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Abstract
Time’s arrow is necessary for progress from a pesthas already happened to a future
that is only potential until creatively determined the present. But time’s arrow is
unnecessary in Einstein’s so-called block univessehere is no creative unfolding in an
actual present. How can there be an actual predesr there is no universal moment of
simultaneity? Events in various places will havéfedent presents according to the
position, velocity, and nature of the perceivelarging against this view is traditional
common sense since we normally experience timetsiyaas reality and the present as
our place in the stream of consciousness, but Wi @magine we are living in the actual
present. The present of our daily experience isadlgt a specious presentaccording to
E. Robert Kelly (later popularized by William Jaesr duration, according to Henri
Bergson, amabitus as elucidated by Kerby (1991), or, simply, thggb®logical present
(Adams, 2010) — all terms indicating that our exgrezed present so consists of the past
overlapping into the future that any potential @mting from the creative moment is
crowded out. Yet, for philosophers of process fréfarakleitos onward, it is the
philosophies of change or process that treat time’sw and the creative fire of the
actual present as realities. In this essay, | emartiie most well known but possibly least
understood process cosmology of Alfred North Wheseh to seek out this elusive but
actual present. In doing so, | will also ask if gges philosophy is itself an example of the
creative imagination and if this relates to doingsce.

Keywords: Whitehead, process philosophy, elusive preseaatise, time’s arrow.
81. Bergson:Time is invention or it is nothing at &l{Bergson, 1983, p. 341).

“But, as regards the psychical life unfolding beahethe symbols which conceal it, we
readily perceive that time is just the stuff imiade of” (Bergson, 1983, p. 4).

Though the focus of this little study is Whitehe&@#rgson provided a context for the
minute specificities of Whitehead'’s insightful spktions, and probably opened
intellectual and intuitive doors that encourageditdfead’s process cosmology possible.
In various works, Bergson has shown us that theamuexperience of time is mostly an
illusion, and this is especially true of our sen$diving in the present. For Bergson, the
contents of consciousness itself are naught butoriemm Memory performs the almost
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mystic function of uniting our inner experience lwihe outer experience of the world.
He claimed thatrhemory ... is just the intersection of mind andteraf1912, p. xii). We
project our experience from a remembered pastantanticipated future, all the while
believing we are in a present in which time flows a&s though we were carried along in
a swift river, hardly able to affect to its cour§¥ithout an actual present, how can time
do anything but repeat itself? “Of the future, otiigt is foreseen which is like the past or
can be made up again with elements like those efpdist” (Bergson, 1983, p. 28).
Without an actual present, there are no fires eion.

However, Bergson’s duratioda(durég is more than just the habituhbbitus of our
illusory present. When reflected upon in great bdelpt duréeis found to have a creative
core that intuition (not intellect) reveals as wsal and not just personal. He expressed
this most strongly irCreative Evolution(1983), the title of which reveals his insight and
makes his case against Newton’s cosmic clockworlt Bmstein’s so-called block
universe in which time loses its universal staBexgson believed that the future was not
determined in advance but that a creative poweetlayg the processes of the world,
which includes both matter and memory (thus miralgd may have its expression in
language. As two later process philosophers put it:

Bergsonian intuition is a concentrated attentionjrecreasingly difficult attempt

to penetrate deeper into the singularity of thinQ$.course, to communicate,
intuition must have recourse to language. ... Thidogs with infinite patience

and circumspection, at the same time accumulatimgges and comparisons in
order to “embrace reality,” thus suggesting in acreasingly precise way what
cannot be communicated by means of general terthalastract ideas. (Prigogine
& Stengers, 1984, p. 91)

Attempting to deny both idealism and realism, Bergseasoned that matter is an
“aggregate of ‘images.’ And by ‘image’ we mean #aae existence which is more than
that which the idealist calls r@presentationput less than that which the realist calls a
thing” (1912, p.vii). Each traditional position, then, depends up@npérspective taken.
If memory remains only perceptual memory, he writedatter and Memory(1912),
then we may be helped to make evolution creative:

But this is not all. By allowing us to grasp iniagle intuition multiple moments
of duration, it frees us from the movement of tlewfof things, that is to say,
from the rhythm of necessity. The more of these e i memory can contract
into one, the firmer is the hold which it givesus on matter: so that the memory
of a living being appears indeed to measure, alatlyés powers of action upon
things, and to be only the intellectual reverberatf this power. (p. 303)

Bergson is suggesting that by contracting the masneh memory into one, one may
become nearer to the creative present, whenceathheenof matter unfolds. It appears that
if we can participate in the creative present, we affect the nature of matter. Such pure
memory has access to what he calls different plahensciousness, or, sometimes,
pure spirit. Pure memory, he indicates is a pureri@l for action to create the next
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creative field of order science can then convirselfi it has discovered. The world, that
is to say, does not come to exist with its objeicts, objectively, until the “intelligence”
perceives it as such. Simultaneously, the intellagegives itself mental form through the
conceptualization of its actions: “Thus the sameremeent by which the mind is brought
to form itself into intellect, that is to say, inthstinct concepts, brings matter to break
itself up into objects excluding one anoth€he more consciousness is intellectualized,
the more matter is spatializeé{1983, p. 189).

Bergson never develops a complete system or cogyap states imperatives, but he
does indicate that if we wish to find the realparticipate in the ongoing emergence of
creation, we must cease projecting a future frofprasent” which seems to exist only
because we are always in the process of remembéring

We should no longer be asking where a moving bodly be, what shape a

system will take, through what state a change pals at a given moment: the
moments of time, which are only arrests of ourrditbe, would no longer exist; it

is the flow of time, it is the very flux of the dethat we should be trying to

follow. (1983, p. 342)

La duréerefers to time as thBecomingof a reality that is never become, though the
intellect perceives it so. The rational intellestan important survival mechanism that
evolution has made manifest, Bergson says, beeins only able to carry us along into a
future we have determined shall be as identicglassible with the past. If there is no
real present, an interesting implication is that we hereated our sense of the present
with the immediate memories of the pastt the only creative position is always the
slightly extended futurity of becominbhe “present” may be created from the duration
already moving into the future — with the materiafghe past — from which “present”
we project the “future,” and so on.

We cannot perceive beyond our senses that areetirbi our intellect’s “use” of memory
to perceive. And we cannot creativelgt with intellect alone, which works only within
the flow of time:

For, as soon as we are confronted with true duratwee see that it means
creation, and that if that which is being unmadéuees, it can only be because it
is inseparably bound to what is making itself. Tk appear the necessity of a
continual growth of the universe, | should say difea of the real. And thus will
be seen in a new light the life which we find oe gurface of our planet, a life
directed the same way as that of the universe, iamerse of materiality. To
intellect, in short, there will be added intuitiqp. 343)

It is intuition, according to Bergson, that guidesinto “true duration,” a union with the
power of creativity found there (the immediacyébdn vita). Bergson’s position seems
to be that an intuitional memory can seek the symbeyond the perceived circle of self
— the habitus — in the creative imagination thaeages from the timeless.
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In what fashion can we imagine time unfolding or efolding into time? Lifting my
head, | hear my fan circulate the summer heak lmeyond my iMac and see Rasputin,
our Siberian husky, asleep on the cool linoleund &rieel the solidity of this body
relentlessly tapping away at these keys (apolotpe®escartes!). How can creative
duration be conceived as happening amidst thedistieavents? Whitehead is often
considered to have taken Bergson’s suggestionst abbne and memory and to have
completed them in a systematic fashion. | ask nfiydelthere a place for creative
imagination or an actual present in Whitehead’'sdaate cosmology?

82. Becoming as Process: A. N. Whitehead.

[W]e experience the universe, and we analyze incomsciousness a minute selection of
its details.(Whitehead, 1968, p. 121)

My initial response to the latter question would tbesimply reply in the affirmative.
Since any human construction of a cosmology camttirhately be verified experi-
mentally and since, by definition, any humanwghin its own ideas of a cosmos, a
cosmology is a work of speculative philosophy, \khi¢vhitehead has extensively
defined. Speculative philosophy in our rationaliziworld is related to the creative
imagination. A cosmology is, itself, a work of imiagtion that endeavours to divest itself
of the cosmetics of imagery, drama, and allusiosgecific culture-heroes or divinities
(Whitehead, 1978).

This is insufficient, however, so | will proceed thissect the terms of the question.
Following this, | will attempt a brief outline of Mitehead’s cosmology, as “ultimate”
then as “immediate,” especially as portrayedProcess and Reality: An Essay in
Cosmology(1978) realizing that this statement and my litiotas could not possibly do
Whitehead’smagnum opusts deserved justice. | shall then speculate wdretr not
Whitehead intended the creative present to havackgoound or central place in his
cosmic scheme, or if sughiacecan be found.

83. Whitehead’s Ultimates Influenced by Einstein’s theory of relativity, \'thead
developed his theory based on spacetime, rather uhderstanding space and time as
separate dimensions of the same unfolding redMg.perceive extension in space-time
and understand reality to be present and solid:

We must first consider the perceptive mode in whilcare is clear, distinct
consciousness of the “extensive” relations of tleeldv These relations include
the “extensiveness” of space and the “extensivéra@ssme. Undoubtedly, this
clarity, at least in regard to space, is obtainelg o ordinary perception through
the senses. This mode of perception is here tefpredentational immediacy.”
In this “mode” the contemporary world is conscigugtehended as a continuum
of extensive relations. (Whitehead, 1978, p. 61)
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The senses, however, are later developments updeeper, less conscious mode of
awareness callegrehensionThis accepted, experience need not be restriotedtities
with sensory organs:

On this basis, it is not absurd to attribute a wagind of emotional-purposive
perceptivity to those lower organisms that are dkwbsensory organs. ... To say
that all individual eventprehendthe things in their environments is to say that
they take influences from them into themselves lzance some sort of emotional-
appetitive response to them. (Griffin, 1988, p.)153

In this statement, David Ray Griffin, prominent Wéfiead interpreter and promdter
does not pursue the matter beyond “lower organidm#s smaller and more momentary
limit: the actualentity (for the space oriented), or the acteaént(for the time oriented),
or, simply, theoccasion,defined by Whitehead as “a momentary experientiene
which occupies (or constitutes) a region that mtigpas well as temporal” (in Griffin, p.
151).

So instead of semi-permanent “things” changingubloa continuous flow of time, we
have experiencing occasions which appear, preleddnvironments, perhaps adapt to
some “extent,” and disappear @gperiencingoccasions to become completed objective
occasions. These occasions include events at thatsuic level and those of
macrocosmic stature. The occasion is the adieabminglike Bergson’s duration, the
process of which is going on “all the time.” Thege the existential realities, according
to Whitehead — experiential occasions becomingieaahg satisfaction, and perishing.
Their prehension guides them to satisfaction atetsathem through the environmental
influence of other, past occasions. In their “gang” they become fixed as objective
occasions which will now influence the becomingsabjects of new actual events. As
Griffin (1988) explains:

[A]n object is an event that had been, in itsel§udject. Accordingly, ihas the
kind of stuff a subject can receive, i.e., feelingsether conscious or unconscious
— feelings of derivation, feelings of desire, feglk of attraction and repulsion.
... By conceiving of each event having beera subject of feeling prior to being
a felt object, we can understand how an objecifuence a subject. (p. 155)

Thus the world according to Whitehead. But we mlosk deeper into Whitehead’s
speculations to discover the alpha point of hisremegy.

In the beginning — metaphorically speaking sinceriftemporal” does not constitute
linearity — was purecreativity and God in his primordial nature. Unlike Bergson and
others, Whitehead does not identify God pantheibyicwith the primal impetus of
creativity but as a non-temporal actual entity aa bwn. Creighton Peden (1981)
concludes that Whitehead'’s creativity “is witholiacacter or individuality of its own. It
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is the active, creative force of the universe, feronditioned by the objective

immortality of the actual world and by God” (p. 33ergson would likely accept
condition one.

Studying Whitehead seems often a matter of learaimgw terminology, but, as in all
self-referential language systems, each term hasimg only in reference to other terms
and the assumed meta-meaning of the entire langig@eae terms never emerge, it
seems, as actual entities — just as in Whiteheag&em actual entities are really
processes. Here at the beginning of Whitehead'snageny, it seems important to
understand the difference between the conceptidn&reativity” and “God,” since
specifically human creativity will be the subjedttibe next section.

Creativity as a first principle allows Whitehead #&woid the mechanistic view of
straightforward cause and effect determination tanaiccount for thelendritic nature of
evolution. Further, his conjectures about eterb@cts, aims, and even God’s primordial
nature, which — combined with the also primordi@ativity — allow him to explain the
unpredictable outcome of each “concrescence” odsions that results in “novelty” in
the universe. As Whitehead (1978) explains in nuetail:

“Creativity” is the universal of universals chamizing ultimate matter of fact. It
is that ultimate principle by which the many, whete the universe disjunctively,
become the one actual occasion, which is the usgveonjunctively.

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

... The ultimate metaphysical principle is the adwafrom disjunction to
conjunction, creating a novel entity other thanehéty. ... The novel entity is at
once the togetherness of the “many” which it fingsd also it is one among the
disjunctive “many” which it leaves; it is a novettay, disjunctively among the
many entities which it synthesizes. The many become and are increased by
one. (p. 26)

Creativity is both the ultimate reality and theiaetprinciple in the concrescence of the
many to produce a novel actual occasion, as in &bdd’'s expressive phrase: “The
many become one and are increased by one.” Thd amoueal occasion then embodies
its novel creativity as one of the many to be usethe concrescence of the next actual
occasion, an increase of one. In this way, crdgtiviay be understood ashering as
self-creativity in each event. As Peden (1981)rprgts:

Because of creativity, every actual entity, temporanon-temporal, is to some
degree self-creative. Every actual entity, beingdme degree self-creative, is a
novel being. On the basis of novelty ... an actuditems a new form in the
universe. The doctrine of creativity points to faet that constantly new forms
are being created and are perishing in the univgos&5)

www.JCER.com
ISSN: 2153-8212 Journal of Consciousness Exploration & Research

Published by QuantumDream, Inc.



Journal of Consciousness Exploration & Research| July 2010 | Vol. 1 | Issue 5 | pp. 625-639 631
Nixon, G. M. Whitehead & the Elusive Present: Process Philosophy’s Creative Core

If reality were understood as purely creative, hesve then literally anything could
happen. Reality would be a chaos of novelty in Wwhegen dendritic patterns could turn
back upon themselves in disarray. To explain tleenseg form of the onflow of reality,
Whiteheadinvokesan ultimate actuality to guide his ultimate realitgriffin (1989)
theologizes:

God, who is the source of all physical, aesthetitd ethical principles, is the
ultimate actuality.... The ultimate reality and the ultimate actuality agpally
primordial. God does not create creativity, butthmei does creativity generate
God. Each equally presupposes the other. Creathatlyis uninfluenced by God’s
persuasion toward ordered beauty therefore nexerec(p. 31)

God is present “at the beginning” as a hidden @@lsy so to speak. This is what
Whitehead call€50d’s primordial nature In this idea, God is understood as an actual
entity like all other actual entities (which ares@loccasions), except that God “is non-
temporal. This means that God does not perish @&wbrbe objectively immortal as
temporal actual entities” (Peden, p. 34).

This suggests all sorts of difficulties in Whited&aprevious definition of actual entities
as becoming from a previous many, but this is hetglace to consider them. Suffice to
say that God, in his primordial nature, influenties process of occasions by sustaining
within him “eternal objects” that contain tip®tential subjective aimir the becoming
of temporal actual entities. Eternal objects areceptions which have no reference to
any definite entity in the temporal world, but,\&@bitehead (1978) declares:

An eternal object is always a potentiality for attentities; but in itself, as
conceptually felt, it is neutral as to the factitd physical ingression in any
particular actual entity of the temporal world. tBatiality” is the correlative of
“givenness.” The meaning of “givenness” is that wis&given” might not have

been “given”; and whas not“given” might have beetgiven.”? (p. 44)

As indicated, it is the eternal objects that previtde subjective aim in the concrescence
of the many into an actual occasion of experienteere will be more on this event later,
but for now it should be noted that in Whitehead&w the eternal objects apeesentas
potentials “in the beginning” sustained by God'smardial nature, and they are also
present“at the end” as future possibilities toward whittte creativity of each actual
event aims. These everpresent potentialities fpeeance, that approach randomness in
their sense of being “given” or “not given,” areetheason fobeginningandend being
understood as metaphors (disguising circularity?).

God is also understood as having a “consequentenaftihis is the physical prehension
by God of the actual events/entities of the eva@wimiverse. Whitehead indicates this is
how temporal entities achieve “objective immoridliafter attaining satisfaction of their
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subjective aims and perishing as an actual expegiefhese objective entities are no
longer capable of change or experience, but thegmeease to exist, apparently, in the
mind of God. In this way, all objective entitiesvieaa potential influence upon the
present experience of an actual event (WhitehezB)1

Finally, God has a “superjective nature.” It isthis manner that God influences the
creativity of each actual event toward noble omi@rious ends, but does not determine
those ends. An important question arising hereascteation of dissonance or evil. In the
self-creation of each actual entity, is it possillecreate destruction, that is, to coalesce
into an experiencing event without the superjectinfbuence of God? Whitehead’s
theologian interpreter, Griffin, indicates abovattilsuch things may occur. As | have
shown, Whitehead understands all possible aims e-ethrnal objects — to be sustained
by God in his primordial nature. Griffin (1989) emprets Whitehead as implying that
higher order self-creations — human beings — apaloke of evil aims:

From the point of view of a theology of universakativity, the existence of
chaos and evil is no surprise. They are to be @ggdegiven a multiplicity of
centers of creative power. The surprise is thetemeg of order and goodness.
They beg for explanation in terms of an all-inclescreative influence. (p. 43)

Chaotic, evil, or mischievous creations can onlyekplained by having aims not within
God. But what else was there “in the beginning”1yCn non-differentiated creativity,
according to Whitehead. Anything non-differentiatedisually conceived as being in the
primordial state known to many mythologies as chaBerhaps creativity, especially
human creativity that has such expanded memoryciagppartakes simultaneously of
chaotic and divine essences. Divinely “underinflemti’ creativity may not be creative
but destructive, according to Whitehead. Yet it triass understood as creative if it is a
novel concrescence of the many into a one to iserédhe many by one. Every novel
concrescence is the result of both “past” occasen an aim toward eternal objects,
even those novel occasions conjured by human minds. at least conceivable that
Whitehead left room for eternal objects not sustdiby his harmonious, ordered, and
morally correct God. If so, such eternal objectsechenot be understood as
evil/chaotic/satanic. Where would one place theptil of an eternal object that inspires
a mischievous but innocuous aim for an actual &ent

God, even his three natures, should not be undelses being omnipotent. His
superjective nature potentially affects the crestiof events only through the multi-
plicity of eternal objects. Whitehead (1978):

This doctrine applies also to the primordial natofé€od, which is his complete
envisagement of eternal objects; he is not theditsctly related to the given
course of history. The given course of history ppggses his primordial nature,
but his primordial nature does not presuppos@.it44)
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God and his natures are possibly unnecessary atistrafor seeking archetypal memory
or creative imagination. However, Whitehead’'s colmgy is built within such
abstractions and it seems necessary to touch upem.tHartshorne (1981) has
commented how Whitehead’s three-natured God anddlmingly infinite potentials for
concrescence found in the eternal objects seene ta imultiplying of abstractions that
have no need of, or logical relationship to, eaitteio

For my purposes, it seems worth observing that &feid’'s metaphysics implies a
process of becoming within a divine order thatnodtiely is without beginning or end.

This may even apply to microcosmic elaborations¢esithe three natures of God are
closely mirrored in the subjectivity of becomingdamperishing during each actual

occasion. One major difference is that each ocnasioks to past occasions for some of
its aims in concrescence, but God, at least iptisordial nature, has no past.

The question of Whitehead’'s strict ethical dualismthin the non-temporal God-
influenced cosmic process cannot be resolved fére.related question of the freedom
and purpose of the human imagination within sudosmology must be addressed by
examining the unfolding occasion, itself, for exnde of a moment — the actual present
— of spontaneous (progressive or regressive) vision

84. Process: The Elusive PresenfThe quest for a purely spontaneous present in
Whitehead’'s system may well be in vain. Every aktavent occurs through a
concrescence of past or objective actual events. cFeativity, the novelty, the aim of
each occurring actual event is always unique telfjtdut it is brought about bthe
creative potential still contained within those pastual events

The influence of the multitude of past actual esenk., objective occasions, upon the
many becoming a novel one is called by Whitehe&dieft causation. The influence of
the eternal objects, the aim of the concrescerscealled final causation. We usually
imagine the latter as lying in the future or asddbgical causation. This may be
metaphorically valid, but Whitehead also emphasibescreative potential-as-memory
that inheres within each objective occasion butodonger a potential for experience for
that occasion. The creative potential within eabjective occasion is a potential only for
the unfolding of a present occasion of experieritds in the combining, i.e., the
concrescence, of past potentials that the creptwential of the present event is realized.
The aim, itselfcan only exist as potentialithin the influence of an eternal objeathich
may be understood teleologically (category of exaten vii). The realization of such an
aim, however, can only come through the utilizatodrobjective occasions of the past:
The many become one and are increased by one.

Though God is present at all stages in the prooesecoming and though the eternal
objects are potentials for experience that mayrmerstood in the past in terms of their
inherence in all objective occasions and their gigras for relating objective occasions
into nexus(pl.) and though these same eternal objects sedra potentials without form
or substance on their own that lie in the futuraiass, it is our experience of temporal
process in the imagined present which gives ussctaeall other cosmic events. We
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experience the passage of time from past into éutith all the attendant changes in
space-time and have a difficult time, as Whitehbad indicated through his central
thesis, trying to locate this present.

As narrowly as we can defirtke momentupon examination we find that moment to be
in reality a process in which past and future dveags implicated. Even our sensory
perceptions only allow experience of the “presembveds” (Whitehead, 1978, p. 168) of
actual events that are themselves in process. Tétepsions supporting these sensory
perceptions are what bring them into “presentatiomanediacy” (pp. 61-65), but the
prehensions are of the causal efficacy behind ¢heesresponse. The prehensions are “a
direct perception of those antecedent actual oeeasvhich are causally efficacious both
for the percipient and for the relevant eventhmpresented locus” (p. 169).

An event at the quark level may be an actual eiitityactual occasion or actual event)
and so, apparently, may God. Most things that wegiee, it seems, are objective actual
entities in some combination. Something such aschk is not an actual entity; it has no

experience and is not in process. Its constituantspmolecules, atoms, or whatever),
however, may be actual entities in the nexus okmess and they do have experience.
Their process is temporally unhurried (relativgheaking) and their memories and aims
are limited to the most basic prehensions and dpgetesponses.

Our animal body has extended prehension througts¢nse organs and our mind has
enlarged memory capacity and, it would seem, a midege of potential responses to
efficient and final causality. Despite this, we amet actual entities, either, but

compounds of various subjective experiences. Wall2880) puts it this way:

Similarly for other cases of sense-perception: ever is subject of a sight; a
sniffer is subject of a smell; a taster is subjetta flavor; a sentient body is
subject of a texture or an ache; and as suchaketual entities. The experiences
of sense-perceptions, seeing, hearing, touchingtinta and smelling, are
naturally very important actual entities for people In fact, Whitehead allows
that an animal body is constructed so as to propateipient experience of this
sort for the animal. (p. 19)

Memory, itself, is “a human percipient experienaghough in different mode, just as are
the sense perceptions” (Wallack, p.“8Vhitehead, as noted, has also referred to this as
the prehension of efficient causality. The pointtag for my purpose is that even in the
mode of so-called “presentational immediacy” inat the immediate present that we are
perceiving, according to Whitehead, but the peroaptare separate subjective entities
which our minds perceive (i.e., prehend) in thausal efficacy, their effect, and unify
into the experience we call consciousness. To percanything, we must perceive
through themmediatepast.

www.JCER.com
ISSN: 2153-8212 Journal of Consciousness Exploration & Research
Published by QuantumDream, Inc.



Journal of Consciousness Exploration & Research| July 2010 | Vol. 1 | Issue 5 | pp. 625-639 635
Nixon, G. M. Whitehead & the Elusive Present: Process Philosophy’s Creative Core

Another way of conceiving it is to simply recallathall actual entities are diverse until

creatively brought together into a concrescencexpkrience. It is only when the aim of
the experience is subjectively satisfied that aehantity ceases to experience and
becomes objectified as a past occasion which can lv® remembered (prehended or
memorially perceived) to influence the next becamm@vent. Complicated as this may
sound, it seems clear Whitehead means that notbamgbe perceived until it is a

perceivable object — and nothing is an object untihas ceased to exist as an
experiencing subject in process (i.e., an occasiexperience) and has become an
objective entity All that we perceive are objects that have alreadiered the past.

It must be remembered that, for Whitehead, all ena#t itself creative. These objective
entities are not inert but continue to activelyluefice experiencing subjects. “The past
does not remain past; anything past is presentidctaig a present subject, and anything
present is in process” (Wallack, p. 142).

Prehension also provides for us an intuition ofsgmbties that inhere in the past creative
possibilities of causal efficacy and in the purdeptial of the eternal objects. Being
eternal, such potentials lie neither in the pastindhe future but as pure potential they
can only be envisioned as beibgfore or around the process of becoming. They are
already within the process by being contained in each objectimgtye and its
relationships but then they are no longer imperbBppure; as pure potential they are
intuitively apprehended only as final causes towamtiich we in the elusive present can
aim our becoming. To prehend a pure potency inadndelf without the causal efficacy
of objective occasions is inconceivable. But peshiajis such non-conceptual prehension
of pure potency that brings some artists theirtoreanspiration or leads some mystics to
withdraw into silence.

Where or when in Whitehead’s system is actual sregiresent? It would seem that as
causal efficacy meets final causation there mustrbiestant when the aim is chosen — a
flashpointof inspiration or decision to move the procesb@toming toward a particular
type of concrescence and subsequent satisfactioereTmust be moment of balance
when negative causation is excluded, positive ¢eusancluded, and teleological (final)
causation accepted as purpose. This could be timeemtonvhen imaginative spontaneity
actually becomes an ultimate necessity of procesand-the only real experience of the
actual present we can possibly have.

Griffin (1988) implies that there is such a momehen the decision is made or when the
aim is chosen: “The momentary subject then maksslfadetermining response to these
causal influences; this is the moment of final edios, as the event aims at achieving a
synthesis for itself and for influencing the futufp. 24). It sounds like thenomenthas
been found, until Griffin goes on to explain thataf causation is but a response to
efficient causation in Whitehead’s system:

This final causation is in no way unrelated tocint causation; it is a purposive

response to the efficient causes on the event. Wisnmoment of subjective

final causation is over, the event becomes an bbjddich exerts efficient
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causation on future events. Exactly what efficiegnisation it exerts is a function
both of the efficient causes uponaihd of its own final causation. Hence, the
efficient causes of the world do not run alongfaktere were no mentality with

its final causation. An event does not simply traitgo others what it received; it

may do this, but it also may deflect and transfdinen energy it receives to some
degree or another, before passing it on. (p. 24)

This indicates that the “final causation” inspitegdthe eternal objects does not just imply
teleological or primordial potential, but also ingd that such archetypal poteniraheres

in each actual occasion. It does so through theatafficacy of the objective occasions
that had their own ingression of final causatiorrirmy their concrescence. Though
objective occasions are no longer in process, neessed final causation — or eternal
potential — continues to be active through themstP@resent, and future are
simultaneously implicated in proceSeleological inspiration may be activated through
remembering

Perhaps some of Whitehead’s own “Categories of &xdlon” (1978) may summarize
what | have been trying to elucidate:

(i) That the actual world is a process, and that phocess is the becoming of
actual entities. Thus actual entities are creatuitesy are also termed ‘actual
occasions.’

(i) That in the becoming of an actual entity, ff@entialunity of many entities in
disjunctive diversity — actual and non-actual —waioes thereal unity of the one
actual entity; so that the actual entity is thd oeacrescence of many potentials.

(iif) That in the becoming of an actual entity, mbprehensions, nexus, subjective
forms, propositions, multiplicities, and contrasitso become; but there are no
novel eternal objects.

(vii) That an eternal object can be described anljerms of its potentiality for
“‘ingression” into the becoming of actual entitieed that its analysis only
discloses other eternal objects. It is a pure iatien

(x) That the first analysis of an actual entitytoints most concrete elements,
discloses it to be a concrescence of prehensiohghwhave originated in its
process of becoming.

(xix) That the fundamental types of entities aruakentities, and eternal objects;
and that the other types of entities only expresw lall entities of the two
fundamental types are in community with each otimettie actual world.

(xxiv) The functioning of one actual entity in tiself-creation of another actual
entity is the “objectification” of the former forheé latter actual entity. The
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functioning of an eternal object in the self-creatiof an actual entity is the
“ingression” of the eternal object in the actuditgn

(xxv) The final phase in the process of concresegoanstituting an actual entity,
is one complex, fully determinate feeling. Thisafiphase is ... the “satisfaction.”
(pp. 23-25)

From this, | feel | can safely conclude that thexeno “given” present moment for the
human subject or for any experiencing entity whewso in Whitehead’s cosmology,
unless it is the non-sensory instant (Bergsontsitiohal duration) ofapprehension of an
aim toward an eternal object. As one actual emsitgbjectified in influencing another,
the ingression of an eternal object is taking pladé actual entities in the process of
becoming are made of a great array of other a&ngdies and their concrescence and
influence by final causes is happening at differesies in different regions. The
satisfaction that occurs upon the attainment oe“complex fully determinate feeling”
(Griffin, 1988, p. 154) is @emporal movemenfrom outer to inner. As compound
entities, we have feeling and consciousness, bedrdimg to Whitehead the image of
consciousness as an ongoing stream of actual dosatiay be appropriate after all.

85. Spacetime of the Creative Sourc&oes an ongoing stream of consciousness negate
any chance for the creative imagination? If theattve imagination can only exist in a
spontaneous present then it must. But a spontar@easnt could have no substance, no
consciousness as we know it, if all perceivablétieathave already become temporally
objective. A spontaneous present could only be latess@awareness of potentials for
concrescence, the pure potentials of the eterngctsh That is to saysubstantially
conscious of nothing, or of everything (same thisg)ts conscious content could only be
null and void.

This is what Whitehead implies about the primotgialatured God, creativity, and the
eternal objects: that nothing can be said abounthe themselves. He does use the
adjectives “non-temporal” and “eternal,” howevenda as Wittgenstein pointed out,
eternity is found neither at the beginning norhet &€nd of time: “Proposition 6.4311: If
we take eternity to mean not infinite temporal diorabut timelessness, then eternal life
belongs to those who live in the present” (in Caelpli968, p. 676).

In this way, the present must contain all extragieral potentiality and all timelessness,
including the silent eternal objects. Similarlylesce is the only “response” to such
being-in-itself. Silence, however, is not creativiCould it be that our sensoand self
perceptions take place an “instant” into the pasif as matter appears to ultimately
consist of energy “particles” travelling slower théhe speed of light? If so, then the
objective referents of memory and speech can @igr to themselves in a (vicious?)
circle of repetition.

Most language forms are built as a response ta tahguage forms whose referents may

be actual entities. The realistactual language Whitehead employs is just such a self-

referential theoretic code. Even though he consracnew terminology, his words all
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refer to actual entities within his system. Eveeyn refers to actual entities in their
objective form: as efficient causation, as pastasmmns, as objectively immortal in the
mind of God.

Poetry, however, is sometimes perceived as turaway from the possibilities of causal
efficacy and attempting to allow language to spdzdchelard (1987) sees the poet as
attaining a non-objective awareness, similar td didhe mystic, but the poet, instead of
remaining silent, becomes herself the “objectivetasion for the speaking of such
silence: “Poetry then is truly the first manifegiatof silence. It lets the attentive silence,
beneath the images, remain alive” (p. 25).

This sounds extreme, perhaps, but | am trying tp tha source of creative inspiration in
an assumed actual present; many writers, visiosiaaied mythmakers seem to feel this
inspiration is an important part of their art. Maasgo admit to a feeling of dismay at the
impossibility of attaining the full depth of visiohinted at by the first possession of
inspiration. The actual occasion may achieve satigfn but the eternal object, or the
archetype, or the Muse cannot because its purenfmtdoecomes “impure” when
ingressed into actual occasions. It is similar® inevitable fall fronthe sacred time of
creationinto the profane time of history (or the shrinkiofjpersonal awareness within
the habitus of the specious present).

This does not seem strange when it is considdrat] from our point of view, eternal
objects must use as tools for the expression of th@amism only individual human
actual occasions that can act only from the caef$@hcy of past (objective) occasions.
Objective occasions are nearly infinite; at ledsyt have achieved immortality in the
mind of God. An electron may have a memory for éffecient causation of objective
occasions that had achieved satisfaction and bectpeetive only microseconds ago. A
human being, as a compound actual occasion camdbbloth physical and mental
prehension, maynemorially delve well beyond its own lifetinBBecause of the extent of
awareness of the becoming actual occasion of expezi(i.e., the present as process) we
humans possess a relatively vast capacity for mgmbhis leads to the seeming
contradiction that creative inspiration, though idedl from an unattainable present,
expresses itself only through the depths of imagieaanemory. It seems free flights of
imagination can be found through memory.

Such memory increases human freedom and that, eggparworried Whitehead in his
ethical dualism. It seems this enlarged capacity rfeception and present self-
determination in terms of desired ends makes thmahucreature more valuable in
Whitehead’'s scheme of things. This value must bealee of the human ability to
imagine unique possibilities. Since possibilities animaginable without eternal objects,
the human being must be able to imagine possésliby prehending/remembering the
primordial influence of creativity, in itself, witdut the mollifying influence of God in his
primordial nature or by apprehending, as “aim,” aoavthe teleological draw of creative
inspiration (since eternal objects are “eternddéyt must be in the eternadw, which we
can only imagine aslpha or omegd. To an ethical dualist, such “present self-
determination” can be understood as dangerous:
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A world with more valuable creatures is therefaseessarilya more dangerous
world, both because higher creatures can more atiyglideviate from the divine

persuasion for them and because this deviationcozaite more havoc than the
deviations of lesser creatures. (Griffin, 198%4 )

To a poet, storyteller, or mythmaker, however, thithe place/time of human creation:
By employing memorial antecedents as far, as dagpyide as the human mind can
conceive, we are bringing to the present unfoldastuality qualities not found within
any language system in itself. The creative imagnamay make images, music, poems,
or narratives without necessary reference to coaaigiective actual referents.

As pointed out at the beginning of this survey, asnoology is, itself, an aesthetic

rendering of universal reality. Whitehead even catks that process begins with
imagination “like the flight of an aeroplane,” atitht any metaphysical system requires
“a leap of the imagination to understand its megih{vVhitehead, p. 4). Though thoughts

and perception — our usual selves — can never gxiste elusive present, imagination,

inspiration, and archetypal memory, by Whiteheas® suggestions, just may. And it is

from these dynamic potentials that time, our ward ourselves emerge.
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