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INTRODUCTION

ROFESSOR Whitehead has made a large contribution
Pto the field of modern philosophy in the several works

which he has published. In ‘the series of books which
have appeared, he preserves the general outline of his theories,
although he makes certain changes in the detailed explanations.
In his latest work, Modes of Thought, one may note a further
transition in his doctrine, still within the general trend of his
earlier thought. For the purpose of this study the most sys-
tematic presentation of his cosmology may be found in Process
and Reality. It is easily understood that, while he is presented
as a philosopher in the general sense of that term, he has come
to philosophy by way of mathematics and mathematical
physics. Hence, he is especially interested in the cosmological
rather than ontological aspects of philosophy. At the same
time, his philosophy is organic, founded on principles which
pertain as much to biology and psychology as to cosmology.
His doctrine of prehension or prehensive experience as it is
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presented in Process and Reality 1s an extension of a fact which
is verified concerning living things, to the inorganic world.

First of all, the world must be concelved as composed of
monadic actual entities. Each entity becomes—it never ts—and
it 1s nothing but the process of its own becoming. This process
of becoming resolves itself into the ingression of eternal objects
which constitute the potentialities of definiteness for any actual
existence. Not only do eternal objects enter into the composi-
tion, but other actual entities may be prehensively gathered
into the unity of one new entity. The eternal objects are
similar to universals or Platonic forms, and have an existence
separate from that which they possess when they are a part
of the constitution of an actual entity. A rather disconcerting
example of eternal object is a definite shade of greem. Mr.
Whitehead does not employ the term “ greenness ” but we may
assume that the term is not alien to his idea of an eternal
object. In this manner of ingression or “ participation,” the
eternal objects are the source of the temporal actual entities
of which the actual world is formed.

The part of “creativity ” in the system is not very clear.
It will be treated more fully in the section on creation. For
the present, we may say that it is used at times as a synonym
for the word * creation ” considered as the act of creating; at
other times it is that which results from the act of creation,
the created world. At all events it is to be conceived as an
element to be found throughout the world. All existing things,
including God, are characterizations of it.

The two groups, actual entities and eternal objects, are
mediated by a thing which combines the two. The mediating
element 1s the divine element in the world, “by which the
barren inefficient disposition of abstract potentialities or eternal
objects obtains primordially the efficient conjunction of order-
ing.” This ordering is said to be the *ideal realization ” of all
eternal objects. “ The ideal realization of potentialities in the
primordial nature of God constitutes the stability by which the
actual process exemplifies general principles of metaphysics and
attains the ends proper to specific types of emergent order.”
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By reason of the actuality of the primordial valuation, or
ordering, or realization, of eternal objects, each eternal object
has a definite, effective relevance to each concrescent process.
The ordering amounts to a plan which is realized only approxi-
mately in the concrescent process which constitutes a given
actual entity. The concrescing entities enjoy a certain amount
of freedom in the process, and therefore the primordial aim is
attained only more or less.

The process does not cease at the completion of a given
actual entity. It begins with data, eternal objects, actual
entities or both. These data are prehended by the actual entity,
in a manner analogous to the act of experience of the higher
animals, so that the data are made a part of—they are objecti-
fied in—the new actual entity. The act of experience is called
‘“ prehension.” The prehensive process is completed when a
given entity has attained a definite satisfaction. At this point
it is called a subject-superject. The prehending actual entity
is called the subject. When it is ready to be objectified in a
new process it is called the subject-superject.

The whole world continues the process, each actual entity
prehending every other entity of the world, in this way con-
stituting one form of world unity. Finally all are united in the
one divine prehension which constitutes God in His consequent
nature. The harmonization or harmonious union of the things
of the world is the special concern of Mr. Whitehead in his
cosmology. It is also the special subject of this discussion. We
shall try to present the system in a brief explanation, touching
especially upon the items of causality and creation, as a means
of understanding the unity which constitutes the world as one
in the divine prehension.

I

Exrrinsic CAUSALITY IN THE PrROCESS OF CONCRESCENCE

According to the principles of organic philosophy, as pre-
sented by Professor Alfred North Whitehead, in the process of
constituting an actual entity there are two causative factors of
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great importance. The first of these is the data of the actual
world relevant to the concrescent subject. The data are objecti-
fied in the process to form the resultant actual entity or subject-
superject. This latter term is used to indicate that no actual
entity simply is, but that it becomes a part of the data of the
actual world or another concrescence as soon as it is itself finally
constituted. The actual entity accepts or rejects (prehends)
the various proposed objects into its constitution in accordance
with a lure for feeling, or tendency toward satisfaction which
is fully attained by the subject-superject. This latter entity
is not a static state but dynamic, and it loses the charagteristic
of completion since the process is repeated. The “ completed ”
actual entity forms the ground or foundation, as one among
many actual entities, the data of an actual world, relevant to a
new concrescent entity.

The data, precisely as such, are called the efficient cause,
while the lure for feeling is the final cause of the process. That
same lure for feeling is another word for “ Mind ”; but a mind
which may be not-conscious. In other places the lure for feeling
i1s sald to be the germ of mentality rather than mentality.
Finally, God is the lure for feeling.

The subjective aim in the process is derived from the
primordial actual entity, that is, the primordial nature of God
which 1s the conceptual valuation of eternal objects. These
eternal objects “ as in God’s primordial nature constitute the
Platonic world of ideas.” * From this conceptual valuation the
aim of a given entity is derived. This subjective aim, however,
is not a complete determination, for the actual entity is partly
undetermined. The propositions—the objective lure proposed
for “feeling” or absorption—can be present only when the
given actual entity has reached a stage of its development at
which it can prehend the proposition. Until that moment the
proposition does not exist for that subject. The indetermina-
tion also comsists in the power of the concrescent entity to
accept or reject freely the proposition proposed.

* Process and Reality (Cambridge Univ. Press, 1929), p. 63; Science and the
Modern World (New York: Macmillan, 1937), p. 228.
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Thus in the process the efficient cause is the data of the
relevant actual world, while the process is guided by a deter-
mining basic aim derived from the primordial nature of God
and carried on in accordance with a free choice made by the
eoncrescent entity itself.

The philosophy of organism is a philosophy of becoming,
completely rejecting the idea of an actual entity which is the
unchanging subject of change. Hence arises the great problem
of extrinsic causality which is so closely allied to the considera-
tion of matter and form, substance and essence. In this section
we are considering the nature and operation of extrinsic efficient
and final causes in the process. It is well to note our own
position in the beginning of the discussion. First of all, we
cannot agree with Mr. Whitehead concerning the nature of
things. Being and becoming are not the same. The world is not
all becoming. It is quite true that the things of the world are
all in potency to a further act. That which is, is in potency
to become that which it is not. At a given moment a child is
in act with regard to certain perfections. It is also in potency
to certain other perfections. For example, it is in potency to
the attainment of intellectual knowledge which it does not
already possess. We differ from Mr. Whitehead since we say
that the entity is already in act with regard to certain perfec-
tions although it is in potency with regard to others. He would
say that it is in no way in act; that is, it is always becoming.
We emphasize that in becoming something becomes. There is
a terminus a quo and a terminus ad quem in every change, but
the subject of that change endures. Otherwise, it would not be
change, but annihilation of the one and creation of the other.
The child which passes from potency to act of knowledge
changes, but it is the same subject of change.

Nevertheless there is a difference. The ignorant child be-
comes a knowing child. That which was red becomes violet.
That which was multiple becomes one. This is the essential of
all becoming. There is a successive union of diverse elements.
According to the principle of identity, elements which are
different in themselves cannot of themselves be united, for they
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would then be both what they are and what they are not.
Since they cannot unite themselves, they must be brought
together by an extrinsic sufficient reason. The union of these
diverse elements is the gradual process of becoming. That
which becomes is not yet determined being but is undetermined
being; that is, it is in potency. What is of itself undetermined
cannot determine itself. The determining or actualizing agency
is called the efficient cause.

The efficient cause must itself be in act with regard to the
perfection which it actualizes in another. A man who is totally
ignorant of the science of geometry cannot bring a child (who
is in potency to that knowledge) to a knowledge of that science.
Only in so far as anything is in act does it move another thing.
This 1s true not only of local motion but of every change which
takes place, including the intellectual and voluntary actions
of man.

In a few words, that which is in potency to an act cannot
reduce itself to that act, but must be reduced to it by an
extrinsic efficient cause which is itself in act. Even in living
bodies, in which one part moves another, an extrinsic cause is
finally required, for the moving part is itself moved by some
external force. The same is true of the intellectual act of knowl-
edge. The intellect depends on the imagination which in turn
depends on the external object of knowledge. We shall not go
into the question of total and partial causes. It is evident that
the material object of knowledge is not the total cause of the
intellectual idea, or of the operation of the intellect. We shall
only point out that the total cause of an effect or perfection
must itself first be in act with regard to that perfection.

A question still remains. Why does the efficient cause act?
An agent is in act with regard to many perfections. Yet it does
not always cause those perfections in another. A man possesses
much knowledge which he does not impart to others. When the
efficient cause acts, why does it do so, rather than remain at
rest? Why does a carpenter make a chair rather than a table?
If the agent produces a given effect rather than another, it must
be that he is determined or ordained to that one which he
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produces. He must have a tendency to just that effect. That
which motivates him to act, and which determines him to one
rather than another effect, is the final cause. It is evident that
every agent acts for an end. Moreover that end is distinet from
the agent, although it must be present in some way to the effi-
cient cause. It is present intentionally, and exercises a causality
which determines it to that end. The final cause does not
exercise efficient but final causality, which is of a different order.
The former is concerned with the existence of the effect; that
which is in potency to existence is reduced to the act of exist-
ence. The efficient cause applies the form (act) to the matter
(potency), which results in the totality of the effect. That
which induces the efficient cause to act is the final cause. The
efficient cause is that which produces the effect. The final cause
is that for which the agent acts.

In other words, the final cause is that which determines the
agent to act. If the agent were not so determined, it would
remain inactive or it might produce any effect. There would
be no sufficient reason either for the effect or for the activity.
The effect would be due to pure chance; and pure chance is no
explanation of things. It is rather the lack of an explanation.
We may use the term “ by chance ” in a different sense, in that
something happens by accident, at the same time that we insist
that it is the result of an action which is carried on with an
end in view. The traditional example is that of a man who digs
a hole in a field in order to plant a tree, and in digging the hole
discovers a treasure. It is true that the discovery of the treasure
is a chance occurrence. But the action which results in that
discovery is by no means due to chance. The man had a definite
end in view in digging; during that action the treasure was
discovered by accident.

The determination of the agent to the end may be according
to its nature, or according to its intellect. By its very nature
the eye is ordained for seeing; a bird is ordained to build a nest;
a bee is determined to build a hive; a ship is determined to sail.
On the other hand an agent acting according to its intellect may
have an end to which it is determined precisely by its intellect.
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In causes acting according to their nature the end of the act and
the end of the agent are identical. An agent acting according
to its intellect may have a further end in view, beyond or above
the end of the act. For example, fire is determined by its nature
to burn, to give heat and light. An intelligent agent may use
that fire for a further end, to warm himself, to destroy incrimi-
nating papers, and for many other purposes. He may build a
ship which is destined to sail, in order to make his living, or to
have the pleasure of sailing the ship. In this way he uses things
which are determined by their nature to certain ends and directs
them in the production of further effects, which are the ends
that he has in mind.

Mr., Whitehead admits final causality; in fact, he is credited
with re-introducing final causality into the world of today. He
gives the example of the battleship Utah which made a good-
will trip around the continent of South America. There was an
aim 1n the “ concourse of atoms, of iron and of nitrogen, and of
other sorts of chemical elements into the form of a ship, of its
armor, of its guns, of its engines, of its ammunition, of its stores
of food.” * This example shows not only final causality but also
the necessity of an efficient cause. For all these elements are
diverse, and yet they are brought into the one unit, the Utah.
An efficient cause is necessary to reduce the multiple to unity.
Each of the component elements had an end proper to it,
according to its nature. But the gathering of all into the one
ship was due to the principal efficient cause, the builder.

Obviously the ship was not actual at the time it was designed
by the builder. It was a possible, since the component elements
were present, and the necessary cause, the builder, was also
there. It did not become actual until all those diverse elements
were reduced to unity by the action of that efficient cause.
Nevertheless the builder had a complete plan in mind. He had
an end in view which specified his action. The battleship
existed intentionally in the mind of the designer. Moreover the
director of each part of the work of construction had in mind

? The Function of Reason (Princeton Univ. Press, 1929), p. 10.
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the proximate end which he was to accomplish in the process.
Each agent, in attaining an end, even if it be a proximate end,
is in some way determined to that object. Otherwise the exist-
ing effect would be without a sufficient reason for its becoming.
The new contingent effect would have been determined neither
in se nor i alio to become that which it is; not in se because it
is by definition contingent; not in alio because the agent was not
determined to it. Thus the end must be in some way present
to the agent in order to determine it to produce that end. It is
present intentionally to the agent. In the beginning it is a mere
possible not yet actual, yet it is really, intentionally present in
the mind of the agent. This is always true of agents which act
according to their intellect. An agent acting according to its
nature need not have the end intentionally present to it, since
it is determined to that end by its nature. Still we are forced
to admit that the author of that nature is intelligent. The agent
acting according to its intellect (and the author of nature)
must be conscious and cognizant of itself. Not only must the
end be perceived by the agent, the relation of means to end
must also be perceived. Precisely for this reason the agent must
be intelligent, since only an intelligent agent can know the
relation of means to end.

It may be objected that there are unintelligent and uncon-
scious efficient causes. This fact does not affect the meta-
physical proof above. When an unintelligent cause attains an
end, it acts under the direction of an intelligent cause. This
direction may be immediate, as when an arrow is directed
toward the target by the archer. It may also be carried on
indirectly as the author of the nature of a thing directs it to
the attainment of an end, as a fire is determined to burn. A
triangle also has its determined properties. But the determina-
tion does not come from itself, rather it belongs to the object
as coming from another. The ultimate author of that deter-
mination acts for an end and knows the relation of means to
end. That is, it is intelligent.

3 Cf. Garrigou-Lagrange, God, His Existence and His Nature (London: Herder,
1934), 1, pp. 163-172; 194-205; 261-293.
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To sum up, when an effect is actualized and it is not pure
act, 1t must be actualized by another entity which by its action
produces the transition from potency to act. The actualizing
agent is called the efficient cause. That which motivates the
efficient cause to action is called the final cause. These two are
really distinct the one from the other, although the final cause
must be intentionally present in an intelligent agent. In an
agent acting according to its nature, the nature itself deter-
mines the agent to the object of its action.

In applying these principles to the process of concrescence,
we shall first consider the efficient cause. “ Efficient causation
expresses the transition from actual entity to actual entity.” *
There is no question here of transition from potency to act, for
the process is mere becoming and is not terminated to being.
Nothing ever really is. As soon as an actual entity “is,” it
re-begins the process of concrescence. Nothing is ever in act, it
is always becoming. It may be said that these actual entities
are In act when they attain their proper satisfaction. It is true
that they are then in act, and they are also at the same time in
potency to a further act. Mr. Whitehead’s own expressions and
language indicate this very state of affairs. On the other hand,
he explicitly denies that anything is. He emphasizes the
“ objectification ” of the entities, denying them any state of act.

Transition is only one of two kinds of fluency:

One 1s the “ fluency ” inherent in the constitution of the particular
existent. This kind I have called * concrescence.” The other kind
is the fluency whereby the perishing of the process, on the com-
pletion of the particular existent, constitutes that existent as an
original element in the constitution of other particular existents
elicited by repetitions of the process. This kind I have called
“transition.” Concrescence moves towards its final cause, which
is its subjective aim; transition is the vehicle of the efficient cause
which is the immortal past.?

One would be inclined to think that transition is the efficient
cause in the production of the new entity. This, of course,
would be contrary to the traditional idea of efficient causality.

¢ Process and Reality, p. 209. 5 Ibid., p. 298.
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As a matter of fact, the situation is expressed only partially in
such a conclusion. For in the novel concrescence of an entity
“ the determinate efficient causation is the inflow of the actual
world (i. e., the data of the actual world relevant to that entity)
in its own proper character of its own feelings felt and re-
enacted by the novel concrescent subject.” ® Note that there
are two actions indicated. First, there are “ feelings” in the
actual world relevant to the entity. Secondly, those feelings are
“felt ” by the concrescent subject. Much depends on the mean-
ing of the words “feeling” and “felt.” According to our
presentation, the efficient cause by its action produces the effect.
If concrescence is a process of feeling the data, and thus pro-
ducing the novel actual entity, the entity which * feels ” is the
principal efficient cause of the new entity.
According to Professor Whitehead,

Each actual entity is concrescent as an act of experience arising out
of data. It is a process of feeling the many data, so as to absorb
them into the unity of one individual  satisfaction.” Here “ feel-
ing ” is used for the basic generic operation of passing from the
objectivity of the data to the subjectivity of the actual entity in
operation. Feelings are variously specialized operations effecting a
transition into subjectivity.’

Following such a line of reasoning, there can be no doubt that
the actual operation effecting the passage of the objective data
into the novel actual entity is the action of “ feeling.” More-
over, this action of feeling is carried on by the concrescent
entity itself. It is always an active element in transition; while
“actuality (the data of the actual world) in the process
acquires efficient causation whereby it is the ground of obliga-
tion characterizing the creativity.” * This may be to term the
“actuality ” the material cause of the effect but certainly not
the efficient cause, properly so called.

The “ feeling ” agent is indicated clearly enough. “ The word
‘feeling ’ is a mere technical term: but it has been chosen to
suggest that functioning by which the concrescent actuality

® Ibid., p. 346. * Ibid., p. 55. ¢ Ibid., p. 40.
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appropriates the datum so as to make it its own.” ® In spite of
Mr. Whitehead’s terminology, it is clear that the actual entity
feels the datum, and that this “feeling ” is the true efficient
causality which is exercised. It is expressed in another way
when he writes: “ The three categories (of Subjective Har-
mony, Unity and Conceptual Reversion) express the ultimate
particularity of feelings. For the superject which is the outcome
is also the subject operative in their production.” ** We shall
say nothing of the contradiction inherent in this doctrine. We
limit ourselves to a statement of the doctrine itself. The subject,
i.e., the actual entity, is that which, by its own action, feels
the data.

According to the description of the experience of the simplest
grade of actual entity, which is said to be

the unimaginative response to the datum with its simple content
of sense, Occasions A, B and C enter into the experience of occasion
M as themselves experiencing s, and s,. Occasion M responsively
feels sensa s, and s, as its own sensations, There 1s then a trans-
mission of sensation emotion from A, B and C to M.—Thus the
(unconcious) direct perception of A, B, and C is merely the causal
efficacy of A, B, and C as elements in the constitution of M.

This does not mean that the data are exercising efficient
causality in the becoming of M. It is true that they are actively
feeling s, and s, but it is by this feeling that they, themselves,
are constituted. Precisely as data for the new process of con-
crescence they are felt by M. To say that they are active is
merely to point out that they have properties which make them
useful as constituents of M. For example, steel 1s a useful
material element in the construction of a bridge because it
possesses properties of resistance and cohesion which suit that
purpose, while another material, such as wax, does not possess
those properties. This fact does not make the steel the efficient
cause of the bridge. It is only the material cause. One must
understand the following statement in the same sense: “ The
direct perception whereby the datum in the immediate subject

° Ibid., p. 229. 1 Ibid., p. 361. 1 Jbid., p. 162.
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is inherited from the past can then, in abstraction, be conceived
as the transference of throbs of energy, clothed in specific
forms provided by the sensa.” 2

The energy constitutes the data as entities, and efficient
causality is exercised in that construction. When the * dative
throbs of energy ” are transferred to, or objectified in, a new
entity, the transference is due to the efficient causality of the
new entity by its positive action of feeling.

The author implicitly admits the truth of this conclusion
when he insists that the actual entity is self-creative.*® Nor
does he mean by this that the entity is simply its own final
cause, although this notion is included in the term. His theories
concerning the relation of the final and efficient causes are
somewhat vague. He fails to note that the final cause is that
for which the efficient cause acts; that the end moves the
agent to action, and that an end must be immanent in the effi-
cient cause, either in its nature, or in its intellect. We are told
that the subjective aim guides the process. The aim is indeed
immanent to the process and, therefore, to the entity which s
the process of its own becoming. But the data, as data, are not
the process. Thus the end is not immanent in the data (the
so-called efficient cause) ; it is present neither in the individual
occasions which are the initial data, nor in the one complex
datum formed from them.

The end must be present to the efficient cause of the action.
We are told that the aim is inherent in the process, and there-
fore in the actual concrescent entity which is the process of its
own becoming. On the other hand, it is not immanent in the
data, as such. Hence we are forced to conclude that the actual
entity, rather than the data, must be the efficient cause.

Another aspect of the self-creative nature of the entity is
seen in the decision, which puts the stamp of completion on the
process. This decision is the act of the actual entity itself, in
accordance with the subjective aim. In other words, the final

12 Ibid., p. 163.
13 Cf, Process and Reality, pp. 62, 118, 314, 3817, et passim.
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attitude of “Yes” or “No ™ in prehension depends on the
entity itself. The active nature of the entity in concrescence is
everywhere emphasized. The entity feels the data not passively
but actively. The very definition of the term “feeling” was
seen above. We may consider the action from another point of
view. Feelings are positive prehensions.** A positive prehension
is the definite inclusion of the item (of the universe) into a
positive contribution to the subject’s own real constitution.'
We are always confronted with the same language, the same
expressions which indicate the activity of the entity and the
comparative passivity of the data.

In all fairness to the author, we must point out one passage
in which a diifferent attitude is shown. In Modes of Thought *°
he writes: “ We must not conceive of a dead datum with passive
form. The datum is impressing itself upon the process, con-
ditioning its forms.” He has advanced a step in the exposition
of process. Nevertheless, it is really the same as before. The
datum is in potency to become one thing, or one type of thing,
and not another. In that sense it impresses itself on the process.
One could try forever to construct a bridge out of sand, but he
would be doomed to failure, for the sand impresses itself on the
process, making 1t impossible to fashion a bridge. On the other
hand, steel impresses itself on the process, making it possible
to produce a bridge. Nevertheless the steel is by no means the
efficient cause of the becoming of the bridge:

Mr. Whitehead has indeed made an advance in recognizing
the necessary active character of the data, but we cannot yet
find n them an efficient cause. Moreover, if one were able to
interpret this statement in that sense, it would be quite opposed
to the doctrine as it is exposed in the author’s earlier works.

The only conclusion to which one can come after such a con-
sideration is that the data, which Professor Whitehead terms
the  efficient cause,” cannot be accepted as such. The real

14 XTI Category of Explanation, Process and Reality, p. 81.
5 Process and Reality, p. 56.
18 (Cambridge Univ. Press, 1938), p. 181.
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principal efficient cause of the becoming of an actual entity is
the actual entity itself. No other source of efficient causation is
mentioned. God is not the efficient cause, as will be shown
later. The actual entity is not actus purus, yet it causes its
own transition from potency to act. This expression can be
used concerning the philosophy of organism because there is a
becoming, and the effect is really the actualization of the
potency. The real difficulty in this philosophy is that there is
a becoming without a sufficient reason for it. Creation is self-
creation. The creature is its own creator.

When one considers final causality according to Professor
Whitehead, one finds the same element of self-causation. In the
philosophy of organism one finds some elevated conclusions
concerning the union of the world with God in His consequent
nature. Unfortunately the doctrine is tinged with sentimental-
ism. For the purpose of this paper it is not worth while to con-
sider this aspect of his presentation. We shall confine ourselves
more directly to the consideration of the final cause. As was
seen above, the final cause properly so called is the object which
determines the efficient cause to act. Hence the description
given by Professor Whitehead is not absolutely contrary when
he writes: “ The subjective alm at ¢ satisfaction ’ constitutes
the final cause or lure whereby there is a determinate con-
crescence.” *” In other words, the final cause, as object, is the
satisfaction toward which the entity tends; as present in the
actual entity, it is the subjective aim at that satisfaction. By
satisfaction is meant “ one complex fully determinate feeling
which is the completed phase of the process. . . . It is fully
determinate a) as to its genesis, b) as to its objective character
for the transcendent creativity and ¢) as to its prehension—
positive or negative—of every item of its universe.””® Evidently
this 1s nothing more than to say that completion is the object at
which the entity aims. The question of just “ what completion
is ” naturally arises and is answered definitely enough when we
read that the process is its own reason. “ Every actual entity is
finally its own reason for what it omits.” *°

17 Process and Reality, p. 121. 18 Ibid ., p. 35. *® Ibid., p. 61.
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This satisfaction is the aim of every actual entity, including
God. The ultimate end of all entities is * satisfaction ” in the
consequent nature of God. There is no doubt that Professor
Whitehead admits finality in the sense of an ordering of means
to his end. The basic aim of every actual entity in concrescence
is derived from the conceptual, primordial nature of God, which
is the primordial conceptual valuation of eternal objects so that
they have relevance to the process of creation.”® In this way
God may be termed the “final cause” of the concrescence.
“He is the lure for feeling, the eternal urge of desire. His
particular relevance to each creative act, as it arises from its
conditioned standpoint in the world constitutes Him the initial
object of desire; establishing the initial phase of each subjective
aim.” **

It must be noted, however, that the conceptual valuation of
eternal objects does not cause them. The knowledge of God
is not the cause of things in the philosophy of organism. More-
over the ordering of means to the “ ultimate end ” of unity in
the consequent nature of God is by no means complete. Tt
would be more proper to say that the basic aim is derived from
God, that afterward He leaves the entity to its own concre-
scence, and that finally He takes the result and prehends it in
His consequent nature, saving what can be saved.?

When he writes that “ the final cause is the lure whereby
there is a determinate concrescence,” Professor Whitehead
does not deny our position, namely, that the final cause acts
on the agent and determines the agent to act. His use of the
term “aim” indicates clearly enough that the final cause
determines the efficient cause as the object of its action. For
him, the efficient cause is the data of the actual world relevant
to a given actual entity. Although we have seen that this
thesis cannot be sustained, we may consider the relation be-
tween it and his idea of final causality. The aim or object of the
process should be the determining factor for the data of the
actual world. Now, the satisfaction or feeling to be attained

20 Ibid., p. 486. 2t Ibid., p. 487. 2 [bid., p. 490.
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is not yet actual but only a possible; and a possible can be real
and present to the agent only intentionally. Such an agent
can know the object only if he is also cognizant of himself; in
other words it must be a conscious agent. Moreover not only
must the agent know the means and the end, he must also know
the relation of means to end; this is to say, the agent must be
intelligent.*

It is a well-known principle that in the attainment of an
effect a being may act according to its nature or according to
its intellect. Unintelligent efficient causes act according to their
nature, while an intelligent cause acts according to its intellec-
tual conception of the end to be attained. The nature according
to which an unintelligent cause acts must be directed (if not
created) by an intelligent being. If its action is directed to a
higher end which is not contained in its nature, it must be
directed by an intelligent being. Even when the cause acts
according to its nature, for an end implied therein, that very
nature is itself determined to the end. The intelligent cause
which is required is said to be the author of that nature, who
acts to attain an end and adapts the means to its attainment,
knowing the relations of means to end. In the philosophy of
organism, actual entities need not be conscious.** Much less
are they intelligent. The lure for feeling which guides the pro-
cess, and which one might be led to consider a kind of anima
mundg, is the germ of mentality rather than mentality itself.”
Since these unintelligent and unconscious entities must act
according to their nature in the production of an effect, the
question arises, “ What is the intelligent being which directs
them and to which the end is intentionally present? ” In the
last analysis it must be the primordial nature of God which
conceptually evaluates the eternal objects and makes them
relevant to the process of creation. But when we “ consider
God in the abstraction of primordial actuality, we must ascribe

28 Cf. Garrigou-Lagrange, op. cit., pp. 367-68.
2t Process and Reality, pp. 31, 72, 71.
2% The Function of Reason, p. 27.
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to Him neither fullness of feeling nor consciousness.” ?® As a
result we find an impossibility—a deficiently actual being,
unconscious even of itself, furnishing the aim of the process.

There is a further difficulty in connection with the final cause.
“ Every temporal entity, in one sense, originates from its mental
pole analogously to Giod Himself. It derives from God its basic
conceptual aim, relevant to its actual world, yet with indeter-
minations awaiting its own decisions.” 2 If there are indeter-
minations in every developing actual entity, there must be
some reason for each determining decision. According to the
author’s own description presented above, only the basic alim
comes from God; the entity is in other respects self-determining.
He puts this very clearly when he speaks of the “ fact that every
entity—since it is what it is—is finally its own reason for what
it omits.” *® And again, “ The world is self-created and the
actual entity as self-creating creature passes mnto its immortal
function of part creator of the transcendent world. In its self-
creation the actual entity is guided by its ideal of itself as an
individual satisfaction and as a transcendent creator.”** We
have already seen that a self-creating entity 1s impossible. Here
it is to be noted that this self-creating entity—which need not
be conscious—and which, therefore, may be quite unable to
conceive any end intentionally, is guided by its own ideal of
itself, as an end. In this way the actual entity satisfies Spinoza’s
definition of substance, that it is Cause Swi. It is finally
responsible for the decision by which any lure for feeling is
admitted to efficiency.*

Professor Whitehead is here attempting to save both the
freedom of the process of concrescence and the divine ordering
of the world toward unity in the consequent nature of God.
The existence of evil in the world is one reason why he posits
the freedom. In this manner he hopes to avoid attributing evil
to God as its creator. In spite of this exposition we have every
reason to doubt concerning the fact of the freedom of con-

28 Process and Reality, p. 486. .
27 Ibid., p. 317. 28 Ibid., p. 118.
28 Ibid., p. 61. 20 Ibid., p. 122.
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crescence. The uniformity of the world of nature, and the
uniformity of its action, would indicate not freedom but
determination. We must distinguish when it is a question of the
possibility of such freedom within a world ordered by God.
Freedom concerning the means is quite admissible. Indeed, we
hold this doctrine as true of man. Concerning the ultimate end
of the world and of the entities within the world, there can be
no freedom, although man may be determined to attain that
end freely, with freedom concerning the means to it. If the
world is not fully determined to its final end, it may not reach
that end. If it does not finally attain unity in the consequent
nature of God, such unity is not its proper object. If it does
attain such unity there is not a sufficient reason for the
attainment.

Mr. Newton P. Stallknecht has drawn the proper conclusion
from this doctrine. Speaking of man he writes, “ Man is free
because God is human.”** We may add that nature, too, is
free because God is human. Whitehead has described God as a
“ personal force which is no more than the successful hypostati-
zation of human personality working out its course among its
besetting difficulties.” God as the final cause is the “ eternal
object of desire ” which “ establishes the initial phase of every
subjective aim,” but which does not act as a fully determining
cause. Whence come the difficulties of which Mr. Stallknecht
speaks, for actual entities, using the freedom which is theirs,
freely accept or reject propositions in the process. They are
their own reason for that which they are. The freedom of man
is communicated to all the entities of the umiverse. “The
attitude of God is that of a patient father, who does not ordain
the course which those under him must follow but offers oppor-
tunity which they may be capable of grasping. The guidance is
not omnipotent—the universe is open.” *

God’s role is not the combat of productive force with productive

force, of destructive force with destructive force; it lies in the
patient operation of the overpowering rationality of his conceptual

8% Studies in Creation (Princeton Univ. Press, 1934), p. 151.
3% Stallknecht, op. cit., p. 151.
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harmonization. He does not create the world, He saves it: or, more
accurately, He is the poet of the umiverse with tender patience
leading it by His vision of truth, beauty and goodness.?

In conclusion, the theory of both efficient and final causality
in the philosophy of organism is deficient. That which is called
the efficient cause is revealed to be, rather, a material cause.
The proper efficient cause is the concrescent entity itself, an
impossibility. Finality is admitted, in the sense of a primordial
ordering of the process. But that ordering need not be carried
out in its entirety, since the concrescent entities are free or
self-determining. This theory inevitably leads 1o the elevation
of the actual entity, so that it is its own eflicient and final cause.
The God to whom all entities are ordered is no longer the
creator of the world but one who seeks to bring his own nature
to completion and satisfaction, and harmonizes the universe in
that process. It must be admitted that the aim of entities to be
united in God is not unchristian. But, as is readily seen, the
fundamental reason for such a tendency is lacking, since the
theory of causality is unsound. It will be seen later that the
explanation of creation is also incorrect. Lastly, the unity of
finality of the universe will be seen to be quite unfounded in
principle as well as exaggerated in execution.

IL

CREATION AND THE Basis oF UNITY IN THE UNIVERSE

In any study of creation according to the philosophy of
organism, one must first get clearly in mind two important
facts. First of all, the term “ creation ” is used in two senses.
At times it is employed in the sense of the mere conceptual
evaluation of eternal objects in the primordial nature of Ged.
This meaning would be analogous to, but not by any means
identical with, our use of “ creation ” in the strict sense, pro-
ductio rei ex nihilo sui et subjecti. As we shall note later, the
idea of creation from absolutely nothing does not appear in the

3% Process and Reality, p. 490.
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philosophy of Whitehead. The term is also used in the wide
sense for the mere production of things, for example, the creation
of a statue by an artist. The doctrine of creation may be sum-
marily divided into the conceptual creation in the primordial
nature of God, as opposed to physical (non-conceptual) crea-
tion of a novel entity from entities which precede it in the
welter of the process. In this chapter we are interested es-
pecially in conceptual creation. It is evident that physical
creation is of far less importance as far as the principles of
philosophy are concerned. Moreover, we shall consider it in
connection with the chapters on unity.

Secondly, it must be remembered that Professor Whitehead
is speaking always of the becoming of things which never really
are. He wishes to be considered a dynamist, for he expressly
holds that all is process. In spite of his definite dynamistic
tendencies, in his latest book, Modes of Thought, he has be-
trayed a departure from the strict dynamistic thesis that all is
process. He writes, “ The universe is more than process. . . .
The difficulty is to relate the static form to the active process.” **
He evidently holds to dynamism because the idea of static
reality devoid of process is quite contrary to what is known of
the universe. He feels that he must choose between activity,
which he sees in the universe, and a completely static system in
which there is no change. He fails to realize that there is
another alternative, and therefore he accepts dynamism. The
true state of affairs is being gradually recognized. Hence he
writes again in Modes of Thought,* that there is a transition
which is real and an achievement which is real. In Process and
Reality he often speaks of the end of one process of concretion
and the beginning of the next successive concretion, at which
point there is a “ momentary halt for attainment.” He points
out that “ in the inescapable flux there is something that abides:
in the overwhelming permanence, there is an element that
escapes into flux. . . . Those who would disjoin the two ele-
ments can find no iInterpretation of patent facts.”** The

34 Pp. 137-138. 3 P. 140. 3% Process and Reality, p. 478.
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strange thing about the philosophy of organism is that the two
elements are clear, yet when 1t is necessary to explain them,
recourse is had merely to process. The fact which he tries to
explain is a denial of the doctrine of process.

He lays great emphasis upon the notion of potentiality.

The notion of potentiality is fundamental for the understanding
of existence, as soon as the notion of process is admitted. . . . Thus
the actualities of the present are receiving their character from the
process and ave bestowing their characters on the future. Im-
mediacy is the realization of the potentialities of the past, and is
the storehouse of the potentialities of the future®?

In all these expressions he indicates that there is something
which is no longer becoming, but is. This is the superject at the
momentary halt for attainment.

Although he insists time and time again that nothing really
is, the Scholastic doctrine of potency and act could very easily
be followed by Professor Whitehead if he understood it properly.
He even

maintain (s) that for human experience, there are two natural
starting points for the understanding of types of existence. The
two types in question can be named respectively, the Type of
Actuality, and the Type of Potentiality. These types require each
other, namely, Actuality is the exemplification of Potentiality—and
Potentiality is the characterization of Actuality, either in fact or
concept.®®

It is difficult to know just what the expressions mean. Still, 1t
is clear that he realizes that there are two types of existence to
which all other types are reducible. For us there are no other
types. Being is either potency or act. Mr. Whitehead has
evidently read much of the unchanging God of Christian
philosophy, and therefore he hesitates to accept anything savor-
ing of staticism. For some reason he thinks that a God who is
pure Act is simply static.

He is so much opposed to staticism as it is seen in Newton
that he refuses to admit explicitly what he holds implicitly, the

37 Modes of Thought, p. 136. 38 Modes of Thought, p. 96.
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place of act in the universe. With the presence of even such a
process and act as Whitehead admits, it would not be too diffi-
cult to argue to the existence of Pure Act, according to the
traditional method of St. Thomas. This, however, is not our
present task. Moreover, the eminent professor might take
refuge behind his opinion that it is a prevalent bad habit to
“trust in language as an adequate expression of a proposi-
tion.” * He would, perhaps, deny that his expressions are more
than slips of the tongue. He would hardly admit that he is
tending to the Scholastic doctrine of Potency and Act, and the
admission of the existence of an unmoved Mover who is
“eminently real.”

The potential, or possible, is so essential a part of the phi-
losophy of organism that its author weakens his own doctrine
of creation because of it. There must even be a possible as the
terminus a quo of all creation. Like Plato, he fails to reach a
beginning, in the causal sense of that term. Because of the use
of ambiguous terminoclogy, he gives a bad impression of his
perspicacity when he speaks without qualification of the “ crea-
tive process ” which “is to be discerned in that transition by
which one occasion, already actual, enters into the birth of
another instance of experienced value.” *° “ The Creative pro-
cess Is a process of exclusion to the same extent as it is a
process of inclusion.” He speaks of an ““ actual ” which he calls
the “ ground ” of the creative process.** Thus in creation there
is a fusion of the “ actual with something which, at its entry
into the process, is not actual. The process is the achievement
of actuality by the ideal consequent, in virtue of its union with
the ground.” **

In the first place we may ask, “ Whence comes this ground?
Is it created? If so, is there a ground in its creation?”
Evidently there is something actual. In other words, creation
starts with something already existing, and that something is
by no means Infinite Being and Pure Act. It is creation in the

32 Process and Reality, p. vili; Modes of Thought, p. 139.
4 Religion in the Making (New York: Macmillan, 1930), p. 112.
 Ibid. “2 Ibid., p. 114.
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same sense as artistic creation, which is no more than production
from pre-existing material.

The ideal consequent or ““ non-being ” which has a part in the
process is also something. It is not non-being in the true and
accepted sense of that term. In the philosophy of organism,
non-being and being are defined in terms of relevance to a given
actual occasion. That which is relevant 1s being; that which is
not relevant is non-being for that occasion. Transcendental
being is not considered.

This brings us to the more metaphysical ireatment of the
problem as 1t 1s presented in Process and Reality. Even here,
it is held that all which arises, arises first concep‘tuaﬂy, But
the conceptual origin is merely the conceptual valuation of
eternal objects in the primordial nature of God. Once again,
Creation 1s by no means productio rei ex nihilo sui et subjecti.
It is always a fusion. The eternal objects do not simply become;
they become relevant because of that conceptual valuation.
Prior to that valuation they are non-being only in the sense that
they are not relevant to the process.* They are represented
to us as eternally standing before the valuation of God. Never-
theless they are uncreated; for by that evaluation, order is
introduced among them, while they are independent of God in
their esse**

On the other hand, causal dependence is the essential note
of creation according to the Scholastic system. True, creation
actively considered is only the action of God creating out of
nothing, and God’s action is God. Therefore, in that sense there
can be no dependence, since God is absolutely independent.
But taken passively, creation is the creature itself, in so far as
it is dependent in esse. In other words it is simply the rela-
tion of a derivative to its cause It is a question of actual
dependent beings needing a first term, and consequently a
question of the entire, causal dependence of everything in the
world, including duration, upon the first principle.*® The

4% Science and the Modern World, p. 234.

24 Process and Reality, pp. 34 and 486.

4 Cf. Sertillanges, Foundations of Thomistic Philosophy (London, 1931), pp.
91-134.
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Scholastic takes as a fundamental part of his system the
existence of contingent things. From that, by the principle of
causality, he argues to the existence of a necessary Being, the
First Cause. From the fact of change, which is evident in the
world, he argues to the existence of Pure Act, in virtue of which
all becoming takes place.

Professor Whitehead denies the validity of such reasoning,
for it is a primary principle of his philosophy that our notion
of causality concerns the relation of things within the actual
world, and can only illegitimately be extended to a * trans-
cendent derivation.” ¢ For him, a “ transcendent derivation ”
would be the creation of the world by a creator quite external
to it. This would be a “ supernatural origin ” such as Newton
held. He (Whitehead) would make the Creator an integral
part of things and the world a part of God. He forgets that,
although there is a real distinction between the cause and effect,
God, the cause, is in the world by His power and by His essence.
This does not mean, however, that He 1s limited fo this world
or by this world. He is transcendent Being, but He is also
immanent in the world. Creation is the production of existing
being according to its esse. That esse can only be a participa-
tion of the divine esse. Hence the Creator may be said to
be present in the world because the world is produced by Him,
and it #s only as a participation of His Being. Yet He is
transcendent. The world does not contain or limit Him.

The doctrine of participation is to be found nowhere in the
philosophy of organism. For participation is a participation of
being, which is not admitted in the organic system. Everything
is becoming; nothing is. According to the doctrine of participa-
tion, being is divided into two types, that which is being by its
essence (ens per essentiam) and that which is being by partici-
pation (ens per participationem) .*" In the former, essence and

4 Process and Reality, p. 130.

47 Cf. Del Prado, de Veritate Fundamentali Philosophiace Christianae (Fribourg,
Switzerland: 1911), pp. 86-130; Garrigou-Lagrange, de Deo Uno (Paris: 1938),
pp. 156-164; Maquart, Elementa Philosophiae (Paris: 1937), vol. III, pp. 75-95
and 881-385. The most complete treatment will be found in Cornelic Fabro,
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existence are one. In the latter, essence and existence are really
distinct. In the former we need look for no external sufficient
reason. This is the Supreme Being, and the Supreme Being does
not receive existence. Rather, the Supreme Being, whom we
call God, 7zs His essence and He 7s His existence. e has no
external cause of His existence nor of His necessity in existence.
(Non habetl causam sui esse nec suae necessitatis in essendo.)
He is by and of Himself, because of His own proper essence.

In that which is being by participation, essence and existence
are really distinct. The essence of participating being does not
include existence but it receives existence. According to the
degree of participation it is said to be more or less being. This
participation is not univocal but analogical. One cannot predi-
cate being of God and creatures univocally but analegically,
by an analogy of proportionality.*®* It is pantheism which
predicates being univocally of God and creatures. According to
such a system, God is either a part of the world, whether its
form or its matter or its existence; or He s the world and the
world 1s God. According to the evolutionistic pantheists, God,
the only reality, evolves in such a way that the world is pro-
duced from His essence. Nonevolutionistic pantheists maintain
that the world is only a manifestation of the one reality which
is God.

The essential note of all pantheism is the univocal predica-
tion of being as of God and of creatures. God 1s not trans-
cendent but entirely immanent in the world. In fact, one can
avoid pantheism only by holding the analogical predication of
being of God and creatures. Thus God is transcendent, although
immanent in the world hy His power and by His essence. But
His essence is participated only analogically by the creatures
of the world.

For Mr. Whitehead, God 1s not truly transcendent. He is
“ granscendent ” only in the sense that He, like all actual
entities, is a subject-superject, and as such He can be objectified

S.P.S., La Nozione Metafisica di Partecipazione, secundo S. Tomaso d’Aquino,
Vita e Pensiero (Milan: 1938).

8 Cf, Maquart, Elementa Philosophiae, vol. I, pp. 96-104 and vol. II1-2, pp. 26-
42.
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in the prehensive concrescence of other actual entities. This
is a new and unusual use of the term “ transcendent,” not at all
in keeping with the classical meaning of the word.

It can hardly be said that Mr. Whitehead is an emanationist
or evolutionistic pantheist, if we mean by that one who holds
that creatures evolve from God. On the other hand, there is a
certain similarity between the constitution of the consequent
nature of God by His prehension of the world, and the evolution
of the world into God as this theory is advanced by Heraclitus
and Hegel. There is, however, this important difference. Al-
though Mr. Whitehead’s actual entities are self-creative, they
create themselves as subjects. True, they are active in this
creation or concrescence, True, also, according to the philosophy
of organism they should continue to be active in their character
of subject-superject. But as subject-superjects they are actively
prehended by the new concrescent subject. The active subject-
superject is what it is. The prehension is an activity proper
to the new actual entity. Not as subjects but as subject-
superjects the actual entities of the world are ready for objectifi-
cation or prehension by God. Thus we may say that God is the
actual world as prehended by Him, for the process and the
subject of the process are the same in the philosophy of organ-
ism. In that way, God and the world are physically one. In
that sense, therefore, the philosophy of organism may be called
pantheistic. Nevertheless emanation has no place in this sys-
tem, nor can one find a downward evolution from God to the
world. Ultimately, it is because Mr. Whitehead holds that
God is not transcendent but immanent that we may term his
philosophy at least latently pantheistic, in spite of his assertion
that the world creates God.

Because he cannot go beyond the limits of the actual world
in an examination of its origin, Professor Whitehead must be
content with an explanation which begins with “ something ”
in the world. He follows the Platonic system of creation, in
which * the creation of the world is not the beginning of matter
of fact, but the incoming of a certain type of social order.” *°

4 Process and Reality, p. 134.
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This same supposition is expressed in a more concrete fashion
when we are told that the miracle of creation is described in the
vision of Ezekiel, who found himself in the midst of a plain
strewn with bones. He prophesied and “ the breath came into
those bones and they lived and stood up on their feet, an
exceeding great army.” *° This is the misapprehension which
1s seen in many another dynamistic theory, and even in most
other non-Scholastic theories. Mr., Newton P. Stallknecht has
given us a very good study of the philosophy of creation, but
the same mistaken presupposition appears in his criticism of
Gentile. “ Creative production seems to require an unrealized
possibility—something ° to be created.” Now if there is no sheer
possibility (as in Gentile), creation must be a bolt from the
blue, a veritable creation out of nothing.” ** We are not inter-
ested at present in determining whether such a statement is a
true summary of Gentile’s theory of creation. It is only desired
to point out that the true nature of creation is not fully under-
stood by the critic. Certainly a thing must be possible if it is to
be created. The possibility necessary for the act of creating the
world, however, is nothing but the divine essence, God Himself,
not a pre-existing something which He uses in creation. Unfor-
tunately, the possibilities of Mr. Whitehead are, rather, existing
and independent of a creating God.

Professor Whitehead demands a possible for the same reason
that a Thomist demands a First Cause Who is Pure Act and
Eminent Being. Moreover, the former fails to realize that a
possible must itself be acted upon by another agent in the
process of becoming. Otherwise it is carrying on an action
without the means necessary for doing so. It is not incorrect to
argue as follows: “ It is a contradiction in terms to assume that
some explanatory fact can float into the actual world out of
non-entity. Non-entity is nothingness. Every explanatory fact
refers to the decision and to the efficacity of an actual thing.” 5
It is very true. No fact can “ float ” into the actual world. It

% Ibid., p. 118.
5% Studies in Creation, p. 127.
52 Process and Reality, p. 63.
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requires an efficient cause, but a creating eflicient cause cannot
have any previously existing potentiality or actuality, as a
means of the act of creation. If the author were logical, from
the starting point quoted, he would have to arrive at the
traditional idea of God.

In fact, however, the philosophy of organism follows the
Platonic method; only, in place of primordial chaos, Whitehead
relies upon a number of eternal objects and creativity. He adds
the aesthetic treatment to that, developing his system accord-
ing to an analogy with human “creative ” art. For all the
aesthetic creationists, there are the four causes. Thus, for
example, in literary composition, a material cause is found in
the words, grammatical relations, the medium of expression
from which the statement is manufactured; the efficient cause
is the author; the formal cause is that which determines the
literary composition to be what it is in its entirety. Stallknecht
says that the formal cause refers to a “ plan of organization ”*;
and it is this which individualizes the work.”® The plan of
organization is found primarily in the mind of the author. The
created composition is perfect in so far as it is informed by the
plan, or in so far as the plan is realized in the resulting composi-
tion. The final cause of the work may be merely the idea,
which comes to the mind, the motivating element of the
author’s writing.

There are differences in the various presentations of the
aesthetic doctrine, but all the authors emphasize one special
characteristic of human creative effort. There is no complete,
definite and determined plan in the mind of the creator when
he begins the work. As Mr. Stallknecht expresses it: “ Com-
munication or expression clarifies our thought and even actually
develops it.” ** This opinion is certainly true of human creation,
but when applied to true divine creation it indicates a malig-
nant anthropomorphism, inherent in the aesthetic doctrine. The
creating God 1s supposed to act in the same fashion as a creating
artist. Whitehead holds that there is a general plan in creation

%% Studies in Creation, p. xi. 54 Ibid., p. xi.



164 EDWARD J. LINTZ

but, as in human activity, this plan is to be found only in broad
outline in the creative mind of the primordial God. It might be
added, moreover, that the primordial nature of God is uncon-
scious in the act of evaluating—a manifest impossibility in a
conceptual act. Be that as it may, the aesthetic position is that
man does not see tota simul, 1. e., that man has only discursive
knowledge. Therefore God also has only discursive knowledge,
and therefore the plan of God is developed as the process
goes on.

This doctrine is one of the fundamental points in Whitehead’s
treatment of the problem of evil.’® It is also the basis of his
explanation of freedom in the umiverse. Because God knows
things only discursively and successively, He plans things in
general, and leaves the details to be worked out, as the plan is
realized, successively. He hopes thus to avoid both ontological
and moral determinism. Hence he writes: “ (Every temporal
entity) derives from God its basic conceptual aim, relevant to
its actual world, yet with indeterminations awaiting its own
decisions.” *® Here, too, 1s the foundation of his antithesis— It
1s as true to say that God creates the world as that the World
creates God.” * The consequent nature of God is continually
being created in accordance with the plan of conceptual evalua-
tion of the eternal objects in His primordial nature—but certain
elements in the emergent world (and therefore in the conse-
quent nature which prehends the world) are due to the “ indi-
vidual decisions ” of the concrescent world entities. There 1s a
creative evolution, at each successive moment of which the
primary, general, and indistinct plan is successively determined,
developed, and modified in its details.

The conception of an immanent Creator, transcendent in His
Being, knowing all things of the present, past, and future world
in one nunc of eternity is to be found nowhere in Whitehead.
Moreover, the axiom, scientia Dei causa rerum, is present only
in a very emasculated form. He is so much impressed by the

88 Science and the Modern World, pp. 257-58; Religion in the Making, pp. 94,
98, 100.
5¢ Process and Reality, p. 317. 57 Ibid., p. 492.
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contradictions of idealism that he cannot appreciate the divine
idealism expressed in that formula, “ The knowledge of God is
the cause of things.” His creating God is the unconditioned
actuality of conceptual feelings at the base of things, uncon-
scious and deficiently actual. Because, in the philosophy of
organism, there is a real distinction between (God and His
knowledge, and between God and His action, eternal objects
must be introduced as uncreated, the object of the conceptual
evaluation. Once it is admitted (as it is proved in Thomistic
philosophy) that there is no real distinction in God and that
God s His being, it follows that everything which is created
is only a participation of that Eminent Being, which is the
essence of God. Contemplating His essence, God knows the
ways in which it can be participated. Knowing that essence,
He creates the actual world of matter of fact. From the many
possibles which He sees in His essence God selects certain ones
to which he gives existence. Creation can properly be called
“ selection from a catalogue ” when we admit that the selector
and the catalogue are one, the “ catalogue ” being the essence
of the creating God. In that case He cannot be the primordial
non-temporal accident of an all-pervading creativity. He can-
not conceptually evaluate eternal objects distinet from and
independent of Himself. All that is, is by participation of
His Being.

Mr. Whitehead has seen the true doctrine that God must be
pure Act, unchanging Being. Yet he cannot accept his own
conclusion. He speaks in Thomistic terms:

The boundless wealth of possibility in the realm of abstract form
would leave each creative phase still indeterminate, unable to
synthesize, under determinate conditions, the creatures from which
it springs. The definite determination which imposes ordered

balance on the world requires an actual entity imposing its own
unchanged consistency of character on every phase.

The conclusion is closely allied to the Thomistic proof for the
existence of God. Unfortunately Mr. Whitehead has a besetting
difficulty.

58 Religion in the Making, p. 94.
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A simpler metaphysic would result if we could stop at this con-
clusion. A complete determinism would thus mean the complete
self-consistency of the temporal world. . . . If the theory of com-
plete determination, by reason of the necessity of conformation
with the nature of God holds true, then the evil in the world is in
conformity with the nature of God.?

Because there is evil in the world, we must find therein * forma-
tive elements which are not definable in the terms which are
applicable to God.” *°

In the process of concrescence there is one very puzzling
element, creativity. ““In all philosophical theories there is an
ultimate which is actual in virtue of its accidents . . . In the
Philosophy of Organism this ultimate is termed creativity and
God is its primordial accident.” ® Just previous to this state-
ment, Professor Whitehead remarked that this philosophy is
closely allied to Spinoza’s scheme of thought. Hence we are led
to suppose that creativity is a kind of Spinozistic absolute sub-
stance, which gives rise to multiplicity through its modes.
Whitehead, however, is seeking to explain not multiplicity but
unity; how the abstract is built up from the concrete.®* There-
fore, he does not begin with one all-pervading substance. For
him, the modes of Spinoza become the sheer actualities, while
the concrescence of any one of these actualities involves all
the other actual entities among its components. In this way
the obvious solidarity of the world is to be explained, by a
system of prehensive unification. We can hardly find a place for
creativity as a Spinozistic substance in this system.

Strangely enough,

Creativity is another rendering of the Aristotelian “ matter ” and

of the modern “ neutral stuff.” But it is divested of the notion of
passive receptivity, either of “ form ” or of external relations; it is
the pure notion of activity conditioned by the objective immortality
of the actual world.®® Creativity is without a character of its own
in exactly the same sense in which the Aristotelian “ matter” is

5 Ibid.
* bid., p. 9. “ Ibid., p. 27.
® Process end Reality, p. 9. % Ibid., p. 42.
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without a character of its own. It is the ultimate notion of the
highest generality at the base of actuality. It cannot be character-
ized, because all characters are more special than itself. But
creativity is always found under conditions and described as con-
ditioned.*

This description is not quite clear. The “ stuff ” is Aristotle’s
matter divested of its essentially passive character; in other
words it is not Aristotle’s matter. It is the pure notion of
activity. It can receive neither form nor external relation. The
author comes dangerously close to asserting that it is pure Act.
Perhaps he realizes that such an assertion would turn his whole
system upside down.

The question becomes more confused than ever when we read,
In the abstract language here adopted for metaphysical statement,
“ passing on ” becomes “ creativity ” in the dictionary sense of the
word “ creare ”—to bring forth, beget, produce. Thus, according to
the third principle, no entity can be divorced from the notion of

creativity. An entity is, at least, a particular form capable of in-
fusing its own particularity into creativity.®®

Here is a problem indeed. Creativity is incapable of receiving a
form; yet every entity is a particular form capable of infusing
its own particularity into creativity. The latter must be passive,
at least in the sense that it is capable of receiving that particu-
larity of form. It is hardly necessary to point out the confusion
which arises from the definition of the noun “ creativity ” as
the verb creare.

In spite of the ambiguity as to what characterizes creativity,
it seems that creativity is the same as the creative act. This is
quite in accordance with his opinion that the act and the result
of the act are numerically identical. When he “ ascribe (s) the
reverted conceptual feeling in a temporal subject as to its con-
ceptual feeling, derived by Category IV from the hybrid physi-
cal feeling of the relevances conceptually ordered in God’s
experience,” he says that “in this way, by the recognition of
God’s characterization of the creative act, a more rational ex-
planation is established.” ** On another page he says that “ God

¢+ Ibid. % Ibid., p. 302. *¢ Ibid., p. 253.
3
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and the actual world jointly constitute the character of the
creatwity for the initial phase of a novel concrescence.” ®
According to these two passages, the two expressions seem to
be synonymous.

In qualifying the statement that God can be termed the
creator of the universe, Professor Whitehead writes:

But the phrase is apt to be misleading by its suggestion that the
ultimate creativity of the universe is to be ascribed to God’s voli-
tion. The true metaphysical position is that God is the aboriginal
instance of this creativity, and therefore the aboriginal condition
which qualifies its action. It is the function of actuality to
characterize the creativity, and God is the eternal primordial
character.®®

On page 42 of Process and Reality he denies categorically that
creativity can be characterized, but it is found under conditions
and is “ described as conditioned.” In the text quoted he says
that God is the “ aboriginal condition” which qualifies the
action of creativity, and the primordial character which char-
acterizes what he has previously described as uncharacterizable
and what is only described as conditioned. It seems that a
reader ought to be pardoned for failing to understand what
creativity really is.
We may, however, have a better idea of what it does.

Creativity is the principle of novelty. An actual occasion is a novel
entity diverse from any entity in the “many” which it unifies.
Thus creativity introduces novelty into the content of the many,
which are the universe disjunctively. The “ creative advance” is
the application of the ultimate principle to each novel situation

which it originates.®®

Creativity 1s the principle of novelty inasmuch as it introduces
that element into the actual occasion. Evidently it is not the
source of originality, for

it must also be noted that the pure mental originality works by
canalization of relevance arising from the primordial nature of
God. Thus an originality in the temporal world is conditioned

7 Ibid., p. 345. *8 Ibid., pp. 317-318. *® Ibid., p. 28.
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though not determined, by an initial subjective aim supplied by the
ground of all order and originality.™

Hence, God is the source of originality or novelty by His pri-
mordial nature. The process is described in a little more
detail on page 229:

Whatever arises in actual entities from God’s decision arises first
conceptually, and is transmitted into the physical world. In trans-
cendent decision (i. e., passage from superject to novel concrescent
entity) there is transition from the past to the immediacy of the
present; and in “immanent decision” there is the process of
acquisition of subjective form and the integration of feelings. In
this process the creativity, universal throughout actuality, is char-
acterized by the datum from the past.” And it meets this dead
datum-—universalized into creativity—by the vivifying novelty of
subjective form selected from the multiplicity of pure potentiality.”

In this passage, novelty seems to be selected from the multi-
plicity of pure potentiality, which is elsewhere described as the
ensemble of eternal objects, and which, in the passage quoted
above, is derived from the primordial nature of God. The
selecting agent is the creativity. It introduces the novelty into
the actual occasion. But it must be remembered that anything
which is received into the constitution of an actual entity is
accepted according to a dual aim, the one a general end derived
from the primordial nature of God, the other a purpose quite
peculiar to the entity itself. In other words, the creativity can
introduce the novelty, but the actual entity itself is the final
reason for the acceptance or rejection of what is accepted or
rejected.

There are many difficulties in the understanding of this
system. We find statements which are difficult to reconcile, if
they are not contradictory. Nevertheless, this much is sure—
creativity is an active force, it acts in the process. Therefore, it
cannot be pure potentiality. An agent acts only inasmuch as

" Ibid., p. 150.
T CE. Ibid., p. 42— It cannot be characterized because all characters are more

special than itself.”
72 Ibid., p. 229.
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it is in act. The potentiality in the process must be found in
the eternal objects. Moreover, it was stated previously that
creativity is the pure motion of activity. According to the
principle agere sequitur esse, creativity must first be, it must
exist. It must, therefore, be something prior to and distinct
from a “ God ” who is its primordial accident; in other words,
it must be independent in its being, as it is in its action. Cre-
ativity has a function in creating, inasmuch as it underlies all
actuality and is the principle of novelty. It is certainly not
created. It is given. No explanation of its origin is presented.
The misapprehension that if a thing is (or is in process) from
eternity, it needs no causal explanation is here manifested once
again.

In summary, creativity is an active matter, with no potenti-
ality, but it is also passive. Unlike the Absclute Substance of
Spinoza, it 1s not the only thing which there is in the world,
but it is merely underlying all actuality. Professor Whitehead,
seeking to explain the derivation of the abstract from the
concrete, the one from the many, begins with the many. The
many, however, are not only the actual entities of the actual
world. There are also primordial entities (that is to say, pri-
mordial ““ somethings ) : creativity with its primordial accident,
God, and a number of eternal objects, similar to the Platonic
forms. There is a multiplicity which is eternal, and the elements
of that multiplicity are mutually independent as well as depen-
dent. It is this multiplicity which in the process of prehensive
unification becomes the one consequent nature of God. This
fact is not stated explicitly, but it is the only reasonable as-
sumption.” The explicit position of Whitehead 1s that the
multiple actual entities become one in God. In fact, however,
the actual entities themselves become as a result of the action
of the elements mentioned.

Having treated of creativity, we now turn to the eternal

72 Cf. “ The notion of a supreme being must apply to an actuality in process of
composition; an actuality not coafined to the data of any special epoch in the
historical field. Its actuality is founded on the infinitude of its conceptual appe-
tition, and its form of process is derived from the fusion of this appetition with the
data received from the world process.” Modes of Thought, p. 128.
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objects. They correspond to the Platonic forms or universals.
The definition given is as follows: ““Any entity whose cou-
ceptual recognition does not involve a necessary reference to
any definite actual entities of the temporal world is called an
eternal object.” ™* In the fifth Category of Existence are placed
“ Eternal Objects or Pure Potentials for the Specific Determina-
tion of Fact, or Forms of Definiteness.” ® A definite shade of
green is an example of an eternal object.”® Each object has two
essences; one is an individual essence, which is the particular
individuality and cannot be described otherwise than being
itself. It is composed of the internal relations of the object to
itself. We may say that it is the object as it is in itself, exclud-
ing all relations to other eternal objects. Still, these external
relations cannot be overlooked because they also constitute the
object to be what it is in relation to other eternal objects. The
one essence cannot be separated from the other. The relational
essence determines how it is possible for the object to have
ingression into actual occasions. In itself, the object is neutral
to any entrance into actuality, but the relations which exist
among these objects are eternal, and proceed from a necessity
of the nature of each one.

An eternal object may be complex, in that it may be com-
posed of a number of eternal objects in a definite relationship.
This does not mean that all the possible relations of each of the
component objects are constituting factors in the one complex
object, but that certain relations of each object constitute the
one complex. An object which cannot be analysed into simpler
objects, i. e., a relationship of components, is simple. A definite
shade of green is a simple eternal object. The shape sphere,
is also an eternal object.

These objects “ subsist” as components of the primordial
nature of God.”” The term subsistence is not defined but it is
evidently intended to convey the same idea as in Scholastic
terminology and is contrasted with *“ being ” and “ becoming.”

It is necessary to recall that the eternal objects are pure

" Process and Reality, p. 60. "% Science and the Modern World, p. 240.
" Ibid., p. 29. " Process and Reality, p. 60.
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potentials and that they correspond to the Platonic subsisting
forms. These universals stand eternally before the conceptual
valuation of the primordial nature of God, and for that reason
they have relevance, that is they have “real togetherness.”
According to the ontological principle, all real togetherness is
togetherness in the formal constitution of an actuality.”™ At
the same time Professor Whitehead makes a further deduction,
saying that according to the principle of relativity there can be
only one non-derivative actuality, unbounded by its prehension
of the actual world. We can have no quarrel with this position.
This entity or actuality, however, is certainly none other than
the primordial nature of God—a non-derivative actuality which
is also an actuality formally constituted by the conceptual
valuation of eternal objects. Moreover, these eternal objects
are not God, neither are they created by God. Here is the
great weakness of this philosophy of creation. If God’s pri-
mordial nature is formally constituted by His conceptual valua-
tion of eternal objects, He is derived, in the sense that there are
distinct and independent elements which enter inte His formal
constitution. That these elements have only conceptual exis-
tence does not avoid the difficulty. They are something, inde-
pendent of the primordial and eternal prehension. To speak of
them as non-temporal does not alter the situation. It is the
causal relation of the two that matters. Ultimately, it must be
admitted that the eternal objects are a material cause of the
primordial nature of God, and that that nature is, therefore,
derivative,

The term * derivative ” is taken from Hume’s Treatise, Part
I-1, where he speaks of all cur simple ideas as “ derived from
simple impressions which are correspondent to them and which
they actually represent.” True, Hume holds causation as only
a mere succession of phenomena. But we can limit our discus-
sion for the moment to the actual relation between our ideas
and the simple impressions from which they are derived. That

clation is a causal relation. QOur treatment is justified, more-
over, by the fact that Professor Whitehead rejects Hume’s
theory of causality.

™ Jbid., p. 44.
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It is expressly stated, ““ God differs from the other actual
entities in the fact that Hume’s principle of the derivate char-
acter of conceptual feelings does not hold for Him.” ™ There is
still the same threefold character in God as in the other actual
entities, and the first character is that “ the Primordial nature
of God is the concrescence of a unity of conceptual feelings,
including among their data all eternal objects.” * In the section
on causality we saw that the data in the concrescence are said
to act as efficient causes. More properly they are material
causes. In either case, it is contradictory to hold that the
principle of the derivate does not hold for God, and yet that
His nature is a concrescence of conceptual feelings, with eternal
objects for their data.® True, the concrescence of conceptual
feelings (God’s nature) is deficiently actual. This fact might
lead us to think that the eternal objects must also be deficiently
actual. They subsist in the primordial nature. It is said that
they ““ exist ” there, in a special way. Tney require the transi-
tion to the conception of them to be * efficaciously ” existent
by reason of God’s conceptual realization of them. This is a
significant qualification of the statement which precedes, that
“The many eternal objects conceived in their bare isolated
multiplicity lack any existent character.” There is a definite
change in meaning between existence and efficacious existence.®
Even if we limit ourselves to the subsistence of these objects or
to what they are in their “ bare isolated multiplicity,” they are
still something outside the mind of God when they are con-
sidered apart from their conceptual valuation. They become
relevant because of the valuation, they do not simply become.®
Prior to that act they are non-existent for a given occasion ®

*® Process and Reality, p. 121.

80 Ibid.

52 In Religion in the Making, the dependence of God is emphasized. “* There is
no entity, not even God, which requires nothing but itself in order to exist’ (Des-
cartes). According to the doctrine of this lecture, every entity is in its essence
social and requires the society in order to exist.” Religion in the Moking, p. 108.

82 Process and Reality, p. 494.

8% Science and the Modern World, p. 234.

8¢ There is a very interesting similarity between the ideas here expressed concern-
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All these distinctions and qualifications are mere subterfuge.
If the eternal objects are anything outside the conceptual valu-
ation of them, they are eternally something—mnot-nothing—
independent of the divine causality. A mere child would then
ask, “ Where do they come from?” Evidently they do not
come from God because they are only prehended conceptually
by Him, and they are components of His primordial nature.
One seeks in vain for any other explanation. Like Plato and all
the dynamists since his day, Whitehead fails to reach the ulti-
mate explanation of things. He insists on primordial potentiali-
ties which are merely ordered in the mind of God. The fact
that they are called eternal does not prevent one from demand-
ing the cause of them. The philosophy of organism does not
touch the depths of the problem. As Miss Emmett points out,®
Whitehead has reduced creation to a selection from a catalogue.
We add, a catalogue with an eternal, unexplained, independent
existence, even apart from the deficiently actual existence which
it receives in the primordial nature of God.

Beyond all doubt the philosophy of Whitehead 1s a great
advance over the completely materialistic, mechanistic concep-
tion of the universe which dominated 19th-century philosophy.
He and his contemporaries have indeed re-introduced God into
the world of non-Scholastic philosophers. For this they are to
be given a great deal of praise. As in all such movements,

ing cternal objects, and the presentation of propositions as being neither pure
potentials nor pure actualities. They are said to be a “ manner of potential nexus
involving pure potentials and pure actualities ”—entities of a new impure type
which “ presuppose the two pure types of entities” (Process and Reality, p. 266).
Seemingly there are three stages in the relevance of propositions. First of all they
are mere “ possibles ” but possibles which exist outside the actual world of a given
actual entity. Secondly they become * proximately possible” when that actual
entity has reached a stage of development in which it is capable of feeling them;
they are then relevant and existent to that actual entity. Finally they are pure
actuality, or a part of an actual entity, when they are actually felt by the entity.
Perhaps the same stages could be applied to eternal objects, before their valuation
in God, in their valuation by God, and their * actuality” im His primordial
nature. At all events, the eternal objects must be considered as “ existing possibles *
before their valuation.
88 Whitehead's Philosophy of Organism (London: 1932), pp. 116 ff.
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however, there has been a decided break from the old system,
without the complete formation of a coherent new philosophy.
Certain true principles are discovered and, because they are so
much opposed to previous thought, they are overemphasized
and applied improperly. The result is a lack of equilibrium in
the developing system. For example, Professor Whitehead is
quite correct when he denies the possibility of a “temporal
world conceived as a self-sufficient completion of the creative
act.” Such a thesis violates the first principle of causality.
Creation is only explainable by maintaining that it is a constant
dependence in existence of the creature on the creator, not only
at the first moment but at every moment of the creature’s
existence. We conclude that there must be an independent
supreme being in virtue of which all other being 1s, as a partici-
pation. Professor Whitehead cannot follow us in this deduction
because a Being who 1s “ eminently real” (Supreme Being)
would also be pure act, and an Unmoved Mover. He cannot
understand how an Unmoved Mover can be the source of the
movement or process which he clearly sees in the world. Such
an Unmoved Mover could not give His creatures action but
“sleep.” *¢ This difficulty is due to a simple misapprehension
of the meaning of the term. To call the Prime Mover
“Unmoved” does not mean that He does not act but only
denies that He is moved or changed, that He passes from
potency to act. On the contrary, that which acts, acts inasmuch
as it is m actu. God is Pure Act, one eternal act; while the
motion or process in the world is only the effect, in time, of His
one eternal act. He is and acts outside time. The effects of
His action are manifested in time.®” Thus, not only can the
Unmoved Mover be the source of action but He must be the
ultimate source of all the action in the world. The objection of
Mr. Whitehead seems valid because it is the exaggeration of a
part of the truth, while it implies a misunderstanding of the
true nature of an Unmoved Mover.

88 Process and Reality, p. 484.
57 Cf. Garrigou-Lagrange on the refutation of Plus est in motu quam in im-
mobilitate, De Revelatione (Rome: 1931), pp. 264-268.
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It must also be noted that Whitehead’s philosophy is itself
evolving, and, in many points, coming closer to the true posi-
tion, as we noted concerning his idea of process. Perhaps he
will complete his system and discover the true doctrine. But,
if he does, he will be like Chesterton’s English yachtsman who
slightly miscalculated his course and discovered England, under
the impression that it was a new island in the South Seas. What
he will “ discover ” has been known for centuries. Up to the
present he has been emphasizing partial truths, omitting the
ensemble from full consideration. As a result he is involved in
manifold inconsistencies. His repudiation of the prevalent
“ belief that logical inconsistencies can indicate anything else
than antecedent errors” ** will not help him. Granted that
hypotheses are not considered as true or false but as workable
or non-workable. Granted that they are mot disproved but
abandoned. Still, common sense tells us that of two contra-
dictory propositions one is true, the other is false. We may
not know which one is false, but we do know that one of them is
false, as it is stated. It is then the task of the theorist to
re-examine the data in the hope of finding cut where the element
of truth or falsity lies. He may never find the true state of
affairs, but that does not deny the existence of the truth. So
with the philosophy of organism, truth and error are both
present. The inconsistencies must be explained on the supposi-
tion that one doctrine is true, the other false as it is stated.

We are attempting to find the truth and error in Whitehead’s
conception of the unity in the umiverse. In treating of this
question, it has been necessary to consider the origin of the
universe. We are told definitely that whatever arises in actual
entities from God’s decision arises first conceptually and is
transmitted into the actual world. This presupposes that there
may be something in actualities which is not ultimately derived
from God’s decision. The insistence on the pre-existing poten-
tialities for creation explains this pre-supposition. The eternal
objects and creativity do not arise from God’s decision; they
are not created. If they are not created, and if they are not

%8 Process and Reality, p. viii.
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God Himself, we are forced to ask two questions. In the first
place, “ Whence do they come? ” As we have seen above, our
question is unanswered.

Secondly, we ask: “ Why must all things become one with
God in the process?” Why is there this concrescence into
unity? We have seen that God is the principle of concrescence.
But a God who is merely a principle of concrescence is a source
of external order only, as a librarian is the source of order
among the books in a library. We are forced to probe deeper.
The question is no longer, “ Why do things become one? ” but
“ Why do things become? ” The God of Whitehead is neither
Infinite Being nor Pure Act. He cannot be the ultimate source
of all action, all becoming, in the universe, for a thing acts only
as it is wn actu. The God whom we meet in this presentation is
only deficiently actual. It is pointed out that there is a correla-
tive of potentiality, which is “ givenness.” ** There is truly a
correlative of potentiality, that which is in no way potential,
but which is in itself the source of all potentiality. This is to
say that there is Pure Act. Such a conclusion 1s not to be found
in Whitehead. He would hold that givenness and potentiality
are both meaningless apart from a multiplicity of potential
entities. We add that they become meaningless apart from
Pure Act, by which those potentialities become “ given,” or
actual. Only with such a Pure Act, can we explain any becom-
ing in the world. If God is the cause of the becoming and being
of things, we have a right to call him the real principle of real
order. Then there is a reason for saying that all things must
become one in Him, must return to their cause. Even then one
cannot rightly say that they become physically one in God, as
Plotinus said. Material things cannot become physically one
with the Pure Spirit who is God. They must first be spiritual-
ized and thus returned to God through the mediation of an
entity which is both material (in order to be in contact with
the world of matter) and spiritual (in order to be in contact
with the Spiritual Entity) . In other words, we can predicate a
real, but only intentional and not physical, unity of the material

8 Process and Reality, p. 60.
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world with God. This unity is brought about through the
medium of man’s knowledge. But, without the element of
causal dependence, even this theory of unity must surely fall
by the wayside of philosophical thought.

Since Professor Whitehead cannot bring himself to admit
God as Pure Act and Pure Being, he contents himself with an
aesthetic theory of creation, and a purely anthropomorphic idea
of God. He calls Him God, and then permits Him to have a
nature just like that of any other man. The aesthetic theory of
creation follows the analogy of human aesthetic “ creation,”
failing to note that the methods are but analogous and not
identically the same. Man “ creates ” a work of art when he
uses his faculties to synthesize in a novel fashion the images
which he derives ultimately from previous sense impressions.
God, however, acts differently. Since He is the plenitude of
Being there is nothing outside Him upon which He can depend
for His “ images.” Derivation can only be from Himself. Not
even Bergson’s memory patterns can be admitted. God does
not remember anything, He knows it. By His act of knowledge
and the will to create, things are. The theory of memory
patterns suggests that there is a past in God, while in fact
there is but one eternal present. The emphasis is placed on the
existence of these patterns in God, as if this would help one to
avoid stating that there is something outside God upon which
He depends for material in creating. The result is only con-
fusion worse confounded. Ultimately, Bergson’s theory is re-
duced to one of two possibilities. Either God is a temporal
entity which can have a past, and a memory of itself in the
past; or there is something like Whitehead’s eternal objects
standing eternally before the conceptual valuation of the pri-
mordial nature of God. God’s action (and, therefore, God,
even the God of Whitehead) would be derived from these
objects. Yet Whitehead affirms that the principle of derivation
does not hold for Him. We are faced with a manifest contradic-
tion. God is derived—God is not derived. One statement is
false. In fact, we can avoid all difficulties if we admit that God
is not derived, that He 1s the Creator, Pure Act and Eminent
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Being; that He is the cause of all becoming as well as of order.
This means that Whitehead’s principle of concrescence, a mere
harmonizing God who introduces external order among things,
must be abandoned. God must be admitted as a creator who
creates ex mihilo sui et subjecti. Only then has one a solid
foundation for any proper unity in the world. The world is
one because it is created by an omnipotent God, Pure Act and
Eminent Being. As an eflect it is destined to return to its
cause if it is to realize its perfection as an effect. The detailed
discussion of the unity of the universe is reserved for the next
section. We have now succeeded in finding a solid foundation
for such a process of unification.

Epwarp 4. Lintz
Nazareth College,
Rochester, N. Y.

(To be continued.)



THE PROBLEM OF MEANING

(et

I

7\ HE English word “ meaning * has a peculiar ambiguity
which has been to a considerable extent the source of
confusion in the many studies recently published on
“ meaning.” The lack of any precision of the word “ meaning,”
of any rigor in method by way of attacking the problem, and
even of full comprehension of what the problem of meaning
embraces, seems to be the most prominent characteristic of
many contemporary writers. We at least have to know what
they mean even if we are trying to find out the meaning of
“meaning ” This can happen ounly if they make known to us
in some way what they are trying to impart. In many cases,
these writers have failed badly in imparting what they intend
us to understand by the problem of meaning. This is evident
because of the apparent failure of these writers to communicate
successfully with each other, and also because tangential issues
frequently seem to be argued as though they were fundamental.

In several notable instances, the problem of meaning seems
somewhat misconsirued since, I such cases, the analysis obvi-
ously depends upon meaning and yet what is supposed to be
sought is meaning itself. There is no question that the peculiar
nature of the problem contributes to such confusion; yet this,
in turn, should suggest exceptional care and rigor in method
and procedure. We should ask questions about meaning, and
perhaps especially about the ambiguous word itself. Still, it
seems there are some questions which need not be asked: for
example, to ask whether a given word or sentence has meaning
appears already to be a misconstruing of the problem. If words
do not already presuppose meaning in some way, then linguistic
endeavors to ascertain how they somehow come to acquire
meaning are rather futile. It amounts to the same thing as
examining a painting and then asking whether it represents
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anything or not. That would not seem to be the problem; the
problem would be since it is representative, how and what it
represents. This would seem evident in any work of art, of
which language is an example. It appears, however, that we
shall not appreciate the current problem of meaning unless we
have somehow understood what it means to ask when words
and sentences are meaningful and when they are not. The am-
biguity is already tremendous here; nevertheless, this is the
starting point in the present problem of meaning.

On the other hand, we should credit these contemporary
writers with raising difficulties about principles and elements
that may not have been given sufficient attention and exam-
ination. We should welcome this opportunity to face questions
and difficulties, since that is the necessary ocecasion for attain-
ing a firmer grasp of the principles and elements which are
needed.

Now there certainly is, in a definite sense, a genuine problem
of meaning. But the problem of meaning can be easily miscon-
ceived if it is based principally upon the ambiguity of the oral
and written mediums which convey meaning. And when the
problem is based on a medium of expression as completely
ambiguous as the word “ meaning,” such a problem can only
raise a host of other difficulties, largely fruitless and unneces-
sary. This has happened, in part, in the current formulation of
the problem of meaning. In general, it seems accurate to say
that contemporary writers suppose that the essence of the
problem is the ambiguity of the verbal or oral signs of mean-
ing, or even the mere verbal or oral signs of meaning as such.
We shall, then, first have to make a brief survey of some of the
current contributions to the problem of meaning in an endeavor
to locate what they encompass. Then we shall have to examine
dialectically the main points that are there proposed.

A general, though brief, survey of the problem along this
line seems to have been made by Mr. Leo Abraham in an article
he wrote entitled “ Theory of Meaning.”* After distinguishing
five general ways of treating the problem of meaning in contem-

1 The Monist, July, 1936, p. 228 fi.
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porary writings, Mr. Abraham compiled a list of some fifty
different meanings of “meaning ” to make the point that the
word “ meaning ” is hopelessly ambiguous since all these fifty
senses of ““ meaning ” are currently used.? This series of quota-
tions serves to indicate how the contemporary problem centers
on the ambiguity of the word ““ meaning.” The difficulty then
might seem to be how to disentangle from all these meanings
of “ meaning ” an “ accepted” or “ best ” or “ correct ” mean-
ing of “meaning.” This is what Mr. Abraham suggests in the
following question:

How then are we to choose from among the fifty-odd different
uses of “ meaning ” the one basie signification, or a basic group of
connected significations, the consideration of which may legiti-
mately be termed the *“ theory of meaning ”? *

Mr. Abraham goes on to point out that an arbitrary selection
is bound to be inadequate for material upon which to base
a theory of meaning. Nevertheless, he adds, the meaning of
“ meaning ” as signification has a certain priority and is more -
or less common to any derived meanings of “ meaning.” Mean-
ing as signification, then, is the least arbitrary and the most
fundamental of all the contemporary meanings of ““ meaning.”

Mr. Abrabham’s final major point is that “ the frequent his-
torical departures from the basic sense of ‘ meaning’ as signifi-
cation have numercus linguistic, critical, metaphysical, and
epistemological motivations, the counsideration of which pro-
vides a convenient connecting Hnk among many of the theories
of the various relations, characteristics, events, and objects
historically designated by the term °meaning.” *

This approach through the ambiguity of verbal meaning
seems typical of many contemporary writers. That is to say

2% Like many other philosophical terms, ‘ meaning’ is extraordinarily ambiguous.
Its radical ambiguity may most readily be indicated by the following group of more
than fifty typical quotations from philosophical and psychological writers, in each
of which the term ‘meaning’ is used in a different sense.” Ibid., p. 228. The
extent of Mr. Abraham’s list can be seen by consulting his article; it is thoroughly
representative.

® [bid., p. 248. ¢ Ibid., p. 257.
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that, whether they realize it or not, the problem of meaning
becomes rooted in the ambiguity of the oral or written word,
for that is the only way in which we can understand the diffi-
culty of the meaning of “ meaning.” Now might it not seem
obvious that meaning already has to be involved in the very
use of spoken and written language, and that once there is lin-
guistic expression the presence of meaning could not be denied?
Yet it is precisely this that is denied in the current formulation
of the problem, and it is here that the eurrent problem of mean-
ing takes a decided turn for the worse.® In brief, the situation

5Mr. Abraham’s article is understandable enough. He has noted the extent of
the ambiguity of the word “ meaning ” as used by various writers and has compiled
a list of representative uses to indicate this extent. It is questionable whether it is
profitable to attempt to choose from this list an “ accepted ” or * best ” or “ correct ”
meaning of meaning since the meaning of any word as a word has a necessary
arbitrary element in it. Nor is the problem of meaning clarified by this procedure.

While Mr. Abraham does not seem to recognize that there is this necessary
arbitrary element in any word, he does reject a solution that would be based
merely on the ambiguity of “ meaning ™

“ Another conceivable answer to our quest for a definite subject-matter is the
position that the scope of the ‘ theory of meaning’ is basically determined by the
very ambiguity of the term ‘ meaning’ which rendered the previous answer invalid.
The topic of the ‘theory of meaning’ would, on such a view, be marked out by
the historical mutations of the word ‘ meaning’ and the theory itself would consist
of the elucidations of these mutations, or at least of the more common among
them, together with the determination of the truth or falsity, consistency or contra-
dictoriness, and importance or triviality, of the various propositions in which the
considered variations of ‘ meaning > have been employed. Now it is clear that such
a subject-matter, while it might prove to be a very interesting philosophical
potpourri, would possess no internal coherence or continuity other than that given
by the lexicographical fact that a single word, ‘ meaning,” had been used, and was
perhaps still being used, for the widely varying array of conceptions included. But
if philosophy is anything more than a sub-species of lexicography, there would
seem to be no more reason for calling a dissertation on such an assortment of ideas
a ‘theory of meaning’ than for bestowing that title upon a study of any other
dozen topics whose common bond was their selection at random from the Ency-
clopedia Britannica . . .” (p. 238 fi.)

Mr. Abraham’s full conclusion on the matter can be judged best in his own
summary of it:

“I have here attempted to show (1) that at least five distinguishable cultural
tendencies have contributed to the prominence of discussions of ‘ meaning ’ in recent
and contemporary philosophy and psychology; (2) that the term meaning is hope-
lessly ambiguous, possessing at least fifty different significations in fairly current use;
(8) that consequently the notion of ‘real definition,” trivial or contradictory con-

4
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seems to be this: even when there is linguistic expression, the
problem is whether that linguistic expression has meaning or
not. In other words, meaning has to be added to language,
and the problem then seems to be to discover in what way it
can be added.

Thus Mr. A. J. Ayer, in an article “ Demonstration of the
Impossibility of Metaphysics,” ® puts the matter this way:

My purpose is to prove that any attempt to describe the nature
or even assert the existence of something lying beyond the reach of
empirical observation must consist in the enunciation of pseudo-
propositions, a pseudo-proposition being a series of words that may
seem to have the structure of a sentence but is in fact meaning-
less. . . .

So in every case where we have a series of words which seems
to be a good grammatical sentence, and we wish to discover whether
it really makes sense—i. e., whether it expresses a genuine proposi-
tion—we must consider what are the circumstances in which the
proposition apparently expressed would be called true or false:
what difference in the world its truth or falsity would entail. And
if those who have uttered it or profess to understand it are unable
to describe what in the world would be different if it were true or
false, or in any way to show how it could be verified, then we must
conclude that nothing has been asserted.”

How are we going to find out, then, when a series of words

sidered in itself, is useless in determining the proper subject-matter of the theory
of ‘meaning’; (4) that the valid view of definition is that which interprets it as
the process of indicating to a person or persons the individual, group, or general
signification of signs; (5) that the arbitrary selection, according to one’s dominant
interest, of any definition of ‘ meaning’ is practically and historically inadequate as
a means of providing the proper subject-matter for the theory of * meaning *; (6) that
the sense of ‘meaning’ as signification, because of its temporal priority, logical
indispensability, and general ubiquity in philosophical discourse, often in concur-
vence with other definitions of the term, is the least arbitrary and most fundamental
of all the current senses of ‘meaning’ . . .” (p. 257). The seventh point has been
quoted above.

¢ Mind, July, 1934, p. 335 fi.

7 Ibid., pp. 835-338. Mr. Ayer thereupon demonstrates that all of the assertions
of metaphysics must be nonsense since it aims “to describe a reality lying beyond
our experience.” (Mr. Abraham refers to Mr. Ayer’s question-begging argument and
notes it as an argument following from an arbitrary definition “ as to what anybody
does or should mean by the terms ‘ meaningful * and * meaningless’ . . . Cf. op. cit.,
p. 253, n. 26).
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really makes sense? It seems to have been for the solution of
this that the principle of verification was proposed. That is,
if a series of words can be verified, then that series of words has
meaning.

This principle of verification has been enunciated in vari-
ous ways, but basically it means simply this: the meaning of
a sentence or proposition or assertion is the way in which it
can be verified. Mr. A. E. Blumberg, in his article *“ Demon-
stration and Inference in the Sciences and Philosophy,”®
refers to such a principle of verification. He distinguishes em-
pirical verification from inference. A purely logical inference
needs no empirical verification since it is only another way of
saying the same thing; it deals only with the formal tautologies
of logical and mathematical assertions or propositions. There is
a kind of “ empirical ” inference also (. e., an inference that is
not merely tautological) , but this is not what is meant by veri-
fication, for “an empirical inference is a guess, a leap into the
unverified. The fundamental maxim which permits (not veri-
fies) an empirical inference is: the inferred proposition must be
theoretically capable of empirical verification. This maxim is,
in effect, merely another way of saying that a supposed propo-
sition which is theoretically incapable of verification is mean-
ingless . ..”?®

The question naturally arises, and is Mr. Blumberg’s main
question in the article, of how philosophy and metaphysics can
use demonstration or verify propositions. There have been
two general ways to demonstrate without appeal to empirical
data. One way supposes that propositions may  intension-
ally ” imply other propositions. But such implication, Mr.
Blumberg points out, either is identical with tautological impli-
cation or is not. If not, then the implication either is in fact
an extensional proposition which must be verified empirically,
or it may be intensional as merely defining how a symbol is to
be used, and consequently is intensional only in relation to
syntax. The other way of demonstrating in philosophy is some-

8 The Monist, October, 1932, p. 577 fl. ® Ibid., p. 581.
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times claimed by the use of “ non-empirical demonstrable pre-
mises.” This is a sort of intensional verification which, M.
Blumberg decides, is only a matter of psychological attitude.
Neither way of verification is valid. Consequently, philoso-
phy has no way of verifying its propositions; in fact, it has no
propositions. This is Mr. Blumberg’s conclusion:

Therefore, philosophy does not consist of propositions (2. e., of
assertions capable of being true or false). Its assertions are strictly
speaking meaningless. They may be termed elucidations, that is,
more or less clumsy verbal attempts on the part of a person. to
convey to others “that which cannot be said.” Elucidations are
efficacious if they succeed in conveying what they are intended to
convey. The test of their efficacy is a specific set of effects upon a
qualified audience. This paper consists of elicidations®®

Mr. Rudolf Carnap has also enunciated the principle of
verification in various ways. In an article entitled “ The Con-
struction of a Langnage-System ”** he said:

The word “ meaning ” will here be taken in its empiricist sense;
an expression of language has meaning in this sense if we know how
to use it in speaking about empirical facts, either actual or possible
ones. Empiricists generally agree . . . in the view that the question
whether a given sentence is meaningful is closely connected with
the questions of the possibility of verification, confirmation or
testing of that sentence.!?

If this principle is to be generalized for all meaning, then it
would follow that a sentence obtains meaning only when it is
capable of being verified or tested empirically. It was upon
such a generalization that Mr. Ayer demonstrated the impos-
sibility of metaphysics, as did also Mr. Blumberg; for the

1° Ibid., p. 584.

it Philosophy of Science (Baltimore: Williams and Wilkins, Publishers), January,
1937, p. 2 ff.

12 Ibid., p. 2. This is the fourth section of Mr. Carnap’s general article on “ Testa-
bility and Meaning.” In this section, he attempts the construction of a language
system that will fulfill the empiricist criterion of meaning.

It is interesting to note that in this article the principle of verification is no-
ticeably modified. Complete verification is no longer possible, but only a gradual
process of confirmation. Confirmation becomes the test of meaning instead of
verification.
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metaphysical proposition cannot be verified empirically, and
since there is no meaning without that, hence the metaphysical
propositon is meaningless.

But there have been writers who have objected to this reduc-
tion of philosophy to meaninglessness or nonsense. One of
these was Mr. W. T. Stace in his article “ Metaphysics and
Meaning ” ** in which he replied directly to Mr. Ayer. Mr.
Stace first said:

Thus this new theory of meaning threatens violent revolution
over the whole domain of philosophy. For if the theory be accepted,
a great deal of the philosophy of the past is simply blown up.
Philosophers have always been accustomed to hear from their
opponents that their conceptions were false, their arguments fal-
lacious. But they have retained at least the right to defend them-
selves, to retort on their opponents, if they could. But now they
are to have no right to open their mouths at all. For whatever they
say, whatever opinions they believe themselves to be advocating,
they are to be told that they are merely uttering nonsensical noises.
In these circumstances linguistic analysis may remain, and this may
be called philosophy if you like. But any other kind of philosophy
must simply disappear. Thus the new theory constitutes perhaps
the gravest challenge which philosophy has ever had to face.**

What, then, does Mr. Stace do about this principle of
verification? Does he reject verification as the principle of
meaning? On the contrary, he proposes another principle of
verification:

We may therefore formulate the correct principle by saying:
either that any statement, to have meaning, must symbolize
experiencible characters of the world; or, what is the same thing,
that every concept employed mn it must have empirical application.'

. . . the theory of meaning which we have now evolved shows
that any statement is meaningful provided the concepts which it
employs have application in experience; or in other words, provided
what it asserts is an experiencible character of the world; and the
experience which is thus the criterion of meaning may be that of
any mind, human or non-human, provided that it shares structure

1* Mind, October, 1935, p. 417 fI.
1 Ibid., p. 419.
15 Ihid., p. 426.
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with our experience. Therefore metaphysical propositions are not
necessarily, and as such, meaningless. . . .1°

Another writer took up the question whether the principle
of verifiability itself was meaningful. This was Mr. A. C.
Ewing, in his article “ Meaninglessness.” ¥

In this article I intend to examine the conditions under which a
sentence may be said to be meaningless. I have been stimulated
to do so by a belief that present-day thinkers are often far too
ready to dismiss a philosophical statement as meaningless, and
particularly by my opposition to the theory that the meaning of all
statements is to be analyzed solely in terms of verification by scnse-
experience.'®

Mr. Ewing thereupon questions how it would be possible to
verify the statement that all meaningful statements are veri-
fiable. In discussing this briefly, he concludes:

The statement that all meaningful statements are verifiable is there-
fore not itself verifiable. It follows that if it is true it is meaningless.
But a. sentence cannot possibly be both true and meaningless.
Therefore the sentence in question cannot be true, but must be
either meaningless or false. According to my view it is the latter.™*

Mr. Ewing does go on to discuss the conditions under which
“ verbal expressions could be said to be meaningless,” and in
so doing, lists these possibilities:

1. There are sentences which express exclamations, commands,
exhortations. These do not assert propositions, and therefore there
is a sense in which they have no meaning, though no doubt in
another sense they have a meaning since they can certainly be
understood (or misunderstood). It is possible that a philosopher
might confuse such a sentence with a sentence expressing a proposi-
tion and so utter a sentence which had ro meaning, thinking it had
a meaning, though I doubt whether this occurs at all frequently.

2. There are expressions such as the table is beside or Cambridge
ts between York which are meaningless because incomplete, i.e.,

18 Ibid., p. 436. Mr. Ayer replied to this article in one entitled “ The Principle
of Verifiability.” (Cf. Mind, April, 1936, p. 199 ff.). Iere the principle of veri-
fiability is “ weakened ” to mean “ that some possible cbservations should be relevant
to the determination of its truth or falsehood.” ... And thus on the problem of

meaning goes.
17 Mind, July, 1987, p. 347 ff. 18 Ibid., p. 347. *® Ibid., p. 349.
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the form of the expression is such as to require an additional term
to give it meaning and the additional term is absent. In the first
example there is a dyadic relation with only one term, in the second
a triadic relation with only two terms. There are, I think, cases
where philosophers have uttered meaningless expressions of this
type thinking they had a meaning. . . .

3. An expression may be said to be meaningless if it includes some
word or words which do not stand for anything. If the meaning
of the word in question is complex, it might be said to be meaning-
less on the ground that it was self-contradictory, in which case it
will come under a later heading; but apart from this we might con-
ceivably have a sentence containing indefinable or undefined words
which stood, not for something self-contradictory, but for absolutely
nothing at all. I do not mean merely *“for nothing existent” but
for nothing of which we have any idea at all. T do not know any
clear instances of sentences containing such words in any philoso-
pher except Lewis Carroll, but it would no doubt be alleged by
some philosophers that, e. ¢g., “subsist” as opposed to exist or
“good ” as used in Principia Ethica are examples.

4. An expression (we should hardly call it a sentence) might
consist of words all of which had a meaning and yet be itself
meaningless because the words were combined in a way contrary
to the rules of syntax, e. g., are of fond not dogs cats. The term
syntar is used here in its strictly grammatical sense, not in the
extended sense in which “ grammar ” is used by certain positivists.
I do not know whether there are instances of such expressions in
philosophical works excepting those due to momentary slips or
misprints.

There are no doubt these four classes of meaningless expressions,
but I come now to two other alleged classes of meaningless sen-
tences about which I feel a good deal of doubt. In fact I shall
contend against most philosophers that they are not meaningless
at all. . ., .2

But Mr. Ewing’s reduction of the principle of verification to
meaninglessness had already been anticipated more fundamen-
tally by the real forerunner in the current analysis of mean-
ing, Mr. Ludwig Wittgenstein.®® His influential work, Trac-

*0 Ibid., p. 359. The two other classes of sentences Mr. Ewing goes on to discuss
are (5) a sentence such as “ Quadratic equations go to race-meetings ”; and (6) any
self-contradictory statement. The point of interest here, of course, is cnly with
the above cases of meaningless sentences or expressions.

? There is also another early influential arlicle which bears upon this issue of
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tatus Logico-Philosophicus, which begins with the celebrated
announcement, “ The world is everything that is the case,” s,
more than any other contribution, the basis upon which the
empirical analysis of meaning, particularly the “ pictorial”
representation of reality and the association of verification
with meaning, rests. Mr. Carnap, in discussing meaninglessness
in his article “ On the Character of Philosophic Problems * *
referred to Wittgenstein in answer to the objection that the
positivists and antimetaphysicians themselves cut off the
branch on which they sit.

Wittgenstein has represented with especial emphasis the thesis
of the meaninglessness of metaphysical propositions and of the
identity of philosophy and the logic of science; especially through
him has the Vienna circle been developed on this point. How now
does Wittgenstein dispose of the objection that his own propositions
are also meaningless? He doesn’t at all; he agrees with it! He is
of the epinion that the non-metaphysical phiosophy also has no
propositions; it operates with words, the meaninglessness of which
in the end it itself must recognize: —

“ My propositions are elucidatory in this way: he who under-
stands me-finally recognizes them as senseless, when he has climbed

verification and meaning. This is F. Max Mueller’s “ On Thought and Language ”
which appeared in The BMonist for July, 1891, pp. 5§72-589. Here is emphasized the
intimate connection of thought and language, so intimate that they are really
inseparable. In fact, in attempting to ascertain which is really prier, Mr. Mueller
made this significant observation:

“ Suppose we had no such word as matter, would not our whole system of thought
be different? Matter is not an object, perceived by our senses. We may even go
further and say that matter by itself never exists. . . .

“It is clear, therefore, that matter is made by us, and that without some such
word as matter, we could never have the faintest idea or concept of matter. -For
how should we call it? On the other hand, it is equally clear that we could not
have the word matter, without the concept of matter. For what would be the use
of it? Now, what follows from this apparent dilemma? If the concept cannot be
prior to the name and the name cannot be prior to the concept, they must needs
be simultaneous, or, more correctly, they must be the same thing under twe aspects.

“ From an historical point of view, that is, if we consider the genesis of words
and concepts, not in modern times, but during that period when words and concepts
were framed for the first time, we are bound to admit that the word is really the
prius. That period may be ever so far distant, but it was nevertheless a very real
and truly historical period.” (pp. 573-574).

22 Philosophy of Science, January, 1934, p. 5 fi.
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out through them, on them, over them. (e must so to speak
throw away the ladder, after he has climbed up on it). He must
surmount these propositions; then he sees the world rightly. Whereof
one cannot speak, thereof one must be silent.” 22

There are at least two books which must be considered
briefly in relation in this problem. The first is Mr. Wilbur
Marshall Urban’s Language and Reality.** This book is a com-
prehensive and extended study of the problem of meaning in
its broadest dimensions, and is certainly one of the outstanding
challenges to the current positivistic conception of meaning.
In his preface to this work, Mr. Urban shows that he fully
appreciates the fundamental implications of the current issue
while at the same time aware of its parallels in the past*—

2 Ibid., pp. 7-8. (Cf. Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus, Cambridge, 1933, p. 189).
Some other especially important statements for the problem of meaning from the
Tractatus are:

“21  We make to ourselves pictures of facts.

2.11 The picture presents the facts in logical space, the existence and non-
existence of atomic facts.

2.171 The picture can represent every reality whose form it has. The spatiai
picture, everything spatial, the colored, everything colored, etec.

2.202 The picture represents a possible state of affairs in logical space.

3.02 The thought contains the possibility of the state of affairs which it thinks.
What is thinkable is also possible.

3.3 Only the proposition has sense; only in the context of a proposition has
a name a meaning.”

2¢ Macmillan Company, New York, 1939.

25 ¢ Tt 1s, perhaps, safe to say that Logical Positivism has pasced its zenith and
has modified its original positions to such an extent that its sensational character is
greatly softened and its initial force largely spent. But it is equally certain that
it has left a residuum of significant problems which constitutes a permanent element
in the philosophy of the present. Perhaps the best way to introduce the present
study is to relate it to that movement. The writer shares with those of this way
of thinking the belief that problems of language are basal for science and philosophy.
If philosophy is not solely a °critique of language,’ as is frequently maintained,
such a critique is certainly an indispensable prolegomenon to philosophy. . . .

“ There are those who seem to ascribe all our difficulties, economic, political, and
social, to the ‘tyranny of words’ which hide from us the realities of things. There
are those, on the other hand, who find in ‘ blessed words,” with all their accumulated
intension, the very actuality of culture and the embodiment of reality. It is not
my object here to decide between these two extremes, but merely to suggest that
what are called verbal questions are really not merely verbal but go to the heart
of philosophical issues. In any case, I think it must be patent to all that a philoso-
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indeed, Mr. Urban is one of the few contemporary writers who
has sufficient philosophical perspective and insight both to
see into a problem and to see beyond the narrowness of a
couple of decades of contribution; in short, he is not only not
ignorant of what has already been accomplished throughout
the tradition of thought, but he Is also able to make use of
the wealth of material that is available on this old and new
problem of meaning.

Mr. Urban’s book is divided into two main sections: (1)
“The Philosophy of Language ” and (2) “ The Principles of
Symbolism.” Obviously, just criticism cannot be made here
in space that must be so confined. It can be said, generally,
that Mr, Urban, though at the expense of considerable repeti-
tion, does raise and face all the main issues. There is, however,
the primary point on verification and meaning that deserves
consideration here, and it is rather significant to note just how
Mr. Urban treats this point in relation to the way various
positivists have developed it. In fact, he seems to accept the
association and identity of verification and meaning quite as
completely as the foregoing writers.

Mr. Urban discusses, for example, the statement of Mr.
Carnap that the meaning of an assertion is the way in which
it may be verified.

In other words the meaning is the verification. A consequence of
this is that all uses of language to which the question of truth or
falsity is irrelevant (if there be such uses) are, ipso facto, meaning-
fess. Now I am not disposed to doubt this general statement of a

necessary relation of meaning to truth, if it is properly understood
26

phy of language such as that of the New Positivists, which would eliminate whole
areas of human discourse as meaningless and unintelligible, has significant implica-
tions for human culture. It might conceivably be the prelude to a brave new
world in which the human spirit, having rid itself of the ghosts of Plato and
Aristotle, and the impedimenta of the centuries, should enter into the full light
of a wholly ‘scientific ’ era. It might, on the other hand, conceivably be a symptom
of a decaying culture and a prelude to a scientific barbarism and a cultural nihilism.
In any case, the issues presented by so untoward a situation constitute a challenge
to critical thought.” (Ibid., pp. 11-13).
28 Ibid., p. 209. He then discusses the emotive use of language.
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After repeating that he grants the general truth of the state-
ment that there is no meaning where the question of truth or
falsity is wholly irrelevant, Mr. Urban then points out:

Verifiability may mean two quite different things which must be
carefully distinguished. On the one hand, it may mean a certain
character of the content of one’s assertion or hypothesis which
makes it possible actually to satisfy the conditions of verification.
On the other hand, it may mean merely a certain character of one’s
assertion or hypothesis which marks it off from the unverifiable,
but which does not, however, involve necessarily the possibility of
actual verification.?”

With this distinction made In the use of the term “ verifi-
ability,” Mr. Urban proceeds by stating:

It is verifiability in this latter sense alone, then, that can with
any show of reason be made the criterion of meaning. Let us see,
then, in what verifiability in this sense is held to consist, that which,
although actual verification may be forever impossible, yet makes
the assertion in principle verifiable. . . . It is the possibility of sense
experience. The mountain on the other side of the moon may not
be actually observable, but the fact that it is intrinsically observable
makes the assertion meaningful.?®

Mr. Urban says there is no question that where there is veri-
fiability in this sense, the assertion is also meaningful. But he
does question whether such assertions only are meaningful.
Mr. C. 1. Lewis, he points out, holds there are cases
where meaning may go beyond the possibility of verification
altogether, such as “the conception of other selves.”?* This
leads Mr. Urban to say:

27 Ibid., p. 210.

8 Ibid., pp. 210-211.

2% The {ull quotalion from Mr. Lewis is: “In the nature of the case I cannot
verify you as another centre of experience different from myself, and yet the
meaningfulness of the supposition of other selves is unquestioned. There is nothing
to which I can give more explicit empirical content than to the supposition of a
consciousness like mine connected with a body like mine. The conception of other
selves as metaphysical ultimates exemplifies the philosophic importance that may
attach to a supposition which is nevertheless unverifiable on account of the limita-
tions of knowing.” (C. I. Lewis, “ Experience and Meaning,” Philosophical Review,

Vol. VII, No. 2, p. 146.)
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It seems necessary to conclude, therefore, that while there is
meaningful assertion wherever there is reference to empirically
observable entities, there is alsc meaningful assertion where there
is no such reference. The question now arises whether these facts
contradict the preliminary position that the meaning of an assertion
is connected with its verifiability. Obviously we are here faced
with a definite alternative. Either we accept Professor Lewis’s
position or else maintain the view that there are other ways of
verification. It is the latter alternative which seems to me to be
demanded by the facts. I shall presently develop a theory of
verification along these lines.?®

In discussing whether the supposition of other selves is
meaningful, Mr. Urban admits that there might be some justi-
fication in thinking that the condition of meaningfulness is not
verifiability (“ but rather imaginability ”). But with no
explicit reason, Mr. Urban discards this view and states that
he is ““ equally disposed to think that such content alone does
not make the supposition meaningful, and that what does make
it meaningfu! here also is, in the last analysis, the way in which
it may be verified.” **

Mr. Urban, then, like Mr. Stace, does not reject verification
as the principle of meaning, but counters by proposing other
ways of verification:

It has been repeatedly pointed out that the proposition that the
meaning of an assertion is the way in which it may be verified,
contains a circle and creates a predicament. For we cannot de-
termine the verifiability of the assertion until we know what it
means. What, then, does this predicament suggest? Not that mean-
ing and verification are independent and unrelated, but rather that
there are different ways of verification dependent upon the meaning
of the assertions or the different universes of discourse in which they
are made. It is true that when the universe of discourse in which
the assertion is made is the “ physical ” context, verification does
involve reference to an observable entity. On the other hand, it is
equally clear that assertions are made in other universes of discourse
in which no such reference is implied. It does not mean, however,
that such assertions are either without meaning or unverifiable in
every sense. We may say that such meanings are authentic even

3 Ibid., p. 211. % Ibid., p. 212.
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when they are not verifiable in the narrow sense of the empirical
criterion.®?

Mr. Urban then proceeds to explain more fully what he
means by “ authentication,” which is also to mean a way of
verification in order to get meaning:

This, then, is the notion of authentication, the use of which is,
I think, justified by appeal to the aesthetic. As we shall see, it is
everywhere present in human discourse, and is indeed—this is one
of our main contentions—presupposed in empirical wverification
itself. Within this general notion of authentication we may dis-
tinguish direct and indirect. It is from a case of indirect authentica-
tion that we started, namely, the reality of other selves, and to this
type we shall return, but it is important to understand first what
direct authentication is—its nature and its range.

Direct verification, in the ordinary sense, consists in reference
to an observable entity, and the primary instance is said to be
‘“ pointing.” Verification in this sense is possible only in a physical
context or universe of discourse, but there are similar or analogous
types of authentication in other universes of discourse. In direct
authentication we may speak of ““showing forth ” (Aufweisen) of
some quale or relation. In developing this form of direct authentica-
tion, I shall purposely take my illustrations from the universe of
ethical discourse and value propositions, for the reason that it is
precisely assertions of this sort that, on the basis of the empirical
criterion or norm, are sald to be unverifiable and therefore mean-
ingless. . . .*3

After citing some examples of assertions of value which
involve showing forth “some quale or relation which is
intuited, and in that intuition acknowledged ” (e. g., the asser-
tion that an action is “proud ”), Mr. Urban summarizes the
two forms of verification known as ““ authentication ”: Direct
authentication “1is a form of verification which takes place in
communication—in the mutual acknowledgement of values
and their relations,” while the indirect, in following upon the
direct, “consists in the mutual acknowledgement of the
implications of that discourse.” **

Finally, for our purpose here, in maintaining that meaning

32 Ibid., p. 218. 33 Ibid., p. 215. s Ibid., p. 217.
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and verifiability, as here explained, are inseparable and that
all verification must be reduced ultimately to the verification
which is authentication, Mr. Urban raises the question of the
relation of meaning and truth, since his remarks tend to make
an identification between the two. Mr. Urban discusses this
himself:

We have already called attention to the circular character of the
relation between meaning and verifiability. The meaning of an
assertion, it may properly be said, is the way in which it may be
verified; but we cannot determine the way of verification until we
have determined the sense of the proposition. The reason why the
assertion that there are other selves cannot be verified by the
“ empirical criterion ” is because it does not mean something that
can be thus verified. Meaning is, then, in a sense “ Jogically ” prior
to verification. But it is also logically more ultimate. That is, in
the very fact that we have established the meaningfulness of the as-
sertion of the existence of other selves, as the necessary presup-
position of the meaningfulness of discourse about other things, we
have in that very process verified it. This situation may be stated
in the following way. All meaningful propositions, gua meaningful,
are ipso facto true or contain elements of truth. To distinguish the
meaningful from the unmeaning in discourse is inevitably to de-
termine true propositions.®®

Although this seems paradoxical, Mr. Urban admits, never-
theless meaning and truth tend ultimately to coincide, although
initially they do not. Thus, when speaking about mountains
on the other side of the moon this, being a sensuously observ-
able entity, needs to be actually observed to be verified, and is
therefore only verifiable (though being “in principle” some-
how meaningful) . But the “assertion that there are other
selves 1s a meaningful proposition and, in this case at least, to
say that it is meaningful is the same thing as to say that it is
true.” *¢

Consequently:

Truth, then, in the last analysis, is immanent in discourse—the
sum-total of intelligible discourse 7s the truth. Veritas in dicto, non
in re consistit. If there is no knowing that does not involve expres-

% Ibid., p. 389. 39 Ibid., p. 390.
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sion (and ultimately linguistic expression), whether such knowledge
be knowledge by acquaintance or knowledge by description, then
it is only in language that the meaning of that knowledge can be
elucidated and interpreted. The proposition Veritas in dicto is often
interpreted as nominalism—and as used by Hobbes, with his theory
of language, it could not be otherwise—but properly interpreted it
need not be. For, as we have shown, it is precisely a nominalistic
theory of language which makes it impossible that truth should be
found in discourse. Nominalism not only paralyses speech but
stultifies all discourse. It is precisely because names are not mere
nomina, not mere conventional signs, that it is possible to maintain
that if our discourse is ultimately intelligible it is also, in its totality,
ultimately the truth. . . *7

The other book is Mr. Bertrand Russell’s An Inquiry Into
Meaning and Truth.*® 'This is also an influential work on this
problem and represents the fruition of the observations of Mr.
Russell over a period of years. The book itself is based on the
lectures and discussions given by the author at the University
of Chicago in 1938-39, and at the University of California in
1939-40. Mr. Russell inclines toward the logical positivists,
although he is not in complete agreement with them. In his
own words, the two main questions in his book are: “ What
is meant by ‘empirical evidence for the truth of a proposi-
tion’? ” and “ What can be inferred from the fact that there
sometimes 1s such evidence? ”

The opening chapter “ What is a Word? ” might seem to
throw counsiderable light on the matter at hand. At the end of
the chapter, however, the reader may still be In considerable
doubt as to what a word is since the consideration of a word
as a “ mound of ink ” or a “ verbal utterance ” not only seems
inadequate but tends to confuse with words what may also be
mounds of ink or verbal utterances without being words. It
would seem that the notion of a word cannot be grasped unless
not only meaning or significance is involved, but also a certain
kind of significance—this, however, apparently is a part of the
problem of meaning. But it is regrettable that even here so

37 Ibid., p. 8%4.
28 W. W. Norton & Company, Inc., New York, 1940.
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much is ignored or overlooked that is necessary simply to focus
the problem of meaning. Perhaps such a question as “ Why
are Words? ” would tend to pose the problem more rigorously
and get us beyond mere verbalism.*®

The part of Mr. Russell’s book, however, that has most
bearing on the present problem is Chapter 13, “ The Signifi-
cance of Sentences,” which merits at least brief summary here.

The sentence “ Socrates is a man ” is significant because 1t
recognizes the rules of syntax. The expression “is a man,” as
a complete sentence, violates the rules of syntax and is non-
sensical, “mnonsensical ” being the contradictory of “signifi-
cant.” “ Quadruplicity drinks procrastination” is likewise
nonsense, although it does not violate syntax. Consequently,
better rules of syntax must be drawn to prevent nonsense.

There is an objective and a subjective side to every asser-
tion: subjectively, the assertion “expresses” a state of the
speaker; objectively, the assertion is true when it “ indicates ” a
fact and is false if it does not do so.

Thus, true and false sentences are equally significant, but a string
of words which cannot express any state of the speaker is non-
sensical . . . The question of significance may be brought into
connection with sentences heard rather than spoken. The hearing
of a significant statement has effects dependent upon the nature of
the statement but not upon its truth or falsehood; the hearing of
what is recognized as nonsense has no such effects. It is true that
what is in fact nonsense may have effects such as only a significant
statement should have, but in that case the hearer usually imagines
a signification of which the words are not strictly susceptible.
Broadly speaking, we may say that a heard statement, interpreted
by the hearer as significant, is capable of effects of which obvious
nonsense is incapable.*

There are three kinds of sentences: true, false, and nonsensi-
cal. A nonsensical sentence will not be false, although to say
it is true is false. “ We shall say that, when a sentence i1s mean-

#® However, in the chapter on “ Significance and Verifiability ” Mr. Russell attacks
strongly the principle of verifiability. See especially p. 887: “. . . All those who
make © verification ’ fundamental overlook the real problem, which is the relation
between words and non-verbal occurrences in judgments of perception. . . .”

0 Ibid., p. 215.
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ingless, so is its negation.” ** If there is something that a sen-
tence signifies, the sentence is significant; if there is nothing
that it signifies, then it is nonsensical. “ Socrates is a man ” is
significant because it signifies something, while “is a man”
signifies nothing. Too many words may also not make sense:
““Socrates 1s a man’ is a man.” “ The law of contradiction is
yellow ” is a kind of nonsense. The sentence “I am lying”
seems to signify something, but it does not.

The difficulty, then, is to decide when a string of words
signifies something and when it does not; and if it does signify
something, whether that something must be different from the
sentence “or whether significance can be merely adjectival.”
“ A sufficient but not necessary criterion of significance is that
perceptual experiences can be imagined, or can actually occur,
which make us use the phrase (or its contradictory) as an
assertion.” **

The truth of the statement “snow is white” is different
from the expression of it: the statement is made true by a fact
of physics; the expressing of it expresses the state of mind,
that is, asserts the object of belief, not the mere having of the
belief. The question then is: Is there an object of belief? “ . . .

if beliefs have objects, what I believe when I believe that snow is
white is the same as what I doubt when T ask ‘is snow white?’
This, whatever it is, is, on this hypothesis, the significance of the
sentence ‘snow is white’ . . . If we can decide what is meant by
the ‘ significance ’ of a sentence, we shall say that it is this signifi-
cance that is to be called a * proposition,” and that it is either true or
false. ... To try to discover what is meant by the ‘ significance * of
a sentence, let us contrast a significant sentence with one that isnot.
Take ‘ Socrates drinks the hemlock * and ‘ quadruplicity drinks pro-
crastination.” Of these the former logically can be, and once was, a
judgment of perception; when it is not a judgment of perception,
it 1s capable of calling up a complex image which has the same
significance as, or, perhaps, is the significance of the phrase. But
we cannot form an image of quadruplicity drinking. When we try
to do so, we merely imagine some man whom, for fun, we call
“ Quadruplicity ” . . #

 Ibid., p. 216. 42 Ibid., p. 219. *3 Ibid., pp. 221-22.
5
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The question may be put in this form: “ What do we believe
when we believe something? ” If a number of people believe
there is going to be an explosion, they have in common a state
of tension or expectation

but the difficulty arises as regards the connection of this (a) with
the explosion or its absence, (b) with something which, in order to
be vague, we will call the “ idea ” of the explosion.**

Perhaps we can now explain the “ significance ” of a sentence as
follows: First: some sentences signify observed facts; how this
happens, we have already considered. Second: some observed facts
are beliefs. A belief need not inveolve any words at all in the
believer, but it is always possible (given a suitable vocabulary) to
find a sentence signifying the perceived fact that I have such-and-
such a belief. If this sentence begins “ I believe that,” what follows
the word “that” is a sentence signifying a proposition, and the
proposition is said to be what I am believing. Exactly similar
remarks apply to doubt, desire, etc.?®

But this has some difficulties. Yet there seems to be some-
thing to the suggestion that a sentence is significant if “I
believe that p ” or “ I doubt that p ” * can describe a perceived
fact in which words need not occur.”

We can, say that the significance of an atomic sentence is a
~ state (as a complex image) or set of states (as a set of like

complex images) of the believer. Tmages, as a form of language,
differ from words in not containing any nonsense, Now the
something that a sentence signifies cannot be the fact that
makes it true or false, and hence must be something in the
person believing the sentence. This might be images. But the
bringing in of images and the distinction between propositions
and sentences may well be an unnecessary complication. Per-
haps significant and nonsensical sentences can be distinguished
in the effects of the hearer rather than the speaker.

An article by Kaplan and Copilowish entitled “ Must There
Be Propositions? ” in Mind for October, 1939, 1s then reviewed
with which Mr. Russell takes issue by answering it affirma-
tively in pointing out that the term “Implicit behavior” is
what he means by proposition; and this, of course, must always

¢ Ibid., pp. 223-24. ¢ Ibid., p. 226.
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be present. This leads to a conclusion of this part of the chapter
in which the following is summarized: Propositions do have to
be distinguished from sentences, but they are to be defined as
psychological and physiological occurrences, and it is these
that sentences express. Words are not essential to propositions;
the only essential point is that sentences signify something
other than themselves, which is psychological or physiological.

In reproducing this section of Mr. Russell’s book, it is the
point on significance and sentences which is emphasized. Mr.
Russell does not, as has been seen, associate verifiability and
meaning in the manner of the foregoing writers; he recognizes
the futility of it and insists it ignores the real problem. How-
ever, Mr. Russell does accept meaningless or nonsensical sen-
tences. Incidentally, there would seem to be a difference
between meaningless and nonsensical; this point appears to
have been overlooked by all, although this may be partly a
matter of terminology—as to how we are to understand
“ meaningless ” and ‘“nonsensical.” There is, apparently, in
the current issue also the problem of the meaning of ““ mean-
inglessness.”

At any rate, in the case of Mr. Russell, sentences may be
both significant and nonsensical, where “nonsensical ” is the
contradictory of “ significant.” This again raises the apparently
mevitable problem of how to distinguish nonsensical sentences
from significant sentences. According to Mr. Russell, this will
depend upon the rules of syntax, although it is not quite clear
how this is to be related to his remark that the real problem
for meaning or significance is the relation between words and
non-verbal occurrences. “ Syntax” here is taken in a wider
sense than its purely grammatical significance; generally, it
means both the logical and grammatical connections or rela-
tions between terms in virtue of which propositions or sentences
are formed.*®* This, in turn, will raise the question whether
significance is established in terms of the rules of syntax or,
on the contrary, whether rules of syntax are formulated in

4 In addition to Chapter 13, Mr. Russell also treats of syntax in Chapter 2:
“Sentences, Syntax, and Parts of Speech.”






