates this ultimate type ofcomposite unity: there are many
composite unities to which this generalterm applies. There is no general fact of
composition, not expressible interms of the composite constitutions of the
individual occasions. Everyproposition is entertained in the constitution of some
one actual entity, orseverally in the constitutions of many actual entities. This is
only [224]

* Essay, III, IX, 14.311, XIV, 1.

another rendering of the 'ontological principle/ It follows from the on-tological
principle, thus interpreted, that the notion of a 'common world'must find its
exemplification in the constitution of each actual entity, takenby itself for
analysis. For an actual entity cannot be a member of a 'com-mon world/ except
in the sense that the 'common world' is a constituentof its own constitution. It
follows that every item of the universe, mclud -ing all the other actual entities, is
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already been employed under thetitle of the principle of relativity/ This principle
of relativity is the axiomby which the ontological principle is rescued from
issuing in an extrememonism. Hume adumbrates this principle in his notion of
'repetition/

Some principle is now required to rescue actual entities from
beingundifferentiated repetitions, each of the other, with mere numerical di-
versity. This requisite is supplied by the 'principle of intensive relevance/The
notion of intensive relevance is fundamental for the meaning of suchconcepts as
'alternative possibilities/ 'more or less/ 'important or negli-gible.7 The principle
asserts that any item of the universe, however pre-posterous as an abstract
thought, or however remote as an actual entity,has its own gradation of
relevance, as prehended, in the constitution of anyone actual entity: it might have
had more relevance: and it might have hadless relevance, including the zero of
relevance involved in the negativeprehension; but in fact it has just that
relevance whereby it finds itsstatus in the constitution of that actual entity. It will
be remembered thatHume finds it necessary to introduce the notion of variations
in 'force andvivacity/ He is here making a particular application—and, as I
believe, anunsuccessful application—of the general principle of intensive
relevance.

There is interconnection between the degrees of relevance of differentitems in
the same actual entity. This fact of interconnection is asserted inthe 'principle of
\225] compatibility and contrariety/ There are itemswhich, in certain respective
gradations of relevance, are contraries to eachother; so that those items, with
their respective intensities of relevance,cannot coexist in the constitution of one
actual entity. If some group ofitems, with their variety of relevance, can coexist
in one actual entity, thenthe group, as thus variously relevant, is a compatible
group. The variousspecific essences of one genus, whereby an actual entity may
belong to oneor other of the species but cannot belong to more than one,
illustrate theincompatibility between two groups of items. Also in so far as a
specificessence is complex, the specific essence is necessarily composed of com-
patible items, if there has been any exemplification of that species. But'feelings'
are the entities which are primarily 'compatible7 or 'incom-patible/ All other
usages of these terms are derivative.

The words 'real' and 'potential7 are, in this exposition, taken in senseswhich are
antithetical. In their primary senses, they qualify the 'eternalobjects/ These
eternal objects determine how the world of actual entitiesenters into the



constitution of each one of its members via its feelings.

And they also express how the constitution of any one actual entity isanalysable
into phases, related as presupposed and presupposing. Eternalobjects express
how the predecessor-phase is absorbed into the successor-phaset without
limitation of itself, but with additions necessary for thedetermination of an actual
unity in the form of individual satisfaction. Theactual entities enter into each
others' constitutions under limitations im-posed by incompatibilities4 of feelings.
Such incompatibilities relegatevarious elements in the constitutions of felt
objects to the intensive zero,which is termed 'irrelevance/ The preceding phases
enter into their succes-sors with additions which eliminate the inde- [226]
terminations. The howof the limitations, and the how of the additions, are alike
the realization ofeternal objects in the constitution of the actual entity in
question. Aneternal object in abstraction from any one particular actual entity is
apotentiality for ingression into actual entities. In its ingression into anyone
actual entity, either as relev9.it or as irrelevant, it retains its poten-tiality of
indefinite diversity of modes of ingression, a potential indeter-mination rendered
determinate in this instance. The definite ingressioninto a particular actual entity
is not to be conceived as the sheer evocationof that eternal object from 'not-
being' into 'being’; it is the evocation ofdetermination out of indetermination.
Potentiality becomes reality; andyet retains its message of alternatives which the
actual entity has avoided.In the constitution of an actual entity:—whatever
component is red, mighthave been green; and whatever component is loved,
might have beencoldly esteemed. The term 'universal' is unfortunate in its
application toeternal objects; for it seems to deny, and in fact it was meant to
deny, thatthe actual entities also fall within the scope of the principle of
relativity.If the term 'eternal objects' is disliked, the term 'potentials’ would
besuitable. The eternal objects are the pure potentials of the universe; andthe
actual entities differ from each other in their realization of potentials.Locke's
term 'idea,' in his primary use of it in the first two books of theEssay, means the
determinate ingression of an eternal object into the ac-tual entity in question. But
he also introduces the limitationt to consciousmentality, which is here
abandoned.

Thus in the philosophy of organism, Locke's first use of the term 'idea'is covered
by the doctrine of the 'ingression?7 of eternal objects into actualentities; and his
second use of the same term is covered by the doctrine ofthe 'objectification' of
actual entities. The two doctrines cannot be ex-plained apart from each other:
they constitute explanations of the twofundamental principles—([227] the



ontological principle and the principleot relativity.

The four stages constitutive of an actual entity have been stated abovein Part II,
Chapter III, Section I. They can be named, datum, process,

4 Dr. H. M. Sheffer has pointed out the fundamental logical importance of
thenotion of 'incompatibility'; cf. Trans. Amer. Math. Soc.,f Vol. XIV, pp. 481-
488; and Introduction to Vol. 1 of Principia Mathematica (2nd edition).

satisfaction, decision. The two terminal stages have to do with 'becoming'in the
sense of the transition from the settled actual world to the new-actual entity
relatively to which that settlement is defined. But such'definition* must be found
as an element in the actual entities concerned.The 'settlement’ which an actual
entity 'finds' is its datum. It is to be con-ceived as a limited perspective of the
'settled’ world provided by theeternal objects concerned. This datum is 'decided’
by the settled world.It is 'prehended' by the new superseding entity. The datum is
the ob-jective content of the experience. The decision, providing the datum, is
atransference of self-limited appetition; the settled world provides the
realpotentiality’ that its many actualities be felt compatibly; and the
newconcrescence starts from this datum. The perspective is provided by
theelimination of incompatibilities. The final stage, the 'decision/ is how
theactual entity, having attained its individual 'satisfaction/ thereby adds
adeterminate condition to the settlement for the future beyond itself. Thusthe
'datum’ is the 'decision received/ and the 'decision’ is the 'decisiontransmitted/
Between these two decisions, received and transmitted, therelie the two stages,
'process? and 'satisfaction.' The datum is indeterminateas regards the final
satisfaction. The 'process' is the addition of those ele-ments of feeling whereby
these indeterminations are dissolved into de-terminate linkages attaining the
actual unity of an individual actual entity.The actual entity, in becoming itself,
also solves the question as to whatit is to be. Thus process is the stage in which
the creative idea workstowards the definition and attainment of a determinate
individuality.Process is the growth and attainment of a final end. The
progressive defini-[228] tion of the final end is the efficacious condition for its
attainment.The determinate unity of an actual entity is bound together by the
finalcausation towards an ideal progressively defined by its progressive
relationto the determinations and indeterminations of the datum. The ideal,
itselffelt, defines what 'self shall arise from the datum; and the ideal is alsoan
element in the self which thus arises.

According to this account, efficient causation expresses the transitionfrom actual



entity to actual entity; and final causation expresses the in-ternal process
whereby the actual entity becomes itself. There is the be-coming of the datum,
which is to be found in the past of the world; andthere is the becoming of the
immediate self from the datum. This latterbecoming is the immediate actual
process. An actual entity is at once theproduct of the efficient past, and is also, in
Spinoza's phrase, causa sui.Every philosophy recognizes, in some form or other,
this factor of self-causation, in what it takes to be ultimate actual fact. Spinoza's
words havealready been quoted. Descartes' argument, from the very fact of
thinking,assumes that this freely determined operation is thereby constitutive of
anoccasion in the endurance of an actual entity. He writes (Meditation II):"I am,
I exist, is necessarily true each time that I pronounce it, or that I

mentally conceive it." Descartes in his own philosophy conceives thethinker as
creating the occasional thought. The philosophy of organisminverts the order,
and conceives the thought as a constituent operation inthe creation of the
occasional thinker. The thinker is the final end wherebythere is the thought. In
this inversion we have the final contrast between aphilosophy of substance and a
philosophy of organism. The operations ofan organism are directed towards the
organism as a 'superject/ and are notdirected from the organism as a 'subject/ The
operations are directed fromantecedent organisms and to the immediate
organism. They are Vectors/in that they convey the many [229] things into the
constitution of thesingle superject. The creative process is rhythmic: it swings
from thepublicity of many things to the individual privacy; and it swings back
fromthe private individual to the publicity of the objectified individual.
Theformer swing is dominated by the final cause, which is the ideal; and
thelatter swing is dominated by the efficient cause, t which is actual.

SECTION IV

From the point of view of the philosophy of organism, the credit mustbe given to
Hume that he emphasized the 'process' inherent in the fact ofbeing a mind. His
analysis of that process is faulty in its details. It wasbound to be so; because,
with Locke, he misconceived his problem to bethe analysis of mental operations.
He should have conceived it as the anal-ysis of operations constituent of actual
entities. He would then havefound mental operations in their proper place. Kant
followed Hume inthis misconception; and was thus led to balance the world
upon thought-oblivious to the scanty supply of thinking. But Hume, Kant, and
thephilosophy of organism agree that the task of the critical reason is theanalysis
of constructs; and 'construction' is 'process/ Hume's analysis ofthe construct
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impressions of sensation, impressions of reflection, ideas ofimpressions of
reflection. This analysis may be found obscurely in Locke.But Hume exhibits it
as an orderly process; and then endeavours—andfails—to express in terms of it
our ordinary beliefs, in which he shares.

For subsequent empiricists the pleasure of the dogma has overcome
themetaphysical rule of evidence: that we must bow to those
presumptions,which, in despite of criticism, we still employ for the regulation of
ourlives. Such presumptions are imperative in experience. Rationalism isthe
search for the coherence of such presumptions. Hume, in his series ofideas and
of impressions, derivates from impressions of sensation, im-plicitly allows \230)
that the building-up of experience is a process of addi-tion to original data. The
philosophy of organism, in this respect, agrees withHume. It disagrees with
Hume as to the proper characterization of theprimary data. In Hume's philosophy
the primary impressions are char-acterized in terms of universals, e.g., in the first
section of his Treatise he

refers to the colour red7 as an illustration. This is also the doctrine of thefirst
two books of Locke's Essay. But in Locke's third book a differentdoctrine
appears, and the primary data are explicitly said to be 'ideas ofparticular
existents.' According to Locke's second doctrine, the ideas ofuniversals are
derived from these primary data by a process of comparisonand analysis. The
philosophy of organism agrees in principle with thissecond doctrine of Locke's.
It is difficult, and trifling, to determine theexact extent of the agreement; because
the expositions of Locke and Humebring in the very derivative operations
involving consciousness. The or-ganic philosophy does not hold that the
'particular existents' are prehendedapart from universals; on the contrary, it holds
that they are prehended bythe mediation of universals. In other words, each
actuality is prehendedby means of some element of its own definiteness. This is
the doctrine ofthe 'objectification’ of actual entities. Thus the primary stage in the
con-crescence of an actual entity is the way in which the antecedent
universeenters into the constitution of the entity in question, so as to constitute
thebasis of its nascent individuality. A converse way of looking at this truth
isthat the relevance to other actual entities of its own status in the actualworld t
is the initial datum in the process of its concrescence. When it isdesired to
emphasize this interpretation of the datum, the phrase 'objec-tive content’ will be
used synonymously with the term 'datum.7 Of course,strictly speaking, the
universals, to which Hume confines the datum, arealso 'objects'; but the phrase
'objective content' is meant to emphasize thedoctrine of 'objectificarion' of actual



entities. If experi- \231] ence be notbased upon an objective content, there can be
no escape from a solipsistsubjectivism. But Hume, and Locke in his main
doctrine, fail to provideexperience with any objective content. Kant, fort whom
'process' ismainly a process of thought, accepts Hume's doctrine as to the
'datum’and turns the 'apparent’ objective content into the end of the construct.So
far, Kant's 'apparent’ objective content seems to take the place of the'satisfaction’
in the philosophy of organism. In this way there can be noreal escape from the
solipsist difficulty. But Kant in his appeal to 'practicalreason’ admits also the
'satisfaction’ in a sense analogous to that in thephilosophy of organism; and by
an analysis of its complex character hearrives at ultimate actualities which,
according to his account, cannot bediscovered by any analysis of 'mere
appearance.' This is a very complexdoctrine, which has been reproduced in all
philosophies derivative fromKant. The doctrine gives each actual entity two
worlds, one world of mereappearance, and the other world compact of ultimate
substantial fact. Onthis point, as to the absence of 'objective content' in the
datum for ex-perience, Santayana 5 seems to agree with Hume and Kant. But if
his in-troduction of 'animal faith' is to be taken as a re-examination of the
datumunder the influence of the sceptical conclusion from Hume's doctrine,
then5 Cf. Scepticism and Animal Faith.

he, as his second doctrine, is practically reasserting Locke's second doc-trine.
But if he is appealing to 'practice' away from the critical examina-tion of our
sources of information, he must be classed with Hume andKant, although
differing from them in every detail of procedure.

In view of the anti-rationalism of Hume's contented appeal to 'practice/it is very
difficult to understand—except as another example of anti-ra-tionalism—the
strong objection, entertained by Hume and by his 'em-piricist' followers, to the
anti-rationalistic basis of some forms of religiousfaith. This strain of anti-
rationalism [232] which Locke and Hume ex-plicitly introduced into philosophy
marks the final triumph of the anti-rationalistic reaction against the rationalism
of the Middle Ages. Ration-alism is the belief that clarity can only be reached by
pushing explanationto its utmost limits. Locke, who hoped to attain final clarity
in his analysisof human understanding in divorce from metaphysics, was, so far,
an anti-rationalist. But Hume, in so far as he is to be construed as remaining con-
tent with two uncoordinated sets of beliefs, one based on the critical ex-
amination of our sources of knowledge, and the other on the
uncritical+examination of beliefs involved in 'practice,' reaches the high
watermarkof anti-rationalism in philosophy; for 'explanation’ is the analysis



otcoordination.
SECTION V

The process whereby an actual entity, starting from its objective con-tent, attains
its individual satisfaction, will be more particularly analysedin Part III. The
primary character of this process is that it is individual tothe actual entity; it
expresses how the datum, which involves the actualworld, becomes a component
in the one actual entity. There must there-fore be no further reference to other
actual entities; the elements availablefor the explanation are simply, the
objective content, eternal objects, andthe selective concrescence of feelings
whereby an actual entity becomesitself. It must be remembered that the objective
content is analysable intoactual entities under limited perspectives provided by
their own natures:these limited perspectives involve eternal objects in grades of
relevance. Ifthe 'process' were primarily a process of understanding, we should
have tonote that 'grades of relevance' are only other eternal objects in grades
ofrelevance, and so on indefinitely. But we have not the sort of understand-ings
which embrace such indefinite progressions. Accordingly there is herea vicious
regress, if the process be essentially a process of understanding.But this is not
the primary [233] description of it; the process is a processof 'feeling.' In feeling,
what is felt is not necessarily analysed; in under-standing, what is understood is
analysed, in so far as it is understood. Un-derstanding is a special form of
feeling. Thus there is no vicious regress infeeling, by reason of the indefinite
complexity of what is felt. Kant, in his

"Transcendental Aesthetic/1 emphasizes the doctrine that in intuition acomplex
datum is intuited as one.

Again the selection involved in the phrase 'selective concrescence* is nota
selection among the components of the objective content; for, by hy-pothesis,
the objective content is a datum. The compatibilities and in-compatibilities
which impose the perspective, transforming the actualworld into the datum, are
inherent in the nature of things. Thus theselection is a selection of relevant
eternal objects whereby what is adatum from without is transformed into its
complete determination as afact within. The problem whicht the concrescence
solves is, how the manycomponents of the objective content are to be unified in
one felt contentwith its complex subjective form. This one felt content is the
'satisfaction/whereby the actual entity is its particular individual self; to use
Descartes'phrase, requiring nothing but itself in order to exist/ In the conception
ofthe actual entity in its phase of satisfaction, the entity has attained its in-



dividual separation from other things; it has absorbed the datum, and ithas not
yet lost itself in the swing back to the 'decision’ whereby its ap-petition becomes
an element in the data of other entities superseding it.Time has stood still—if
only it could.

Thus process is the admission of eternal objects in their new role ofinvesting the
datum with the individuality of the subject. The datum,*quat mere datum,
includes the many individualities of the actual world.The satisfaction includes
these many individualities as subordinate con-tributors to the one individuality.
The process admits or rejectst eternalobjects which by their absorption into the
subjective forms of the manyfeelings [234] effect this integration. The
attainment of satisfaction rele-gates all eternal objects which are not 'felt' either
as determinants ofdefiniteness in the data,t or as determinants of definiteness in
the subjectiveform of the satisfaction, into the status of contraries to the eternal
objectswhich are thus felt. Thus all indeterminations respecting the
potentialitiesof the universe are definitely solved so far as concerns the
satisfaction ofthe subject in question.

The process can be analysed genetically into a series of subordinatephases which
presuppose their antecedents. Neither the intermediatephases, nor the datum
which is the primary phase of all, determine thefinal phase of determinate
individualization. Thus an actual entity, on its”\subjective side, is nothing else
than what the universe is for it, includingits own reactions. The reactions are the
subjective forms of the feelings,elaborated into definiteness through stages of
process. An actual entityachieves its own unity by its determinate feelings
respecting every item ofthe datum. Every individual objectification in the datum
has its perspec-tive defined by its own eternal objects with their own relevance
compatiblewith the relevance of other objectifications. Each such objectification,
andeach such complex of objectifications, in the datum is met with a corre-
spondent feeling, with its determinate subjective form, until the many
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become one experience, the satisfaction. The philosophies of
substancepresuppose a subject which then encounters a datum, and then reacts
tothe datum. The philosophy of organism presupposes a datum which is metwith
feelings, and progressively attains the unity of a subject. But withthis doctrine,
'superject’ would be a better term than 'subject/ Locke's'ideas of reflection' are
the feelings, in so far as they have entered intoconsciousness.



It is by reference to feelings that the notion of 'immediacy' obtains itsmeaning.
The mere objectification of actual entities by eternal objectslacks 'immediacy/ It
is 'repetition’; and this is a contrary to 'immediacy.'[235] But 'process' is the rush
of feelings whereby second-handedness at-tains subjective immediacy; in this
way, subjective form overwhelms repe-tition, and transforms it into immediately
felt satisfaction; objectivity isabsorbed into subjectivity. It is useful to compare
this analysis of theconstruction of an act of experience with Kant's. In the first
place Kant'sact of experience is essentially knowledge. Thus whatever is not
knowledgeis necessarily inchoate, and merely on its way to knowledge. In
comparingKant's procedure with that of the philosophy of organism, it must
beremembered that an 'apparent’ objective content is the end of Kant'sprocess,
and thus takes the place of 'satisfaction’ in the process as analysedin the
philosophy of organism. In Kant's phraseology at the beginning ofthe Critique of
Pure Reason, this 'apparent’ objective content is referred toas 'objects.’ He also
accepts Hume's sensationalist account of the datum.Kant places this sentence at
the commencement of the Critique: "Objectstherefore are given to us through
our sensibility. Sensibility alone suppliesus with intuitions. These intuitions
become thought through the under-standing, and hence arise conceptions." 6
This is expanded later in a formwhich makes Kant's adhesion to Hume's doctrine
of the datum moreexplicit:

And here we see that the impressions of the senses give the first im-pulse to the
whole faculty of knowledge with respect to them, andthus produce experience
which consists of two very heterogeneouselements, namely, matter for
knowledge, derived from the senses \eineMateriel zur Erkenntniss aus den
Sinnen]f and a certain form accord-ing to which it is arranged, derived from the
internal source of pureintuition and pure thought, first brought into action by the
former,and then producing concepts.7Also:

Thoughts with- [236] out content are empty, intuitions without con-cepts are
blind.8

6 "Vermittelst der Sinnlichkeit also werden uns Gegenstande gegeben, und
sicallein liefert uns Anschauungenjf durch den Verstand aber werden sie
gedacht,und von ihm entspringen BegrirTe." Translation in the text is Max
Muller's.

7 Transcendental Analytic,'f Ch. II, Sect. I (Max Muller).

8 '"Transcendental Logic.' Introduction. Sect. L*
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In this last statement the philosophy of organism is in agreement withKant; but
for a different reason. It is agreed that the functioning ofconcepts is an essential
factor in knowledge, so that 'intuitions withoutconcepts are blind/ But for Kant,
apart from concepts there is nothing toknow; since objects related in a knowable
world are the product of con-ceptual functioning whereby categoreal form is
introduced into the sense-datum, which otherwise is intuited in the form of a
mere spatio-temporalflux of sensations. Knowledge requires that this mere flux
be particularizedby conceptual functioning, whereby the flux is understood as a
nexus of'objects/ Thus for Kant the process whereby there is experience is
aprocess from subjectivity to apparent objectivity. The philosophy of or-ganism
inverts this analysis, and explains the process as proceeding fromobjectivity to
subjectivity, namely, from the objectivity, whereby the ex-ternal world is a
datum, to the subjectivity, whereby there is one in-dividual experience. Thus,
according to the philosophy of organism, inevery act of experience there are
objects for knowledge; but, apart fromthe inclusion of intellectual functioning in
that act of experience, there isno knowledge.

We have now come to Kant, the great philosopher who first, fully andexplicitly,
introduced into philosophy the conception of an act of ex-perience as a
constructive functioning, transforming subjectivity into ob-jectivity7, or
objectivity into subjectivity; the order is immaterial in com-parison with the
general idea. We find the first beginnings of the notion inL.ocke and in Hume.
Indeed, in Locke, the process is conceived in itscorrect order, at least in the view
of the philosophy of organism. But thewhole notion is only vaguely and
inadequately conceived. The full sweepof the notion is due to Kant. The second
half of the modern period ofphilosophical thought is to be dated from Hume and
Kant. In it the [237]development of cosmology has been hampered by the stress
laid upon one,or other, of three misconceptions:

(i) The substance-quality doctrine of actuality.
(ii) The sensationalist doctrine of perception.

(iii) The Kantian doctrine of the objective world as a construct fromsubjective
experience.

The combined influence of these allied errors has been to reduce philos-ophy to

a negligible influence in the formation of contemporary modesof thought. Hume
himeelf introdiices the aminons anneal tn 'nractice-not in criticism of hig
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premises, but in supplement to his conclusions.Bradley, who repudiates Hume,
finds the objective world in which we live,and move, and have our being,
'inconsistent if taken as real/ Neither sideconciliates philosophical conceptions of
a real world with the world ofdaily experience.

CHAPTER VIITHE SUBJECTIVIST PRINCIPLE

SECTION I

[238] It is impossible to scrutinize too carefully the character to be as-signed to
the datum in the act of experience. The whole philosophicalsystem depends on
it. Hume's doctrine of 'impressions of sensation' (Trea-tise, Book I, Part I, Sect.
IT) is twofold. I will call one part of his doctrine'The Subjectivist Principle' and
the other part "The Sensationalist Prin-ciple/ It is usual to combine the two under
the heading of the 'sensation-alist doctrine'; but two principles are really
involved, and many philos-ophers—ILocke, for instance—are not equally
consistent in their adhesionto both of them. The philosophy of organism denies
both of these doc-trines, in the form in which they are considered in this chapter,
though itaccepts a reformed subjectivist principle (cf. Sect. Vf below and Part
I1,Ch. IX). Locke accepted the sensationalist principle, and was inconsistentin
his statements respecting the subjectivist principle. With the exceptionof some
lapses, he accepted the latter in the first two books of his Essay,and rejected it
tacitly, but persistently, in the third and fourth books.Kant (in the Critique of
Pure Reason) accepted the subjectivist principle,and rejected the sensationalist
principle.

The sensationalist principle acquires dominating importance, if thesubjectivist
principle be accepted. Kant's realization of this importanceconstituted the basis
of his contribution to philosophy. The history ofmodern philosophy is the story
of attempts to evade the inflexible con-sequences of the subjectivist principle,
explicitly or implicitly accepted.The great merit of Hume and of [239] Kant is
the explicitness with whichthey faced the difficulty.

The subjectivist principle is, that the datum in the act of experience canbe
adequately analysed purely in terms of universals.

The sensationalist principle is, that the primary activity in the act ofexperience is
the bare subjective entertainment of the datum, devoid ofany subjective form of
reception. This is the doctrine of mere sensation.



The subjectivist principle follows from three premises: (i) The ac-ceptance of the
'substance-quality' concept as expressing the ultimate on-tological principle, (ii)
The acceptance of Aristotle's definition of a pri-mary substance, as always a
subject and never a predicate, (in) Theassumption that the experient subject is a
primary substance. The firstpremise states that the final metaphysical fact is
always to be expressed as
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a quality inhering in a substance. The second premise divides qualities
andprimary substances into two mutually exclusive classes. The two
premisestogether are the foundation of the traditional distinction between uni-
versal and particulars. The philosophy of organism denies the premises onwhich
this distinction is founded. It admits two ultimate classes of entities,mutually
exclusive. One class consists of 'actual entities/ which in thephilosophical
tradition are mis-described as 'particulars'; and the otherclass consists of forms of
definiteness, here named 'eternal objects/ whichin comparison with actual
entities are mis-described as "universals.' Thesemis-descriptions have already
been considered (Part II, Ch. I, Sect. V).

Descartes held, with some flashes of inconsistency arising from the useof
realitas objectiva/ the subjectivist principle as to the datum. But healso held that
this mitigation of the subjeetivist* principle enabled the'process' within
experience to include a sound argument for the existenceof God; and thence a
sound argument for the general veridical character ofthose presumptions [240] as
to the external world which somehow arisein the process.

According to the philosophy of organism, it is only by the introductionof covert
inconsistencies into the subjectivist principle, as here stated, thatthere can be any
escape from what Santayana calls, 'solipsism of the pres-ent moment/ Thus
Descartes' mode of escape is either illusory, or itspremises are incompletely
stated. This covert introduction is always arisingbecause common sense is
inflexibly objectivist. We perceive other thingswhich are in the world of
actualities in the same sense as we are. Also ouremotions are directed towards
other things, including of course our bodilyorgans. These are our primary beliefs
which philosophers proceed todissect.

Now philosophy has always proceeded on the sound principle that
itsgeneralizationsf must be based upon the primary elements in actual ex-
perience as starting-points. Greek philosobhv had recourse to the commonforms



of language to suggest its generalizations. It found the typical state-ment, "That
stone is grey'; and it evolved the generalization that the actualworld can be
conceived as a collection of primary substances qualified byuniversal qualities.
Of course, this was not the only generalization evolved:Greek philosophy was
subtle and multiform, also it was not inflexiblyconsistent. But this general notion
was always influencing thought, ex-plicitly or implicitly.

A theory of knowledge was also needed. Again philosophy started on asound
principle, that all knowledge is grounded on perception. Perceptionwas then
analysed, and found to be the awareness that a universal qualityis qualifying a
particular substance. Thus perception is the catching of auniversal quality in the
act of qualifying a particular substance. It wasthen asked, how the perceiver
perceives; and the answer is,t by his organsof sensation. Thus the universal
qualities which qualify the perceivedsubstances are, in respect to the [241]
perceiver, his private sensations re-

ferred to particular substances other than himself. So far, the tradition
ofphilosophy includes, among other elements, a factor of extreme ob-jectivism
in metaphysics, whereby the subject-predicate form of propositionis taken as
expressing a fundamental metaphysical truth. Descartes modi-fied traditional
philosophy in two opposite ways. He increased the meta-physical emphasis on
the substance-quality forms of thought. The actualthings 'required nothing but
themselves in order to exist/ and were to bethought of in terms of their qualities,
some of them essential attributes,and others accidental modes. He also laid down
the principle, that thosesubstances which are the subjects enjoying conscious
experiencest providethe primary data for philosophy, namely, themselves as in
the enjoymentof such experience. This is the famous subjectivist bias which
entered intomodern philosophy through Descartes. In this doctrine Descartes
undoubt-edly made the greatest philosophical discovery since the age of Plato
andAristotle. For his doctrine directly traversed the notion that the proposi-tion,
"This stone is grey/ expresses a primary form of known fact fromwhich
metaphysics can start its generalizations. If we are to go back to thesubjective
enjoyment of experience, the type of primary starting-point is'my perception of
this stone as grey.' Primitive men were not metaphysi-cians, nor were they
interested in the expression of concrete experience.Their language merely
expressed useful abstractions, such as 'greyness ofthe stone/ But like Columbus
who never visited America, Descartes missedthe full sweep of his own
discovery, and he and his successors, Locke andHume, continued to construe the
functionings of the subjective enjoymentof experience according to the



substance-quality categories. Yet if theenjoyment of experience be the
constitutive subjective fact, these cate-gories have lost all claim to any
fundamental character in metaphysics.Hume—to proceed at once to the
consistent exponent of the method-looked for a [242] universal quality to
function as qualifying the mind, byway of explanation of its perceptive
enjoyment. Now if we scan 'my per-ception of this stone as grey' in order to find
a universal, the only availablecandidate is 'greyness/ Accordingly for Hume,
'greyness/ functioning as asensation qualifying the mind, is a fundamental type
of fact for meta-physical generalization. The result is Hume's simple impressions
of sensa-tion, which form the starting-point of his philosophy. But this is an
entiremuddle,f for the perceiving mind is not grey, and so grey is now made
toperform a new role. From the original fact 'my perception of this stone asgrey/
Hume extracts 'Awareness of sensation of greyness'; and puts itforward as the
ultimate datum in this element of experience.

He has discarded the objective actuality of the stone-image in his searchfor a
universal quality: this 'objective actuality' is Descartes' realitas ob-jective! \
Hume's search was undertaken in obedience to a metaphysicalprinciple which
had lost all claim to validity, if the Cartesian discovery beaccepted. He is then
content with 'sensation of greyness/ which is just asmuch a particular as the
original stone-image. He is aware of 'this sensa-

tion of greyness.' What he has done is to assert arbitrarily the 'subjectivismand
'sensationalist’ principles as applying to the datum for experience: thenotion 'this
sensation of greyness' has no reference to any other actualentity. Hume thus
applies to the experiencing subject Descartes' principle,that it requires no other
actual entity in order to exist. The fact that fi-nally Hume criticizes the Cartesian
notion of mindt does not alter theother fact that his antecedent arguments
presuppose that notion.

It is to be noticed that Hume can only analyse the sensation in terms ofaf
universal and of its realization in the prehending mind. For example,to take the
first examples which in his Treatise he gives of such analysis, wefind 'red/
'scarlet/ 'orange/ 'sweet/ 'bitter/ Thus Hume describes 'im-pressions of sensation'
in the exact terms in which the philosophy of or-ganism describes con- [243]
ceptual feelings. They are the particular feel-ings of universals, and are not
feelings of other particular existents ex-emplifying universals. Hume admits this
identification, and can find nodistinction except in 'force and vivacity/ He writes:

"The first circum-stance that strikes my eye, is the great resemblance between
onr imnres-cinng and ideas in everv nartienlar excent their deoree of farce



i i i s il A B e i wtadi e R S o B

andvivacity/"*

In contrast to Hume, the philosophy of organism keeps 'this stone asgrey' in the
datum for the experience in question. It is, in fact, the 'objec-tive datum' of a
certain physical feeling, belonging to a derivative type ina late phase of a
concrescence. But this doctrine fully accepts Descartes'discovery that subjective
experiencing is the primary metaphysical situa-tion which is presented to
metaphysics for analysis. This doctrine is the'reformed subjectivist principle,'t
mentioned earlier in this chapter. Ac-cordingly, the notion 'this stone as grey' is a
derivative abstraction, neces-sary indeed as an element in the description of the
fundamental experien-tial feeling, but delusive as a metaphysical starting-point.
This derivativeabstraction is called an 'objectification/

The justification for this procedure is, first, common sense, and, sec-ondly, the
avoidance of the difficulties which have dogged the subjectivistand
sensationalist principles of modern philosophy. Descartes' discoveryon the side
of subjectivism requires balancing by an 'objectivist' principleas to the datum for
experience. Also, with the advent of Cartesian subjec-tivism, the substance-
quality category has lost all claim to metaphysicalprimacy; and, with this
disposition of substance-quality, we can reject thenotion of individual
substances, each with its private world of qualitiesand sensations.

SECTION II

In the philosophy of organism knowledge is relegated to the intermedi-ate phase
of j>rocess. Cognizance belongs to the genus of subjective formswhich are
admitted, or [244] not admitted, to the function of absorbingthe objective content
into the subjectivity of satisfaction. Its 'importance'

is therefore no necessary element in the concrete actual entity. In the caseof any
one such entity, it may merely constitute an instance of whatLocke terms 'a
capacity/ If we are considering the society of successiveactual occasions in the
historic route forming the life of an enduring ob-ject, some of the earlier actual
occasions may be without knowledge, andsome of the later may possess
knowledge. In such a case, the unknowingman has become knowing. There is
nothing surprising in this conclusion;it happens daily for most of us, when we
sleep at night and wake in themorning. Every actual entity has the capacity for
knowledge, and there isgraduation in the intensity of various items of
knowledge; but, in gen-eral, knowledge seems to be negligible apart from a
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We—as enduring objects with personal order—objectify the occasions ofour
own past with peculiar completeness in our immediate present. Wefind in those
occasions, as known from our present standpoint, a surprisingvariation in the
range and intensity of our realized knowledge. We sleep;we are half-awake; we
are aware of our perceptions, but are devoid ofgeneralities in thought;