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INTRODUCTION

Alfred North Whitehead was born in 1861 in Ramsgate, Kent.
He was first a mathematiciané he taught at the University of

London. One of his most well=known works is Frincipia Mathe-

matica, in the writing of which he collaborated with Bertrand
Sussell. Secondly, he was a philosopher of science. The Con-
cepts of Nature was his expression of this interest in natural
science. In 1924, Whitehead wént to Harvard Unlversity where
he Jjoined the faculty as professor‘of philosophy. It 1s here
| that he formulated his organic philosophy. With this philos-
| ophy he tried to unite all the different components of the
world. He is said to have fused émpirieism and rationallsm
with this philosophy.

The first chapter of this paper gilves the basic concepts
of Whitehead'®s Philosophy of Organism. A certain amount of
his cosmolggy and epistemology must be expiored in order to see
the significanece of the second and more important chapter on
God's place in Whitehead®s system. God has reserved for him-
self a special plaee in all philosophies down through the ages
and it is interesting to see just how Whitehead handles God.

One basic problem in reading Whitehead is the barrier
his language seté Up. Ong can never be vefy sure of precisely
what Whitehead means because he uses terms in different ways

at different times. To: many ordinary words Whitehead has




attaoﬁed a different meanling. Then at'times, Whitehead simply
contradicts himself, unless his intent is to twist the meaning
of a word for one isolated case which is doubtful. Whitehead
was aware of this language problem. He himself thought lan-
guage was inadéquate. He said that language requires aﬁ im=-

1 He seemed well aware

aginative leap for its understanding.
of this problem from the beginning, but never really worried
too much about it. He appeared to be willing to write within
the inadeguacies of his language. The result of all this is
| the complexity involved in comprehending what Whitehead wrote.
Despite the inadequacies, we can still appreciate White-
head's Philosophy of Organism. This paper is an effort to do
|so. I can only hope to éxplore and present Whitehead for what
he is worth, pointing up some of;his‘streﬂgths and some of his
inconsistencies. The accent 1s on God's position, which can
only be considered after attaining some understanding of his

metaphysics.




I. THE PHILOSOPHY OF ORGANISHM

Whitehead's Metaphysics

BACKGROUND

Whiteheaa's attempt is one of breakiﬁg out into a new
philosophioal system. The sclentific revolution of the six-
ﬁeenth and seventeenth centuries gave him his inspiration.
This revolution was anti-philosophical, a return to the con=-
|templation of brute fact. The seventeenth century answer to
.the Ionian gquestion "What is the world made of?" was, "the
|world is a successlon of instantaneous configurations of matter,
lor of material.®l Aristotle and his philosophy was of no help
to the advance of physical scienoe;in'the Middle &geé, because

he classified instead of measuring like Plato and Pythagoras

had done.

Whitehead develops a Speculative Philosophy, i.2. he tries
"to frame a coherent, logical, necessary system of general 1ldeas
in tefms of which every element of our experiencs can be inter-
preted.“2 His efforts, he claims, are bullt on the thought of
the modern day European empirists including: Decartes,~Locke,
Hume, Kant, Spinoza, Leibniz, and Berkeley. Whitehead claimed
to be a‘Platonist, and stated that all of European philosophy
was merely a éeries_of footnotes to Plato. Truve, Whitehead ad-
mired Plato's work, but whethéf or not he could be calied a

Platonist remains to be seen.
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What Whitehead proposes 1s a Philosohy of Organism where
the sole concern is the "becoming® of events. 1t is a system
where the relatedness of every event is of primary lmportance.
"Yatter" had been the basis of nature in past philosophies;
"organism" took over this position in Whitehead's philosophy.
All experiences are united; they are not simply detached and
passing'events. And eaéh is the outcome of a feeling of the
whole of the rest of the world. An "entity" or "event" is the
term Whitehead uses for the most basic unit of being. Anything
| real is an entity. Entitiles are the concrete f‘acté° Locke
was very close to ém organic philosophy, but his revision of
| the traditional categories was not drastic enough. Hume would
have gotten closer had he not balked at overthrowing Aristotlel
subject=-predicate relationship. Leibhiz’s “monad%s“ are close
to what Whitehead had in mind with "entity" but he rstained the
Cartesian substance which separated him from Whitehead.

Whitehead's philosophy is one of organisms evolving into
more complex states. Organisms endure through a type of ev-
olution. These entities are constantly undergoing a process
and are at all times related to all other events in thé world.
Zach entlty retains its own identity thréughout its endurance.
Each event by reason of its own limitation has a certain valusg
but also by reason of its very nature, it requires the inter-
locking relatlionship with the’wholé world in order tp be it-
self. By mere endurance this value is retained.

Following upon his background, Whitehead uses natural

.




science and the world as his basis, and to this he triés to re-
lafe aesthetic, moral, and religious interests. He bullds his
realistic, systematic philosophy to ”harminize; refashion, and
justify divergent institiutions as to the nature of things."3
ACTUAL BNTITIES

In the philosophy of organism,vthe ?soul“ in Hume and the
"mind" in Locke and Hume are expressed by the phrase "actual
entity" or "actual occasion,”" both meaning the same thing.
‘This 1is the idea referred to in the previous section by ths
| term "entity.” An actual entity is a res vera in the Cartesian
sense of the term, i.e. what he referred to as "substance."
’This must be gualified to meah Decartes' substance in its
|looser sense, where he refers to body and soul as substances.
Actual entities are what the world is made of. They are the
final, real things. Apart from them there is nothing. They
are the "subjéects" of which ﬁhe world is composed ahd are in
control of their own immediacy of becoming. "God is an actual
entity, and so is the most trivial puff of existence in far off
enpty spa_c::—z.”"‘L |

These actual'entities are self-creative, yet in part they
are decided by other actual entities; this is essential to
thelr "belng" as they exist in a multiplicity of obher occasions.
They cannot be éonceived of in abstraction from these others.
This is important because a network is necéssary to maintain

Whitehead's system. All entities are potentially part of every

other entity. It is within the nature of "being" that it be
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potency for every “bécoming." This relationship is expressed
by Whitehead as the Principle of Relativity.

Just what an actuél entity is, is up to its own becoming.
It is &1 a state of procesé of development whére the outcome is
a creative synthesis, individual and passing. Thils creativity
is assured by the principle of process. It allows for origin-
ality and spontaneity of decision in each actual occasion. In=
dividuality is at its strongest here.

Whitehead seems at best paradoxical as he explains this
individuality and its relationship to other occasiéms, CAl-
though an event is self-creative and individual, it is alsoc sub-
jeet to the influence of other occasions. We can assume that
|there is no single actual oceasion, in the sense of an 1solated
actual occasion, but we must also %elieve that somehow "Each

actual occasion enjoys a fleetingtmoment of subjective exist-

ence, its phase of subjeotive immediacy. During the phase, an

occaslon is utterly alone making of ibself what 1t can,?5 The
|fact remains, for it is expfeséed all too clearly by Whitehead
in numerous pagsages, that dctual entities involve each other.
This is by reason of their prehension of each other. "Prehen-
sion® will be treated in a later section.

As can be seen, Whitehead has made actual entities supreme.
Beyoqd them there is nothing; they are in actuality somewhers,
and in potency everywhere. This 1s’the Ontological Principle.
Stated simply it says that actﬁal entities are the only reasons.

Included here also is the principle of efficient and final

T 6.



causation. Only actual entitles are efficlient and final causes.
Due to thelr relatedness, actual entitiss form a‘together-
ness with each other, and this constitutes a "nexus,” as White-
head has termed it. A& nexus occurs when a set of actual enti="
ties are related due to their immanence of one anbthef. Actual
entities invol&ed must have a common event (an eternal object)
which is derived from all memberé of the social group_of actualv
egitites. |
If one such nexus 1s of extraordinary importancé it may
| be termed a Region, Society, Living Orgénism, or Peréon.6
IWhitehead,giveé special emphasis to "Society;" He célls it a
| nexus with‘social order. He aléo refers to evefy physical ob-
ject which endures'temporally as & Society. Endurance gives a
thing impqrtance, which 1% retains\thfoughout its coﬁtinuance@
This means tnat many things Whitehead oriblnally referred to
(or at least secemed to be referring to) as actual enitites, are
now seen in 2 more expanded 1ight as societiesf The distinction

is this: socleties endure and are made up of a succession_ of

nexus (plural of ﬁexus) each of which is the whole réalized
Society 1ncluding_its history up to that stage of eXistence;

A soclety is a continuous chain of antecedent nexﬁs.: On the
other hand, aptual occasions have no‘hiStory, never ohange,'bhgy
only.become'and-perish° It is in this perishing that they as=
sume a new metaphysibal functionn 'But thﬁ'mere acts of becom-
1k8ether£bﬁwt

ing and Derishlnv alonc with the fact that they an actuality

which undergoes concrescence)lmplies a tlme lapse within the

-] =
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existence of an actual occasion, thus, at least a brief endur-
ahce. Whitehead says that "An actual entity is the enjoyment of
a certain gquantum of physipai_time.“7 He also says that "it

3i§ subject| passss from a subjective aim in concrescence into a
sﬁperject with objective immortality,“S This would seem to take
| some amount of time.

In Religion in the FMaking Whitehead deals with this ques-

tion. Here he says every entity is in its essence social and
requires the soclety in order to exist. The society for each
entity, actual or ideal, is the all inclusive uniﬁerse, includ-
ing its ideal forms. The question then is this: Does not the
term society, in effeCt, mean the same thing as actual entity?
1I think the answer must be negative becausé a Soclety is a
ohain‘of nexus which endures. Wheh whiteheadAspeaks‘of the con=-
crescence of an actual entity, he does not think of é temporal
process in the ﬁay We‘usually do. "Time" to him here means a

*perpetual perishing.“lo

What we normally think of as time
involves a division into pastytpresent, and future. 'Sﬁch 2
concept of time would not explain Whitehead's concept since his
philosophy is one of continuous process. 1t must be pointed
out that Whiteheadiis not consistent in his use of the word

"time."” I would have to say that in the light of the above

statement from Religion in the Making Whitehead does cover the

possibility of every actual entity being part of a society, be-
cause he does make the universe itself a society. 1 would think

that there would certainly be few actual entities which were

-8-
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not part of a soclety. The quesﬁion that still remains in my
mind is how can actual entities, which do not endure or change,
gd together to form a soclety which does endure? 1t sesms that
Whitehead has not expressed himself too clearly on thié matter.
At least I confess that I aﬁ-not too clear on how he distin-
guishes acfual entities from societies.

In summary, the role of the actual occasion in the world
is this: The actual temporal world is a multiplicity of‘occa—
sions of actualization. These occasions are the primary units
{composing the world. ZEach is an "epochal occasion,” and the
actual world is a community of these. |

ETERNAL OBJECTS

Beslides actual eﬁtities, Whitehead speaks of anéther type
of‘fundaméntal entity which he calls ﬁhe “efernal objects.”

All other entities only express how these two fundaﬁental‘types
are in coummunity with each other in the actual world. Etefnal
"|objects are transcendent entities; they are potentiality wait-
ing to be reélized by actual entities. They apply to all ac~-
tual entities (within their limitations) and can be actualized
by any number of them. "Ingression" is the term used to describs
the process of an eternal object being realized by aﬁ éoﬁual
entity. ZEternal objects are abstract, meaning they éxist by
themselves without reference»to énAoccasion. i.e. before ingres-
sion. In this sense théy are said to bhe isolated. Whitehead

points out three ways in which an eternal object can be compre-

hended: 1) by acquaintance with its particular individuality,

-9



2) in 1ts general relationship with other eternal objects as
apt for realization in actual oécasions, or 3) by acquaintance
with the general principle which éxpresses its ingression in
particular actual occasions. Before ingression, thelr relation-
ships do not involve individual essences.

Eternal objects are very different from actual occasions;
they are able to be actualized indefinitly without chénge, as
their name eternal object implies. # different eternal object
is produced if any change 1in its individual essence takes rlace |
Their function is bound up with actual entities. They provide
' ingredients for aétual entities, obtaining effectiveness only
in the becoming of an actual enﬁity. This of course means that
| they become effective (actualized) by the decision of some
entity. Actuality caﬁ be said to;be a togetherness of actual
occasions and eternal objects.

Etérnal ocbjects are immutable and primordial; they are of
course eternal but they nust. depend on God for their effective~
ness, God envisages all eternal objeéts in his primordial na=-
ture. This does nét mean that they are‘creabed by God; they
are not. He presuppdseS'them, Just as.they presupﬁose him.
They do, however, in a sense belong to the diviné primordial
self. WhiteheadAis forced to state the definite location of
eternal objects because he statQS'“Everythiﬁg must be some-
where; and here 'somewhere! means some actual entity."il This
is because of the Ontological\Principle which states actual

entities are the only reasons. So Whitehead uses the actuval

-~10-



entity God as a place of "subsistence™ for eternal objectsf He
says they are components of the primordial nature of God. HNore
will be said about this later.

There is also the case of complex eternal objects, where
a hierarchy of_abstraction can be bullt up by proceeding from
simple to more complex eternal objlects. The higher the degree
of complexity, the more gained in the approach to the full con-
creteness of an actual occaslion.

"...eternal objécts, as in God's primordiai natﬁre, con-
stitute the Platonic world of ideas,“iz Whiteheaq even goés
'all the way back to Pythagoras 1in hils account of ﬁhe‘connection
between'éctual occasions and &ternal objects. He sa&s it is
| out of Pythagorgs' discussion of mathematics thgt the idea a-
rose. Whitehead claims to have mérely amplified it. In efforts
to clarify actual occaslions and eternal objects Nhitéhead has
paralleled them in the roughesﬁ possible way to Particulars and
Universals, respectively, which are spoken of thrcugﬁout the

history of philosophy.

Whitehead's Cosmology

PROCESS
In process philosophy the term "event® is used in place
of the old "substance." This gives the nature éf thingé a sense
of happening. 411 actualities in the universe are processes of
experience; thus making the uﬁiverse an advanclng assemblage of

these processes, In the Philosophy of Organism events are in

-11-
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the process of becoming, and this includes the process of “con-
crescencéug@q;n actual entity's moving toward 1ts final cause
(its growing). Growth and'oreative process are fundamental.
An occasion's concrescence is built upon past occasions. Efery
occasion must take into account 1ts past occasions. These past
occasions are saild to supply ddta for present ones. .The pro-
cess of‘&xperienciﬁg is made up of the reception of data (also
called bbjects) into the unity of that oomplex_occasion which
is the process itself. 'All occasions reqﬁlre these antecedent
data, thch are said to be the gfound of the concrescent process
| New occasions must make aotiveﬁ;eference to entitlies composing
its past. At the same time the present entlity bears in its
| essence the relationship it will‘have for the future; sc the
future is also immanent in the présgnt.
PREHENS I ON

This relationship of presegt to past occasions begins with
the idea of "prehension.” ?réhension is at the.root of White-~
head's cosmology. This doctrine along with Qobjeotification“
he derived from Locke.. All pfeheﬁsipns consist of:three fac-
tors:- 1) the subject--the actuai entity prehending; 2) the
datum~-which is prehended; and 3) the éubjective form-~-which
is how the subject prehends the datum. There are two kinds of
prehension--physical and conceptuzl, the former being the pre-
hension of actual entities, the latter of eternal objects.
These make up the two poles of every occasion--the mental and

the physical. There are also two species of prehensions: pos-

N



itiverand negative. Positive refers to the normal objectiflca-
tion of datum into the subject, while negative is the elimina-
tion of the datum. Whitehead refers to prehension as the "feel-
ing" of one thing by another. Some species of the subjective
form (comparable to a medium) are: emotions, valuations, pur-
poses, adversions (valuation upward), aversion (valuation down-
ward), consciousness.

Prehension acts as an important bond in Whitehead's sys-
tem. It is sort of a "uniting force." Joad calls it a graspe=
ing or taking hold of one thing by another.t3 Emmet says it
is "the grasping by one actual entit& of some aspect or part
of other actual entities, and appropriating them in the forma-
tion of its own nature."l4 It is a'binding force that every
entity has with every other entity; this can be through either
positive or negative prehension,

Physical pfehension. béing the more concrete, describes
how an occasion in its immediacy of being absorbs another oc-
casion which has perished. Only perishing actual entities are
data. By perishing they are said to have passed into "objec-
tive lmmortality,” i.e. they do not cease to be useful, but
continue in a different metaphysical state, Conceptual pre-
hensions are derived from physical prehensions. There is still
a third type of féeling--“hybrid" fegling. Every subject is
first effected by hybrid physical feelings, in which God'‘s
conceptual feelings are the data. This 1s how entities pre-

hend God. The other function of hybrid feelings is that they

-13-
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feel the conceptual feélings of other actual entities. So in
completion, conceptual feelings prehend eternal objects. This
conceptual prehension is the actualization of ideél possibil-
ities. ©So concéptual feelings must wait until at least some
- physical and hybrid feelings have taken place before becomning
operative.. Conceptual and physical prehensions work together
in forming an actual occasion;‘in doing this a fusion of the
1deél (referred to as appearance by Whitehead) and the actual
(referred to as reality) takes place. With this type of de-

velopment in mind, Whitehead speaks of the progressive concres-

cence of prehensions as forming the unity of a subject.l5
FREEDOHM
With thelinfluence of the past ~lying so heavily,on the
present becoming of an occasion, which in turn bears on the
future, something must be said of freedom. Whitehead speaks
of the category of Freedom and Determination:
The concrescence of eac¢h individual actual
entity is internally determined and externally
fres...in each concrescence whatever is deter-
;. minable 15 determined, bub... . there is always
a remainder for the decision of the subject-
superject of that concrescence....lThis final
decisgsion 1s the reactlon of the unity of the
whole to 1ts own internal determination. This
reaction 1s the final modigication'of emotion,
appreciation, and purp0381 ' :
The problen arisss’from Whitehead's efforts to maintain
freedom, which he must do, so that the world can experience novs=
elty in its self-creative advance, while at the same time, main-

taining an interconnected process moving through time. He lays

=14
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déwn two principles for actual occasions to follow when under-
going creativity: 1) the novel consequent must preserve some
idenity with the original event (thg ground},

and 2) the novel consegquent must perserve some contrast withr
the original event.l7 The first of these is to retain definite-
ness, wﬁile the second obtains vividness and quality. Freedom
and individuality lie in self-creation whose immediéte activity
is separate and private. At the same time through the imman-
ence of the past and the immanence of the future, thé occasions
are connected., Bach moment of experience has to be a transi-
tion between two worlds, the immedlate past»and the immediaﬁe
future. |

Occasions arise as effects in light of their paét, and
endsas causes in light of their fubture. Since this causality
is independent (éelfwcreative) it forms the ground fér freedonm
in the universe, while strict determination is an exaggeration
of the interrelétedness of actual entities in the world.

This 1s a typlcal development in whitehead. He often
brings two contrasting matters together by saylng they both
apply but in a different sense; or that they both can function,
but from different points of view or opposite ends., We are not
accustomed to this type of resclution and sometimes Whitehead
takes ad%antage of this by stretching his "paradoxeé" too far,

To summarize some of Whitehead's thoughts on becoming and

process, we look to Process and Heality where he s5ays:

.. .£Xperience involves a becoming, that

-15-



becoming means that something becomes, and
that what becomes involves repetition tranfg
formed into novel immediacy. (italics his)

411 entities are actlve and are broken down into modes of
functioning which together make up their process of becoming.
The future 1s the combining of eternal objects with actual
entitles which then‘beoome being, but always within the lim-
itations of the actuality. 4s I understand it, this is why
for example, the actualityﬁgég cannot realize the eternal
object flging,
SATISFACTION--PERISHING

All actualVentities are in constant concrescence through
prehension. The final phase in’this process of cmncfescence
is a complex, fully deberminaﬁe feeling, and this is called’
the "satisfaction” of an actual occasion, Concrescence is the
building up of this satisfaction. This then is the termination
of an actual entity's becoming. Order is an actual entity
reaching satisfaction. Disorder exists because this order is
only partially reached, i.e. all actuél entities do not attain
satisfaction. When an actual occasion does reach satisfaction,
it perishes. The doctrine 6f becoming is now balancéd with
the doctrine of perishing. That is to say, perishing initiates
becoming. Upon perishing an actﬁal ehtity passes inﬁo non-
belng where it becomes datum for andther occasion. This is
how the past lives in the preéent. Uponuperishing entlties
do not become nothing, but remain-a stubborn fact. They perish

only to assume a new place in the process of generation. How
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the past perishes is how the future becomes. This state of
being of an occasion Whitehead has termed its "objective in-
mortality."”
What 1s divested of its own living immediacy
becomes a real component in other living im-
mediacies of becoming. Thls 1s the doctrine
that the creative advance of the world is the
becoming, the perishing, and the objective
immortalities of those things which jolntly
constitute stubborn fact.

A brief sketch of Whitehead's cosmology might sound like
this: Actual occasions become and then perish; as they perish
they obligate other occaslions to take account of them.. Then -
| there are the unchanging possibilities for realization, the
| eternal objects, which take part in the actual occasion's novel
| concrescence. Finally, there is the underlying metaphysical
principle. of the universe, the ultimate activity which White~
head now calls “"creativity."

Whitehead's Epistemology

What Whitehead says about épistemology seems very 4difficult
to understand. Victor Lowe, who is probably one of the best
commentators on Wnitehead, says that with certain toplics, like
the theory of human knowledgé, Whitehead went too far, and as
a result did not adequately elucidate them. It is with this in
mind that I will try to give some thoughts on Whitehead's Epis-
temolgy.

THE PALLACY OF MISPLACED-CONCRETENZSS

-First I have to point out some traditions Whitehead did
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not accevt. He abandoned the idea of simple locatlion as being
the éfiﬁé;? wé} matter gentity to him) is involved with space
grd time. This had been takeén to be the fundamental fact of
concrete nature in earlier philosophies. Whltehead’s system
reguires that in a sense everything is everywhere at éll times.
Every location involves an aspect of itself in every other lo-
cation. To hold that this occupation of space is a real fact
without reference to anything else and that things are simply
located would have been inconsistent. Whitehead calls this
| error "The Fallacy of Misplaced-Concreteness." He complains
E that things which -have actually been abstracted from reality
| for special purposes of thought have sometimeﬁbeen taken as
f real. The fallacy involves neglecting this degree of abstrac-
tion involved when comsidering a certa;n point. Whitehead -
claims that this fallacy haé added much confusion to the seven-
teenth century scientific'scheme. In his philosophy, White-
head makes actual entities incapable of aBstraction from each
other, thus helping to avolid this problem.

Whitehead draws on the idea of substance and quality as
as example of this fallacy. This, like simple location, is
the usual context in which we think of things; they are the
most natural ideas for the human mind. Whitehead admits that
they.are useful for'gebting our ideas straight. What he oﬁjects
to is that we do not think concretely because of this fallacy,
but rather with simplified matters of fact. We eventualiy will

see these to be logical constructions of abstractions instead
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of concrete matters of fact. “Whitehead claims that all duval-
ism is a result of this mistaking an abstraction for a concrete
fact., .- However, many times Whitehead makes use of dualism him-

s@lf as he attributes two qualities to one entity.

KNOWLEDGE
Whitehead ié in basic agreement with the subject-object
relation as belng the fundamenfal structural pattern of exper-
ience. What he doesn't agree with 1s the subject-object as
identified with knower=-known.
"Knowledge 1s the conscious discrimination of objects
experienced."zo Whitehead's epistemology 1é not the ordinary

type based on prihciples and demonstration, but rather on di=

rect observation and common sense. ‘Sense perception is signi-
ficant, but it is only the superficial part of our éxperience.

Causal experience is the more fundamental. These two modes of

perception he calls "presentational’immediacy™ and "causal
efficacy" respecﬁively. Presentational immediacy is a clear,
definite level of pérception._whereas causal efficacy is more
vagué,

"Symbolic reference" is an attempt by Whitehead to bring
these two modes of perceptioh together. What he does is estab-
lish common ground for both types. He finds "presented locus"
and "the identity of an eternal objeét" to be identical com-
ponents-in each. In this ﬁay he Jjoins the two types of per-

ception which go together to make up knowledge.
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It is a very subjective and interpretive method by which
he claims to have solved the problem. Victor Lowe has accused
Whitehead of handling the conceptual element in perceptual
knowledge on the metaphysical plane instead of the eplstemolog-
ical. I would say that with wniﬁehead's theory of knowledge
being sne of objects experienced through perception, he had to
handle it on the metaphysical plane. The real gquestion, it
seems, is whether this is an epistemology at all. Does'mere
casual éxperience and sense‘perceptién ﬁake a theory of know-
ledgze? I think not, Whitehead has comﬁletely avoided principled
concepts, the intellect, memory, and.other epistemological

Yoantities.”

g

2 ()



IT. GOD IN WHITEEZEAD'S METAPHYSICS

B

Background

Throughout the history of philqsopby ther% has always
been one element which has consistently found its way into
-many systems: This one element>is some. sort of supreme being,
an ultimete controller of all (or a god of one variety or an-
other) . The anclent Greeks are famous for their many gods, and
this peed, as it mere; hes stayed with man ever since. Flato
left us with what he called the Demiurge or Craftsman. This -
was the Good Craftsman of the "Timaeus® which fashioned and
ordered all material things to a good end. This is Soul at
its best and most perfected state. It islinteresting to nntsa
that Plato speaké of matter as eternal, creatingjdualism

Aristotle advanced the idea of God to an etefnal, immate-
rial.substance with no possibility of change or motion, aﬁd~ﬁe
called thls the Unmoved Mover. Epicurus then followéd and de-
nied the godé any ”felationship or iﬁfluende on the world at
allal He did, however{ maintain that there were gods, because
of our "images" of them.

Then the early Christian theologlans developed their doc-
trine In which the lmmanence of God was manifest through the

person of Christ. Whitehead saw three phases in the history




of Christianity: 1) FPlato's idea that God shouid be conceived
of as a persuasive agency (this he calls one of the greatest
intellectual discoveries in the history of religion); 2) the
supreme moment in Christian history-~Christ®s 1life; and 3) ﬁhé
fact that the early Christlan theologlans saw what_metaphysicé
required in making the plurality of the individuals consistent
with the unity of the Universe. They saw that the World re-
gquired a union with God and God required a unicn with the World
But %his third point has been grossly underestimated. The |
early Christian theologians made the metaphysical discovery

of divine immanence, but there they stépped. They should have
gone.on to= concelve of the Worﬁé;?gﬁggggﬁhysical categories
through which God is interpreted. They also should have gone
én, Whitehead says, to conceive of God in these metaphysical
categories. They did seé God as necessary to the World, but
not the World necessary to God{

Because they 4id not foliow this thréugh, the Classical
Theological school arose based on the Aungustinian notion of
God being wholly transcendent. vhitehead challenges theology
today ‘

to show how the World is founded on something
beyond mere transcient fact and how it issues
something beyond the perishing of occasionsS....
We ask Theology to express that element in per=:
“ishing lives which 1s undying by reason of itg

expression of gerfeotions proper to our own fi-
nite natures.22 g4

But Whitehead does not wait for theologlans to develop this.

He comes very close to answering his own question in Adventures
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of Ideas where he speaks of the possibility of man having a

"soul” which "may be free from its complete dependence upon
e
the bodily organizatiom.“zj Thls leaves room for immortality

of the soul and an lmmanent connection with the divine.
When Whitehead constructed his God, he tried to do so
in the light of those early Christian theologlians 1l.e, within
the ﬁetaphysical categories he had set up. His God must be
one sharing his nature with the world. He must be‘susceptible
to change and not totally heyond the creatures of the world.
What Whitehead d4id in the esarly part of the twentieth
century was to set the tempo for much discussion on God and
the whole idea of process among present day theologlans. These
theologians todéy are sayling exactly the same thing:
the traditional notion of God...is8 a self-~
contradictory idea which forms no necessary
part eithgr gf an adequatgumetaphysics or a
sound Christian Theology.
Process theologlans are very mucﬁ in agreement with what White-
head said. They hold that concrete reality is a creativs pro-
cess, and they see the new personalism as a reaction to the
static view of God. |

I will return to this later, but now we need to see how

Whitehead's God fits and does not fit into hls metaphysics.

God
WHITEHEAD®'S NEED CF GOD
Aristotle had a God because special causes were  required

to sustain motion. Whiltehead's problem is similar; his systen
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requires a God to organize and make available the vast realm

of possibilities, In this function God 1s known as the Prin-
‘ciple of Concretion. Nothing new could become if the past pro-
vided everything for the present. There must be novelty and
adventure. This is where God fits in. The fact that order
existe in creativity indicates a source of order. God provides
possibilities (Principle of Concretion) but he must also limit
possibilities to maintain order; here God is the Principle of
Limitatioha

A11 of Whitehead's categories require God as their chief
and indispensible exemplification. Whitehead attaéhes this
role to God. He says: "God is not to be treated as an excep-
tion to all metéphysical principles, invoked to save their
'éollapse, He is their chief exemplifin&tion."25 In Whitehead's
organic system, this principle of life, order, and growth must
be immanent; Whitehead cannot understand the world apart from
God, nor God apart from the world. ‘

In the end, however, Whitehead admits, as do many éthers,
that "the fact of God's existence turns out to be the vltimate
irrationality when our gquest for understanding i1s pushed to
1ts limits."20

GOD, THE ACTUAL ENTITY

‘God 1s assigned the position of an acbual entity in White-
head's scheme. "God is an actual entity..."?7 He also says
that God 1is non--temporala28 Here Whitehead means that there is

no becoming or perishing to God, and that he exists always.
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Right away there seems to be an inconsistency. Whitehead
makes God an exceptional actual entity in that he endures al-
ways. Yet he has said that God is not an exception to the meta
physical principles, rather thelr exemplification. An actual
entity originates in hybrid physical feelings through which
it prehends God's conceptual feeling. God, however, origlnates
from the mental pole l.e. conceptual experience.29 Here again
we see that God is not an actual entity, or at least not an
ordinary one. In actual entities the physical feelings are
prior to conceptual ones. God is not like this; he originates
from the mental pole and actually provides for the first phy-
sical feelings of other actual entities, What I would then
propose 1s that God is not an actuaqentity. A better, but
still lagging status would be that of a society. But even at
that, he world be a special, more powerful society than any
other. For he has to be taken account of in every creative
phase. He 1s the Principle of Concretion, the Pinciple of
Limitation, the one whom the world could not exist without.
His lmportance is just too great for him to be referred to
merely'és an actual entlty. He is something more than that,
for'Whitehead attributes to God characteristics which break
the bounds of his previously arranged metaphysical categories.
| Whitehead, however, could do nothing else in light of
his philosophy. Because of hls Ontological Principle he had
to make God an actual entity, otherwise God would bhe ineffec-

tive, and have no influence; he would in fact be nothing. In
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a vain attempt to keep God within his system {(as an actual
entity) while at the same time attributing to him all the char-
acteristics he felt he must, Whitehead divided his God into
two natures. This follows cloéﬁy on the Christian doctrine of
the human and divine natures of God, which did, 1 am sure, in-
-fluence Whitehead.
PRIMORDIAL NATURE

First, there is the primordial nature of God. When White-
head referred to God, he was usually speaking of this nature.
This is, if I may use the term, the "supreme” side of God;
here is where God's transcendence lies., Whitehead says that
this nature "is the unlimited conceptual realization of the
aﬁsolute wealth of potentiality."BO As the term suggests, this
is his first action on the world. This is where eternal ob-
jects "subsist" and where they are made available to actual
~entities, Out of the primordial nature the principles of
concretion and limitation operate, initiating a definite out-
come from an otherwlise ambiguous situation. He provides the
ground for these eternal objects-~Frinciple of Concretion; and
he 1imit$ the infinite possibilities for an actual entity so
that they can becomé actual-~Principle of Limitation.

When things are limited there 1s necessarily implied a
valuation. So God attaches a value to each new occasSion as
it becomes. Conceptually, God includes all the possibllities
of value. When an actual entity prehends its initial hybrid

- physical feeling from God it receives its initial start,.
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This start is called its "initial ain” and will be discussed
at greater length later. But this start gives the actual en-
tity a direction in which to develop and something on which
to build its value. All of this limitation imposed by God
Whitehead attributes to his (God's ) goodness., All of the
limitation helps to bring order and harmony to the world. White-
head admits that he has notlogical reasons why God does this
other than out of goodness, he says:

God is the ultimate limitation, and His exist-~

ence 1s the ultimate irrationality. For no

reason can be given for just that limitation

which it stands in His nature to impos€....

No reason can be given for the nature of God

because that nature is the ground of ration-

ality.Bi

Since all the sternal objects are envisaged in the primor-

dial mature of God, all novelty must be a cholice between these
forms of definiteness., But creatlivity is broeder; it can ad-
vance through permutations and combinations of this Infinite
variety of forms. Whitehead says that this primordial nature
is infinite. He also says it is devoid of negativé prehensions
It is also complete and eternal. This nature is certainly
not-concrete, for his feellngs are only conceptual. Conceptual
feelings alone are noﬁactual, and God does not derive his con-
ceptual feelings from other actual occasions.

So we must ask, how can all of this be if God is an act-

ual entity? His whole primordial nature 1is potency, an ab-

straction from reality. Here Whitehead falls into one of his

criticisms of other philosophies,i.e. abstraction leads to
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the Fallacy of lisplaced-Concreteness. Lt seems he has fallen
viotém to his own warnings. Whitehead even seems to make an
exception to one of his most prized Catesgories of Explanation.
it is the Principle of Relativity, where every ltem in the
world is involved and connected to every other item; Whltehead
says that it is ég this principle that God is the "one non-der-
lvative actuality, unbound by its prehensions fTo an actual =«
world."32 | |

It is certalnly very hard to see God as an actual entity
within his primordial nature. Whitehead évidently realized
this, because he 4did attempt to save himself by introducing a
‘second’ nature of God. Here, in what he calls God's "consequent
nature,” he‘can be more easily seen as an actual entity. How=-
ever, it is the two natures together which make up God and
they must both be considered before making a Jjudgement.

CONSEQUENT NATURE

The consequent nature of God is "The reaction of the tem-
poral world on the nature of God..."33 This nature stems from
theﬁPrinciple of Relativity. In hisgs comseguent nature God
physicaliy prehends other actual entities. This nature is not
complete lik%the primordial. It develops as time goes on, but
it is non-temporal in the sense that it 1s everlasting and
does not perish. It is the préhenéion by éod of others where
God receives into himself what oécurs in.fhe world. Presumably,
this nature would not becone operative‘until there were dats

(perishing actual occasions) for God to prehend. He does not,
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however, prehend all actual occasions positively. In this
sense his consequent nature is. a judgement. It is important
to note that just as God prehends actual occasions, so do actu-
al occasions prehend God. He too, is a source of data for ac-
tual cccasions.

When God prehends datum it is transmuted into a living,
ever-present fact in his consequent nature. God does not
create the world, but he "saves the world as it passes into
the ilmmediacy of his own 1if'e;"31+ 50 actual occasions com-
plete God*s consequent nature as it moves through time. What
this nature is depends on othér actual occasions and what they
are. There is definitly change and concrescence in this na-
ture, and it depends on the creativity of the Universe, This
side of God's nature is derived from the physical experience -
of the temporal world which then integrates with the primordiai
nature.

SUPERJECT NATURE

Whitehead does make brief mention of one more nature of
God. 'This is his "superject nature." It is tied up with the
fact that what he preheﬁds of the world with his consequent
nature can be made avallable again to newly‘arisihg actual
occasiond. In other words, he does not haVe to perish in or-
der to become datum. God can be a subject and a superject botf
at the same time.

By combining the three natures into one we see that Whited

head's God is capable of both physical and cénceptual prehen-
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sions like all actual entities. Hs also manifests-creativity
(at least in his consequent nature). He can derive and contrib
ute data like other actual entities (even though he need not
perish to contribute). He performs all the functions of actual
entities within his nature. However, it is his consequent na-
ture that allows him to do this. It seems to me that Whitehead
developed these two natures of God in order to avold contradic-
tion. His first conception of God‘was a supreme orgenizer to
keep order and provide for novelty. He felt, being influenced
by tradition, that this God was above man and the universe,.
But he had a system to maintain, and so was faced with the
problem of fitting God into it. This he did through the con-
sequent nature, for he had Lo be with man in the affairs of
his 1life., He had to take a place within the system.

Let us go on and see how these two natures apply to the

actual creativity and process which the universe is undergoing.

Creativity

All philosophies have an ultimate which becomes actual in
respeét to its accidents. Most systems have God as their ul-
timate or their "Absolute." Whitehead®'s Philosophy of Organism
has "creativity” as its ultimate with God as its primordial
non-temporal accident, Creativity is the potential becoming
actual, and this makés up an-occasion of experience. But this
ultiﬁate, creativity; could do nothing without its prime acci-

dent, God. He is the complete ideal harmony through which cre-~
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ativity achleves actuality. Nothing could become without
first belng realized conceptually by God; then it is trans-
mitted into the physical world. God and creativity are mutu-
ally dependent and have existed together alwayf.
INITIAL ATIHM

Creativity 1s not an actual entity, it is Jjust a meta-
physical princlple common to all things, God included. It is
pure, formless activity.. It is:not the reason nor does it
give reasons for the existence of things. It is God who pro~-
vides all occasions with thelr initial aima‘ This is received
through their hybrid feeling of God as mentioned earlier. In
this respect God serves as an efficlent and final cause., DBut
he 18 only one causal factor among many. Other actual entitles
are efficient causes too, and there is an urge toward self-de-~
velopment in every occasion. This serves as a final cause.

' This initial aim is one of God's most powerful functions.
The source of it is God's causal efficacy, It is the initiat-
ing move which starts an occasion on its way to satisfaction.
It is always the best aim in a given situation. This is merely
the originating element directing an occasion to a goal. The
rest is up to the individual entity. God is limited by the
freedom of the occasion bto modify its initial aim. God dosgs
not have foreknowledge of what we will do. His power lies in
the worshlp he inspires. He tries to attain value 1in the
world through persuasion. He makes avallable different "lures®

(eternal objects). He does not impose his will;: rather he
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makes use of an overpowering rationalliity through these differ-
ent possibilities. Here his goodness places restrictions on
soverign power. FPlato is the first to talk of the victory of
persuasion over forcé;
ORDER

God of course has an aim too. It is one of bringing
value to the worldg He does thls by establishing an order in
the world. This i1s an aesthstic order, not a conceptual or
‘cognitive order. Whitehead sums this up by saying God's aim
is at strength of beauty. To this he devotes the entire last

section of Adventures of Ideas.. He says that "the teleology

of the Universe is directed toward Beauty."35 He says that
the essential qualities are Truth, Beauty, &dventure,}ﬁrt; and
Peace, ©So God expects the outcome of the world to be an aes-
thetic order,
SUBJECTIVE AIN

Beyond' the initial alm of an occasion provided by God
there is what 1s called the "subjective aim." This is the
occaslon itself controlling its own destiny. It is the taking
over from the inevitable ordering of things (initial aim) to
a branching out into self-determination. This aim determines
Just what an occasion is. The subjective aim deals with con-
ceptual feelings concerning its immediate pressnt and relevant
future.

EVIL

As a result of subjective aim and self-determination evil
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arises. God brings good out of evil, but evil is not to be
considered as a means to good. Evil is the failure of an oc-
casion to acguire some level of beauty, which is Godt's intent.
Freedom exists; therefore one can reject God's aim. Evil is a
risk God takes in providing an inltial aim and allowing cre-
ativity. BSince God prehends actual occasions he must prehend
-evil. God suffers the evil in actual occasions. This shows
that complete determinism dpes not exist; if it did there
worid be no evil since it is not part of God's aim. God is a
part of all occasions and thus feels the evil of occasions.
He overooﬁes this with good.

Evil is brute foree and it is unstable. Through this in-
stability a moral order can take hold. BEvil promotés its own
elimination through destruction. It is positive and destruc-
tive where good 1is positive and creative. The mere fact of
self-creation implies some loss and decay including frustra-
tion and tragedy. Since evil works for itse own destruction,
creative good wins out within the process.

God is sometimes called the "creator" in Whitehead's
philosophy. This stems from his providing the initial aim.

He only conditions originelity, he does not determine it. God

is just as subject to creativity as any actual occasion. "He
is not before all creation, but with all creation.” (italics
his)36 Creati#ity remains the principle of novelty, the uni=-
vérsal of universals,band the uvultimate by which an occésion

becomes.
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God and ths HWorld

INTERLOCKING RELATIORSHIPS
The relationship between God and the World is seen to be

intregal and one of interdependence. They are both within
creative advance; but neither can enjoy this creativity with-
out the other. Yet these two are in constant contrast with
each other. For God, permanence 1s primordial and flux is
derived from the World. “For-the World, flux is foremest and .
permanence comes from God. God is one and absorbs the World's
multiplicity into his unity. The World performs the opposite
function. God is many in that he acquires the multiplicity
of data in the World (1n'hls-oonsequent nature). So also, the |
World is one because of universal immanence. Lhey each con-
tain a mental and physical pole. 1In God the mental is prior;
in the World the physical is prior. Whitehead®s final summary
of the contrasting and seemingly contradictory relationship
between God and the World

can only be expressed in terms of a group of

antitheses, whose apparent self-contradiction

depend on neglect of the diverse categories

of existence. In each antithesis there is a

shift of meaning which converts the opposition

into a contrast.

It is as true to say that God 1s permanent
and the World fluent, as that the World is per-
manent and God is fluent.
It is as true to say that God 1s one and the

World many, as that the World is one and God
many.
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It is as true to say that, in comparison with
World, God is actual eminently, as that, in
compalison with God, the World is actual emin-
ently. }

It is as true to say that the World is im=-
manent in God, as that God is immdnent in the
World., .

It is as true to say that God transcends
the World, as that the World transcends God.

It is as true to say that God creates the
World, as that the World creates God.37.

PANTHEISH
With all the emphasis placed on the importance of the
world it is only natural that Whitehead be accused of panthelsm.

John Cobb makes an important distinction in the gqualitative

difference between God and the World in his book & Christian

Natural Theology. He says God's influence in providing an in-

itizl aim for an occagion 18 of tremendously greater importance
than the influence of any other occasion. Panthelsm says that
the universe as a whole is God. But Nhitehead'snoccasions ac-
tually exist apart from each other; they are merely united by
prehension. Even at this; oontemporariés do not prehend one
another. 1 dO‘not.believe one can say that the universe (actu-
al entities) is God in Whitehead's system. Panentheism would
be a doctrine more rightfully‘associatedAWith Whitehead., This
means that God includes the world as a part though‘not the whole
of his being. I say this with the distinction of God's two na-
tures in mind., His conseguent nature would be that part includ-
ing the world, while his primordial nature would remain free

and transcendent.
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Religion

Whitehead's God is not merely a "metaphysical accident."
There is a religious feeling attached to'him, This religlous
feeling is characterized by a feeling of refreshment and com-
panionship. Such feelings of enrichment indicate the preseﬁce

of the divine, Especially in his two books Heligion in the Hak-

ing and Adventures of Ideas Whitehead speéks of the religious

avallability of God, But one must keep in mind that this aspect
of God is not essentlial for his function in the universe, White
head accuses pastltheologians of paying God "metaphysical com-
pliments™ to establish his religious significance. Whitehead
seems,té take God out of his system when he speaks of this reli-
gious significance. Tor instance, he hardly mentions it in |

Process and RBeallty where his metaphyslcs is explalned. Bather,

he uses the two other hooks mentioned. Heliglous experiencs
was to him an important aspect of human experience, but it by
itself was not enough to justify a God,.

The religious God stands out as the persuasion to the fi=
nal aim of beauty. His concern is the pursuit of the aestheti-
cal order mentioned before. Whitehsad speaks of God as "the
poet of the world, with tender patience leading it by his vi-
sion of truth, beauty, and goodness.“38 He even calls God a

spilritual belng in Religion in the Making. HReligion was some-

thing real to Whitehead which could change character. Individu-
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al worth arose from religion. Religion 1s concerned with re-
actions té purpose and emotion. Its dogma can not be Just
pleasing ideas but they must seek penetrétion and clarity.
Perhaps Whitehead®s best summary of religion is that it "is
what the individual does with his own solitariness."3? With-
out religion, life is pain and misery lighted up by roasional
en joyments.

Although religlon is very real to him, Whitehead does not
uphold any one religion. He makes many modificationson the
traditional Christian concept of God which exempts him fronm
this religion. Certainly a ohangeablé, growing, lmperfect God
was a drastically new idea. But since that time, this is exactd
1y what theologians have been discussing. The possibility that
God does not know our future actions and that we must influence
him if he is to be with us--these are- quesfions being dealt
with today. This does not say that God is different now, rath-
er it advocates the idea that our understanding of him 1s chang-
ing, growing, becomling clearer. But this 1s subject matter for
theologians and not within the scope of this paper.

Whitehead has tried to fit God into his system as best
he can, for he does not want God to be "stuck on" to his system
to answer unrationalized religlous emotions. He tries to bend
and twist as much as he can to make the God of his metaphysical
system religlously available. His attempts seem to%%airly suc=
cessful in light of God's final aim i.e. persuading us to a

"strength of beauty.”
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CONCLUSION

Whitehead has been successful; he did break out into a
new philosophical system. His scheme 1s quite comprehensive,
covering many areas, including a variety of philosophical pointg
Whitehead's attempt.haé been at makling his philosophy as all-
encompassing and as near perfect as possible. But he does not
claim to have settled everything, by any means . Due to weak-
nesses of insight and deficiencies in language, "Philosophers
can never hope filnally to formulate these metaphysical first
principlesg"hO

But Whitehead has made a very slignificant contribution to
philoso@hy and also to theology. He has been a'contributor to
modern process thought in both fields. He had history to use
as a basis for his concept of God, but obviously he did not let
this confine him in any way. He gave his own ideas of God,
many of which were self-imposed because of his metaphysical set
up. Actually, in proportion, Whitehead sﬁoke very little of
God. His major work consists of 533 pages, and only the last
15 are directed toward God. In other works God is rarely men~"

tioned, with the exception of Beligion in the Making and Adven-

tures of Ideas where a chapter or two is reserved for God. When
he does speak of God he gives him special attributes or powers.
He does make him an exception to his categories. He calls him

an "accident™ which he then must qualify to be a primordial,

non-temporal accident. With those qualifications he is hardly
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an accident anymore,

What he does say about God is unclear and inconsistent in
many cases. Whitehead was aware of this. He knew he was hav-
ing problems with the entity "God" and no matter how he ap=-
proached it, there was still something which was not quite
right. He says in his essay on "Immortality” (one of the last
things he wrote) that his discussion of God was not based on
absolute certainty, and that, at best, human concepts glve only
a glimpse of the nature of God.41 I think he wés right on this
point, and this idea leads all philosophies to the same diffi-
culty. God is the supreme actual entity, meaning above other
actual entities. Whitehead himself had to submit to this by
creating the primordial nature of God. He did what he could
in relating God to his system; he even brought in the religious
avallability of God by which he persuades everything to a
strength of beauty in trying to show Godl!s immanence. But it
is very hard to bring God down to man's level in a philosophi= |
cal systen.

Whitehead®'s contribution to philosophy has Been an inspir-
ation to many as well as a springboard into process thought.
Whitehead leaves us, as nust all process philosobhers, on a
challenging note. He says the future is ours to determine,

It will be what all actual entities make it, God included., It
will consist of the past and present data and the ideal possi-
bilities which are before us. The directlon creativity takes

and whether or not the final aim will be rsached, depends upon
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the present actual entities, what kind of data they leave

behind, and how this data is used by those that are to come.
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FOOTNOTES

INTRODUCTION
1. PR p. 20,
CHAPTER I

1. SMW p. 50,

2. PR p. &4,

3. BSMW p. vii-viii

4, PR p. 27,

5. Bvolution and the Christian Doctrine of Creatioﬁ, p. 174
This 1s how Hr. Overman deals with this gquestion, but it
still seems unsatisfactory. Even if for a "fleeting mo-
ment® an actual occasion were "utterly alone" it would
not be part of the system.

6. In AI (p. 189) Whitehead calls the human body "a set of
occasions miraculously coordinated so as to pour its
inheritance lnto various reglons within the brain.”

7. FR p. 434,

8. PR p, 374.

9. BM p. 104.

10. PR p. 517.

11, PR p. 73.

12. PB p. 73.

13. C.E.#. Joad, Guide to Philosophy, p. 579.

14. Dorthy Emmet, Whitehead's Philosophy of Organism, p. 87.
15, See PR p. 35.

16. ER p. 41,

17. See RH p. 111.
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18,
19.
20.

21,

FR p. 207.
FR p. 1ix.
AT p. 177.

It is the prehension of presentational immediacy that is
called feeling. This feeling is what is called concept
or thought in other systems. N

CHAFTER II

22,

23.
2h,

25,
26.
27.
28,

29.

30.
31.

39.

ATl p. 172..
Al p. 208.

Daniel Willlams, What Present Day Theologians Are Saying,
p. 73. )

PR p. 521,
SMW p. 179.
PR p. 28,

See PR p. 11, BRM p. 91.

Whitehead does speak to this in PR (p. 134) where he

admits to the exception of the derivate character of
conceptual feslings.

PR p. 521, -
SMW p. 178.
PR p; 48 .

PR p. 19. -~

PR p. 525.
AT p. 284,
FR p.. 521.
FR p. 528.
FR p. 526.
RM p. 16.
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CONCLUSION
40. PR p. 6.

41, "Immortality" in The Philosophy of A.N., Whitehead, ed. .
P.A. Schilpp, p. ©698.
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