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as well as all p ssible qualities and relations.

Mere possibilities as such have little or no value. They exist to be
actualized, even though “Actuality requires a reference to ideality” (SMW
158). “The metaphysical status of an eternal object is that of a possibility
for an actuality. Every actual occasion is defined with respect to its character
by how these possibilities are actualized for that occasion. Thus actualization
is a selection among possibilities” (SMW 159). God is the ultimate ground
of selection, the ultimate “Principle of Concretion” (SMW 174; PR 244)
or “Principle of Limitation” (SMW 178; PR 164). Existing individuals or
actual entities within the world choose from the possibilities God judges
to be relevant to them (their “initial aims”), so each “determines its own
definiteness” (PR 255). God grades or evalulates eternal objects or
possibilities with respect to their axiological and proximate relevance to
actualities.

Whitehead’s “ontological principle” necessitates that all possibilities
reside in some definite actual individual; unique actual entities, including
God, are the ultimate reasons for everything (PR 18-19, 24, 40). Here
Whitehead sides with Aristotle, who located all universals within individuals,
and against Plato, who at times located all forms in their own abstract
realm. All explanations begin and end with concrete individuals, God
especially. “Apart from the intervention of God, there could be nothing
new in the world, and no order in the world” (PR 247). All powers,
possibilities, and values are located in actual entities, in concrete concretizing
individuals.

The completeness of the realm of eternal objects raises interesting
problems. God’s primordial nature is the “complete envisagement” (PR
44—emphasis added) of all possibilities, no matter how simple or how
complex. It is God’s “unlimited conceptual realization of the absolute
wealth of potentiality” (PR 343—emphasis added). One issue is really
not a problem at all. Plato was reluctant to admit forms for dung and filth.
Process thinkers have paid too little attention to forms for ugliness and
evil, but since all novel possibilities are anticipated by, originate with,
and are ranked by God, both nasty and evil possibilities as well as beautiful
and good ones must be there in God’s primordial nature. Whitehead himself
was clear enough about this. God divides “the Good from Evil” (SMW
179) according to “standards of value” (SMW 178)—presumably moral,
aesthetic, and rational or logical standards. Whitehead clearly recognized
conceptual prehensions of evil (PR 33). So there are eternal objects for
evils as well as goods. The initial aims of creatures are possibilities for
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self-actualizati n provided by God, so our 1nitial aims must contain all
relevant possibilities, evil as well as good. Initial aims are typically
understood to be lures toward goodness, but they must include possible
evils as well as goods if we are to make free moral choices between them.
Our possibilities as unique human beings may seem unlimited in the
abstract (as is sometimes said for inspirational purposes), but in truth, our
“real” potentialities are quite limited or finite. Some are much better or
worse than others. All things may be abstractly possible for God, but not
all things are desirable or probable in the real world. Initial aims are
weighted slightly toward goodness so as not to override our freedom. Each
initial aim is weighted toward “what is best for that impasse” (PR 244),
“yet with indeterminations awaiting its own decisions” (PR 224, 27-28,
108), so world-individuals can freely choose to accept or reject what is
best, that is, freely choose between good and evil. Even what is best, in
existential circumstances, may be bad or undesirable (PR 244), the lesser
of two or more evils.

The completeness in God of Whitehead’s realm of eternal objects has
been seriously challenged on axiological grounds. Whitehead clearly
believed that actualities are better than mere possibilities, but did his
theory of God’s complete envisionment of all eternal objects or possibilities
allow him to say this? Could Whitehead effectively distinguish between
the reality and value of actual as opposed to merely possible worlds? What
exactly is the difference between complex sets of purely potential eternal
objects and their actualized or ingressed counterparts?

Whitehead claimed, “There are no novel eternal objects” (PR 22), and
“The eternal objects are the same for all actual entities” (PR 23). Thus
their completeness. Simple eternal objects may be combined in endlessly
complex ways, so presumably a sufficiently complex and complete set of
eternal objects would add up, not only to our world, but to every possible
world, not only to the possibility of human beings in general, but also to
each actual human being in particular; not just to works of art in general,
but to each and every actual work of art; not only to evils in general, but
to every actual evil (e.g., Auschwitz).

Here is the crucial question. What are the ontological and valuational
differences between a potential universe and an actual universe, between
a possible Alfred North Whitehead and an actual Alfred North Whitehead,
or between an actual and a merely potential Rembrandt or Van Gogh
painting? Why would an actual desirable world, Whitehead, Rembrandt,
or van Gogh be better than a merely possible one? For Whitehead, there
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see s to be n difference, given that al/ pure and real possibilities are
fully present to God everlastingly in complete detail, and that “from
eternity,” so to speak, there are no new eternal objects or possibilities.
Whitehead’s “complete envisagement” implies that God could not tell the
difference between actual and possible worlds or actual entities, so actual
worlds could never be better than merely possible worlds. Why would
Whitehead’s God need or want an actual world like ours if God has eternal
or primordial access to absolutely everything in it in complete detail, even
without any actual world at all? If all possible worlds, individuals, qualities,
relations, and free choices are fully present in God’s primordial nature,
Whitehead’s metaphysics really allows no place at all for creativity, novelty,
and process. Hartshorne’s view allows such things; Whitehead’s does not,
though he never really suspected it.

Hartshorne saw the problem much more clearly than Whitehead. He
proposed a plausible ontological/axiological solution, and I have found
no better way to do it. He insisted that actualities have a definiteness (and
thus a definite value) that mere possibilities do not have. If so, no complex
set of eternal objects or possibilities could ever add up to the fully vivid
and definite reality and goodness of an actual concrete individual person,
or painting, or universe. He wrote, “If possibilities have, item for item,
all the qualities of the corresponding actualities, then actualization is
meaningless and indeed adds no value . . . . Merely possible qualities are
lacking in individual definiteness” (Hartshorne, Natural, 73; also Whitehead s,
31-33, 59, 95-97). Hartshorne complained that Whitehead set no limits to
the kinds and complexities of eternal objects (Hartshorne, Insights, 270).
According to Hartshorne, there are no eternal objects whatsoever for
anything as definite as an actual world, an actual Whitehead, or an actual
van Gogh painting (or an actual Auschwitz). The only eternal forms existing
in the primordial abstractions are high abstractions. As he explained,

I incline to the view that only the most abstract or general essences
are strictly eternal, and that between these and the concrete there are
essences of intermediate generality that have emerged into being in
the course of creation’s history. Perhaps no definite hue of color, or
even “color” as terrestrial animals can experience it, is timeless, but

only sensory quality in some extremely general sense. (Hartshorne,
Insights, 269-70)

Hartshorne thus thought that fully valuable and definite ingressed
eternal objects, especially those of concrete individuals, are not located
anywhere prior to their actualization. They have no place at all in God’s
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pri ordial nature. They are created when and as needed.

In support of Hartshorne’s view, the ontological principle requires
that full actuality and value exist only as or within particular concrete
individuals. Concrete actualities differ from and thus are better than
abstract possibilities because they have a definiteness that mere possibilities
do not have. Hartshorne’s ontology coheres with his axiology. Whitehead’s
does not. Definiteness is concrete finitude. Whitehead’s claim that God
“does not create eternal objects” (PR 257) is not true of possibilities, some
of which are not eternal. Echoing Hartshorne, Lewis Ford claimed that
God never had an original primordial grasp of all possibilities and all
possible combinations of them; instead, God just generates novel possibilities
as needed by ongoing creation itself, and even those possibilities allow
further qualitative definiteness to be created by and within concrete actual
entities (Ford, “Transcendent,” 32-35). All possibilities (eternal objects)
for everything do not have to be anywhere everlastingly.

Unrealized possibilities—qualities, relations, individuals, etc.—manifest
themselves to us human beings as little more than conceptual symbols
and vague imaginary fantasies. Obviously, positively valuable realities
like actual persons have considerably more worth than our mere symbols
for or obscure imaginings of them. Why should it be otherwise for God?

God, Actuality, Process, and Time

In God’s consequent nature, God purposely creates, orders, interacts
with, loves, and is influenced and enriched by some definite actual world
like ours and by definite individuals like ourselves. God’s abstract capacities
or attributes acquire content only by relating to some actual world. God
values the good things that exist within our world; hence, it exists.
Whitehead explained the “teleology of the universe” (God’s purposes for
the world) in at least three different ways that are not obviously equivalent
to one another (see Edwards, Axiological, ch. 3). Sometimes it was (1)
the creation of beauty (PR 265; Al 265). At other times it was (2) the
intensification of feeling and satisfaction (PR 27, 105, 249). 1 have
difficulties with these two. First, there are other kinds of goodness that
are not reducible to beauty. Second, even “the Devils in Hell” aim at the
intensification of feeling, and every experience in a traditional Hell (or
Auschwitz) reaches Whiteheadian metaphysical “satisfaction,” which is
nothing more than definiteness and completeness. So there must be more
to it than that. As Whitehead phrased his third more general and acceptable




image8.png
for wulation, (3) “The purpose of God 1s the attainment of value 1n the
temporal world” (RM 100), and “He is not the world, but the valuation of
the world...this valuation is a necessary metaphysical function” (RM 159).
As Hartshorne astutely discerned, Whitehead’s God “does things for the
sake of value” (Hartshorne, Whitehead'’s, 109). Every individual within
the world is self-and-other valuing, so all of God’s creatures have value
in, to, and for themselves as well as in, to, and for others, including God.
God interacts with world-individuals, reacts and responds to them, is
affected by them, and is present with and within them. In actual time or
process God is immanent in the world and both affects and is affected by
it. God’s consequent nature gives all actual occasions tailor-made subjective
aims, and spiritually sensitive individuals feel or experience God’s immanent
availability (SMW 173), presence, and love.

Values ground Whitehead’s theistic ontology, and this ontology
empowers, enables, and accounts for all values. God’s reality, purposes,
and goodness are the ultimate reasons for all becoming and being. All
becoming and being express and manifest God’s values. Whitehead’s
ontology both explains and expresses his axiological theology, and vice versa.

Unlike the God of classical theology, Whitehead’s God is in process
and encompasses all processes as they occur in real time and history:
“Thus a process must be inherent in God’s nature, whereby his infinity is
acquiring realization” (47 277). God is everlastingly and unceasingly
creative of actualized goodness, but God does not eternally and changelessly
actualize all goodness all at once, as did the God of classical theology.
God’s consequent nature interacts with and acts upon individuals within
some world or cosmic epoch as they come into existence in real time and
space, and all creatures act upon God in real time or process, not in a
changeless eternity.

Whitehead clearly valued the processing of actualities, and he meant
for his ontology to explain and emphasize it. For him, process is both the
most basic and the most desirable form of reality, and all concrete reality
either is process or has been created by it. To value concrete reality is to
value process, passage, or fluency, as well as being or conservation, for
both are real. Real processes create, manifest, and sustain actualized
values. Values are real only because process is real; process is real because
it is valuable to God and valuable creatures. Whitehead wrote, “Apart
from time there is no meaning for purpose, hope, fear, energy” (MT 101).

Though he recognized and valued both, Whitehead valued becoming
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more than he valued being. He valued adventure (A7 273-283) more than
he valued order, stability, and security, though he made a place for all of
these. Classical ontologies of being and substance most value static,
changeless, and enduring goodness and self-sufficiency. They treat change,
process, and relational dependence as illusions, mere appearances, or
inferior (less valuable) forms of reality, and they treat qualities and relations
as properties of changeless substances. In Whitehead’s theistic ontology,
process or becoming has priority over static being, stability, security, and
self-sufficiency; and qualities and relations belong to (are ingressed in)
processes, not substances. Change, novelty, inclusion, and relational
dependence—what Whitehead called “relatedness” (PR xiii)—are more
real and more valuable than changeless, static, independent being. Whitehead
replaced the traditional stable, predictable, determinate, and tightly linked
great chain of being with an unstable, unpredictable, indeterminate, and
loosely linked great chain of becoming. He valued being, order, and
enduring goodness (PR 339), but he was convinced that becoming and
novelty have more value and reality than static goodness. Whitehead
valued reality; but process is the superior, not the inferior, form of reality.
As he explained in Adventures of Ideas,

No static maintenance of perfection is possible. This axiom is rooted

in the nature of things. Advance or Decadence are the only choices

offered to mankind. The pure conservative is fighting against the

essence of the universe. This doctrine requires justification. It is

implicitly denied in the learned tradition derived from ancient

thought.

The doctrine is founded upon three metaphysical principles. One
principle is that the very essence of real actuality—that is, of the
completely real—is process. Thus each actual thing is only to be
understood in terms of its becoming and perishing. (47 274)

As process scholars well know, Whitehead identified two different
kinds of process—"“time” and “concrescence.” He agreed with Samuel
Alexander that “We should take time seriously” (Interpretation 240). But
to take it seriously, we must first understand it, which is what Whitehead
tried to do. Time, for Whitehead, does not flow smoothly. It flows in
successive drops, buds, spurts, squirts, or pulsations (PR 68) that he
technically called “epochs,” “actual occasions,” or “actual entities.” Real
or ontological time, he thought, is not the same thing as clock time. Clock
time is infinitely divisible in principle into smaller and smaller but equally
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real parts. Real or ontological time 1s not infinitely divisible into smaller
and equally real parts (infinitesimal instants): “There are no infinitesimals”
(PR 328, 332). Newtonian time and space were so divisible (PR 70-71),
but, as we now know, Newtonian space and time are not real spacetime.
Real time and space are divided into finite atomic units, below which no
further sub-division is ontologically possible, Whitehead claimed. Real
ontological, or “physical” time is “divisible [by clock time] but not divided
[ontologically]” (PR 62). Whitehead did for time what quantum theory
did for space. Ontologically, he thought, subdividing time into real parts
can go only a finite distance, and below that nothing at all exists; below
minimal finite quanta of both time and space, nothing whatsoever exists
(SMW 130, 135-37; PR 68).

Interestingly, no single actual occasion is in time ontologically, though
each one fakes clock time. Every single actual occasion or epoch has
measurable duration and is or has what Whitehead called a “specious
present” (SMW 104-05, 124-25). That means, each one endures for an
extremely brief span of clock time; each has “temporal extension” (PR
69). Whitehead suggested (SMW 120; Al 39; MT 181), and Charles
Hartshorne consistently affirmed, that actual occasions at the level of
human consciousness endure for approximately a tenth of a second (or
less—see Hartshorne, Creative, 175, 190, 194-95; also Whitehead's, 119,
where Hartshorne’s estimate was a twentieth of a second), so at least ten
of them occur every second, probably more. The duration of each occasion
at the level of human consciousness is maximally about a tenth of a second,
but durations are quite smaller at the levels of birds and fish, as Hartshorne
recognized. At the level of atoms, electrons, and quarks, durations would
likely be “thousands or millions of times shorter than a twentieth of a
second” (Hartshorne, Whitehead's, 119-20). Conceptually, by clock time,
every finite duration is infinitely divisible, but real actual occasions are
not infinitely or ontologically divided (SMW 126-27; PR 227, 283-84).

Ontologically, no single actual occasion or actual entity is in time.
The reason is that Whitehead defined “time” as the succession of at least
two actual occasions or epochs. Ontological or what he sometimes called
“physical time” requires plurality; it entails at least two actual occasions,
the second of which succeeds the first as it perishes. In Whitehead’s own
words, “Time is sheer succession of epochal durations” (SMW 25);
“temporalisation” is “a successive realization of epochal durations” (SMW
136). Here we find his two kinds of process. (1) Process as the succession
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of two or more occasions, he called “time,” “change,” or “transition.” (2)
Process, as the internal development of a single actual entity, he called
“becoming,” “genetic process,” or “concrescence” (PR 210-15). Strictly
or technically speaking, single actual entities do not “change,” but they
do “process” or “become” (PR 79-80). Ordinary language would apply
“change” and “time” to both kinds of process since both involve succession,
but not Whitehead (A7 204). For him, “time” is the succession of actual
occasions, and “concrescence” is succession within actual occasions or
entities. Since both involve genuine ontological successiveness, Lewis
Ford saw nothing wrong with applying the word “time” to both kinds of
process (Ford, “Explorations,” 76-78). I have no personal objections to
that since succession as such is much closer to what we ordinarily understand
time to be, but for now I will try to stick as closely as possible to Whitehead.

For Whitehead, time is only one kind of real or ontological process.
There is an additional kind of “fluency.” No single actual occasion is in
ontological or “physical time,” but each one is internally a “process” or
a “becoming” that takes a “quantum” or “duration” of time (PR 283) as
measured by clocks. “Every actual occasion exhibits itself as a process:
it is a becomingness” (SMW 175). “Concrescence,” Whitehead’s most
common term for this second kind of process, is what goes on inside a
single specious actual occasion or entity during its brief endurance, and
a great deal is indeed going on (PR 210-15; A7 192, 210-11). We ordinarily
associate all ontological successiveness with time, but successive processes
within single actual occasions do not count as “temporal,” given Whitehead’s
précising definition of “time.” What are some of these successive internal
processes?

Whitehead thought that each actual occasion inherits data and subjective
forms (feelings, purposes, thoughts, dispositions, etc.) from its predecessor(s).
Each also inherits initial ideal value-laden possibilities for self-realization
(novel aims) from God (PR 108, 224, 244, 344). Each chooses what to
make of itself from these possibilities, then completes itself as a “satisfaction,”
a technical non-axiological term meaning nothing more than achieving
final definiteness and completeness. Since God never ends, God exhibits
“satisfaction” only as definiteness but not as completeness, but this is
quite sufficient for God to act back upon the world after receiving from
the world (PR 351). Finally, as its subjective immediacy perishes, an actual
occasion hurls what it can of itself as a “superject” at its anticipated
successor(s). Inside of each actual occasion, all of the above elements
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“grow together,” “become,” or “concresce” into a partly self-created unit
actuality every tenth of a second (or less) at the level of human consciousness.
Actual occasions perish subjectively to themselves but never to God, who
gives them objective immortality and conserves their achieved goodness
and self-enjoyment forever and without loss (PR 347, 351).

All actual occasions everywhere are experiencing and thus valuable
subjects, though most experiencing is “unconscious,” Whitehead thought.
His universe is pervaded with subjectivity, and there are no internally
“vacuous actualities.” When we consider human, animal, and plant bodies,
organs, structures, cells, and their component molecules, atoms, and sub-
atomic particles or wavicles, we focus on spatial realities. But, Whitehead
thought, all spatial entities are composed of even more basic temporal
realities, that is, of successions of subjectively experiencing and internally
concresceing actual occasions having intrinsic worth. There is no “dead
matter” in Whitehead’s universe, so his ontology/axiology has great
ecological, psychological, ethical, axiological, and theological significance.
Intrinsic value pervades Whitehead’s cosmos; Hartshorne’s too.

God is in process, Whitehead thought, but God is not temporal (PR
350). Of course, if we follow Ford’s lead and call both kinds of process
“time,” God would be temporal, yet not atomized into actual occasions.
Whitehead himself applied “temporal” to God at least once (47 208).
Becoming within actual entities means that not all successiveness is
atomized. A single continuously enduring and concresceing actual entity
like God experiences succession without atomization, indefiniteness, or
loss. This kind of time or process is clearly a continuous flow with no
distinctive beginnings and endings. It is not divided into discrete drops,
buds, spurts, squirts, or atomized pulsations. (That is actually the way I
personally experience time—but with loss). God’s processing of succes-
siveness is very much unlike the temporal succession of multiple atomized
actual occasions. It resembles the internal concrescence of single actual
occasions. It is undivided and has continuing general aims and continuous
definiteness of satisfaction, but without loss or terminal completeness
(without the death of God). Hartshorne adopted the infinity of actual
occasions view of God’s processing, Whitehead the single continuous
actual entity view, declaring that the consequent nature of God is “always
in concrescence and never in the past” (PR 32), and “The term ‘actual
occasion’ will always exclude God from its scope” (PR 88). Personally,
I side with Whitehead on God as everlasting continuous concrescence.
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Yet, I have long since had doubts about Whitehead’s atomization of time
in the world. My own experience of time bears no resemblance to Whitehead’s
description of discrete epochal atoms having distinct beginnings and
endings every tenth of a second or so. My own view, expressed in several
publications (Edwards, What, 244-53; “Human,” 195-203), is that all of
time is continuous concrescence—for both God and for us. I challenge
process thinkers to go back to square one and completely reexamine the
fine-grained analysis of time. I definitely do not experience time as
Whitehead described it, and I regard his analysis as a splendid example
of misplaced concreteness.

Whitehead’s God is a single everlasting continuously concresceing
and non-perishing actual entity, not an everlasting society of successive
actual occasions, as Hartshorne thought. God subjectively experiences
the succession of created time without being technically “temporal.”
Whitehead’s own language clearly affirms that succession occurs within
as well as between developing actual occasions (PR 26, 69, 149-150, 164,
212-14), so the analogy between God and the internal subjective concres-
cence of single actual occasions is very appropriate. God is not composed
of an infinite set of discrete subjectively beginning and then perishing
actual occasions. Novelty is created successively for God without atomized
beginnings and endings. So it is also with us, so I believe. Ontological
continuity is not an infinitely divided continuum for us or for God. We
can do some things with mathematics that we cannot do in metaphysics.

Still, there are obvious differences between us and God. The key
difference is that nothing in God ever perishes, as do all created temporal
experiences. God does not perish to Godself, nor the world to God.
Succession within God “does not mean loss of immediate unison” (PR
350). God as a single everlasting continuously concresceing actual entity
experiences “novelty without loss” (PR 340). God never loses either God’s
own subjective immediacy or that of to-self-perished created actual entities.
Hartshorne’s view of God as an infinite series of successive actual occasions
cannot explain a succession of divine occasions with no perishing, or how
this might differ from the continuous concrescence of a single everlasting
actual entity. Actual entities that do not commence or perish are not actual
occasions or societies of such. God has no beginning or end, only
continuously increasing and self-surpassing definiteness and value. Process
is the arena for the interminable actualization of value.
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God and Creativity

Often referencing John Locke, Whitehead explained, “Time is perpetual
perishing” (PR 29, 81, and elsewhere). The positive side of this is that
time and becoming are also perpetual creation. Both kinds of process—time
and concrescence or becoming—have a point, an axiological point. Both
are required for the actualization of novel values, and “the teleology of
the universe” aims “at intensity and variety” of novel values (47 201).
Whitehead recognized “complexity as one condition for intensity” (PR
278). Both kinds of process are required, he thought, if creativity is to
result in novel values, and if these are to be sustained and preserved once
actualized.

Novelty requires creativity. “‘Creativity’ is the principle of novelty”
(PR 21). Creativity could not be actualized at all without process as creative
concrescence; its results would not endure or have continuity without
process as cumulative time. Time is both perpetual perishing and perpetual
creativity. Its results are cumulative; “Importance depends on endurance”
(SMW 194).

So, why is novelty so important? Without it, Whitehead thought,
boredom prevails. We get bored with achieved excellence, no matter how
good it is, he claimed. Clearly this is so for human beings and non-human
animals; we were all born to wander (SMW 207). Whitehead did not say
so explicitly, but boredom is presumably a problem also for God. “Adventure
is essential, namely, the search for new perfections” (47 258)—a statement
we could apply to God, though Whitehead himself did not. As he explained
in Science and the Modern World,

This fertilization of the soul is the reason for the necessity of art. A
static value, however serious and important, becomes unendurable by
its appalling monotony of endurance. The soul cries aloud for release
into change. It suffers the agonies of claustrophobia. The transitions
of humor, wit, irreverence, play, sleep, and—above all—of art are
necessary for it. Great art is the arrangement of the environment so as

to provide for the soul vivid, but transient, values. (SMW 202; see
also PR 339)

To understand the real point of creativity, we must revise Whitehead’s
initial best statement of God’s purpose for the world, which was the
actualization of values in time; it is in fact the actualization of novel values
in time—constantly, continuously, and forever. Again, why is novelty so
important? Did Whitehead explain merely that novel perfections re
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important fo God but not why? Did Hartshorne explain only why but not
that, since he thought that only trivialities are boring?

Hartshorne claimed that excessive simplicity and unity (imperfections,
trivialities) result in boredom (Hartshorne, Creative, 304), and he was
right as far as that goes, but he did not go far enough. Whitehead went
much further. In Part IV of Adventures of Ideas, he expressed a radically
different perspective on boredom—at least for human beings and animals.
Not just trivialities, he claimed, but even the greatest perfections soon
become monotonous. Greek civilization at its highest did not last, partly
because the Greeks themselves just got bored with it, partly because they
ran out of creativity, and partly from external pressures. At the pinnacle
of Greek civilization, “Perfection was attained, and with the attainment
inspiration withered” (A7 257). So it is with every great culture, civilization,
established religion, artistic style, and work of art, music, and literature.
Eventually they all get to be boring, no matter how exquisitely beautiful,
fresh, harmonious, or interesting they are at first. Every “serious and
important” static (already achieved) value becomes “unendurable by its
appalling monotony of endurance.” Novelty and “the robustness of
adventure” are the only ways to avoid excruciating boredom. Whitehead
defined “adventure” as “the search for new perfections” (47 258). The
word “perfections” is very important here. With the perfections of high
Greek and Chinese civilizations in mind, he wrote, “But even perfection
will not bear the tedium of indefinite repetition” (A1 258; emphasis added).
Note his emphasis on both novelty and perfection. He was not saying that
only trivialities are boring. Even great perfections soon result in unendurable
monotony.

In support of Whitehead’s perspective on monotony, consider this.
Have you noticed that when you gaze intensely at an exquisitely beautiful
or fascinating flower, person, painting, sculpture, or other aesthetic object
of art or nature, you can only look at it or experience it for a relatively
short time, then you quickly get tired of it, and you have to move on? The
longer you look, the stronger the urge to move on becomes. But why? The
best answer is that even exquisite beauty or excellence soon becomes
monotonous, no matter how great it is. Soon, all achieved or “static”
excellence or perfection becomes unendurable, and we require novelty.
We human beings require adventure, even in the presence of every achieved
excellence, in order to avoid “appalling monotony.”

Is monotony a problem only in human and animal psychology, or is
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it also a problem 1n divine psychology? Do the above considerations apply
just as much to God as to human beings? Are we also “in God’s image”
in that way? Whitehead never said so explicitly. He came right up to it,
but he never took this last step. By contrast, Hartshorne did. He made
this very explicit, writing, “Now God is concerned to avoid tedium not
only for himself but . . . for others” (Hartshorne, Creative, 104). Whitehead
almost got there. He did conceive of the universe as a divine work of art.
He said, “The real world is good when it is beautiful” (47 264), and “The
teleology of the Universe is directed to the production of Beauty” (4/
265). Teleology is purposefulness, but whose cosmic purposes are these?
They are God’s. For God, a universe of creative process is a work of art
and beauty, valued by and for the sake of both God and the creatures
themselves. Note that God aims at novel as well as vivid beauty. “God is
the organ of novelty, aiming at intensification” (PR 67), but intensification
of what? And why is novelty important to God? Presumably, one reason
why God values infinite creativity is that endless adventure allows God
to avoid “appalling monotony” of infinite proportions! Hartshorne was
much clearer about this than Whitehead. God has both moral and aesthetic
needs and purposes. The static predetermined universe of classical theology,
totally devoid of creativity, freedom, and adventure, would be excruciatingly
boring to God! So would the endless repetition of the same universe, as
in Stoic or Nietzschean eternal recurrence. As Hartshorne said, “Determinism
is a theory of cosmic monotony” (Hartshorne, Creative, 306), but whose
monotony? God’s. Whitehead’s insistence that great beauty, as well as
trivialities, result eventually in boredom implies that God would eventually
get “as bored as Hell” with the most beautiful of all possible static worlds,
especially if endlessly repeated—which is the best available argument
against eternal recurrence.

Perhaps the wildness of nature and of our universe is partly explained
by God’s own passion for adventure and novelty. God needs an ongoing
world full of surprises in order to escape tedium, as well as to enjoy vivid
beauty, and to express divine love. God’s motives are very complex!
Whitehead, Hartshorne, and mainstream process theologians insist that
God created the world out of love. The theme of God as love is affirmed
but incompletely developed in Whitehead’s own writings (RM 73, 75-76,
158). In Religion in the Making, he wrote, “God is love,” and “The love
which is partial in us is all-embracing in him” (RM 158; see also PR 351).
Hartshorne had much more to say about this than Whitehead, and we re
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largely indebted to him for this motif in process theology.

God, who inspires, loves, and conserves all achieved beauty and
goodness, values both endurance and novelty or change. Without directly
mentioning God, Whitehead explained,

There are two principles inherent in the very nature of things,
recurring in some particular embodiments whatever field we
explore—the spirit of change, and the spirit of conservation. There
can be nothing real without both. Mere change without conservation
is a passage from nothing to nothing. Its final integration yields mere
transient non-entity. Mere conservation without change cannot
conserve. For after all, there is a flux of circumstances, and the
freshness of being evaporates under mere repetition. (SMW 201)

Other issues about creativity, value, and God are worth considering.
First, what does “creativity” mean, that is, what are its properties and
powers, as well as its purposes? Creativity is nothing in itself. It has no
properties or character of its own; it does not exist in, by, through, for, or
within itself; it does not value itself; it has no power or purposes of its
own,; it is not the efficient cause of anything. Creativity obeys Whitehead’s
“ontological principle”™—*No actual entity, no reason” (PR 19) and “Actual
entities are the only reasons” (24). Only actualized purposive individuals
are finally real, efficacious, creative, and valuable. “Creativity,” together
with “many” and “one,” belong to his “Category of the Ultimate”; creativity
itself is “the universal of universals” (PR 21), but creativity does not have
a “finally real” primordial and independent status of its own. Only concrete
individuals or actual entities have that.

Creativity is not ontologically independent of God. It depends on and
exists only within individuals, only within God ultimately, and only in
individual creatures contingently: “There is no meaning to ‘creativity’
apart from its ‘creatures’” (PR 225). It is “without a character of its own”
(PR 31). It is a repeatable but impotent “universal,” Whitehead’s own
word for it (PR 21). Whitehead never called creativity an “eternal object.”
He identified it as a “formative element” alongside of eternal objects; but
as a universal it functions almost exactly like an eternal object—even with
respect to its inherent indefiniteness and powerlessness. “Its character
lacks determinateness” (RM 92). It receives definiteness and value only
through and within actual entities like God (RM 94). In itself, it is impotent,
for “Abstract creativity can produce nothing” (RM 152), and “The creativity
is not an external agency with its own ulterior purposes” (PR 222). Thus,
“creativity” means nothing more than that “each event is a process issuing
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in novelty” (Al 236, emphasis added). Efficient causal power to generate
novel values resides either within God as a single, continuously concresceing,
but never perishing actual entity, or within unique actual occasions in
some universe or “cosmic epoch” such as ours. It is “not separable from
its creatures” (RM 92). “Creativity” is just another word for the originative
efficient causality or energy of actualized individuals. As Hartshorne
expressed it, “Whitehead’s distinction between God and “creativity” is
taken by some to mean that there is a power beyond God’s power. This
seems to be an error. Creativity is not a power, but just power” (Hartshorne,
Creative, 100). Creativity does not cause creative process. It is creative
process.

Does God create the world out of nothing or out of something? Some
Whiteheadians insist that God created our world through the Big Bang
out of the remnants, ashes, or chaos of an antecedently existing collapsing
universe (the Big Crunch), which in turn belonged to an infinite series of
preceding oscillating universes. Unless the antecedent series is infinite,
the first one way back there somewhere would have to be created ex nihilo.
Process theologians insist that some world, though not our world, co-
exists with God everlastingly (see Oord, Defining, 166-72). Process thinkers
differ over whether creativity is a metaphysical necessity or a moral,
aesthetic, and axiological necessity. Based largely on Whitehead’s statement
that God is the “aboriginal instance” of creativity (PR 225) and “a creature
of creativity” (PR 31), some claim that creativity is a metaphysical necessity
for all possible worlds, existing alongside of and independently of God
(see Griffin, Panentheism, 90-91, 118-22, 124, and especially 255-56).
Others hold that creating co-creative worlds is only a moral necessity for
God, not an independent metaphysical necessity (Oord, Defining, 205-
11). A merely creative God need not necessarily produce worlds containing
free and partly self-creative creatures, but a morally good and loving God
necessarily would.

My own view is this. Given all of Whitehead’s own qualifications of
creativity, as just explained—especially its powerlessness and feature-
lessness—it is difficult for me to see how it could ever necessitate anything,
or how it could exist apart from actualized individuals. Considered by
itself, creativity is not anything and cannot do anything. Also, given his
“ontological principle,” “Actual entities are the only reasons” (PR 24),
creativity could not exist independently of and primordially alongside of
God. God is the ultimate individual actual entity; creativity is a univers 1,
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not an individual actual entity at all. Actual entities have creative power;
universals do not. The ontological principle requires reference to “the
nature of God for reasons of the highest absoluteness” (PR 19, 24). When
he called God “a creature of creativity,” Whitehead immediately added,
“and a condition for creativity” (PR 31). God is created, not in the sense
that creativity caused God to exist, or even that it constrains God or exists
independently of God, but in the sense that the world’s creativity continuously
enriches God’s life. Not God’s necessary existence, but God’s consequent
experience of created value, is a creature of God’s own and the world’s
creativity. God’s necessary existence is the ultimate condition for all
creativity. Creativity does not control God; God controls creativity.

God generously creates universes and shares creative power with
creatures because of God’s own necessary or essential love, generosity,
moral goodness, and aesthetic needs. God has the power and the love to
create additional individuals having originative or creative power of their
own. We exist because God intrinsically values unique, co-creative,
individual subjects who are ends in themselves and who value themselves
and others. By degrees, all individuals within the world are subjects who
originate novelty. Out of moral goodness, God gives degrees of “free will”
or originative causality to every temporal subject, to all creatures great
and small—ranging from electrons, wavicles, atoms, and quarks to human
beings, and beyond. All contingent actual entities are creative and actualize
novelty—by the necessary grace, love, and moral goodness of God—not
because creativity as such is an independent metaphysical necessity for God.

Ontological creativity on a cosmic scale is thus an axiological expression
of God’s moral goodness and love, as well as of God’s own need for
beauty, companionship, novelty, and adventure. God values and enjoys
novel goodness as and in individuals; hence the universe exists, and we
exist. We do not exist forever. God values and constantly creates innumerable
novel and co-creative valuable individuals, “each in its due season” (A4/
277). God is necessarily creative of co-creative creatures because God is
necessarily good and loving. Creativity is a morally necessary attribute
of God. Co-creativity is universally present within creation as a moral gift
of God’s love, not because God voluntarily chooses to limit God's own
power (and could have chosen otherwise), but because God’s love necessarily
limits God’s power, as Tom Oord has so effectively argued (Oord,
Uncontrolling).
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ABSTRACT: This article explores and critically examines the concepts and value
dimensions of God, process, creativity, eternal objects, and individuals in
Whitehead's thought.

Axiology covers all values, those of metaphysics and theology, as
well as those of ethics and aesthetics. This discussion concentrates on the
axiology of Whitehead’s most basic metaphysical or ontological values.
Values or value objects are possibilities or actualities that fulfill or fail to
fulfill certain ideal standards or norms. As Whitehead recognized, “There
cannot be value without antecedent standards of value” (SMW 178). Values
may be either positive or negative, and ideal standards or norms are
required to identify and rank each. Positive values are good, or desirable.
The proper response to them, Whitehead thought, is “adversion.” He called
positive valuation “valuation up” or “adversion.” Disvaluation was
“valuation down” or “aversion” (PR 24, 234, 241, 247, 248, 254, 276-717,
291). The proper response to evil, Whitehead thought, is aversion.

As his numerous works disclose, Whitehead positively valued many
things. On pages 90-91 of Religion in the Making, he concisely summarized
the main features of his metaphysics: time or process itself, plus additional
“formative elements” like creativity, a realm of ideal entities or forms,
and God as a non-temporal actual entity. This list is not exhaustive, but
it will serve our present purposes after adding individual actual entities
or actual occasions, as required by his “ontological principle.” Because
Whitehead greatly valued all such things, they were affirmed and expressed
in his metaphysics, which in turn coherently expressed and supported
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The Value of Creativity and Similar Goods

Does creativity as such have intrinsic value? Seemingly not. It cannot
be ontologically independent, according to Whitehead’s “ontological
principle,” so perhaps it is also not axiologically fundamental. It is very
good, but not intrinsically good. The value of creativity is like that of
many things that are less fundamental metaphysically, for example,
happiness (understood as enjoyment, joy, pleasure, etc.), zest, love, and
compassion. Toward the end of Adventures of Ideas, Whitehead devoted
whole chapters to Truth, Beauty, Adventure, and Peace (A7 Part IV). His
ontology makes a place for and supports all such good things, even though
they are not ontologically fundamental. Presumably God values them all.
Certainly we do. Rather than explore each in depth, let us consider a few
general remarks that apply to all of them, including creativity. Creativity,
like all of these good things, is only an abstraction, a repeatable universal
of universals, even when instantiated or ingressed within all unique,
concrete, experiencing, aware, self-significant individuals who are valuable
for their own sakes. Creativity is featureless, conforms to the ontological
principle, and exists only within, because of, and for the sake of such
individuals.

Creativity, happiness, beauty, truth, and all of these good things are
exceptionally good, but there are many different kinds of goodness. Intrinsic
goodness is only one of many kinds. Something can be exceptionally good
without being intrinsically good. None of these good things have intrinsic
worth on Whitehead’s own grounds, for none of them are unique, purposive,
self-significant subjects capable of valuing themselves, others, and God.
None of them are either ontologically or axiologically fundamental. None
of them are moral agents. All are only abstractions, repeatable universals,
both as mere possibilities and when instantiated or ingressed within
intrinsically valuable concrete, determinate, conscious, self-significant,
and partly self-creative individuals. As Hartshorne astutely remarked,
“But universals do not enjoy or achieve at all” (Hartshorne, Creativity,
269). When actualized, all of these universals are “good for us” values,
but they are not “good in, to, and for themselves” values. They have no
sakes or purposes of their own; they are not unique conscious selves; they
have no subjective immediacy; they have no “minds of their own,” so to
speak. They are not individual subjects or agents, they know nothing, they
have no self-significance or value to themselves, they attach no value to
others; they do not know or care that they are valuable; thus, they have
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no intrinsic worth. All of them are internal to us and very good for us, for
other creatures, and for God, but they are not good in, to, and for themselves.
All are essential for our own well-being and for God’s, but they should
not be misclassified as intrinsically good or overvalued. All are very good,
highly desirable, but they should not be wrongly classified as intrinsically
good. All of them, in proper balance, are good for us, good for God, and
well grounded in process and reality; but they are not good in, to, and for
themselves.

God, Individuals, and Intrinsic Worth

Whitehead clearly regarded actual entities or individuals, not universals,
as ultimately real and intrinsically valuable, as expressed in quotes that
follow shortly. His ontological principle requires that actual individuals
be both axiologically and ontologically fundamental. Whitehead’s most
general word for value or goodness was “importance.” He emphasized
“the importance of the individual” as one of the two general principles
underlying all moral codes. The other was “the generality of harmony”—or
beauty (47 292). But what did he mean by “individuals”?

There is a significant ambiguity as to what counts as an “individual”
in process thought, traceable back to Whitehead. Primarily, he thought,
individuals are ontologically distinct but relationally dependent actual
occasions, each of which enjoys a brief “moment of sheer individuality”
(AI 177). Secondarily, individuals are unified societies or enduring objects.
“The individuality of entities is just as important as their community”
(RM 88), he said. Presumably, this relation is symmetrical. Their community
is just as important as their individuality, but is their community a special
kind of social individuality? In answering, we will first consider actual
occasions as primary individuals, then enduring societies as secondary
individuals.

For Whitehead, transient actual occasions are the most basic units of
reality, agency, and intrinsic value. Ontologically, “‘actual entities’—also
termed ‘actual occasions’—are the final real things of which the world is
made up. There is no going behind actual entities to find anything more
real” (PR 18; A1 197), and “There is no agency in abstraction from actual
occasions” (47 294). Axiologically, he thought, actual occasions, each
with its own subjective immediacy and internal constitution, are the only
things that have intrinsic worth.

Whitehead was not a moral philosopher, but one of the most fundamental
concepts of moral philosophy can be found scattered throughout his
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writings. A search through his works for phrases like “intrinsic worth,”
“for its own sake,” “value for itself,” “ends in themselves,” and closely
related expressions, reveals that he usually applied such expressions only
to actual occasions. Consider the following examples.

The element of value, of being valuable, of having value, of being an
end in itself, of being something which is for its own sake, must not
be omitted in any account of an event as the most concrete actual
something. “Value” is the word I use for the intrinsic reality of an
event. (SMW 93)

The organism is a unit of emergent value, a real fusion of the
characters of eternal objects, emerging for its own sake. (SMW 107)

This total unity, [“one unit occurrence”] considered as an entity for
its own sake, is the prehension into unity of the patterned aspects of
the universe of events. (SMW 148)

Eternal objects within actual occasions “achieve an aesthetic
synthesis, productive of the occasion as an experience for its own
sake.” (SMW 170)

Thus an event is a matter of fact which by reason of its limitation is a
value for itself; but by reason of its very nature it also requires the
whole universe in order to be itself. (SMW 194)

The actual world...is a community. At the same time, these actual
entities are, for themselves, their own value, individual and
separable. (RM 88)

An entity is actual when it has significance for itself. (PR 25)

Every actual entity, including God, is something individual for its
own sake. (PR 88)

The phrase “intrinsic importance” means “importance for itself.” (MT
118)

The basis of democracy is the common fact of value experience, as
constituting the essential nature of each pulsation of actuality.
Everything has some value for itself, for others, and for the whole.
(MT 111)

I have termed each individual act of immediate self-enjoyment an
occasion of experience. (MT 151)
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The substratum [mindless matter] with 1ts complex of inherent
qualities is wrongly conceived as bare realization, devoid of self-
enjoyment, that is to say, devoid of intrinsic worth. (47 219; also see
MT 150-55)

The essence of power is the drive towards aesthetic worth for its own
sake. All power is a derivative from this fact of composition attaining
worth for itself. (MT 119)

Whitehead never characterized “beauty” as an end in itself or an
intrinsic value. The last quote above is about an experience for its own
sake, not about beauty for its own sake. All of these references are about
actual occasions, not about us as whole persons. For Whitehead, intrinsically
valuable entities are individual actual occasions in their subjective
immediacy, capable of self-creativity, self-enjoyment, self-significance,
self-valuation, and valuation of others. Such intrinsic-good-making
properties presuppose or require internal consciousness, or at least some
degree of internal awareness or experience, plus constitutive internal
relations with others, plus concern for others, plus partial self-creativity,
plus numerically and ontologically distinct individuality, definiteness, and
brief duration. According to David Griffin, postmodern process theology
affirms that “every center of experience is loved [by God] for its own
sake. No center of experience is hated, and none is viewed as having only
instrumental value” (Griffin, God, 144). But was he talking about whole
persons, enduring souls, or only about fleeting actual occasions?

God, Individuals, and Enduring Objects

Whitehead did not treat persisting or enduring souls as intrinsically
valuable individuals. Strictly speaking, all “enduring objects” within the
world are only societies of actual occasions (47 280). Whole persons,
whole souls, are not individuals; they are complex societies of actual
occasions that share or exhibit common forms derived from other and
earlier actual occasions. “The common element of form is simply a complex
eternal object exemplified in each member of the nexus” (PR 34). Each
actual occasion begins by inheriting data, e.g., eternal objects and subjective
forms, from immediately preceding occasions, plus initial aims (possibilities
for self-creation) from God.

Actual occasions flourish only in societies, but there are many kinds
of societies. Sufficiently complex sets of microscopic actual occasions
add up to the familiar macroscopic objects and souls of everyday life that
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have “temporal endurance” (PR 35). The greatest immanent value resides
within more enduring personally ordered societies, so we will concentrate
on those. Personally ordered societies are enduring objects that derive
their forms or common properties and relations through common lines of
inheritance (PR 34). Their inherited properties (subjective forms) give
them relative but not absolute self-identity through time.

According to Whitehead, Auman souls are not individuals. They are
personally ordered societies having relative self-identity through recurring
subjective forms derived from common temporal ancestors. Morally, most
of us think, whole human beings or persons are the most complex and
valuable enduring actualities with which we are directly acquainted. Human
bodies and souls, Whitehead thought, are incredibly intricate spatiotemporal
and psychophysical societies of actual occasions, but societies are not
primary individuals, agents, or intrinsic values. Our bodies (brains included)
are unfathomably complex societies of atoms, molecules, cells, organs,
etc., and the temporal events that transpire within them (47 189, 205-26).
Our “souls,” and Whitehead did use this term, are the dominant personally
ordered societies of actual occasions within our bodies (47 189, 205, 211;
MT 159-61; PR 109, 119). Considered ontologically, souls are not primary
individuals, they are enduring objects or societies in which succeeding
occasions merely “sum up their predecessors” (PR 350).

So, what kind of value do we as whole enduring persons have? Is our
intrinsic value anything more than the mere sum of the intrinsic values of
the tenth-of-a-second (or so) actual occasions within us? Or are we unique,
enduring, organic wholes having properties, powers, and worth greater
than the mere sum of our transient parts? Whitehead’s answers were usually
clear enough. Despite his many uses of the “philosophy of organism,”
Whitehead never defined “organisms” as organic wholes having values,
properties, and powers that their parts do not have—but he should have.
He conceived of and defined “organisms” as nothing more than individual
actual occasions, and sets or nexiis of them (PR 128-29, 214-15, 287).

Whitehead recognized that “Importance depends on endurance” (SMW
194). Yet, enduring entities are nothing more than societies of ingredient
successive actual occasions that inherit common properties or forms. “The
real actual things that endure are all societies” (A7 204), he said; and “Our
lives are dominated by enduring things, each experienced as a unity of
many occasions bound together by the force of inheritance. Each such
individual endurance collects into its unity the shifting qualities of its
many occasions” (47 280). Still, only actual occasions are “the final real
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things of which the world is made up” (PR 18), and “Those individual
things that make up the sole reality of the universe” are only “the individual
occasions of experience” (41 177). Furthermore, “The soul is nothing else
than the succession of my occasions of experience, extending from birth
to the present moment. Now, at this instant, [ am the complete person
embodying all these occasions” (MT 163—emphasis added).

If whole human beings or whole souls are individuals at all, this is
only in a very minor, secondary, inferior, and derivative sense of the term.
Whitehead did refer to “the individual person” (47 289) and “the individual
human being” (SMW 196), but he never called souls “individuals.” They
are always only “societies” (41 189, 205, 208, 291). We are nothing more
than “enduring objects with a personal order” (PR 161). Enduring objects
are societies, not individuals.

Whitehead understood human self-identity through time as nothing
more than continuity of inherited subjective forms through successive
occasions of experience (4/ 183-184). What are subjective forms? “There
are many species: emotions, valuations, purposes, adversions, aversions,
consciousness, etc.,” as well as pleasures and pains (PR 24, 291). “What
endures is identity of pattern, self-inherited” (SMW 241) and “The enduring
personality is the historic route of living occasions which are severally
dominant in the body at successive instants” (PR 119, 350). So, we are
the same persons today that we were five years ago because, and to the
degree that, we have the same desires, feelings, interests, thoughts, beliefs,
values, dispositions, etc., that we had back then. Self-identity through
time is thus both social and relative.

Whitehead thought that our self-identity through time consists of
nothing more than our inheritance today of yesterday’s subjective forms.
This is morally troublesome. If moral or legal offenders today have not
changed in subjective forms since their offenses, punishing them now
would still not be punishing the subjects (actual occasions or agents) that
originally made bad decisions or performed offensive deeds. Is it ever
right to do this, to punish a subject who didn’t do wrong? If their personalities
have changed significantly, they are not the same persons anymore, so
why should they be held responsible at all for past misdeeds? Whitehead’s
theory of self-identity is not easily reconciled with our keen sense of
identity with and moral responsibility for our past choices and actions,
even after we have repented or otherwise changed significantly.

Whitehead’s God loves individuals, but these individuals are only
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them. Whitehead’s metaphysics was value-laden throughout, but so 1s
everyone else’s.

God’s Primordial Nature and Eternal Objects

Whitehead valued God first and foremost. All other Whiteheadian
realities and values are grounded in and require some understanding of
God. Unlike some process thinkers, I am convinced that theism was from
early on an essential component of Whitehead’s ontology. Whitehead
recognized this, writing in Religion in the Making, “Apart from God, the
remaining formative elements would fail in their functions” (RM
104—emphasis added). The positive side of this is that only with and
within God do eternal objects, processes, creativity, and contingent actual
entities succeed in their functions. In Process and Reality, Whitehead’s
“ontological principle” requires God “for reasons of the highest absoluteness”
(PR 19, 24). All explanation begins and ends with God. God explains
everything, but nothing explains God (SMW 178). No reality is deeper
than God, and all ultimate explanatory forms, elements, and principles
exist and function only within and because of God.

Whitehead valued possibilities, though much less than actualities. As
explained in Process and Reality, the primordial nature of God is the
ultimate conceptual locus of infinite possibilities for creation or actualization.
Whitehead called possibilities “eternal objects.” “Viewed as primordial,
he [God] is the unlimited conceptual realization of the absolute wealth of
potentiality” (PR 343—emphasis added). By God’s “primordial nature”
Whitehead meant nothing more than this, so his understanding of it was
extremely limited. I studied Whitehead with Charles Hartshorne, and I
am convinced that Hartshorne made many significant and highly plausible
additions to and improvements upon Whitehead’s rudimentary process
theology and metaphysics. Hartshorne expanded God’s “primordial nature”
to include far more than God’s conceptual grasp of eternal objects or sheer
possibilities. Hartshorne identified the primordial nature with God's
permanent abstract essence. This includes God’s conceptualization of
possibilities, simple and in combination, plus all of God’s basic attributes
or perfections in the abstract, properly reinterpreted to fit a process model:
necessary existence, goodness, eternity (everlastingness), omniscience,
ideal power, omnipresence, creativity, love, compassion, etc. (Hartshorne,
Whitehead s, 73-76, 102, 116-17, 199). For Hartshorne, concrete mani-
festations of these, such as knowing, influencing, or loving X, vy, and z as
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actual occasions. As he explained, “For the kingdom of heaven 1s with us
today. The action of the fourth phase is the love of God for the World. It
is the particular providence for particular occasions” (PR 351). Here,
God’s providential love is for particular occasions, not for whole persons.
This leaves us wondering, should we love whole persons as ourselves?
Do we have moral duties to whole persons, or only to actual occasions?

Occasionally, Whitehead faintly suggested that some enduring entities
may be organic wholes greater than the mere sum of their parts, having
values, properties, and powers that their ingredient actual occasions do
not have (MT 62; PR 20; Al 186-87, 205, 279-82). At least once, he applied
“for its own sake” to a whole person, referring to “the awful ultimate fact,
which is the human being, consciously alone with itself, for its own sake”
(RM 160). He recognized “a sense of a unity of many occasions with a
value beyond that of any individual occasion; for example, the soul...”
(A1 294). But this “predominant unity” and “value beyond” of the soul
seems to be nothing more than the sum of the unities and values of its
many component occasions. Are we as macroscopic souls or persons
merely the sum of our component societies of microscopic actual occasions,
or are we something more with respect to our unified properties, powers,
structures, and goodness? Whitehead’s application of “intrinsic value”
only or primarily to actual occasions strongly suggests that we as
macroscopically whole persons have no intrinsic value beyond that of the
sum of our fleeting actual occasions. Ambiguities abound in Whitehead’s
reflections.

A viable theistic process ontology should clearly answer at least four
important axiological or moral questions about individuals. 1) Do only
actual occasions have intrinsic worth, or are whole persons or souls as
such intrinsically valuable ends in themselves? 2) Do we have moral duties
only to fleeting actual occasions, or to whole persons or enduring souls?
3) Are whole persons or souls responsible agents, or are only actual
occasions responsible agents? 4) Does God love and regard whole persons
as intrinsically valuable, or only the actual occasions within them? Crystal
clear answers were not always forthcoming from Whitehead, but they
should be from today’s process ethicists and theologians.

Reading relevant texts carefully, Whitehead thought that we have
moral duties only to actual occasions: “Morality is always the aim at that
union of harmony, intensity, and vividness which involves the perfection
of importance for that occasion” (MT 14), and “Morality emphasizes the
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detailed occasion” (MT 39). Brian Henning disagrees, claiming that we
are never morally concerned with or obligated to individual actual occasions
as such because we cannot “affect them directly.” They just come and go
too quickly. We are morally concerned, says Henning, only with “types
of individuals that our actions can potentially affect, namely compound
and aggregate entities” (Henning 156). I agree completely, but I wonder
if we are not something more than compounded societies.

Whitehead clearly insisted also that only actual occasions are agents:
“Agency belongs exclusively to actual occasions” (PR 31). “The society
is only efficient through its individual members” (PR 91). “There is no
agency in abstraction from actual occasions” (47 294). Does our self-
knowledge really confirm these reductionist claims?

Important moral concerns pertaining to whole persons as ends in
themselves may not be sufficiently grounded in Whitehead’s theistic
ontology, and a viable process ethics needs to go beyond Whitehead in
some respects. If we think that whole persons, and not just tenth-of-a-
second actual occasions, have intrinsic worth, are objects of moral
obligations, are moral agents, and are loved by God, we will have to move
process ontology, theology, axiology, and ethics beyond the point where
Whitehead left them (see Edwards, Axiological, especially ch. 2). A
successful process philosophy must become a “philosophy of organism”
in a new sense, one that recognizes organisms as organic wholes having
properties, powers, and values greater than the mere sum of their fleeting
actual occasion components. He had enduring atoms and molecules, not
human beings, in mind when he wrote this, but Whitehead affirmed, “The
concrete enduring entities are organisms, so that the plan of the whole
influences the very characters of the various subordinate organisms which
enter into it” (SMW 79, 106-07, 123). Perhaps this was a very small step
in the right direction.
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particular actualities, belong to God’s consequent nature, but all of God’s
abstract capacities as such belong to God’s primordial nature (Hartshorne,
Whitehead's, 102, 116, 199). In the abstract, God’s primordial nature,
whether Whitehead’s or Hartshorne’s, transcends every particular world,
universe, or cosmic epoch. Concretely, God’s consequent nature, discussed
later, interacts creatively with all actual universes or cosmic epochs,
including our own.

Creativity in real time or process actualizes possibilities (47 179), and
both Whitehead and Whitehead’s God value open possibilities. Possibilities
are real in some minimal sense, but not as real or as valuable as actualities,
and they have to exist somewhere—in God’s primordial nature, Whitehead
declared. “Eternal objects, as in God’s primordial nature, constitute the
Platonic world of ideas” (PR 46). Relocated in God, this realm is God’s
“complete envisagement” (PR 44, 343) of all simple eternal objects and
all possible combinations of them in all possible worlds or cosmic epochs.
Possibilities exist only within the primordial nature of God which, considered
merely in itself apart from the involvement of God’s consequent nature
with some actual world, is “God in abstraction, alone with himself.” As
such it is “deficient in actuality” (PR 34, 345) and “devoid of consciousness”
(PR 343, 345). God’s primordial nature may be considered conceptually
apart from God’s consequent nature, but ontologically they never exist
apart from one another. Always, “God is dipolar” (PR 345).

Whitehead usually preferred “eternal objects” to “universals,” the
traditional term for repeatable qualities and relations, because he wanted
to dissociate himself from what philosophers like Aristotle had said about
universals (SMW 159, 169). Whitehead thought that both particulars (actual
entities) and universal qualities and relations can be repeated in (prehended
by) others, not universals alone (PR 20, 48-50, 230). Nevertheless, he did
occasionally call eternal objects “universals” (PR 48-50, 152, 290;
Interpretation 241). Eternal objects have their own uniqueness or
individuality, for each is exactly and definitely what it is (SMW 159, 171).
Some eternal objects are repeatable qualities and relations like “red” or
“spherical” (SMW 158); they can occur more than once within any universe.
They are ideal or conceptual abstractions “comprehensible without reference
to some one particular occasion of experience” (SMW 159). They can be
combined with one another in infinitely many ways, for each has a
“relational essence” (SMW 160, 164-167). They range from simple to
incredibly or even infinitely complex (SMW 166-168). If this “realm”
includes all possibilities, it would have to include all possible individuals




