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SEOWO WSTEPNE

Szanowni Panstwo,

Piaty tom serii Studia Whiteheadiana dokumentuje prace na-
ukowe Towarzystwa Metafizycznego im. A.N. Whiteheada pro-
wadzone w 2011 roku.

Pierwsza cze$¢ tomu zawiera artykuly inspirowane wystapie-
niami na VIII konferencji zorganizowanej przez Towarzystwo jak
co roku w godcinnych murach Wyzszego Seminarium Duchow-
nego Braci Mniejszych w Katowicach-Panewnikach w maju 2011
roku. Konferencja ta byla organizowana wspoélnie z Towarzy-
stwem im. Nicolai Hartmanna, ktérego zalozycielem i przewod-
niczacym jest znany filozof wloski Roberto Poli. Pierwszy arty-
kut autorstwa Helmuta Maassena ma charakter propedeutyczny,
wprowadzajacy w zlozona materie filozofii procesu. Pierwotnie
byt skierowany do tych uczestnikéw konferencji, ktérzy specjali-
zujac sie w badaniach zwigzanych z filozofia N. Hartmanna, za-
razem poszukiwali mozliwosci podjecia merytorycznej dyskusji
z procesualizmem A.N. Whiteheada. Druga czeé¢ tomu otwiera
artykut o. Kleofasa Wojciecha Grédka OFM stanowiacy kontra-
punkt w badaniach nad wspoélczesnym rozumieniem procesu.
Porusza on niezwykle wazna dla myslenia procesowego proble-
matyke ,psychologiczng”, tj. budowe wzajemnej relacji i funkcji
poszczegdlnych instancji psychicznych w ujeciu Heraklita, ktére-
go by¢ moze powinniémy uznac za ,,0jca” filozofii procesu. Godny
polecenia jest artykul polemiczny piéra Michela Webera - znane-
go filozofa procesu, redaktora kilku duzych serii wydawniczych.
Dyskusje na temat ostrych tez Webera zamieScimy w nastepnym
numerze Studiow Whiteheadiana. Czes$¢ merytoryczng Studiow
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zamyka przeklad drugiego rozdzialu znanej pracy A.N. White-
heada The Concept of Nature dokonany przez Piotra Lesniaka.
Obecny piaty tom serii Studia Whiteheadiana koticzy garsé¢ in-
formacji zwiazanych z wydarzeniami oraz zapowiedziami doty-
czacymi aktywnosci Towarzystwa. Najwazniejsza z nich jest de-
cyzja International Process Network powierzajaca Towarzystwu
Metafizycznemu organizacje IX Kongresu Filozofii Procesu. Jest
to najwieksze przedsiewziecie Srodowisk filozoficznych zaj-
mujacych sie wspodlczesnym procesualizmem. Decyzja IPN po-
twierdza miedzynarodowe znaczenia, jakie w ciggu dziewieciu
lat swojej dziatalnosci wypracowato srodowisko filozoféw zwia-
zane z Towarzystwem Metafizycznym im. A.N. Whiteheada.

Owocnej lektury zycza redaktorzy

0. Kleofas W. Grédek OFM
Bogdan Ogrodnik
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Helmut Maassen

Deutsche Whitehead Gesellschaft
Germany

ALFRED NORTH WHITEHEAD.

CATEGOREAL SCHEME, MODES OF EXISTENCE,
TYPES OF ORDERS, NEXUS, VALUES

1. Problem Setting

Whitehead was dealing with a philosophical challenge, for
which Descartes might suffice as its main representative. In his
third meditation, he distinguishes between two notions of the
sun and their adequacy;

‘And, in fine, although I should grant that they proceeded from those
objects, it is not a necessary consequence that they must be like them.
On the contrary, I have observed, in a number of instances, that there was
a great difference between the object and its idea. Thus, for example, I find
in my mind two wholly diverse ideas of the sun; the one, by which it ap-
pears to me extremely small draws its origin from the senses, and should
be placed in the class of adventitious ideas; the other, by which it seems
to be many times larger than the whole earth, is taken up on astronomical
grounds, that is, elicited from certain notions born with me, or is framed
by myself in some other manner. These two ideas cannot certainly both
resemble the same sun; and reason teaches me that the one which seems
to have immediately emanated from it is the most unlike.” (3. Med Sec 11)

It seems as if the idea of the sun, which we see with our eyes,
is less eloquent than the notion of astronomy. Hobbes was among
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the first to argue against this notion, saying that these notions are
not exactly two different ideas of the sun, but rather different
judgements. Both judgements are based on observations which
are exact, but differently so.

Let me start with Sir Walter Eddington, who was White-
head’s predecessor for the Gifford lectures at Edinburgh. One
of Eddington topics were his ‘tables’. Let me elaborate this:
What does the every day experience and appearance of a table
have in common with the physical description of a multitude
of atoms or molecules etc etc.? Or, let us assume, that we look
at a table through a microscope. All these experiences and ap-
pearances are quite different and still we assume that they refer
to something which we call a table. What allows us to take these
very different descriptions as referring to one and the same
object? There have been several attempts to solve the problem
of Eddington’s tables:

1. The first possible solution to the problem could be called
the theory of emergence: the picture of the every day experi-
ence of the table emerges from the atomistic/ molecular object.
It explains the different forms of a table by claiming the validity
of the most comprehensive description of it, the common experi-
ence of the table. On the other hand, only a very special aspect
of a table is described in physics.

2. Instrumentalism claims that the everyday experience is the
basic experience of what we call a table. Microparticles of phys-
ics are only fictions or, if you like, parts of scientific imagination.

3.Scientific realism simply claims that the only accurate de-
scription of a table, is that of physics, that is, a table is a conglom-
erate of elementary particles.

4.The fourth strategy would be a kind of underdetermined
theory of alternative empirical theories. It means, it is as much
a table of our everyday experience as it is a table of physics,
meaning it is a conglomerate of micro-particles. This has been
claimed by Quine.

5. A fifth possible solution could be that of perspectives: dif-
ferent perspectives on what we call a table are those of everyday
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experience those of the microscope etc. This is, basically, a weak-
er form of the fourth strategy.

All of these solutions are problematic. The last one is a variety
of the distinction of primary and secondary quality. The same
applies to the fourth one. One would have to clarify, for exam-
ple, that every everyday experience is part of an empirical theory
and it would have to construct the hypothesis in which brown,
fragrant etc are features of the hypothesis table, which is empiri-
cally underdetermined and is not itself an empirical statement.
Scientific realism would have to explain how it could happen,
that, in a world without secondary qualities, they are subjects
which experience secondary qualities. The first theory, the the-
ory of emergence, would have to show how out of colourless,
odorless parts a colorful object like a table could emerge.!

Several attempts of metaphysics in the 20th century, for ex-
ample social theory (Talcott Parsons system theory), analytic
metaphysics, topology et al have, to some extent, been made pos-
sible by Alfred North Whitehead’s metaphysics. But this devel-
opment, interesting as it may be, is not the subject of this paper.
Quite the other way round: after outlining the above two exem-
plary problems,? we can use them as the philosophical setting of
Whitehead’s metaphysics.

It was Whitehead’s explicit attempt to construct a unifying
theory, in which all forms of human experience could be includ-
ed. At the outset of PR, he wrote:

‘Speculative Philosophy is the endeavour to frame a coherent,
logical, necessary system of general ideas in terms of which eve-
ry element of our experience can be interpreted. By this notion
of ‘interpretation” I mean that everything of which we are con-
scious, as enjoyed, perceived, willed, or thought, shall have the
character of a particular instance of the general scheme. Thus the
philosophical scheme should be coherent, logical, and” in respect

! See Hampe. Michael, Die Wahrnehmungen der Organismen, Gottingen 1989,
p. 39-46.
2 The problem of the substance concept could be added etc.
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to its interpretation, applicable and adequate. Here “applicable’
means that some items of experience are thus interpretable, and
‘adequate’ means that there are no items incapable of such inter-
pretation.” (PR 5)

It should be stressed that Whitehead is referring to experi-
ence as the basis of his system and stating that all experience
should be open to interpretation and to be included in his
general scheme. For Whitehead metaphysics means the fram-
ing of a coherent, logical, necessary system of general ideas,
in whose terms every element of our experience can interpret-
ed. It is apparent that this is a very daring, challenging and
comprehensive notion.

2. Some epistemological remarks

It might be surprising to some that a former physicist and
mathematician like Whitehead should claim that vagueness
has to play a major role in logic and metaphysics. Of course the
notion of vagueness has its own history. With reference to the
American background, it was Charles Sanders Peirce who de-
veloped the notion of vagueness and even wrote a paper on the
logic of vagueness.’

® See CP and in a letter to Ms Welby. I must first point out the distinction
between a Fact and what in other connexions, is often called an...Occur-
rence. An Occurrence, which Thought analyzes into Things and Happen-
ings, is necessarily Real; but it can never be known or even imagined in all
its infinite detail. A Fact, on the other hand is so much of the real Universe
as can be represented in a Proposition, and instead of being, like an Occur-
rence, a slice of the Universe, it is rather to be compared to a chemical prin-
ciple extracted therefrom by the power of Thought; and though it is, or may
be Real, yet, in its Real existence it is inseparably combined with an infinite
swarm of circumstances, which make no part of the Fact itself. It is impossi-
ble to thread our way through the Logical intricacies of being unless we keep
these two things, the Occurrence and the Real Fact, sharply separate in our
Thoughts.
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To put it in Whitehead’s words:

“In its advance, philosophy must involve obscurity of ex-
pression, and novel phrases. In human experience, the philo-
sophic question can receive no final answer. Human knowledge
is a process of approximation. There are always questions left
over. The problem is to discriminate exactly those things which
we know only vaguely”. (ESP 93)

This is not the place to discuss the function of vagueness ac-
cording to Whitehead with regard to logic and mathematics. Ob-
viously, he claims that it would be as important as for all other
areas of his metaphysics. If we apply the logician’s alternative
true or false to any scheme of philosophic categories as one com-
plex assertion, the answer must be, according to Whitehead, “that
the scheme is false’” (PR 8).

In his famous Portraits from Memory Bertrand Russell ac-
knowledges Whitehead’s major influence on him about the start-
ing point of metaphysics:

“It was Whitehead who was the serpent in this paradise
of Mediterranean clarity. He said to me once: “You think the
world is what it looks like in fine weather at noon day; I think
it is what it seems like in the early morning when one first wakes
from deep sleep.” I thought his remark horrid, but could not
see how to prove that my bias was any better than his. At last
he showed me how to apply the technique of mathematical
logic to his vague and higgledy-piggledy world, and dress it up
in Sunday clothes that the mathematician could view without
being shocked. This technique which I'learned from him delight-
ed me, and I no longer demanded that the naked truth should
be as good as the truth in its mathematical Sunday best.”*

As if this were not enough of a challenge for metaphysics,
Whitehead adds the notion that everything is connected with
everything or, to put it in a Whiteheadian way: every event or oc-
casion is connected to every other occasion. This is an idea which

4 Bertrand Russell, “Beliefs: Discarded and Retained”, in Portraits from Mem-
ory, pp. 40-2.
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one can find already in William James. He has been very explicit
in this regard as the following quote will illustrate:

“Out of my experience, such as it is (and it is limited enough)
one fixed conclusion dogmatically emerges, and that is this, that
we with our lives are like islands in the sea, or like trees in the
forest. The maple and the pine may whisper to each other with
their leaves, and Connecticut and Newport hear each other’s
fog-horns. But the trees also comingle their roots in the darkness
underground, and the islands also hang together through the
ocean’s bottom. Just so there is a continuum of cosmic conscious-
ness, against which our individuality builds but accidental fenc-
es, and into which our several minds plunge as into a mother-sea
or reservoir.”’

3. Whitehead and the Philosophical Tradition

One of the best-known quotations from Whitehead is the so-
called footnote - thesis. Unfortunately, most of the time, it is not
quoted accurately. Therefore let us have closer look at Whitehe-
ad’s own text. He says:

“The safest general characterization of the European philo-
sophical tradition is that it consists of a series of footnotes to Pla-
to. I do not mean the systematic scheme of thought which schol-
ars have doubtfully extracted from his writings. I allude to the
wealth of general ideas scattered through them.” (PR 39)

Despite the fact that this could be understood in a derogatory
sense, Whitehead still lays stress on the philosophical tradition.
The philosophical tradition since Plato has a red thread, which
runs through it. According to my interpretation, this is the main
focus of Whitehead’s remark. Particularly considering the man-
ner in which Whitehead refers to different philosophical authors,
he is generous rather than derogatory. As a telling example, one

° End of chapter VIII, William James, Memories and Studies (1911).
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could take the way he deals with Descartes. He strongly objects
to Descartes’ distinction of res vera and res cogitans. For White-
head, it is a remarkable instance of what he calls the bifurcation
of nature. Still he shows how remarkably close his system is to
that of Descartes:

“But this doctrine fully accepts Descartes” discovery that sub-
jective experiencing is the primary metaphysical situation which
is presented to metaphysics for analysis. This doctrine is the ‘re-
formed subjective principle’ mentioned earlier in this chapter.
Accordingly, the notion “this stone as grey’ is a derivative ab-
straction, necessary indeed as an element in the description of the
fundamental experiential feeling, but delusive as a metaphysical
starting point. This derivative abstraction is called an “objectifi-
cation.” (Pr 244)

He goes on to show the parallels between his system and that
of Descartes. In each instance where Whitehead refers to philo-
sophical tradition, it is critical and extremely positive at the same
time. Therefore, he can state:

“The cosmology explained in these lectures has been framed
in accordance with this reliance on the positive value of the phil-
osophical tradition.” PR XIV

It is important for Whitehead to show his indebtedness
to philosophical tradition and I would claim that he did not want
a Paradigm Shift (Kuhn) but rather a new and imaginative re-in-
terpretation of philosophical tradition. Since every scientist has
implicit assumptions, it is the task of philosophy to make them
explicit and check their adequacy for experience; it should also
check the coherence of the implicit metaphysical assumptions.

4. The Gifford Lectures

Whitehead himself summarises his Gifford lectures thus:

“In these lectures I have endeavoured to compress the mate-
rial derived from years of meditation. In putting out these results,
four strong impressions dominate my mind: First, that the move-
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ment of historical, and philosophical, criticism of detached ques-
tions, which on the whole has dominated the last two centuries,
has done its work, and requires to be supplemented by a more
sustained effort of constructive thought. Secondly, that the true
method of philosophical construction is to frame a scheme of ide-
as, the best that one can, and unflinchingly to explore the inter-
pretation of experience in terms of that scheme. Thirdly, that all
constructive thought, on the various special topics of scientific
interest, is dominated by some such scheme, unacknowledged,
but no less influential in guiding the imagination. The importance
of philosophy lies in its sustained effort to make such schemes
explicit, and thereby capable of criticism and improvement.” ibid

Before going into a more detailed analysis of these Gifford
lectures let me cite a few remarks concerning their origin. Lord
Gifford in his will of 1885 said:

“...I having been for many years deeply and firmly convinced
that the true knowledge of God, that is, of the being, nature, and
attributes of the infinite, of the order, or the first and only cause,
that is, the one and the only substance and being, and the true
and felt knowledge (not mere nominal knowledge) of the rela-
tions of man and of the universe to him, and of the true founda-
tions of all ethics and morals, been, I say, convinced that this
knowledge, when really felt and acted on, is the means of man’s
highest well-being, and the security of his upword progress,
I have resolved, from the ‘residue’ of my estate as aforesaid,
to institute and found, in connection, if possible, with the Scot-
tish universities, lectureships or classes for the promotion of the
study of said subjects...”®

The list of Gifford lecturers is of illustrious 20th century think-
ers.” To the Whitehead scholars present here, it is known that the

¢ See, Jaki, Lord Gifford and His Lectures, A Centenary Retrospect,Edinburgh
1986, p.71/72.

7 For a complete list, see Jaki p. 63-65: Caird, Fraser, Pfleiderr, Bradley, Ward,
Bergson, Alexander,Inge, Stout, Haldane, Taylor, Schweitzer, Niebuhr, Bohr,
Bultmann, Heisenberg, Findlay, Eccles, Smart, Nasr, Pannikkar, Swinburne et al.
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actual performance of the lectures was a disaster.® Let me give
you a suggestion: One should actually start reading Process and
Reality from Part Three, “The Theory of Prehensions’. To check
the definition of the terms used in it, one should go back and look
at the first part. And if you want to relate Whiteheads system
to other scientists and philosophers, the easiest way to do so is
to look at Part Two, where he relates his own thinking to earlier
thinkers in science and philosophy.

5. The Categorial Scheme

How did Whitehead attempt to overcome the above men-
tioned problems, in particular the bifurcations of nature? How
can one get to a unified theory, which does not distinguish sub-
jective experience and objectives things? In his book Analyses
of Matter (1927), Bertrand Russell already deals with similar prob-
lems and states: it was Alfred North Whitehead who taught us to
use the concept of event and not matter anymore.’ In Process and
Reality, Whitehead calls this the ONTOLOGICAL PRINCIPLE.
What he called event in his early writings, as in Concept of Na-
ture, he later calls actual entity or actual occasion.(PR29) These

8 For a detailed description, see Victor Lowe, Volume 2 pages 219 to 252. See
especially page 229: this procedure was like that of a mathematician who states
all his undefined terms and axioms before applying any part of this apparatus
to any topic. And on page 249-250: ].M. Whitaker.. Wrote me, that the 1927
Gifford lecturer, Eddington, “‘was a marvellous popular lecturer who had en-
thralled audience of 600 for his entire course. The same audience turned up to
Whitehead’s first lecture but it was completely unintelligible, not merely to the
world at large but to the elect. My father remarked to me afterwards that if he
had not known Whitehead well he would have suspected that it was an im-
poster making it up as he went along (this had actually happened in a lecture
in psychology at Oxford shortly before). The audience at subsequent lectures
was only about half a dozen in all, so I am told, for I fear that I myself was one
of the backsliders.

° Analysis of Matter, Bertrand Russell, p. 15.
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actual entities are analysable in an indefinite number of ways.
“The analysis of an actual entity into prehensions is in that mode
of analysis which exhibits the most concrete elements in the na-
ture of actual entities.” (PR 30)

Prehensions are the processes by which actual entities are re-
lated to each other. These prehensions are real, individual, and
particular. Any particular fact of togetherness of actual entities
is called a nexus. Each actual entity is in the process of becoming.
It starts with its mental pole and ends with its physical pole. The
process of becoming is called concrescense by Whitehead. The
forms these processes of concrescence adopt are given through
eternal objects. They are provided by other actual entities and
by the actual entity God. In this way, each actual entity is to some
extent linked to the whole universe past, present and future. This
is very similar to the notion of Leibniz in his monadology. The
eternal objects, the forms, similar to Platonic ideas, are the po-
tentials for each process of becoming. ANW summarises these
categories of existence in the following way:

“There are eight Categories of Existence: (I) Actual Entities
(also termed Actual Occasions), or Final Realities, or Res Verae.
(IT) Prehensions, or Concrete Facts of Relatedness. (III) Nexus
(plural of Nexus), or Public Matters of Fact. (IV) Subjective Forms,
or Private Matters of Fact. (V) Eternal Objects, or Pure Potentials
for the Specific Determination of Fact, or Forms of Definiteness.
(VI) Propositions, or Matters of Fact in Potential [33] Determina-
tion, or Impure Potentials for the Specific Determination of Mat-
ters of Fact, or Theories. (VII) Multiplicities, or Pure Disjunctions
of Diverse Entities. (VIII) Contrasts, or Modes of Synthesis of En-
tities in one Prehension, or Patterned Entities.” (PR 22)

After this rather abbreviated description of the process of be-
coming I think it could be easier to understand what Whitehead
calls the CATEGORY OF THE ULTIMATE. The CATEGORY
OF THE ULTIMATE (PR21 et al) shows what underlies all these
processes of becoming. Creativity, many, one are the notions
of this category, underlying all processes of becoming. Creativ-
ity is the principal of novelty. Each process is never just a repeti-
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tion of what has been or what will be, but more or less some-
thing new. The notion ‘one” and ‘many” explain how the many
actual entities become one and how the reality of actual entities
is increased by one. Whitehead remarks that the CATEGORY
OF THE ULTIMATE replaces Aristotle’s category of primary
substance. Thus the production of novel togetherness is the ulti-
mate notion embodied in the term ‘concrescence’.

6. Forms of Process - Feeling

As I mentioned earlier, the key section to understand the
internal process of the becoming of an actual entity is in Part
Three of Process and Reality. Although the third part is called
the Theory of Prehensions, the first four chapters explicitly deal
with feelings and only the fifth chapter is called the Higher
Phases of Experience. The fifth chapter first deals with feelings
and then with the more complex ones which lead to conscious-
ness. I will not go into the details of this section, but I can give
you an outline of Whitehead’s is argument for his philosophy
of organism.

“The philosophy of organism is a cell-theory of actuality. Each
ultimate unit of fact is a cell-complex, not analysable into compo-
nents with equivalent completeness of actuality.

The cell can be considered genetically and morphologically.
The genetic theory is considered in this part; [335] the morpho-
logical theory is considered in Part IV, under the title of the ‘ex-
tensive analysis’ of an actual entity.” (PR 219)

I will concentrate on the third part of PR: the genetic analysis.
The morphological theory, is considered in Part Four. For the
latter, I recommend the papers which were read here last year
by Randall Auxier and by Vesselin Petrov.

Whitehead distinguishes between positive and negative pre-
hensions. While actual entities are positively prehended, certain
eternal objects (forms) can be excluded from the process of con-
crescence. Whitehead calls the latter ‘negative prehension’.
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“Each actual entity is ‘divisible’ in an indefinite number
of ways, and each way of “division” yields its definite quota
of prehensions. A prehension reproduces in itself the general
characteristics of an actual entity: it is referent to an external
world, and in this sense will be said to have a ‘vector character’;
it involves emotion, and purpose, and valuation, and causation.
In fact, any characteristic of an actual entity is reproduced (29)
in a prehension. (PR 19)”

The end of the process of concrescence, meaning the end
of the actual entity, is called satisfaction. This way the atomic
nature of an actual entity is ‘preserved.” After it has reached
satisfaction, it becomes a factor in the concrescence of another
actual entity. Positive prehensions are called feelings. This will,
of course, be important, when we later consider a possible ethical
grounding within Whiteheads metaphysics.

“A feeling i.e., a positive prehension is essentially a transi-
tion effecting a concrescence. Its complex constitution is analys-
able into five factors which express what that transition consists
of, and effects. The factors are: (I) the ‘subject” which feels, (II)
the “initial [338] data” which are to be felt, (III) the ‘elimination’
in virtue of negative prehensions, (IV) the “objective datum’
which is felt, (V) the “subjective form” which is how that subject
feels that objective datum.” (PR 223)

Whitehead uses an interesting image to explain what is hap-
pening here. He compares it with a Barrier Reef. ‘On one side
there is wreckage, and beyond it harbourage and safety.” (ibid)

How does the process of concrescence begin? It starts
with what Whitehead calls an initial aim, which is its men-
tal pole. The provider of this initial aim is derived from God
who is the realm of forms, very similar to the notion of the
hypodochy in Plato’s Timaios.!® After the initial aim, the self-

10 See my article: REVELATION, MYTH AND METAPHYSICS: THREE
TRADITIONAL CONCEPTS OF GOD AND WHITEHEAD'S DIPO-
LAR GOD, Process Studies, V 23, N 1 (SPRING 1994) p. 1-9...In addition
to the two ontological principles of the sphere of ideas (model, form)and
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creating process forms and shapes the the actual entity, its na-
ture, so to speak of, which is very similar to Spinoza’s causa
sui. This process of self-creation necessarily implies freedom,
otherwise it would not make sense to speak of sense creation
Or causa sui.

Let me add an additional term, which Whitehead introduces
in the analysis of feeling: subject - superject:

“In the analysis of a feeling, whatever presents itself as also
ante rem is a datum, whatever presents itself as [356] exclusive-
ly in re is subjective form, whatever presents itself in re and
post rem is ‘subject-superject.” This doctrine of ‘feeling’ is the
central doctrine concerning the becoming of an actual entity.
In a feeling the actual world, selectively appropriated, is the
presupposed datum, not formless but with its own realized
form selectively germane, in other words “objectified.” The sub-
jective form is the ingression of novel form peculiar to the new
particular fact, and with its peculiar mode of fusion with the
objective datum.” (PR 233) The actual entity therefore never
is (an object) but is in the process of becoming. It is an object
only for those actual entities which prehend it in their process
of becoming,.

In the free self creating process of concrescence lies the chance
of determining the goal of the process “‘upwards or downwards’.
This is where moral considerations occur.

“The point to be noticed is that the actual entity, in a state
of process during which it is not fully definite, determines its
own ultimate definiteness. This is the whole point of moral re-
sponsibility. Such responsibility is conditioned by the limits
of the data, and by the categoreal conditions of concrescence.”
(PR 255)

the copies, the Eternal Being and the Becoming, there is the third one, the
Chora (xdpa), the Space: the Wherein, the receptacle (bmodor) of every-
thing, the nurse, so to speak, of all becoming (49a6ff; all three ontological
key terms are later more specifically related: 50b5-el; they are called apyn
in 28b-c).
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7. Good and Evil in Whitehead’s Relational Value - Ethics

Whitehead did not want his metaphysical endeavor to be biased
by religious or ethical interests, as he thought had happened with
Aristotle. Only a dispassionate examination of metaphysical topics
makes sense. (SMW 215) On the other hand, Whitehead does not
deny the legitimacy of developing an ethics within metaphysics,
only it should not be allowed to distort metaphysical thinking.

The conflict which every epoch faces is the desire to cling to its
achievements." What may look like stability, is in fact, a slow
process of atrophy. (FR 82) Both good and evil are positive el-
ements in the process of experiencing. The difference between
them lies in their relation to their surroundings. ‘Evil is positive
and destructive; what is good is positive and creative.” (RM 83)

Good and evil can be distinguished with respect to their for-
mal aspects, their objective side. They can be judged by an aes-
thetic standard in such a way that the synthesizing of different
elements becomes more beautiful, the more the elements are
apart or drifting apart. The irreconcilability of different elements
is the character of evil.?

An internal process, one of feeling is, correlated to this external
process. It is the subjective side of experience. The more contrast-
ing the elements are which enter into the occasion, the stronger
is the intensity of satisfaction of the actual entities involved.

The highest form of contrast, which includes any possible
form of good and evil, happens in the actual entity, God.

God’s ubiquity makes it possible for every actual entity
to grasp the highest form of beauty, i.e. the good, as well as its op-
posite, evil, in its highest intensity of satisfaction, which means,
that each actual entity has always criteria to judge ethical values
in its subjective as well as its objective aspect.

1 MT, p.119: the essence of life is to be found in the frustrations of established
order. The universe refuses the deadening influence of complete conformity.
And yet in its refusal, it passes tours novel order as a primary requisite for
important experience.
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Each actual entity and each person, for that matter, does not
start from nothing (E. Bloch, Tiibinger Einleitung in die Phi-
losophie: Wir fangen nicht leer). Historical memory mediates
forms, to which ethical predicates are attributed, e.g. the virtues,
or structures of society, which are supposed to enable people
with different interests to live together.’ Each agent has, in prin-
ciple, the possibility of judging each value with the standard,
with which each was necessarily provided. This standard is not
only in God, but in every actual entity. Past actual entities reveal
which values had lead to a synthesis, to contrasts or to the disin-
tegration of a culture.

The highest standard concerning its objective as well as its
subjective side is in God.

In the process of concrescense, each actual entity anticipates
its subjective aim, related to its surroundings, rooted in past ac-
tual entities. Thus it develops itself in relation to its past und
to its future universe. In this, God grants the plentitude of the
past and the vision of the future.

The values, relationally determined, guide the processes
of the actual entities.

They emerge in the interplay of God’s ideal vision and the self-
determination of the actual entities. In the macrocosmic and the
microcosmic processes, values can be judged by a general stand-
ard. Importance suffices objective as well as subjective criteria for
their distinction. Good, therefore, is not only definable in its own
terms. (in contrast to G.E. Moore’s claim in Principia Ethica)

Along with the abstract definition of values by contrast and
intensity, one can also find concrete historical definitions of good
and evil.* In analogy to Whitehead’s evaluation and critique
of leading ideas in civilisation (in Al), one could undertake the
same task for virtues. For virtues would be valid what Kant al-
ready claimed that they “... never become customary, but always

spring anew and originally out of thinking”.'?

12 Kant, Anthropologie in pragmatischer Absicht, Weischedel ed., Bd 10, p.437
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The boundaries between animals and human beings, eradi-
cated by Whitehead, could nevertheless prove useful for ethical
purposes of a historical consideration of justice, virtue etc., with-
out denying the appropriateness of Whitehead’s intention.

Every element in human experience should be accounted for
in a metaphysical system according to Whitehead. One major
flaw of different systems of the past is problem solving by exclu-
sion of facts.

“Whatever is found in “practice’ must lie within the scope
of the metaphysical description. When the description fails to in-
clude the “practice,” the metaphysics is inadequate and requires
revision. There can be no appeal to practice to supplement meta-
physics, so long as we remain contented with our metaphysical
doctrines. Metaphysics is nothing but the description of the gener-
alities which apply to all the details of practice. No metaphysical
system can hope entirely to satisfy these pragmatic tests.” (PR 19)

The importance of religious intuition should not be overes-
timated. Although it might reveal ‘wholeness’ (as it happens
in mystical experience), Whitehead himself in Process and Reality
limited the importance of religious feelings: “The concept of God
is certainly one essential element in religious feeling. But the con-
verse is not true; the concept of religious feeling is not an essen-
tial element in the concept of God’s function in the universe.”
(PR207)

8. Concluding remarks

I hope my brief description of Whitehead’s metaphysical sys-
tem was lucid and complex enough to avoid the “fallacy of mis-
placed concreteness’. Whitehead himself noted in CN:

“I agree that the view of Nature which I have maintained
in these lectures is not a simple one. Nature appears as a com-
plex system whose factors are dimly discerned by us. But, as I ask
you, Is not this the very truth? Should we not distrust the jaunty
assurance with which every age prides itself that it at last has hit
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upon the ultimate concepts in which all that happens can be for-
mulated? The aim of science is to seek the simplest explanations
of complex facts. We are apt to fall into the error of thinking that
the facts are simple because simplicity is the goal of our quest.
The guiding motto in the life of every natural philosopher should
be, seek simplicity and distrust it.” (CN 163)
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1. Introduction

Let me first explain why I have chosen to write about antici-
pation. The question naturally arises when the contemporary
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notion of anticipation has originated in philosophy and - what
is much more interesting for us - if it appears with Whitehead.

Anticipation is one of Whitehead’s important concepts. How-
ever, it has to be explained what is the meaning of anticipation
for Whitehead, how this idea has been developed in his mature
metaphysical writings and what is its place in his metaphysical
system. The aim of the paper is namely to give answers to all
these questions. In a previous paper I tried to say some words
about anticipation from the point of view of the philosophy
of organism’, but it is not a detailed investigation on that topic.
In the present paper I shall follow Whitehead’s notion of antici-
pation first in Process and Reality (1929), then in Adventures of Ideas
(1933) and in Modes of Thought (1938), and finally in one of his
last works Immortality (1941). All these works are characteristic
for the metaphysical period of the development of Whitehead’s
philosophical ideas. Some comparisons of Whitehead’s thoughts
on anticipation with St. Augustine’s and Hartmann’s views
of anticipation also will be made.

A number of authors have pointed in the last few years to the
relevance of anticipation for process philosophy and for White-
head’s thought. For example, Mihai Nadin says that “... as a spe-
cific concept, anticipation insinuates itself in the language of sci-
ence in the writings of Whitehead, Burgers, Bennet, Feynman,
Svoboda, Rosen, Nadin and Dubois, i.e. since 1929.”2 The famous
Australian process philosopher Aran Gare also points that “it
is necessary to draw on the tradition of natural philosophy go-
ing back to the work of Herder, Goethe and Schelling. ... It is the
tradition of process metaphysics and includes Charles Sanders
Peirce, Henri Bergson, Alfred North Whitehead and Ludwig von

! Petrov, Vesselin. (2010), “Dynamic ontology as an ontological framework
of anticipatory systems”, Foresight, Emerald Group Publishing Limited, Vol. 12,
No 3, pp. 38-49, especially pp. 43-44.

? Nadin, Mihai. (2010), “Anticipation and dynamics: Rosen’s anticipation
in the perspective of time”, International Journal of General Systems, 1563-5104,
Vol. 39, Issue 1, 2010, pp. 3-33.



The Concept of Anticipation... 33

Bertalanffy”? and adds that “Robert Rosen ... also aligned him-
self with von Bertalanffy.”* The precise historical analysis will
display that the origin of the contemporary ideas of anticipation
lie much deeper in the history of philosophy and my further ex-
position will give some examples in this regard.

On the other hand, the above quotations show that there
is a generic connection between Whitehead’s ideas of anticipa-
tion and the developments of the notion of anticipation in con-
temporary science. Recently the notion of anticipation has
received a great importance especially after the appearance
of Robert Rosen’s books since 1985 and in connection with the
investigations on system theory, in particular on complex sys-
tems. Rosen’s idea of anticipation is displayed in his definition
of anticipatory system as “a system containing a predicative
model of itself and/or of its environment, which allows it to
change state at an instant in accord with the model’s prediction
pertaining to a later instant”.” Later this idea has been devel-
oped by many other philosophers and scientists. Let me men-
tion only Daniel Dubois” distinction between weak and strong
anticipation according to which a strong anticipation takes
place when the system uses itself as a model for the construc-
tion of its future states. In this case anticipation is no longer
similar to prediction.®

However, I will not enumerate here all the authors that have
spoken recently about anticipation. My task in the paper is dif-
ferent: it is limited only to the investigation of Whitehead’s un-
derstanding of anticipation.

* Gare, Aran. (2008), “Approaches to the question “What is life?’: reconciling
theoretical biology with philosophical biology”, Cosmos and History: The Journal
of Natural and Social Philosophy, Vol. 4, No 1-2.

* Ibid.

® Rosen, R. (1985), Anticipatory Systems — Philosophical, Mathematical and Meth-
odological Foundations, Pergamon Press.

¢ Leydesdorff, L., and Dubois, D. (2004), “Anticipation in Social Systems”, In-
ternational Journal of Computing Anticipatory Systems, Vol. 14, pp. 203-6.
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2. The notion of anticipation in Process and Reality

In fact, Whitehead mentions anticipation even in his earlier
writings as Concept of Nature (1920) and Science and the Mod-
ern World (1925). For example, in Science and the Modern World
he says: “Thus an event has anticipation:

“The prophetic soul
Of the wide world dreaming on things to come.’

These conclusions are essential for any form of realism.””

I will not analyze these early appearances of the concept of an-
ticipation; in fact, they are only an allusion of anticipation. The
real notion of anticipation appears not until Whitehead’s mature
metaphysical system developed in Process and Reality. Several as-
pects of his analysis of anticipation in this work can be outlined.

First, anticipation definitely plays a role in Whitehead’s criti-
cism of Cartesian substance-philosophy. As Whitehead himself
has put it “The anticipations are devoid of meaning apart from
the definite cosmic order which they presuppose. Also survival
requires order, and to presuppose survival, apart from the type
of order which that type of survival requires, is a contradiction.
It is at this point that the organic philosophy differs from any form
of Cartesian ‘substance-philosophy.” For if a substance requires
nothing but itself in order to exist, its survival can tell no tale as to
the survival of order in its environment. Thus no conclusion can
be drawn respecting the external relationships of the surviving
substance to its future environment. For the organic philosophy,
anticipations as to the future of a piece of rock presuppose an envi-
ronment with the type of order which that piece of rock requires.”®

7 Whitehead, A.N. (1967), Science and the Modern World, New York: The Free
Press, pp. 72-73.

8 Whitehead, A.N. (1878), Process and Reality (corrected edition), New York:
The Free Press, pp. 204-205. In the next quotations it will be used the abbrevia-
tion PR.
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Another aspect displays the connection between anticipa-
tion and the subjective aim. Answering the question what the
meaning of anticipation in Process and Reality is, Whitehead
says: “The subjective aim, whereby there is origination of con-
ceptual feeling, is at intensity of feeling (a) in the immediate
subject, and (b) in the relevant future. This double aim - at the
immediate present and the relevant future - is less divided than
appears on the surface. For the determination of the relevant
future, and the anticipatory feeling respecting provision for its
grade of intensity, are elements affecting the immediate com-
plex of feeling. The greater part of morality hinges on the de-
termination of relevance in the future. The relevant future con-
sists of those elements in the anticipated future which are felt
with effective intensity by the present subject by reason of the
real potentiality for them to be derived from itself.” (PR 27)
He continues the explanation of his thought saying that “Thus
so far as the immediate present subject is concerned, the origi-
nation of conceptual valuation according to Category IV is
devoted to such a disposition of emphasis as to maximize the
integral intensity derivable from the most favourable balance.
The subjective aim is the selection of the balance amid the giv-
en materials. But one element in the immediate feelings of the
concrescent subject is comprised of the anticipatory feelings
of the transcendent future in its relation to immediate fact. This
is the feeling of the objective immortality inherent in the na-
ture of actuality. Such anticipatory feelings involve realization
of the relevance of eternal objects as decided in the primordial
nature of God.” (PR 278)

A third aspect of treating anticipation is connected with
Whitehead’s thoughts about the species of process and the
future’s objective reality. He says: “There are two species
of process, macroscopic process, and microscopic process. The
macroscopic process is the transition from attained actuality
to actuality in attainment; while the microscopic process is the
conversion of conditions which are merely real into determi-
nate actuality. The former process effects the transition from
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the “actual’ to the “merely real’; and the latter process effects
the growth from the real to the actual. The former process is ef-
ficient; the latter process is teleological. The future is merely
real, without being actual; whereas the past is a nexus of actu-
alities.” (PR 214-215) Next Whitehead continues: “the future
has objective reality in the present, but no formal actuality. For
it is inherent in the constitution of the immediate, present ac-
tuality that a future will supersede it. Also conditions to which
that future must conform, including real relationships to the
present, are really objective in the immediate actuality. Thus
each actual entity, although complete so far as concerns its
microscopic process, is yet incomplete by reason of its objec-
tive inclusion of the macroscopic process. It really experiences
a future which must be actual, although the completed actual-
ities of that future are undetermined. In this sense, each actual
occasion experiences its own objective immortality.” (PR 215)
Here Whitehead does not uses the concept of anticipation it-
self, but in fact he speaks about the notion of anticipation.

Yet another aspect of anticipation is discovered in White-
head’s views about living and non-living societies. In the con-
temporary literature devoted to anticipation it is character-
ized usually as a property of living systems. However, many
authors give examples for anticipation in non-living systems
and argue that in respect to the property of anticipation there
is a small difference between living and non-living systems.
Whitehead’s thoughts in Process and Reality about life and liv-
ing societies also give some food for thinking in that direction.
He says: “Structured societies in which the second mode of so-
lution has importance are termed ‘living’. It is obvious that
a structured society may have more or less ‘life’, and that there
is no absolute gap between ‘living” and ‘non-living’ societies.”
(PR 102) And next he concludes that “In a sense, the differ-
ence between a living organism and the inorganic environ-
ment is only a question of degree; but it is a difference of de-
gree which makes all the difference - in effect, it is a difference
of quality.” (PR 179)
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3. Anticipation as expressed in Adventures of Ideas and Modes
of Thought

These two books do not contain great changes in Whitehead’s
notion of anticipation. But they explain in greater details this no-
tion and in that sense they push forward the development of the
ideas connected with anticipation. Let me begin with Adventures
of Ideas.

3.1. Anticipation in Adventures of Ideas

What is new here is Whitehead’s pointing on the functioning
of anticipation as a way for fusion of appearance with reality
and on the connection between anticipation and novelty: “When
the higher functionings of mentality are socially stabilized in an
organism, appearance merges into reality. ... more generally
dropping the special case of personality, the objective reality
of the past, as it now functions in the present, in its day was ap-
pearance. They may be strengthened in emphasis, embroidered
upon, and otherwise modified by the novel appearances of the
new occasion. In this way, there is an intimate, inextricable fusion
of appearance with reality, and of accomplished fact with anticipation.
In truth, we have been describing the exact situation which hu-
man experience presents for philosophic analysis. We are apt
to think of this fusion from the point of view of the higher grades
of human beings. But it is a fusion proceeding throughout nature.
It is essential mode in which novelty enters into the functionings of the
world.”?

On the other hand, Adventures of Ideas continues Whitehead'’s
argument in Process and Reality that there is no gap between living
and non-living: “ Another gap is that between lifeless bodies and
living bodies. Yet the living bodies can be pursued down to the
edge of lifelessness. Also the functionings of inorganic matter re-
main intact amid the functionings of living matter. ... In the case

® Whitehead, A.N. (1867), Adventures of Ideas, New York: The Free Press, p. 212.
Italics mine. Next it will be pointed as AL
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of living bodies the coordination intervenes, and the average ef-
fect of these intimate functionings has to be taken into account.
Those activities in the self-formation of actual occasions which,
if coordinated, yield living societies are the intermediate mental
functionings transforming the initial phase of reception into the final
phase of anticipation. In so far as the mental spontaneities of oc-
casions do not thwart each other, but are directed to a common
objective amid varying circumstances, there is life. The essence
of life is the teleological introduction of novelty, with some con-
formation of objectives.” (Al 207. Italics mine) Here he speaks
also about the phases of anticipation (as is seen from my italics).
Another important line of a more detailed explanation of the
notion of anticipation in Adventures of Ideas is connected with the
“presence” of the future in the present. Whitehead says: “But the
sense in which the future can be said to be immanent in occa-
sions antecedent to itself, and the sense in which contemporary
occasions are immanent in each other, are not so evident in terms
of the doctrine of the subject-object structure of experience. It will
be simpler first to concentrate upon the relation of the future
to the present. ... Cut away the future, and the present collapses,
emptied of its proper content. Immediate existence requires the
insertion of the future in the crannies of the present.” (AI 191)
Here the concept of anticipation is not mentioned explic-
itly, but the only way in which future is possible to be present
is through anticipation. And indeed, Whitehead continues: “...the
future is not nothing. It lives actively in its antecedent world. ... In
the present, the future occasions, as individual realities with their
measure of absolute completeness, are non-existent. Thus the
future must be immanent in the present in some different sense
to the objective immortality of the individual occasions of the past.
In the present there are no individual occasions belonging to the
future. The present contains the utmost verge of such realized in-
dividuality. The whole doctrine of the future is to be understood
in terms of the account of the process of self-completion of each in-
dividual actual occasion. This process can be shortly characterized
as a passage from re-enaction to anticipation. The intermediate
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stage in this transition is constituted by the acquisition of novel
content, which is the individual contribution of the immediate
subject for the re-shaping of its primary phase of re-enaction into
its final phase of anticipation. This final phase is otherwise termed
‘satisfaction’, since it marks the exhaustion of the creative urge for
that individuality.” (Al 192)

And again: “The future is immanent in the present by reason
of the fact that the present bears in its own essence the relation-
ships which it will have to the future. It thereby includes in its
essence the necessities to which the future must conform. The
future is there in the present, as a general fact belonging to the
nature of things. ... Thus the future is to the present as an object
for a subject.” (Al 194) Thus “the earlier will be immanent in the
later according to the mode of anticipation, as explained above.”
(AI197)

One of the inferences that we can draw from what is stated
above is that future actual occasions are immanent in the present
only by way of anticipation of the future by the present. Some
authors think this means that “Anticipation yields only a weak
sense of immanence. The future is immanent in the present
only as a potentiality for becoming, to which the present activ-
ity is contributing limitations.”"® And also: “Among the feelings
which compose A’s satisfaction are anticipatory feelings. A an-
ticipates that some actual occasions will supersede it and that
these occasions will conform to it when they become actual.
M is present in A only as a possible value for this variable. Only
in this weak sense is the future immanent in the present.”" If we
assume this opinion, it will mean that Whitehead’s understand-
ing of anticipation is weaker than the contemporary strong sense
of anticipation. I suggest it will be better not to take such deci-
sion in a hurry. Whitehead’s thought is deeper that sometimes
it looks like.

10 Christian, William. (1955), An Interpretation of Whitehead’s Metaphysics, New
Haven: Yale Univ. Press, p. 124.
1 Ibid.
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Now, as an inference of the analysis of the concept of an-
ticipation as expressed in Process and Reality and in Adventures
of Ideas 1 can agree with Wolfhart Panenberg’s remark that
“Already in Process and Reality Whitehead himself spoke occa-
sionally of anticipatory feelings with respect to subjective aim
(PR 278/428f.; cf. 214f./3271.). He did so above all in Adventures
of Ideas (Al 250f.). ... Whitehead does not ... describe the signifi-
cance of anticipation for the formation of the subject, as constitut-
ing its subjectivity out of a future which already determines the
present by way of anticipation. Rather in Whitehead, anticipation
means that the subject, constituting itself in the present, includes
also its future relevance for others (its “objective immortality”)
in the act of its self-constitution. Whitehead did not exhaust the
theoretical potential of the element of anticipation implied in the
concept of “subjective aim”. ... Although this resulted in turn-
ing the action of the future end upon the present becoming into
the effectiveness of a living organism’s seed with respect to its
future end, he nevertheless spoke of an effect of the end upon
the process of becoming. This does not happen in Whitehead, be-
cause he sees becoming in each of its stages as self-constitutive.
That is why, despite his use of teleological language, the element
of anticipation cannot really become constitutive in his interpre-
tation of subjectivity.”'?

3.2. A comparison between Whitehead’s and St. Augus-

tine’s ideas of anticipation

What is interesting in this regard is that Whitehead’s idea
of anticipation reminds us the St. Augustine’s consideration
of past, present and future (Confessions, Book 11, chapters
14-31)." In these chapters Augustine talks about time and its
past, present and future. He uses several times the term “ex-

12 Panenberg, Wolfhart. (1984), “Atom, Duration, Form: Difficulties with Pro-
cess Philosophy”, Process Studies, Vol. 14, No 1, p. 28.

3 T am indebted to prof. Francois Beets from the University of Liege, Belgium,
for taking my attention to the above pointed comparison.



The Concept of Anticipation... 41

pectation” (in Latin “expectatio”). Let me give some quotations:
“The time present of things past is memory; the time present
of things present is direct experience; the time present of things
future is expectation.” (Confessions, Book 11, chapter 20, italics
mine'). Further Augustine says: “But how is the future di-
minished or consumed when it does not yet exist? ... For the
mind expects, it attends, and it remembers; so that what it ex-
pects passes into what it remembers by way of what it attends
to. Who denies that future things do not exist as yet? But still
there is already in the mind the expectation of things still future.
... Therefore, future time, which is nonexistent, is not long; but
“along future” is “a long expectation of the future”. ... The span
of my action is divided between my memory, which contains
what I have repeated, and my expectation, which contains what
I am about to repeat.” (Confessions, Book 11, chapter 28; italics
mine). And Augustine continues: “For it is not as the feelings
of the one singing familiar songs, or hearing a familiar song
in which, because of his expectation of words still to come and
his remembrance of those that are past, his feelings are varied
and his senses are divided.” (Confessions, Book 11, chapter 31;
italics mine).

We see that Whitehead develops further Augustine’s thoughts
on “expectation” in the mature and elaborated contemporary
metaphysical concept of anticipation. It is not strange, because
Whitehead has thought that the transition from the pre-modern
to the modern way of thinking is in fact a transition from rational
to historical thinking. This does not mean that he goes back to the
way of thinking that was dominant before the epoch of modern-
ism. We know that Whitehead is a postmodern thinker (a con-
structive postmodernist), however his postmodernism gives
back to us something of the rationality of the pre-modern epoch

T use the following edition: St. Augustine. Confessions (newly translated
and edited by Albert C. Outler). Grand Rapids, MI: Christian Classics Ether-
nal Library, 2000. (Print Basis: Philadelphia: Westminster Press [1955], Library
of Christian Classics, Vol. 7).
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that was rejected by the modern thinking', but at the same time
Whitehead gives further and new postmodern development
of that pre-modern elements of rationality. The above compari-
son with St. Augustine concerning the origin of the contempo-
rary concept of anticipation is a good example in this regard.

3.3. Anticipation in Modes of Thought

In Modes of Thought anticipation is mentioned explicitly only
twice. The first one is in connection with Descartes” philosophy:
“There were other sides to Descartes” cosmology which might
have led him to a greater emphasis on motion. For example, his
doctrines of extension and vortices. But in fact, by anticipation,
he drew the conclusion which fitted the Newtonian concepts.”"
The second one is in connection of the teleological aim. Here is the
full quotation: “I find myself as essentially a unity of emotions,
enjoyments, hopes, fears, regrets, valuations of alternatives,
decisions - all of them subjective reactions to the environment
as active in my nature. My unity - which is Descartes” “I am” - is
my process of shaping this welter of material into a consistent
pattern of feelings. The individual enjoyment is what I am in my
role of a natural activity, as I shape the activities of the environ-
ment into a new creation, which is myself at this moment; and
yet, as being myself, it is a continuation of the antecedent world.
If we stress the role of the environment, this process is causation.
If we stress the role of my immediate pattern of active enjoy-
ment, this process is self-creation. If we stress the role of the con-
ceptual anticipation of the future whose existence is a necessity in the
nature of the present, this process is the teleological aim at some ideal
in the future. This aim, however, is not really beyond the present

5 For more detailed analysis see Cobb, John, Jr. (1993). Alfred North White-
head. In: Griffin, D.R, Cobb, J., Jr., etc. (Eds.) (1993). Founders of Constructive
Postmodern Philosophy: Peirce, James, Bergson, Whitehead, and Hartshorn. Albany:
SUNY Press, pp. 167-170.

16 Whitehead, A.N. (1968), Modes of Thought, New York: The Free Press, p. 145.
Next will be quoted as MT.
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process. For the aim at the future is an enjoyment in the present.
It thus effectively conditions the immediate self-creation of the
new creature.” (MT 166. Italics mine.)

However, there are many passages that contain no explic-
it mentioning of the concept of anticipation, but in fact are
closely connected with the idea of anticipation. It is valid
especially of Chapter 8 in the book entitled “Nature alive”
that has been published for the first time in 1934 as the sec-
ond of the two lectures with the common title Nature and Life
re-published in 1938 in Modes of Thought. All such passages
treat the topic of life and explain further Whitehead’s state-
ment in Process and Reality that there is no gap between the
living and the non-living. I shall point only to some of them.
He says: “...this formulation of the problem in terms of minds
and matter is unfortunate. It omits the lower forms of life, such
as vegetation and the lower animal types. These forms touch
upon human mentality at their highest, and upon inorganic
nature at their lowest. ... The doctrine that I am maintaining
is that neither physical nature nor life can be understood un-
less we fuse them together as essential factors in the composi-
tion of ‘really real’ things” (MT 150) And next: “How do we
add content to the notion of bare activity? This question can
only be answered by fusing life with nature. In the first place,
we must distinguish life from mentality. Mentality involves
conceptual experience, and is only one variable ingredient
in life. The sort of functioning here termed conceptual experi-
ence is the entertainment of possibilities for ideal realization
in abstraction from any sheer physical realization. ... Life lies
below this grade of mentality. Life is the enjoyment of emo-
tion, derived from the past and aimed at the future. It is the en-
joyment of emotion which was then, which is now, and which
will be then. This vector character is of the essence of such en-
tertainment.” (MT 166-167)

The conclusion from the last quotations that there is no such
a big gap between the living and the non-living is in agree-
ment with the conclusion of many contemporary philosophers
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investigating anticipation that in respect to anticipation there
is no gap between the living and the non-living. Let me give
in this regard Whitehead’s analysis of nature into four main
types: “Thus in nature we find four types of aggregations
of actualities: the lowest is the nonliving aggregation, in which
mutual influence is predominantly of a formal character ex-
pressible in formal sciences, such as mathematics. The inor-
ganic is dominated by the average. It lacks individual expres-
sion in its parts. ... The vegetable grade exhibits a democracy
of purposeful influences issuing from its parts. ... The animal
grade includes at least one central actuality, supported by the
intricacy of bodily functioning. ... The human grade of animal
life immensely extends this concept, and thereby introduces
novelty of functioning as essential for varieties of importance.”
(MT 27-28) In this way we see Whitehead’s gradation of aggre-
gations of actualities that argues that the distinction between
the living and the non-living is a matter of degree.

4. Brief comparison between Whitehead’s and Nikolai
Hartmann’s views of anticipation

Nikolai Hartmann’s ontological theory has been developed
in contradiction with the neo-Kantian and phenomenological
movements. The same is valid to a great extent also for White-
head’s theory and in this regard there are many similarities
between both thinkers. But this does not mean that their ide-
as are identical; there are specific differences between them.
I shall point here only the similarity and differences in their
teachings concerning the idea of anticipation especially with
respect of the problem of time discovering in this way also
some similarity between Hartmann’'s ideas of anticipation
with the above discussed St. Augustine’s ideas. In this discus-
sion I shall rely on the existing recent interpretations of Hart-
mann’s idea of anticipation.
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If the past and the future with Hartmann were non-being,
then “past and future cannot exert any influence over the pre-
sent because non-being cannot influence being. ... The only
way out is to acknowledge that both past and future are.”"”
It follows from here that anticipation is possible according
to Hartmann, only if past and future are being. The difference
between past, present and future is not a difference between
being and non-being; the difference is that past is no longer
actual and future is non-actual.’® Talking about the future,
Hartmann is referring to a representation of the future, an im-
age or idea.”” “This image ... is always a ‘real” being, a present
anticipation of the future. ... The future, as such, does not have
an ontological consistency ... [and] that ‘vision” has a very
complex structure”? connected with the analysis of the phe-
nomenon of anticipation. Hartmann writes in his work Teleolo-
gisches Denken that “What will be realized only in the future
can influence the present only if in some way it “pre-exists’ its
realization; and on the other hand this is thinkable only if this
pre-existing is intended as the reality of another way of being
to which it has first to arrive. It should be also, through an in-
ner strength, [...] brought into presentness, but without already
becoming real in the present.”*" According to Hartmann “the
“future’ is only immanent to consciousness”, that is why antici-
pation with Hartmann is only a mental processing.** The con-
clusion from here is that anticipation with Hartmann is what

he calls “a transcendent act”.?

7 Poli, Roberto. (2011). On the Ontological Nature of Time. A Forgotten Chap-
ter form Hartmann’s Philosophy of Nature, submitted. Italics in the original.

18 Tbid.

19 See Scognamiglio, Carlo. (2010). “ Anticipation and the future vision in Nico-
lai Hartmann's ontology”, Foresight, Vol. 12, No 3, 2010, p. 51.

2 ]bid. Italics in the original.

2 Hartmann, N. (1951). Teleologisches Denken, De Gruyter, Berlin. The quota-
tion is according to Scognamiglio, Carlo. Op. cit., p. 51.

2 Scognamiglio, Carlo. Op. cit., p. 51.

% Ibid.
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5. Whitehead’s thoughts on anticipation in Immortality (1941)

After the publication of his book Modes of Thought (1938)
Whitehead did not stop thinking about anticipation and its place
in our world and, respectively, the role of anticipation in his
own metaphysical system. We can find in his last public lecture
Immortality (1941) the result and the development of his final
thoughts on anticipation.

In this lecture Whitehead speaks about anticipation several
times. At the beginning of the lecture he says: “...the World
of Origination: It is the Creative World. It creates the Present
by transforming the Past, and by anticipating the Future.”** Here
he stresses on the importance of anticipation. Next in the lecture
he again stresses on its importance and displays its connection
with memory and from here with consciousness and life at all:
“The discussion of this conclusion leads to the examination
of the notions of Life, Consciousness, Memory, and Anticipation.
Consciousness can vary in character. In its essence it requires
emphasis on finitude, namely some recognition of ‘this’ and
‘that’. It may also involve a varying extent of memory, or it may
be restricted to the immediacy of the present, devoid of memory,
or anticipation. Memory is very variable; and except for a few
scraps of experience, the greater part of our feelings are enjoyed
and pass. The same statement is true of anticipation.” (Im 694)

The last mentioning of anticipation is the most important one:
“...human experience can be described as a flood of self-enjoy-
ment, diversified by a trickle of conscious memory and conscious
anticipation. ... When memory and anticipation are completely ab-
sent, there is complete conformity to the average influence of the
immediate past. ... When there is memory, however feeble and
short-lived, the average influence of the immediate past, or future,

#* Whitehead, A.N. (1951). “Immortality”, Shilpp, P.A. (Ed.). (1951), The Philos-
ophy of Alfred North Whitehead. The Library of Living Philosophers. Vol. III. (sec-
ond edition). Open Court, 1951, pp. 682-700. Here p. 684. Next it will be quoted
as Im.
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ceases to dominate exclusively. There is then reaction against mere
average material domination. Thus the universe is material in pro-
portion to the restriction of memory and anticipation. According
to this account of the World of Activity there is no need to postu-
late two essentially different types of Active Entities, namely, the
purely material entities and the entities alive with various modes
of experiencing. The latter type is sufficient to account for the char-
acteristics of that World, when we allow for variety of recessive-
ness and dominance among the basic factors of experience, namely
consciousness, memory, and anticipation. This conclusion has the
advantage of indicating the possibility of the emergence of Life
from the lifeless material of this planet - namely, by the gradual
emergence of memory and anticipation.” (Im 695)

We see here, first, that Whitehead puts anticipation amongst
the basic factors of experience together with consciousness and
memory, and second, Whitehead develops his earlier statement
that there is no gap between living and non-living in the statement
that Life has emerged from the lifeless by the gradual emergence
of memory and anticipation. In this way, finally, anticipation
receives its proper place in Whitehead’s metaphysical system.
There is something symbolic in the fact that Whitehead says his
last word on anticipation namely in his last public lecture.

6. Conclusion

It can be definitely concluded from the above investigation
that Whitehead is one of the 20" century philosophers that are
pioneers in the development of the contemporary concept of an-
ticipation. Anticipation plays an important role in Whitehead’s
metaphysical system and in a sense Whitehead’s views on an-
ticipation are further elaborations of some pre-modern “antici-
pations” on anticipation developed by him in a constructive
post-modern way that displays the presentness of many aspects
of this concept, a fact which points to the richness of the concept
of anticipation with Whitehead.
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On the other hand, the meaning of Whitehead’s ideas on an-
ticipation as pioneering the contemporary developments of this
concept in science and philosophy (as elaborated for example
in Robert Rosen’s works) needs further investigation. It could
be argued that Whitehead’s views of anticipation correspond
much more to the weak anticipation than to the strong one if we
follow the contemporary Dubois’ distinction between strong
and weak anticipation®. But such detailed investigation will
be a subject matter of a separate paper of mine.
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THE LOGIC
OF RATIONALITY.
TOWARDS THE MODAL VIEW
OF MATHEMATICAL PLATONISM

1. The ontological status of mathematical entities
in Whitehead’s philosophy

Whitehead’s ontology assumes that mathematical forms and
formulae are eternal objects. This attitude postulates also that
qualities of all possible sorts are eternal entities. This sphere
of existence can be thought of as the domain of pure possibility
for any specific facts. Every eternal object can be seen as a pure
potential. It can be actualized in the process of concrescence
in any becoming actual occasion'. In SMW? it can be read “[...]
the metaphysical status of an eternal object is that of a possibility
for an actuality. Every actual occasion is defined as to its character
by how these possibilities are actualised for that occasion. Thus actu-

1 John B. Cobb, Jr., Whitehead Word Book (Claremont: P&F Press, 2008),
23.

? The abbreviations TUA, SMW, PR, MT denote, respectively, the following
Whitehead’s books: Treatise on Universal Algebra with Applications, Science and
the Modern World, Process and Reality, and Modes of Thought.
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alisation is a selection among possibilities.”> Consequently, it can
be observed that according to Whitehead the realm of atempo-
ral and abstract objects has a modal essence. It seems justifiable
to claim that according to process philosophy eternal entities
constitute the ontological basis for all actual events. Whitehead
said that “[e]very actual occasion [...] is the solution of all modalities
into actual categorical ingressions: truth and falsehood take the place
of possibility.”*

2. The modal view of mathematical theories

It is commonly presumed that all known mathematical ob-
jects can be seen as sets. Numbers, functions, groups, topologi-
cal spaces can be considered as possessing a set-theoretical na-
ture. For instance, a function in a two-dimensional space can
be identified with a collection of ordered pairs, a group is a set
endowed with a binary operation having specific properties.
Also natural numbers, rationals and reals, are constructed
as sets. Consequently, it is ascertained that set theory (e.g. the
Zermelo-Fraenkel set theory with the axiom of choice - ZFC) con-
stitutes an ontological foundation for the rest of mathematics.
This assertion is implied by the fact that every abstract math-
ematical object can be seen as set having certain properties.
Therefore, it is commonly assumed that all known mathemat-
ics can be axiomatized in set theory. Mathematicians believe
that the set-theoretical universe can serve as the universe for
all mathematics. Sets constituted by hierarchies of atemporal
objects accumulate transfinitely in order to shape the universe
of all sets. This cumulative universe is understood as the do-
main of all mathematics. Identifying any theory formulated
in the language of ZFC with a deductively closed collection

3 Alfred N. Whitehead, Science and the Modern World (New York: Macmillan,
1925), 159-160.
4 Whitehead, Science and the Modern World, 161.
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of sentences it follows from the completeness theorem for the
first-order logic that every theory determines its own model.
Then it can be said that all mathematical entities live in some
models of set theory.

Recall that in 1962 Paul Cohen introduced the method
of forcing in order to prove the independence of the Continuum
Hypothesis (CH) from the other axioms of ZFC. This method
of building new models of set theory was subsequently used
by other mathematicians to construct enormous varieties
of models of ZFC. In ZFC it is assumed that the universe of all
sets, denoted by V, is identified with the class of all hereditary
well-founded sets. Then the so-called forcing extension V[G]
of the ground model V is built by adding a new ideal object
G to V.° It can be seen that the forcing extension V[G] adjoins
this new ideal object G to V by closing under elementary set-
building operations. Then every abstract entity in V[G] has its
name in V and is built directly from this name and G. It can
be proved that every generic extension V[G] satisfies the axioms
of ZFC. Any statement of set theory ¢ is possible (or forceable)
if @ holds in some forcing extension V[G] and ¢ is necessary
if it is true in all generic extensions. The symbols & ¢ and O ¢
denote, respectively, that the sentence ¢ is possible or nec-
essary. Suppose that a modal assertion is identified with a for-
mula of propositional modal logic which is expressed using
sentential variables x,, Boolean connectives A, v, -, =, <> and
the above introduced modal operators <>, [J. Consequently,
the following definition can be formulated: a modal statement
@ (X, ..., X ) is a valid principle of forcing if for all sentences ¢ ;
in the language of set theory, the assertion ¢ (¢, ..., @)
is true under the forcing interpretation of > and . This means
that ¢ (x,, ..., X ) is a ZFC-provable principle of forcing if all
such substitution instances @ (¢, ..., @) hold in the frame-
work of ZFC. It was recently proved by that every statement

° The forcing extension V[G] is equivalently termed the generic extension or the
generic model.
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in the modal theory 54.2 is a ZFC-provable principle of forcing,.
The modal theory 54.2 consists of the following axioms:

K O —>¢)—> (e >09)
Dual OO0

S Oop—> @

4 O —>0O0¢

2 OO —->0OCe

and is closed under modus ponens and the rule of necessi-
tation (i.e., from ¢ it is possible to deduce (0 ¢). It can be eas-
ily demonstrated that each axiom of S4.2 is a valid theorem
of forcing.®

Summing up these considerations it seems reasonable to as-
sume that set theory is about its different models. It is easily ob-
served that every such model has its own mathematical truths.
Also it turns out that every assertion formulated in the language
of ZFC (and - consequently - every mathematical statement) is ei-
ther necessarily possibly necessary (or the negation of this sentence)
or necessarily possible. In our view of set theory it is believed that
there are many different set-theoretical universes. All of these al-
ternative universes (i.e., the models of ZFC) exist mind-indepen-
dently. This means that all models of set theory exist in the realm
of eternal objects. Then it seems obvious that this view of the
foundations of mathematics can be termed second order Plato-
nism or modal realism. From the Whiteheadian perspective it can
be said that any model of set theory - understood as some col-
lection of eternal entities - can be defined as a hierarchy of atem-
poral objects which can be simultaneously realized (or can be si-
multaneously prehended by a single actual occasion). Different
and sometimes contrary sentences can hold in different hierar-
chies of abstract entities. Undoubtedly, eternal objects described

¢ Joel D. Hamkins, “Some Second Order Set Theory.” In Springer Lecture Notes
in Artificial Intelligence 5378, ed. by R. Ramanujan and S. Sarukkai (Berlin:
Springer - Verlag, 2009), 36-50.
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by two contrary sentences ¢ and —¢ can not be simultaneously
prehended by a becoming actual occasion. Whitehead said in PR
that “[t]here is no character belonging to the actual apart from its ex-
clusive determination by selected eternal objects. The definiteness of the
actual arises from the exclusiveness of eternal objects in their function
as determinants. If the actual entity be “this”, then by the nature of the
case it is not “that” or “that”. The fact of incompatible alternatives
is the ultimate fact in virtue of which there is definite character.”” Thus
it is justified to claim that the domain of all mathematics is identi-
fied with the atemporal multiverse. It can be postulated that this
mathematical multiverse constitutes - from the epistemological
point of view - the so-called Field of Rationality.® This eternal field
embraces all abstract entities which are cognitively accessible for
us. The Field of Rationality has a modal nature and is axioma-
tized in the framework of second order mathematical Platonism.
This field can be seen as the realm of eternal Platonic forms.

From the theological point of view it turns out to be justified
to ascertain that the Field of Rationality is the reminiscence of the
biblical Logos. It consists of the domains of pure potentialities.
Whitehead postulated that all actual Being can be considered
as the result of concretization of some possibilities included in the
realm of eternal forms.

3. The dual nature of mathematical objects

According to structuralism all mathematical theories describe
not individual abstract objects but structures. Structures should
be understood as consisting of places that occur in some mutual
relations. Consequently, all mathematical theories characterize

7 Alfred N. Whitehead, Process and Reality. An Essay in Cosmology (New York:
Macmillan, 1925), 240.

$ Jozef M. Zyciriski, “The Rationality Field and the Laws of Nature” in Wyz-
wania Racjonalnosci, ed. by Stanistaw Wszotek, and Robert Janusz (Krakow:
Wydawnictwo WAM Osrodek Badan Interdyscyplinarnych, 2006), 87-101.
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places or positions in different structures. For example, accord-
ing to structuralism the number 3 is not an independent object
but is a place in the structure of all natural numbers. Michael
Resnik explained that on this view “[...] in mathematics the prima-
ry subject-matter is not the individual mathematical objects but rather
the structures in which they are arranged.”® The so-called identity
criteria for any mathematical entities must be formulated exclu-
sively in terms of the relations holding between them. Contrary
to this approach, Whitehead observed that every mathematical
object has a dual nature.’” Namely, suppose that A denotes any
eternal object (e.g., a mathematical entity), then A “considered
as an abstract entity, cannot be divorced from its reference to other eter-
nal objects [...]. This principle is expressed by the statement that each
eternal object has a "relational essence”. [...]. In the essence of A there
stands a determinateness as to the relationships of A to other eternal
objects [...]. Since the relationships of A to other eternal objects stands
determinately in the essence of A, it follows that they are internal rela-
tions. I mean by this that these relationships are constitutive of A; for
an entity which stands in internal relations has no being as an en-
tity not in these relations.”" From the fact that every mathemati-
cal object has its relational essence it is deducible that it occurs
not independently but is arranged in structures. Consequently,
Whitehead’s approach to abstract mathematical entities can
be considered as some kind of structuralism.

On the other hand, he insisted that - regardless of this rela-
tional essence - every abstract object exists independently in the
realm of Platonic forms. Consequently, it follows that every
eternal entity possesses not only its relational essence but also

° Michael Resnik, Mathematics as a Science of Patterns (Oxford: Oxford Univer-
sity Press, 1997), 201.

1 This concept can not be confused with the stance that eternal entities have
the dipolar (bipolar) character. Namely, according to this last view (proposed
by Charles Hartshorne) every eternal object (e.g., mathematical entity) has the
so-called conceptual as well as physical pole. Cobb, Whitehead Word Book, 23.

" Whitehead, Science and the Modern World, 160.
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its unique individual nature. This individuality implies that all
mathematical things exist in the realm of atemporal entities. Also
this individual essence manifests itself in the fact that every eter-
nal object maintains its individuality in all possible modes of in-
gression. Whitehead, in characterizing a individual essence, said:
“The first principle is that each eternal object is an individual which,
in its own peculiar fashion, is what it is. This particular individuality
is the individual essence of the object, and cannot be described otherwise
that as being itself. Thus the individual essence is merely the eternal
object considered as adding its own unique contribution to each ac-
tual occasion.”*? Therefore, some philosophers assume that math-
ematical entities can be seen as existing mind-independently.
They constitute the realm of ideality.

Summing up these remarks, it can be postulated that every
eternal object has the so-called dual nature. This dual character
manifests itself in the fact that any abstract entity can be con-
sidered in its relational essence (i.e., with respect to its inter-
nal relations with other atemporal things) as well as in its in-
dividual essence (i.e., with respect to its own individuality
which is changeless in all its realizations). Consequently, it can
be claimed that Whitehead’s view on the nature of mathematical
entities can be considered as Platonic structuralism.

4. The access problem in Whitehead’s philosophy
of mathematics

Recall that the central epistemological issue in the philosophy
of mathematics is sometimes termed the access problem. This prob-
lem derives from the so-called two-realm view, i.e., the assump-
tion that the referents of mathematical singular terms exist in the
sphere which is completely inaccessible for us. For instance, Paul
Benacerraf claimed that our best theory of knowledge can beiden-

12 Whitehead, Science and the Modern World, 159.
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tified with the causal theory of knowledge and - consequently - if
all mathematical entities exist in the Platonic realm, then they are
causally inert. He observed that if we want “a homogeneous se-
mantical theory in which semantics for the propositions of mathematics
parallel the semantics for the rest of the language,”* then it is required
that the truth of any mathematical sentence implies the existence
of adequate mathematical objects to which singular terms of this
sentence refer and over which its quantifiers range. On the other
hand, he argues that we need “the account of mathematical truth
[to] mesh with a reasonable epistemology.”** But according to him,
“a reasonable epistemology” embraces some sort of causal theory
of knowledge which implies a causal link between the knower
and the known. Summing up these considerations, Benacerraf
concludes that since mathematical entities are abstract and they
inhabit the realm of eternal objects which is separated from us,
then no such link would be possible. From the fact that all math-
ematical objects are causally inefficacious it follows that spatial-
ly and temporally localized mathematicians are unable to gain
any cognitive access to these objects. It can be speculated that
the history of philosophy can be partly identified with attempts
to solve the aforementioned access problem. It is possible to
try to solve this problem by postulating some special human
ability to learn about these atemporal and abstract entities. This
rationalist stance is adopted by, among many others Plato,
Descartes, Godel, Whitehead, Hartshorne, and Katz. Recall that
according to Whiteheadian philosophy the definition of eternal
objects can be alternatively formulated in the language of epis-
temology. Namely, in PR he said that “[a]ny entity whose concep-
tual recognition does not involve a necessary reference to any definite
actual entities of the temporal world is called an ’eternal object’.”*®

¥ Paul Benacerraf. ,Mathematical Truth,” in Philosophy of Mathematics, Ed.
Paul Benacerraf and Hilary Putnam (Cambridge: Cambridge University Press,
1983), 403.

14 Benacerraf, “Mathematical Truth,” 403.

15 Whitehead, Process and Reality, 44.



The Logic of Rationality... 59

This cognitive approach is very often seen as mysticism. In or-
der to overcome the access problem Whitehead developed his
theory of prehension. Recall that according to him any prehension
is an operation in which an actual entity grasps another entity
and makes that entity an object of its experience. Prehensions can
be conceived as “concrete facts of relatedness.”'® Every prehension
has a subject (i.e., the prehending actual entity), an object or da-
tum that is prehended, and a subjective form (i.e., the singular
way in which that subject prehends that object). Whitehead ut-
ters that conceptual prehensions are prehensions whose data in-
volve eternal objects, e.g., mathematical entities. Consequently,
prehensions are understood as the vehicles by which one actual
entity is objectified by another or eternal objects obtain ingres-
sion into actual entities.”” Whitehead said that they “are “vectors’;
for they feel what is there and transform it into what is here.”'® It be-
comes obvious that Whitehead’s mathematical Platonism - from
the epistemological point of view - can be identified with some
kind of empiricism. Such empiricism is very similar to Godel’s
conceptual realism. This logician said that “[i]t seems to me that
the assumption of such [eternal and abstract] objects is quite as legiti-
mate as the assumption of physical bodies and there is quite as much
reason to believe in their existence”" and “despite their remoteness
from sense experience, we do have something like a perception also
of the objects of set theory, as is seen from the fact that the axioms force
themselves upon us as being true. I don’t see any reason why we should
have less confidence in this kind of perception, i.e., in mathematical in-
tuition, than in sense perception.”*

16 Whitehead, Process and Reality, 32.

17" Cobb, Whitehead Word Book, 31.

8 Whitehead, Process and Reality, 105.

¥ Kurt Godel, “Russell’s Mathematical Logic,” in Kurt Godel: Collected Works.
Volume 2, ed. by Solomon Feferman, John W. Dawson Jr., Stephen C. Kleene,
Gregory H. Moore, Robert M. Solovay, and Jean van Heijenoort (New York:
Oxford University Press, 1990), 128.

20 Kurt Godel, “What is Cantor’s Continuum Problem ?,” in Kurt Godel: Col-
lected Works. Volume 2, ed. by Solomon Feferman, John W. Dawson Jr., Stephen
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It turns out that this human cognitive ability to gain access
to the realm of eternal objects can be identified with the exem-
plification of Whitehead’s rationalism. In SMW it can be read
that “mathematics is the science of the most complete abstractions
to which the human mind can attain.” We can agree that the es-
sence of Whitehead’s view on rationality relies on the postu-
late that our cognitive faculties enable us to cogitate Platonic
forms which exist mind-independently in the realm of atem-
poral objects. These forms are pure potentialities for every be-
coming actual occasion in the process of concrescence. In MT
Whitehead claimed that “[m]y final point is that mathematics
is concerned with certain forms of process issuing into forms which
are components for further process. [...]. This discussion is a belated
reminder to Plato that his eternal mathematical forms are essentially
referent to process. [...]. For him, in this mood, mathematics belonged
to changeless eternity”?. It is thus obvious that the actual world
can be understood only as the realization of some eternal and
abstract pattern. Our mind in the course of a rational thinking
is able to obtain knowledge concerning abstract entities and
their possible configurations.

5. Between ontology and theology: some metatheoretical
reflections on Whitehead’s philosophy of mathematics

In the Book of Wisdom it can be read: “You, however, ordered
all things by measure, number and weight.” Can we postulate that
all actual reality is only the exemplification and realization
of some eternal and atemporal pattern ? Is the actual world
mathematical in its ultimate nature ? In SMW Whitehead as-
serted that “[t]he Platonic world of ideas is the refined, revised form
of the Pythagorean doctrine that number lies at the base of the real

C. Kleene, Gregory H. Moore, Robert M. Solovay, and Jean van Heijenoort
(New York: Oxford University Press, 1990), 268.
2 Alfred North Whitehead, Modes of Thought (New York: Macmillan, 1938), 126.
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world.”* If our philosophical presuppositions stating that our
spatially and temporally determined world is composed of ac-
tual occasions which - in turn - are identified with the realized
eternal entities, then the following question should be posed:
How to justify these strong metaphysical claims ? It seems reason-
able to accept the position that the world’s rationality is based
on some theological claims. In SMW this view is expressed ex-
plicitly by postulating that “[God’s] nature is the ground of [R]
ationality.”* Also analyzing in PR the realm of eternal entities,
Whitehead observed that “[...] eternal objects, as in God’s pri-
mordial nature, constitute the Platonic world of ideas.”* I propose
to modify Whitehead’s view concerning the location of eternal
objects and place them in God’s consequent nature. This prop-
osition is derivable from the fact that - in my opinion - God’s
primordial nature is completely unattainable to us. We do not
possess any cognitive access to the primordial nature of God.
This approach turns out to be in agreement with the tradition
of monotheism. God in itself - whose biblical name is Yah-
weh - is too transcendent to be cogitated by any human being.
It is possible to gain cognizance of God only via different me-
diators. The reminiscence of the biblical Logos in the form of the
Field of Rationality can be studied by humans via mathematics
(which deals with hierarchies of eternal objects) or empirical
sciences®. Recall that, according to Whitehead, any regulari-
ties encountered in the actual world and described by the laws
of nature reflect an order among eternal entities. In our view

2 In SMW Whitehead explicitly said: , It is the foundation of metaphysical position
which I am maintaining that the understanding of actuality requires a reference to ide-
ality. The two realms are intrinsically inherent in the total metaphysical situation.”
Whitehead, Science and the Modern World, 158-159.

2 Whitehead, Science and the Modern World, 179.

% Whitehead, Process and Reality, 46.

% Jozef M. Zycinski, “The Rationality Field and the Laws of Nature,”
in Wyzwania Racjonalnosci, ed. by Stanistaw Wszotek, and Robert Janusz
(Krakow: Wydawnictwo WAM Osrodek Badan Interdyscyplinarnych,
2006), 87-101.
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these objects are ordered by God’s consequent nature to gain
greater value in our world. Then it seems that actual occa-
sions prehend pure potentials in the form of eternal objects
in order to realize some implicit order which is inherited from
these pure Platonic forms. Undoubtedly, not all results of pure
mathematics can be applied to actuality. Following White-
head’s hint from TUA, it turns out to be reasonable to accept
the view that every empirical theory should be understood
as a “[logical] calculus only partially interpretable.”?® It is said
that a theory (understood as a deductively closed set of sen-
tences) is partially interpretable if only some variables occur-
ring in its sentences can be superseded by the names of actual
things. Consequently, it can be immediately seen that math-
ematics - from an ontological as well as epistemological point
of view - should be viewed as some kind of logical scaffold
or the world’s hidden matrix.” Therefore, all eternal objects
stem from God as an initial aim at realizing what is possible
in the actual world.?® Summing up these remarks it can be said
that God’s ordering of eternal objects acts as the formal foun-
dation of regularity and harmony in the actual world. Also
it is claimed that in this approach God’s consequent nature
manifest itself as the source of purposiveness and novelty for
all actual occasions. It is postulated that any adequate theistic
treatment of God'’s relation to the world can be identified with
some kind of panentheism. In this respect mathematics can
be understood as a part of theology.

% Alfred N. Whitehead, A Treatise on Universal Algebra with Applications (Cam-
bridge: Cambridge University Press, 1898), 6.

7 Jozef M. Zycir’lski, “The Rationality Field and the Laws of Nature,”
in Wyzwania Racjonalnoéci, ed. by Stanistaw Wszotek, and Robert Janusz,
Krakow: Wydawnictwo WAM Osrodek Badan Interdyscyplinarnych,
2006), 87-101.

2 Cobb, Whitehead Word Book, 68.
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NICOLAI HARTMANN:
THE FUNDAMENTAL CATEGORIES AND PAINTING.
REGIONAL ONTOLOGY OF A PICTORIAL WORK OF ART

1. Introduction

In this article, I am going to present an application of some
fundamental categories developed by Hartmann. These catego-
ries can be applied to the interpretation of a painting as a piece
of art. At the beginning, the possibility of such an application will
be considered, than I will discuss three categories - structure, de-
pendence and unity and, at last, reveal their content. The fun-
damental categories as unity, multitude, form, matter, structure,
dependence, modus etc. are kinds of categories, which might
be applied to the whole universum as well as to the field of aes-
thetic objects. This is the basis of their ontological indifference.
However, since an aesthetic object (especially a work of art) is not
an extant - something which exists regardless of any subjective
relations, its categories have different meanings (contents), dis-
tant from the meanings of those, which can be found in the real
or ideal world®. It is right the content, that must be highlighted
in order to recognise the phenomena of a painting.

! The difference is pointed out by Werkmeister. , Any change in the objectified
spirit is always the work of living spirit. Despite of its dependence, however,
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2. Fundamental (the most general) and modal categories.
Some remarks on the categories and their functions

In the work Der Aufbau der realen Welt Hartmann finds out
that the theory of the categories - as opposed to an analysis
of a mode of being - is a content ontological proceeding?. From
this point of view, the main task of the theory of the catagories
is to explain a structure of an object, to show its major traits, the
sorts of a unity etc. Therefore, the fundamental categories are the
principles explaining what something is, but they do not clarify
how something exists (its mode of being)’. They concern Sosein
des Seienden®*. This is their first feature.

the objectified spirit has its own categorial independence, its own laws”. Willi-
am H. Werkmeister, Nicolai Hartmann’s New Ontology (Florida, 1990), 190.

2 ,Im Gegensazt zu der grundlegenden Behandlung des Seienden als solchen
und der Seinsweisen ist die Kategorienlehre die inhaltliche Durchfiithrung der
Ontologie”. Nicolai Hartmann, Der Aufbau der realen Welt. Grundrifi der allgemei-
nen Kategorienlehre (Berlin, 1940), 2. ,In den Kategorien geht es nicht um die Seite
des Daseins am Seienden, sonder um die Seite des Soseins. Das besagt, es geht
hier nicht um die Seinsweisen - denn diese sind Weisen des Daseins, - sonder
um Geformtheit, Struktur und Inhalt”. Hartmann, Der Aufbau, 15. The theory
of categories is a content ontological proceeding, not a mataphysical one. The
difference between the ontological problems and metaphysical ones lies, first
of all, in the possibility of cognition. , Byt, przedmiot naszego doswiadczenia,
posiada dwa oblicza: racjonalne i irracjonalne, dajace si¢ wyjasnic i tajemnicze.
Pierwszym aspektem zajmuja sie nauki szczegélowe i ontologia, drugim -
metafizyka”. Wiadystaw Strézewski, Ontologia (Krakéw, 2003), 43.

* Consequetnly, the modal categories might not be a subject of the ontologi-
cal proceeding (fundamental ontology). ,Hartmann’s Kategorienbegriff ist
unscharf und nicht mehr eindeutig. Waren im Moglichkeit und Wirklichkeit die
Modalbestimmungen selbst keine Kategorien, sonder deren Voraussetzungen
sind - so werden in Der Aufbau der realen Welt auch die Modalprinzipien als
Fundamentalkategorien ausgewiesen”. Reinhold Breil, Kritik und System. Die
Grundproblematik der Ontologie Nicolai Hartmanns in transcendentalphilosophischer
Sicht (Wiirzburg, 1996), 218.

* ,Das Sosein umfafit alles, was das Seinde ist, die Gesamtheit seiner Bestim-
mungen; das Dasein meint hingegen das ,Daf3-sein”, daf es tiberhaupt ist”.
Joachim B. Forsche, Zur Philosophie Nicolai Hartmanns. Die Problematik von ka-
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The second trait is the generality of the categories, which con-
sists in their application to all possible regions of being’. These are
the principles, which explain both a real and an ideal extant and
an unreal object, especially a work of art (for example a painting).
As the most general, they cross every border: the border between
an extant and an object, between reality, ideality and unreality.
That is why they may be applied to such a kind of objects’ region,
into which a work of art belongs. It does not mean that a unity
of a biological entity - one of the most important general catego-
ries - is the same as a unity of a work of art. It only means that the
form of this unity in itself is the same, and is not in content.

However, Hartmann sometimes narrows this meaning of gen-
erality of categories to the ones, which describe only the real
world. Such categories as time and process are of course general
but might be applied only to the real world. They cross all le-
vels of the real world. In the above-mentioned work, he writes:
»Solche Kategorien sind gemeinsame Prinzipien aller Schichten
des Realen; sie bilden die einheitliche Grundlage der gesamten
realen Welt (...). Sie sollen in folgenden Fundamentalkategorien
heifSen. Sie machen den Gegenstand der , allgemeinen Kategori-
enlehre” im Unterschied von der ,speziellen” aus.”®.

In my opinion, such a narrowing does not correspond to the
main task of ontology, the ultimate goal of which is to work out
the general principles of everything that is. Therefore, to retain

tegorialer Schichtung und Realdetermination, Monografien zur Philosophischen
Forschung, Band XLI (Meisenheim am Glan, 1965), 21.

® It must be underlined that the theory of the categories is directed towards be-
ing and its manifestations , As the most general category, being is indefinable
and partially irreational. This doesn’t imply, however, that is entirely irrational
and indeterminable, for it can be determined indirectly through its manifesta-
tions (Besonderungen). If this is indeed the case, the proper method of ontology
consists in careful and systematic categorial analysis of various manifestations
of being”. Predrag Cicovacki, ,New Ways of Ontology - the Ways of Interac-
tion”, Axiomathes Volumne 12, Nos 3-4 (2001), edited by Roberto Poli. Special
Issue: The Legacy of Nicolai Hartmann (1982-1950): 162.

¢ Hartmann, Der Aufbau, 200.
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the sense of generality of categories, they must be: 1. transre-
gional; 2. transexistential. Such a comprehension of fundamental
categories is one of the conditions of their possible application
to works of arts, especially to paintings.

3. Modal categories

Unlike the fundamental categories, the modal categories
do not explain attributes of an extant or an object but only their
mode of being. Hartmann accepts Kant’s statement that existence
is neither an attribute nor a predicate at all. And even from this
historical point of view, it is clear that the theory of the catego-
ries should be understood as a content ontological proceeding,
which cannot be used as an explanation of the existence. This
task belongs to the modal analysis, which considers possibility,
necessity and contingency. In this way, we are able to find out
how an object exists.

The difference between the fundamental categories and the
modal ones corresponds to the difference between Sosein and Da-
sein. These are aspects or sides of being as being’. Those two aspects
might be also found in an object that is not an extant, for instance,
in a work of art (a painting). In the result, the subject of the futher
investigation will be a structure of a painting and its mode of being.

4. A Painting and Category of Structure

A) A General Structure of a painting

In order to understand a structure of a painting we should
first identify its place in the realm of extants and objects. Hart-
mann finds out that a painting is an exceptional kind of object.

7 ,Dasei and Sosein are two moments of the same being: the two terms can
be logically differented but Dasein and Sosein cannot be ontologically separat-
ed”. Cicovacki, ,New Ways of Ontology”, 162.
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It is an objectivation (Obiektivierung) or an objectivated spirit
(obiektivierter Geist)®. In other words, it is a spiritual content fixed
to a physical matter’. A painting consists of two levels: the first
one is called the foreground (Vordergrund) and the second one -
the background (Hintergrund).

Hartmann has diversified the terms of these levels. He uses the
terms a real level and an unreal level to show the existential speci-
ficity of a painting which consists in the possibility of , meeting”
two different modes of being in it. The terms material level and
spiritual level are used to show the place of a painting in the range
of objects, a unique place, since two other levels: the biological
one and the psychical one are omitted. The opposition between
foreground and background reveals that a foreground is a specific
layer that makes the elements of a background visible. The last
terms are especially valuable because they indicate the relation
between two levels, the relation of appearance (Erscheinungsver-
hiltnis), which is the essence of an aesthetic object. Before the
relation is to be described, the examination of two main levels
of a painting needs to be presented.

B) A Foreground of a Painting

A real two-dimensional scene with visible colours is the first
level of a painting, its foreground. These are canvas, glass or oth-
er painting material and physically understood colourful spots
that belong to this level. It is therefore a classical level of the real
world. It is created from many physical things with their distinc-

8 ,Das dsthetische Objekt ist bestimmt durch die Struktur des objektivieren
Geistes. Es besetzt demgemaf3 alle Predikate eines Objektivationsgebildes. Das
zeigt am deutlichsten am Kunstwerk”. Hariolf Oberer, Vom Problem des objekti-
vierten Geistes. Ein Beitrag zur Theorie der konkreten Subjektivitit im Ausgang von
Nicolai Hartmann (Koln, 1965), 84.

° According to Oakeley, this fixing takes the spirit life. Hence, it is not real.
»The third form of spirit is in Hartmann’s view no longer living or real”.
H.D. Oakeley, ,Professor Nicolai Hartmann’s Concept of Objektive Spirit”,
Mind Vol. 44, No. 173 (1935): 43.
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tive features, and it might be described by the physical catego-
ries, such as space, time, process, matter etc.

Although it is very hard to deny the existence of these things
on the first level of a painting, it is the real (physical) mode of be-
ing that is questionable.

Firstly, a foreground of a painting seems not to be a real scene
but the artistic one because it has different qualities, distant from
the qualities of real things. The directional tensions, which appear
on it, are not physical but already artistic. Subsequently, the col-
ourful spots are not physical entities'’, but artistic signs, which
create the intentional order (composition) of a painting. All those
artistic phenomena will dissapear if we find this level real. From
this point of view, this level loses its real categories. It is rather
a kind of artistic colourful scene with its own categories.

Secondly, according to Hartmann, an artist uses physical
things in his process of creation: a brush, wood, dyes etc. and
in this way, he creates a foreground of a painting. It is very dif-
ficult to exclude the use of such things when observing every-
day work of a painter. Moreover, this is the strong argument for
reality of a foreground. However, the specificity of an artistic
gaze is here omitted. It consists of: 1. an artist isolates the ob-
ject of his gaze from many other objects. Then these objects lose
their importance and even become totally inconspicuous; 2. he
reduces attributes of an isolated object to these, which are use-
ful in a creative process; 3. he ascribes the intentional attributes
to the object, which have the source in his creative idea (concep-
tion, project). He does not form or create therefore the real scene
but the artistic one'.

10 Farbe is also wesentlich mehr als blof§ Dingbezeichnung, sie zum eigentli-
chen Inhalt der Malerei werden, so daf§ sie dann nicht mehr als blofd Vorder-
grundiges genommen werden diirfte”. Wolfgang Lorcher, Asthetik als Ausfal-
tung der Ontologie (Meisenheim am Glan, 1972), 35.

1 ,We only assume that the foreground stratum (...) changes its ontological
status when the whole object is considered aesthetically”. Eva Scharper, , The
Asthetics of Harmann and Bense”, Review of Metaphisics 10 (1956): 295.
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Hartmann does not agree with this viewpoint. He supposes
that a foreground of a painting is real and there is no difference
between this level of painting and the physical level of reality.
Hartmann however, might make a mistake of a categorial trans-
fer when he applies the physical level of reality to a painting
without assuring himself whether they have the same catego-
ries. If the theory of the categories is to be critical this verification
should have been done.

This remark or even accusation does not comprise only
the solution of the problem what a foreground of a painting
is and how it exists. It also shows that the pure ontological
investigations which have been carried out to explain a struc-
ture of a painting and its mode of being, and which have ap-
plied the traditional categories are not highly effective in the
interpretation of a painting'?. It would be better to take into
account the phenomenological point of view, which deals
with a constitution of sense. A foreground of a painting would
not be then a physical thing, which really exists, but an artis-
tic scene, which is unreal. Its elements: wood, glass, colourful
spots would not be the real extants, but the artistic signs (since
they have been formed by an artist)®. I think this viewpoint
describes a painting and its levels more accurately. Of course,
it does not mean that the ontology seen as the theory of the cat-
egories is useless. After all, a sense may be treated as one of the
ontological categories. It merely means, that so-called “strict”
categories, which have been worked out by ontology for ages,
have limited validity.

12 Lorcher even thinks the asthetics falls victim to ontology. , Trotz aller anre-
genden Analysen und der grundlegenden Kldrung vieler Systemirrtiimer wird
(...) das &shetische Konzept Hartmanns also gerade deshalb fragwiirdig, weil
es nur als die Ausfaltung seiner Ontologie verstanden werden kann”. Lorcher,
Asthetik, 169.

13, Durch diese Gestaltung ist ein Index fiir Subjektstaitigkeit gegeben. In ihr
kann nun etwas selbst nicht mehr Naturales erscheinen”. Oberer, Vom Prob-
lem, 32.



72 Artur Mordka

C) The levels of a background

The level of a background is the second principal level
of a painting. It is not homogeneous in itself but consists again
of many levels. A pictorial constructed object (person, thing,
landscape), light and space belongs to the first level of a back-
ground; and movement is the second one. The main subject of the
third level is a biological life (vitality); the fourth one consists
of human behaviour, emotions and psychological processes. The
fifth level - some personal ideas (man’s fate). The last one, which
is the broadest, is the level of general ideas (metaphysical or re-
ligious ones). Hartmann distinguishes six level of a background,
and therefore a painting is a complicated creation'. Even more
complicated than the real world, as it has many levels of differ-
ent sorts. Their mulitude and diversity lead to the question of the
levels’ criteria.

D) Some remarks on the levels of the real world

and of a painting. The notion of a level

Hartmann diversifies a background in order to show the rich-
ness of meanings of a painting. This level contains many ele-
ments of different sorts: from the most simple ones (pictorially
reconstructed things) to the most general ones - metaphysical

14, Es lafit sich dann folgendes zusammenstellen:

Den Vordergrund bildet die reale Ebene mit den sichtbaren Farbflecken.

Dahinter erscheint die dreidimensionale Raumlichkeit, die Dinge und das
Licht im Bilde.

In dieser Dingsphare erscheint weiter die Bewegtheit - anschaulich gemacht
in der Bewegungspase oder -pose.

In der Bewegtheit erecheint die Lebendigkeit des Gestalten, stark unterstiitzt
durch , lebensvolle” Farbe.

In der Lebendigkeit der Bewegung wiederum erscheint das menschlich
Seelische, Innere; es erscheinen Bruchstiicke der Situation, der Leidenschaften
und Gesinnungen, der Handlung.

In seltenen Fillen erscheint auch etwas von individuellen Idee (in Portrat-
kopfen von besonderer Tiefe).

Und schliefSlich mancherlei ideehaft Allgemeines. Nicolai Hartmann, Asthe-
tik, zweite unverdnderte Auflage (Berlin, 1966), 192.
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ideas. If we examine them largely and compare with the levels
of the real world, we may come to the following conclusions:
1. the main structure of a painting and the real world is similar.
In both cases, the physical level is the least, and the spiritual level
is the most elaborated. There are the biological and psychologi-
cal levels between them. It cannot be differently because a work
of art is a creation of the real person with all his/her attributes,
who lives in the world and takes part in it both physically, bio-
logically, psychologically and spiritually*®. 2. However the notion
of level is changed. The classical level of the real world is defined
by a specific set of categories, which are irreducible into others.
They allow distinguishing between one level from another'.
Each level has its own categories according to the categorial law,
the law of novum, which are strictly tied together. The task of the
theory of the categories is to work out the groups, which belong
to the individual levels on the one hand, and on the other to estab-
lish the fundamental categories, which are common for all levels.

Nevertheless, Hartmann does not define a level of a painting
in this way. He does not settle a set of categories but a set of ele-

5 Why should the ontic strata of reality recur in the strata of works of art? The
answer is: because all of the strata realised in man himself and his activities,
they must recur in all representations of man in the art”. Werkmeister, Nicolai
Hartmann’s, 239.

16, Denn die Schichten des &sthetischen Gegenstandes sind dieselben Schich-
ten der einen realen Welt, in der das Niedere und Fundamentalere das Hohere
bedingt”. Reinhold Breil, Kritik und System. Die Grundproblematik der Ontologie
Nicolai Hartmanns in transcendentalphilosophischer Sicht (Wiirzburg, 1996), 36.
,Grundsitzlich ist festzustellen, dafs der Begriff der Schicht in der Asthetik der-
selbe ist wie im Aufbau der realen Welt (see Asthetik p. 458). Die Hartmannische
»Schicht” wird also im dsthetischen Bereich auch begriindbar aus zwei Gesetz-
lichkeit im Aufbau der realen Welt: dem ,Gesetz des kategorialen Novums”
und dem , Gesetz der Dependenz”. Lorcher, Asthetik, 56.

7 Kopciuch wirites ,,...decisive key have the categories, their set distinguish-
es both a definite level and an ontic creature”. L. Kopciuch, Czlowiek i historia
u Nicolaia Hartmanna (Lublin, 2007), 30. See. also Roberto Poli, , Levels”, Axiom-
athes Volumne 9, Nos 1-2 (1998): 197-211. H. Theisen, Determination und Freiheit
bei Nicolai Hartmann (Ko6ln, 1962), 52.
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ments: objects, light, space, movement, idea etc. In addition, such
a situation is possible, as only one element defines the whole
level (the second level of a background is the level of move-
ment). 3. The reason for this may be the thesis on the advantage
of possibility over necessity in the artistic realm. An artist, who
realizes his idea, has neither to obey the rules of the real world
nor to comply with the categorial principles, which are valid for
this world. Therefore, he can for instance “tear” the movement
out of an object, in order to express an idea of movement in it-
self. Then the movement becomes the substance of the painting,
not an incident. In fact, it is the essence of the artist’s power and
possibility (freedom). 4. Another reason for changing the mean-
ing of a level, which may be accepted by Hartmann, is the or-
der of appearance. The categories are not the most important
in a painting because they are “behind”. Depiction is the most
important. That is why, the fate of a hero in the tragedy or the
reliogous ideas in a sacred painting are presented in this way.
This difference in the levels” meanings is not accidental. Al-
though the structures of a painting and the real world are strati-
fied, their levels are different. This is very important for the re-
gional ontology of a painting. Such ontology can, and even should
use the results of the fundamental ontology and other regional
ontology (in this case the regional ontology of the real world).
However, it must not transfer automatically and directly the cat-
egories of one region into another one, even if the whole, called
a work of art, is similar to the whole called the real world. In this
way the next categories: unity and dependence will be treated.

5. A painting and the categories of unity and dependence

The question about the unity of a painting arises out of its
multiplicity of levels and variety of elements, which it contains.
This category is one of the fundamental categories and it is appli-
cable to every object, regardless of its mode of being and content.
If every object must have a define type of unity, the task of the
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regional ontology will be to work out different kinds of a unity
on the one side, and to catch the differences between them on the
other. That is why, the regional ontology of a painting should
undertake the problem how is the unity of a painting possible,
and what consolidates its levels.

A) The existential dependence and the problem

of unity of a painting

The first kind of dependence is the existential dependence.
The physical level of a painting, its foreground, makes the mate-
rial the basis of the spiritual level, the background. Without this
assumption any higher level cannot exists'. There is a relation
of “bearing and being borne” between them. This relation is not
exclusive for the region of art, but also exists in the region of the
real world. In this world, the physical level is the basis of the
biological, psychological and spiritual level as well. In spite
of the fact that there are many significant differences between
real and artistic regions, the law of categorial dependence (the
law of power and the law of indifference) seems to be relevant
to both regions.

The existential condition of a painting’s unity is therefore
an existence of a real level. No unreal sense may be found
in a painting without it. In addition to that, such a deep physical
character of a basis ensures the stability and relative constancy
of a painting as a whole. This basis is the condition of a paint-
ing’s identity at the same time. That is why Hartmann under-
lines the reality of a foreground. It makes the other levels to be
present, causes a painting to exist for ages, and to be accessible
to many generations.

'8 In this case the background is existentially, not categorially determined. The
posibillity of such a determination is pointed out by Poli. ,In fact, a level can
be existentially or causally dependent on another level without being categori-
ally dependent on it”. Roberto Poli, , The Basic Problems of the Theory of Lev-
els of Reality”, Axiomathes Volume 12, Nos 3-4 (2001), edited by R. Poli. Special
Issue: The Legacy of Nicolai Hartmann (1982-1950): 278.
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This kind of dependence shows also the existential gradation
between the levels of a painting. The physical level is stronger
and the spiritual one is weaker. Existential power and weakness
however, cannot be mataphysically understood. Hartmann criti-
cizes such an understanding of dependence, in which the depend-
ing object is merely ‘a shadow’ of the true existence. In ontologi-
cal meaning the dependence is being treated only as a category,
which indicates that an object, as a separated whole, requires the
existence of another object™.

The next step in explaining this kind of dependence is an
analysis of its one-sidedness. Only the spiritual level is depend-
ent while the physical one may exist without it. From the on-
tological point of view, its function of being the basis is simply
accidental. I think however, the acceptance of this one-sided de-
pendence has its source in the confusion of the two issues. The
first one concerns the ontological status of a physical level under-
stood as the lowest level of the real world, while the second one
concerns a ‘physical” level, understood as an element of a paint-
ing. The physical level as a level of the real world may success-
fully exist without anything else, what is based on it. However,
a ‘physical’ level as the basis of unreal senses is directly connect-
ed with them. Colourful spots, which make bases of pictorially
reconstructed objects (first unreal level), have meaning if they
are used to create objects. As a result, there is a two-sided de-
pendence between these levels.

We are coming back to the problems of existence of a paint-
ing’s foreground. Hartmann’s position is clear: this level is real
and is independent from a background. Nevertheless, it may
be acceptable that a foreground, as a material factor of a paint-
ing, is an artistic entity (a scene of a painting), which is essen-

19, Denn offenbar ist das Getragene um nichts weniger seiend als das Tragen-
de, das Abhangige um nichts weniger als das Unabhingige. Anders wére ja das
ganze Verhiltnis kein achtes Trageverhaltnis, kein Abhangigkeitverhaltnis”.
N. Hartmann. Zur Grundlegung der Ontologie (Berlin und Leipzig, 1935), 59.
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tially connected with other elements on this scene. It is therefore
depending on these elements.

The abovementioned deliberation may suggest that the func-
tion of an ontological basis may fullfil only the physical level
of a painting. But in fact, it is not as such. If we take under con-
sideration only the relation “bearing and being borne”, we will
find this relation among the levels of a background as well. The
level of objects, light and space, as the first level of a background
is carried by the physical level, but at the same time, it is the basis
of the next, higher level of a background. It bears this level.

To sum up: 1. the final basis of a painting is the real level
which does not exist outside of the painting. The existence of this
level is the main condition for the painting’s unity and identity.
2. The unreal levels depend on the real level. 3. This dependence
is one-sided. 3. The dependence of levels does not deprive them
of their autonomy. 4. The function of a basis may fulfil both the
real and the unreal level.

The unity of a painting ensures not only an existential rela-
tion between its levels but also the content relation or the content
dependence.

6. A Painting, categories of unity and content dependence

The existential dependence should be distinguished from the
content dependence. Its essence consists in the fact, that the phys-
ical properties of a real foreground define the unreal attributes
of elements, which belong to the levels of a background. A sim-
ple example, which shows that the dependence is a relation be-
tween physical, colourful spots and the colors, seen as the artistic
signs. Their quality, brightness and saturation, so important for
an aesthetic value of a painting, depend on the physical proper-
ties of the colourful spots. This is nothing unusual for painters,
who intuitively take it into account, while painting. This kind
of dependence links the levels very firmly together. They are al-
most inseparable, and only in theory may be marked off.
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A unity of a painting is not only created by the dependence
between existential and content levels. There are also two other
factors which have a significant importance for this unity. The
first one is artistic, known as a composition, and the second one,
which is the relation of appearance.

7. An artistic unity of a painting - composition

The elements, which belong to the levels of a painting, are not
a disordered set but they are tied together, and create a unique
kind of unity. It is already visible in a foreground (a physical
level), and this is a unity of colourful spots. That is why it may
be called a pure colourful unity. The colourful spots are joined
together and to make up a harmonious whole or a colourful sys-
tem - composition®.

The unity of the first level is primary because it concerns the
lowest level. There is another kind of unity on higher level. It is
composed of a pictorial object, light, space and their mutual rela-
tions. Hartmann has treated other levels of the painting in the
same way. Each of them has its own kind of unity and makes
up a coherent whole. What is more, each has been ordered ac-
cording to its own artistic laws.

It does not mean they are completely separated. Apart
from the horizontal composition (composition of each lev-
el), there is a vertical composition - composition of a paint-
ing as a whole. If we want to understand a painting’s unity,
these two artistic factors must be taken into consideration.
This kind of a painting’s unity heralds its next sort - the aes-
thetic unity.

2 The presence of such a composition, which is some kind of intentional
relation, is also an argument for the unreal mode of being of a painting’s
foreground because there are not any intentional colourful systems in the
reality.
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8. An aesthetic unity of a painting

There are two orders in a painting: the ontological one, which
lies in the relation of “bearing and being borne”, and the artistic
one, which lies in the horizontal and vertical composition. There
is one more order - order of appearance. If we take a look at a re-
alistic painting, the objects in light and space are first to appear.
The element of the next level - movement, appears through the
objective level. In the futher order, biological and psychological
processes appear, and so on. Generally, each of the painting’s
levels is constructed in order to disclose the elements of a higher
level. If that appearance is harmonious, and its dynamic is not af-
fected, a painting will be aesthetically valuable. That is why, the
order of appearance is important for a unity of a painting. It ties
together all the levels of a painting. This unity may be called the
aesthetic one, because the relation of the appearance is the basis
of the aesthetic values.

9. Conclusion

A painting may be treated as a unique object (not extant)
which belongs to the aesthetic sphere. The fundamental catego-
ries lose their ‘empty” meanings in this region and gain individu-
al contents, which let them to be distinguished from one another.
One of these categories is a unity. The insight into this category
of a painting shows that it has been composed of three factors:
the ontological, artistic and aesthetic one. Therefore, this kind
of a unity is complex, and only investigation of the relations be-
tween these factors enable solving the riddle of a painting. The
history and theory of art, which should cooperate with ontology,
may help in the process of understanding a work of art. The sec-
ond category is a structure of a painting. Although the one of the
real world and one of a painting is formally very similar, as both
are built by levels, there are significant differences in their con-
tents. A level of a painting is not constituted by a set of categories,
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but by a set of visible elements, as objects, movements, process-
es, ideas etc. In addition, it is possible that only one element will
be distinguished in a level. The third category is dependence.
The dependence of a painting is multi-sided: this piece of art
depends on the individual aesthetic perception, on the objective
spirit. A higher level is depending on the lower one. There are
existentional and substantial dependence between them. These
different kinds of dependence should be distinguished in order
to reveal the ontological specificity of a painting.
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THE CONCEPTION OF THE MIND-BODY RELATIONSHIP
IN AN. WHITEHEAD AND N. HARTMANN

Summary: Both Alfred North Whitehead (1861 - 1947) and Nicolai
Hartmann (1882 - 1950) developed an organic philosophy of nature.
In his early writings, Whitehead took the view that nature may
be considered as a system closed to mind. The role of sense-aware-
ness and sense-perception is acknowledged by him throughout his
entire work, but in the early panphysics the subjective component
of our experience of nature is “bracketed in” by him in the interest
of an objective natural science. A relation of mind and nature is dec-
lared possible but does not come into the focus of investigation.

In his mature works, however, Whitehead comes to the conclusion
that there may be a certain affinity of mind and nature but he explo-
res this possibility with extreme caution. A crucial step taken by la-
ter Whitehead is to be seen in a richer account of the driving forces
of nature, summed up in the notion of a substantial activity or cre-
ativity. Nature for Whitehead is now impregnated with values. Mo-
reover, there is a reciprocity of efficient and final causes that indica-
tes a certain degree of integration of organism and environment and
an internal relationship of the material and the mental factors which
constitute its make-up. The introduction of final causes is only po-
ssible if the philosopher-scientist is allowed to look on the processes
of the organism “from within”.
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For Hartmann, as for Whitehead, nature is a system of layers
or levels, the lower levels bearing the higher ones, the higher
levels being dependent from the lower ones. Moreover, the hi-
gher levels are characterized by specific categorical forms not
to be found in the lower ones whereas certain basic features per-
tain to all levels. Hartmann’s theory of modality, in itself a fine
piece of philosophical thinking, leaves no room for propensities
as driving forces of natural processes. Causality and determinism
are unquestionable for him. Hartmann differs from Whitehead
in that he maintains that nature in no way is dependent on mind.
In a sense, the framework of nature is alien to our human inten-
tions, especially in that there is no objective teleology in nature.
The categorical structure of nature cannot be derived from the ca-
tegorical structure of mind.

The conception of the mind-body relationship allows for a compari-
son of both thinkers. Whitehead proposes a field-theoretical account
of mental processes: For him, man is an electro-dynamic event, and
the psychological field is built up by the ubiquitous forces of Max-
wellian electro-magnetism. From this assumption he construes
what has been called the “psychical atom”. It is a functioning unit
with a certain spatio-temporal extension, but the spatial extension
is rudimentary only. It allows for a non-sensuous perception of our
immediate past and our bodily existence. The inner life of the or-
ganism is dominated by quality and intensity, and not by exten-
sion and quantity. Hartmann, in his turn, takes the view that the
mind-body relationship may be sui generis and that we human be-
ings have no possibility of forming an intuition or perception of it.
In a sense, there is no mind-body relationship at all if the term “re-
lationship” is taken seriously enough.

My contribution attempts at a discussion of the merits of both the-
oretical options. I come to the conclusion that Whitehead’s and
Hartmann's solutions of the problem of the mind-body relationship,
in spite of certain differences, converge in most points of major im-
portance.
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In his famous dialogue, the Timaeus 34 bc, Plato makes in pass-
ing the following remark: “There is in us too much of the casual
and random, which shows itself in our speech; but the god made
soul prior to body and more venerable in birth and excellence,
to the body’s mistress and governor.”! We may say, all of us de-
pend on the accidentals of life, and our philosophical discourses
are somewhat confused. Plato gives us a hint that it is the business
of philosophy to make the universe intelligible. Therefore, the
first question to be asked regarding our problem is the following;:
What about the framework in which the problem of the mind-
body relationshipis to be discussed? Whitehead connected Plato’s
Timaeus with Newton’s Scholium and conceived with their help
what philosophers of the seventeenth century, the “century of
genius”, called the “order of nature” (Whitehead 1925: chap. III).
The order of nature is the framework in which the mind-body
relationship finds its proper place. Hartmann, in a similar vein,
in an early essay derived his conclusions from the new paradigm
of Darwinian and Neo-Darwinian biology; he places the problem
in the very center of his theory of the cosmological and especially
the organismic categories (Hartmann 1912).

In order to make possible a rather exact comparison of White-
head and Hartmann, I want to remind you of the very con-
trasting views entertained by these thinkers about the affinity
of mind and nature. It is not to be confused with the mind-body
relationship, on the contrary; it is much more fundamental in it-
self, but it has a certain bearing on the mind-body relationship.
In the phase of the so-called panphysics, especially in The Con-
cept of Nature (1920), Whitehead defends the position that na-
ture is a system self-enclosed; he maintains, however, this posi-
tion as a methodological option only (Whitehead 1920: chap. I).
In his later works on the philosophy of nature, e.g. Science and

! The quotation is from Plato, Timaeus, translated by Cornford (1959: 24)
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the Modern World (1925), Process and Reality (1929), Adventures
of Ideas (1933) and Nature and Life (1934), nature is gradually
opened to mind.? According to Whitehead, however, there is still
no strict identity of mind and nature because our “prehensions”
depend on processes of appropriation of the preceeding expe-
riences of the organism. Hartmann, in the fourth edition of his
Grundziige einer Metaphysik der Erkenntnis, makes the claim, “that
the othering of the subject in the act of cognition is mysterious”
(Hartmann 1949a: 61).° The contents of our consciousness are
only private but our knowledge is understood to be knowledge
of an outer reality. This tension between two basic phenomena
is called by Hartmann the “aporia of knowledge” or of “con-
sciousness in general” (ibid.: 61-76). For him, this problem is not
only an epistemological one; rather, it belongs to a metaphysics
of knowledge.

Whitehead’s philosophy of the organism developed from
a close examination of classical and neo-classical physics, the
physics of Newton, Huygens, Clerk-Maxwell and the earlier Ein-
stein; the early phase of quantum physics has come under his ex-
amination, too. Descartes and Hobbes had extrapolated from the
basic concepts of classical physics to a mechanistic world-picture,
and Leibniz and Berkeley had analyzed and criticized its math-
ematical foundations. Whitehead (1920: chap. II) rejected the du-

% For the first work mentioned, Science and the Modern World, this my assertion
may be called into question; cf. L.S. Ford: 1984. A very competent presentation
and criticism of Whitehead’s philosophy may be found in Hampe (1990).

> All quotations from works of N. Hartmann have been translated by the pres-
ent author. The notion of “othering” in the above quotation is quite unfamiliar
in this context; I have borrowed it from the works of P. Weiss who used it in
reconstructing problems of a Hegelian, Husserlian or Hartmannian phenom-
enology.



The Conception of the Mind-Body Relationship... 87

alism of Descartes and Locke, and especially the distinction be-
tween primary and secondary qualities, that may be traced back
to Galileo and even to the ancient thinker Democritus. For White-
head (1925b: 8-11) the internal relation of the material object and
the object-as-perceived was the paradigm of an organism. Fur-
ther examples are the “prehensive unity” of space and time, as in
classical physics, or of space-time, as in Einstein-Minkowski’s
(and his own) special theory of relativity (Whitehead 1925: 90; cf.
Whitehead 1922). The notion (of a nucleus) of internal relations
is later enlarged to the concept of a “substantial activity” (White-
head 1925a: 152 and passim). And this concept converges with the
even more general notion of “creativity”, as exposed and expli-
cated in the philosopher’s magnum opus (Whitehead 1929a: 21-2).*
Space and time, or the space-time of Einstein and his followers
are no primordial realities of nature; rather, they are constituted
by the formation of its most elementary organisms. In connection
with his discussion of relativity physics and quantum physics,
Whitehead (1925a: 185- 92) observes that there may be primary
organisms, so-called “primates”, whose composite structure per-
mits no further analysis into their constitutive elements.

In a famous series of arguments in Science and the Modern
World Whitehead recapitulates the history of post-medieval
philosophy in the reverse order of its development (Whitehead
1925a: chap. III and chap. IV). The philosophy of the organism
is in need of a conception of what is now called a “synthesis”.
Whitehead does not follow Kant, that is to say, he denies the
latter’s contention that the human intellect prescribes its laws
to nature. Nor does he follow Hegel’s construction of a dialecti-
cal movement of thought and of being itself. Whitehead (ibid.,
93-8) starts with Berkeley’s divine Mind: In a sense, it is a com-
prehensive unity from which our human ideas are derived.
Moreover, the philosophy of the organism has a marked affinity
to Leibniz" universal perspectivism and Spinoza’s inspired use

* Creativity for Whitehead is not restricted to nature; it is concerned with how
the unity of being is reconciled with a plurality of beings.
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of (the notions of) substance, attribute and mode: The infinity
of the attributes of the infinite divine Mind has a modal, a finite
presence in our human minds (ibid.: 98-9).° Descartes, in the very
beginning of this process of conceptual differentiation, connects
the “realitas objectiva” with the “realitas formalis” of an idea and
refuses to separate the intra-mental sphere completely from the
extra-mental sphere (ibid., note to chap. IV).

Now, this is Whitehead’s standpoint: There are layers or lev-
els of being; prehensions are the very stuff of nature; the composition
of an organism or synthesis is a cosmic event; all organisms have latent
proto-psychic or even proto-mental properties. The dualism of the “in-
ner” and the “outer” sphere of an organism is explicitly rejected for the
propositions or, more exactly, the “propositional feelings” are inter-
woven with the very processes of nature (Whitehead 1929a: 22 and
passim).®

The afore-mentioned idea of an order of nature, originating
in the philosophy of the 17" century, must be commented on in
a few words. There exists a basic “creative advance” of nature,
to be distinguished from any one “time series” (Whitehead 1920:
178). A few years later the philosopher declares with noble res-
ignation: “Let us grant that we cannot hope to be able to discern
the laws of nature to be necessary.” “But”, he continues, “we
can hope to see that it is necessary that there should be an order
of nature. The concept of the order of nature is bound up with
the concept of nature as the locus of organisms in process of de-
velopment.” (Whitehead 1925a: 104). According to Whitehead,
it will forever remain mysterious to us, that there are laws of na-
ture at all, and in this respect Plato’s Timaeus gains the over-
hand over Newton’s Scholium (Whitehead 1929a: 92-96). In Ad-
ventures of Ideas he cites Plato’s contention that we mortal men
must be satisfied with a likely story and contrasts it to the mod-

5 Spinoza’s superiority over many of his contemporaries is reflected in the fact
that the modal presence of the divine Mind in our human minds is conceived
as non-representational.

¢ The value-impregnatedness of nature is further pursued in Whitehead 1926.
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ern “Cartesian apparatus of Deism, substantial materialism,
and imposed law, in conjunction with the reduction of physical
relations to the notion of correlated motions with mere spatio-
temporal character”, that “within three hundred years (...) has
transformed human life, in its intimate thoughts, its technolo-
gies, its social behavior, and its ambitions” (Whitehead 1933:
145). In the traditional philosophy of science, as shaped e.g.
by J. St. Mill, there is a thesis according to which every suc-
cessful prediction commits a fallacy called the “fallacy of the
consequent”. One may say that Whitehead’s criticism of clas-
sical, neo-classical and modern physics is a grand speculative
counterpart of this thesis: The overwhelming success of the sci-
entific endeavor of the last three centuries does not guarantee
its ultimate truth.

For Whitehead (1929a: 35) “[...] the ultimate metaphysical
truth is atomism.” Since ancient times, physics has oscillated
between an atomistic conception of the most elementary com-
ponents of nature and a rival conception that may be called
“continuitism”. In Science and the Modern World there is an ep-
ochal, i. e. atomistic theory of time (Whitehead 1925a: 177), and
in Process and Reality the philosopher has an additional notion
of “cosmic” epochs (Whitehead 1929a: 91-2). Today, he thinks,
we live in the epoch of electro-magnetism. An aphorism like
this is not meant to say that Maxwellian electro-magnetism
is the only leading physical theory of our time. The provisional
truth of Maxwellian electro-magnetism depends on the fact that
it is able to integrate minute episodes of natural processes into
larger wholes. Moreover, Maxwell’s theory may make it pos-
sible to us to give an elaborated account of the composition
of the more complex organisms of physics and biology. Max-
wellian electro-magnetism allows for a compromise between
atomism and continuitism in that it lays an approximately
equal stress on both conceptions, and we shall see that this fea-
ture for Whitehead is a clue to the structure of our inner life.
We may discern discrete elements in it, but the prehensions are
not atomic, therefore the stream of consciousness composed
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by myriads of such prehensions is dominated not by extension
and quantity, but by quality and intensity (ibid.: 235).”

The order of nature as conceived by Whitehead is marked
by a certain reciprocity of effective and final causes. Final causes
had been condemned by Fr. Bacon but no less a philosopher than
Leibniz rehabilitated them (Henderson 1917: 25-6.) Henderson,
physiologist and philosopher, reminded his colleagues of them,
and Whitehead followed his hints (Whitehead 1929a: 89). From
the standpoint of modern natural science, the efficacy of final
causes depends on the existence of cosmic areas that resist to the
entropic tendencies of the universe for a while: “[...] there is no
true stability. What looks like stability is a relatively slow process
of atrophied decay. The stable universe is slipping away from un-
der us. Our aim is upwards” (Whitehead 1929b: 82). From a phil-
osophical point of view, the inquirer must be allowed to see the
organism not only as a detached observer, but (so to speak) “from
within” and “in process”.

There is a significant parallel to the constitution of higher
organisms in that the latter must absorb energy from their sur-
roundings; we may even say that organisms, and especially high-
er organisms, are patterns of energy distribution. This is even
more evident in vital organisms: The phenomenon of “canali-
zation” testifies to the fact that energy distribution is a central
feature of the internal structure of the organism, too (Whitehead
1929a: 107-8). From this results the existence of so-called “hybrid
prehensions” and the possibility of a “mental pole” of the organ-
ism: Life militates against the routines of nature impressed on it
by the averages of statistical laws. According to Whitehead, the
stability of the organism is accounted for by two types of con-
tinuity: Its physical existence is guaranteed by the inheritance
of the character of the first member of a (structured) society of ac-
tual occasions by the other members of the society, a modern
version of the substantial forms of Leibniz. The inner life of the

7 In this point Whitehead’s conception conforms to the speculations of H. Berg-
son, and of W. James and F.H. Bradley.



The Conception of the Mind-Body Relationship... 91

organism, on the other hand, is established by the interweaving
of its prehensions, conformal or otherwise. Anyway, the exist-
ence of the prehensions themselves is a measure of the perme-
ability of the universe by natural causes (effective and final) and
therefore of its partial openness.®

I now want to give a close reading of some of Whitehead's re-
marks on the problem of the mind-body relationship. There are
many lines of argumentation in Whitehead but I can take up only
one of them. (For lack of space I will neglect the considerations
in Whitehead (1926: chap. III); the comparison of body vs. spirit
with body vs. mind is primarily important for a philosophy of re-
ligion only.) In the Concept of Nature the author comments on the
notion of the “percipient event” (an early version of the notion
of an organism): “This percipient event is roughly the bodily life
of the incarnate mind. But this identification is only a rough one.
For the functions of the body shade off into those of other events
in nature [...]” (Whitehead 1920: 107). Again, in Science and the
Modern World: “[1] have started from our own psychological field,
as it stands for our cognition. I take it for what it claims to be:
the self-knowledge of our bodily event” (Whitehead 1925a: 103).
And in another connection: “I have [...] sketched an alternative
philosophy of science in which organism takes the place of mat-
ter. For this purpose, the mind involved in the materialistic theo-
ry dissolves into a function of organism. The psychological field
then exhibits what an event is in itself. Our bodily event is an
unusual complex type of organism and consequently includes
cognition” (ibid.: 271).

8 The so-called “prehensions” are relations with mixed properties. They corre-
spond in part to the concept of external relations, in part to the concept of inter-
nal relations. The paradigm case is memory because it appropriates past experi-
ences; so it entertains an internal relation to them whereas the past occasions
themselves remain external to it. Therefore, the Lockean paradox of memory
is dissolved. Also, the modern anti-materialistic concept of memory, as devel-
oped in Gestalt psychology (Kohler 1929), can be illuminated by Whitehead’s
prehensions.
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We are compelled to ask: Is it possible to link up the mind-
body relationship with the (theory of) electro-magnetism as con-
ceived by Whitehead? For him, the electro-magnetic particle
and the electron, respectively, are only a condensation of the
field or, in other words, they modify the field (Whitehead 1920:
158-9). Atomism and continuitism can be reconciled with one
another, and even if there is a certain dualism of particle and
field, there is no dualism of substances. H. Bergson, W. James
and F.H. Bradley had given elaborate accounts of how the dis-
crete elements of consciousness are embedded in a field-like
background that exhibits the nature of the continuum, and
R.W. Sellars, in one of his early publications, proposed a theory
of the psychological “field” that assimilates “consciousness”
to the “physical world” (Sellars 1916: chap. IV and chap. V).?
In a similar vein, the “ego-object” (Whitehead 1925a: 211)
is only a phenomenal self, not to be sharply distinguished from
its phenomenal contents.”” “In truth, the field of perception
and the perceiving mind are abstractions which, in the con-
crete, combine into the successive bodily events” (ibid.: 282).
In accordance with this thesis, the general characteristics
of consciousness may be explained with the help of physical
theories of the Maxwellian type if we are allowed to conjecture
that there is something like a “psychical atom”: a functioning
unit with a certain spatio-temporal extension, and with proto-
-psychical or even proto-mental properties. The age-old con-
troversy about the spatiality of the soul, initiated in the main
by the empiristic critics of Descartes, is settled in this way: The
soul or rather, the psychical processes of the organism, are spa-
tially extended indeed, although only to a minimal extent.

9 Whitehead stood close to the so-called new realism of E.B. Holt et al.: 1912;
nevertheless he seems to share some general conceptions with R.W. Sellars, the
spokesman of a critical realism and dualism that Whitehead rejected, e.g. the
notions of “togetherness” and of “enduring objects”.

1 The notion of “ego-object” is later superseded by the notion of a “subject-
superject”; cf. Whitehead (1929a: 28-9 and passim).
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Causality for Whitehead is an organic process in nature, a pro-
cess that conforms to Lockean not to Humean standards (White-
head 1927: chap. II). There is another famous passage or rather,
another series of famous passages in Whitehead’s later works:
In Adventures of Ideas he explains his view by a confrontation
of ancient and modern philosophy: The pronouncement of a sen-
tence requires an enfolding of the logico-grammatical structures
in the dimension of time but even before the speaker opens his
mouth these structures must be “together” in his mind (Whitehe-
ad 1933: 233-5). Therefore, Hume's associationistic theory of hu-
man experience is a complete reversal of an original truth. Locke
knew better, and Plato in his Timaeus gave the complete story.
Plato’s work is a cosmological myth and a masterpiece of ancient
philosophical theology: It contains an account of the divine origin
of the soul and it places the soul in the midst of the cosmic body.
In Whitehead’s reading of Plato the “chora” or “receptaculum”
is a circumscription of the essential features of the human per-
sonality. Sentience, perceptivity, emotion and even thinking can
then be traced back to nature. Mind and nature are not altogether
alien to one another; mind is not a principle superimposed to na-
ture; far from being that: - it originates with the “lure for feeling”
(Whitehead 1929a: 18 and passim)."

The crucial notion of a “non-sensuous perception” is illus-
trated by our philosopher as follows: “In human experience,
the most compelling example of non-sensuous perception is our
knowledge of our own immediate past. [...] Roughly speaking,
it is that portion of our past lying between a tenth of a second

" One more remark from the standpoint of the history of ideas: Electricity and
magnetism often have been associated with the basic facts of life, e.g. by some
followers of German Idealism or romanticism of the early 19" century. But
even when Clerk-Maxwell had given a thoroughly scientific theory of electro-
magnetism there was a certain flair around this phenomenon: In Great Britain
and in the USA societies where founded that attempted at an empirical proof
of the existence of spirits, and an eminent thinker as W. James tried to prove
that we can communicate with them (cf. D. Blum 2007, passim). Whitehead’s
construction can be seen as a scientific antidote against these wild speculations.



94 Karl-Friedrich Kiesow

and half a second. It is gone, and yet it is here. It is our indubi-
table self, the foundation of our present existence” (Whitehead
1933: 233-4). In his last collection of essays, the Modes of Thought,
Whitehead is even more explicit. The awareness of our immedi-
ate past is of the same type as the awareness of our bodily ex-
istence: “[O]ur experience in the present discloses its own na-
ture as with two sources of derivation, namely the body and
the antecedent experiential functionings. [...] There is only one
ego, to claim the body and to claim the stream of experience
(Whitehead 1938: 220). I may summarize these considerations
in a few words: The Cartesian heritage of modern philosophy
is responsible for our inability to give an adequate account of the
mind-body relationship. But the community of mind and body
must be commented on in most modest terms: There is a certain
“withness of the body”, as disclosed in the etheric nature of non-
-sensuous-perception. (Whitehead 1929a: 311-2).1?

I want to close this part of my essay with three short remarks:
The thesis that the animal body and especially the animal brain
is an electro-magnetic apparatus has been propagated by some
Gestaltists also (Kohler 1929: 7; ¢f. Koffka 1935). So does the fa-
mous neurophysiologist C.S. Sherrington (1947: xiv). An electro-
dynamic theory of life has been developed by a former disciple
of Whitehead, namely F.S.C. Northrop (1947: 219-34). Of course,
for Whitehead and his followers man is not an electro-magnetic
body; rather, he has an electro-magnetic body that is an electro-
dynamic event.

Inan overall comparison of Whitehead and Hartmann, we make
the following observations. For Whitehead, nature is impregnated

12 The above citations lend themselves heavily to the theoretical possibility
of panpsychism; cf. Hartshorne (1935: 21-39). The same author has developed
the concept of panpsychism in Hartshorne 1934.
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with aesthetic values. The philosophical work of Berkeley and the
poetry of Wordsworth and Shelley give testimony to the fact that
nature in solido is not to be identified with the mechanistic world-
picture of classical physics (Whitehead 1925: chap. V). Values, how-
ever, are not originative with nature only; rather, there is a fusion
of actuality with ideality (Whitehead 1925: chap. X and chap. XI).
Moreover, natural processes often are goal-oriented as indicated
by the “lure for feeling”: the future is effective in the present state
of the organism (Whitehead 1929a: 104). A theory of value is given
in the end by Whitehead (1941).

Hartmann is opposed to this view in some detail: As for
Whitehead, the existence of values is an objective one; they can
be experientially grasped by emotion and cognitive intuition.
(Hartmann 1965). Hartmann’s theory of values is the background
of two elaborated treatises on ethics and esthetics, published
in 1925 and in 1953, respectively. In sharp contrast to this, the ex-
istence of goals for Hartmann is dependent on a human agency
effective in setting the goals; therefore, all sorts of objective tele-
ology are eliminated by him from nature, natural history and the
history of man (Hartmann 1951). These overall divergences, due
to a marked difference of philosophical temperament in White-
head and Hartmann, will not be discussed in the present context.

Whereas Whitehead was a mathematician and a mathemati-
cal physicist, Hartmann may be criticized as an arm-chair philos-
opher. He defended causality and determinism, and he criticized
relativity physics and quantum physics because they departed
from the classical canon of the scientific method. Nevertheless,
some modern critics see him as Whitehead’s equal in questions
of cosmology and natural philosophy, e.g. M. Bense (1951: 150)
and H. Wein (1954: 5). It may be mentioned in passing that
there are some striking parallels in Whitehead and Hartmann.
Whitehead once insisted: “[...] that knowledge is ultimate”, and
he explained this astonishing thesis by his conviction “[...] that
there can be no explanation of the ‘why’ of knowledge; we can
only describe the ‘what” of knowledge” (Whitehead 1920: 32).
Strictly speaking, he subordinated epistemology to a system
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of natural theology. Hartmann, in his turn, declared: “Our
knowledge about the intelligibility of things follows our knowl-
edge of things” (Hartmann 1958: 191)." Philosophical thinking
is involved in an unavoidable circularity, and Hartmann wanted
to do justice to this situation with the help of a phenomenology
that precedes the metaphysics of knowledge.

Undoubtedly, there is a possible advantage in Hartmann'’s
theory of categories over Whitehead’s conception: The lat-
ter once remarked, “[O]ur problem is, in fact, to fit the world
to our perceptions, and not our perceptions to the world”
(Whitehead 1929c: 247), and in Process and Reality he turned
this Berkeleyan conviction into the “ontological principle”,
a principle that is destined to guarantee the intelligibility of the
world as a whole (Whitehead 1929a: 13 and passim). Hart-
mann, on the other hand, realized that there may be a gap be-
tween the forms of our thinking and the constitution of reality
itself. The categories may be viewed either as forms of being
or as forms of our consciousness; however, there is no cogent
argument in favor of a parallelism of reality and knowledge
of reality. Rather, there is a certain circularity: “Epistemology
presupposes metaphysics, just as metaphysics presupposes
epistemology” (Hartmann 1949a: 6). This remarkable insight
has further consequences for it enables Hartmann to criticize
certain mistakes that characterize most of traditional ontology,
e.g. the “failure of homogeneity”, or the (complementary) “fail-
ure of heterogeneity” (Hartmann 1958: 280-5). That is to say:
Neither can the world be fully adapted to our consciousness,
nor can our consciousness be fully adapted to the world. The

13 Moreover, for both thinkers acts of cognition are real acts, named by White-
head “prehensions” and by Hartmann “Erfassen” or “Erfassungen”. It is
no accident that Whitehead’s notion is usually translated by this latter term.
Whitehead’s prehensions are conceived as an integral part of the actual world,
and so are Hartmann’s Erfassungen. I want to remind the reader of the fact
that all quotations from Hartmann’'s works have been translated by the pres-
ent author.
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relation of epistemology and ontology is more sophisticated
but also more problematical in Hartmann than in Whitehead.

I now want to discuss some special aspects of the philoso-
phy of N. Hartmann, Whitehead's younger contemporary.
Hartmann, in opposition to neo-Kantianism and to Husserl’s
phenomenology, became the prominent spokesman of a move-
ment that is known as the “new ontologies”. In a series of ar-
ticles (1914-1923) that have been re-published in 1958 he out-
lined the foundations of a renewed ontology. He attempted
to go back to Aristotle for he conceived the categories primar-
ily not as forms of consciousness but rather as forms of being.
Hartmann rejected the possibility that the categories, qua forms
of being, have to be the forms of consciousness, too. He also re-
jected the turn to subjectivity that had manifested itself in the
work of Descartes, Locke and Kant, and especially Kant’s Co-
pernican revolution in epistemology but he accepted his stand-
point that the conditions of experience are the conditions of the
objects of experience, too. Even some of the Kantians of a later
generation had explored the theoretical option that space and
time should be conceived not only as forms of intuition but also
as structures of the real world.

Hartmann departed from Kant mostly in that he enter-
tained a radical revision of the transcendental arguments of the
latter’s “critical” philosophy: If there is an a priori foundation
of knowledge, this foundation must be detected empirically,
that is to say, by a careful analysis of our common-sense no-
tions and our scientific theories (Hartmann 1958: 191-5). This
empirical shift-back is implicit in Kant and explicit in the thor-
oughgoing realism of Hegel; Aristotle and Hegel for Hartmann
are the masters of an empirical realism. There is a further af-
finity: With Hegel he conceived the totality of being as a hier-
archical structure; on the other hand, he denied the dialectical
movement of being and thought (Hartmann 1960: 375-417).
For him, all forms of idealism are guilty of our human hubris;
therefore he favoured a modest realism which revokes the
central role which the human race has to play in traditional
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philosophy. Consequently, he sharply criticized teleological
thinking because of its anthropomorphic and anthropocentric
bias (Hartmann 1951).1

It is not possible in this context to give a detailed account
of Hartmann’s theory of categories, his theory of modality or his
ontology in general. Therefore, I may give a list of its most cen-
tral tenets: Hartmann attempts to link up ontology and epistemology;
he analyzes being into essence and existence; every detailed analysis
is destined to be an analysis of “modal” categories such as “possibility”
and “reality”, “necessity” and “contingency” (Hartmann 1965; Hart-
mann 1966). As for Whitehead, reality for Hartmann consists of a sys-
tem of layers or levels; the lower levels bearing the higher ones, the higher
levels being dependent from the lower ones. Certain categorcial features
of the lower levels recur in the higher ones, but usually in a modified
or even weakened form. On the other hand there are novel features in the
higher levels not to be found in the lower ones or only vaguely anticipated
in them. There are general or universal categories and special categories,
and a philosophy of life must deal with the special categories, namely the
cosmological and the organismic categories (Hartmann 1950).

An early analysis of the mind-body relationship is to be found
in a work under the title Philosophische Grundfragen der Biologie,
originally published in 1912 (Hartmann 1958: 78 - 185)."° The read-
er of this article will be surprised that Hartmann has a rather good
knowledge of the biology of Darwin whose fundamental theses
are accepted by him without reservations: “The theory of descent
is by now no mere conjecture” (ibid.: 84). The formula of descent,
however, does not exhaust the theoretical resources of Darwinism.
Genetic variability and natural selection are the scientific means
by which all phenomena of the natural history of living beings
are to be explained. A central problem of Hartmann’s Grundfragen
and the later systematic work under the title Philosophie der Natur
(1950) is the relation of ontogeny and phylogeny. In a sense, phy-

%A collection of essays is to be found in Heimsoeth / Heiss (eds.) 1952.
5 The (relative) importance of Hartmann’'s work for (the philosophy of) biol-
ogy is underlined by Morgenstern (1997: 72).
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logeny is more important than ontogeny for the very possibility
of the “morphogenetic processes” of ontogeny is causally depend-
ent from phylogeny.

On the other hand, ontogeny may pose a problem that can-
not be fully explained by genetic variability and natural selec-
tion, namely the problem of the stability of the living form dur-
ing its life-cycle. Obviously, Hartmann knew some of the results
of W. Roux and H. Driesch, the later opponent of the “Entwick-
elungsmechanik” of Roux and protagonist of neo-vitalism, who
conceived of an “entelechy” or “psychoid” intervening into the
spatially extended life-processes of the organism “from without”.
The above-mentioned causal dependency is not one-sided; rather,
there is a certain circularity (Henderson 1917: chap VI). In order
to give a satisfying account of this situation, Hartmann entertains
a conjecture which is scientifically doubtful but has consider-
able philosophical depth: Whereas phylogeny possesses an open
causal texture, the “dispositional system” of ontogeny (a nucleus
of internal relations that tend to manifest themselves in spatio-
-temporal relations) is closed to external influences, at least
to a certain extent (Hartmann 1950: 471-3; c¢f. Hartmann 1949d:
458-9). The apparent teleological character of the living organism
may be “explained away” by a consideration like this. '

The evolutionary biology of Darwin and his followers accentu-
ates the continuity of life on earth from its very origin to its present
stage. Therefore, we will be inclined to assume that the questions
posed by the existence of consciousness, especially the question
of its evolutionary origin, are included in the methodological can-

16 There are some modern biologists, mostly associated with or inspired by White-
head, who have pursued this theoretical option; but they have not gained unqual-
ified acceptance. Already in the 19" century Cl. Bernard coined the term “milieu
interieur”, and related ideas have been discussed by L. v. Bertalanffy, ]. Need-
ham, LI. Schmalhausen, C.H. Waddington and P.A. Weiss. I cannot pursue this
interesting subject-matter in the present context, therefore I may be excused for
omitting all references to relevant literature. (The biologist P.A. Weiss is to be dis-
tinguished from the philosopher P. Weiss mentioned above).
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ons of biology. But Hartmann dismisses this seemingly natural so-
lution of the problem: For him, the afore-mentioned evolutionary
continuity of life-forms does not guarantee the existence of a single
coherent framework in which the fundamental tenets of biology and
psychology can be dealt with in an uniform manner. The subject
matter of the life sciences must be divided methodologically into
two different areas: On the one hand, physiology and biology try
to explain the functions of the living organism; on the other hand,
the privacy of our human feelings and thoughts must be described
by psychology or, better still, a phenomenology of consciousness.

Physiology, biology and psychology have certain problem
fields in common; nevertheless, for Hartmann they diverge
in their categorical structure. Although Hartmann is convinced
that animal and human consciousness has biological roots and
that it is adaptive, he denies the possibility that its contents can
be explored by objective means only. Biology does not give
us the characteristics of consciousness, the very privacy of its
contents, and psychology does not give us the objective char-
acteristics of the life-processes of the organisms themselves.
Whitehead, following the elder Haldane, knew the conception
of a “Psychological Physiology” (Whitehead 1929a: 103-5), but
Hartmann states: “There is no transfer from psychology to phys-
iology, or vice versa” (Hartmann 1958: 180). The author draws
the consequence: “Biology does not make a specific contribution
to psychology” (ibid.: 185). In the conception of a phenomenol-
ogy of consciousness he remains a true disciple of Husserl.

In Hartmann’s mature writings the mind-body relationship
is not prominent, that is to say, its existence and problematic na-
ture are diminished in a specific way. A first part of the problem
is related by the philosopher to the “aporia of knowledge” or of
“consciousness in general” (Hartmann 1949a: 61-2), a second
part is related to the alleged fact that the central determination
of the organism must be unknown to consciousness (Hartmann
1950: 471-3), and a third part is related to the thesis that the na-
ture of man comprises all levels of being and finds its adequate
expression in the works of culture (Hartmann 1949c: passim).
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The definitive conclusion may be given in the following state-
ment: The psychic sphere possesses a certain autonomy in rela-
tion to the organic sphere; in German philosophical literature
this complex relation has become known as “Sphdrenunter-
schied” or “Sphérenfremdheit”. And, in the negative: “We have
no organ of perception to represent [the organismic processes
in our consciousness]” (Hartmann 1949b: 348). In a sympathetic
criticism of Hartmann’s Grundziige, E. Cassirer (1929: 112-116)
rightly insists on the fact that Hartmann gives no solution of the
problem of the mind-body relationship but only a thoroughgo-
ing description of the problem-situation itself.

The mind-body relationship cannot be made intelligible
to our human intellect although there is no doubt that the pro-
cesses of evolutionary biology are pertinent to it. In a scientific
world-view the mind-body relationship will forever be unintel-
ligible but it may be possible to gain some hints by an inspection
of the proximate layers of being. In contradistinction to nearly
all traditional approaches Hartmann’s theory of the categories,
his theory of modality and his ontology in general are suffused
with real experience; therefore, he does not prejudge their ques-
tions. Hartmann was prepared that his explorations might lead
to a prolonged modification of his fundamental categories and
ontological tenets in the light of (reflective) experience.

May I say in passing that a great philosopher-scientist,
H. Weyl (1949: 284), has given exactly the same description of the
problem-situation as Hartmann. Also, some biologists of the el-
der generation, e.g. M. Hartmann, K.Z. Lorenz, P.A. Weiss and
the spokesmen of a so-called evolutionary epistemology have
partially confirmed the results of his philosophizing.

I want to summarize my essay by a short confrontation of some
central theses of A.N. Whitehead and N. Hartmann. Some years
ago, A. Shimony (1993: 21 - 61, following Weiss 1938) took up the
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phrase “to close the circle” and gave it a sharp contour. Closing the
circle means to bridge the gap between ontology and epistemol-
ogy, and Shimony demonstrated this by means of an investiga-
tion of the “causal theory of perception” (ibid.: 79 - 91). Whitehead
had advocated this theory up to a point; individual perceptivity for
him was the capacity to be causally influenced. The sensationalist
theory of perception, on the other hand, maintains that all informa-
tion about the world comes to us through certain channels, the our
outer senses; so it equates “perception” with “sense-perception”.
Whitehead fought against this theory for a life’s time; his system
of philosophy depends on the impossibility of the identification of
perception with sense-perception, that is to say, on the valid-
ity of the central thesis of the causal theory of perception. But
even this thesis does not tell us the whole truth: Firstly, in all per-
ception there is a projective component or “vector-character”; sec-
ondly, there is the non-sensuous perception, the awareness of our
immediate past and our bodily existence. These features cannot
be explained by a causal theory of perception.

Hartmann, in his turn, never took a solution like this into con-
sideration. He knew some forms of passive experience reminiscent
of Whitehead’s thesis that our perceptions always have some affec-
tive tone, due to their bodily origin or sense of derivation; he called
them “acts of emotional receptivity”. But an elaborate construction
such as Whitehead's is not to be found in Hartmann. When he says
that we do not possess an “organ of perception” to represent the
organismic processes in our consciousness, he seems to speak the
language of Aristotle or rather, the language of a German mor-
phological tradition but he does not comment on this notion.
In a sense, he is more revolutionary than Whitehead for he prefers
an aporetic style of philosophy unknown to his elder British con-
temporary and he realizes that it might be impossible to close the
circle. But his philosophic position leads to considerable trouble
in connection with the intelligibility of being. The decision wheth-
er Whitehead or Hartmann set the right course in the treatment
of the mind-body relationship will depend on the question of how
to manage these deeper philosophical questions.
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ROZUMIENIE NOYX U HERAKLITA
THE MEANING OF NOUS IN HERAKLIT

In the paper, the term nous is discussed as used by Heraclitus, who
relies on the literary tradition, mostly on Homer and Xenophanes
of whom the latter despite criticizing the former uses the term nous
in the same meaning. All Homer’s gods and humans are rational
and possessing mind beings. That is how Ksenophanes sees one god
(heis theos) when describing the way the god acts and shakes every-
thing by his reason of mind (nou phreni), which for Homer is also
a crucial factor in the god'’s activity, particularly Zeus’s.

The meaning of nous in Heraklit’s philosophy is interpreted, with
the historical continuity assumed, despite his criticism. In the Ephe-
sian’s fragments (1, 2, 40, 45, 55, 104, 115), the notions of a key role
to establish the term in question are examined. They are accordin-
gly: logos — which comprises many in terms of speech in opposition
to nous’s perception; polymathie - polymathy; mathesis - cognition
connected with multiplicity of sensational experience rather than
knowledge of the reality; phren - the home for nous and sui generis
the gate giving nous possibility to affect the reality.

These terms are connected with the meaning of the role nous plays
in reasoning, thinking as well as perceiving the world around us. They
are discussed in details with reference to other notions related to nous.
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Termin vot¢ wystepuje u Heraklita bardzo rzadko'. Trudno
wiec na podstawie kilku zdarh w sposéb jednoznaczny opisaé
jego nature. Mozna przypuszczaé, ze Heraklit odwoluje sie
do znaczenia tego terminu wystepujacego w poprzedzajacej
go tradycji literackiej. Jednym z autoréw, ktérzy postugiwali
si¢ terminem vog, byl Homer. Adam Krokiewicz komentujac
dzieta Homera, zwraca uwage na fakt, ze ,kazdy bog posiada,
podobnie jak kazdy czlowiek, rozumny umyst (vode, ¢ppry) (...).
Umyst mysli i objawia sie w stowach...”% Wydaje sie, ze w tym
samym kontekscie wypowiada sie Ksenofanes. Opisujac dzia-
tanie jednego boga (€lc 6edg), zwraca uwage na role véov w sto-
wach: dAL gmdvevde movoLo véou dpevi mavte kpaduivel’. Mozna
wiec przypuszczaé, ze Ksenofanes pomimo krytyki Homera*
postuguje sie w takim samym rozumieniem terminu vodg, przy-
pisujac mu istotna role w dziatalnosci boga. To bowiem, co czy-
ni wobec wszystkiego (mavta) rozumem umystu (véov ppevt) jeden
bog (elc 6edc) u Ksenofanesa, u Homera czyni w szczeg6lnosci
Zeus, ktory, jak pisze A. Krokiewicz, posiada ,najdoskonalszy
umyst”®. Umysl Zeusa (ALoc véoc) jest zawsze mocniejszy (aiel
kpetoowr) od ludzi (avépdr)®. Ma on wiec wplyw na to, co sie
z ludzmi dzieje. Umyst Zeusa budzi do zycia (éyeipe)” lub tez

! Por. H. Diels, W. Kranz, Die Fragmente der Vorsokratiker, Weidmann 1989,
22B 40; 22B 104; 22B 114.

2 A. Krokiewicz, Studia Orfickie. Moralnos¢ Homera i etyka Hezjoda, Warszawa
2000, s. 128.

* H. Diels, W. Kranz, 21B 25: ,Lecz daleko od mozotu, rozumem umystu
wszystko wstrzasa”.

* Por. H. Diels, W. Kranz, 21B 11: mavte 6colo’ avédnker “Ounpdc 8 Holodde te, oow
Tap’ dvdpdmololr Oveldea kal Yoyog éotiv, KAEmMTELY poLyelely e kol GAAMAOLG G-
tetew - ,wszystko bogom przypisywali Homer i Hezjod, co u ludzi jest uwa-
zane za najbardziej nikczemne i haniebne: kradziez, cudzoléstwo i wzajemne
oszustwa”.

> A. Krokiewicz, Studia Orfickie. Moralnosé Homera i etyka Hezjoda, dz. cyt.,
s. 131.

¢ Por. Homeri Ilias, ed. W. Dindorf, C. Hentze, p. II, Lipsiae 1900, XVI 688: a1’
aiel te ALOg kpeloowr vdog HE Tep Avdpdv.

7 Por. Tamze, XV 242: émel pwv éyerpe ALog voog aiyLdyoLo.
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pognebia (5apva)d. Z tych kilku zdan Homera oraz twierdzenia
Ksenofanesa mozna wywnioskowad, ze voi¢ odgrywa istotng
role w realizowaniu sie rzeczywistosci w taki a nie inny sposéb.
Jego doskonalo$¢ natomiast zalezy od stopnia doskonalosci
wlasciciela. W przypadku Homera jest to Zeus, a u Ksenofane-
sa jeden bog.

Czy Heraklit mégt rozumie¢ termin vod¢ w podobny spo-
sob jak jego poprzednicy? Na pierwszy rzut oka nalezaloby
przyja¢ odpowiedz przeczacg. Wynika to z lektury niektérych
zdan samego Heraklita. W zdaniu 42 wyraza on swoja nieche¢
do Homera jako poety, proponujac przegnanie go z agonow
(tdv aywvwr)’. By¢ moze uzasadnienie dla tak radykalnej oce-
ny Homera jest zawarte w zdaniu B 56, gdzie Heraklit wykazu-
je, ze Homer w poznaniu rzeczy myli sie tak samo jak inni lu-
dzie, stad trudno méwic o nim, ze jest madrzejszy (copuitepog)™.
Na podstawie tych zdan mozna wiec przypuszczaé, ze Heraklit
w sposob zdecydowany atakuje Homera''. Jego stosunek do Ho-
mera byltby wiec zbiezny z krytyczna opinig Ksenofanesa, o kto-
rym wspomina w zdaniu 40, gdzie wedtug Kazimierza Mrowki
trafia pod ostrze krytyki Heraklita wraz Hezjodem, Pitagorasem
i Hekatajosem'. Niezaleznie jednak od stosunku, jaki miat He-

8 Por. Tamze, XVI 103: dapvo piv Zmvédc te vdog kal Tpoeg dycvol Bailovtec.

° H. Diels, W. Kranz, 22B 42: t6v te “Ounpov &ELov €k TV aywvov ekBaileobol
kol patiCeabor kel *Apylioyov opoiwe - ,i Homer godny [jest, by] z agonéw by¢
wyrzuconym i biczowanym i Archilochos tak samo”.

10 H. Diels, W. Kranz, 22B 56: "Eénmatnrrol ol &vfpwtoL mpog thy yrdowr tdv do-
vep®v mopemAnoiog ‘Ophpdll, 8¢ éyévero Tov EAMvor coddtepoc mavtwy. ekeldy Te
yap Toldeg POelpag KatakTelvovTeg EEmmatnoay eimovteg doo e€ldoper kol EAdBouey,
tadtee Gmorelmoper, Goo 8¢ olte eldoper olt’ érdfoper, tadta dpépopev. - ,Wpro-
wadzani s3 w blad ludzie w stosunku do poznania [rzeczy] jawnych, podob-
nie [jak] Homer, ktory stat sie [od] wszystkich Hellenéw madrzejszy. I tego
bowiem chlopcy wszy zabijajacy oszukali powiedziawszy: ile zobaczyliSmy
i chwycilismy, tyle zostawiamy, ile za$ ani [nie] zobaczyliSmy ani [nie] chwy-
cilismy, tyle niesiemy”.

1 Por. Heraclitus: Homeric Problems, Edited and Translated by Donald A. Rus-
sell and David Konstan, Atlanta 2005, s. XIV.

12 Por. K. Mrowka, Heraklit, Warszawa 2004, s. 135.
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raklit do Homera i Ksenofanesa, w sposobie rozumienia terminu
vobc moglt on odwotywac sie do wspomnianych wyzej autorow.
Opinia ta moglaby mie¢ uzasadnienie w tezie K. Mrowki, ktory
sugeruje, ze ,Nieche¢ do poetéw, jak i do niektérych filozofow
dowodzi - paradoksalnie - jak mocno Heraklit pozostaje z nimi
zwigzany”". Nie znaczy to jednak, ze przyjmuje bezkrytycznie
ich spos6b mysélenia. Jezeli wiec przyjmie sie zatozenie, ze Hera-
klit podejmuje rozumienie terminu vot¢ od wspomnianych auto-
réw, bedac jednoczesnie ich krytykiem, to nalezy sie zastanowig,
jak funkcjonuje ten termin w kontekscie jego filozofii? Wydaje
sie bowiem, ze proponowane przez Heraklita rozumienie rze-
czywistoSci moze mie¢ wplyw na sposéb myslenia o samym
vobg. Chcac wiec uchwyci¢ obraz voig, jaki wylania sie ze zdan,
w ktérych jest on przez Heraklita uzyty, nalezy przeprowadzié
analize poszczeg6lnych zdan, uwzgledniajac przy tym, o ile be-
dzie to konieczne, wspomniang tradycje literacka.

1. Nod¢ w kontekscie moAvpadin

W zdaniu 40 Heraklit pisze: moAupadin voov éxelv od SLddokel’.
Ukazany jest tu stosunek votc do moiupadin w kontekscie iédokeLy.
Termin Toivpadin, ktéry ttumaczy sie miedzy innymi jako ,uczo-
nos¢”, sktada sie z przedrostka moiv oraz cztonu pabin, ktérego
znaczenie jest wyrazone w pabnoic i pavbavw, czyli ,uczenie sig”,
~wiedza”. Stad tez ttumaczenie zaproponowane przez Krzysz-
tofa Nareckiego jako ,wielowiedza” dobrze oddaje znaczenie

tego terminu'®. O moAvuabin Heraklit wspomina réwniez w zda-

13 Tamze, s. 139.

14 H. Diels, W. Kranz, 22B 40.

> Por. K. Narecki, Logos we wczesnej mysli greckiej, Lublin 1999, s. 82. W tym
samym duchu termin ten jest ttumaczony na jezyk angielski jako ,,much lear-
ning” (A Greek-English Lexicon, compiled by Henry George Liddell and Robert
Scott, Oxford 1996, s. 1440). Natomiast K. Mréwka tlumaczy moivpadin jako
yerudycja” (Heraklit, dz. cyt., s. 135).
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niu 129. Opisujac dzialalnos¢ Pitagorasa, wymienia moAupadin
wraz z uczynieniem sobie samemu madrosci (émoinonto €xvtod
copinv) oraz zla sztuka (kakotexvinv)®. Na podstawie tych
okreslen charakteryzujacych dziatalnoé¢ Pitagorasa moz-
na uznaé, ze Heraklit mial do niego negatywne nastawie-
nie. Do Pitagorasa prawdopodobnie odnosi si¢ jego zdanie:
komidwy éotv  apymyoc'’. Chcac zrozumied, dlaczego Heraklit
przypisuje moAvuabin Pitagorasowi, warto odwotaé¢ sie do po-
dania Jamblicha zamieszczonego w dziele O Zyciu pitagorejskim.
Zwraca on uwagge, ze dla pitagorejczykow czynnos¢ uczenia sie
(povbavew) byla podporzadkowana pamieci (tfig prnung), ktéra
namietnie szanowali (étipwy opodpa)'®. Mozna przypuszczad,
ze ¢wiczac pamiec za pomocg uczenia sie (Loavbaveir) osiagali owa
ToAvuedin, ktéra mogta by¢ dla nich miarg posiadanej przez nich
pamieci (tfic prnunc). Stad réwniez i Toivuadin mogta odgrywac
u nich niezwykle wazna role. Chociaz na temat moivue8in u Pita-
gorasa Heraklit wyrazal sie negatywnie, to jednak samo padnoic
miato dla niego istotne znaczenie, co wyrazil w zdaniu 55, gdzie
wraz z pafnog wymienia wzrok (8yic) i stuch (axon)?. Heraklit
zdawal sobie jednak sprawe z tego, ze udbeoic nie rozwiazuje
wszystkich probleméw zwigzanych z wiedza na temat rzeczywi-
stosci. Jezeli bowiem on sam przedkiadat uadeoic, to w zdaniu 50

16 Por. H. Diels, W. Kranz, 22B 129: TTvfaydpnc Mvnodpyov iotopinv foknoev
AWOPWTWY UAALOTE TEVTWY Kol ékAeEaperog Tadtag T0G oLYYPadac ETOLNoNTO €xuTod
copiny, morupadiny, kakotexvinv. - ,Pitagoras, syn Mnesarcha, badaniem zaj-
mowal sie najwiecej ze wszystkich ludzi i wybierajac te pisma uczynit sobie
samemu madrosé, uczonosé, zlg sztuke”.

7 Por. H. Diels, W. Kranz, 22B 81: ,kltamcéw jest przywodca”.

8 Por. H. Diels, W. Kranz, 58D 1, (Iamblich V.P. 164): étipwv yobv opddpe thy
HUAUNY Kol ToAAmY abTfic €moLoduto yupvaolay te Kol émLuéreLar, év e T povdavely
o0 Tpdtepor ddLévteg TO dLdaokduevor, éwe mepLAdforer Befalwe Th €Ml T mpWTNG
podnoewe. - ,W wielkim powazaniu mieli wigc pamiec i poswiecali jej wiele
¢wiczen i troski; w procesie uczenia sie nie posuwali sie dalej, zanim nie utrwa-
lili sobie starannie pierwszych podstaw nauki” (ttum. J. Gajda-Krynicka).

19 Por. H. Diels, W. Kranz, 22B 55: “Ocwv 8¢ dkon padnoic, tadte éyw TpoTiuéw —
»Z wszystkich wzrok stuch uczenie sie, te ja przedkltadam”.
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przeciwstawia siebie samego logosowi mowiac: olk €uod, dAAd
700 AOYOL akovoaVTe OLoAoYELY godov €otiy ev mavte elval®, Efekt,
jaki uzyskuje sig, dajac postuch logosowi, jest diametralnie inny
niz ten, jaki wynika z padnotic, ktore, bedac zwiazane ze wzro-
kiem i stuchem, skupione jest na wielorakosci doznar. Albo-
wiem wypowiedz logosu, ktérego naturg jest zbiorczosé*' po-
zwala na sformulowanie tezy ¢v mavte eivai. Czy twierdzenie
ToAvueBin véov éxewr ol Sudaoker ma podobny charakter? Istot-
nym dla uzyskania odpowiedzi na to pytanie bedzie wyjasnienie
znaczenia czasownika &i8dokeLv. Jego znaczenie mozna wyrazic
przez polskie ,uczy¢ kogos”. Uczenie w takim rozumieniu jest
zwiazane z przedstawianiem, przedkladaniem, zobrazowaniem
czego$ przez tego, ktory uczy lub przedstawia. W przypad-
ku analizowanego zdania tym uczacym lub przedstawiajacym
mialoby by¢ moiuvuadin. Jezeli wiec przyjmie sie proponowang
wykltadnie czasownika 6i8dokw, to zdanie ToAvpadin véov Exev
ov SLdaokel nalezatoby opisowo przetozy¢ w nastepujacy sposob:
wielorakie badanie lub tez ujmowanie rzeczywistosci doznawa-
nej receptorami nie przedstawia samego umystu. Jezeli wiec To-
Avpebin nie przedstawia umystu (véov) to mozna wnioskowad,
ze tym, co obrazuje umyslt, powinno by¢ co$ przeciwnego. Sama

% H. Diels, W. Kranz, 22B 50: ,Nie mnie, lecz logosu stuchajac, zgodzi¢ sie
madrym jest, ze jedno wszystko jest”.

W A Greek-English Lexicon Adyog thumaczy sie miedzy innymi jako reckoning
(dz. cyt. s. 1057). Adyoc jest stownym rzeczownikiem z Aéyw, czyli: potozyd,
klas¢; zbiera¢ ti; przedlozy¢. Znaczenie Aéyw analizuje K. Mréwka odwo-
tujac si¢ do Homera: ,Dla przyktadu, w Iliadzie pojawiaja sie pojecia Aeyoi-
pebo ,gromadzenia si¢” przy okretach najdzielniejszych [XIII, 276: ti oe xpn
todte AéyeoBat; el yop Vv mapd vmuol AeyolueBo Tavteg dpLatol €¢ Adyov,], AéEaobul
zbierania sie” wokoét miasta miodychistarych [VIII, 518, 519: maidwg mpw6nBog mo-
ALokpotadoug te yépovtag AéEaoBul mepl doTv Beoduntwy €l Topywy-], Aéyouer, Aéyovto
,zbierania” kosci Patroklosa i Hektora [XXIII, 239: altap émerte 0otée Ilatpdkioto
Mevortiaduo Aéywper €b Siayiyvokovtec]. Achilles érétato ,wybral” z rzeki
dwunastu mtodziericow [XXI, 27: {wolc ¢k Totapolo Suwdeko A€Eato kolpouc],
a w Odysei Proteusz Aékto & apLbuov , policzyl” foki [IV, 451]. Dusza Agamem-
nona moéwi, ze kto$ A¢kuto ,wybral” z miasta najlepsza miodziez [XXIV, 108:
AéEarto kate mToALY dvdpac aplotouc]” (K. Mréwka, Heraklit, dz. cyt. s. 23).
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czynno$¢ pevbavw, bedac powiazana ze wzrokiem i stuchem,
w efekcie doprowadza do moi0, co staje sie jej charakterystyka.
W ten sposob ,,Wieloraka wiedza nie prowadzi do jednej wiedzy,
jesli jej celem jest poznanie na poziomie moiv-. Wtedy wiele staje
sie jeszcze wiecej”?. Jezeli wiec pabnolc, daje obraz moiy, to ob-
razem przeciwnym jest év. Tym natomiast, co daje obraz ¢év, jest
logos wspomniany w cytowanym zdaniu 50. Mozna wiec przy-
puszczaé, ze to wlasnie logos przedstawia umyst, lub inaczej,
uczy umystu (véov). Jezeli logos mialby by¢ uznany za czynnik
przedstawiajacy umysl, to mozna by na postawie informacji o lo-
gosie uzyskac charakterystyke umystu w rozumieniu Heraklita.

2. Rozumienie voi¢ w kontekscie Adyog

W zdaniu 115 Heraklit stwierdza: yuyfic €éotL Adyoc €wutov
abtwv®. Heraklit ukazuje tutaj ceche logosu jaka jest to, ze jest
on sam siebie (¢wutév) wspierajacy (abéwv)*. Przyjmujac wiec
zalozenie, ze logos przedstawia umyst, okreslenie jakie przy-
pisane jest logosowi mogloby w pewien sposéb charaktery-
zowac sam umysl. Jezeli czynnoscia umystu jest voeiv, czyli
,dostrzeganie”, ,poznanie” lub ,pojmowanie”, to sam
umysl, bedac zwigzanym z logosem, co sugeruje K. Mréwka,
twierdzac, ze ,vooc jest zdolnoscia poznania Adyoc”®, przede
wszystkim zwraca si¢ do samego siebie. Cokolwiek bowiem
jest wypowiedziane przez logos, jest dostrzegane (voeiv) jako
samo w sobie. Taka mozliwos¢ jest tylko dzieki logosowi, al-
bowiem nie jest przez nic innego wspierany i stad jego wzrost
i spotegowanie si¢ lub wzmacnianie wyptywa z niego same-

2 K. Mréwka, Heraklit, dz. cyt., s. 135.

% H. Diels, W. Kranz, 22B 115: , duszy jest logos sam siebie wspierajacy”.

# Czasownik alfw mozna tez tlumaczy¢ jako spotegowaé lub wzmocnié.
W A Greek-English Lexicon przeklada sie ten czasownik na increase, albo grow,
co mozna by rozumie¢ jako wzrost, dz. cyt. s. 277.

% K. Mréwka, Heraklit, dz. cyt., s. 289.
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go. Mozna na tej podstawie wnioskowaé, ze umyst poprzez
logos ma wlasciwoéc¢ jednoczenia w jednym podmiocie wielu
zdarzen. O ile wiec logos skupia wiele poprzez wypowiedz,
o tyle umyst moglby czyni¢ to poprzez obejmowanie wy-
nikajace z funkcji dostrzegania (voeiv). Mozna zapytaé, jaki
jest zakres obejmowania umystem, czy jest on czyms$ ograni-
czony, czy tez nie? OdpowiedZ moze da¢ inne zdanie Hera-
klita dotyczace logosu. W zdaniu 45 pisze: Juxfic melpata iov
o0k v &EelpolLo TRoay EMLTOPELOUerog 060r: outw PBodiy Adyov
éxel?. Z powyzszego zdania wynika, ze brak granic (metpate)
duszy (Puxic) ma swoje uzasadnienie w Babiv, czyli w , gle-
bi” lub ,obfitosci”¥ logosu. Wydaje si¢, ze to, iz logos
jest paBlv, moze wynika¢ z wlasnoéci wyrazonej w ewutov
abiwv. Jezeli bowiem logos sam siebie wspiera (al&et), to tym
samym nie ma zadnej podstawy. Nie majac za$ zadnej podsta-
wy, jest on gleboki (Badv)®. Jezeli zas logos sam z siebie wzra-
sta (abgel), to jego wzrost nie posiada zadnego innego Zrédla.
Dlatego mozna by powiedzie¢, ze jest on obfity (Badiv). Jego
obfitoé¢ bowiem nie posiadtaby zadnych zewnetrznych ogra-
niczerr wynikajacych z uzaleznienia od innego Zrédla. Jezeli
wiec duszy jest logos i dusza poprzez ten logos sie wyraza,
to tym samym w swoim zakresie nie jest ona ograniczona.
Czy tak samo mozna postrzegaé vooc” Jezeli wiec, jak twier-
dzi Heraklit, duszy jest logos, a sam logos, jak wynika z prze-
prowadzonych analiz, przedstawia umyst, to rowniez zakres

% H. Diels, W. Kranz, 22B 45: ,Duszy granic idac nie odkrylbys, calg
przechodzac droge: tak gleboki logos ma”.

2 W A Greek-English Lexicon przymiotnik pudic, €ie, U jest thumaczony miedzy
innymi jako deep i thick (dz. cyt., s. 302).

% Wedlug K. Nareckiego to ,iz dusza obdarzona jest «glebokim logosem»” jest
najwazniejszym sformulowaniem Heraklita. (Logos we wczesnej mysli greckiej,
dz. cyt., s. 82.).

¥ Odpowiedz na to pytanie bytaby tatwiejsza do uzyskania, gdyby w stosun-
ku do Heraklita byla wyrazona opinia Aétiosa komentujacego poglady Parme-
nidesa, Empedoklesa i Demokryta, sugerujaca, ze tobtov vobv kel joxiv - ,tym
samym jest umyst i dusza” (Por. H. Diels, W. Kranz, 28A 45 i 31A 96).
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umystu mogltby by¢ nieograniczony. Umyst obejmowalby
wiec wszystko to, co zebrane jest przez logos, czyli wyzna-
czalby pewien zakres. W tym momencie mozna odwola¢ sie
do tradycji Homerowej. Jak wiadomo, Homer przypisywat bo-
gom i ludziom vooc. Jednoczesnie, jak sugeruje A. Krokiewicz,
w bogach oprécz véoc dziata Moipa. ,Wyraz poipo pozostaje
w zwigzku z wyrazami pepilew - dzielic tudziez pelpecbor -
byc podzielonym albo otrzymac w przydziale i moze oznaczac badz
podmiotowa przyczyne, badz tez przedmiotowy skutek czy
wynik owego dzielenia i przydzielania. (...)Wedlug Homera ak-
tualnag rzeczywistos¢ i razem z niag dole lub dole ludzkie przedg
(émkAwBeLy, émvelr) bogowie i Moipa (p. np. lliada XX 127 n.,
XXIV 209 n., 525 n., Odyseja I 16 n., III 208 n., IV 207 n,,
VIII 579 n., XI 139, XVI 64, XX 195 n.)”**. Majac charakter niecie-
lesny, sama niczego nie ziszcza, ale ma wplyw na umysty bo-
gow iludzi®*. Mozna wiec powiedzieé, ze woipa dziatajac przez
umysl, jest z nim Scisle zwigzana. Terminem poipa postugu-
je sie rowniez Heraklit w zdaniu 25 piszac: pépor yop péCovec
péovag potpag Aayxavovor®?. K. Mrowka komentujac ten frag-
ment, zwraca uwage, ze uopog i poipa wyrazaja ,zamyst Lo-
gosu ujety w pojeciu «przeznaczenia»”®. Jezeli wiec, jak
chce tego K. Mrowka, poipe wyraza zamyst logosu, a logos,
jak to zostalo przyjete wczesniej, mialby przedstawiac¢ véog,
to mozna przyja¢ wniosek, ze vooc jest zwigzany z poipa i wy-
znacza zakres, czyli ma charakter ograniczajacy. Stad wniosek,
ze czynno$¢ naznaczania (Aayxdvewv) jakiejs mojry jest opera-
cja umystu, ktéry w wyniku zbierania przez logos obejmuje
zakres zbierajacy. Jezeli poipe jest zwigzana z naznaczaniem,
to uépog konsekwentnie jest czyms ostatecznie wyznaczonym

% A. Krokiewicz, Studia Otfickie. Moralnos¢ Homera i etyka Hezjoda, dz. cyt.,
s. 126.

3 Por. tamze, s. 131.

2 H. Diels, W. Kranz, 22B 25: ,Dzialy bowiem wieksze dostaja w udziale
wieksze losy”.

% K. Mréwka, Heraklit, dz. cyt., s. 100.
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lub naznaczonym, czyli skutkiem naznaczania mojra. W kon-
tekscie dotychczasowych analiz wylania si¢ problem wzajem-
nej zaleznosci logosu i umystu. Czy logos zbiera i wyraza to,
co umyst ogarnat, czy tez raczej umyst ogarnia to, co logos ze-
brat i wyrazit?

3. Zaleznos¢ miedzy véog i A6yoc

Chcac méwié o relacji miedzy vooc i Adyog mozna by odwo-
la¢ sie do cytowanego juz twierdzenia K. Mréwki, ze ,vooc jest
zdolnoscia poznania A6yoc”. Z tego na pierwszy rzut oka mogto-
by wynikaé, ze to véog jest zalezny od Adyog, albowiem nie moz-
na mowi¢ o poznaniu czego$, czego nie ma. Jednocze$nie moz-
na stwierdzié, ze w poznaniu to Aéyoc zalezy od vooc, gdyz bez
wladciwego aparatu poznawczego dana rzeczywisto$¢ nie moze
sie ujawnic¢. Moglyby to potwierdza¢ stowa tego samego auto-
ra, ktory pisze, ze ,Poznaé 16yoc mozna tylko poprzez myslenie,
poprzez skupiajaca w jedno mysl”*. Jednakze przy prébie opi-
sania zaleznosci miedzy vooc i A0yo¢ nalezy pamietac o tym, ze to
logos sam siebie wspiera. By¢ moze rozumienie relacji miedzy
v6o¢ i A0yoc ujawni sie podczas analizy zdania 114, w ktérym He-
raklit pisze: Ebv vow Aéyovtag Loyupileabul xpn TG Ewg TavTWY,
OkwoTep VoUW TOALE, kal TOAL Loyvpotépwc®. K. Mréwka zwraca
tu uwage na gre stéw, jaka tworza £bv véy z Euvw@*. Czy ma ona
w ogole jakies znaczenie? Wedlug Hansa-Georga Gadamera ce-
lem gry stownej Heraklita byto wzmocnienie prawdy, ktéra jest
w tych stowach ukryta¥. Jaki wiec bylby sens tej gry stownej?
Werner Jaeger wyjasnia to w nastepujacy sposob: ,Mowic ‘ro-

3 Tamze, s. 145.

* H. Diels, W. Kranz, 22B 114: ,,wraz z umystem moéwiacy opierac sie powinni
na tym, [co] wspdlne wszystkim, tak jak na prawie miasto, i wiele silniej”.

% Por. K. Mréwka, Heraklit, dz. cyt., s. 311.

% Por. Hans-Georg Gadamer, The Beginning of Knowledge, Translated by Rod
Coltman, Continuum New York London, 2002, s. 46.
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zumem’ (Ebv v®) znaczy dla Heraklita dokladnie tyle, co mowi¢
‘tym, co wspélne’ (Evwd)”*. Zgadzajac sie z interpretacja W. Ja-
egera, mozna zauwazy¢, ze opieranie sie (loxupilecfat) na tym,
co wspoélne wszystkim (1@ Euvg mavtwr) nie zalezy od samego
mowienia (Aéyewv) ale od méwienia wraz z umyslem (Ebv vow).
Mozna wiec przypuszczad, ze to, co wspoélne (10 £uvov), jest zwia-
zane raczej z umyslem, a nie z logosem, co moze potwierdzac
przypuszczenie o funkcji obejmowania jako czego$ wlasciwego
jedynie umystowi. Zakres obejmowania moze sie r6zni¢ w zalez-
noéci od stopnia uwspodlnienia, na co wskazywalaby dalsza czesé
omawianego zdania 6kwomep Vopw TOALG, KoL TOAD LOXUPOTEPWC.
W tym przypadku wspélnym dla miasta (moiic) jest prawo
(vopog). Heraklit zwraca jednak uwage, ze chodzi mu o co$ wie-
cej, a mianowicie o to, co jest wspdlne wszystkim. Albowiem
jedynie taki zakres wyraza w spos6b wiasciwy charakter umy-
stu, ktéry nie bedac ograniczonym przez cokolwiek, obejmuje
wszystko, odwotujac sie w konsekwengji do tego, co jest wiasnie
wspélne dla wszystkich (10 &wov mavtwr). K. Mréwka analizu-
jac to zdanie, zwraca uwagg, ze ,wielu komentatoréw pierwsze
zdanie interpretuje w $wietle powszechnego kosmicznego pra-
wa. Od tego, co ogdlne, przechodzi sie do szczegétowego, przy-
ktadowego funkcjonowania powszechnego kosmicznego prawa-
-Logosu, jakim jest prawo polis”®. Co jest wiec wspdlne wszyst-
kim? K. Narecki na podstawie zdania 2 Heraklita stwierdza,
ze tym, co jest powszechne (Evvov) jest Logos*. Jednak z poczatko-
wej czeSci omawianego zdania wynikaloby, ze oparcie sie na lo-
gosie jako czyms, co jest wspélne wszystkim, mozliwe jest jedy-
nie w mowie wraz z umystem (Ebv véw). Czy mozliwa jest mowa

% W. Jaeger, Teologia wczesnych filozoféw grackich, przekl. Jerzy Wocial, Kra-
kéw 2007, s. 181. Rowniez H.G. Gadamer doszukuje sie tutaj Scistej zalez-
nosci piszac: “Not only is reason common to all things, but everything that
is common is based on reason.” (H.G. Gadamer, The Beginning of Knowledge,
dz. cyt., s. 46).

¥ K. Mréwka, Heraklit, dz. cyt., s 311.

% Por. K. Narecki, Logos we wczesnej mysli greckiej, dz. cyt., s. 63.
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bez umystu? K. Mréwka sugeruje, by tych méwigcych wraz
z umystem (Ebv vow Aéyovtag) przeciwstawic aEvvetol vBpwmoL
ze zdania 1*". To przeciwstawienie mogloby mie¢ uzasadnienie
w propozycji K. Nareckiego, ktéry sugeruje pewne skojarzenia
wynikajace z gry etymologicznej. Stwierdza on, ze przymiotnik
atbvetor moze okresla¢ ludzi ,pozbawionych kontaktu z rozu-
mem: (&-) Ebv véw”*2. Mozna réwniez przyjaé, ze przymiotnik ten
sklada sie z o prywacyjnego oraz z ouvetoc, ktérego czynnoscia jest
owinut ttumaczone jako ,zesta¢”, ,sprowadzi¢ do kupy”,
,zmiarkowac”, ,zauwazy¢”. Wtedy dfivetoL oznaczaloby tych,
ktorzy nie sa w stanie sprowadzi¢ do kupy lub tez zmiarkowac
wtedy, kiedy nie stysza logosu albo stuchaja go po raz pierw-
szy®. Nie sa wiec w stanie zidentyfikowaé logosu jako tego,
ktéry gromadzi, zbiera, liczy. Aby wiec uczestniczy¢ w mowie
(Aéyew) logosu, czyli w jego czynnosci zbierania i wyrazu, na-
lezaloby wlasciwie go zidentyfikowaé, by¢ moze jest to moz-
liwe poprzez umysl, dzieki czemu stuchajacy logosu stawaliby
sie Euvetot. To, ze wlasciwe nastawienie do logosu jest niezwy-
kle istotne, kiedy sie go stucha, moze sugerowac stwierdze-
nie z cytowanego juz zdania 50, ze stuchajac logosu , madrym
jest zgodzi¢ sie” (oporoyelv codov éotw). Jezeli by wiec zgoda
(6poroyelv) nie nastapila, nie byloby mozliwe stwierdzenie,
ze ,jedno wszystko jest” (¢v mawta elvai). Dostrzezenie wiec tego,
co niesie ze sobg czynnos¢ logosu, jest mozliwe jedynie poprzez
umyst, ktéry pozwala dostrzec to, cojest wspélne, wyrazone w po-
staci jednego (év). Nalezy przy tym dodag, ze umyst jest w stanie
dostrzec to tylko dzieki logosowi. Albowiem bedac zawsze (del)
jest réwniez on ,czyms powszechnym (Evvév)”*. W omawianym
zdaniu pojawia sie jednak jeszcze inny problem. Heraklit méwiac
o tych, ktérzy wyrazajg si¢ wraz z umystem, stwierdza, ze po-

4 Por. K. Mréwka, Heraklit, dz. cyt., s. 311.

#2 K. Narecki, Logos we wczesnej mysli greckiej, dz. cyt., s. 63.

# Por. H. Diels, W. Kranz, 22B 1: Tod & Adyov todd’ édvtog del dElvetol yivovtal
GvBpwmoL kal TpooBer 1| dkolowl kel dkoloarteg TO TPATOV.

# W. Jaeger, Teologia wczesnych filozofow grackich, dz. cyt., s. 181.
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winni (xpn) oprzec si¢ na tym, co wspdlne wszystkim. Zastosowa-
nie przez niego zwrotu o powinnosci mogtoby wskazywac na to,
ze tak zawsze nie jest. Czlowiek postugujacy sie umystem mogt-
by wiec nie oprzec sie na tym, co wspodlne. Czy jest to w ogodle
mozliwe i co mogloby by¢ przyczyna takiego stanu?

4. Zwiazek véoc z ppry

Watpliwosci co do stanu umystu Heraklit wyraza w zda-
niu 104 piszac: tic yap adtdv véog 7 ¢pry; SMpwy doidoiol
melBovtal kol OLdnOKOAW  ypelwvTtal  OplAg oVk  €ld0Tec  OTL
‘ol ToAdol kakol, OAlyol &€ dyoBol™. W pytaniu postawionym
na poczatku zdania obok umystu (véoc) jest wymienione ¢ppry
Termin ten tlumaczy sie jako ,osierdzie”, ,siedlisko zycia”,
»rozum”. Na znaczenie tego terminu u Homera zwraca uwa-
ge A. Krokiewicz, piszac ,Wyraz phrenes [Jest to liczba mno-
ga] oznacza 1) w sensie fizjologicznym badZ przepone, badz
tez lacznie z ptucami i sercem, a 2) w sensie psychologicznym
Swiadomos¢ w ogole, poniewaz przepona (regulujaca od-
dech i oddzielajaca pluca tudziez serce od dolnych wnetrzno-
§ci) uchodzila za gléwne siedlisko umystu (nous, phren sing.!),
podobnie jak za glowne siedlisko zapatu (thymos, takze etor,
menos) uchodzito serce (ker, kardie)”*. Wedlug K. Mréwki na-
tomiast u Heraklita ,¢pfiy wyraza przede wszystkim motyw
pozadania, pragnienia”¥. Nalezy zwroci¢ uwage na sugestie
A. Krokiewicza, ze przepona (phrenes) jest glownym siedliskiem
umystu. Stad u Homera i Ksenofanesa wystepuje zestawienie
véoc ¢ppnyv. To zestawienie wskazuje, ze véoc, aby moégt oddzia-

# H. Diels, W. Kranz, 22B 104: ,Jaki bowiem [jest] ich umyst albo rozum? lu-
dowym $piewakom ufaja i za nauczyciela traktujg ttum nie widzac, ze ,liczni
[sa] zli, nieliczni zas dobrzy”.

% A. Krokiewicz, Studia orfickie. Moralnos¢ Homera i etyka Hezjoda, dz. cyt.,
s. 108.

# K. Mréwka, Heraklit, dz. cyt., s. 289.
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lywa¢ na rzeczywisto$¢, musi postugiwac sie ppniv. Potwierdza
to miedzy innymi wspomniany juz fragment Ksenofanesa mo-
wiacy, ze boég wstrzasa (kpaduivel) wszystkim (mavta) rozumem
umystu (véov ¢pevi). Mozna wiec przypuszczaé, ze ppny, ktore
mialoby by¢ siedliskiem voov, staje sie w pewnym sensie brama,
przez ktéra umyst ma mozliwos$¢ oddziatywania na rzeczywi-
stos¢. Ale tez, jezeli ppriv wyraza motyw pozadania i pragnienia,
jest sklonne do wiazania sie z tym, co jest na zewnatrz. Wydaje
sig, ze o tym informuje Heraklit w omawianym zdaniu, twier-
dzac, ze ,ludowym $piewakom ufaja i za nauczyciela traktujg
tlum” (6nuwr doidolor meibovtar kel SLdeokaiw ypelwvtar ORiAY).
Z tego fragmentu jasno wynika, ze decyzja nalezy do tych,
co posluguja sie swoim ¢prv. Oni bowiem ufajg (meibovrat)
i traktuja (xpelwvtair). Heraklit wskazujac, ze ufnos¢ i uznanie
za nauczyciela (5idaokdiy) sa skierowane w strone ludowych
Spiewakéw (dMpwy doidolol) i tlumu (outiw), zwraca uwage
na kierunek ¢pnv w strone wielosci, czyli czego$ przeciwne-
go w stosunku do natury véoc, dazacego do tego, co wspdlne
(Ewov). Napiecie pomiedzy tym, co wspélne i do czego dazy
véog, a pragnieniem ¢pny, jest wyrazone w zdaniu 2: tod Aéyouv &’
€ovtog Ewwod (Wouowy ol ToAlol w¢ Lolaw €éxovteg dpovmoLv,
K. Narecki w kontekscie tego zdania stwierdza, ze ,dpovnoLc
jest trwajaca przez cale zycie czynnoscia zmystowo-umystowego
przezywania $wiata. W rezultacie cigglego doswiadczania bodz-
cow zewnetrznych kazdy czlowiek ksztaltuje wlasny sad o rze-
czywistosci, odpowiadajacy jego doraznym celom i potrzebom,
i dlatego w jego przekonaniu - stuszny”*. W wyniku takiego ro-
zumowania (ppoveiv) niemozliwe jest dostrzezenie wiasciwego
znaczenia logosu, ktéry sam siebie wspierajac, nie bedac zwiaza-
ny z niczym, jest dla wszystkich wspoélny (Euvéc). Rozumujac bo-
wiem, dostrzega sie wielorakos¢, ktéra determinuje méwienie,
powodujacostabieniesity logosu. Jedynie postugujac sie umystem

# H. Diels, W. Kranz, 22B 2: ,,Cho¢ logos jest wspodlny, zyja liczni jak wilasny
majac rozum”.
# K. Narecki, Logos we wczesnej mysli greckiej, dz. cyt., s. 67.
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(vow) mozna doprowadzi¢ do wlasciwego zakresu logosu. Umyst,
oddzialujac na rzeczywistoé¢ poprzez ¢priy, moze wyznaczaé
(uepilew) wlasciwa mojre, ktoérej logos bedzie najwiek-
szy. A najwiekszy logos ujawnia sie w tym, co jest wspol-
ne i ktérego dzial jest tym samym najwiekszy. Wyda-
je sie wiec, iz z tego wlasnie powodu Heraklit mogt
twierdzi¢, ze liczni sa Zli, nieliczni dobrzy (6tL ‘ol ToAlol kaxot,
oAlyor 8¢ ayoBol’). Liczni bowiem skupiajac sie na tym, co jest
ich wlasne, czynia miedzy soba réznice i ograniczaja swoj dziat.
Ich wyraz jest malo znaczacy, czyli sita ich logosu jest bardzo
staba. Jedynie nieliczni opierajac sie na tym, co wspolne, dzieki
moéwieniu wraz z umystem powiekszaja swoj dzial, a ich logos
jest o wiele mocniejszy. Heraklit daje temu wyraz w zdaniu 39,
piszac: év Ipuvy Bloag éyéveto 6 Tevtapew, ob mAelwy A0yog ) TGV
arrwv®. Warto zwroci¢ uwage na okreslenie przypisywane tutaj
logosowi, czyli mielwv. Jest to stopienn wyzszy od przymiotnika
moAlg, ktéry tlumaczy sie jako ,liczny”, ,mnogi”, ,obszerny”,
~powszechny”, ,obfity”. Z tego za$ wynikaloby, ze termin ten
wyraza obszar obejmujacy pewng mnogosc i wyczerpujacy dany
zakres. Natomiast stopiefi wyzszy moglby sugerowac, ze zakres
ujmowanego obszaru jest wigkszy w stosunku do innych. W tym
kontekscie wiec mielwy Adyog by¢ moze wskazuje na to, ze zakres
wyrazu jest o wiele wiekszy, co mogloby by¢ zwiazane z wigk-
szym obejmowaniem przez umyst powodujacym pélovog potpag,
czyli ,, wieksze dzialy”. Trzeba przypomnie¢, ze pubic, czyli gle-
bia logosu, ze wzgledu na to, iz wspiera on sam siebie, nie jest
ograniczona przez cokolwiek. Natomiast obszar oddzialywania
wydaje sie zmienny w zaleznoéci od zakresu obejmowania przez
umyst. Nalezy jednak przypomnie¢, ze umyst w swojej naturze
jest przedstawiany (8L8cokeiv) przez logos. Jezeli wiec daje sie po-
stuch (axovewv) logosowi, pomijajac przy tym ograniczajaca po-
zadliwos¢ dpny, to zakres obejmowania przez umyst wydaje sie
najwiekszy. Albowiem nie podlega on zadnym ograniczeniom.

% H. Diels, W. Kranz, 22B 39: ,w Pirene Bias stat sig, [syn] Teutamea, ktorego
obfitszy [jest] logos niz innych”.
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Pomimo niewielu miejsc, w ktérych Heraklit wspomina o véo,
z kontekstéw, w ktérych termin ten wystepuje, mozna uzyskac
jego obraz. Odpowiednia wskazéwka do osiggniecia celu stato
sie zdanie moAupadin véov o didaoker. Wykluczenie bowiem moz-
liwosci ukazania (Siécokerr) umystu (véov) za pomoca Toiupadin
sugeruje, by zwrocic sie w strone tego, co jest przeciwiefistwem
wielosci. Okazalo sig, ze przeciwienistwo wielosci, czyli jedno,
jest mozliwe tylko dzieki postuchowi danemu logosowi. Na pod-
stawie takiego rozumowania mozna bylo zalozy¢, ze tym, co po-
kazuje czy tez uczy umysl, jest wlasnie logos. Odwolujac sie wiec
do natury logosu, mozna byto ukaza¢ prawdopodobna charak-
terystyke samego terminu voéoc. Z przeprowadzonych analiz
wynika wiec, ze najbardziej prawdopodobnymi wiasno$ciami
umyslu (véoc) sa odniesienie do samego siebie oraz obejmowa-
nie, ktérego celem jest to, co wspélne.
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This essay attempts to contextualize the current global sys-
temic crisis and its capitalistic roots.
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1. General Context: Global Systemic Crisis

The general contemporary state of affairs is properly depicted
with the well-known US military slang acronym: “Fouled Up Be-



128 Michel Weber

yond All Recognition.” Five main critical areas can be identified
but their evolution should be understood together. The fact that
experts and mainstream medias shift their focus from one to the
other, apparently randomly or according to an agenda that is not
transparent, is irrelevant.

First, the energetic crisis is palpable since M. King Hubbert
created the “peak o0il” model in 1956 and accurately predicted
that the United States oil production would peak between 1965
and 1970. In 2009, an expert of the International Energy Agency
claimed that the production of conventional crude oil peaked
in 2006. Whether this is the case or not (there is no consensus)
does not really matter as international politics makes plain that
all major actors are already behaving as if it had happened and
are thus seeking to master the remaining resources (oil, of course,
but also rare minerals and water). They most definitively act as if
peak oil was behind us.

Second, the biospheric crisis is equally contemporary. The ex-
haustion of natural resources (biodiversity, minerals, water...)
is not the only biospheric issue, abrupt climate change - and
its correlate: chronic pollution - constitute also a major con-
cern. In sum, scientists probe now the adequacy of the concept
of “sixth mass extinction.”

Third, the demographic crisis: in such a context, the Malthusi-
an pressure is more problematic than ever, with the human pop-
ulation expected to surpass 9 billions by 2050 (a 50 pc increase,
largely in developing nations, the U.N. predicts). From the per-
spective of Western imperialism, this also means that Whites will
see their demographic weight plunge below 10 pc.

Fourth, pandemics and social unrest are expected, especially
in countries without social security system: riots, famine and
overpopulation wars are likely since speculation keeps an iron
hand on the price of cereals while meat-consumption is not dis-
couraged in first-world countries.

Last but not least, the political vacuum in which all these cri-
ses take place is staggering. Since politicians do not represent the
citizens (or the proles or the denizens) anymore but themselves
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and the corporatocracy (or inner party), each and every of these
issues is aggravated by their complete lack of common sense and
of visionary management.

In sum, all these crises represent various sides of one single
catastrophe: capitalism qua political system, i.e., the oxymoronic
“market democracy.” It is because of the lust for power of a few
thousands individuals worldwide that the social tissue (now be-
ing globalized) is corrupted and that the entire biosphere - start-
ing with ourselves - will continue to be exploited until exhaus-
tion or collapse. Interestingly, although there is in the civil society
and in academia no consensus on these crises - let alone on their
intrinsic correlation -, if you read the literature leaking (purpo-
sively or not) from military and intelligence circles, you find that
all these issues - minus the political vacuum - have been a major
concern for more than a dozen years.! Please also note that “ter-
rorism,” that seems the sole interest of politicians, seems basical-
ly of no real relevance for the intelligence community. The next
step is self-evident: filling the political vacuum with “military
intelligence”... There is, however, an alternative trajectory that is
called degrowth and involves voluntary simplicity. Cuba, for
instance, has showed until recently a remarkable economic resil-
ience after that the collapse of the Soviet Union led her abruptly
to embrace a post-carbon era. It should be underlined that, from
the perspective of the comparison of the Human Development
Index with the Ecological Footprint, Cuba’s achievements are
nothing less than amazing.

2. Standpoint: Process Whiteheadian
Although this state of affairs leads every critical observ-

ers to be radically pessimistic in their assessment of the future
of (Western) civilization, the duty of Whiteheadian philosophers

! E.g., Mark Townsend and Paul Harris, “Now the Pentagon tells Bush: cli-
mate change will destroy us,” The Observer, Sunday 22 February 2004.
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is to remain optimistic, to bring out reasons to cultivate that op-
timism and practical ways of implementing it. Why so? Basically
because the future is not written and because the problem is so
to speak only political. On the one hand, each of us can make the
difference, can create a better world. On the other hand, all the
crises mentioned, being metastatic diseases of the same capital-
istic cancer, could be cured by a bold political program. What
is the process Whiteheadian standpoint and how does it impact
politics and culture?

2.1. Radical Empiricism

First, one should be clear about the philosophical gesture that
is adopted by Whitehead himself. It is made of a very straight-
forward cognitive thread that had been paced by William James
before him.

Philosophy starts from experience - but what part of it? Ac-
cording to process thinkers, all experiences should be taken
at face value and find a proper assessment in the philosophical
framework. No experience should be rejected a priori: it makes
no philosophical sense to refuse to take into account an experi-
ence, even if it is an unusual one, such as an hallucination. As soon
as the philosopher adopts a perspective that leads to the rejection
of some parts of his experience, s/ he leaves the philosophical field
and adopts, willy nilly, the standpoint of expertise. (This sharp
distinction is as old as Parmenides’s poem On Nature.)

Accepting all experiences lead of course the philosopher to be
buried under data. And these data, that are representative only
of past experiences, never entirely determine future experiences.
New events happen all the time - indeed this is the most funda-
mental trait of our existence. James and Whitehead offer comple-
mentary methodological standpoints as to how the philosopher
should deal with this wealth of data. The former insists on the
pragmatic methodology that should be adopted and that basi-
cally involves to sort out relevant patterns with the help of their
known or expected consequences. The latter underlies the im-
portance of imagination to cope with a process universe, he as-
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sumes the feasibility of systematization and consequently em-
phasizes the necessity to resort to imagination. To clarify: if one
takes the idea of a process multiverse seriously, it becomes im-
possible for philosophy and science to work with the usual meta-
phor of the quest of the principle (or “arche”). There is no one
single principle from which all processes come and none of the
many principles involved is rationalizable. Hence James” advo-
cating of a pragmatic method. Whitehead agrees but neverthe-
less argues that philosophy can obtain a speculative system that
is precise enough to spur conceptual and practical consequences
and loose enough not to determine future events.

If one applies imaginative pragmatism to all experiences, one
obtains a philosophical vision that amounts to panpsychism or,
in the Whiteheadian lexicon, to panexperientialism. Conscious
experience cannot indeed be segregated from its fringes and
these fringes are to be understood in continuity with our pre-
hensions of the world. Sense-perception is only a refined form
of sense-awareness and it amply testifies for the reality of inter-
nal and external relations.

2.2. Political Radicalism

When that general process standpoint is applied to politics,
a new form of radicalism is disclosed. The basic idea is simple:
the more you experience, the more you imagine and the more
you think, the more you expand your social horizon and the
more you shift to the left of the political spectrum. It is often
claimed that our heart dictates compassion and a socialist out-
look of sorts whereas reason lead us to realize, sooner or later
and whether one likes it or not, that only healthy individualism
allows to reach the best possible common world. Actually the ex-
act opposite is the case: all human beings are born with a purely
selfish drive towards self-preservation and self-enjoyment, i.e.,
the smallest social horizon - themselves - that even include
their mother (see, e.g., J. Piaget and Daniel Stern). It is only very
slowly that the social horizon grows and that concern for other
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forms of life becomes actual. This maturation process takes place
through direct experience, imagination, and thought.

Direct experience basically involves meeting other human be-
ings. It is difficult to deny that cultural boundaries are promptly
overcome when you meet people in a proper context. We all
share the same humanity and only some “inner party” individu-
als or other sociopaths seek to make us believe that some hu-
man beings “hate us.”? For instance, the proles never go to war
light-heartedly: they have to be convinced of the evilness of the
“Other;” the “ennemy” is basically a construct (see Arthur Pon-
sonby or Noam Chomsky?).

Imagination provides the link between past factual experienc-
es and possible future ones. Imagination is crucial when we seek
broader generalizations in a world that is everlastingly in the
making. I do not need to meet all Iranians to realize that they are
as peaceful as Belgians are. To claim the contrary would amount
to plain racism anyway.

The activity of thinking involves the quest for the highest gen-
eralities. Here also, it amounts to reaching the “universals” that
apply to most, if not all, of us and thus to bridge social and cul-
tural gaps.

In sum, we obtain the following claim: the process of individ-
ual maturation necessarily leads us from selfishness to altruism
and it takes a fair amount of ideology and propaganda to scare
(actually: to infantilize) people enough that they accept to wage
useless wars against their fellow humans. This schizogenetic
process is however never completed and it requires an escala-
tion of lies. Some fellows human are portrayed as the ultimate
evil and an imminent threat to our survival. In light of the poor

2 In order to arouse a different political vision, I suggest to use Orwell’s termi-
nology rather than the usual lexicon.

® Lord Arthur Ponsonby, Falsehood in War-Time: Propaganda Lies of the
First World War, London, George Allen and Unwin, 1928. The same stories
of alledged atrocities are used not only to spring war but after the war has
ended (“Vae victis”).
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success of recent imperial wars and especially in light of the psy-
chological problems that occur in these armies, it is nevertheless
doubtful that soldiers can be, in the long run, fooled so easily.

The main tool to think these issues is the concept of class;
it unfolds in three stages.

First, the opacity of classes. It is wise to redefine the concept
of class independently of the relations of production, a conceptu-
al thread used by Marx when capitalism was basically industrial.
There is a very concrete experience that is usually ignored out-
side sociological studies: the existence of a sociological horizon
that corresponds to what Whitehead calls our “actual world”
and von Uexkiill (after von Baer but independently of Peirce)
“Umwelt.”* The Umwelt is similar to a soap bubble or a cobweb
that would be animated by two virtues: on the one hand, the
living organism in question is largely defined by its relational
tissue; on the other hand, the horizon incorporates interferences
between different worlds and accounts for the relativity of the
perceptual community. Scale effects do of course matter: the
world of the ant is not the one of the mole. The Welt is a mosaic
of Umwelten.

Second, the privacy of class consciousness. The existence of so-
cial classes is thus a given, a presentation that is not necessarily
represented. To use a metaphor: all human beings live in a bub-
ble that is more or less extended, more or less transparent and
more or less pervious to her fellows” whereabouts. However, be-
cause of personal circumstances not always purposely sought,
some individuals become conscious of the existence of their own
class and therefore pave the way for a new understanding of so-
cial intercourse.

Third, the class struggle. So far we have dealt with the statics
of the system; we now have to understand its dynamics. Cur-
rently, Western and Westernized societies (the reality behind

* The concept of Umwelt has been instrumental in the development of a zoo-
or bio-semiotics and its phenomenological blend (Husserl, Heidegger, Goff-
man, Merleau-Ponty and Deleuze)
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the politics of “globalization” and its fancy literature) are ruled
by the class struggle. Some class not only rules over the other
classes, they seek to crush them. We actually get this straight
from the horse’s mouth: ““There’s class warfare, all right,” Mr.
Buffett said, “but it's my class, the rich class, that’s making war,
and we’re winning”.”> Two reasons are commonly given: this
is a natural law that leads the more capable to manage the des-
tinies of all citizens; the “elite” rules because no-one else can
or even wish to rule and it furthermore rules for the common
good. This question bounces back in section 8.

2.3. Cultural Radicalism

An additional specification is important in order to under-
stand how our communities have drifted into societies. The
question is: what are the conditions of possibility of the authentic
life and how are they bypassed in contemporary market democ-
racies? The three cardinal conditions are easy to identify.

First, individuation. The individual is without doubt the basic
social component - but it is neither a static nor an immortal one.
Human life, from birth to death, is a growth process that can
be depicted with the concept of individuation: through life, each
and every one of us seeks, willy nilly, his or her own destiny. Au-
tonomy or independence is the key-word here. It involves crea-
tivity and freedom. In market democracies, however, autonomy
is replaced by conformism. Instead of seeking to individualize
themselves, people nowadays have to content themselves with
adopting a purely opinative worldview.

Second, socialization. Although it makes sense to understand
community from the perspective of the interactive aggregation
of individuals in the making, the argument can be made that
community always comes first, that no individual was ever born
in a social vacuum (but s/he can die of course in a social void
of sorts). There is no pre-social individual but one can imagine

® Ben Stein, “In Class Warfare, Guess Which Class Is Winning,” The New York
Times, 26 nov 2006.
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of course a pre-contractual one. Solidarity or heteronomy is what
matters here, i.e., some form of efficacy and determinism. When
solidarity breaks, as it is the case nowadays, it paves the way
to atomism and individualism.

Third, the existence of a “Grand Narrative.” The double ten-
sion between the individual and the community, between in-
dependence and interdependence, is at the root of the Jamesian
pluralism: there are genuine individuals endowed with an exis-
tential trajectory incommensurable with any other and, yet, they
all belong to the one same community that benefits from their
idiosyncrasies, reinforces them and bends them toward the com-
mon interest. A strong community requires - and fosters - strong
individuals. Dewey has seen this very clearly, e.g., in “Creative
democracy: The task before us.”®

The imaginary institution of society conditions personal
growth so that it is likely to contribute to social growth - while
the imaginary institution of individuals brings social progress.
(Growth and progress are used here in their original existential
meaning as inspired by their biological meaning. Econometrics
is totally irrelevant.) There is, in other words, a common sense that
inspires the best definition of culture: culture provides the grand
narrative that allows the merging of the conditions of possibility
of individuation and of socialization. As a result, in a commu-
nity where a genuine culture prevails, all citizens are animated
with a sense of social duty that takes the form of a sacerdotal
citizenship: the personal spiritual quest and the enforcement
of the common good do coincide. This was at the very least plain
in Athenian participatory democracy. The Judeo-Christian crea-
tion narrative constitutes probably the best recent historical ex-
emplification of Western culture. But France’s Third Republic
motto - liberté, égalité et fraternité - and the Bildungsroman offer,
respectively, a global and a local instance that seems more likely
to be universally adopted. The same dialectic can be founded

¢ J. Boydston (Ed.), John Dewey: The later works, 1925-1953, Carbondale, South-
ern Illinois University Press, volume 14, pp. 224-230.
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with Whitehead’s actual entities and nextis or with his mental
and physical “poles.” It is also at work at a deeper level: “The
individuality of entities is just as important as their community.
The topic of religion is individuality in community.” (RM 86)

Instead of communal growth, market democracies foster
a clone war: all denizens seek the same consumption goods
through conflict. Of special interest is the fact that there is now
a chiasma or inversion between the two main poles: individu-
ation is replaced by atomism whereas solidarity is replaced
by solidarity. In other words, while people think they have some
individuality, they are simply crippled by atomism, loneliness.
They also believe they still enjoy some solidarity, but they are
actually only soaked in conformal patterns of thought and be-
haviour. This is what we call deculturation.

Traditionally, the political “right” insists on the individual and
the necessity to give as much elbow-room to free will as possible,
whereas the “left” argues that community values should come
first. This simplistic stance has not lost its validity but it gains
applicability when it is properly defined with the help of the
concept of social horizon that is used in the section 3.2 below
in order to refresh the concepts of class, class consciousness and
class struggle. When a philosophical school demands renuncia-
tion of common sense, it undermines solidarity; when it doubts
sense-perception, it puts a damper on individuation; and when
it claims scientificity by rejecting all forms of political concern,
it paves the way to the unquestioned acceptance of a big narra-
tive that is not worthy of that name anymore. Taken together, the
three requirements seal the divorce between philosophy and life
and lead the philosopher to compartmentalize his professional
activities.

3. What is Capitalism?

Now that the general background of our discussion has been
specified, it is necessary to circumscribe capitalism.
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3.1. Total Exploitation

Capitalism necessarily involves fotal exploitation in order
to maximize private profit. What does it mean?

First, everything and everyone are but commodities, i.e. avail-
able resources. All individuals are thus means - especially proles
of course.

Second, this 360° commodification takes place everywhere:
in public as well as private spheres. Total exploitation starts
in the homeland but should be geographically expanded as much
as possible: globalization is a matter of principle.”

Third, this nefarious process is synchronic and diachronic. All
contemporarily available resources qualify for total exploitation
but past and future resources should not be sheltered from in-
satiable greed. Oil and minerals, for instance, that took millions
of year to settle, can be, without any doubt, exhausted in a cou-
ple of generation. Similarly, there is no need to try to preserve re-
sources that would be essential for future generations. Whereas
pre-industrial revolution common-sense used to require that all
decisions take into account at least two future generations, sim-
ply because it was a graspable reality (an adult could get to know
her children’s children) and an existential imperative (there was
an inter-generational support), nowadays the life of my children
and of my children’s children do not seem to be of any inter-
est to most denizens! Perhaps that we get here a clear glimpse

7 Trotskyism is just the specular image of capitalism but its logic is difficult
to bypass (remember also Chomsky’s “mafia principle”). James Connolly, for
example, repeatedly underlined that the Irish will not get rid of the British yoke
unless they establish a socialist Republic: if not, the military occupation will
be simply replaced by a capitalistic one. This, he argued, is what happenened
with the USA: “Not a Republic as in the United States, where the power of the
purse has established a new tyranny under the forms of freedom; where, one
hundred years after the feet of the last British red-coat polluted the streets
of Boston, British landlords and financiers impose upon American citizens
a servitude compared with which the tax of pre-Revolution days were merely
a trifle.” (James Connolly, Selected Writings. Ed. by P. Berresford Ellis [1973],
Pluto Press, 1997)
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of what deculturation - if not plain evil - is. When nobody cares
about children anymore, the end is near.?

Total exploitation fosters thus two biocides: the title of this es-
say is rhetorical: a genocidal capitalism would leave nature un-
touched - something that is obviously not the case. Even positive
externalities are usually ignored.’

3.2. Upstream Biocide

Upstream we find the instrumentalization of all forms of life,
which generally amounts to their destruction. For the “business
class,” nature is just a big reservoir to plunder and a big dustbin.
As Huxley remarked: the love of nature keeps no factory busy.
There is so much pollution in some areas that the life expectancy
starts now to decline while health is more and more handicaped
by pathologies such as asthma, diabetes, cancer, mental disor-
ders and genetic disorders."

3.3. Downstream Biocide

Downstream, the transformation of nature into technical
commoditities also means the substitution of artificial life for
natural life. Nature is outmoded, sometimes criminal: nothing
should be free. Animals or plants reproducing themselves with-
out any human intervention whatsoever is the nightmare of the
corporate world. According to Berlan, the biotechnology indus-
try seeks the sterilization of all forms of life in order to substitute
production for reproduction.” The conjunction of bio-technolo-

8 James F. Eder, Jr., On the Road to Tribal Extinction. Depopulation, Decultura-
tion, and Adaptive Well-Being Among the Batak of the Philippines, Berkeley, Univer-
sity of California Press, 1987.

? Jean-Pierre Berlan speaks of “ecocide” (“L’écocide, ou I'assassinat de la vie”).
10 See S. Jay Olshansky et al., “A potential decline in life expectancy in the
US in the 21st century,” New England Journal of Medicine, 352, 2005, pp. 1138-
1145; Claude Aubert, Espérance de vie, la fin des illusions, Paris, Editions Terre
vivante, 2006.

1 Jean-Pierre Berlan, “Les OGM, la faim et I’ Académie des sciences,” L’Ecolo-
giste N°7, Vol. 3, juin 2002, pp. 41-47.
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gy with nano-technology and information technology irresist-
ibly leads in the direction of the disappearance of the natural
realm - for the entire benefit of multinationals. Interestingly,
the technological consequences for human beings are debated
only within techn-optimist circles such as the transhumanists.
This is of tremendous philosophical relevance since it amounts
to the obliteration of the contrast between nature (“physis”) and
art or artifice (“techne”) that roots the entire Western culture.
As far as I know, only Jean-Pierre Dupuy has worked on this
philosophical conundrum.'? Here is the surest sign of a total cul-
tural - hence civilizational - collapse.

4. When Did It Start?

Two watersheds are essential to grasp the nature of contem-
porary capitalism - a technoscientific and an economical innova-
tion - but they are so to speak the late thunder after the three
following lightnings.

4.1. Three Openings

Primo, the spatial opening that started in the XVth cen-
tury with the enclosures (mentioned already by Thomas More
in 1516), was carried on with Columbus’ “discovery” (1492) and
crowned with the works of Cues, Copernicus and Bruno. The
Greek given kosmos, that gave its premises to the Christian cre-
ated mundus, was about to become a pluriverse and its finite hi-
erarchy, infinite.

Secundo, the temporal opening found its origin in the trans-
formation of the concepts of growth and progress, that used to be
private matters, into public realities by the works spreading from

12 Jean-Pierre Dupuy, Pour un catastrophisme éclairé: quand l'impossible est certain,
Paris, Editions du Seuil, La couleur des idées, 2002. Cf. European Commission.
Community Health and Consumer Protection, Nanotechnologies: A Preliminary
Risk Analysis, www, 2004.
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Herder (1764) to Condorcet (1793). It was then carried on by the
speculation around the biological theory of evolution by Spencer
(Principles of Psychology, 1855), Wallace and Darwin.

Tertio, the consciential openings. Usually scholars men-
tion only Freud’s Traumdeutung (1900), but Freud dogmatized
a broader (and deeper) conceptual and therapeutical revolution
that goes back to Leibniz and Mesmer, the Nancy and Salpétriere
schools, and psychophysics. Political openings have to be men-
tioned as well (the Republiek der Zeven Verenigde Nederlanden,
1579-1632; the Bloodless Revolution, 1688; the Boston Tea Party,
1773; the French revolution, 1789), alongside religious reforma-
tion (Luther, 1517).

As aresult of all these openings, the social model shifted from
perpetual clockwork (Claude Lévi-Strauss” “société-horloge”)
to steam locomotive (“société-vapeur”). How, as deterritorializa-
tions, do the three openings relate to class struggle? Culture has
been destroyed in so far as there is no big narrative providing the
conditions of possibility of both independence and interdepend-
ence. There is no more culture - only some cultivated people.

4.2. Industrial Revolution, 1784

The most important technological innovation that allowed
the transformation of an agrarian society into an industrial
one is without a doubt the discovery of the steam engine and
more particularly the operationalization of the steam locomo-
tive by James Watt (1736-1819) in 1784. (Watt also invented the
centrifugal governor in 1788.) The shift to oil production and
combustion-engine is just a refinement of this technoscientific
process.

4.3. Consumerism, 1929

The question of the totalitarian nature of technology should
be addressed straightforwardly but, in the context of the pre-
sent application of the Whiteheadian optimism and technophilia
to the global systemic crisis, it is heuristically possible to distin-
guish technoscience from its managerial pole. Giving the pre-
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sumption of innocence to technoscience amounts to accepting the
possibility that technoscience could be piloted by a genuine po-
litical vision instead of an economical-speculative one and hence
contribute to the common good instead of the wealth of 0,1 pc of
the population. According to the late Huxley, it is not impossible
after all that what Illich calls a convivial society (Tools for convivi-
ality, 1973) is obtained through a synergy between technoscience
and spirituality (Island, 1962).

Consumerism constitutes since the XXth century the very
core of the capitalist agenda for the simple reason that it seemed
to be the only solution to its chronic cycle of crises. Three points
should be underlined: recurrent crises, programmed obsoles-
cence and public relations.

Primo, capitalism has always already been in crisis: econo-
mists did not have to wait for Jean de Sismondi (1773-1842)
or Karl Marx (1818-1883) to become aware of the following iron
law: seeking profit at all costs periodically creates crises of over-
production (sometimes called “necessary market corrections”),
usually aggravated by shameless speculation. To concentrate
on the period that is relevant to our argument, let us remember
that the “Great Depression” of 1929-1939 was actually preceded
by another crisis: the “Depression” of 1920-1921. Interestingly
enough, the successions of recessions and recoveries remained
a nebulous problem if not a simple taboo... until the existence
of a solution respectful of the interest of the business class allowed
to formulate the issue clearly. This solution - forced consump-
tion - had two poles: programmed obsolescence and advertis-
ing campaigns.

Secundo, the first manifestation of the politics of “planned ob-
solescence” seems to be the Phoebus cartel (1924-1939), created
to control the manufacture and sale of light bulbs and especially
aiming at the limitation of their life expectancy. The issue was
clearly identified by Huxley in his Brave New World (1932) but
the term itself, apparently coined by Bernard London (Ending the
Depression Through Planned Obsolescence, 1932), got some public
visibility only in the sixties with the work of Vance Packard (es-
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pecially his Waste Makers, 1960). He argued that planned obso-
lescence can be divided into three sub categories: obsolescence
of quality, obsolescence of function and obsolescence of desir-
ability. Sometimes an existing product breaks down or wears
out, sometimes a new product performing the function better
is introduced, and sometimes it simply becomes less attractive
(“psychological obsolescence”).®

Tertio, in the years 1912-1929 a new field emerged - Psy-
chology - and a new market sprang from it in the USA: Public
Relations or “PR.” Here lies the missing link between the unex-
pressed problem and its clarification. Five stages are remarkable:

“PR” raised into prominence in 1914 when Ivy Ledbetter Lee
(1877-1934) was hired by John D. Rockefeller Jr to represent his
family and company (the “Colorado Fuel & Iron Company,” and
later the “Standard Oil”) after the “Ludlow Massacre,” that ba-
sically saw strikers being machine-gunned by private militias
in order to cure their lack of morality. It was not the first time that
hundreds of armed guards were hired to break a strike (remem-
ber e.g., the 1892 Homestead Strike), but this time the bloodbath
was too obvious. Lee promptly demonstrated that public opin-
ion could be controlled through the press.

The second feat of arm of “PR” aficionados took place in the
context of the work of the “Committee on Public Information”
or “Creel Committee,” created by Woodrow Wilson in 1917, just
after the declaration of war, in order to introduce to the public
the idea of a US military intervention in Europe. Its main crafts-
men were Edward Bernays (1891-1995), who had opened an of-
fice as Public Relations Counselor in New York in 1919, and was
bragging his familial ties with Freud,"* and Walter Lippmann
(1889-1974), who carved the expression “engineering of con-
sent” already in 1922.

3 Vance Packard, The Waste Makers, New York, David McKay Compagny,
Inc., 1960, pp. 55 sq.

* Edward Bernays, Propaganda (New York, Horace Liveright, 1928) and The
Engineering of Consent (Norman, University of Oklahoma Press, 1947 /1955).
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Exactly, the first US departments of psychology were created
in the years 1914-1917 in order to provide assessment protocols
for the army, now recruiting for the continental operations (Con-
gress declared war on 6 April 1917, but the matter was in the
air since at least 1915, when the Lusitania was torpedoed), and
to develop psychological warfare and other propaganda tools.

Goebbels had been a shrewd spectator of these developments
(he kept copies of Bernays’ writings in his own personal library);
he enters the public scene around 1927 with the christening
of Der Angriff newspaper.

One last important mile-stone is Bernays’s “torches of free-
dom” campaign of 1929, that successfully transformed a habit as-
sociated with the life of a lost woman (usually prostitutes, artists
at best) into the public sign of a liberated woman. The exact same
pattern is used nowadays to urge “new Europe” to smoke...

To sum up: while economic crises were seemingly more and
more frequent and appeared to have more lasting effects (1920-
1921 then 1929-1939), a new market quickly imposed itself as the
sine qua non condition of profitable business and smooth (profit-
able) politics (1912-1939). The epiphany took place in the years
1927-1929, when it occurred to the business class that the solu-
tion to overproduction does not have to be communism but can
be consumerism instead. The idea was simply to create a “superb
consumer” who is restless, wasteful, conforming, debt-ridden,
permanently discontented (“with a “hunger for hard goods”"™).
The argument is brilliant: since technoscientific capitalism grows
osmotically with gains in productivity, sooner or later, these
gains in productivity allow an industry to saturate the market
too fast - and perhaps definitively - : as the New York Times wrote
in 1927, “it may be that the world’s needs ultimately will be pro-
duced by three days” work a week.”** Decadence, indulgence,
materialism, cynicism, irresponsibility, selfishness and the like

5 Vance Packard, The Waste Makers, op. cit., p. 235.
16 Quoted by Jeffrey Kaplan in “The Gospel of Consumption And the better
future we left behind,” Orion Magazine, May / June 2008.



144 Michel Weber

are either accidental or irrelevant to the forced consumption sys-
tem (Packard).

It seems then unavoidable to share the working time or at
least to slow production down, but this would have two equal-
ly totally unacceptable results: first, profits would be decreas-
ing; second, workers would have more time for themselves,
for the pursuit of happiness and the creation of a dense tissue
of solidarity. But why are these consequences scandalously
unacceptable? Well, to advocate lower profits and degrowth
is equivalent to stab capitalism in the heart. As a matter of prin-
ciple, nothing should prevent the betterment of profits. Fair
enough - but what about the pursuit of happiness? We find
here the exact same rationale as the one that is behind military
Keynesianism, which de facto constitutes the necessary condi-
tion of the contemporary blend of capitalism (cf. §7.3): if citi-
zens are urged to cultivate themselves, if they are given the
time and the means to become genuine individuals and to fos-
ter a solidarity worthy of that name - i.e., to fulfil the Greek
ideal of direct democracy -, they simply become ungovernable
by the oligarchy. But if we spend all our money, and more,
on weapons that are socially totally useless, we keep peo-
ple at work, ignorant, and in fear. How do you achieve that?
How do you scare people to death and, more prosaically, how
do you keep them dissatisfied with their life and the goods
that they already own and consume? Advertising, supposedly
a mild form of propaganda but actually its quintessential sub-
stance, allows this quite easily, as the last hundred years amply
demonstrate.

What matters is that the link between gains in productivity
and need saturation is not a recent epiphany that took place
in post-1968 radical thinking: the business class was fully con-
scious of the stakes as early as 1926. John E. Edgerton, president
of the National Association of Manufacturers, declared for in-
stance: “I am for everything that will make work happier but
against everything that will further subordinate its importance.
The emphasis should be put on work - more work and better
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work.” “Nothing,” he claimed, “breeds radicalism more than un-
happiness unless it is leisure.”"’

More leisure and less production could foster citizenry but
also radicalism. More production and less leisure guarantees
conformism and atomism.

5. Who Runs It?

There is no easy answer to this question because of the limited
horizon that defines everybody’s social perspective. One should
especially be aware of what Whitehead called the fallacy of mis-
placed concreteness: the pilots of the system are not big corpora-
tions or multinationals or even, as the story goes, a democrati-
cally elected parliament. The pilots are individuals who, at least
in some point of their career, have chosen to follow the path
of greed rather the one of solidarity. When we will ask “why”
(in section 8), we will not incriminate the will of a conglomerate
(there is no Leviathan) but the decisions of individuals.

This precision is important because if you choose to condemn
such abstract entities, you pave the way for the devil’s advocate,
who will for sure claim that the responsibility and the freedom
of choice that you seek in managerial matters does not really ex-
ist in so far as There Is No Alternative: the iron law of neoliberal-
ism is as natural as gravitation is. The general sketch is simple:

Throughout recorded time, and probably since the end of the
Neolithic Age, there have been three kinds of people in the world,
the High, the Middle, and the Low. They have been subdivided
in many ways, they have borne countless different names, and
their relative numbers, as well as their attitude towards one an-
other, have varied from age to age: but the essential structure
of society has never altered. Even after enormous upheavals and
seemingly irrevocable changes, the same pattern has always re-

7 Gary S. Cross, Time and Money. The Making of Consumer Culture, London,
Routledge, 1993.
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asserted itself, just as a gyroscope will always return to equilib-
rium, however far it is pushed one way or the other. [...] The
aims of these three groups are entirely irreconcilable. The aim
of the High is to remain where they are. The aim of the Middle
is to change places with the High. The aim of the Low, when
they have an aim - for it is an abiding characteristic of the Low
that they are too much crushed by drudgery to be more than
intermittently conscious of anything outside their daily lives - is
to abolish all distinctions and create a society in which all men
shall be equal. (Nineteen Eighty-Four, p. 231)

5.1. Inner Party
Orwell himself implicitly uses the idea of the social horizon
to introduce the “first class:”

a man named O’'Brien, a member of the Inner Party and holder of some post
so important and remote that Winston had only a dim idea of its nature.
(Nineteen Eighty-Four, p. 13)

In France, between the two World Wars, there was also the
idea that the country was driven by two hundred families (“les
deux cents familles”). This was an allusion to the pre-Revolu-
tion time when the old nobility of knightly origin ruled over
the Kingdom. Some things never change - nor are they meant
to. Scholars speak now about 6000 people,’® but there is no
real need to quantify. What would matter really would be to
name these individuals or, failing that, to try to understand the
meaning and significance of their behaviours. Psychopathy (or
sociopathy, i.e. DSM-IV-TR’s “Antisocial Personality Disor-
der”) is likely to be the main nosological category applicable.
The inner party is where power is exerted for the sake of power.
Its members usually do not seek the attention of the medias.

18 Rothkopf, David, Superclass. The Global Power Elite and the World They Are
Making, New York, Farrar, Straus and Giroux & Little, Brown, 2008.
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5.2. Outer Party

The inner party, however, would be nothing without the out-
er party, with which it keeps conflicting relationships.

On the one hand, the outer party is the antechamber of the
inner party; it is where promising members are selected or from
where they arise. It is through them that the inner party exerts its
power on the proles. But it is also the outer party that is subjected
to the most pathological aspects of the worship of power. Proles
are simply stupefied by poverty and frightened by everlasting
wars; the outer party is the target of the mental destructiveness
of the inner party. With that regard, it is worth remembering Or-
well’s definition of doublethink:

It is only by reconciling contradictions that power can be re-
tained indefinitely. [...] The prevailing mental condition must
be controlled insanity.”

On the other hand, the outer party members are the only real
threat to the inner party (“the aim of the Middle is to change
places with the High”) - hence another reason why they need
to be closely monitored. As Orwell makes plain, this requires not
only the manufacture of consent but also the engineering of dissent.
This is the work done mostly by foundations created by the inner
party members in order to pilot dissent and make it innocuous.

The outer party is where power is sought for the sake of power.
Its members usually occupy the front scene in the media circus.

6. To Whom is it imposed?

Capitalism is imposed to 99 pc of the population that gets
very little - if anything - from it: the “proles” in the Orwellian
lexicon. Some of them have no doubt the vague desire to cul-
tivate doublethought - but this would involve being “edu-
cated” and most are simply confined in nothought. The desire

19 George Orwell, Nineteen Eighty-Four, p. 246.
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for social change that the prole might have is indeed displaced
by a desire for changes in commodities: political freedom
is equated with consumer choice and political citizenship with
mass consumption. The inner and outer party members can-
not enjoy or afford rational thinking; they are stuck in double
thought, the former by nature, the later by necessity. To refine
this analysis, one would need to differentiate castes, classes
and masses.

7. How Does It Operate?

Three complementary heuristic tools need to be mobilized
to obtain a better picture.

7.1. Massification

Massification is so to speak the finished product of the pro-
cess of capitalistic deculturation. It involves the tight symbolic
web of conformization and atomization. Communities are long
dead in our political landscape, but so are societies; it seems now
as if a pure fluid dynamics could be applied to clone-like deni-
zens. If there is still freedom of speech, it certainly does not entail
or even presuppose freedom of thought.”

7.2. Speculation

The accumulation of goods and capital that is the core of the
process of total exploitation and thus the engine of capitalism,
necessarily leads to usury and speculation in resources and
goods but also in currencies, bonds & shares and, eventually,
in more and more abstruse derivative products. This leads to the
financialization of economy, a virtual growth that can entail
a real growth only if inflation is avoided. Here, private property
means greed, cupidity.

2 E. Bernays, N. Chomsky, Jean Ovide Bourdeau...



The Genocidal Logic... 149

7.3. Military Keynesianism

History teaches us that capitalism cannot survive independent-
ly of military Keynesianism. Why? For economical, social and po-
litical reasons - all tight to the imperium of the inner party.

There is first a tissue of economical reasons: military Keynesi-
anism allows internal growth and fosters high tech Research and
Development: weapons - of mass destruction or otherwise - need
heavy investments and secrecy to be developed and flourish thus
in a closed market. The sales of new weaponry are guaranteed
in the home land while lobbying seeks to obtain some market shares
abroad. Since the weapon systems are getting more and more so-
phisticated, it is furthermore possible to make sure that they will
never be turned against some nations (the case of avionics stands
out, with the explicit possibility to ban any aggressive actions
against some forces with the “Identification friend or foe” system).

Second, all the funds that are spent on socially useless pro-
grams prevent the distribution of wealth. Think for a second about
the level of social care (education, health, culture...) that would
be obtained in the USA if all its troopers were upgraded into social
workers. I do not talk of course about military personnel pretend-
ing to operate humanitarian missions in battledress, but of a genu-
ine reallocation of resources.

Third, it guarantees international hegemony. This is what
is politely called the “gunboat diplomacy:” the opening of mar-
kets for pillage. The opium wars constitutes a good historical ex-
ample, but all wars without exception do qualify. What Clause-
witz wrote is still valid provided that one acknowledges that
business imperatives has now entirely substituted for political
intercourse: “war is simply a continuation of economical inter-
course, with the addition of other means.... War in itself does
not suspend economical intercourse or change it into something
entirely different. In essentials, that intercourse continues irre-
spective of the means it employs.”*

2 Carl Philip von Clausewitz (Hrsg. von Marie von Clausewitz), Vom Kriege,
Hinterlassenes Werk des Generals Carl von Clausewitz, Bd. 1 - 3, Berlin, Ferdinand
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Here, private property means security. In sum, industrial
capitalism qua total exploitation benefits from the push of fas-
cist capitalism (militarization) and the pull of financial capital-
ism (speculation). Between the years 1944-1989 and 2001-2008,
the Pentagon and Neo-Conservatism ruled the game. Between
1989-2001 and 2009-2012, Wall Street and Neo-Liberalism took
over. (I mean Neoliberalism as an economic policy agenda which
began in Chile in 1973.) Hence two important last remarks. First,
it is essential to carefully distinguish neo-conservatism and neo-
liberalism and to notice that their respective agenda is contradic-
tory: the former is made of fundamentalism, messianism, mor-
alism, militarism, expansionism and patriotism while the latter
embraces the perfect market, profitability, a-moral market, glo-
balization, deregulation and entrepreneurial rationality. Second,
they share enough interest to work, in fine, hand in hand. The
most recent amazing proof being probably the smooth transition
between Bush and Obama. It is a screen that hides the agenda
of the inner part, even to the outer party.

8. Why?

We now understand better HOW capitalism works, but
we still do not understand WHY it seeks the subservience if not
the enslavement of 99 pc of the world population.> We often
read that the greed of the business class is insatiable; that, for
them, more is never enough. Why so? Why such a haughtiness
(what Greeks called “hubris”)?

8.1. Power for the Sake of Power
Here also, Orwell offers the answer. Whereas most people,
even nowadays, still think that the inner party is ruling over

Diimmler, 1832-1834, Book VIII.
2 “] understand HOW, I do not understand WHY.” (Nineteen Eighty-Four,
pp- 91 & 300)
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us for our own good - because there is no way people could
manage their own lives by themselves - Orwell adamantly
claims that the inner party actually seeks power entirely for its
own sake while the outer party members are both mesmerized
by the exercise of power and repelled by the effects they have
to actually endure.

Orwell replies here (probably purposively) to Huxley, whose
Brave New World maintained that there is no other way than to let
the most capable individuals (the “Alpha+” elite) rule over le-
gions of more or less capable morons. According to Huxley’s
narrative, a society solely composed of Alphas has been proved
indeed nothing less than suicidal.* Now, if the best minds can-
not figure a way to live peacefully, neither would a society
of betas and even less so a mixture of alphas, betas etc. Power
is, in other words, entirely benevolent and pragmatic. Orwell
makes a strong case for the contrary.

Interestingly, Huxley wrote to Orwell straight after the pub-
lication of Nineteen Eighty-Four in order to praise the book but
also to underline that Orwellian totalitarianism is needlessly vio-
lent.” There was an incurable technophilia in Huxley.

8.2. Suffering

The quest of power for the sake of power necessarily trans-
lates into the motto of totalitarianism: terror is an end in itself.*
Terror is not how you rule but why you rule. O’Brien is very
straightforward about this when he lists the four ignoble truth
of totalitarianism: power is not a means but an end; power

# “You are ruling over us for our own good.[...] The Party seeks power en-
tirely for its own sake.” (Nineteen Eighty-Four, p. 301)

# “The Cyprus experiment was convincing.” (Brave New World, p. 203).

% See Huxley’s October 1949 letter, reprinted in the Appendix of his Brave New
World Revisited [1958], New York, Harper & Row, Harper Perrenial Modern
Classics, 2006.

% Arendt, The Origins of Totalitarianism, New York, Harcourt Brace & Co., 1951;
enlarged 1958.
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is collective, it is power over human beings; power seeks to-
tal control of the mind in order to totally control matter (and
the body); power necessarily consists in the capacity to impose
suffering and, ultimately, to torture. Let us Orwell speak for
himself:

‘How does one man assert his power over another, Winston?’

Winston thought. ‘By making him suffer,” he said.

‘Exactly. By making him suffer. Obedience is not enough. Unless he is
suffering, how can you be sure that he is obeying your will and not his
own? Power is in inflicting pain and humiliation. Power is in tearing
human minds to pieces and putting them together again in new shapes
of your own choosing. Do you begin to see, then, what kind of world
we are creating? It is the exact opposite of the stupid hedonistic Utopias
that the old reformers imagined. A world of fear and treachery and tor-
ment, a world of trampling and being trampled upon, a world which
will grow not less but more merciless as it refines itself. Progress in our
world will be progress towards more pain. The old civilizations claimed
that they were founded on love or justice. Ours is founded upon hatred.
In our world there will be no emotions except fear, rage, triumph, and
self-abasement. Everything else we shall destroy - everything. Already
we are breaking down the habits of thought which have survived from
before the Revolution. We have cut the links between child and parent,
and between man and man, and between man and woman. No one dares
trust a wife or a child or a friend any longer. But in the future there will
be no wives and no friends. Children will be taken from their mothers
at birth, as one takes eggs from a hen. The sex instinct will be eradicat-
ed. Procreation will be an annual formality like the renewal of a ration
card. We shall abolish the orgasm. Our neurologists are at work upon
it now. There will be no loyalty, except loyalty towards the Party. There
will be no love, except the love of Big Brother. There will be no laughter,
except the laugh of triumph over a defeated enemy. There will be no art,
no literature, no science. When we are omnipotent we shall have no more
need of science. There will be no distinction between beauty and ugli-
ness. There will be no curiosity, no enjoyment of the process of life. All
competing pleasures will be destroyed. But always - do not forget this,
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Winston - always there will be the intoxication of power, constantly in-
creasing and constantly growing subtler. Always, at every moment, there
will be the thrill of victory, the sensation of trampling on an enemy who
is helpless. If you want a picture of the future, imagine a boot stamping
on a human face - for ever.””

The argument is unanswerable. The “mega-" or “filthy-" rich
do not retire after their first couple of millions (something that
would be possible and fully rational: they do not need more prop-
erty or more wealth), they seek more because their goal is to exert
power over other human beings. This abstract proposition could
be understandable by the philosophically-inclined mind, but
as soon as one acknowledges that this power necessarily amounts
to the faculty to inflict suffering to others, one reach so to speak
the bottomless truth that all of us actually sense but that none
of us wishes to consciously confront because the implications for
our lives are too staggering. If the inner party not only lies to us
but actively seeks our suffering, we are doomed. Goya can help
us to picture this.?®

The most immediate conceptual tool comes from theology:
evil, radical evil, lies here. From a philosophical perspective, evil
is nevertheless only a form of power. Power, and the quest for
power, are the only relevant concepts. To flesh them out a bit, one
needs to consider the resources of nosology and to acknowledge
that the pathology that is the quest of power is worthy of the
name sociopathy or perversion. All this is perhaps already too
abstract for most readers, so let us try to exemplify what happens
when one gets addicted to power.

In everyday life, it is impossible to avoid power games.
Life, as Whitehead says, necessarily involves to put ones own
interests first; it is a robbery (PR 105). There are however two
forms of power that are innocuous: the quest of power that
seeks to endow one individual with the curative potentiali-

# Orwell, Nineteen Eighty-Four, pp. 305-307.
% Goya, Saturno devorando a un hijo, 1819-1923.
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ties required by therapy (especially psychotherapy - but it all
started with shamanism); and the dance of power that takes
place in a community where all individuals are co-developing
cultural bounds.

The individual who realizes that his or her social status al-
lows him or her to inflict suffering, in whatever way (mild hu-
miliation, instrumentalization, infantilization, ...) has beaten
the bait of power. Depending on the circumstances, that per-
son will, or will not, start the long journey that leads to become
a priest (or a priestess) of power as Orwell says. It is difficult
to obtain a picture that would match all idiosyncrasies, but the
main pattern is easy to visualize with the help of the experi-
ence gained in psychotherapy. If you aim at more power, you
seek to become able to inflict more suffering on living beings
(a car or a watch does not suffer when misused). If you have lit-
tle resources yourself, you will probably seek power only over
animals and ill-treat them. Most scenarios involve however
domestic violence over children and women. But some indi-
viduals cannot quench their thirst for power that way either.
Raping women or men (undoubtedly a form of torture) could
be the next step - but this is hardly the last one since the victim
can still survive and usually make sure to keep appearances to-
gether. Then comes the epiphany of torture itself, that can still
accommodate rape and finally necessitates murder. The cycle
is nevertheless not complete until the power seeker attacks the
weakest human beings: sometimes elderly, often children, and
eventually infants or newborn.

The abduction, torture, rape and murder of children is the
ultimate form of the quest of power. It is the truth of the in-
ner party. It is the truth that Goya was trying to picture (and
it is likely to be truth of his own tormented childhood). It is the
very reality that proles cannot confront for obvious emotional
and rational reasons. I do not claim that there is a satanic ini-
tiation of sorts that secures the membership in the inner party,
nor that the most perverted human beings necessarily belong
to the inner party - but they would certainly be at home there.
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Let us finally remark that the anthropological premiss of the
classical economists perfectly match the sociopathic rational-
ity of the rulers and shakers - egotistical, aggressive, lacking
empathy, ruthlessly greedy, amoral (because of a general lack
of sense of responsibility) - but never really fit the behaviour
of our fellows.

9. Likely Outcome

The perennial truth that is the quest of power has found new
territories with the development of technoscience and especially
with the subjugation of technoscience by the neoliberal econo-
my. As soon as Nineteen Eighty-Four was published the question
of the likely outcome of decadent democracies moulded by tech-
noscience took for many the form of an alternative: the World
State or Oceania, Nineteen Eighty-Four or Brave New World. Hux-
ley himself promptly raised that very question.” In light of the
recent historical and scientific developments, it seems likely that
the West will get both worlds, one after the other.

To flesh out the present state of affairs and the possible
futures (“futuribles”) without becoming entangled in long
ideological discussions, it is advisable to consider the ques-
tion from a pragmatic standpoint informed by the most recent
technological advances. Interestingly enough, the pragmatic
use of available technologies and current R&D developments
is a methodology used by think-tanks in order to bridle useless
speculations and obtain heuristic tools.*® The implicit premiss
is Ellulian: everything that is technically possible is eventually
necessarily implemented.?!

# Aldous Leonard Huxley, Brave New World Revisited, New York, Harper & Row,
1958.

% The Rockefeller Foundation, Scenarios for the Future of Technology and Interna-
tional Development, 2010.

31 Jacques Ellul, La Technique ou I’Enjeu du siecle, Paris, Editions Armand Colin, 1954.
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The heuristic key will be the RFID technology.* To simpli-
fy, there are basically two types of RFID tags: passive RFID
tags, which have no built-in power source and require an ex-
ternal electromagnetic field to initiate a signal transmission;
and active RFID tags, which contain a battery and can trans-
mit signals once an external source (“Interrogator”) has been
successfully identified. Some are “read-only” chips, other can
be modified after implantation. In order to keep the argument
tight, the following schematization of the technical possibilities
is proposed: we will peruse, on the one hand, passive nano-
chips that can be widely used to tag commodities; on the other,
active microchips that are developed in order to help special-
ized institutions to cope with some animal or some human be-
ings. The thesis is that we are about to enter bigmotherhood
and that, from there, Big Brother will arise. Please note that the
impending merging of bio and nano technologies with IT of-
fers actually a far gloomier picture than the one I sketch here,
but it is also more difficult to envision pragmatically in the con-
text of this short essay.

9.1. Big Mother: passive nanochip

Since the 1920s, public relations have allowed a very smooth
form totalitarianism to take place. For Chomsky or Wolin,
we live now in an inverted totalitarianism. Its generalized princi-
ple is nicely phrased by Keller (who writes however in a differ-
ent context):

When lacking an empowering world, or an inner relation to ourselves,
women can all too readily act out of the archetypal “dark side of the femi-
nine,” seeking power by working a web of emotional ensnarement of others
- especially men and children.®

% Some pioneering work has been done by a French group - Pieces et Main
d’ceuvre -, e.g. in Rfid: la Police Totale Puces Intelligentes et Mouchardage Electro-
nique, Paris, Editions de L'Echappée, 2008.

% Catherine Keller, From a Broken Web. Separation, Sexism, and Self, 1986, p. 223
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The world of opinion and propaganda in which we now live
will be all the more so locked when nanochips will allow to col-
lect and treat with real-time computing all data linked with our
lives. This concept is already alive in the “internet of things” that
began as a research project by Massachusetts Institute of Tech-
nology’s Auto-ID Labs to help the Department of Defence track
and control military stockpiling and inventory.

In sum, the future that is prepared in labs and think tanks
is a panopticon. Bentham’s important concept®* actually be-
came inconspicuous in utilitarianism, it acquired visibility
only with Foucault’s Discipline and Punish.> It perfectly de-
scribes the bigmotherhood that RFID will allow: a world
in which privacy has vanished, a world of objectual transpar-
ency. Butindividuals themselves could still escape the smoth-
ering web: neither their actual location nor their thoughts
would be fully mastered.

9.2. Big Brother: active microchip

The other technology that is being developed will require
a bit more time to spread - and some mythological narrative
will be needed as well to make it acceptable. Its archetype
is the “Digital Angel” chip that combines an implanted active
microchip, just as a subcutaneous artificial pacemaker, with
a Real Time Locating System. It already works in warehouses
to localize equipment and stock. The immediate possibility
of geolocalized microchip is mind-blowing - and indeed nei-

3 Michel Foucault, Surveiller et punir. Naissance de la prison, Paris, NRF Edi-
tions Gallimard, 1975.

% Jeremy Bentham, “Panopticon”: or, the Inspection-House; containing the idea
of a new principle of construction applicable to any sort of establishment, in which
persons of any description are to be kept under inspection; and in Particular to Peniten-
tiary-houses, Prisons, Houses of industry, Workhouses, Poor Houses, Manufacturies,
Madhouses, Lazarettos, Hospitals, and Schools; with a plan of management adopted
to the principle; in a series of letters, written in the year 1787, from Crechoff in White
Russia, to a friend in England, Dublin, Thomas Byrne, 1791.
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ther Huxley nor Orwell envisioned it - : it would be possible,
once all humans (or all humans worthy be kept under control)
are chipped to localize them precisely at all time and to moni-
tor all their activities.

The first steps in that directions are already made by experts
and corporations. We are insistently told that it would be wise
to chip the elderly, who are so prone to health emergencies
and who usually get somehow demented. It would make sense
to chip children, who can equally get lost or go astray in our
megapoles and who are sometimes abducted. It is equally ur-
gent to chip criminals in order to monitor them closely and
to avoid the social cost of imprisonment. And so forth and
so on. The technology is available, it is simply waiting for a trig-
gering event to be implemented in one of these fields and, from
there, it will spread like a flashing cancer. Interestingly enough,
supporters of warrantless surveillance - including the Obama
administration it seems - already argue that a person’s move-
ments in public are not protected by the Fourth Amendment
and that old-fashioned GPS tracking device can and should
be used when « need » be.

The next steps are already developed by surgeons and
cognitive scientists, often under Darpa contracts (in France,
research is fostered under the University of Grenoble’s “Cli-
natec,” which is part of the umbrella project “CEA-Minatec”).
It is the old dream of the transhuman cyborg (the postmodern
Golem) that is being fleshed out. An active microchip could
be wired directly on the central nervous system in order to ob-
tain a brain machine interface allowing humans to pilot exter-
nal devices and IT to be implemented on the brain in order
to monitor its activity.* Here also, the pretext can be medical,
such as the use of deep brain stimulation to prevent epilepsy
or alleviate Parkinson’s disease or the dream of silicon-based
immortality. Eventually, mentation itself could be monitored.

% Cf. Kevin Warwick’s multiple micro electrodes array.
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In sum, the future is of the order of a pancraticon.”” Transpar-
ency would be total (both objective and subjective), there would
be no escape from the technocratic world. Please notice that
technology would not be used simply to lure the appropriate
behaviour and to predetermine the adequate mentations (this
is Huxley’s smooth totalitarianism) - but to impose behaviours
and mentations, thereby factually confronting what would re-
main of free processes. As Orwell taught us, power is not a mat-
ter of rationally organizing all social intercourse, but to crush the
will of conscious individuals. The art of torture does not amount
to persuade into submission reluctant individuals or to murder
those who refuse submission, it does not either seek to inflict
abruptly a pain so unbearable that the individual looses con-
sciousness: the priest of power imposes the highest possible
pain that could be entertained without the loss of consciousness.
A patient secured in a dissociative state is unacceptable.

10. Reasons to Hope

Independently of the general philosophical standpoint that
is adopted here - Whiteheadian optimism - there is one reason
to hope for a better world. All the crises that we have listed and
all the facets of the capitalistic modus operandi can be subsumed
under one single category: the political crisis. We are not con-
fronted with multiple crises, each demanding a specific and
highly expert answer; we have to deal with local exemplifications
of the collapse of an ideological-political model of exploitation.
In other words, if we could change the political system, all prob-
lems could come back within our reach (but not solved instantly
of course: climate change and nuclear waste, for instance, are
likely to require hundreds if not thousands of years of effort to be
stabilized). Two points deserve to be made from this perspective.

% Pieces et Main d’ceuvre, Terreur et possession. Enquéte sur la police des popula-
tions a 'ere technologique, Montreuil, Editions L"Echappée, 2008.
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10.1. The Pragmatics of Political Change

The pragmatics of political change would involve three
main types of measures. Since they are interdependent, one
could start from any level but let us keep in mind that the main
key is political.

First, at the political level, three main actions ought to be
taken: to terminate particracy, to politicize society, and to sim-
plify laws and levels of power. To repeat: the problem we have
to confront is purely political and it boils down to the necessi-
ty to put an end to particracy. It is through particracy that the
democratic interplay of actors is hijacked. Particracy bypasses
the separation of powers imperative, that is as old as the concept
of direct democracy. Politicians nowadays do not represent
their constituents but their own interests and their party’s.
Hence there cannot be any real independence between the ex-
ecutive, the legislative, and the judiciary. In sum, the termi-
nation of particracy means to divorce politics and economics.
This, in turn, involves the politicization of the social tissue:
if politics are divorced from economics, the old alliance of pol-
itics and the social tissue can be resuscitated. This means that
people accept to act as concerned citizens instead of worried
customers. In order to make this shift possible, laws and levels
of power must be simplified. It should be the end of expertise
and the comeback of commonsense.

Second, at the social level, the fostering communitarian de-
growth would involve three moves. To provide the conditions
of possibility of conviviality and to enforce (technological) sim-
plicity. To reframe society on public education - not on private
schooling.? To relaunch social security, a feat that would not in-
volve the abolition private property.*

% Tvan Illich, Deschooling Society, 1971.

% Paul Tillich, The Courage to Be, New Haven, Yale University Press, 1952;
R.D. Laing, The Divided Self. An Existential Study in Sanity and Madness, London,
Tavistock Publications Ltd, 1960.
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Third, at the economical level, one should acknowledge that
the real, local, economy (“knots and bolts”) is the only meaningful
one. The social ellipse should be managed by its political focus,
not its economical focus. Hence the three following proposals:
a monetary reform that would involve the nationalization of cen-
tral banks, the fostering of local exchange trading systems, and the
encouragement of alternative systems such as the bancor (Keynes)
or melting money (Jean Gesell); the degrowth of production and
of consumption; the relocalization of production and of consump-
tion accordingly.

10.2. No Revolution Needed

The amazing fact is that, in the case of most countries, it would
be possible to implement such changes without changing their Con-
stitution! So perhaps that the very first move would be to realize
that one should stick to the Constitution. Of course, such a healthy
dose of cultural relativism has its limits and one could argue that
some Constitutions provide a better background for the pragmatics
of political change, but the Pandora’s box cannot be opened here.
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POJECIE PRZYRODY"*

Rozdziat IT
Teorie rozdwojenia przyrody

W poprzednim rozdziale poddatem krytyce koncepcje uzna-
jaca materie za substancje, ktérej wlasnosci spostrzegamy. Ten
sposéb myslenia o materii przeniknal do nauki i pozostaje
niejasnym zalozeniem naszego myslenia o przyrodzie. Dlate-
go obecna naukowa doktryna wydaje si¢ nam tak oczywista.
Wydaje nam sie mianowicie, ze spostrzegamy atrybuty rzeczy,
i ze te rzeczy, ktérych atrybuty spostrzegamy, sa kawatkami
materii.

W XVII wieku zadano powazny cios naiwnej prostocie ta-
kiego spojrzenia na materie. Pracowano wéwczas w nauce nad
teoriami transmisji?, ktére do konica stulecia nie byty kwestiono-
wane, cho¢ od tego czasu niektdre ich postacie uleglty modyfika-

1 A.N. Whitehead, The Concept of Nature, Cambridge, 1920, s. 26-48.

2 Whitehead uzywa okreslenia teorie transmisyjne (transmission theories) nie
tylko w odniesieniu do falowej teorii $wiatla i dzwieku, ale w odniesieniu
do wszystkich tych teorii fizycznych, do ktérych odwotuja sie zwolennicy teorii
rozdwojenia przyrody, wyjasniajac spostrzeganie zmystowe. Wrazenia traktu-
je sie tu jako efekt , transmisji danych” z przedmiotu do narzadéw zmystowych
spostrzegajacego podmiotu. [przyp. thtum. PL]
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cjom. Ukonstytuowanie sie tych teorii wyznacza punkt zwrotny
w relacjach pomiedzy nauka a filozofig. Mam tu na my$li przede
wszystkim teorie $wiatla i dZwieku. Nie mam watpliwosci,
ze teorie te w mglistej postaci krazyly juz wczesniej jako zdrowo-
rozsadkowe oczywistosci, gdyz zadna my$l nie jest nigdy catko-
wicie nowa. Jednak w tej epoce zostaly one usystematyzowane
i uscidlone, a ich konsekwencje logiczne zostaty dedukcyjnie wy-
prowadzone w spos6b niebudzacy najmniejszych watpliwosci.
Potraktowanie powaznie konsekwencji logicznych stanowi mo-
ment prawdziwego odkrycia teorii. Systematyczne teorie $wia-
tla i dzwieku jako czego$, co jest emitowane przez ciala, zostaty
woéweczas ostatecznie ugruntowane, a w szczegdélnosci, za spra-
wa Newtona, okreélono szczegélny zwiazek, jaki zachodzi po-
miedzy $wiatlem i kolorem.

W rezultacie zniszczono zupelnie prostote opartej na po-
jeciach substancji i atrybutu teorii percepcji. To, co widzimy,
zalezy od $wiatla, jakie dociera do naszego oka. Co wiecej, nie
widzimy nawet tego, co dociera do naszego oka. Spostrzegamy
barwy, a przeciez tym, co jest przesylane, sa fale. Te trudnos¢
chcial rozwigza¢ Locke, przedstawiajac teorie jakosci pierwot-
nych i wtérnych. Istnieja wedlug niego pewne atrybuty materii,
ktére spostrzegamy - sa to wlasnosci pierwotne, i sg tez inne
rzeczy, ktore spostrzegamy, takie jak kolory, ktére nie sg atry-
butami materii, cho¢ spostrzegamy je tak, jak gdyby nimi byly.
Sa to wlasnosci wtorne.

Dlaczego mieliby$my spostrzegaé¢ wtasnosci wtérne? Sytu-
acja, w ktorej mieliby$my spostrzegaé mndstwo rzeczy, ktore nie
istniejg, wydaje sie skrajnie niefortunna. Jednak wtasnie do tego
prowadzi teoria wlasnosci wtérnych. Obecnie zaréwno w filozo-
fii, jak i w nauce powszechnie przyjmuje si¢, ze niemozliwe jest
ujecie przyrody tak, jak odstania sie ona w swiadomosci zmy-
stowej, bez wspominania o jej relacjach z umystem. Nowocze-
sne ujecie przyrody nie jest, tak jak powinno by¢, zwyczajnym
ujeciem tego, co umyst wie o przyrodzie, lecz jest takze taczone
z tym, jak przyroda wptywa na umyst. Rezultat jest katastrofal-
ny zaréwno dla nauki, jak i filozofii, jednak gléwnie dla filozofii.
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Donioste pytanie o relacje pomiedzy przyroda a umystem za-
mieniono na blahg posta¢ problemu oddzialywania pomiedzy
ludzkim ciatem a ludzkim umystem.

Dyskusja, jaka wokoét pojecia materii wywolal Berkeley, byla
oparta na bledzie, ktorego Zrédlem byla transmisyjna teoria
Swiatta. Byl on zwolennikiem - stusznie, jak sadze - porzucenia
doktryny materii w jej obecnej postaci. Nie miat jednak w zamian
nic do zaoferowania, poza teoria relacji umystéw skoriczonych
do umystu boskiego.

W tych wykiadach zamierzam zajmowac sie tylko przyroda
i nie wykraczac¢ poza byty, ktére odstaniaja sie nam w swiado-
moéci zmystowej. Zdolnos¢ spostrzegania traktujemy jako co$
oczywistego. Rozwazamy warunki spostrzegania, jednak o tyle
tylko, o ile znajduja sie one wséréd tego, co odstania nam percep-
cja. Synteze poznajacego i poznanego zostawiamy metafizyce.
Jesli struktura argumentacji w tych wykladach ma by¢ zrozu-
miata, niezbedne sa pewne dalsze wyjasnienia i uzasadnienie
przyjetego tu stanowiska.

Pierwsza teza tych rozwazan jest twierdzenie, ze dowolna
interpretacja metafizyczna jest nieuprawniona w filozofii nauk
przyrodniczych. Przez interpretacje metafizyczng rozumiem dys-
kusje ,jak” (poza przyroda) i , dlaczego” (poza przyroda) mysli
oraz $wiadomosci zmyslowej. W filozofii nauki szukamy ogol-
nych poje¢, ktoére stosuja sie do przyrody, tych mianowicie, kt6-
rych jesteémy $wiadomi w spostrzezeniu. Jest to filozofia rzeczy
spostrzeganej i nie powinna by¢ mylona z metafizyka, ktorej za-
kres obejmuje zaréwno spostrzegajacego, jak i to, co spostrzega-
ne. Nie mozna rozwiazac¢ zadnej trudnosci dotyczacej przedmio-
tu wiedzy, powiadajac, Ze istnieje umyst, ktéry go spostrzega®.

Innymi stowy, przyjete tu stanowisko jest nastepujace: swia-
domosé zmystowa jest Swiadomoscia czegos; jaki zatem jest
ogoOlny charakter tego czego$, czego jesteSmy $wiadomi? Nie
pytamy o spostrzegajacego ani o proces spostrzegania, lecz o to,

* Por. An Enquiry Concerning The Principles Of Natural Knowledge, Wstep
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co spostrzegane. Podkreslam ten punkt, gdyz dyskusje w filozo-
fii nauki sa zwykle skrajnie metafizyczne, moim zdaniem z wiel-
ka szkoda dla przedmiotu.

Uciekanie sie do metafizyki jest jak rzucanie zapatki do ma-
gazynu prochu. Wszystko wylatuje w powietrze. Dokladnie
to czynig filozofowie nauki, kiedy sa przyparci do muru i wyka-
Ze sie im niespdjnosé. Natychmiast wywlekaja kwestie umystu
i zaczynaja mowié¢ o bytach w umysle czy poza umystem. Dla
filozofii przyrody wszystko, co spostrzegamy, jest w przyrodzie.
Nie mozemy sobie wybiera¢. Czerwony zachéd storica musi by¢
dla nas w tej samej mierze czeécig przyrody, co czasteczki i fale
elektromagnetyczne, przy pomocy ktérych cztowiek nauki wy-
jasnialby to zjawisko. To wiasnie filozofia przyrody powinna za-
jac sie analizg tego, w jaki sposob rozmaite elementy przyrody
sa ze soba polaczone.

Stawiajac to zadanie, traktuje swoje nastawienie wobec wie-
dzy percepcyjnej jako co$ bezposredniego i instynktownego,
co$, co porzucamy jedynie pod wplywem teorii. Instynktownie
sklaniamy sie do przekonania, ze odpowiednio zwracajac swoja
uwage, mozemy odnalez¢ w przyrodzie wiecej niz to, co widac
na pierwszy rzut oka. Jednak nie zadowoli nas nic mniej. Od fi-
lozofii nauki oczekujemy jakiego$ ujecia spéjnosci rzeczy ujmo-
wanych przez nas zmystowo.

Oznacza to odmowe wsparcia jakiejkolwiek teorii psychicz-
nych dodatkéw do przedmiotéow poznawanych zmystowo.
Na przyklad dana nam jest w spostrzezeniu zielona trawa. Przed-
miot ten poznajemy jako skfadnik przyrody. Teoria psychicz-
nych dodatkéw traktuje zielerr jako psychiczny dodatek spo-
strzegajacego umystu, zostawiajac w przyrodzie jedynie czastki
i energie $wiatla, ktéra wywoluje spostrzezenia w umysle. Moj
argument jest nastepujacy: takie wcigganie do gry umystu, ktéry
dodaje co$ od siebie do rzeczy, jakie sa nam dane w $§wiadomosci
zmyslowej, jest zwyczajnym omijaniem problemu filozofii przy-
rody. Problem ten polega na rozwazaniu relacji rzeczy pozna-
wanej inter se, w oderwaniu od faktu, Ze rzecz ta jest poznawa-
na. Filozofia przyrody nie powinna nigdy pyta¢é, co znajduje sie
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w przyrodzie, a co w umys$le. Pytanie o to oznacza przyznanie,
ze nie udato sie wyrazi¢ relacji zachodzacych pomiedzy rzecza-
mi poznawanymi zmystowo. Sa to te relacje, ktérych wyartyku-
towanie jest filozofia przyrody. Zadanie to moze okazac¢ sie dla
nas zbyt trudne. Relacje te moga by¢ zbyt ztozone i zbyt r6zno-
rodne dla naszego pojmowania lub tez zbyt trywialne, by warto
je bylo przedstawiac. Faktycznie jest prawda, Ze posuneliSmy sie
bardzo niewiele w kierunku adekwatnego sformutowania takich
relacji. Jednak przynajmniej nie prébujmy ukrywac niepowo-
dzenia przy pomocy teorii dodatkéw spostrzegajacego umystu.

Tym, czemu sprzeciwiam sie nade wszystko, jest rozdwoje-
nie przyrody na dwa systemy rzeczywistosci, ktore jesli sa real-
ne - sg realne w réznych znaczeniach. Jedng rzeczywisto$¢ sta-
nowia byty takie jak elektrony, ktére sg przedmiotem badania
fizyki teoretycznej. Ma ona stanowic¢ rzeczywisto$¢ poznawang,
cho¢ zgodnie z ta teorig nigdy nie jest znana. Poniewaz tym,
co jest znane, jest drugi rodzaj rzeczywistosci, ktéry jest jedynie
ubocznym skutkiem dziatania umystu. Tak oto istnialyby dwie
przyrody, z ktérych jedna jest hipotezg, a druga snem.

Innym sposobem wyrazania teorii, z ktéra tutaj dyskutuje,
jest rozdwojenie przyrody na dwa obszary, mianowicie przyro-
de ujmowana w $wiadomosci i przyrode, ktora jest przyczyna
Swiadomosci. Przyroda, ktéra stanowi fakt ujmowany w $wia-
domosci, zawiera w sobie zielei drzew, Spiew ptakéw, ciepto
storica, twardoéc¢ krzesta oraz odczucie aksamitu. O przyrodzie,
ktora jest przyczyna swiadomosci, przypuszcza sig, ze jest sys-
temem molekutl i elektronéw, ktére wplywaja na umyst tak,
by wytwarzal swiadomosé przyrody fenomenalnej’. Punktem

* Przyroda przyczynowa (causal nature) oraz przyroda fenomenalna (apparent
nature) to terminy, ktérych Whitehead uzywa by opisa¢ obszary, na jakie te-
orie rozdwojenia dzielg przyrode. Angielski przymiotnik apparent posiada
sens pozytywnie wartosciujacy, w ktérym oznacza tyle, co ,widoczny” oraz
sens pejoratywny, kiedy oznacza tyle, co ,pozorny”. Opisujac teorie rozd-
wojenia Whitehead korzysta z obu tych znaczen. Dlatego zdecydowalem sie
w przekladzie nie uzywac terminéw ,przyroda pozorna”, ,przyroda widoc-
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spotkania tych dwu rodzajéow przyrody jest umyst, gdzie przy-
roda przyczynowa stanowi strumieft wplywajacy, a przyroda
fenomenalna strumient wyptywajacy.

Cztery kwestie nasuwaja sie od razu w zwiazku z teorig roz-
dwojenia przyrody. Dotycza (I) przyczynowosci, (II) czasu, (III)
przestrzeni oraz (IV) iluzji. Kwestie te nie sa faktycznie odrebne.
Stanowia jedynie cztery rézne punkty wyjscia dla rozwazan.

Przyroda przyczynowa wplywa na umysl, stanowiac przy-
czyne wyplywania z umystu przyrody zjawisk. Tej koncepcji
przyrody przyczynowej nie nalezy myli¢ z koncepcjg, w ktorej
jedna czeé¢ przyrody stanowi przyczyne drugiej. Dla przykla-
du - palenie si¢ ognia i przeplyw ciepla przez przestrzen jest
przyczyna okreslonego sposobu zachowania si¢ zywego ciala,
jego nerwow i moézgu. Jednak to nie jest dzialanie przyrody
na umyst. Zwiazek przyczynowy, z jakim mamy tutaj do czynie-
nia, jest przyczynowoscia w innym sensie niz wplywanie tego
systemu oddziatywan ciala z przyroda na wyobcowany z niej
umyst, ktéry w ten sposéb spostrzega czerwien i ciepto.

Teoria rozdwojenia przyrody stanowi prébe ukazania nauk
przyrodniczych jako dziedziny badajacej przyczyny wiedzy.
Usituje sie mianowicie przedstawi¢ przyrode fenomenalng jako
emanacje umystu wywolana przez przyrode przyczynowaq. Cala
ta koncepcja oparta jest na milczaco przyjmowanym zatozeniu,
ze umyst moze poznac jedynie to, co sam wytwarza i w jakis$ spo-
s6b w sobie utrzymuje, cho¢ wymaga zewnetrznej przyczyny
jako tego, co zapoczatkowuje i determinuje charakter tej aktyw-
noéci umystu. Jednak podejmujgc kwestie wiedzy, powinnismy
pozby¢ sie wszystkich tych przestrzennych metafor w rodza-
ju ,w umysle” czy ,poza umystem”. Wiedza jest ostatecznym
punktem odniesienia. Nie moze istnie¢ wyjasnienie ,dlaczego”
wiedzy, mozemy jedynie opisywac ,co” wiedzy. Mozemy mia-
nowicie analizowac tre$¢ wiedzy i jej wewnetrzne relacje, lecz
nie mozemy wyjaséni¢, dlaczego wiedza istnieje. Tak wiec przy-

zna” czy ,przyroda jawna”, lecz termin ,fenomenalna”, ze wzgledu na jego
neutralno$é. [przyp. ttum. PL]
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roda przyczynowa jest metafizyczng chimerg, cho¢ istnieje po-
trzeba metafizyki, ktérej zakres przekracza przyrode. Celem tak
pojetej nauki metafizycznej nie jest jednak wyjasnienie wiedzy,
lecz jak najpelniejsze ukazanie naszego pojecia rzeczywistosci.

Trzeba jednak przyznad, ze przyczynowa teoria przyrody po-
siada sw¢j atut. Powodem, dla ktérego rozdwojenie przyrody
wkrada sie zawsze z powrotem do filozofii nauki, jest ogromna
trudnos¢, jaka stanowi ukazanie spostrzeganej czerwieni i ciepla
ognia w jednym systemie relacji z pobudzonymi czasteczkami
wegla i tlenu wraz z ich energia promieniowania oraz ré6znymi
funkcjami materialnego ciala. Jesli nie stworzymy wszystko-
-obejmujacego systemu relacji, stajemy w obliczu rozdwojo-
nej przyrody, to znaczy ciepla i czerwieni z jednej strony oraz
czasteczek, elektronéw i eteru z drugiej. W ten sposéb te dwa
czynniki wyjasnia sie odpowiednio jako przyczyne oraz reakcje
umystu na te przyczyne.

Czas i przestrzen zdaja sie dostarczac¢ tych wszystko-obejmu-
jacych relacji, ktérych domagaja sie¢ zwolennicy jednosci przyro-
dy. Spostrzegana czerwien i ciepto ognia wchodza niewatpliwie
w relacje czasowe i przestrzenne z czasteczkami ognia i ludzkie-
go ciala.

Nie bedzie niewybaczalng przesada stwierdzenie, ze okresle-
nie znaczenia przyrody redukuje si¢ w istocie do analizy cech
czasu i przestrzeni. W kolejnych wykladach przedstawie moj
wlasny poglad na temat czasu i przestrzeni. Sprébuje pokazac,
Ze sa one wyabstrahowane z bardziej konkretnych sktadnikow
przyrody, jakimi sa zdarzenia. Rozwazanie szczegotéw proce-
su abstrahowania ukaze czas i przestrzeri w ich wzajemnych
powiazaniach i doprowadzi nas na koniec do zwigzku pomie-
dzy ich pomiarami na gruncie wspélczesnej teorii wzglednosci.
Jednak w ten sposéb wyprzedzamy kolejny krok argumentacji.
Obecnie chcialbym rozwazy¢, w jaki sposéb nasze potoczne po-
glady na czas i przestrzen sprzyjaja lub nie unifikacji naszej kon-
cepcji przyrody.

Rozwazmy najpierw teorie absolutnego czasu i przestrzeni.
Kazde z nich, to znaczy zaréwno czas, jak i przestrzeri, musi-
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my rozwazac jako oddzielne i niezalezne systemy bytéow, kaz-
dy poznawany w sobie i dla siebie, rownolegle z nasza wiedza
o zdarzeniach w przyrodzie. Czas jest uporzadkowanym na-
stepstwem pozbawionych trwania chwil, ktére poznajemy jako
elementy relacji czasowego uporzadkowania, a relacje te znamy
z kolei jako relacje porzadkujaca chwile. Tak wiec zaréwno ta re-
lacja, jak i chwile s3 nam dane w naszym ujeciu czasu facznie,
w taki sposob, ze jedno implikuje drugie.

To jest teoria czasu absolutnego. Szczerze moéwiac, teoria
ta wydaje mi sie bardzo niewiarygodna. Nie potrafie wskaza¢
w doswiadczeniu niczego, co odpowiadaloby czasowi w tej teo-
rii. Czas poznaje jako abstrakcje z nastepstwa zdarzen. Funda-
mentalnym faktem, ktéry umozliwia dokonanie takiej abstrakcji,
jest plyniecie przyrody, jej rozw¢j, twoérczy postep i, powiazana
z tym faktem, kolejna istotna cecha przyrody, a mianowicie: rela-
cja rozciaglosci zachodzaca pomiedzy zdarzeniami. Te dwa fak-
ty, przeptyw zdarzen i rozcigganie sie zdarzen wzajemnie na sie-
bie, stanowia, wedtug mnie, te wlasnosci, z ktérych wywodza sie
abstrakcyjne pojecia czasu i przestrzeni.

Wracajac tymczasem do teorii czasu absolutnego, powinni-
smy przyjaé, ze znamy czas niezaleznie od jakichkolwiek zda-
rzent majacych miejsce w czasie. To, co wydarza sie w czasie, zaj-
muje czas. Ta relacja zdarzen do czasu, ktéry zajmuja, to znaczy
relacja zajmowania czasu, jest podstawowa relacjq, jaka zachodzi
pomiedzy przyroda i czasem. W ten sposéb teoria ta wymaga,
bysmy byli sSwiadomi dwu podstawowych relacji: relacji czaso-
wego uporzadkowania zachodzacej pomiedzy chwilami i relacji
zajmowania czasu zachodzgcej pomiedzy chwilami i stanami
przyrody, ktére wydarzaja sie¢ w tych chwilach.

Dwie okolicznosci stanowia bardzo silne wsparcie dla teorii
czasu absolutnego. Po pierwsze, czas rozciaga sie poza przyro-
de. Nasze myslenie dokonuje sie w czasie. W zwiazku z tym wy-
prowadzenie czasu jedynie z relacji zachodzacych pomiedzy ele-
mentami przyrody wydaje si¢ niemozliwe. Relacje czasowe nie
moglyby wéwczas dotyczy¢ mySlenia. Ujmujac te kwestie meta-
forycznie, wydaje sie, Ze czas jest glebiej zakorzeniony w rzeczy-
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wistosci niz przyroda. Mozemy bowiem wyobrazi¢ sobie mysli,
powiazane relacjami czasowymi niezaleznie od jakichkolwiek
spostrzezerr przyrody. Mozemy, na przyklad, wyobrazi¢ sobie
anioly Miltona, ktérych mysli nastepuja po sobie w czasie, cho¢
nie zauwazyly one nawet, ze Wszechmocny stworzyl przestrzeri
i umiedcil w niej materialny wszechswiat. Co prawda sadze,
ze Milton umieszczal przestrzenn na tym samym absolutnym
poziomie co czas, nie powinno to jednak deformowa¢é zaryso-
wanego tu obrazu. Po drugie, trudno wyprowadzi¢ wtasnosé
realnego nastepowania po sobie chwil z relacyjnej teorii czasu.
Kazdy moment jest nieodwolalny. Natura czasu sprawia, ze nie
moze on powrdcié. Jedli jednak na gruncie teorii relacyjnej mo-
ment czasowy jest po prostu stanem przyrody w danym czasie,
a relacja porzadkujaca nastepstwo chwil jest po prostu relacja
zachodzaca pomiedzy tymi stanami, nieodwolalnosé czasu wy-
daje sie oznaczag, ze obecny stan przyrody jako calosci nie moze
si¢ nigdy powtorzy¢. Przyznaje, ze wydaje sie nieprawdopodob-
ne, by co$ takiego mogto sie wydarzy¢ z uwzglednieniem naj-
drobniejszych szczeg6téw. Nie chodzi tu jednak o nieprawdo-
podobieristwo. Nasza ignorancja jest tak przerazajaca, ze nasze
sady okreslajace prawdopodobieristwo przyszlych wydarzen
nie majg znaczenia. Istotne jest to, ze powtdrzenie si¢ stanow
przyrody jest jedynie nieprawdopodobne, natomiast powtérze-
nie sie chwili kléci sie z naszym pojeciem porzadku czasowego.
Chwile, ktore przeminely, sa chwilami przesztymi i nie moga sie
nigdy powtorzy¢.

Kazda alternatywna teoria czasu musi wzig¢ pod uwage
te dwie okolicznosci, stanowigce filary teorii czasu absolutnego.
Nie bede jednak teraz kontynuowat ich analizy.

Teoria absolutnej przestrzeni jest podobna do teorii czasu
absolutnego, cho¢ racje przemawiajace na jej rzecz sa stabsze.
Na gruncie tej teorii przestrzen jest systemem pozbawionych
rozciaglosci punktéw, ktére sa skladnikami porzadkujacych
przestrzen relacji, ktére z kolei moga by¢ sprowadzone do jed-
nej relacji. Relacja ta nie porzadkuje punktéw w nastepstwach
liniowych analogicznie do prostej metody czasowego porzadko-
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wania chwil. Logiczng charakterystyke tej relacji, z ktérej wy-
plywaja wszystkie wiasnosci przestrzeni, matematycy formutuja
w postaci aksjomatéw geometrii. Z tych aksjomatéw’, w ujeciu
wspolczesnych matematykéw, geometria moze zosta¢ wypro-
wadzona na mocy najsciélejszego logicznego rozumowania.
Szczegobtowa analiza tych aksjomatoéw nie jest nam teraz potrzeb-
na. Kiedy ujmujemy przestrzen, punkty i relacje s3 poznawane
przez nas lacznie, wzajemnie sie implikujac. To, co zdarza sie
w przestrzeni, zajmuje przestrzen. Zwykle, kiedy wprowadza sie
relacje zajmowania przestrzeni, méwi sie nie o zdarzeniach, lecz
o przedmiotach. O pomniku Pompejusza powiemy na przyktad,
Ze zajmuje przestrzen; nie powiemy tak jednak o zdarzeniu, ja-
kim byto zabo¢jstwo Cezara. Potoczny spos6b méwienia jest nie-
fortunny. W moim przekonaniu relacja zdarzer i przestrzeni jest
analogiczna, pod kazdym wzgledem, do relacji zdarzen i czasu.

Powyzsza teoria jest pozbawiona dwu gtéwnych filarow, ja-
kie wspieraja teorie czasu absolutnego. Przede wszystkim, prze-
strzeni nie rozcigga si¢ poza przyrode w takim sensie, w jakim
zdaje sie to czynic czas. Zajmowanie przestrzeni przez nasze my-
8li nie wydaje sie tak bliskim zwigzkiem, jak relacja my$li i czasu.
Na przyklad rozmyslam, znajdujac sie w pokoju, i w tym sensie
moje mys$li zajmuja przestrzen, jednak pytanie, czy zajmuja one
stope szeScienng, czy cal szeScienny przestrzeni pokoju, wydaje
sie bezsensowne. Podczas gdy te same mysli zajmuja okreslony
czas dnia, powiedzmy od jedenastej do dwunaste;j.

O ile zatem relacje okredlane przez relacyjna teorie czasu
sa potrzebne, by porzadkowac mysli, o tyle nie wydaje sie tak
oczywiste, ze wymagane sa do tego relacje relacyjnej teorii prze-
strzeni. Powigzanie my$lenia z przestrzeniag wydaje sie niebez-
posrednie, co trudno powiedzie¢ o jego zwigzku z czasem.

Poza tym nieodwotalnoé¢ czasu wydaje si¢ nie mie¢ zadne-
go odpowiednika w przestrzeni. Przestrzenn na gruncie teorii
relacyjnej jest suma relacji pomiedzy przedmiotami, o ktérych

® Por. (na przyklad) Projective Geometry by Veblen and Young, Vol. I. 1910,
Vol. II. 1917, Boston.
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potocznie méwimy, ze znajduja si¢ w przestrzeni; tam gdzie
sa przedmioty, tam tez jest przestrzen. Nie wydaje sie¢ powsta-
wac trudnoé¢ podobna do tej, z jaka mamy do czynienia, gdy
wyobrazimy sobie, Ze zle chwile mogltyby powréci¢, w momen-
cie gdy mysleliémy, ze mamy je juz za soba.

Teoria absolutnej przestrzeni nie cieszy sie dzi$ wielka po-
pularnoscia. Wiedza o pustej przestrzeni jako systemie bytéw
znanych nam w sobie i dla siebie, niezaleznie od naszej wiedzy
o zdarzeniach w przyrodzie, wydaje si¢ nie mie¢ zadnego od-
powiednika w naszym doswiadczeniu. Przestrzeri, podobnie
jak czas, jest abstrahowana ze zdarzen. Na gruncie mojej teorii
przestrzen i czas odrézniaja sie od siebie w kolejnej fazie procesu
abstrakcji. Bardziej popularnym sposobem ujmowania relacyjnej
teorii przestrzeni jest uznanie jej za abstrakt z relacji pomiedzy
przedmiotami materialnymi.

Przypuéémy, ze istnieje absolutny czas i absolutna przestrzen.
Jaki wplyw ma to zalozenie na pojecie przyrody rozdwojonej
na przyrode fenomenalng i przyrode przyczynowa? Rozdwo-
jenie to niewatpliwie nie jest obecnie tak radykalne. Kazdemu
z tych dwu rodzajéw przyrody mozemy przypisa¢ dwa wspdlne
systemy relacji, poniewaz mozemy zalozy¢, ze obie te przyrody
zajmujq te samgq przestrzen i ten sam czas. Na gruncie przyjmo-
wanej wspoélczesdnie teorii, przyczynowo powigzane zdarzenia
zajmuja okreslony okres czasu absolutnego oraz zajmuja okre-
Slone miejsce w przestrzeni absolutnej. Zdarzenia te wpltywaja
na umyst, ktéry w efekcie spostrzega okreslone zdarzenia przy-
rody fenomenalnej, ktére zajmujg okreslony okres czasu abso-
lutnego oraz zajmuja okreslone miejsce w przestrzeni absolut-
nej. A czasy i miejsca zajmowane przez fenomeny znajduja sie
w okreslonej relacji do czaséw i miejsc zajmowanych przez zda-
rzenia w przyrodzie przyczynowe;j.

Co wiecej, okredlone zdarzenia przyczynowe wytwarzaja
w umysle okreslone zjawiska. Iluzje sa to fenomeny, ktére za-
chodza w okreslonych miejscach, zajmuja okreslone okresy
czasu, nie bedac skutkiem tych zdarzen przyczynowych, ktére
s wlasciwe dla ich spostrzegania.
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Cala ta teoria jest w pelni spdjna logicznie. Nie powinnismy
liczy¢ na to, ze uda nam sie w dyskus;ji filozoficznej sprowadzi¢
bledna teorie do logicznej sprzecznosci. Pomijajac zwykle po-
mylki, osoba broniaca teorii wtedy tylko popada w sprzecznosé,
gdy zostanie onieSmielona przez reductio ad absurdum. Podsta-
wowym powodem odrzucenia teorii filozoficznej jest ,absur-
dum”, do ktérego nas ona redukuje. W przypadku filozofii nauk
przyrodniczych tym absurdum moze by¢ jedynie to, ze nasza
wiedza spostrzezeniowa nie posiada cech przypisywanych jej
przez te teorie. Jesli nasz oponent twierdzi, ze jego wiedza po-
siada te cechy, mozemy jedynie - po sprawdzeniu, ze sie rozu-
miemy - zgodzic sie, Ze sie r6znimy. Podstawowa powinnoscia
osoby prezentujacej teorie, z ktéra sie nie zgadza, jest przedsta-
wienie jej w sposéb spdjny. Nie na tym polega jej problem.

Podsumujmy sformulowane wyzej zarzuty pod adresem teo-
rii rozdwojenia przyrody. Przede wszystkim jej celem jest po-
szukiwanie przyczyn naszej wiedzy o rzeczy poznanej, zamiast
poszukiwania cech rzeczy poznanej. Po drugie, teoria ta zaklada
istnienie wiedzy o czasie samym w sobie, niezaleznej od zdarzen
powiazanych relacjami czasowymi. Po trzecie, zakltada wiedze
o przestrzeni samej w sobie, niezalezng od zdarzen w przestrze-
ni. Poza wymienionymi zarzutami teoria ta posiada jeszcze inne
niedostatki.

Rzucimy nieco $wiatta na sztuczny status przyrody przyczy-
nowej w tej teorii, pytajac, dlaczego zaklada sie, ze przyroda
ta zajmuje czas i przestrzei? Podnosimy w ten sposéb funda-
mentalng kwestie zakresu podobieristwa pomiedzy przyroda
przyczynowa a fenomenalna. Dlaczego - na gruncie tej teo-
rii - przyczyna, ktéra wywoluje spostrzezenia w umysle, mia-
taby mie¢ podobna charakterystyke co przyroda fenomenalna?
W szczeg6lnosci - dlaczego miataby znajdowac sie w przestrze-
ni? A méwiac bardziej ogélnie - co wiemy o umysle, ktéry po-
zwala nam okresla¢ poszczegélne cechy przyczyny wywotujacej
w tym umys$le okreslone skutki?

Argumentem, cho¢ stabym, na rzecz tezy, ze przyroda przy-
czynowa znajduje si¢ w czasie, jest wykraczanie czasu poza
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przyrode. Jesli bowiem umyst istnieje w jakim$ okresie czasu,
mamy pewien powdd, by przyjaé, ze przyczyny wplywajace
na umysl istnieja w tym samym okresie czasu. Lecz jesli umyst
nie zajmuje przestrzeni, nie wida¢ powodu, dla ktérego mieli-
bysmy przyjmowaé, ze przyroda przyczynowa powinna zajmo-
wac przestrzen. W ten sposéb przestrzeri okazuje sie¢ pozorna
w takim samym sensie, w jakim przyroda fenomenalna jest po-
zorna. A zatem, jesli nauka rzeczywiscie zajmuje sie badaniem
przyczyn dzialajacych na umyst, bladzilibySmy catkowicie,
zakladajac, ze przyczyny te powinny by¢ powigzane relacjami
przestrzennymi. Co wiecej, nie znamy niczego, co w analogicz-
ny sposoéb wpltywaloby na umysl, wywolujac spostrzezenia.
A zatem, poza stabo ugruntowanym zatozeniem, ze zajmuja one
czas, nie ma naprawde zadnej podstawy pozwalajacej okresli¢
wlasnosci tych przyczyn.

To, ze nauka nie jest bajka, przyjmuje jako aksjomat. Nauka
nie zajmuje sie¢ przystrajaniem niepoznawalnych bytéw w arbi-
tralne i fantastyczne wlasciwosci. Czym zatem, zaktadajac, ze jest
to co$ waznego, zajmuje si¢ nauka? Moja odpowiedzZ brzmi: zaj-
muje sie okreslaniem wlasnosci rzeczy poznawanych, mianowi-
cie wlasnosci przyrody fenomenalnej. Termin ,fenomenalna”
mozemy opusci¢, gdyz istnieje tylko jedna przyroda. Ta miano-
wicie, ktora jest nam dana w naszej wiedzy spostrzezeniowe;.
Wrtasnosci, ktére nauka odkrywa w przyrodzie, maja subtelny
charakter, nie sa czym$ oczywistym juz na pierwszy rzut oka.
Stanowia one relacje relacji i wlasnosci wilasnosci. Jednak, przy
calej swej subtelnosci, sa one naznaczone pewng prostota, ktéra
sprawia, ze niezbedne jest ich uwzglednianie przy rozplatywa-
niu zlozonych zwigzkéw pomiedzy wlasnosciami stale obecny-
mi w spostrzezeniach.

Fakt, ze rozdwojenie przyrody na skladnik przyczynowy
i fenomenalny nie jest zgodne z naszym rozumieniem wiedzy,
staje sie dla nas oczywisty w momencie, gdy uswiadamiamy
sobie nasz sposob myslenia podczas rozwazania zagadnienia
przyczyn naszych spostrzezen. Na przyklad ogieni ptonie, a my
widzimy czerwony wegiel. Nauka wyjasnia to, odwolujac sie
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do pojecia energii promieniowania emitowanej przez wegiel
w kierunku naszych oczu. Lecz szukajac takiego wyjasnienia, nie
pytamy o rodzaj zdarzen, ktére nadaja sie do tego, by sprawiag,
ze umysl spostrzega czerwien. Lancuch przyczyn jest zupelnie
inny. Umyst zostaje calkowicie wytaczony. Prawdziwe pytanie
brzmi: co takiego odkrywamy w przyrodzie, kiedy odkrywamy
tam czerwieri? Pytamy o analize sktadnikéw przyrody, towarzy-
szacych pojawieniu sie czerwieni w przyrodzie. W kolejnym wy-
kladzie podaze dalej tym tokiem rozumowania. Tutaj zwracam
na to uwage jedynie po to, by podkresdli¢, ze falowa teoria §wia-
tla nie zostala przyjeta dlatego, ze to fale sprawiaja, ze umyst
spostrzega kolory. Nigdy nie powolywano si¢ na ten argument
jako $wiadectwo na rzecz teorii falowej, cho¢ jest to, z punktu
widzenia przyczynowej teorii percepcji, jej jedyna istotna czesc.
Innymi stowy, nauka nie bada przyczyn wiedzy, lecz spdjnosc
wiedzy. Rozumienie, ktérego poszukuje nauka, to rozumienie
relacji zachodzacych w przyrodzie.

Dotychczas przedstawialem rozdwojenie przyrody w kon-
tekscie teorii absolutnej przestrzeni i absolutnego czasu. Czy-
nitem tak dlatego, ze wprowadzenie teorii relacyjnych jedynie
oslabia racje na rzecz rozdwojenia, a chcialem podja¢ dyskusje
z ta koncepcja w jej najmocniejszej postaci.

Przypuséémy, dla przykladu, ze przyjmujemy relacyjng teorie
przestrzeni. Przestrzenn przyrody fenomenalnej stanowi wow-
czas sume relacji pomiedzy fenomenami. Jest to zbidér relacji
fenomenalnych 1aczacych fenomeny jako czlony relacji. Przy-
roda fenomendw jest marzeniem sennym, relacje fenomenalne
sg $Snionymi przez nas relacjami, a przestrzen jest przestrzenia
snu. Podobnie przestrzenn przyrody przyczynowej wyraza re-
lacje wigzace przedmioty do niej nalezace. Wyraza fakty zwia-
zane z przyczynami dzialajacymi poza obszarem zjawisk. Prze-
strzen przyczynowa i fenomenalna naleza do innych porzadkéw
rzeczywistosci. Dlatego nie ma miedzy nimi Scistej wiezi i nie
ma sensu mowié, ze czasteczki trawy sg w jakim$ okreslonym
miejscu, znajdujacym si¢ w SciSle okreslonej relacji do miejsca
zajmowanego przez trawe, ktora widzimy. Jest to paradoksalna
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konkluzja, ktéra sprawia, ze caly nasz naukowy sposéb méwie-
nia zostaje pozbawiony sensu. Sprawy maja si¢ jeszcze gorzej,
gdy uznamy relacyjny charakter czasu. Na mocy tego samego
argumentu czas dzieli si¢ na czas snu i czas przyczynowy, ktore
naleza do réznych porzadkéw rzeczywistosci.

Do tej pory przedstawiatem skrajng postac teorii rozdwojenia
przyrody. Jest to, jak sadze, ta jej postaé, ktorej najtatwiej bro-
ni¢. Juz sama jej kategorycznoé¢ zniecheca do krytyki. Posred-
nia postac tej teorii dopuszcza mozliwos¢, ze przyroda, ktoéra
jest przedmiotem badania, jest przyroda bezposrednio pozna-
wang i w tym zakresie odrzuca teorie rozdwojenia. Uznaje jed-
nak, ze istnieja psychiczne dodatki do przyrody bezposrednio
poznawanej, ktére w zadnym sensie nie sg czeSciami przyrody.
Spostrzegamy na przyktad czerwong kule bilardowa o okreslo-
nej dynamice, masie i bezwladnosci, we wtasciwym dla niej cza-
sie i miejscu. Jednak jej czerwien i cieplo oraz dzwiek uderzania
o inng bile stanowia dodatki psychiczne, to jest - wlasnosci wtor-
ne, ktore sg jedynie sposobem, w jaki umyst spostrzega przyro-
de. Jest to nie tylko szeroko rozpowszechniona teoria, lecz jest to,
jak mniemam, historyczna posta¢ teorii rozdwojenia przyrody,
w jakiej teoria ta wywodzi sie z filozofii. Bede ja nazywat teoria
psychicznych dodatkéw.

Teoria psychicznych dodatkéw jest mocng, zdroworozsadko-
wa teoria, ktora kladzie wielki nacisk na realnoé¢ czasu, prze-
strzeni, masy i bezwladnosci, lecz podchodzi nieufnie do takich
artystycznych dodatkéw jak barwa, ciepto i dzwiek. Teoria ta jest
skutkiem wycofywania sie zdrowego rozsadku ze swoich rosz-
czen. Powstala w epoce, w ktorej opracowano naukowe teorie
transmisji. Na przyktad kolor jest wynikiem transmisji z przed-
miotu materialnego do oka, cho¢ tym, co jest transmitowane,
nie jest kolor. Kolor nie jest czeécig przedmiotu materialnego.
Z podobnych powodéw z przyrody ,znika” dzwiek. Takze cie-
plo jest wynikiem transferu czegos, co nie jest temperaturg. Tym
sposobem zostajemy z miejscami czasoprzestrzennymi i czyms,
co mozna nazwac ,bezczelnoscig” ciata. Otrzymujemy w ten
sposOb teze osiemnastowiecznego materializmu, gloszacego,
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Ze tym, co rzeczywiste w przyrodzie, jest znajdujaca sie w czasie
i przestrzeni bezwtadna materia.

Zaklada si¢ istnienie réznicy jakosciowej, pozwalajacej wyrdz-
ni¢ spostrzezenia dotykowe wéréd pozostatych. Stanowia one
spostrzezenia prawdziwej bezwladnosci, podczas gdy inne spo-
strzezenia stanowig psychiczne dodatki, ktére musza zosta¢ wy-
jasénione na gruncie przyczynowej teorii percepcji. R6znica ta jest
produktem epoki, w ktérej fizyka wyprzedzita patologie i fizjo-
logie. Spostrzezenia nacisku sa przeciez w réwnej mierze wyni-
kiem przesylania, co spostrzezenia barwy. Kiedy spostrzegamy
kolor, komérki nerwowe zostaja w pewien sposéb pobudzone
i przekazuja swoja wiadomosé do mézgu. Kiedy spostrzegamy
nacisk, komoérki nerwowe zostaja pobudzone w inny sposéb
i rowniez przekazuja swoja wiadomosé do mozgu. Przekazywa-
nie wiadomosci w tej pierwszej sytuacji nie polega na przekazy-
waniu koloru, podobnie jak w drugiej - nie jest przekazywaniem
nacisku. Jednak w tym pierwszym przypadku spostrzegamy
barwe, a w drugim nacisk ciata. Gdyby odpowiednie nerwy zo-
staly przeciete, przestalibySmy spostrzega¢ kolor. Przecinajac
inne, uniemozliwiliby$my spostrzeganie nacisku. Wydaje sie za-
tem, ze dowolna przyczyna usuwajaca z rzeczywistej przyrody
barwe powinna usuwac tez bezwladnosc.

Tak oto zawodzi préba rozdwojenia przyrody fenomenalnej
na czesci, z ktorych jedna jest przyczyna zaréwno swojego prze-
jawiania sie, jak i przejawiania sie drugiej, czysto fenomenalnej.
Préba ta nie moze sie powies¢, gdyz nie potrafimy przeprowa-
dzi¢ fundamentalnego odréznienia dwéch sposobéw poznania
tak podzielonych czeéci przyrody. Nie przecze, ze odczucie wy-
sitku miesniowego bylto historyczng przyczyna uksztattowania
sie pojecia sity. Ten historyczny fakt nie uzasadnia jednak tezy,
ze bezwladno$¢ materii posiada w przyrodzie status rzeczywi-
stosci nadrzednej w stosunku do koloru czy dzwieku. Gdy idzie
o rzeczywisto$¢, wszystkie nasze spostrzezenia zmystowe ,jada
na tym samym woézku” i powinny by¢ traktowane na tej samej
zasadzie. Roéwne traktowanie jest wlasnie tym, czego brakuje
omawianej tu kompromisowej teorii.
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Nie jest tatwo poradzi¢ sobie z teorig rozdwojenia. Powo-
dem jest bardzo powazna trudnoé¢, jakiej musimy stawié czota,
gdy chcemy w tym samym systemie bytéw polaczy¢ czerwienn
plomienia z pobudzeniem czasteczek. W kolejnym wykladzie
przedstawie moje wyjasnienie Zrodet tej trudnosci oraz Zrédet
jej rozwigzania.

Innym popularnym rozwigzaniem, najstabsza postacia teorii
rozdwojenia jest utrzymywanie, ze czasteczki oraz eter, o kto-
rych méwi nauka, maja charakter czysto pojeciowy. Istnieje tyl-
ko jedna przyroda, mianowicie przyroda fenomenalna, a ato-
my i eter s3 jedynie nazwami poje¢ logicznych, wystepujacych
w formutach obliczeniowych.

Jednak czym sa formuly obliczeniowe? Mozna je uznaé
za stwierdzenia, gloszace, ze co$ jest prawda w odniesieniu
do tego, co zachodzi w przyrodzie. WeZmy najprostsza formute,
gloszacy, ze dwa plus dwa réwna sie cztery. Stwierdza ona -
o tyle, o ile odnosi sie do przyrody - ze gdy weZmiemy dowol-
ne dwa przedmioty nalezace do przyrody, a nastepnie kolejne
dwa, potaczony zbior bedzie zawieral cztery przedmioty. Takie
formuly, ktére sa prawdziwe dla dowolnych bytéw, nie moga
prowadzi¢ do sformulowania pojecia atomu. Co wiecej, sa for-
muly, ktére stwierdzajy, ze istnieja w przyrodzie byty o spe-
cjalnych wtasnosciach, powiedzmy na przyktad wtasnosciach
atoméw wodoru. Jesli byty tego rodzaju nie istnieja, nie potrafie
zrozumied, jak stwierdzenia méwiace o nich moga stosowac sie
do przyrody. Na przykiad stwierdzenie, ze ,jest zielony ser na
ksiezycu” nie moze by¢ przestanka zadnego, posiadajacego na-
ukowe znaczenie, rozumowania, jesli obecnos¢ zielonego sera
na ksiezycu nie zostala potwierdzona eksperymentalnie. PPo-
pularng wspélczesnie odpowiedzia na powyzsze zastrzezenia
jest twierdzenie, ze cho¢ atomy s jedynie pojeciami, stanowig
interesujace i malownicze narzedzie méwienia czego$ prawdzi-
wego o przyrodzie. Lecz jesli istotnie jest co$ innego, co ma sie
tutaj na myséli, trzeba to powiedzie¢, na Boga! Nalezy sie pozby¢
skomplikowanej maszynerii pojeciowej, skladajacej sie z twier-
dzeni o rzeczach nieistniejacych, ktére maja dostarcza¢ prawd



182 Alfred North Whitehead

na temat rzeczy istniejacych. Stoje na stanowisku, ze prawa na-
ukowe, jesli sa prawdziwe, sg stwierdzeniami dotyczacymi by-
tow, ktére poznajemy jako byty w przyrodzie. A jesli byty te nie
moga by¢ bytami odkrywanymi w przyrodzie, stwierdzenia
moéwigce o nich nie maja Zzadnego odniesienia do zjawisk przy-
rodniczych jako takich. A zatem, jeéli tylko nauka poprawnie
formutuje swoje prawa, czgsteczki i elektrony, o ktérych méwia
teorie naukowe, sg czynnikami, ktére mozna odkry¢é w przyro-
dzie. Elektrony maja status hipotetyczny o tyle tylko, o ile nie
jesteSmy pewni, Ze teoria elektronéw jest prawdziwa. Lecz jesli
uznamy prawdziwos¢ tej teorii, z samej jej tresci nie wynika hi-
potetycznos¢ elektronow.

Tak wiec na koricu tej nieco skomplikowanej analizy wra-
camy do stanowiska sformutowanego na poczatku. Podstawo-
wymi zadaniami filozofii nauk przyrodniczych jest objasnie-
nie pojecia przyrody, rozumianej jako zlozony fakt dany nam
do zbadania, wskazanie fundamentalnych bytéw i fundamen-
talnych relacji pomiedzy bytami, w terminach ktérych wszyst-
kie prawa przyrody powinny by¢ formulowane, a takze wyka-
zanie, ze wskazane byty i relacje sa adekwatnym narzedziem
do wyrazenia wszystkich relacji pomiedzy bytami wystepuja-
cymi w przyrodzie.

To wlasnie w zwiazku z trzecim zadaniem, jakim jest wy-
kazanie adekwatnosci, powstaje cata trudnos¢. Przyjmuje sie
zwykle, ze ostatecznymi danymi w naukach przyrodniczych
sq czas, przestrzeni, materia, wlasnosci materii oraz relacje po-
miedzy przedmiotami materialnymi. Lecz dane w tej postaci,
w jakiej wystepuja w prawach naukowych, nie dotycza wszyst-
kich bytow, ktére ujawniaja sie¢ w naszym spostrzeganiu przy-
rody. Na przyktad falowa teoria $wiatla jest znakomita, dobrze
ugruntowang teorig, niestety pomija kolor w tej postaci, w ja-
kiej jest on spostrzegany. Tak wiec spostrzegana czerwien - czy
tez inne kolory - musza zosta¢ wyeliminowane z przyrody i za-
mienione w reakcje umystu na prawdziwe zdarzenia w przy-
rodzie. Innymi stowy, pojecie fundamentalnych relacji zacho-
dzacych w przyrodzie (jakiego dostarcza falowa teoria $wiatta)
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nie jest adekwatne. Powinnismy z tym wieksza energia dazy¢
do wyartykulowania poje¢ adekwatnych.

Lecz czy w ten sposéb nie prébujemy w istocie rozwiazac
problemu metafizycznego? Nie sadze. Staramy sie jedynie
wskazac¢ ten typ relacji, ktére zachodza pomiedzy bytami,
ktore faktycznie spostrzegamy w przyrodzie. Nie jesteSmy zo-
bowigzani do zadnych deklaracji w kwestii psychologicznych
zwigzkéw podmiotu i przedmiotu czy tez ich ontologiczne-
go statusu. To prawda, ze ten rodzaj badant moze dostarczy¢
istotnych danych dla dyskusji tych zagadnieni i powinien czy-
nic to z powodzeniem. Stanowi jednak jedynie mozliwy argu-
ment w tych dyskusjach, sam nie bedac analiza metafizyczna.
Aby wyijasni¢ charakter tej dalszej analizy, ktéra wykracza
poza nasze zainteresowania, przedstawie dwa cytaty. Auto-
rem pierwszego jest Schelling, a pochodzi z pracy rosyjskiego
filozofa Losskiego, ktéra niedawno zostata przetlumaczona
na angielski®.

»W Filozofii przyrody rozwazalem podmiot-przedmiot nazywany przyroda
w jego aktywnosci samo-konstruowania sie. By to zrozumieé, musimy
wznieé¢ sie do intelektualnej intuicji przyrody. Empirysta tu nie dociera,
dlatego w jego wyjasnieniach zawsze to on sam okazuje sie by¢ konstruk-
torem przyrody. Nic dziwnego, ze tak rzadko konstrukcja pokrywa sie
z tym, co jest konstruowane. Filozof przyrody (a Natur-philosoph) uwal-
nia przyrode, karzac jej konstruowac¢ sama siebie i dlatego nigdy nie
czuje koniecznosci przeciwstawiania przyrodzie konstruowanej (. jako
doswiadczenie) przyrody rzeczywistej czy tez poprawiania jednej przy po-
mocy drugiej”.

Drugi cytat pochodzi z odczytu dziekana katedry sw. Pawla
dla Towarzystwa Arystotelesowskiego z maja 1919 roku. Arty-
kut doktora Inge’a nosi tytut ,Platonizm a nieSmiertelnos¢ czto-
wieka” i zawiera nastepujaca teze:

¢ N.O. Lossky, The Intuitive Basis of Knowledge, thum. Mrs Duddington,
1919.
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,Podsumowujac, Platoriska doktryna nieSmiertelnosci opiera sie na idei
niezaleznoéci $wiata duchowego. Swiat duchowy nie jest $wiatem niezreal-
izowanych idealéow, przeciwstawionych rzeczywistemu $wiatu faktéw poz-
bawionych duchowosci. Przeciwnie, jest Swiatem rzeczywistym, o ktérym
posiadamy wiedze prawdziwg, cho¢ bardzo niepelna. Jest §wiatem przeci-
wstawionym $wiatu codziennego doswiadczenia, ktéry jako calos¢ nie jest
rzeczywisty, gdyz jest zbudowany przy pomocy wyobrazni z rozmaitosci
danych, pochodzacych z réznych pozioméw. Nie istnieje zaden Swiat
odpowiadajacy Swiatu naszego codziennego doswiadczenia. Przyro-
da dokonuje abstrakeji za nas, decydujac, jaki zakres drgan jest dla nas
styszalny i widzialny, i jakie rzeczy mamy spostrzegac i zapamietywac”.

Zacytowalem te fragmenty, poniewaz oba dotycza tematéw,
ktore, cho¢ znajduja sie poza obszarem prowadzonych tu rozwa-
zan, sa zawsze blednie traktowane jako ich czeé¢. Dzieje sie tak
dlatego, ze leza one w najblizszym sgsiedztwie naszego obszaru
rozwazan i s3 kwestiami niezwykle interesujagcymi dla umystow
o sklonnosciach metafizycznych. Filozofowi trudno jest uznad,
ze kto$ moze faktycznie ogranicza¢ swoje badania, tak by zmiesci¢
je w granicach, ktére tu zarysowalem. Granice te umieszczam tam,
gdzie on zaczyna odczuwac poruszenie. Przedstawiam tu stano-
wisko, zgodnie z ktérym niezbednym wstepem do filozofii oraz
do nauk przyrodniczych jest gruntowne zrozumienie typéw by-
tow oraz typow relacji, zachodzacych pomiedzy tymi bytami, kt6-
re odstaniaja sie nam w zmystowym doswiadczeniu przyrody.

Ttumaczyt: Piotr Lesniak
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The Concept of Nature jest zapisem wykltadow, ktére Al-
fred North Whitehead wygtosit w roku 1919 w Trinity College
w Cambridge, w ramach cyklu wykladéw ufundowanego przez
Edwarda Tarnera. Cykl ten, rozpoczety przez Whiteheada, jest
kontynuowany do dzisiaj, a jego tematem jest filozofia nauki
oraz relacje pomiedzy ré6znymi dziedzinami wiedzy. Whitehe-
ad uznat, Zze przedstawiajac swoje rozumienie pojecia przyrody,
nie odbiega od tego tematu. O jednosci r6znych nauk przyrodni-
czych stanowi bowiem ich wspélny przedmiot - przyroda. Filo-
zofia nauki Whiteheada jest filozofig przyrody.

Ksigzka, ktéra ukazata sie w roku 1920 nakladem wydawnic-
twa Uniwersytetu w Cambridge, zachowuje forme i styl charak-
terystyczny dla wyktadu. Zmiany dokonane przez Whiteheada
na etapie przygotowania tekstu do druku nie byly gruntowne
i miaty na celu jedynie usuniecie niejasnosci. The Concept of Na-
ture stanowi kontynuacje wcze$niejszego Enquiry concerning
the Principles of Natural Knowledge. Obie ksigzki dotycza podob-
nych zagadnieni, przedstawiajac je z nieco innej perspektywy.
Obie mozna uzna¢ za odpowiedZz Whiteheada na opubliko-
wana w 1916 roku ogélng teorie wzglednosci, ktéra podziwiat
jako przyklad genialnego zastosowania metod matematycznych
w fizyce, ale podkreslal takze, ze zastosowanie tej metody do-
prowadzilo Einsteina do filozofii o bardzo watpliwej wartosci.
Whiteheadowska koncepcja przyrody jest rozwijana w pieciu
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srodkowych rozdziatach ksigzki, dwa pierwsze rozdziaty oraz
dwa ostatnie maja charakter wprowadzajacy i wyjasniajacy. Pre-
zentowany tu drugi rozdzial, w ktérym przedstawione sg teorie
rozdwojenia przyrody, jest szczegdlnie wazny z tego punktu wi-
dzenia, gdyz, jak podkresla Whitehead we wstepie, ktos, kto ule-
ga ztudzeniu rozdwojenia, nie bedzie w stanie zrozumie¢ nawet
jednego stowa tej ksigzki.

Chodzi tu o rozdwojenie naszego obrazu przyrody na przy-
rode fenomenéw, tzn. barw, dzwiekéw, smakéw i zapachéw,
ktére sa w przyrodzie jedynie pozornie, gdyz nie traktujemy
ich jako przyczyn zdarzen w $wiecie fizycznym, oraz przyrode
przyczyn, tzn. przyrode czastek, sit i pol, ktére uznajemy za re-
alne przyczyny doznawanych przez nas wrazen. Popularng
wspolczednie postacig teorii rozdwojenia jest teoria wlasnosci
pierwotnych i wtérnych, w ktorej status obiektywnosci przypi-
suje sie jedynie wiasnosciom pierwotnym, te drugie traktujac
jako wytwoér naszego umystu. Méwienie o wytworach umystu
podczas opisu przyrody Whitehead traktuje jako wyraz filozo-
ficznej bezradnosci. Ten , desperacki” sposéb mys$lenia o przy-
rodzie nie zostal jednak w naszych czasach przezwyciezony.
Idee Whiteheada, Bergsona czy Jamesa ujmujace integralnie
do$wiadczenie przyrody na poczatku ubieglego stulecia wyda-
waly sie znajdowaé w ofensywie i spychaé¢ do lamusa koncepcje
fizykalistyczne i materialistyczne. Jednak gtéwny nurt mysle-
nia filozoficznego podazy! w innym kierunku. Fundamentalne
dyskusje na gruncie wspotczesnej filozofii nauki, filozofii umy-
stu, epistemologii wydaja sie nadal toczy¢ w cieniu teorii roz-
dwojenia. Na przykiad problem obiektywnosci doswiadczenia
i zwigzany z nim problem statusu ontologicznego przedmiotow
teoretycznych (sp6r realizmu naukowego z antyrealizmem)
czy tez spor o status ontologiczny umystu, a w szczegolnosci
problem tzw. qualiow (spoér redukcjonistycznych teorii umystu
z antyredukcjonistycznymi), ale takze spér o przyczynowosc
(ujecia humowskie kontra syngularyzm). We wszystkich tych
sporach obie strony zakladajq implicite rozdwojony obraz przy-
rody, co wydaje sie skutkowaé przyjmowaniem szeregu kon-
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cepdji filozoficznych , nie do wiary”, jak np. eliminacjonizm (nie
istnieja przezycia psychiczne) czy epifenomenalizm (umyst nie
moze by¢ przyczyna zadnych zdarzen fizycznych). Argumen-
tacja Whiteheada skierowana przeciwko teoriom rozdwojenia
wydaje sie zatem przedsiewzieciem filozoficznym niezwykle
aktualnym. Nawet bardziej aktualnym dzi$, po niemal stu la-
tach, niz w roku 1919.
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SPRAWOZDANIE Z KONFERENC]JI
THE DYNAMICAL ONTOLOGIES OF A.N. WHITEHEAD
AND N. HARTMANN
5-7 MAJA 2011, KATOWICE, POLSKA

Konferencja The Dynamical Ontologies of A.N. Whitehead and
N. Hartmann odbyla sie w Katowicach-Panewnikach w dniach
5-7 maja 2011 roku. Zorganizowanie tego wydarzenia byto efek-
tem naukowej wspoétpracy dwéch towarzystw filozoficznych:
polskiego Towarzystwa Metafizycznego im. A.N. Whiteheada
oraz wloskiego Nicolai Hartmann Society. Oproécz przedsta-
wicieli obydwu towarzystw w konferencji udziat wzieto wielu
wybitnych badaczy z réznych osrodkéw naukowych Europy
i Swiata. Wyktady miaty miejsce na terenie Wyzszego Semina-
rium Duchownego Braci Mniejszych w Katowicach-Panewni-
kach, ktére wraz z Katedra Filozofii Starozytnej i Sredniowiecz-
nej Uniwersytetu Papieskiego Jana Pawta II w Krakowie bylo
wspolorganizatorem tego wydarzenia.

Pierwszy dzieri konferencji mial charakter wprowadzenia,
ktérego celem bylo z jednej strony przedstawienie podstawo-
wych pojec i twierdzerr ontologicznych systeméw Whiteheada
i Hartmanna, z drugiej - wstepne ukazanie niektérych podo-
bieristw oraz réznic miedzy nimi. Pierwszym prelegentem byt
Roberto Poli z Nicolai Hartmann Society we Wloszech, ktéry
zaprezentowal krétkie poréwnanie pomiedzy dwoma systema-
mi. Wloski uczony oméwit wspélne momenty, dotyczace zarow-
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no aspektow merytorycznych (np. procesualnego podtoza, teorii
wartosci, ontologicznej struktury 2+2), jak i ogélnego nastawie-
nia meta-filozoficznego (np. podejécie systematyczne, bliski kon-
takt z naukami szczegélowymi, wyrazny dystans do rezultatow
wlasnych badan).

Nastepnie miaty miejsce cztery wyklady, ktére trwaly oko-
to godziny i zakorniczone byly potgodzinng dyskusja wykta-
dowcy ze stuchaczami. Poranna sesja dotyczyla filozofii White-
heada. Bogdan Ogrodnik z Towarzystwa Metafizycznego im.
AN. Whiteheada wprowadzit uczestnikow w schemat pojec
procesualnych, dotyczacych skwantowanego procesu, bytow
aktualnych, ich bipolarnej natury oraz idei ich wzajemnego,
wewnetrznego powigzania. W swoim wystgpieniu omoéwit
wspolistnienie atomistycznej i ciggtej koncepcji Swiata, pojecie
organizmu, wibracyjna forme istnienia oraz podkreslit znacze-
nie religijnego i estetycznego doswiadczenia dla metafizyki.
W drugim wykladzie Helmut Maassen z Deutsche Whitehead
Gesellschaft w Niemczech kontynuowal omawianie podsta-
wowych poje¢ filozofii Whiteheada, zwracajac uwage na jego
schemat kategorialny oraz na r6zne formy procesu analizowane
w dwoch aspektach: genetycznym i morfologicznym. Wprowa-
dzajac sluchaczy w problematyke wartosci, zwrécil on uwage,
iz procesualizm afirmuje zaréwno dobro (jako element pozytyw-
ny i tworczy), jak i zto (jako element pozytywny i destrukcyjny).
Wszechs$wiat jako kreatywny postep w strone nowosci wymaga
obydwu czynnikéw dla swojego istnienia.

Dwa wyklady zawarte w sesji popotudniowej dotyczyly on-
tologii Hartmanna. Podstawowe dziedziny i sposoby istnienia
oraz natura ontologicznych kategorii zostaly przedstawione
przez Alicje Pietras z Pomorskiego Uniwersytetu w Stupsku.
W swoim obszernym wykladzie dokonata rozréznienia na mo-
menty istnienia (Sosein, Dasein), sposoby istnienia (realny, ide-
alny i irrealny) oraz modi istnienia (aktualnoé¢, mozliwos¢, ko-
niecznos¢). Podkreslita tez rozumienie kategorii jako zasad bytu
oraz wymienila szereg filozoficznych bledoéw zwigzanych z tzw.
starg doktryna kategorii. W swoim drugim wykladzie Roberto
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Poli kontynuowat wprowadzenie w my$l Hartmanna, oméwit
cztery podstawowe tezy ontologiczne, rézne typy kategorii (fun-
damentalne, specjalne, lokalne) i polaczyl te ostatnie z proble-
matyka pozioméw ontologicznych.

Kolejne dwa dni konferencji zawieraty czterdziestominutowe
wystapienia podzielone na okoto pétgodzinng czes¢ wyktado-
wa i dyskusje, trwajacag zwykle okoto dziesieciu minut. Drugi
dziert ponownie rozpoczal Roberto Poli od wyktadu, w ktérym
zwroécil uwage na dwa wzorce obecne w ontologii Hartmanna:
(I) pierwszy, egzemplifikowany przez wiele par fundamental-
nych kategorii (np. materia - forma) oraz przez momenty istnie-
nia (Sosein, Dasein) oraz (II) drugi, dotyczacy odréznienia czystej
kategorii od wiasnosci bytu, np. czasu i temporalnosci. Predrag
Cicovacki z College of the Holy Cross w USA poswiecit swoj
pierwszy wyklad na poréwnanie koncepcji kategorii u Kanta
i Hartmanna. Po przedyskutowaniu historycznych Zrédet analiz
kategorialnych amerykanski filozof ukazal, w jaki sposéb Hart-
mann prébuje odwréci¢ kopernikariska rewolucje Kanta. Kon-
cowa czes¢ wykladu byta ciekawg préba zwrotnej krytyki ujecia
Hartmanna z kantowskiej pozycji. Nastepnie Bogdan Ogrodnik
ukazatl podobieristwa pomiedzy koncepcjami poznania u White-
heada i Hartmanna, ktére wykraczaja poza proste odréznienie
podmiot-przedmiot. Podkreélajac, ze metafizyczne twierdzenia
posiadaja status hipotez, argumentowal, iz filozofia organizmu
dostarcza takiego opisu poznania, w ktérym staje sie ono jedy-
nie egzemplifikacja bardziej pierwotnego rodzaju metafizycznej
relacji uyjmowania.

Kolejng interesujaca proba zestawienia dwoéch systeméw
filozoficznych byt wyklad, w ktérym Maria-Teresa Teixeira
z Lisbon University w Portugalii dokladnie przedstawila ich
aspekty zwiagzane z koncepcjami procesu, poziomow rzeczywi-
stosci i ewolucji. Ukazujac podobieristwo pomiedzy stratyfikacja
Hartmanna a hierarchig spotecznoéci Whiteheada, portugalska
uczona przyznala, ze obydwa systemy posiadaja procesualny
i dynamiczny charakter, lecz same pojecia procesu i temporal-
nosci sa w nich inaczej rozumiane. W kolejnym wykladzie Karl-
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-Friedrich Kiesow z Leibniz Universitat Hannover w Niemczech
poréwnat teorie dwoch mysélicieli na gruncie rozwinietej przez
nich filozofii przyrody oraz zagadnienia relacji mind - body. Po-
mimo réznic w postrzeganiu miejsca umystu w przyrodzie, oby-
dwaj - Whitehead i Hartmann - probowali przerzuci¢ pomost
pomiedzy umystem i materia w nowy, bardziej konstruktyw-
ny sposob. W ostatnim wykladzie sesji porannej Jakub Dziad-
kowiec z Katolickiego Uniwersytetu Lubelskiego Jana Paw-
ta II przedstawit konceptualne podstawy dla ontologicznej teorii
poziomow rzeczywistosci. Argumentowat on, ze w systemach
obydwu filozoféw istnieja mechanizmy umozliwiajace rozwi-
niecie stratalizmu w dwoch aspektach: horyzontalnym i werty-
kalnym oraz powigzanie go z ontologiczna relacja emergencji.
Sesja popotudniowa rozpoczeta sie od wykladu Andrzeja
Chmieleckiego z Uniwersytetu Gdarskiego poswieconego pro-
pozycjom pewnych poprawek w ontologii Hartmanna. Po krét-
kiej krytyce niektérych tez niemieckiego filozofa prelegent przed-
stawil m.in.: analize par kategorii indywidualny-ogélny oraz
czasowy-nieczasowy, rozréznienie na dwa aspekty istnienia:
in-systencje oraz per-systencje, a takze propozycje wyrdznienia
piatego poziomu bytu realnego, tzw. intelligibiliow. W kolejnym
wystagpieniu Predrag Cicovacki zestawil Hartmanna koncepcje
wartosci jako bytow idealnych z Poppera rozumieniem warto-
Sci jako obiektow ,trzeciego Swiata”. Dyskutujac mozliwosé
przyznania wartoéciom realnego sposobu istnienia, przytoczyt
argumenty, dla ktérych Hartmann nie przyjal propozycji Pop-
pera. Nastepnie Lukasz Lamza z Uniwersytetu Papieskiego Jana
Pawla II w Krakowie opierajac si¢ na systemie hierarchicznej
klasyfikacji przyrodniczych fenomenéw (PACS 2008), przed-
stawil propozycje empirycznej teorii pozioméw rzeczywisto-
Sci. Jasno okreslajac swoja metodologie oraz zawezajac badania
do nieozywionej czesci historii naturalnej, skrytykowat linearny
i ciggly sposob myslenia o ewolucji kosmicznej. W podsumo-
waniu zaproponowal od$wiezong klasyfikacje nieorganicznych
pozioméw rzeczywistosci, ktorych etykiety typu ,fizyczny”,
»,chemiczny”, ,mineralogiczny” czy ,biologiczny” powinny zo-
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sta¢ zastapione nazwami , przed-nuklearny”, , post-nuklearny”,
,staly system” oraz ,system planetarny”.

Po krotkiej przerwie glos zabrat Piotr Lesniak z Uniwersyte-
tu Rzeszowskiego, ktéry poswiecil swoje wystapienie koncepcji
czasu i przestrzeni we wczesnych pracach Whiteheada. Wyréz-
niajac trzy typy obiektywnosci i identyfikujac stanowisko Whi-
teheada z tzw. obiektywnoscig naturalng, bronit tezy, iz czasu
nalezy poszukiwaé w poza-podmiotowej naturze za pomoca
pojecia trwania, ktére definiuje zdarzenie. Kolejnym prelegen-
tem byl Vasselin Petrov z Bulgarian Academy of Sciences, kt6-
ry wykazywal, ze pojecie antycypacji - zyskujace na znaczeniu
w dzisiejszej nauce i filozofii - nalezy do istotnych elementéw
metafizyki Whiteheada. Analizujac péZne prace Whiteheada,
bulgarski uczony zauwazyl, ze pojecie antycypacji odegrato role
w krytyce kartezjariskiego substancjalizmu oraz bylo wykorzy-
stane w koncepcji spotecznoéci w wyjasnieniu obecnosci przy-
sztosci w terazniejszosci. Jego teleologiczny wydzwiek pozwolil
tez na czeSciowe zatarcie réznicy pomiedzy bytami ozywionymi
i nieozywionymi oraz wzmocnit argumentacj¢ na rzecz gradual-
nej emergengji zycia z nieorganicznego podioza. Ostatni wyklad
drugiego dnia konferencji przedstawita Olga Stoliarova z Mo-
skiewskiej Wyzszej Szkoly Ekonomicznej w Rosji. Ukazala ona
kategorie mozliwosci zaréwno w relacji do bytu konkretnego, jak
i w dwoch aspektach: epistemologicznym i ontologicznym. Wig-
zac pierwszy aspekt z filozofig C.I. Lewisa, natomiast drugi z me-
tafizyka Whiteheada, argumentowata na rzecz rewaluacji rzeczy
konkretnych w terminach ich mozliwosci.

Trzeci dzien obrad rozpoczal sie od wystapienia Artura
Mordki z Uniwersytetu Rzeszowskiego, ktéry omoéwil elemen-
ty ontologii Hartmanna w kontekscie estetycznej analizy obra-
zu. Zaznaczajac, ze na aksjologicznym poziomie analiz funda-
mentalne kategorie nabieraja odmiennego znaczenia, prelegent
wyrdznil cztery rodzaje relacji zaleznosci w strukturze obrazu.
Stwierdzil réwniez, iz warstwowa struktura obrazu oraz wpro-
wadzone przez Hartmanna kategorie ontologiczne pelnia waz-
ne funkcje w refleksji nad niektérymi fenomenami sztuki wspét-
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czesnej. Problem wartosci pojawit sie ponownie w wystapieniu
Piotra Pekali z Towarzystwa Metafizycznego im. A.N. White-
heada, ktéry stwierdzil, ze nie sposéb moéwi¢ o wartosciach
w oderwaniu od powigzanego z nimi systemu metafizycznego.
Argumentowal, ze Whiteheada ujecie wartosci jako organicz-
nych i wewnetrznych aspektéw wszystkiego, co aktualnie ist-
nieje, moze konkurowa¢ z innymi opracowaniami aksjologicz-
nymi, przyznajacymi warto$ciom odmienny sposéb istnienia.
Nastepnie Martin Kaplicky z Uniwersytetu Karola w Pradze
w Czechach przedstawil fragmenty spekulatywnej metafizyki
Whiteheada, aby podja¢ probe scharakteryzowania procesualnej
estetyki. Zwracajac uwage na kategorie Kreatywnosci, stwier-
dzil, ze naturalne wartosci stanowia klucz do metafizycznej syn-
tezy istnienia. Jednoczeénie zaproponowatl on dynamiczne uje-
cie procesualnej estetyki.

Przedmiotem kolejnego wystapienia byt zwiazek kategorii
procesualnych z mysla indyjska przedstawiony przez Kuriana
Kachappilly’ego z Christ Univeristy w Bangalore w Indiach.
Omoéwiwszy niektére podstawowe pojecia i tezy metafizyki
Whiteheada, zestawit je kolejno z buddyzmem oraz z mysla Ra-
manudzy i Ghandiego. We wnioskach zwrdcit uwage na kom-
plementarnos¢ ujec¢ zachodnich i wschodnich mysélicieli, ktérych
zestawienie przekracza waskie ograniczenia wiedzy i w ten
sposob poszerza horyzont zycia. W kolejnym wyktadzie Co-
ling Shingleton ze Swinburne University of Technology w Au-
stralii przedstawil wiasne rozwazania zwigzane tak z filozofiq
procesu, jak i z hermeneutyka Levinasa oraz z szerszg tradycja
filozoficzng. Stwierdzit m.in., ze metafizyka Whiteheada nie jest
rozwinieciem zachodniej tradycji, lecz posiada wtasna etiologie
i charakterystyke ontologiczng. Przesledzit, w jaki sposéb zro-
dzila sie r6znica miedzy metafizyka materialistyczng i procesu-
alna oraz ukazal znaczenie tej ostatniej w epoce modernistycz-
nej i w anglosaskiej filozofii. Ostatni w sesji porannej gtos zabrat
Piotr Wilczek z Politechniki Poznariskiej, prezentujac wyklad
o matematycznym platonizmie Whiteheada. Dyskutujac kon-
cepcje obiektow matematycznych jako przedmiotéw wiecznych
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i czystych potencjalnosci, zwrécit uwage na obiektywnos¢, ogol-
noé¢ i niezmiennoé¢ zawarte w tym ujeciu. Prelegent odwotat
sie do wspodlczesnych dyskusji w ramach filozofii matematyki
i zaproponowatl interpretacje pozycji Whiteheada z perspektywy
tzw. wielo§wiatowego ujecia ontologii w matematyce.

Sesja popotudniowa zawierata jedno wystapienie, ktérego
autorem byl Marcin Rzadeczka z Uniwersytetu Marii Curie-
-Sklodowskiej w Lublinie. Zaprezentowal on Hartmanna onto-
logie nauk o zyciu w relacji do ogélnej ontologii oraz ukazat jej
filozoficzne znaczenie. Stwierdzil, Ze inaczej niz w logicznym
pozytywizmie, Hartmann nie uznawat filozoficznych rozwazarn
o rezultatach nauk przyrodniczych za czysta analize jezyka na-
ukowego. Stwierdzil, ze problemy naukowe w swoim aspekcie
fenomenologicznym maja znaczenie filozoficzne, podobnie jak
rezultaty filozoficznych rozwazan moga by¢ dwojako wiaczane
w nauke - na poziomie aksjologicznym i ontologicznym. Kon-
ferencja zostala zakoniczona panelem dyskusyjnym zatytulowa-
nym Quo vadis Ontologia? Final Remarks on Meaning, Place and Role
of the Modern Ontology, w ktérym otwarta dyskusja wszystkich
uczestnikow konferencji zostata wypetniona wnikliwymi uwa-
gami na temat kondycji wspolczesnej ontologii oraz znaczenia
mys$li Hartmanna i Whiteheada w jej aktualnym rozwoju.

Jakub Dziadkowiec
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THE DYNAMICAL ONTOLOGIES OF A.N. WHITEHEAD
AND N. HARTMANN
5-7 MAY 2011, KATOWICE, POLAND

The conference The Dynamical Ontologies of A.N. Whitehead
and N. Hartmann has taken place in Katowice Panewniki be-
tween the 5" and 7" May 2011. The event was organized jointly
by two philosophical societies: the A.N. Whitehead Metaphysi-
cal Society from Poland and the Nicolai Hartmann Society
from Italy. Besides the representatives of both societies, many
scholars from various scientific centers from around the world
took part in the conference. The lectures were delivered at the
Franciscan Seminary in Katowice Panewniki that was one of the
event’s co-organizers, joined by the Chair of History of Ancient
and Medieval Philosophy of The Pontifical University of John
Paul II in Krakow.

During the first day introductory lectures were delivered,
the purpose of which was to present basic concepts and theses
of Whitehead’s and Hartmann’s ontological systems and to ini-
tially discuss some resemblances and differences between them.
The first speaker was Roberto Poli from the Nicolai Hartmann
Society in Italy who presented a short comparison of the two
systems, discussing both the substantial aspects (e.g. the proces-
sual basis, the theory of values, the 2+2 ontological structure)
and a global meta-philosophical attitude (e.g. the systematic ap-
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proach, the close connection to science, the ability to distance
themselves from their own results).

Subsequently four lectures were delivered that lasted one
hour each and were followed by 30 minutes of discussion. The
morning session was focused on Whitehead’s philosophy. Bog-
dan Ogrodnik from the A.N. Whitehead Metaphysical Society
in Poland summarized the scheme of processual concepts, in-
cluding the quantized process, the actual entities, their bipolar
nature and the idea of their mutual, internal bonds. He discussed
a co-presence of atomistic and ‘continuous” models of the world,
the concept of organism, the vibrational form of existence, and
emphasized the meaning of religious and aesthetic experiences
for metaphysics. In the second lecture Helmut Maassen from
the Deutsche Whitehead Gesellschaft in Germany continued the
introduction of the fundamental concepts of Whitehead’s phi-
losophy, paying attention to his categorial scheme and to diverse
forms of process analyzed in two aspects: genetic and morpho-
logical. Introducing the problem of values, he observed that the
processualism accepts both the good (as a positive and creative
element) and the evil (as a positive and destructive element). The
universe as a creative advance into novelty requires both factors
for its existence.

Two lectures included in the afternoon session concerned the
ontology of Hartmann. Basic domains and types of existence
as well as the nature of ontological categories were introduced
by Alicja Pietras from the Pomeranian University in Stupsk, Po-
land. In her comprehensive lecture she distinguished between
the moments of existence (Sosein, Dasein), the types of existence
(real, ideal and irreal), and the modes of existence (actuality, pos-
sibility, necessity). She also presented categories as the principles
of being and discussed a number of philosophical mistakes con-
nected with the so-called old doctrine of categories. In his second
lecture Roberto Poli continued a preface to Hartmann’s thought,
discussed four basic ontological theses, different types of catego-
ries (fundamental, special, local), and combined them with the
problem of ontological levels.



Report of the Conference... 201

The next two days of the conference contained forty-minutes
lectures divided into a half an hour talk and a discussion that
lasted ca. 10 minutes. The second day was again opened by
Roberto Poli, who discussed the two patterns present in the
ontology of Hartmann: (i) the first one, exemplified by many
pairs of fundamental categories (e.g. matter-form) and by the
moments of existence (Sosein, Dasein), and (ii) the second one,
concerning the difference between a pure category and a being
property, e.g. time and temporality. Predrag Cicovacki from
the College of the Holy Cross in USA dedicated his first lecture
to the comparison between Kant’s and Hartmann’s concepts
of categories. After discussing historical sources of categorial
analysis, the lecturer presented Hartmann’s attempt to invert
the Copernican revolution of Kant. The final part of the talk
was an interesting attempt of a reverse critique of Hartmann’s
approach from the Kantian perspective. Next, Bogdan Ogrod-
nik introduced the similarities between Whitehead’s and Hart-
mann’s concepts of knowing which both reach beyond a simple
subject-object distinction. Emphasizing that metaphysical state-
ments have a hypothetical status, he argued that the philosophy
of organisms provides such a description of cognition in which
it becomes only an exemplification of a more primordial type
of metaphysical relation of prehension.

The next interesting attempt of comparison between the two
philosophical systems was the lecture, in which Maria-Teresa
Teixeira from the Lisbon University in Portugal carefully dis-
cussed their aspects connected with the concepts of process, lev-
els of reality and evolution. Revealing similarities between the
Hartmann’s stratification and the Whitehead’s hierarchy of so-
cieties, she admitted that both systems have a processual and
dynamic character, however the very concepts of process and
temporality are understood differently. In the successive lecture
Karl-Friedrich Kiesow from the Leibniz Universitat Hanno-
ver in Germany compared both thinkers on the ground of the
philosophy of nature and their discussion of the mind-body re-
lation. Despite the differences in perceiving the place of mind
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in the nature, both - Whitehead and Hartmann - tried to bridge
the mind and the matter in a new, more constructive way. In the
last lecture of the morning session Jakub Dziadkowiec from the
John Paul II Catholic University of Lublin in Poland introduced
conceptual foundations for an ontological theory of the levels
of reality. He argued there are mechanisms in both systems that
enable a development of stratalism in two aspects: horizontal
and vertical, and its connection with the ontological relation
of emergence.

The afternoon session began with the lecture of Andrzej
Chmielecki from the University of Gdansk in Poland dedicated
to proposals of some modifications to Hartmann’s ontology. Af-
ter a short critique of several Hartmann’s theses, the lecturer pre-
sented: an analysis of the pairs of categories: individual-general
and temporal-atemporal; a distinction of the two aspects of ex-
istence: in-sistence and per-sistence; and a proposition of the
identification of the fifth level of real being, the so-called intel-
ligibilies. In the next lecture Predrag Cicovacki combined the
Hartmann’s concept of values as ideal beings with the Popper’s
understanding of values as objects of the “third world.” Discuss-
ing a possibility of ascribing the real type of existence to values,
he adduced the arguments by virtue of which Hartmann did
not accept the Popper’s suggestion. Afterwards, Lukasz Lamza
from the Pontifical University of John Paul II in Krakow, Po-
land, referring to a hierarchical classification of research topics
in physics and astronomy (PACS 2008), introduced a proposal
of an empirical theory of the levels of reality. Clearly defining his
methodology and narrowing his research down to the inanimate
part of natural history, he criticized a linear and continuous way
of thinking about the cosmic evolution. In the summary he pro-
posed a refreshed classification of the inorganic levels of reality,
where common labels like “physical,” “chemical,” “mineralogi-
cal,” or “biological” should be replaced by names “pre-nuclear,”
“post-nuclear,” “solid state,” and “planetary”.

After a short break the floor was given to Piotr Lesniak from
the University of Rzeszow in Poland who dedicated his lecture
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to the concept of time and space in early works of Whitehead.
Distinguishing three types of objectivity and identifying White-
head’s position with the so-called natural objectivity, he argued
for the thesis that the time is to be searched - by means of the
concept of duration that defines an event - within an extra-
-subjective nature. The next speaker was Vesselin Petrov from
the Bulgarian Academy of Sciences, who demonstrated that the
concept of anticipation - gaining its importance in the contempo-
rary science and philosophy - belongs to the essential elements
of Whitehead’s metaphysics. Analyzing late works of Whitehe-
ad, the speaker noticed that the concept of anticipation played
its role in a criticism of Cartesian substantialism and was used
in the processual concept of society in explaining the place of fu-
ture in the presence. Its teleological overtone also allowed for
a partial denial of the difference between animate and inani-
mate beings, and strengthened an argumentation for the gradual
emergence of life from its inorganic basis. The last lecture of the
second conference day was delivered by Olga Stoliarova from
the State University Higher School of Economics in Moscow,
Russia. She presented the category of possibility in the relation
to a concrete being, as well as in two aspects: ontological and
epistemological. Conjoining the former aspect with the philos-
ophy of C.I. Lewis, and the latter aspect with the Whitehead’s
metaphysics, she argued for the revaluation of concrete things
in terms of their possibility.

The third day began with the lecture of Artur Mordka from
the University of Rzeszow in Poland who discussed the elements
of Hartmann’s ontology in a context of the aesthetical analysis
of the painting. Emphasizing that fundamental categories ac-
quire a distinct meaning at the axiological level, the lecturer dis-
tinguished four types of the dependence relation in a structure
of a painting. He also claimed that the layer structure of paint-
ing and the ontological categories introduced by Hartmann play
an important role in the reflection over some phenomena of the
contemporary art. The problem of values appeared again in the
talk of Piotr Pekala from the A.N. Whitehead Metaphysical So-
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ciety in Poland, who stated that there is no possibility of discuss-
ing values apart from a metaphysical system conjoined with
them. He argued that Whitehead’s concept of values as organic
and internal aspects of everything what actually exists can com-
pete with other axiological studies, ascribing the different type
of existence to values. Next, Martin Kaplicky from the Charles
University in Prague, Czech Republic, introduced fragments
of Whitehead's speculative metaphysics in attempt to character-
ize the processual aesthetics. Underlining the category of Crea-
tivity, he maintained that natural values constitute a key to the
metaphysical synthesis of existence. At the same time he pro-
posed a dynamic approach to the processual esthetics.

The subject of the next talk was the relation of processual
categories to Indian thought presented by Kurian Kachappilly
from the Christ University in Bangalore, India. After discussing
some basic concepts and theses of Whitehead’s metaphysics, the
lecturer combined them successively with Buddhism and with
the thought of Ramanuja and Gandhi. In conclusions he noticed
the complementarity of proposals of Western and Eastern think-
ers, whose comparison exceeds the narrow limits of knowledge,
and therefore, broadens the horizon of life. In the next lecture
Colin Shingleton from the Swinburne University of Technology
in Australia presented his own considerations connected with the
process philosophy, as well as with the hermeneutics of Levinas
and with a broad philosophical tradition. He maintained, among
others, that Whitehead’s metaphysics isn’t essentially a develop-
ment of Western tradition, but possesses its own etiology and
ontological specification. He traced how the difference between
the materialist and the processual metaphysics came to being,
and revealed a meaning of the latter in the modern era and in the
Anglo-Saxon philosophy. The last speaker of the morning ses-
sion was Piotr Wilczek from the Poznan University of Technol-
ogy in Poland who delivered a lecture on the mathematical Pla-
tonism of Whitehead. Discussing the concept of mathematical
objects as eternal objects and pure potentialities, he underlined
the objectivity, generality and immutability enclosed in the con-
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cept in question. The lecturer referred to contemporary debates
within the philosophy of mathematics and proposed an interpre-
tation of Whitehead’s position from the perspective of the so-
called many-world ontology in mathematics.

The afternoon session contained just one lecture of Marcin
Rzadeczka from the Maria Curie-Sklodowska University in Lub-
lin, Poland. He presented the Hartmann’s ontology of life scienc-
es in relation to the general ontology, and he exhibited its philo-
sophical meaning. The speaker claimed that, unlike the logical
positivism, Hartmann did not consider the philosophical consid-
eration about results of natural science a pure analysis of scientif-
ic language. He maintained that scientific issues in their phenom-
enological aspect possess a philosophical meaning, as well as the
results of philosophical considerations may be included in the
science in a twofold way - at the axiological and at the ontologi-
cal levels. The conference was ended with the panel discussion
entitled Quo vadis Ontologia? Final Remarks on Meaning, Place and
Role of the Modern Ontology, in which an open discussion between
all participants was filled with insightful remarks on a condition
of contemporary ontology and on a meaning of Hartmann’s and
Whitehead’s thoughts in its current development.

Jakub Dziadkowiec






STUDIAt WHITEHEADIANA
2012

SWIATOWY KONGRES
FILOZOFII PROCESU W POLSCE

W wrzesniu 2013 roku w Krakowie odbedzie sie IX Miedzy-
narodowy Kongres Filozofii Procesu (IX International White-
head Conference). Pierwszy kongres odbyl sie w ,, mekce” pro-
cesualizmu, tj. w Clermont (USA), a ostatnich kilka odbyto sie
w Seulu (2004), Salzburgu (2006), Bangalore (2009) oraz Tokio
(2011). Dzieki staraniom Towarzystwa Metafizycznego im.
A.N. Whiteheada udato sie zainteresowac International Process
Network (IPN) lokalizacja kolejnego kongresu w Krakowie.
Oficjalnym organizatorem konferencji jest IPN oraz Towarzy-
stwo Metafizyczne. IPN jest nieformalng grupa 15 oséb repre-
zentujacych rézne stowarzyszenia zwiagzane z filozofig procesu
ijej aplikacjami. Gl6wnym jej celem jest wspieranie i koordyno-
wanie rozrzuconych po caltym $wiecie stowarzyszen, osrodkéw
oraz srodowisk filozoficznych rozwijajacych filozofie procesu.
Towarzystwo Metafizyczne utworzono w 2003 roku w Kato-
wicach-Panewnikach. Obecnie liczy ponad 30 filozoféw, teolo-
gow, fizykéw, biologow, lingwistéow itd. z Polski, Czech, We-
gier, Niemiec, Indii.

Wspdlorganizatorem IX Kongresu oraz gospodarzem bedzie
Uniwersytet Papieski Jana Pawla II w Krakowie. Wzorem po-
przednich kongreséw zorganizowanych zostanie wiele sekgji te-
matycznych pokrywajacych swym zasiegiem zagadnienia od fi-
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lozofii przyrody po problematyke filozoficzno-teologiczng czy
historyczno-filozoficzng.

W Polsce byly znane i rozwijane zaréwno logiczne prace
Whiteheada (zeby wspomnie¢ tylko Leona Chwistka ijego wklad
w teorie typow), prace analityczno-krytyczne z zakresu filozofii
przyrody (Metallmann, Witkiewicz) az po esencjalng dyskusje
z metafizyka procesu (Ingarden, Zycinski). Tak wiec organizacija
kongresu wpisuje sie w dluga tradycje recepcji i polemiki z my-
§lg A.N. Whiteheada w Polsce.

Roboczy tytul konferencji to , Proces i spotecznos¢: teoria i za-
stosowania”. Organizatorzy postanowili zaproponowac uczest-
nikom szerokie ramy pojeciowe w analizie r6znych obszaréw
rzeczywistosci wyznaczone kategoriami ,,proces” jak i ,,spotecz-
nosc¢”. Maja one w filozofii Whiteheada znaczenie dalekie od po-
tocznego, a jednak pozwalajace z nowej perspektywy dojrzec
w otaczajacej rzeczywistosci, zarowno tej dostepnej naukom
szczegblowym, jak i doswiadczeniu potocznemu unifikujace
je wzorce dynamiki wylaniania si¢ bytéw aktualnych oraz two-
rzonych przez nich spotecznosci.

Do udziatu w kongresie w roku 2013 w Krakowie zapraszamy
filozoféw, ktérym bliska jest perspektywa procesualna (obecna
przeciez w wiekszosci wielkich systeméw filozoficznych) oraz
naukowcoéw zainteresowanych osadzeniem swoich dyscyplin
w mocnym filozoficznym kontekscie.

Towarzystwo Metafizyczne im. A.N. Whiteheada






Uniwersytet Papieski Jana Pawla II w Krakowie

H istoria Uniwersytetu Papieskiego Jana Pawta II w Krakowie zaczyna si¢ w tym samym
czasie, co dzieje najstarszej polskiej uczelni — Uniwersytetu Jagiellofiskiego. W roku
1397 papiez Bonifacy IX erygowat Wydziat Teologiczny w ramach Studium Generale. Od
tego czasu wydzial rozwijal si¢ i aktywnie dziatal, zdobywajac stawe i uznanie srodowiska
naukowego, zaréwno w Polsce, jak i poza jej granicami. Jego funkcjonowanie prébowa-
ta przerwa¢ dopiero komunistyczna wladza, ktéra jednostronna uchwata Rady Ministréw
w 1954 roku usuneta Wydzial Teologiczny z Uniwersytetu Jagielloriskiego. Decyzja ta nie
przerwala jednak jego dziatalnosci.
D zi§ Uniwersytet Papieski Jana Pawta I jest dynamicznie rozwijajaca si¢ uczelnia. Na-

sza oferta dydaktyczna jest ciekawa propozycja dla mtodych ludzi. W ramach pie-
ciu wydziatéw weiaz otwieramy nowe kierunki i specjalnosci dostosowane do potrzeb na-
szych czaséw. Nawiazujemy wciaz nowe kontakty z zagranica.

radycja, w ktérej jeste$my zakorzenieni, zobowiazuje nas do dbania o wysoka jako$¢

ksztalcenia oraz podejmowania nowych wyzwar badawczych zgodnie z myslg nasze-
go patrona bt. Jana Pawla II, kedry podkreslat pozytywna role Kosciota w rozwoju kultu-
ry i o$wiaty oraz przywiazywal wielka wage do dialogu ze $wiatem nauki. Mamy nadzie-
je, ze w przysztosci Uniwersytet Papieski bedzie przyczyniat si¢ do zachowania tozsamosci
europejskiej poprzez wzmocnienie relacji miedzy sfera nauki i wiary w duchu encykliki Fi-
des et ratio oraz przypominanie o chrzescijafiskich korzeniach europejskiej kultury.
S tudia w Krakowie to dla naszych stuchaczy niepowtarzalna okazja do kontakeu z kul-

turg i nauka w jednym z najpickniejszych miast Europy. Stanowig dla nich szans¢ du-

chowego i intelektualnego rozwoju. Cheemy, aby nasi studenci odnosili sukcesy, dlatego
oferujemy zajgcia w malych grupach, ktére sprzyjaja dobrym kontaktom miedzy studen-
tami i wyktadowcami, zapewniajac indywidualne podejscie do kazdej osoby. Gtéwng za-
leta naszej uczelni jest potaczenie atmosfery wiary i tradycji Kosciota katolickiego z no-
woczesnym sposobem studiowania.
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