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Preface

Victor Lowe died on November 16, 1988, leaving behind the un-
finished manuscript of the second volume of his life of Whitehead, of
which the Johns Hopkins University Press had published the first vol-
ume in 1985. Some years earlier Victor had appointed me his literary
executor. We talked occasionally about his progress in the intervening
years, but he gave little indication of how far he had gotten on the
project and said little about his plans for the unwritten portions. It was
clear that he was working as hard and as continuously as his health
would allow, and that his main hope in life was to finish the book. Asa
second best, he wanted to be sure that what he had written would be
published.

The condition of the manuscript was as follows. Up through Chap-
ter XI it was written and footnoted, essentially ready for publication.
Chapter XII had been begun, and what was written, though scant, was
fairly polished. Beyond that there was nothing: no rough drafts, no
sketches, and very little in the way of written or printed material for the
later chapters. In our last conversation Victor said he had written noth-
ing about The Adventures of Ideas, and I have found nothing about any of
the other books and papers Whitehead wrote after Process and Reality. A
transcription of Whitehead’s letters to his son and daughter-in-law had
been made, and the appendix on the second edition of Principia Mathe-
matica had been written. Victor planned other appendices, but neither
they nor material for them could be found. In effect, Whitehead’s biog-
raphy from 1910 through 1929—the years of his most creative philo-
sophical activity—had been completed and the period beyond that
barely touched.

Victor planned to end the book with a new assessment of White-
head’s philosophy as a whole. He asked me to say that while he still
thought the interpretation he had given in his earlier Understanding
Whitehead was sound, he wanted to amplify it in parts and to add to it.
At the time of his death he had written nothing of this assessment for the
book. He had, however, written an essay for the collection edited by
Ernest Wolf-Gazo, Process in Context (Bern: Peter Lang, 1988). Pro-
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fessor Wolf-Gazo kindly sent me a copy, and I have used that, with the
kind permission of the publisher, as the final chapter.

The only other addition I have made is a very brief conclusion to
Chapter XII, chronicling Whitehead’s years after the publication of
Process and Reality. 1 have made no attempt to go beyond the few
materials—newspaper clippings and other ephemera—which I found
in Victor’s files. The years from 1929 to 1947 do not seem to have been
especially eventful ones in Whitehead’s outer life. Victor might have
corrected that judgment; but only he could have written the missing
chapters.

Thus the book is incomplete, as Victor feared it might be; but I hope
not too seriously so. Thanks to his exhaustive investigations we know
as much as it is possible to know about the life of a man who had the
bulk of his papers destroyed. And for the understanding of Whitehead’s
work, what is missing is surely not as important as the part Victor
wrote.

I do notknow who the people are whom Victor would have thanked
had he lived to complete the biography. I am sure he would have
repeated and added to the list of those to whom he expressed gratitude
in the Preface to the first volume, and on his behalf I thank all those
who contributed the reminiscences and other material that went into the
making of this one. Particular thanks are again due two people who
cannot receive them, T. North Whitehead and Jessie Whitehead, who
in 1965 gave Victor blanket permission to collect and use whatever
material he could find that he judged useful for the biography they
knew he was working on, and who gave him access to the letters from
Whitehead that form Appendix B, as well as to numerous family pho-
tographs from which the ones published here were selected.

I do know that there were many people who helped me make this
second-best outcome possible. Mrs. Bennett Gold, Victor’s secretary,
helped me sort out Victor’s files and papers, and located a good deal of
indispensable material. Peter Batke of the Johns Hopkins University
Computing Center retrieved whatever was in the by now aged-looking
computer Victor used, thereby finding the only copy of a whole section
of one chapter. Sue McElvaney put most of the manuscript into the
maws of a more up-to-date computer in record time and with astonish-
ing accuracy; and what she did not do, Edna Ford did with equal skill.
Cynthia Requardt is an admirable and helpful custodian of the White-
head material Victor entrusted to the Special Collections Division of the
Milton S. Eisenhower Library, the Johns Hopkins University. The
letters and photographs reproduced in this volume are on temporary
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loan to the Special Collections Division. Nancy Thompson checked the
transcription of the letters from Whitehead to his son and daughter-in-
law against the originals in the Special Collections Division, and man-
aged to decipher some of the more intractable bits. Jennifer Welchman
checked the page references in the footnotes and endnotes, making
corrections where necessary.

At a time when Victor felt that there was more to be done than he
could finish, he found a research assistant, Dr. Leemon B. McHenry,
now of the Philosophy Department at Central Michigan University.
Dr. McHenry was the principal author of Chapters V and VI, and
Victor wanted to record his gratitude for Dr. McHenry’s able work.

Two other philosophers gave a great deal of time and thought to an-
swering questions and making suggestions about the manuscript. George
L. Kline and Donald W. Sherburne generously brought their unsur-
passed expertise in Whitehead to the assistance of a non-Whiteheadian.
They helped from beginning to end in assessing the general state of the
manuscript, in ironing out matters of detail, and in making some im-
portant decisions about the final shape of the book. I have not always
taken their advice, but it is only thanks to their assistance that I have
some hope that the book has been made as worthy of its predecessor as
it could have been.

To Jack Goellner and the staff of the Johns Hopkins University Press
I am most grateful for the expedition and skill with which they have
handled all the many tasks connected with actually publishing the
manuscript. Penny Moudrianakis, who edited the manuscript with
sensitivity and unfailing good sense, has my special gratitude.

Finally, my thanks go to Alice Lowe. Her determination to see the
book published and her generosity in facilitating the preparation of the
manuscript continued the care she gave Victor while he was working
on it. Victor wished the book to be dedicated to her. She more than
anyone else made it possible for him to complete as much of it as he did.

J. B. SCHNEEWIND
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2 ALFRED NORTH WHITEHEAD

n the summer of 1910 Alfred North Whitehead, D.Sc., F.R.S.,

Fellow of Trinity College, Cambridge, moved from Cambridge

to London with his wife, Evelyn, and their children, North,

Jessie, and Eric. He had resigned his Senior Lectureship in Math-

ematics at Trinity College late in April, without lining up an
academic position in London; he had not found one since. During the
academic year 1910-11 he was unemployed.

Alfred and Evelyn Whitehead had been angered by the action of the
Trinity College Council in promptly accepting their good friend An-
drew Forsyth’s resignation of his fellowship. Although indignation
triggered the Whiteheads” move, it was far from being their only mo-
tive. At Cambridge, Alfred was in a groove. Possibly he talked to
friends about some other job there, but I think that if he did, he was
half-hearted about it. London was an infinitely larger, more varied
world. The students there, to whom he would teach mathematics and
mathematical physics as soon as he could, were bound to be very
different from Cambridge students. It was terribly important that they
receive a sound scientific education that would fit them for the modern
world. Teaching was always as essential a part of Whitehead’s life as
mathematical research. London gave him a new teaching opportunity
and a challenge. Also, the idea of life in London appealed strongly to his
wife; she had had enough of Cambridge.!

Evelyn found a satisfactory house for them in Chelsea, at 17 Carlyle
Square. This was not considered a good address; several decades later
Chelsea became fashionable, but in 1910 it was run down. As the
children were no longer small, a good neighborhood was not essential.
To turn the interior of a Chelsea house that “seemed impervious to
beauty”?2 into something strikingly beautiful was the sort of challenge
that Evelyn delighted in. As she was restless, and happiest as an interior
decorator, in the course of the Whiteheads’ fourteen years in London
they moved four times. Except for three years in South Kensington,
they always moved to another Chelsea address.

Whitehead believed that the future of England depended heavily on
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the quality of the education provided for the masses in her great cities.
Rote learning dominated the teaching of his subject, mathematics. In-
stead, the teacher ought to concentrate on the basic general ideas behind
the formulas. He should present only the minimum number of ideas,
with their interrelations, but do this with a rigor that was absent from
the textbooks. The power of these ideas could be shown by throwing
them into fresh combinations, and by work on a few of their most
important applications to natural phenomena. The goal should be to
develop in the student a sense of the great value of abstract mathemati-
cal ideas. Before Whitehead left Cambridge he had sketched out an
introduction to mathematics that led the reader to understand the sub-
ject by gaining a precise grasp of its elementary great ideas in these
ways.

There was now an opportunity to flesh out this sketch into a small
book. The London publishing house of Williams and Norgate was
bringing out a large series of small, inexpensive books, “The Home
University Library of Modern Knowledge.” It was aimed at those
members of the general public who were eager to read authoritative
accounts of Parliament, the Stock Exchange, Shakespeare, the Renais-
sance, evolution, philosophy, mathematics, et cetera, et cetera. The
general editors were H. A. L. Fisher, Gilbert Murray, J. Arthur Thom-
son, and W. T. Brewster. The volumes were sometimes called “shilling
shockers,” for their authors were mainly scholars or public figures who
had just achieved reputation or leadership. J. Ramsay Macdonald,
M.P., wrote The Socialist Movement, John Masefield William Shake-
speare, G. E. Moore Ethics, Bertrand Russell The Problems of Philosophy.
Many of the volumes have become classics. The earliest, a large batch,
came out in 1911.3 One of them, No. 15 in the series, was An Introduc-
tion to Mathematics, by A. N. Whitehead. He had not been idle in his year
of unemployment. Indeed, he never learned how to be idle.

All students of Whitehead’s thought will profit from an examination
of this book. His explanations of the nature and importance of mathe-
matics contain short statements of philosophical doctrines, not intend-
ed to be such, but therefore all the more revealing of the selective
emphases and the natural bent of Whitehead’s thought in his—so-
called—prephilosophical period.

In his short first chapter, “The Abstract Nature of Mathematics,”
Whitehead writes that his object is “not to teach mathematics, but to
enable students from the very beginning of their course to know what
the science is about, and why it is necessarily the foundation of exact
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thought as applied to natural phenomena.” He constantly emphasizes
the goal of understanding nature; this little book is as much an introduc-
tion to mathematical physics as an introduction to mathematics. The
idea of a vector, which Whitehead calls “the root-idea of physical sci-
ence,” appears early on.* Chapter XII is entitled, “Periodicity in Na-
ture.” Whitehead makes no fundamental distinction between pure and
applied mathematics.

The book achieved its stated purpose, and achieved it beautifully.
Gilbert Murray wrote to Bertrand Russell on July 14, 1911, “I enjoyed
Whitehead’s Mathematics immensely. It seemed to tell me just what I
always wanted to know and what my masters never told me.” Russell
found the book “absolutely masterly.”S The historian of science,
George Sarton, called it “very elementary but very wise.”¢

The writing will come as a delightful surprise to readers of White-
head who know only the passages in earlier or later books in which he is
working out his own mathematical or philosophical conceptions. An
Introduction to Mathematics is clear, succinct, and lively. Here are a few
examples. The second chapter, “Variables,” begins, “Mathematics as a
science commenced when first someone, probably a Greek, proved
propositions about any things or about some things, without specifica-
tion of definite particular things.” In the chapter on the symbolism of
mathematics Whitehead uses as an example “x + y = y + x,” translates
it into words, and says, “This example shows that, by the aid of sym-
bolism, we can make transitions in reasoning almost mechanically by
the eye.” He continues with this vigorous comment:

It is a profoundly erroneous truism, repeated by all copy-books and
by eminent people when they are making speeches, that we should
cultivate the habit of thinking of what we are doing. The precise
opposite is the case. Civilization advances by extending the number
of important operations which we can perform without thinking
about them. Operations of thought are like cavalry charges in a
battle—they are strictly limited in number, they require fresh
horses, and must only be made at decisive moments.”

Whitehead has here dramatically expressed a valuable insight. But there
is a flaw in the passage, one that frequently appears in his writings. He
had a keen eye for the important facts that blind obedience to a truism
can blind us to. In his opposition to received doctrines, he often says
that the precise opposite is the case. To make his point, he did not need
to say that here. In everyday life, the habit of not thinking of what you
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are doing is the habit of absent-mindedness. Whitehead himself was
remarkably absent-minded.

Only one scientific discovery is recounted at any length in An Intro-
duction to Mathematics: Archimedes’ discovery of the theory of specific
gravity, which enabled him to test the purity of the gold in King Hiero’s
crown.8 “This day, if we knew which it was, ought to be celebrated as
the birthday of mathematical physics.” Whitehead, out of his long-
established habit of reflecting on the history of civilization, appends this
comment:

The death of Archimedes by the hands of a Roman soldier is sym-
bolical of a world-change of the first magnitude: the theoretical
Greeks, with their love of abstract science, were superseded in the
leadership of the European world by the practical Romans. . . . No
Roman lost his life because he was absorbed in the contemplation of
a mathematical diagram.®

Throughout this book, Whitehead loses no opportunity to assert the
indispensability of abstract general ideas for the advance of scientific
knowledge. Of course he mentions the early use by the Chinese of the
characteristic property of the compass needle, remarks that they “do
not seem to have connected it with any theoretical ideas,” and contrasts
this with the use of mathematical ideas by Europeans from Coulomb to
Maxwell, whereby electromagnetic science with its endless practical
applications was created.1® Whitehead asserts, “The really profound
changes in human life all have their ultimate origin in knowledge pur-
sued for its own sake.”!! The growth since 1911 of the history of
technology makes it impossible for us to be as confident as Whitehead
was on this point.

An Introduction to Mathematics includes (Chapters VI-VIII) a splendid
account of imaginary numbers and of the enlargement of algebra
effected by the introduction of complex quantities. The book stops
short of non-Euclidean geometry. Weierstrass’s elimination of infin-
itesimals is persuasively presented in rigorous explanations of the gen-
eral idea of a function, and of the differential calculus.

Some of the diagrams in the book were badly drawn. In 1942 the
Oxford University Press issued an edition revised under the direction
of Whitehead’s nephew, the eminent mathematician J. H. C. White-
head; in it the diagrams were redrawn, a few inaccuracies and typo-
graphical errors were corrected, and more recent books were men-
tioned in the bibliography with which the original book concluded.
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1

In July 1911 Whitehead accepted a job at University College, Lon-
don. He was to be the Lecturer in Applied Mathematics and Mechanics.
The salary was unusually low. But this was a teaching job; the lecture
subjects were familiar to him; and the college could boast of a mathe-
matical tradition left by Augustus de Morgan and W. K. Clifford.

University College, London, was the outcome of a movement start-
ed in 1825 by Thomas Campbell, the poet, and a group of radical and
liberal men. At that time Oxford and Cambridge were firmly in the
grip of the Established Church; a student had to declare himself an
Anglican in order to enter Oxford or to get a degree from Cambridge,
and the same requirement was imposed on teachers. Surely there ought
to be an English university that was open to men of all faiths and even to
secularists. London, above all other cities, needed a non-residential
university of this kind. What was later called University College, Lon-
don, opened its doors in October 1828. It was the first modern univer-
sity in Britain, for it was designed to provide an education in the sci-
ences and modern humane studies, in contrast to the largely classical
curricula of Oxford and Cambridge. Theology had no place in its
curriculum. Of course University College was called “the godless in-
stitution in Gower Street.” The success of the campaign to found such a
teaching center owed something to the influence of Henry Brougham,
and to Jewish philanthropists. Jeremy Bentham is commonly supposed
to have been one of the founders of University College. He was not a
founder, but he soon gave the new institution his blessing and financial
support; opponents of the venture considered him its patron devil. The
modernization of Oxford and Cambridge was secured by acts of Parlia-
ment much later, but in at least one respect University College, Lon-
don, remained well ahead of them: in 1878 it undertook to grant degrees
to women on the same terms as men.

Only a year after the launching of University College, Anglicans
founded Kings’ College, in the Strand, as a rival purveyor of modern
knowledge to Londoners. In 1836 the two were brought together in a
federal academic institution, called the University of London; it scarce-
ly deserved to be called a university, for its business was merely to
conduct examinations and confer degrees. As the Victorian age ad-
vanced, a great variety of other colleges and schools sprang up in Lon-
don. There was increasing pressure to put this miscellany under one
umbrella by reorganizing the University of London so that all became
subject to it. On January 1, 1907, University College, by act of Parlia-
ment, ceased to exist as an independent corporation. It became a unit of
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the University of London, with the awkward title, “University of
London: University College.”* The Council that had governed the
College became a committee responsible to the Senate of the Univer-
sity.

When Whitehead began teaching at University College in 1911, its
enrollment was increasing rapidly. (It doubled in the seven years pre-
ceding 1914.) The increase was greatest in the number of women
enrolled. New departments were being created, enlarged laboratory
accommodations were being provided. But the income from endow-
ments was not increasing. The college was poverty-stricken.

A most unusual web of circumstances at Trinity College, Cam-
bridge, was responsible for the early start that Whitehead got on his
teaching career in 1884.12 Circumstances that were fairly unusual led to
the beginning of his teaching in London. A friend of University Col-
lege, the anthropologist Sir Francis Galton, bequeathed money in 1911
for a department of Applied Statistics and Eugenics. It was understood
that his follower, the Cambridge mathematician Karl Pearson, would
be appointed to the new chair. To accept it, Pearson had to resign the
chair he had held for twenty-seven years at University College. This
was the Goldsmid chair of Applied Mathematics and Mechanics. Upon
his resignation from it in June 1911, it was decided to postpone naming
his successor and to make a temporary arrangement for 1911—12. The
work was reduced to mechanics and astronomy. The Lecturer on Me-
chanics, Assistant Professor Ebenezer Cunningham, was asked to con-
tinue his teaching and also to lecture in place of Pearson on astronomy.
InJuly he was released to accept an offer of a mathematical lectureship at
Cambridge, where he had been the Senior Wrangler in 1902. Pearson
then approved and brought to the Provost—perhaps he initiated—the
idea of inviting Whitehead to replace Cunningham. Whitehead accept-
ed the invitation despite the pitifully low salary of the post, £300. He
trusted his wife to manage somehow, and he did not want to spend
another year without teaching.

During the inhterregnum year 1911—12 Whitehead was the only
member of his department in the Faculty of Science at University Col-
lege. He taught the most essential courses, courses he had often taught
at Cambridge. His new freshmen heard him on dynamics and hydro-
statics; his sophomores studied the theory of the potential and of attrac-
tion, advanced statics and advanced particle dynamics. He taught a

*University College Hospital and University College School (a preparatory school)
continued to be independent of the University of London.



8 ALFRED NORTH WHITEHEAD

general course in astronomy; with an assistant, he scheduled a course of
practical work in astronomy (so far as the atmosphere in London per-
mitted such work to be performed). Whitehead spent the month of
September 1911 near the Cambridge Observatory, preparing his lec-
ture notes and preparing himself in astronomy.

He had with him some proofs of the second volume of Principia
Mathematica, to wit, those for Part [V, “Relation-Arithmetic.”!3> On
September 20 Whitehead wrote to his collaborator:

Dear Bertie

[ am awfully sorry to have kept the proofs in this unconscion-
able way. Every day I thought that I could get a little time. But
this wretched astronomy (interesting enough in itself) has
taken all my time—including the “reducing” of the obser-
vations, so that I have never been fresh enough to follow the
reasoning. This relation-arithmetic is too complicated to

be corrected by eye, and wants a fresh brain to manage the
reasoning.

The continuation of this passage affords an example of the admira-
tion that Whitehead in his letters to Russell often bestowed on his
hungry former pupil: “As usual the notation (e.g. *182) struck me as
beautiful. You have surpassed yourself.”

Whitehead hoped to be seriously considered for the chair that Karl
Pearson had vacated. In mid-March 1912 his hopes were abruptly de-
stroyed. The final decision was in the hands of the Professorial Board,
comprising the heads of the departments in the Faculty of Science at
University College. They were to act on a report that had been made to
the Registrar of the University of London by a Board of Advisors on
Friday, March 15.* On Saturday the Registrar communicated it to the
Provost of the College, who at once called a special meeting of the
Professorial Board for Monday afternoon to hear and consider it. In one
crucial respect the Advisors had not followed customary procedure:
according to their report, they had not advertised the professorial va-
cancy. They had considered seven names of persons they thought suita-
ble, and decided to recommend Dr. L. N. G. Filon. Filon, who when

*The Board of Advisors consisted of the Vice-Chancellor of the university, the
Provost and three professors of University College, and three professors from other
universities. The Board’s report, and the other sources of the information used in the
remainder of the present section, are in University College, London, Professorial Board
file 1884-1916, folio 151.



9 First Years in London

quite young had worked under Pearson, was in his eighth year as
Assistant Professor in the Department of Pure Mathematics at Univer-
sity College; he was a competent mathematician and a most conscien-
tious teacher, a safe man to appoint.* The Professorial Board approved
the Advisors’ report, and before Monday afternoon ended the Academ-
ic Council of the University Senate made Filon’s appointment official.
Thus Whitehead’s hope of getting the long-vacant chair was swept
away in one extended weekend.

We have to notice two letters that were sent to the Provost of the
College, T. G. (later Sir Gregory) Foster, on Saturday, March 16. One
was an angry letter from Karl Pearson. He deeply regretted that no
public announcement had been made of the vacancy in the chair, since
without it no real knowledge of possible candidates and of what each
would say for himself could be reached. Pearson protested that what
was done was contrary to the spirit of the College’s founders as evi-
denced in their regulations for professorial appointments, and declared
that the College would be harmed if procedures like this became cus-
tomary. He also said that his opinion had not been sought and he would
not attend Monday’s special meeting.

The other Saturday letter was from Whitehead. T As acting head of
Applied Mathematics, he was a member of the Professorial Board, and
so had just received from the Provost the report of the Board of Ad-
visors. His consternation is easy to imagine. In haste he wrote a job
letter to the Provost, “for communication to the Professorial Board.”
After referring to the Provost’s assurance, written to him on August 12,
1911, “that my temporary position would not debar me from being a
candidate for the permanent post,” Whitehead described his mathe-
matical goals and his qualifications for the post; he urged that similar
statements be sought from all men who were being considered, since
otherwise “all those whose lines of work are by chance unknown to the
appointing Board” would not receive due consideration. Alas, the Ad-
visors had left no time for anything of the sort. In fact, Whitehead’s was
one of the seven names the Board had considered; University College
records are silent on the question of whether the list of seven was drawn

*So linfer from G. B. Jeffery’s obituary notice of Filon, in Obituary Notices of Fellows of
the Royal Society 2, No. 7 (January 1939): so1—7.

I am indebted to the Secretary of University College, London, for permission to
quote from Whitehead’s letter, and to Mrs. J. Percival, the College Archivist, for calling it
to my attention. I published the entire letter, with detailed comment, in “A. N. White-
head on His Mathematical Goals: A Letter of 1912,” Annals of Science 32 (1975): 8s—101.
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up at a meeting of the Advisors on February 16, or not until the day of
their decision, March 15. In any case, Whitehead had not been given a
chance to speak for himself. This was a pity. Everyone knew of his
collaboration with Russell on Principia Mathematica, the first volume of
which had come out a year earlier. Few Englishmen knew his other
work, and almost no one knew what his long-term mathematical goals
were. Whitehead’s letter to the Provost described these goals,* empha-
sized his experience in teaching applied mathematics, and indicated
how he would organize that teaching at University College. In connec-
tion with the last, he called attention to his Introduction to Mathematics.t

11

The appointment of Filon to the chair of Applied Mathematics and
Mechanics left a gap in the other mathematical department at Univer-
sity College, that of Pure Mathematics. Whitehead was a natural choice
to fill it. Filon had introduced projective geometry into the curriculum.
At Cambridge, Whitehead had published a tract, The Axioms of Projec-
tive Geometry.1* He was much more of an authority on geometry than
Filon was. A new position was created for him: in July he was appointed
Readerin Geometry. The English “Reader” is roughly equivalent to the
American “Associate Professor.” Filon had been Assistant Professor.

The Professor of Pure Mathematics was Micaiah J. M. Hill, four
years older than Whitehead. Hill was born in India, the son of a mis-
sionary. When only sixteen he took his baccalaureate at University
College, London, then went on to Cambridge. There he was Fourth
Wrangler in 1879, as Whitehead was in 1883. Hill had been professor at
University College since 1884. He was something of an authority on
Euclid’s Elements, but he had little time for mathematical research. Like
Whitehead, he devoted himself to his students. Academic administra-
tion absorbed most of his other energies. After many years on the
University Senate, he served from 1909 to 1911 as Vice-Chancellor of
the University. Hill was always conscientious; every problem was a
major problem. By all accounts, he was a modest, beloved, but essen-
tially colorless person. He was well disposed to Whitehead, and I think
Whitehead respected him.

When Whitehead failed to get Pearson’s chair, he scouted around in

*For Whitehead’s description of his mathematical goals, see Section iv below.
tSee Section i above.
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hopes of finding some job better than that of Lecturer in Applied Math-
ematics and Mechanics. That he decided to be content with his new
position under Hill appears from the reply he wrote on November 8,
1912, to a well-wishing good friend. Ralph Hawtrey* had written to
suggest that he apply for a high administrative position that had just
opened up within the University of London. His letter, like others that
Whitehead received while in England, is not extant. When I visited
Hawtrey in 1968, he could no longer remember what the position was,
but he gave me Whitehead’s reply to him. This does not name the
position, but the content shows that it must have been that of principal
of King’s College, London. T

Although King’s had been founded by Anglicans in rivalry to Uni-
versity College, its theological side was left alone when the rest of
King’s College became a unit of the University of London on January 1,
1910. The appointment of the principal was now placed in the hands of
the Crown.

In his reply to Hawtrey, Whitehead said:

[ do not think Asquith would appoint me. The traditions of the place
are clerical; and though the work is now formally separated, yet,
even for the lay part, he will for the first appointment probably look
for a “persona grata” to the Church-people.

In January Asquith appointed a good churchman, the classical scholar
R. M. Burrows. Whitehead was realistic; Hawtrey, eighteen years
younger and inclined to rate Whitehead higher than most people did,
may have been a bit naive. Whitehead wrote to Hawtrey that he was
“very happy and comfortable” in his “present post”:

Of course if a really big job—Ilike the one now suggested—came my
way, I should naturally accept it gladly, very gladly. But the au-
thorities here are doing all they can to make themselves agreeable.
And I must not meet them with a succession of efforts to get away.
... I shall settle into my present post without looking on it as a
merely temporary job.

*Hawtrey read mathematics at Trinity College, Cambridge, first came to know
Whitehead intimately when elected to the Apostles in 1900, and took a keen interest in the
project of Principia Mathematica. (He was given a presentation copy of its first volume.)
Since 1904 Hawtrey had been at the Treasury. He stayed there until 1945, was knighted,
and wrote several books on economic theory.

TThe London Times on October 31, 1912, reported the resignation of A. C. Headlam
(later Bishop of Gloucester) from the principalship.



12 ALFRED NORTH WHITEHEAD

Whitehead spent only two years as Reader in Geometry; then he left
University College for the Imperial College of Science and Technolo-
gy. In those two years he taught advanced projective geometry and
standard courses in plane coordinate geometry, the differential and
integral calculus, and solid geometry. But he also gave two courses that
were not standard. One, given in 1912—13, reflected his interest in
diverse conceptions of “space”; he called it “Geometrical Theory and
Speculation.” A course he gavein 1913—14 was announced as “A course
on Mathematical Logic with applications to Geometry.”

There were a good many student clubs that welcomed the participa-
tion of faculty members. Whitehead enjoyed doing this. For two years
he was president of the Mathematical and Physical Society. A quite
different club was the Critical Society. Of the several occasions on
which Whitehead was active in it, [ mention two because they show
that he was more than a mathematician. In 1913 he read a paper, “The
Role of Exact Reasoning in Practical Affairs.” (This was scheduled for
May 15, but postponed because Whitehead came down with a quite
serious case of influenza.) Early in 1914 he spoke to this society on
“Philosophy and Science in Poetry.” Julia Bell, a young mathematician
who was assistant to Karl Pearson, wrote to me about this meeting; she
said of Whitehead, “One could have listened to him all night.”5 She
added that Pearson came to hear Whitehead and “tremendously en-
joyed” the lecture.

Late in August 1912 the Fifth International Congress of Mathemati-
cians met in Cambridge. Bertrand Russell was one of its Secretaries. He
was now living in rooms at Trinity College, where he was Lecturer on
Logic and the Principles of Mathematics. The Cambridge University
Press had published the second volume of Whitehead and Russell’s
Principia Mathematica in the spring. Since the thesis it attempted to
demonstrate, and the most controversial ideas in it, were originally
Russell’s, almost everyone interested in the work tried to talk to him.
Whitehead attended the Congress, but was less active. His official part
in its program was in its Educational Section. He read there a fine paper
(to be discussed, along with his other papers on education in mathema-
tics, in Chapter III below): “The Principles of Mathematics in Relation
to Elementary Teaching.” He had become much more concerned with
reforming the teaching of mathematics than with the foundations of its
branches, other than geometry. He had done some work on what was
meant to be Volume IV, “Geometry,” of the Principia, for which he
alone would be responsible. In the Congress he took part, with Peano,
in the discussion of E. V. Huntington’s important paper, “A Set of
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Postulates for Abstract Geometry, Expressed in Terms of the Simple
Relation of Inclusion.” But Whitehead was quite happy to leave the
defense of the finished parts of Principia to Russell. He himself had little
polemical interest in his work once it was done.

Russell had invited the American logician and philosopher Josiah
Royce to the Congress, but Royce was not well enough to come.
Whitehead’s personal acquaintance with American logicians did not
begin until he came to Harvard in 1924.

v

By 1913 it was evident that the number of mathematicians and phi-
losophers interested in mathematical logic was great enough to justify
an international congress for them. The First Congress of Mathematical
Philosophy, sponsored by the Société Francaise de Philosophie and the
editors of the Encyclopédie de Sciences Mathématique, was held in Paris
from April 6 to April 8, 1914. In the paragraph on this congress in
Whitehead’s “Autobiographical Notes,” written when he was eighty,
he said, “It was crammed with Italians, Germans, and a few English
including Bertrand Russell and ourselves.”16 In fact, Russell was not
there; he was at Harvard, lecturing on logic in its Philosophy Depart-
ment and giving Lowell Lectures in Boston. But Russell had been active
in planning the congress.

On April 8 Whitehead delivered a paper on the relational theory of
space. To understand the nature of his interest in this subject, let us
attend to what, so far as [ know, is the only description of his long-term
mathematical goals that he ever wrote down. It occurs in the letter he
sent to the Provost of University College on March 16, 1912. There
Whitehead said:

During the last twenty-two years I have been engaged in a large
scheme of work, involving the logical scrutiny of mathematical
symbolism and mathematical ideas. This work had its origin in the
study of the mathematical theory of Electromagnetism, and has
always had as its ultimate aim the general scrutiny of the relations of
matter and space, and the criticism of the various applications of
mathematical thought. . . .

For some years past my investigations have turned on the neces-
sary mathematical relations between space and matter, and this has
led me back to modern electrical theories which were my original
point of departure.

This scheme of research of which only part is yet published, and
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of which much remains yet in project, has led me in the past naturally
to concentrate my teaching almost entirely on Applied Mathema-
tics. 17

Much of this language is vague, and the last sentence is an overstate-
ment; Whitehead wrote hastily in the vain hope of being seriously
considered for the chair of Applied Mathematics. But the “large scheme
of work” cannot be dismissed. Whitehead’s mathematical research be-
gan with his 1884 Trinity College fellowship dissertation on Maxwell’s
Electricity and Magnetism. In 1887 he lectured on Grassmann’s Calculus
of Extension, “with applications.” This calculus was the most powerful
of the many algebraic systems that physicists could use widely. Hamil-
ton’s quaternion theory was another. By 1890 Whitehead envisaged a
comparative study of all such systems. Toward this end he wrote his
first book, A Treatise on Universal Algebra. The final comparison would
have to face the question of the dependence of these systems on the
algebra of symbolic logic. Russell, in The Principles of Mathematics, had
argued that all known mathematics could be deduced from the princi-
ples of symbolic logic. It was natural for Whitehead to give up his work
on the second volume of Universal Algebra in order to join with Russell
in writing Principia Mathematica.

In 1905 Whitehead sent to the Royal Society an important memoir,
“On Mathematical Concepts of the Material World.” In it he set out
five “Concepts,” each a single set of axioms and definitions embracing
both the relations of the elements of space inter se and their relations to
instants of time and to the “stuft” in space. Concept I, “the classical
concept of the material world,” accepts the absolute theory of space.
But Whitehead indicates a preference for “Leibniz’s theory of the Rela-
tivity of Space,” on the ground that since “entities are not to be multi-
plied beyond necessity,” the elements of space and those of matter
should not be accepted as ultimately independent classes of entities,
if a monistic alternative be possible. The Concept he recommended
for consideration, Concept V, embodied a relational theory of space.
Whitehead sketched a way in which this Concept might be used to set
the stage for a general theory of the electromagnetic physics of that day.
Alas, the memoir of 1905 was long, difficult, and written in the Principia
notation; physicists ignored it.18

The completion of Whitehead’s work on Principia’s fourth volume,
“Geometry,” is the one thing that we can be sure he had in mind when
he wrote to the Provost of University College in 1912 that much of his
scheme of research “remained yet in project.” On October 1, 1913, he
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wrote to Russell, “I have done a lot of writing for vol IV, and now
know much more about Geometry than formerly.” He also said that he
would like to attend the congress at Paris in April to “‘air’ . . . some
things on Space.” When on January 10 he sent Russell a rewritten draft

of his paper for the congress, he wrote him:

The paper as it stands—provided it survives your criticisms—will
go nearly without change into vol IV. Meanwhile I will send it to
Leon [Xavier Leon, President of the Société Francaise de Philosophie
and founder of the Revue de Métaphysique et de Morale] for the Con-
gress and the Revue de Metaph-.

It was in a special issue of this journal, edited by Leon, that the paper
was published two years later—in French, as “La Théorie Relationniste
de I’Espace.”1?

It is most unlikely that the paper Whitehead sent first to Russell and
then to Leon was written in French. As Whitehead, unlike his wife, his
daughter, or Russell, spoke French badly, he probably read the paper as
he had written it, in English, and let Leon translate it for publication in
his Revue. The English original disappeared long ago. No English
version was available until 1978, when an American, Dr. Patrick ]J.
Hurley, made a translation from the published French one.20

Time and motion are not discussed in this paper—only space. Ein-
stein’s special theory of relativity is not mentioned, nor is Minkowski’s
union of space and time. Whitehead will deal with their work in his
book of 1919—22 on the philosophy of natural science. Talking to me in
May 1941, he said, “Minkowski’s paper was published in 1908, but its
influence on me was postponed approximately ten years.” “Ten” may
be an overstatement by one to three years.

Whitehead had long favored the relational theory of space, and never
favored the absolute theory.2! But, unlike Russell, he was slow to
commit himself in print. In his article “The Axioms of Geometry,”
published in 1910 in the eleventh edition of the Encyclopaedia Britannica,
he had expressed the opinion, “No decisive argument for either view
has at present been elaborated.” The situation, as he saw itin 1914, was
that almost every physicist disavowed the absolute theory but tacitly
used it; relative motion was habitually treated as differential motion
within absolute space. But if there is no absolute position, the relational
theory is mere verbiage apart from definitions of points in terms of
relations between objects. Whitehead perceived that more than one
way of doing this should be possible. He worked out one way for
presentations to the congress. In the memoir of 1905 he had developed



16 ALFRED NORTH WHITEHEAD

his “Theory of Interpoints,” by which points were defined in terms of
relations between proposed ultimate material entities. In the four years
after 1914 he mounted a broad, new attack on the traditional presup-
positions of physics, and presented a detailed construction of the exact
concepts of space and time out of the data of perception; An Enquiry
Concerning the Principles of Natural Knowledge was published in 1919. In
it he named his constructive procedure “the method of extensive ab-
straction.” [t was a broader application, beginning with different data,
of the technical procedure he used in 1914. “La Théorie Relationniste de
I’Espace” has to be accounted a transitional work; [ think it is also his
most poorly written work. I shall therefore postpone my account of the
method of extensive abstraction until I come to the Enquiry.

In the 1914 paper Whitehead said of the relational theory of space:

The fundamental order of ideas is first a world of things in relation,
then the space whose fundamental entities are defined by means of
these relations and whose properties are deduced from the nature of
these relations.??

Accordingly, the base from which Whitehead starts is a class of rela-
tions. He denotes this class by the symbol o, and calls the relata of these
relations a-objects. He uses the Principia Mathematica notation for rela-
tions and their properties. The work of defining “point” begins with
the attribution of certain properties to the relations between o-objects
that he calls the “inclusion” of one within another. At one stage he
introduces the hypothesis that two objects which stand in the same
relations to all other objects are identical, and notes that this is prac-
tically Leibniz’s doctrine of the identity of indiscernibles.

As a necessary introduction to his subject, Whitehead distinguishes
four meanings of the word “space,” as currently used. In this he seems
to me to cover the ground very well for his purpose. He draws a
primary distinction between apparent space and physical space. The
former is the place of objects as they appear to us. Within apparent
space, Whitehead distinguishes between immediate apparent space—
what an individual perceives at a moment—and complete apparent
space, in which the perceptions of different individuals are adjusted to
one another. In ordinary conversation about the perceived world,
“space” means “complete apparent space.” Physical space is something
else; it is the space not of apparent objects but of the physical objects that
correspond to them and are customarily thought of as causing our
perceptions; it is the space of physical science, the space in which elec-
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trons and molecules move and act on one another, and in which our
sense organs are excited. The exact analysis of the relation between
apparent objects and physical objects, Whitehead says, is “a fundamen-
tal scientific problem” which he will “set aside.”23

None of these meanings of “space” fits the subject of geometry as a
deductive science. That science is wholly abstract; it deals with any
entities whose interrelations satisfy the geometer’s axioms. Such en-
tities form an “abstract space.” Whitehead is not now interested in it.

He is interested in defining the idea of “being at a point,” for com-
plete apparent space and for physical space; Whitehead addresses him-
self to both, and so deals with two kinds of 3-objects. In his expositions
he usually begins with complete apparent space, then turns to physical
space. Points are defined in the same way in both cases.

It is in connection with physical space that Whitehead finds the
ultimate import of the relational theory. The theory forbids us to con-
sider physical bodies “as existing first in space, then acting on one
another, directly or indirectly.” Rather,

They are in space because they act on one another, and space is none
other than the expression of certain properties of their interaction. A
book of geometry, insofar as it is treated as a science applicable to
physical space, is none other than the first part of a treatise of physics.
Its subject is not “the prolegomena to physics”; it is part of physics. 24

In dealing with the relations between physical objects, Whitehead
views all direct relations as causal. He asserts that the only kind of fact
physical science has to consider is, how the state of the physical universe
during a certain lapse of time determines the future states. His only
discussion of that kind of fact in “La Théorie Relationniste de I’Espace”
is a preliminary examination of the idea of action at a distance. He
begins it by noticing three common-sense axioms in physics: an object
cannot be entirely in two places at the same time, two objects cannot be
in the same place at the same time, and two objects at a distance cannot
act on one another. Physicists who hold that action between distant
objects takes place through a continuous medium must face the fact that
any two points in the medium are separated by a distance. As smaller
and smaller separations are considered, may we say that when the
distance becomes infinitesimal the action begins? No, Whitehead de-
clares; Weierstrass abolished the infinitesimal. There are no infinitely
small volumes, and no two points are contiguous. After stating and
dismissing other relevant possibilities, Whitehead leaves the question of
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how physical objects act on one another unresolved. The moral of the
discussion is the importance of trying to define points instead of taking
them as undefined geometrical entities. If “point” is undefined, “loca-
tion at a point” is undefined.

The paper ends when the author reaches his definition of “occupa-
tion of a point.” This concludes many pages in the symbolism of Prin-
cipia Mathematica.

v

At the beginning of October 1910 the Whitehead’s older son, North,
like his father thirty years earlier, went up to Trinity College, Cam-
bridge. In August 1908 he had contracted scarlet fever in Switzerland; it
was then a much more serious disease than it is now. His parents treated
him as a semi-invalid for more than a year. Being consequently short of
time, he went to a “crammer,” who enabled him to pass the entrance
examination. North’s interests were scientific, but he did not read for
the Mathematical Tripos. There was a new Tripos in Economics,
which involved no previous study of the subject; his reading of Thomas
Nixon Carver’s The Distribution of Wealth and the Minority Report of
the Royal Commission on the English Poor Law gave him an initial
enthusiasm for economics. This did not last; in his unpublished auto-
biography North wrote, “I was one of Maynard Keynes’ less promising
students.” He was just good enough to graduate in 1913 with third-
class honors in economics. That autumn he enrolled in University
College, London, to study the subject he loved: mechanical engineer-
ing. He lived with his parents in Chelsea. Whitehead loved all his
children, but his relationship with North was always the closest.

The daughter, Jessie, was sixteen in 1910. She was always lively and
highly intelligent, but she stammered badly. North told me that she had
done so since she was three.25> Whitehead’s friend Dr. Henry Head, and
perhaps others, were consulted. On August 23, 1910, Whitehead began
a letter to Bertrand Russell about their Principia Mathematica with the
news, “Jessie’s stammer is cured. Isn’t it splendid. She does not go back
to school till half~term for fear of a relapse.” The stammer was not
cured, nor was it cured at other times when it seemed to be. Although it
was sometimes absent, the stammer continued as long as Jessie lived.

During Whitehead’s first years in London, Russell continued to be
his closest friend. They had to meet frequently in order to see Principia
through the press. Russell’s relations with Evelyn Whitehead took a
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new turn late in March 1911, when Bertie discovered that he was
passionately in lpve with Lady Ottoline Morrell, the beautiful wife of
Philip Morrell, M.P. The Whiteheads were among the very few friends
to whom Russell said anything about this; secrecy was imperative.
Early in his collaboration with Whitehead, Russell had ceased to care
for his wife, Alys, and fallen in love with Evelyn Whitehead. She was
fond of him but did not return his love.26 Gradually she became the
confidante in his emotional life. Bertie and Alys miserably kept up a
nominal marriage for nine years, until he declared his love to Lady
Ottoline. He wanted Ottoline to devote herself to him, but she was
strongly attached to her husband and daughter. He asked her to call on
Mrs. Whitehead. Ottoline did so and was able to explain her feelings,
which Russell had been unable to grasp. The two women did not care
for each other, but Evelyn wanted to do what she could for Bertie in his
affaire. Alys, abetted by her brother, Logan Pearsall Smith, was causing
trouble. Evelyn disliked Alys but was seeing her; she kept Bertie au
courant. She also let the lovers meet in her house when her servants and
children were not there. At one point Evelyn undertook to find a safe
flat in Chelsea.

Whitehead’s way of helping Russell was intellectual. In August 1911
Russell sent him a typed copy of The Problems of Philosophy, which he
had just finished writing for the Home University Library. One of the
editors of this series, Russell’s friend Gilbert Murray, had invited him
to write it, assuring him that he could surely produce a splendid “mes-
sage to the shop-assistants about philosophy.”27 Although Russell had
published three books on philosophies of—of geometry, Leibniz,
mathematics—this was his first book on general philosophy. It dealt
mainly with theory of knowledge. Russell began by asking what we
can know with certainty, and how we can know it; he went on to the
kinds of knowledge, and their limits. The book was written with Rus-
sell’s usual clarity, and has been used more in colleges than any other
book he wrote.

When Whitehead thanked him for the typescript on August 23, he
called the book “really excellent,” but said that some arguments in it did
not convince him; he would write to Bertie about them. Three days
later Whitehead sent off fourteen pages (in his large hand) of critical
notes, along with a short letter in which he said,

What I recognize as distinctively yours, seems to me to be excellent.
But where (in my ignorance) I guess that you are repeating received
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ideas, I cannot follow. You seem to me to lack self-confidence (or
rather, time) to systematize philosophy afresh, in accordance with
your own views.

.. . As a “Message”, I cannot praise too highly.

Whitehead pulled no punches in his critical notes; he could not have
thought of doing so with his intimate friend and collaborator. Russell in
his first chapter, “Appearance and Reality,” took the position that the
certainty on which knowledge is based is the sensing of sense-data: I
sense brownness, touch hardness, and infer that I am perceiving a
brown, hard table. Whitehead commented, “Such inferences are quite
beyond plain people like myself. I perceive objects, and want to know
about the reality of the objects I perceive.” Although Whitehead’s
views changed in the next decade, he never gave up his disagreement
with Russell’s 1911 view that belief in the table is an inference from
sense-data. Russell in his second chapter undertook to refute solipsism.
Whitehead wrote, “Your confutation of the solipsist seems to me to be
entirely fallacious.” Whitehead never thought solipsism needed to be
argued against.

Thelongest critical discussion was of Russell’s eighth chapter, which
was meant to demolish Kant’s theory of a priori knowledge. Whitehead
concluded, “It seems to me that Chapter VIII is not within a hundred
miles of Kant’s position.” I omit mention here of Whitehead’s objec-
tions to passages in three more chapters.*

From Russell’s correspondence with Murray about the text of The
Problems of Philosophy, it seems very likely that he turned in his final
typescript before he received Whitehead’s critical notes. We cannot say
with certainty that he took no account of them when he read proofin
November 1911, since the proof-sheets no longer exist; but we can give
a negative answer with high probability. Russell would have had to
notice and judge positions opposed to his own; in the book as published
all of the very many passages that Whitehead objects to appear un-
changed. In the second printing (September 1913) a footnote was in-
serted in Chapter VIII; I read it as providing what Russell thought a
sufficient short answer to Whitehead’s defense of Kant. In later print-
ings no notice is taken of any of Whitehead’s other criticisms. In the
original Preface, never changed, Russell wrote that he had “derived

*The complete text of Whitehead’s critical notes and of his two letters to Russell, along
with a fuller commentary than I can offer here, was published in my paper, “Whitehead’s
1911 Criticism of The Problems of Philosophy.” Russell (the journal of the Bertrand Russell
Archives) 13 (Spring 1974): 3—10.
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valuable assistance from unpublished writings of G. E. Moore and
J- M. Keynes”—from Moore on “the relations of sense-data to physical
objects”; and he thanked Murray for “criticisms and suggestions.” He
did not mention Whitehead.

In the letters Whitehead wrote to Russell when they were writing
Principia Mathematica, he habitually overemphasized his own incompe-
tence in philosophy. Although he generally left it to Russell to attack
the philosophical problems that arose, his criticisms are an essential part
of the story of their collaboration, and sometimes Russell accepted
them.28 What Whitehead in criticizing Russell’s view of 1911 failed to
realize was the strength of his attachment to them. On December 19,
1912, Russell, writing to his American friend Lucy Donnelly about the
favorable reception of The Problems of Philosophy in America, said, “I
feel myself that it is rather an achievement! I attained a simplicity of
thought beyond what I had thought possible”; and “I feel as if I had just
discovered what philosophy is and how it ought to be studied.” White-
head felt, as he felt ever after, that the simplicity was deceptive.

In aletter to me, dated July 24, 1960, Russell wrote that he could say
of Whitehead, “definitely and with certainty,” that “before 1918, he had
no definite opinions in philosophy and did not actively combat mine.”
Protective memory?

V1

In the summer of 1910 the Whiteheads, besides settling into a house
in Chelsea, found a small cottage in Wiltshire that was for rent. It was in
the hamlet of Lockeridge (pronounced Lock-e-ridge), near Marl-
borough and oft the main road from London to Bath. Beyond the
woods lay Wansdike, a prehistoric dike. Stonehenge was a little more
than twenty miles away. The cottage went by the magnificent name,
“Sarsen Land.” (Sandstones were scattered nearby.) The Whiteheads
were there for at least the last month of this summer.

Throughout their twenty years of marriage Alfred, always devoting
himself to mathematical teaching, research, and writing, had let Evelyn
take the lead in practical matters; he usually went along with her deci-
sions. Now the owner of Sarsen Land was willing to sell it. Evelyn
bought it, with the idea that it would be their permanent country home
as long as Alfred worked in London. They would spend almost half of
each year there, since the English academic year takes up only twenty-
six weeks. She immediately more than doubled its size. What had been
a humble thatched cottage became a handsome house, with a beautiful
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long drawing room. Whitehead’s study was on the ground floor of the
original cottage. The house is now known as “Piper’s Plot.”*

The Whiteheads often saw Lytton Strachey, for he lived nearby in
Lockeridge.

Friends often came for weekends, orlonger. The Whiteheads’ friends
were mostly, like themselves, non-religious liberals. On one weekend
in March 1913 Josiah Wedgwood, M.P. (later Baron Wedgwood), was
a guest with his daughters, Helen and Frances. An amusing entertain-
ment was provided for them on the Sunday. Helen Wedgwood, then
nearly eighteen, was later the Honorable Mrs. H. B. Pease. On Septem-
ber 8, 1968, she wrote out for me her recollection of this entertainment:

Mrs. Whitehead said, “The servants are all out for the afternoon,
so Alfred, Jessic and North are going to act a ‘mystery play.””
A. N. W., North and Jessie entered the room arm in arm carrying a
football.T (A. N. W. made a most paternal and benevolent God the
Father). ANW said, “I’ve had a wonderful new idea. Let’s put some-
thing alive on this ball.” Action of putting things on it, with com-
ments on the Creation. Then they stood watching it and tutt tutting
over the deplorable goings on on Earth. Son (North) and Pigeon
(Jessie) appeared to be a bit doubtful whether the Creation wassuch a
good idea after all!! A. N. W. said, “I am sorry, Son, but you must
really go down there and see if you can do something aboutit.” After
some argument North gathered up a portmanteau and rugs and
reluctantly left the room. ANW and Jessie continued to observe the
Ball and commented suitably (and wittily) on the Son’s career on
Earth. (I cannot unfortunately remember what they said—it was all
quite harmless.) Finally North returned in a somewhat dishevelled
condition. “Oh I have had an awful time. I won’t ever go there
again.” They continued to watch the Ball. ANW shook his head
sadly. “And it hasn’t done a bit of good. They are worse than ever!
Oh, bother the thing!” A vigorous kick sent the ball into the corner of
the room and the Trinity went out arm in arm.

This parody of simple Christian theism shows the Whiteheads’
cheerful despair of the redeemability of mankind by Christianity, in
1913. At that time it was relatively easy for educated Englishmen of
good will to pursue their social ideals without religious faith. Steady

*I do not know whether the Whiteheads or some later owner first gave this name to
Sarsen Land.

tThe ball was a Rugby football, which is more like a soccer ball than an American
football.
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progress by reform, not by force (except in Ireland) seemed to be the
order of the day, and was what the Whiteheads believed in.

How did Evelyn manage the family finances? Their house at 17
Carlyle Square, Chelsea, was only rented, not bought; nor were any of
their other London residences bought. I think she got help to buy and
enlarge Sarsen Land in the same way in which she got money in Cam-
bridge to enable her to add a room to the old Mill House and to live in
style without skimping on anything for Alfred or the children. There,
Bertrand Russell was the donor, without Alfred’s knowledge.2?

Even before that, the Whiteheads had begun to have a close relation-
ship with the family of an immensely wealthy banker, Henry R.
Beeton, who was one of the Governors of University College, London,
and took an interest in what intellectuals were doing. His daughter,
Mary, had studied mathematics at Girton with Whitehead, who told
her she would do well in the Tripos of 1897 (she did), but that her score
would make no difference to his opinion that she knew her work well
and understood it most thoroughly. Mary Beeton was often a guest for
lengthy periods at the Mill House, sometimes with her brother Alan.
She was an interesting woman with a social conscience, and White-
head’s affectionate friend all his life. Alan Beeton had a nervous break-
down while an undergraduate at Cambridge. Whitehead got in touch
with the father; the result was that Alan did what he really wanted to do;
he went to Paris to study art, and subsequently became a painter. In the
summer of 1908, when North Whitehead was stricken by scarlet fever
in Switzerland, his parents wired Alan, who was then in England,
asking him to join them and North there; he did, and was helpful, for
three weeks. A diary kept by Mrs. H. R. Beeton3 shows that during
the Whiteheads’ last two years in Cambridge, Evelyn on trips to Lon-
don frequently went shopping and to the theater with her, was a guest
at meals in the Beeton house, and often stayed overnight. In some
academic vacations all the Whiteheads stayed for many days at the
Beeton’s country house in Berkshire. The two families were close
friends until the Whiteheads left for America in 1924. I cannot believe
that Evelyn never dropped a hint about her financial problems to Harry
Beeton, who had much more money than he knew what to do with.

Another way that Evelyn used to make ends meet consisted in taking
on as a paying guest someone who was studying or working in London
and who was the child of a friend with means. Mrs. Norah Nicholls
told me that when she was a young woman working at one of the
London hospitals in the early 1920s she was a paying guest for fourteen



24 ALFRED NORTH WHITEHEAD

months, longer than anyone else. She was one of the daughters of Sir
Arthur Schuster.

Impulsive generosity was another part of Evelyn Whitehead’s com-
plex character. In 1914 she lent the Lockeridge house to Hugh Dalton
for his honeymoon. She did the same for Ralph Hawtrey in April 1915.

Evelyn could not rest content for long with any of the beautiful
homes she created. She sold this house in 1917. Having to move all his
books, papers, and work in progress was a perennial burden in White-

head’s life with her.
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t the age of fifty-three, Whitehead finally secured a pro-
fessorship. It was in applied mathematics at the Imperial
College of Science and Technology, in South Ken-
sington, London. It paid £800.

His old friend Andrew Forsyth traveled for quite a
while after leaving Cambridge in 1910. Early in 1913 he gained a chair
that was newly created at the Imperial College— Chief Professor of
Mathematics.! The Imperial College had come into existence in 1907 as
an amalgam of three quite different colleges: the Royal College of
Science, the City and Guilds Engineering College, and the Royal
School of Mines. There were departments of mathematics at the first
two, but it was not a principal subject in either one. Forsyth’s appoint-
ment was a step in the gradual change of the amalgam of the three
colleges, each jealous of the others, into a union; he was placed in charge
of mathematics for the Imperial College as a whole. Although his
creative work was over, he was the first eminent mathematician to be
appointed there, and he had had much administrative experience; his
Jjob was to modernize the teaching, and expand the program, in mathe-
matics. Among the recommendations that he submitted to the Gover-
nors in February 1914 was the request that a second mathematical
professor be appointed; this had been considered when Forsyth was
appointed, but held in abeyance pending his recommendations. He
now asked for aman of recognized scientific eminence who, under him,
would take applied mathematics as his domain. (Forsyth was primarily
a pure mathematician.)

Forsyth is likely to have had Whitehead in mind for this post. But the
special committee that the Governors of Imperial College set up to
choose the incumbent did not proceed in the quick, improper way of
the Board of Advisors at University College in 1912, by which White-
head lost his chance of a professorship there.?2

The Imperial College committee advertised the post in the Times, in
Nature, and in the Cambridge University Reporter. Whitehead read the
advertisement in Nature, asked for particulars of the post, and applied
for it in a letter dated June 16, 1914. In the letter he mentioned his
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“practical experience in lecturing, chiefly in Applied Mathematics and
Geometry,” and his “theoretical researches into the ultimate nature of
Mathematical and Physical ideas.” In listing his books, Whitehead
called attention to the wide sale of his Introduction to Mathematics; he
avowed that he could “interest a body of students, diverse both in their
ability and in the courses of Physical Science which are occupying their
attention.” (London was not like Cambridge!) To the recital of his
administrative positions Whitehead could now add that of being a
member of the Council of the Royal Society.

There were eleven candidates for this professorship; Whitehead and
four others were seriously considered. He was interviewed on July 1.
The diverging interests of the three colleges gave the special committee
much trouble on all the candidates. It was pointed out that Whitehead
had never taught engineering mathematics. Nevertheless, on July 10
the committee recommended to the Governing Body that he be ap-
pointed Professor of Applied Mathematics under the direction of the
Chief Professor of Mathematics as of September 1, 1914. This was
immediately approved, and on July 15 University College, London,
allowed Whitehead to resign his position as Reader in Geometry.

11

Whitehead’s pleasure in his election to a professorship at the Imperial
College was followed, in the second half of July, by worry about what
the nations of the Continent were doing. He had no idea that when he
was to assume his duties, England would be four weeks into a war
against Germany, and his son North would be in Flanders with the
British Expeditionary Force.

Whitehead eventually came round to the view that the Great Powers
blundered into the First World War. But at the time, he believed that
England, at least, had no choice but to take part. Bertrand Russell, still
his closest friend, emphatically disagreed. On August 28 Whitehead
wrote from Lockeridge:

Dear Bertie,

... I am miserable at differing from you on so great a ques-
tion. I cannot see what other course was open to us than the
one which we actually took. I have read the White Paper care-
fully and have formed the conclusions (1) that Grey and our
Government did everything in their power to preserve the
peace of Europe, (2) that, if the German Government meant to
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make an unprovoked attack on France and Russia at a favour-
able moment, they could not have acted in any other way than
that in which they actually did act.

Also, granting such an unprovoked attack, it seems to me
that it would have been national suicide for us to stand out.

You must remember that the Germany which would emerge
victorious is not the Germany of Goethe and Helmholtz, but
the Germany of the Kaiser, Bernhardi, and Treitschke. . . .

Our immediate task is to save Western Freedom, as ex-
emplified in England and France. . . .

Of course we were not legally bound to Belgium. If you
like, it was a “pretext”. I should prefer to say “a test case”.
Germany showed thereby that, given the occasion and the
power, she would not consider herself bound to respect either
treaties or weaker nations. This governed the whole situation.

It appears that Whitehead took the Government’s White Paper at face
value.

I do not know whether Evelyn read the White Paper. She did not
need to do so in order to declare to Bertie, “the bully must be stopped,”
for she had been anti-German since childhood. Many liberals, Russell
among them, were distressed that England was on Russia’s side; White-
head was not happy about it. On August 4, before England’s midnight
declaration of war, Evelyn wrote to Bertie, “Germany is a greater
menace to Europe, and we cannot sit still and see France smashed.”

North Whitehead was spending the summer working at the large
British Thomson Houston Electrical Works in Rugby. On the day after
England’s declaration he went to the recruiting sergeant there and tried
to enlist. He was told that if he wanted to be a soldier, he should have
thought of that before: “There is a war on now; we haven’t time for raw
recruits like you.” North went to London, then to the War Office in
Whitehall, accompanied by his father and mother and by his Uncle
Henry, who, as a Bishop in the Established Church, introduced them to
War Office officials. A commission as second lieutenant was secured.
North was assigned to mechanical transport in the Second Division of
the B.E.F. On August 21 his parents saw him off.

None of the Whiteheads felt the exultation which masses of unthink-
ing Britons displayed as they sent their sons away to fight. Years later
Evelyn expressed contempt for a Belgian scholar who boasted of hav-
ing kept his son out of the war by hiding him under the hay in a cart
going across the border. To her, there was glory in being a soldier in a
righteous war. But she felt no happiness in the necessary participation
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of North and a host of other young men. To Alfred, there was no glory,
only necessity. He began the letter to Russell, from which I quoted,
with the exclamation, “What a nightmare!” His feeling was the exact
opposite of that expressed by Rupert Brooke in the lines,

Now God be thanked Who has matched us with His hour
And caught our youth, and wakened us from sleeping.

North once told me that his father “hated war so.” Whitehead knew
from his wide reading in the history of Europe that the progress of
civilization is punctuated with sharp setbacks, but he had not antici-
pated a ghastly setback in his lifetime. The guns of August shattered his
world.

11

When the Whiteheads left Cambridge in 1910, they sold the lease on
their house at 11 Cranmer Road to William Julius Mirrlees. He was a
Scot with an inventive turn of mind, interested in almost everything.
He had done well in South Africa, and wanted to live in Cambridge
because his daughter Hope (later a distinguished scholar) was at Newn-
ham. His wife was one of the women Whitehead had in mind when he
wrote, “uneducated clever women, who have seen much of the world,
are in middle life so much the most cultured part of the community.”3
She and her husband soon became, and remained, devoted friends of
the Whiteheads.

The Mirrleeses frequently entertained the intellectual aristocracy of
Cambridge. In July 1914 they were hosts for a few days to two interest-
ing Americans that Hope knew: Gertrude Stein and Alice Toklas.
(Gertrude Stein had come to London to see her publisher, John Lane.)
At dinner they met the Whiteheads.

Whitehead and Gertrude Stein, both great readers of history, talked
easily. Evelyn at first looked down her nose at Gertrude and her com-
panion. Then she discovered that Gertrude personally knew various
painters in Paris. Thereafter the four were on excellent terms with each
other.# Soon the Whiteheads had Stein and Toklas to dinner in Carlyle
Square. From there, on July 29, Whitehead wrote, “Dear Miss Stein,
We are immensely looking forward to seeing you and Miss Toklas on
Friday afternoon [July 31] at our Wiltshire Cottage.” He told her what
train to take, then said, “Please excuse my wife for not herself writing;
we are in the agony of changing our London houses.”

In The Autobiography of Alice B. Toklas Stein wrote that when they



30 ALFRED NORTH WHITEHEAD

arrived they found several other houseguests, and that there was not
much concern about imminent war. On the next day, Germany was at
war with Russia and France was mobilizing. It was impossible for Stein
and Toklas to return to Paris. Evelyn urged them, and they agreed, to
stay in the Lockeridge house instead of a London hotel. Thus what was
meant to be a weekend visit lasted six weeks.

Whitehead and Gertrude Stein took many country walks together;
they talked about the meaning of the war, and philosophically about the
course of Western civilization. From their first meeting, she thought he
was a genius. She has Alice Toklas say that although Toklas at one time
or another met several great people, she knew only “three first-class
geniuses”; she saw their quality at once, before it was generally recog-
nized.> The other two, naturally, were Picasso and Gertrude Stein.
Whitehead thought that Stein was a lively woman with new ideas about
literary expression. On the question of how well he understood her
writing, I have no evidence, and shall make no conjecture.

Soon after England became fully involved in the war, Stein and
Toklas made a trip to London to get money and their trunks. Evelyn
went with them, to find out what she could do to help Belgian refugees.
In mid-October, when the visitors went back to Paris, Evelyn again
went with them, this time because North had left his overcoat at home.
She was determined that he should have it, and got papers from the War
Office that enabled her to deliver it to British authorities in Paris. In an
undated letter to Whitehead from 27 Rue de Fleurus, Gertrude Stein
told him that Evelyn was staying with them and was very well.

After the war was over Jessie Whitehead, working in Paris, used to
lunch with Gertrude Stein almost weekly. When Stein, become quite
famous, made a lecture tour of the United States in 1934, she did not
visit the Whiteheads, then in Cambridge, Massachusetts. Alfred was ill
much of that year. There may have been another reason for the non-
visit. The Autobiography of Alice B. Toklas had been published the year
before. It contained a false statement that made Evelyn indignant:
“Mrs. Whitehead was terribly worried lest he [North] should rashly
enlist.”® Of course Evelyn was proud of North for trying to enlist at
Rugby on August s, 1914; and, unlike her husband, she did not readily
forgive.

Gertrude Stein was enthusiastic about the work of an unappreciated
Irish painter who had come to Paris, Harry Phelan Gibb. He gave a
fairly successful show in Dublin in 1913, when he was forty; he was not
doing well in Paris. Shortly after the war began he came to London,
where he entered into the Whiteheads’ lives as Gertrude Stein’s legacy
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to them. At Christmastide he was in their Lockeridge house.

Gibb had run through a fortune and taken to drinking heavily. Eve-
lyn had a habit of helping people who were down and out. She let him
live in the Whiteheads’ Chelsea house. He was never sober, but he did
not make passes at the maids or otherwise cause trouble. Although
Whitehead abhorred drunkenness, he accepted Gibb’s presence; the
man was in trouble, art was art, and Whitehead, always in his study or
at the Imperial College, would tolerate anything if Evelyn wanted it.
After three years of this, Gibb married a woman who straightened him
out. He and his paintings became less interesting. His letters to
Gertrude Stein from 1917 to 192§ lament the continued failure of the art
critics to recognize him. He was still unrecognized when he died in
1946. In the early 1920s Evelyn acquired a Gibb painting that [ have
seen; it reminds one of Augustus John.

1v

In 1914 more than a hundred thousand Belgians, fleeing from the
German troops, came to Britain. The generosity with which they were
received is one of the bright spots in British history. The Whiteheads’
Wiltshire house in Lockeridge was made available for a time.

Although the number of students enrolled at the Imperial College
was much reduced after the war started, the courses required for a
diploma had still to be taught; as some of Whitehead’s colleagues were
in military service, he had a somewhat heavier teaching load than was
normal. Nevertheless, he undertook to write the important book he
called An Enquiry Concerning the Principles of Natural Knowledge, which I
shall discuss in Chapter VI.

Letters from North made Whitehead aware that calculating the path
of a shell fired at a high angle took too much time. On November 20,
1917, the Royal Society received his paper, “Graphical Solution for
High-Angle Fire.”7 Except for two papers in 1889 on the motion of
viscous fluids, this was the only paper in applied mathematics that he
ever published.® In it he worked out the equations of motion from
which, he thought, a skilled draftsman, using the Army’s gunnery
tables and a few well-known empirical formulas, could construct
graphs that would be applicable to all projectiles and all paths. I do not
know whether Whitehead’s idea was practicable enough to be used by
the British Army.

As the war went on, more and more young men from Cambridge
University and University College, London, went into the trenches.
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The casualty list tore Whitehead’s heart, for he had taken a personal
interest in all his pupils.

Whitehead was very much a family man. To know what his experi-
ence of the 1914—18 war was like, we must know what his children and
his wife did and underwent in those years.

North was more fortunate than most Cambridge men. In the sum-
mer of 1915 he was invalided back to England, suffering from shell
shock at the very least. In the autumn he was judged fit for “light home
duties,” and sent to a large camp in Salisbury Plain. The chief duties
were participation in frequent parades. He begged to be put on the
active list, and volunteered for anything that turned up. This turned out
to be combat in East Africa, where the contiguous British and German
colonies would be bargaining pawns if the war ended in a stalemate.
Before the war, the idea of life in a colony like British East Africa had
fascinated North. Like many Cantabrigians, he thought of the colonies
as the places where things happened. On graduating from Cambridge
in 1913 he obtained an appointment as Assistant Commissioner in
British East Africa. It was because he was a year younger than a man
was required to be to assume this position that, on his father’s advice, he
spent the academic year 1913—14 at University College, London, where
he studied mechanical engineering.

The unpredictability of crucial events is a frequent theme in White-
head’s philosophy of life. I may illustrate it by the fact that his soldier
son, before reaching East Africa, had as close a brush with death as any
he experienced in the field. The troop ship, a captured German liner,
ran into a storm in the Bay of Biscay. In his unpublished autobiography
North wrote that the ship

had some sort of stabilizing water tanks to damp down rolling.
Either there was something wrong, or our people did not under-
stand them. . . . The Captain afterwards told me that the inclinome-
ter on the bridge had once registered a forty-five degree roll. He
thought the ship had gone.®

But she took the troops around the Cape to Mombasa, the chief port of
what is now Kenya.

In East Africa the fighting was very different from what it had been
in Belgium and France. The war here was a war of movement, with
no set front. It was a clean war, with good feeling between the British
and German commanders (General Smuts and General von Letow-
Vorbeck), and between their men. The British force was a mixed lot.
Besides the English (many of them, like North, invalided from Flan-
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ders), there were Indians, Canadians, South Africans, and black Afri-
cans. North was a good officer. He never lost a man to an ambush. The
chief cause of casualties was tropical disease. North suffered three at-
tacks of malaria and more than one of dysentery. He spent much of 1917
in hospitals.

I believe that only two of the many wartime letters between North
and his parents are extant. The one he wrote to his father on October 23,
1916, begins with a unique sidelight on the war in East Africa:

My darling Daddy

I was stopped in the open velde yesterday by a S. African

trooper who asked me whether I was Lt Whitehead, I told him

that I was & he handed me a packet of about 30 letters from

you alll . . . My C. O. happened to see this trooper & finding

that he was travelling in my direction gave him my mail. We

were over 100 miles apart & the trooper had travelled for 6

days.

After a final hospital stay in Capetown, North was sent home in the
spring of 1918. He was pronounced unfit for further service overseas,
and given the duty of inspecting electrical and mechanical machinery,
first in Birmingham and then in London, where he lived with his
parents.

Jessie Whitehead had entered Newnham College, Cambridge, in the
autumn of 1913. When the war broke out she joined her mother in
doing various things to help Belgian refugees. In the autumn she did not
go back to Newnham, but got a job as a clerk in the Secretariat of the
Foreign Office, where she worked on matters concerned with En-
gland’s blockade of Germany. Her feeling about the war was the same
as her mother’s.

Evelyn, like other ladies of her class, took some part, though not as
much as ladies of “society,” in arranging benefit performances for war
victims. When North was on active service, she frequently sent him
packages of the very best non-perishable foods. Evelyn’s social life was
only a little curtailed; Mrs. Beeton’s diary continued to record trips to
the theater with her. From North I learned that at one time, when there
was a shortage of shells, his mother made the heroic gesture of going to
work in a munitions factory. She was so ill fitted for steady work of this
kind that it lasted only a few weeks.
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v
The war’s heaviest blow to the Whiteheads fell in March 1918. Here
is the dedication of the Enqguiry, which Cambridge published in 1919:

To Eric Alfred Whitehead / Royal Flying Corps / November 27,
1898 to March 13, 1918 / Killed in action over the Forét de Go-
bain / giving himself that the city of his vision may not perish / The
music of his life was without discord, / perfect in its beauty.

Eric had been admitted to Westminster School in the spring of 1914;
he left it three years later, and was admitted to Balliol College, Oxford,
for 1917. Instead of planning to go there, in May he took a commission
in the Royal Flying Corps. After he gained his pilot’s wings, he was
employed as an instructor in England. In February 1918 he was sent to
France at his own request. On March 13 he was flying on patrol in a
single-seater, and was last seen diving at a German two-seater; then his
wings were seen to break.10 North told me that his father’s response on
receiving the news that Eric had been shot down was “a sickly smile.”
Writing to Bertrand Russell on April 1, Evelyn said, “I cannot tell you
about Alfred, he looks much older.”

Eric was quite unlike North and Jessie in character. They were both
strong individuals; he was not one. They had good Whitehead brains,
though Jessie often refused to use hers in the ways that other people
wanted her to use them; Eric was not brainy. Nor a particularly good
student; his record at Westminster School was mediocre. But he was a
dear and lovely person. North told me that he himself would some-
times “go off the rails.” Jessie early fell into the habit of going off the
rails. Eric, by contrast, was almost always on them. His behavior was
impeccable; he did what, and only what, was expected of a young
gentleman. A brother officer wrote to his father of Eric’s “cheerfulness,
devotion to duty, and the unusual cleanliness of his thoughts and
ways. 11

Eric was his mother’s favorite. North sometimes, and Jessie often,
ignored her wishes or tried to thwart them; he never did. Whitehead’s
grief over his son’s death was more than doubled by his empathy with
Evelyn’s sorrow.

V1
For almost fifteen years before the war, Bertrand Russell had been
like one of the family. He was Whitehead’s most brilliant pupil, then his
collaborator for more than ten years. He was very fond of Evelyn, and
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she of him. And he was fond of all three Whitehead children. He had
been especially close to the oldest, North. For example, early in 1907 he
had taken North on a walking tour in the Lake Country. Early in the
summer vacation of 1911 North was Russell’s companion on a walking
tour of the Malvern hills; in the evenings Bertie read him some chapters
from the manuscript of The Problems of Philosophy, which he had begun
to write.* In July 1913 Russell took North and Eric around Cornwall.

Russell’s passionate denunciation of the war cooled his friendship
with the Whiteheads, but did not break it. On January 30, 1915, North
wrote to him, “I am begging for a letter from you.” On February 15
North thanked Bertie for his letter, and sent him a cheery one in return.
Writing to him on March 17, North described life at the front; he had
just taken off his boots for the first time in a week.

In 1915 Russell began to work with the most active of the anti-war
organizations, the No-Conscription Fellowship. Conscription was new
to Britain, the freest of the civilized nations. Northcliffe had plumped
for it from the start of this war; on December 28, 1915, the cabinet
agreed to it in principle; on February 9 it became law. When Russell
asserted his opposition to itin a letter to Whitehead,  Whitehead replied
on April 16:

Dear Bertie, [ had meant to avoid discussion with you—where feel-
ing is acute, and divergence deep, discussion among intimates is
often a mistake. Your letter necessitates an explanation. . . .

[ hold that the State has the right to compulsion both in taxes and
in personal service. Here I agree with all the great liberal statesmen,
e. g., Cromwell, the French Revolutionary Statesmen, Lincoln, J. S.
Mill, etc. You used to admire these men; I never suspected your
fundamental divergence.

Similarly as to the use of force by the State against enemies,
external and internal. Compulsion involves punishment for non-
compliance. The forcing of conscience is always an evil. I would
therefore exempt men who by a previous course of conduct had
made evident their adherence to some code of thought which in-
volves burdens as well as exemptions. For this reason Quakers can
be exempted. I would not exempt men who produce their conscien-
tious objections ad hoc. It is a grave evil, but it is impossible to
discriminate.

*In August Russell sent North’s father the typescript of this book. See Chapter I,
Section v, for Whitehead’s critical comments on it.
TNot extant. Whitehead did not keep letters.
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This evil, though grave, is not comparable to the awful evil in-
volved in the breakup of a state—in particular, not comparable to the
horrors through which the world is now passing. . . .

[ am not greatly impressed by men who ask me to be shocked that
they are going to prison, while ten thousand men are daily being
carried to field hospitals, . . . Frankly, the outcry is contemptible.
Of course where I can testify to good cause for exemption, on first
hand knowledge, I am glad to do so. It mitigates the necessary evil of
the times. I have already done so for Norton.* But on the whole,
men who refuse military service are avoiding a plain, though painful
moral duty.

Russell’s attacks on the Government were unremitting—in count-
less speeches, pampbhlets, and articles.t His sharp, cool analyses of
its actions, his passionate opposition to warfare, and his growing rep-
utation as a philosopher combined to make him a formidable opponent.
In May 1916 the Government reluctantly decided to prosecute him
under the Defence of the Realm Act, in connection with the Everett
case.

One Edward Everett was exempted from combat service as a con-
scientious objector, but refused to report for non-combat service, and
was sentenced to two years at hard labor. Russell wrote a leaflet that
called for vigorous defense of those who were fighting for liberty of
conscience. Six members of the No-Conscription Fellowship who had
distributed the leaflet were sentenced to a month in jail. Russell there-
upon wrote a letter to the Times (printed May 17) to say that he was its
author and that if anyone were prosecuted, he should be.

Russell did not want to be acquitted. He was enjoying his campaign
against the war-waging Government enormously, and only lacked the
glory of martyrdom. Pleading his own case in the Court of the Lord
Mayor of London, he made a superb speech, cutting and passionate in
defense of freedom from governmental coercion. Evelyn, who was
present, admired it. But the Mayor found him guilty, and fined him
£100 or 61 days imprisonment. His friends, by buying his library and
some other possessions, met the fine.

I sympathize with both Russell and Whitehead. Russell had been
right in opposing Britain’s entry into the war and the Government’s

*H. T. J. Norton, a Fellow of Trinity College and one of Russell’s Cambridge pupils.
tEarly in 1916 he gave voice to both his repugnance and his idealism in a series of
lectures, “Principles of Social Reconstruction,” which were considered mischievous.
(They were published with that title in England, but in America as Why Men Fight.).
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persistent refusal to seek an end to the carnage except by outright
victory; Whitehead was wrong on both counts, though it is much easier
for us to see this than it was in 1914—16. Russell was wrong about the
adoption of conscription, because there was plainly no way to keep on
fighting the war without it. And he was wrong about a state’s right to
draft men who were not genuine conscientious objectors, for the reason
Whitehead gave in his letter of April 16.

When Whitehead was seventy he recalled that, although he had gen-
erally voted in the reforming minority of Englishmen, the causes he
supported were sooner or later adopted. “I have never, never been at
final variance with the bulk of my countrymen. ”12 At public school he
had acted with his fellow students, and for them as Head Boy. He was
within the English socio-political world. Russell was outside it, always
passionately condemning the beliefs and actions of his countrymen
with the fervor of a modern-day Hebrew prophet; he was the philoso-
pher who possessed a higher standard of morality than theirs and a
rationality they could not begin to emulate. Compromise, a virtue to
Whitehead, was almost always a sin to him. How impossible, in retro-
spect, was his grandmother Russell’s vision of him as a future prime
minister! What was he, then? Simply Bertrand Russell—intellectual,
writer, and adored or hated public storm center. Because Russell was so
fanatically devoted to his pacifist cause, he could only condemn the
Whiteheads’ attitude toward the war as savage.!> He was not easily
tolerant of people whose convictions opposed his. When he wanted to
be indignant, he put away his sense of objectivity into some other
compartment of his mind. Whitehead seldom did that.

Russell appealed his conviction, but lost. Thereupon the Council of
Trinity College, which had the power to dismiss from the College
anyone convicted of any crime, dismissed Russell from his lectureship
there.* The vote, on July 11, 1916, was unanimous, but did not truly
reflect the opinion of the Fellows of Trinity. The younger Fellows,
some of whom had been in the war, were less pro-war than the older
ones who made up the Council. F. M. Cornford, with help from James
Ward, collected twenty-two signatures to an unemphatic protest that
was sent to the Council in January:

The undersigned, Fellows of the College, while not proposing to
take any action in the matter during the war, desire to place it on

*This was a five-year renewal of the five-year lectureship to which he had been elected
on Whitehead’s urging in 1910.
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record that they are not satisfied with the action of the College in
depriving Mr Russell of his Lectureship.

The signatories included two members of the Council who had not
been in Cambridge on July 11, many young Fellows who later achieved
high reputation (e.g., G. H. Hardy, J. E. Littlewood, A. S. Eddington,
C. D. Broad, and a future Master of Trinity, E. D. Adrian)—and
Whitehead. In a friendly letter to Russell on September 14, Whitehead
mentioned a pamphlet on him which he wrote to the Fellows of Trinity
in July.14

Everyone knew that Russell had set aside his philosophical research
to devote himself to his pacifist cause; but he had been giving his
scheduled lectures at Trinity. Council’s action against an eminent phi-
losopher was deplored by quite a few scholars elsewhere. Gilbert Mur-
ray, the philosopher Samuel Alexander, and many professors in Amer-
ica as well as in Britain, felt that Russell’s ouster, however legal, was
contrary not only to the best interests of Trinity College but to the
ideal of completely free criticism of anything and everything, which
ought to be maintained in the British academic world. (The German
government had tried to get a pacifist critic removed from the faculty at
the University of Munich, but Munich stood its ground.)

Late in 1917 Russell began to think his pacifist propaganda ineffec-
tive, and wanted to take up philosophy again. Among the pupils who
studied logic with him at Cambridge before the war, one, Ludwig
Wittgenstein, had become intellectually more intimate with him than
Whitehead or anyone else. Russell, wanting to revise his philosophy of
logic in the light of Wittgenstein’s ideas, announced a series of eight
lectures with the title, “The Philosophy of Logical Atomism.” He gave
them in London, early in 1918.

Before Russell finished these lectures, Lloyd George’s government
began action against him. All through 1917 he had been editing, and
every week writing an article for, the weekly newspaper, the Tribunal,
put out by the No-Conscription Fellowship. His successor being ill,
Russell hastily wrote an article for the issue of January 3, 1918. Because
one sentence cast an aspersion on the American Army (“capable of
intimidating strikers”), Russell was charged with having made in print
statements “likely to prejudice His Majesty’s relations with the United
States of America.” He was found guilty and sentenced to six months’
imprisonment in the Second Division, that is, with ordinary convicts.
Thanks to the intervention of Gilbert Murray and other friends, along
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with Arthur Balfour, the Home Office changed his sentence to the First
Division.!> This meant special privileges, such as receiving more visi-
tors and—most important to Russell—being allowed to read and write
as much as he liked, provided he did no pacifist propaganda. The
writing of his Introduction to Mathematical Philosophy was only the first
item in the quantity of philosophical work Russell did under these
circumstances.

He was in Brixton Prison by May 6, 1918, and, being given credit for
good conduct, was freed on September 11. In this period his brother
Frank (second Earl Russell) arranged for his visitors, conveyed mes-
sages to friends, and in many ways made his life easy. Evelyn White-
head drew up a list of French Revolutionary memoirs; they were got
from the London Library for Bertie’s reading. Whitehead was among
his early visitors; writing to Frank on May 16, Russell said, “It was
maddening having so little time to talk shop with Whitehead.” I sup-
pose that this shoptalk was about points in the Introduction to Mathemati-
cal Philosophy. To Frank on July 1 Russell wrote:

I find seeing Whitehead an immense stimulus, please tell him. I have
been thinking a great deal about matters he and I discussed, and there
seems to me a lot of interesting work to be done on Facts, Judgment,
and propositions.

I doubt that Whitehead got much stimulus for his own thinking from
these brief discussions in Brixton. He was writing his Enquiry, contain-
ing his philosophy of physics; in later writings and in his lectures at
Harvard (begun in 1924) he never praised either the philosophy of
logical atomism or The Analysis of Mind (which Russell was sketching at
this time).

Russell’s opposition to the war did not affect the Whiteheads’ con-
victions about it in the least. On January 8, 1917, Whitehead sent Rus-
sell a clipping from the Times of January 7 which reported a protest in
Paris against the deportation of Belgians and French to Germany, and
asked, “What are you going to do to help these people?”

But the Whiteheads felt that Bertie had a right to express his honest
convictions, and were grieved by the Government’s prosecutions of
their old friend. On May 17, 1916, Evelyn wrote him:

We have just seen your letter in the Times, do write or come if you
do not feel it too painful, we are thinking of you a great deal and
missing you.

I cannot see why a difference of point of view must create a
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breach, friends even intimate ones cannot agree on all essentials.
Surely the test of friendship comes in one’s capacity for leaving
contentious points out, if we cannot bear to mention them.

On June 4 Whitehead wrote,

Let me know if and how I can help or show any office of friendship—
you know well enough that the mere fact that I think your views of
state policy and of private duty in relation to it are mistaken, does not
diminish affection.

Three months later, when the Government excluded Russell from cer-
tain parts of the country, Whitehead wrote him, “what asses the au-
thorities are making of themselves in worrying you in the way they
are. . . . I am awfully sick at their action.”

On April 2, 1918, North sent Russell a letter: “I am writing to tell
you how sorry I am that you are in trouble, and to tell you whata warm
feeling of friendship I feel for you.”

Evelyn wrote many affectionate letters to Russell in 1916 to 1918.
She often urged him to visit them, but he seldom did so. He preferred to
work at the office of the No-Conscription Fellowship; and to relax at
Garsington Manor, where his former mistress, the brilliant Lady Ot-
toline Morrell, made people with pacifist sympathies feel at home. On
January 10, 1917, Evelyn sent Russell a letter complaining of his neglect
of her, even when she was ill; the letter is full of self-pity, which is not
obscured by her saying that her husband resented this neglect (which he
probably did).

On February 9, 1918, Evelyn wrote a good letter to Russell. He was
lecturing on the philosophy of logical atomism, and had been sentenced
to prison. After urging him to devote himself to philosophy, she said:

Ifatany time we can do anything to mitigate, or to make the present
more endurable, let us know it at once. However passionately we
may disagree with your present views to us, you are you, the friend
we value, whose affection we count on, the friend whom our boys
love, & in many ways still our Infant Prodigy.

The fact that Russell’s friendship with the Whiteheads was not
broken should be credited primarily to them.
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n the course of Whitehead’s years in London, 1910-24, he pub-

lished ten addresses and two essays on education. His first pub-

lication on this subject appeared in the opening number, Novem-

ber 1911, of the short-lived Journal of the Association of Teachers of

Mathematics for the Southeastern Part of England. This journal was
devoted to the teaching of elementary mathematics in schools of every
type. The chairman of the association was a Cambridge-trained mathe-
matician who was teaching at the public school in Tonbridge, Kent. His
editorial in the first issue expressed the hope that by bringing together
people with good teaching experience and people with some knowl-
edge of modern views of what mathematics is, something might be
done to narrow the chasm between professional mathematicians and
teachers of elementary mathematics. It was natural to choose as the first
president of the association the man of Kent who wrote Universal Al-
gebra and co-authored Principia Mathematica. Whitehead entitled his in-
augural address (given at Tonbridge), “The Place of Mathematics in a
Liberal Education.”

Whitehead’s interest in schools began before he became a school
pupil; he was taught at home by his father, Alfred Whitehead, until he
was fourteen. As a small boy he often accompanied his father on daily
visits to his three parochial schools—for boys, for girls, and for small
children.? At his public school, Sherborne, he became Head Boy, re-
sponsible for all discipline outside the classroom. Thirty years at Cam-
bridge University followed. When he lived in the nearby village of
Grantchester he was on the local School Committee.

In his years at London Whitehead was deeply involved in the prob-
lems of many educational institutions in the metropolitan area. It was of
this London period that he wrote, in a two-page preface to an un-
published collection of his essays on education:

It has been my fortune to be concerned with almost every type of
educational institution, either as a member of the staff, or as an active
governor, or at least as an official inspector. I have been chairman of
governing committees of a créche, of a school of art, of technical and
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secondary schools and of colleges and universities. Also I have in-
spected a nunnery applying for affiliation to a university.*

Whitehead also said in this preface, “I have never passed beyond my
own personal observation.” The preface does not mention any of the
doctrines that have been maintained by writers on education. What is
more, apart from some concern with Plato’s teaching and a brief com-
ment on the Montessori system, nowhere in his many essays does
Whitehead take up any familiar doctrine about education. Nor does he
deal with the isms under which theories about education are habitually
classified. It is wholly unnecessary to prepare to read Whitehead on
education by brushing up on these isms. That would only distract
attention from what Whitehead has to say. He did not care about the
isms. Nor did he care how his own views on education might be
classified, so long as they were carried out in practice.

Another paragraph of the preface to the projected collection reads:

Though the occasions of some of the addresses are casual, the sub-
stance embodied involves some intimate experience or recollection
on which I have been brooding at the time of composition. They
illustrate various phases of a life activity engaged in education.

It is with this in mind that one should read Whitehead’s essays on edu-
cation.

His positive views are relevant to every place and time in any civi-
lized country, and his criticisms are all too relevant to Britain and
America in the twentieth century.

Whitehead’s English writings on education are easier to read than
any of his writings on philosophy or mathematics. Their style is quite
different from that of his scientific writings. He is not making inves-
tigations, he is expressing his strong convictions about education as he
found it in English schools, and as it should be. He tries to be realistic,
and he takes care to give credit where credit is due, but he does not rein
in his feelings.

Whitehead was a good denouncer, but he was wholly unsuccessful in
his repeated all-out attacks on the custom of imposing uniform external
examinations on students in different schools. In his very first educa-

*Whitehead gave me a copy of this unused preface in March 1941. It may be assumed
that almost all the essays he meant to include in the projected volume were reprints of
those in The Organisation of Thought (1917) or The Aims of Education (1929), or were
subsequently reprinted in Part I11, “Education,” of Essays in Science and Philosophy (1947).
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tional address he told the teachers of mathematics in southeastern En-
gland that the association they had formed

enables the results of first-hand experience to acquire the authority of
a collective demand capable of constraining the nameless Furies who
draw up our schedules of examinations.?2

In the original form of his best-known address, “The Aims of Educa-
tion,” he said,3

The devil in the scholastic world has assumed the form of a general
education consisting of scraps of a large number of disconnected
subjects; and, with the artfulness of the serpent, he has entrenched
himself behind the matriculation examination of the University of
London, with a wire entanglement formed by the Oxford and Cam-
bridge schools’ examination.

Instead,

Every school should grant its own leaving certificates based on its
own curriculum. The standards of these schools should be sampled
and corrected. But the first requisite for educational reform is the
school as a unit with its approved curriculum based on its own needs,
and evolved by its own staff.

A.D. Lindsay praised this recommendation in a two-page Foreword
to the 1950 English reprint of The Aims of Education. He lamented, “I
have never heard it discussed seriously as a practicable reform in educa-
tional administration.” He thought it was time to do so. (Lindsay aptly
called Whitehead “an educational Congregationalist.”)

On the other hand, the historian H. A. L. Fisher* observed that
Whitehead had not sufficiently appreciated “the difficulty of carrying
on the work of a modern democratic State without external examina-
tions.”4

British educational reformers had protested against the examination
system since the 1880s. Whitehead was unique among them. A mathe-
matical scientist of some distinction, he was not concerned to take a
stand for character building against book learning; he dealt only with
education on its intellectual side, and first of all with the teaching of
mathematics.

Whitehead cannot have been happy about the American reliance on

*Fisher was in the Cabinet as President of the Board of Education from 1916 to 1922.
He broadened and liberalized free public education.
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the Educational Testing Service. Probably because he was conscious of
being a visitor, he made no comment on this in the four educational
essays he wrote in America.

11

Whitehead’s positive doctrines about education rest on this “main
idea,” which he calls a “premiss”: “The students are alive, and the pur-
pose of education is to stimulate and guide their self-development.”>
This, he told the British Association for the Advancement of Science in
1919, was “the one fundamental principle of education.”® Transmission
of the most valuable achievements of a culture to the next generation is a
worthy purpose, but unless the pupil makes them his own the result is
hollow. The same must be said of something Whitehead much
desired—turning out young people whose trained intelligence would
serve England well.

The students being alive,

It must never be forgotten that education is not a process of packing
articles into a trunk. Such a simile is entirely inapplicable. It is, of
course, a process completely of its own peculiar genus. Its nearest
analogue is the assimilation of food by a living organism.?

All historians of education are aware of other advocates of the principle
of self~-development. One thinks of John Dewey, Froebel, Herbart,
Pestalozzi, and Rousseau. Whitehead says nothing about any of them.
Nor does he refer to what John Adams (later Sir John Adams) was
calling “the new teaching,” which focused on the pupil’s interests more
than on the subject taught.8 Whitehead must have heard about this as
Adams was Professor of Education in the University of London. The
only addition I would make to Whitehead’s statement that he was
writing solely from his own experience concerns his wife. Evelyn
seemed to believe ardently in the principle of self-development, and to
believe that every individual is different from every other individual.
Her possessiveness sometimes got in the way of action on these beliefs,
but Whitehead was not possessive. He could assert them from his heart,
and enjoy her fervent agreement and her praise of his punch-lines.
Whitehead made many statements about what education is, but did
not offer a formal definition of the word. Closest perhapsis “Education
1s the acquisition of the art of the utilization of knowledge.”® He com-
mented, “This is an art very difficult to impart.” Bits of knowledge can
easily be learned; what matters is their use. Whitehead disclaimed rever-
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ence for knowledge as such. In his philosophical writings there are
many disparaging remarks about the learned world.

An appropriate title for his unpublished collection of educational
writings would have been, “Protest against Inert Ideas.” By “inert
ideas” he meant “ideas that are merely received into the mind without
being utilised, or tested, or thrown into fresh combinations.”1® It is
only in these activities that ideas can make lasting contributions to the
self~-development of the student’s mind. In Whitehead’s English essays
on education, protest against inert ideas is a recurrent theme.

1

Among all his educational essays, the one we ought to read if we
were compelled to choose is “The Aims of Education”; it is also far and
away the best-known one. I shall devote this section to it, then return to
the shorter ones, on the teaching of mathematics, which preceded it.

“The Aims of Education,” too, is about the teaching of mathematics:
in fact, it was Whitehead’s presidential address, given in January 1916,
to the Mathematical Association.* Its subtitle was “A Plea for Re-
form.”T Only a few of the many commentators on it take into account
the fact that Whitehead was talking to mathematicians about reform in
the teaching of their subject. Much of what he said in the address applies
to education in general, but that does not excuse the critics who com-
plain that it does not present a complete philosophy of education. f

The 1929 text begins with the famous sentence, “Culture is activity
of thought, and receptiveness to beauty and humane feeling.”!! This
statement, which was not meant to be an inclusive definition, seems to
me profoundly true. What Whitehead meant to exclude appears from
his next sentence: “Scraps of information have nothing to do with it.”

*The members of this association were teachers of mathematics, mainly in schools. It
had developed out of the Association for the Improvement of Geometrical Teaching,
founded back in 1871.

tWhitehead first published it in The Organisation of Thought (1917). The book in which
my reader is most likely to find it is The Aims of Education and Other Essays, first published
in 1929. There, the following are omitted: the subtitle, a page-long illustration that
included formulae, the first two paragraphs (they were about England’s situation in
1916), and the three paragraphs after them. There are no other alterations. The omissions
reduce the essay to what was significant to English and American readers in 1929.

tA classic example is the article by M. J. Langeveld, “On Whitehead’s ‘Aims of
Education,”” in Educational Forum 31 (1966—67): 157—66. At that time Langeveld was
Director of the Institute of Education at the University of Utrecht (Holland).
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He goes on to say that the educator should aim at producing not merely
well-informed persons but persons who have both what he called cul-
ture and expert knowledge in some special direction. “Their expert
knowledge will give them the ground to start from, and their culture
will lead them as deep as philosophy and as high as art.” Whitehead was
not thinking of philosophy as a body of expert knowledge, but as a
mode of thought.

Whitehead explains that insistence on both culture and expert
knowledge of a special subject does not require two separate courses of
study, one general and one special. Good teachers are always bringing
the two together. The pupils are interested in various special studies;
their elimination would kill vitality. Also, the sense for style, by which
one achieves his end most simply and without waste, can arise only in a
specialist. 12

Many of the recommendations in this essay can be thought of in
terms of the contrast between understanding and information. We to-
day do best to leave information to computers; they are designed to
retrieve it. Understanding must be living. It is approached as the pupil
relates one idea to another and to more general ideas, and explores an
idea’sapplications. The applications are what make an intellectual edu-
cation worth having.

From the very beginning of his education, the child should experi-
ence the joy of discovery. The discovery which he has to make, is
that general ideas give an understanding of that stream of events
which pours through his life, which is his life.13

At this point an extended quotation will show, as nothing else could,
what Whitehead was trying to do, and the spirit and manner in which
he dealt with the aims of education.

I appeal to you, as practical teachers. With good discipline, it is
always possible to pump into the minds of a class a certain quantity
ofinert knowledge. You take a text-book and make them learn it. So
far, so good. The child then knows how to solve a quadratic equa-
tion. But what is the good of teaching a child to solve a quadratic
equation? There is a traditional answer to this question. It runs thus:
The mind is an instrument, you first sharpen it, and then use it; the
acquisition of the power of solving a quadratic equation is part of the
process of sharpening the mind. Now there is just enough truth in
this answer to have made it live through the ages. But for all its half-
truth, it embodies a radical error which bids fair to stifle the genius of
the modern world. I do not know who was first responsible for this
analogy of the mind to a dead instrument. For aught I know, it may
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have been one of the seven wise men of Greece, or a committee of the
whole lot of them. Whoever was the originator, there can be no
doubt of the authority which it has acquired by the continuous ap-
proval bestowed upon it by eminent persons. But whatever its
weight of authority, whatever the high approval which it can quote,
I have no hesitation in denouncing it as one of the most fatal, er-
roneous, and dangerous conceptions ever introduced into the theory
of education. The mind is never passive; it is a perpetual activity,
delicate, receptive, responsive to stimulus. You cannot postpone its
life until you have sharpened it. Whatever interest attaches to your
subject-matter must be evoked here and now; whatever powers you
are strengthening in the pupil must be exercised here and now; what-
ever possibilities of mental life your teaching should impart, must be
exhibited here and now. That is the golden rule of education.!4

Whitehead goes on to give his answer to the question, why quadratic
equations should be taught; because of their part in algebra, which is
essential to understanding the quantitative aspects of the world. The
teacher must first decide what quantitative aspects of the world are
simple enough for his pupils to explore. He should then engage them
concurrently in two kinds of study, not to be confused with each other.
One is the theoretical study of such essential algebraic ideas as the
variable, function, rate of change, equations and their solution; the
exposition of these ideas should be short and simple, but strict and rigid
as far as it goes. The other is the study of a few important applications.
Throughout, all recondite detail should be omitted.

What the best procedure will be, cannot be prescribed; there are
many different types of teenage students and many difterences between
their prospects in life; also, much depends on the peculiar ability of the
teacher. It is because of these differences, Whitehead remarks, that the
uniform external examination is so deadly. “We do not denounce it
because we are cranks, and like denouncing established things.”!> He
allows that such examinations “have their use in testing slackness.” But
he believes that successful accomplishment of the educational task “de-
pends on a delicate adjustment of many variable factors.”16 Here, as so
often, Whitehead’s intuition was sound.

The discussion of algebra is followed by a discussion of geometry on
similar principles. “Every proposition not absolutely necessary to ex-
hibit the main connection of ideas should be cut out, but the great
fundamental ideas should all be there.”17 Of course, for many second-
ary schools surveying and maps are the natural applications.

Whitehead, along with some other reformers, was concerned that
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the curriculum in every school should be a connected one in which
algebra, geometry, history, geography, foreign languages, and English
literature are related to each other. “The problem of education is to
make the pupil see the wood by means of the trees.”18

Another of his concerns was the educator’s attitude toward the pas-
sage of time. “The only use of a knowledge of the past is to equip us for
the present. No more deadly harm can be done to young minds than by
depreciation of the present.” Whitehead continues with two sentences
that [ regret—they have been so frequently misunderstood. “The pres-
ent contains all that there is. It is holy ground; for it is the past, and it is
the future.”1? Here Whitehead had added a moral injunction—to con-
sider as supremely important the question of what one faces and does in
the present moment—to a truism. No one doubts that it is merely
truistic to say, as he does a few lines later, “The communion of saints is a
great and inspiring assemblage, but it has only one possible hall of
meeting, and that is, the present.” But many critics wrongly thought
that Whitehead was denigrating the study of the past. When H. L.
Mencken reviewed The Aims of Education he called Whitehead’s attitude
toward the present “John Bullish.”20 Whitehead was clearer when,
recurring to his point in the final paragraph of the essay, he said, not that
the present “is” the past, but that it holds the past within itself. I read
Whitehead’sidentification of the future with the presentas hyperbole in
reminding his audience that the future depends on what one does now.

One page from the end of the essay, Whitehead lets go:

When one considers . . . the broken lives, the defeated hopes, the
national failures, which result from the frivolous inertia with which
[the education of a nation’s young] is treated, it is difficult to restrain
within oneself a savage rage.

A call to arms follows. “In the conditions of modern life the rule is abso-
lute, the race which does not value trained intelligence is doomed. 72!
Whitehead then embraces the old notion that education should be re-
ligious, that is, should inculcate duty and reverence. He explains that
duty arises because ignorance “has the guilt of vice” whenever attain-
able knowledge could have changed the outcome, and that reverence
rests on the perception that the present moment is everything. In re-
spect to both duty and reverence, one must agree.
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Let us return to Whitehead’s first educational address, “The Place of
Mathematics in a Liberal Education.”22 It was given in 1911, under the
circumstances noted in the first paragraph of the present chapter. The
address is concerned with the education of boys up to the age of nine-
teen. Although the phrase “liberal education” appears in the title of no
other piece by Whitehead, in all of the many essays he wrote about how
mathematics should be taught his concern was with mathematics as an
essential part of a liberal education.

At the beginning of this essay, more than in any other, Whitehead
dealt with the fact that an educational revolution was going on. Every
large change in our intellectual outlook has to be followed by such a
revolution, though inertia and vested interests may delay it for a gener-
ation.23 Secondary education that is dominated by the classics, as
Whitehead’s was, is doomed, for classical literature, which he respects,
no longer provides a sufficient store of ideas for a liberal education;
science has quite altered our world and our ways of thinking. (The
injection of science into English school curricula began decades earlier.
Too often instruction in science was simply added to a classical curricu-
lum; lack of time nullified all such “reforms.”)

Whitehead went on to describe, in this essay, the way in which
elementary algebra should be studied, and studied for its own sake, not
as a mere preliminary to higher mathematics. It should be studied as a
group of abstract ideas whose logical relations are shown in trains of
reasoning which use them. Instead of drilling his students in the learn-
ing of a great many mathematical formulae, the teacher should aim at
getting them to understand mathematicalideas. Thisrequires the appli-
cation of the ideas to examples. “By examples,” said Whitehead, “I
mean important examples. What we want is one hour of the Caliph
Omar, to burn up and utterly destroy all the silly mathematical prob-
lems which cumber our text-books. 724

To prepare students for the abstract ideas of the variable and of a
function, Whitehead proposed that they be asked to construct graphs
from statistical data on natural phenomena and on social phenomena;
graphs of the latter will make history vivid. In “The Aims of Educa-
tion” Whitehead repeated this proposal, noting that graphs had become
fashionable, but were being used without enough attention to the al-
gebraic ideas involved.23

On the teaching of geometry, Whitehead noted that not much bene-
fit had resulted from the disuse of Euclid’s Elements as a textbook.
Students were incorrectly told that the initial propositions in geometry
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must be accepted as self-evident. Worse, logical sloppiness had crept
in.26 Whitehead held that one main object of mathematical teaching
should be to develop in the student the power of logical reasoning, so
that he becomes able to spot unprecise ideas and unwarranted conclu-
sions, and able to know what is being assumed.2” This does not at all
mean that he should learn logic as a logical primer presents it. Rather,
work that concentrates on the most important propositions in Euclid is
desired.

The “essential principle” behind Whitehead’s reform of mathemati-
cal teaching, as he says in the conclusion of this first address, is: “sim-
plify the details and emphasize the important principles and applica-
tions.” Insistence on this is repeated, with illustrations, in all his
subsequent writings on the subject.

The next one was the paper he read at Cambridge in August 1912 in
the Educational Section of the Fifth International Congress of Mathe-
maticians. Its title was “The Principles of Mathematics in Relation to
Elementary Teaching.” Here he described the object of a mathematical
education as acquisition of the powers of analysis, of generalization,
and of reasoning.28 The training in analysis and generalization, if it is to
achieve thereby a grasp of an abstract idea, must not begin with the
refined result of analysis and generalization, but with the idea as it exists
in the child’s mind.

The schoolmaster is in fact a missionary, the savages are the ideas in
the child’s mind; and the missionary shirks his main task if he refuse
to risk his body among the cannibals.??

Whitehead declared that a mathematical education is a failure if the
student does not acquire the ability to reason precisely.30 The only
principles that are presupposed in mathematical reasoning, he said, are
the logical principles that make deduction possible. This is Bertrand
Russell’s logicist thesis, which Principia Mathematica was written to
demonstrate. Without naming that work, Whitehead said that between
those logical principles and the supposedly fundamental truths of arith-
metic and geometry “there is a whole new world of mathematical
subjects concerning the logic of propositions, of classes, and of rela-
tions.” But that world, he concluded, is too abstract to be useful in
training students to reason precisely about abstract ideas. 3!

Whitehead attacked the notion that there is any value in teaching the
differential calculus to engineers and physicists without attending to its
logic. “What is of supreme importance in physics and in engineering is a
mathematically trained mind.” The training consists in leading the
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student to make the initial ideas of the calculus precise and the proofs
adequate.32

In March 1913 Whitehead delivered a presidential address to the
London Branch of the Mathematical Association. His title was “The
Mathematical Curriculum, ”* and he laid out the ideal curriculum as he
conceived it. He harped on the avoidance of whatever is recondite. By
that word he did not mean “difficult,” but intricate and highly spe-
cialized in use. Mathematics, viewed as a whole, is a recondite subject,
to the delight of mathematicians; but this reconditeness destroys the
utility of mathematics in a liberal education. And whereas the study of
Latin culminates in the reading of Horace and Virgil, the traditional
study of mathematics culminates in knowledge of such things as the
properties of the nine-point circle. That is ridiculous.33 On the other
hand, Euclid’s fifth book was omitted. “It deals with ideas, and there-
fore was ostracised.”3* Whitehead argued for the inclusion of selected
parts of it.

He always had the applications of mathematics in mind. On the
teaching of trigonometry, he urged that scores of formulae be omitted,
and attention be concentrated on the simplest propositions needed to
express periodicity and wave motion.3> Mathematics must not be
taught as a mechanical discipline, but as a useful one to understand.

In all his essays on mathematical education, Whitehead insisted on
the need for much practice in precise reasoning. In this address he
generalized:

The art of reasoning consists in getting hold of the subject at the right
end, of seizing on the few general ideas which illuminate the whole,
and of persistently marshalling all subsidiary facts round them. No-
body can be a good reasoner unless by constant practice he has
realised the importance of getting hold of the big ideas and of hang-
ing on to them like grim death.36

Whitehead observed that educational reforms are always hard to
effect, and paid tribute to the teachers who had achieved some reorgani-
zation of mathematical instruction. He urged a continuation of their
efforts that would make the elements of mathematics offer not only a
training in logical method but “an acquisition of the precise ideas which
lie at the base of the scientific and philosophical investigations of the
universe.”37

*The address was published as Chapter IV in The Organisation of Thought and reprinted
as Chapter VIin The Aims of Education.
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What is the significance of this assertion, so far as philosophical
investigations are concerned? Whitehead did not say “the physical uni-
verse,” but “the universe,” which is a short way of referring to the
totality of existence. Earlier in “The Mathematical Curriculum” he had
made a stronger remark; after saying that the ideas that are studied in the
mathematical curriculum of a school are the abstract ideas of spatial
relations and relations of quantity and number, and insisting on the
need to devote years of work to these ideas and their applications, so
that the student understands them precisely, he asserted:

Such a training should lie at the base of all philosophical thought. In
fact elementary mathematics rightly conceived would give just that
philosophical discipline of which the ordinary mind is capable.38

The adjective all in the first sentence does not absolutely prevent us
from thinking that Whitehead would have acknowledged the right of
some philosophical thought to go beyond the domain of space, number,
and quantity, for we do not know how at this time he thought of
the connections between different permissible kinds of philosophic
thought. But these references to philosophy do imply that a philoso-
pher who lacks a precise understanding of spatial, numerical, and quan-
titative relations has an inadequate basis for saying anything about the
universe.

In Whitehead’s many years at Trinity College, Cambridge, he had
heard much of the philosophy he here disparages from McTaggart,
Ward, and others. And we know that in 1913 he did not believe in God,
let alone in Christianity.* In the metaphysics that he wrote in America
many years later, he conceived of God as “one aspect” of “the uni-
verse,” but there is no evidence thatin 1913 he held any world-view that
was antagonistic to materialism.

Another explanation of the remarks about philosophy that we are
discussing is that Whitehead was in close touch with Bertrand Russell
and knew that he was philosophizing within the limits mentioned in
these remarks. (Russell published his results the next year, in Our
Knowledge of the External World as a Field for Scientific Method in Philoso-
phy.)?® It was Whitehead’s habit to speak well of Russell’s work, and |
think that this was a factor in leading him to insert the remarks about
philosophy in “The Mathematical Curriculum.” But it would be far-
fetched to suppose that this was the only reason for them, and that

*For a dramatic illustration of this, see Chapter I, Section vi.
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Whitehead himself did not believe what he said. At the very least, he
was in sympathy with what Russell was doing.

v

Since Whitehead always considered applied mathematics to be as
important as pure mathematics, it is not surprising that he took a keen
interest in technical education. It was the topic of his second presidential
address to the Mathematical Association, given in January 1917.40 The
ongoing war with Germany made Englishmen aware of the great need
for good technical education. At the beginning of this address White-
head asserted that “it is unpractical” to discuss the conditions for suc-
cessful technical training without framing the ideal toward which we
should work. That is what Whitehead tried to do, and is what gives the
address most of its permanent value.

Whitehead took technical education to be mainly a training in the art
of using knowledge to manufacture things or to make aesthetic objects.
He warned against identifying it, as many did, with training a young-
ster early on to be a specialized workman; that ability can be picked up
on the job. He himself thought of technical education as an ingredient in
the complete development of ideal human beings; there should be
something that one knows well, and something that one can do well. 1
believe he came to think of his son North as a good example of this.

The full title of this address was, “Technical Education and Its Rela-
tion to Science and Literature.” Whitehead argued that, although one of
these three must receive the dominant emphasis in a particular student’s
curriculum, something of the other two should be infused.*!

The outcome of a scientific education should be skill in observing
natural phenomena* and knowledge of the causal laws in two or three
allied sciences, along with skill in deducing consequences of the laws.
The causal knowledge is likely to be a permanent acquisition if the
student has used his technical knowledge to set up the experimental
situation. “If you want to understand anything, make it yourself, is a
sound rule.”42 Generally speaking, without technical education the stu-
dent’s scientific knowledge is in danger of becoming a set of empty
formulae.

*When he speaks of science Whitehead always refers to natural science. What we have
come to call the social sciences were severally important to him, though he never dis-
cussed them as a group.
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Without contradicting this educational view, Whitehead affirms a
conception of the pursuit of science that he always maintained, and that
sets him apart from holders of instrumentalist philosophies of science:
“science is almost wholly the outgrowth of pleasurable intellectual
curiosity.”43 Whitehead does not want us to think of this curiosity as a
purely mental faculty. It is doubtful that there is any such thing. In this
address he calls the antitheses between mind and body, and between
thought and action, “disastrous” to the theory of education.#* Thought
that is not mere fantasy naturally passes into action disciplined by
thought. According to Whitehead action, in a broad sense of the word,
enters into all scientific thought, however abstract: the scientist “does
not discover in order to know, he knows in order to discover.” His
discovery yields “the enjoyment which arises from successfully di-
rected intention.”# Of course the artist enjoys the same pleasure in
another form. You may call this elementary psychology; that does not
keep it from being a truth that is sometimes forgotten.

Whitehead put a high value on literature, and a low one on literary
knowledge:

Literature only exists to express and develop that imaginative world
which is our life, the kingdom which is within us. It follows that the
literary side of a technical education should consist in an effort to
make the pupils enjoy literature. It does not matter what they know,
but the enjoyment is vital.46

Although this presidential address to the Mathematical Association
is not nearly so well known as the one (“The Aims of Education”) that
Whitehead gave the year before, it contains vigorous expressions of his
views that no one who is interested either in education or in his general
philosophy ought to miss. In addition to the views that I have already
noticed, there is strong criticism of “the mean view of technical train-
ing,”47 which assumes that ideal aims other than technical ones have no
relevance to it. There is also a passing affirmation of the desirability of
using art “as a condition of healthy life.” “Itis analogous to sunshine in
the physical world.”48

In this address, unlike his others, Whitehead was concerned with
students of all ages. (At this time he was one of the governors of the
Borough Polytechnic, in Southwark; most of its students were work-
ing men and women who enrolled in evening courses.) He dwelled on
the importance of work being enjoyable, both for workers and for
employers. That is part of the ideal of technical education, and is what
the nation needs. The employer’s enjoyment that he had in mind was
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not that of making money, but that of being enterprising, of trying out
new ideas and methods.* As for the workers, we have to remember
that Whitehead wrote before assembly lines had made almost all factory
work boring. That, however, makes his insistence, in this address, on
the need for a modern version of the Benedictine ideal of work more
urgent.*® Was Whitehead here a dreamer? I think not. He was recogniz-
ing the reality of the curse laid on mankind to live by the sweat of its
brow, and saying that apart from some intellectual and moral vision,
work is bound to be wearisome.

Let me close this section by quoting from Whitehead’s fine summary
of his philosophy of mathematics.50

The essence of mathematics is perpetually to be discarding more
special ideas in favour of more general ideas, and special methods in
favour of more general methods. We express the conditions of a
special problem in the form of an equation, but that equation will
serve for a hundred other problems, scattered through diverse sci-
ences. The general reasoning is always the powerful reasoning, be-
cause deductive cogency is the property of abstract form.

However,

We shall ruin mathematical education if we use it merely to impress
general truths. . . . After all, itis the concrete special cases which are
important. Thus in the handling of mathematics in your results you
cannot be too concrete, and in your methods you cannot be too
general.

Whitehead was ardent in his dedication to improving mathematical
teaching, but he was not a foolish optimist.

This exhibition of the general in the particular is extremely difficult
to effect, especially in the case of younger pupils. The art of educa-
tion is never easy. To surmount its difficulties, especially those of
elementary education, is a task worthy of the highest genius. It is the
training of human souls.

This passage is a good specimen of Whitehead’s style. He does not say
that the exhibition of the general in the particular is very hard to carry
out; he says that it is “extremely difficult to effect.” The shorter words
would have been precise enough; the longer ones convey Whitehead’s

*Whitehead remarked, “There is much more hope for humanity from manufacturers
who enjoy their work than from those who continue in irksome business with the object
of founding hospitals” (AE, pp. 69—70).
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meaning with absolute precision. Their use, and the tenor of the pas-
sage, suggest that the author is Victorian, as Whitehead was. Bertrand
Russell, who was not a Victorian, would have expressed the thought
differently. The phrase, “the training of human souls,” would have
been natural in the mouth of an educator who was a Roman Catholic.
But Whitehead was still an atheist.>! The death of so many of his pupils
in the war may have begun to soften his atheism.

V1

Recall that in the address I have just discussed Whitehead said it was
unpractical to talk about technical education without framing its ideal.
The need for ideals is emphasized in all his writings on education, and
also in his philosophical books. But there is another notion to which,
with his realistic mind, he always gives equal emphasis: the notion of
definiteness. “Ideals which are not backed by exact knowledge are mere
flufty emotion, and often lead to disastrous action.” This is true in
technical education, and in human life generally: “do not be content
with vague aspirations. Always push on to definite knowledge.”52

These quotations are from the last page of an address Whitehead
gave in London on February 1, 1919, to the pupils at the Stanley Tech-
nical Trade School; its title was “The Functions of Technical Schools.”
It added little on that subject to what I noticed in Section v. But it
included a strong repetition of his doctrine that the purpose of educa-
tion is to stimulate and guide the pupil’s self-development. He said:

Whatever creates a disinterested curiosity for knowledge, or an ap-
preciation of beauty, enlarges the mind and causes it to expand by
its own free inward impulse. . . . You are not pieces of clay which
clever teachers are modelling into educated men.53

Whitehead’s love of England was manifest in this address; he felt
that, Germany having been defeated, England faced a radically new
situation, one in which her future depended entirely on the pluck, the
wisdom, and the education of her youth. Whitehead’s patriotism
dominated a speech he made in the dark days of February 1917, on the
occasion of giving prizes to pupils at the Borough Polytechnic Institute
in Southwark.* His patriotism was firm and unyielding; he could have

*The speech was published, under the title “A Polytechnic in War-Time,” in OT
(1917). Itis the first of Whitehead’s educational writings that was not primarily about the
teaching of mathematics.
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mentioned the fact thatin December Germany had sent the Allies a note
saying that the Central Powers were prepared to negotiate, but he did
not. (In any event, England refused.)

Whitehead’s patriotic writing is sincere but not exceptional, and his
rhetoricis undistinguished. What I like best in the prize-giving speech is
what Whitehead said after he declared that success in earning your
living is wholly worthy of respect:

But if you steer your lives by the compass which points steadily to
the North Pole of personal success, you will have missed your great-
est chances in life. The genial climate is in the south.

What [ mean is this: you must make up your mind to find the best
part of your happiness in kindly helpful relations with others. . . .
The fortunate people are those whose minds are filled with thoughts
in which they forget themselves and remember others.54

This sounds like Rotary. In Whitehead’s mouth it is authentic, and
significant to us because it describes his own attitude perfectly.

[ want next to notice a paper of 1921 on “Science in General Educa-
tion,” which Whitehead read to the Second Congress of Universities of
the Empire. Init, following a practice that by then had become custom-
ary in England, he assumed that schools would concentrate on general
education until the pupil reached sixteen years of age, and thereafter
devote most of the time to some special subjects. The general education
would be pretty much the same for all. 55 In designing the scientific part
of it, Whitehead warned, we must avoid “the fallacy of the soft option.”
For general education in science, the soft option would limit the teach-
ing to the most interesting facts and most exciting generalizations.
Whitehead argued that lasting knowledge requires plenty of hard work
at definite tasks.5¢ He remarked that the enthusiasm of educational re-
formers easily leads them to forget this fact, and to dwell on “the rhet-
oric of education.”>” Whitehead was always a hard-headed reformer.

In this paper he made the point that the study of a subject should be
concerned not so much with producing knowledge as with forming
habits.58 In science, these are the habits of seeking causes, of classifying
by similarities, and of knowing what to look for in making exact ob-
servations.>?

Whitehead paid attention to the effect on character which the study
of science should have.

Literary people have a way of relegating science to the category of
useful knowledge, and of conceiving the impress on character as
gained from literature alone.°
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The study of science should discipline a pupil’s imagination in ways not
otherwise to be had. In another aspect, science

is the systematization of supremely useful knowledge. In the mod-
ern world men and women must possess a necessary minimum of
this knowledge, in an explicit form, and beyond this, their minds
must be so trained that they can increase this knowledge as occasion
demands. 6!

vil

In the preface that Whitehead composed for the never-published
collection of his essays on education,* he wrote, “The last chapter,
‘Genius,” was composed in 1919.” All of this that appeared in print
consists of what he said about genius when he opened the “Discussion
upon Fundamental Principles in Education,” in Section L (Education)
of the Eighty-seventh Meeting of the British Association for the Ad-
vancement of Science, which was held at Bournemouth in 1919.62 |
shall devote this section to his assertions about genius.

Whitehead began with the striking statement, “All education is the
development of genius,” but continued:

Genius is the divine instinct for creation, incident throughout life, a
certain quality of first-handedness accompanying and directing ac-
tivity. An education mainly devoted to the development of genius is
the best education for eliciting common sense. The three factors of
genius are the habit of action, the vivid imagination, and the disci-
pline of judgment.

By genius Whitehead evidently meant disciplinable creativity.

The acquisition of knowledge “is the ultimate substratum of educa-
tion” [italics added]. Knowledge and genius are the twin factors of
effective personality, and the true ultimate problem before the edu-
cator is how to impart knowledge so as to stimulate genius.

Whitehead concluded:

It is the demand of genius that it lives its own life in its own way. It is
the function of education to supply criticism and knowledge.

Two years later, toward the close of the paper that [ discussed in the
last section, Whitehead touched again on the education of genius: “Un-

*See Section 1 of this chapter.
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less we are careful, we shall organize genius out of existence; and some
measure of genius is the rightful inheritance of every man.”63

Genius, as the disciplinable creativity that inheres not only in great
men but in every man, was a topic dear to Whitehead’s heart. In his
regular lectures at Harvard he sometimes expatiated on it. It was the
sole topic in his next-to-last lecture there, on May 6, 1937. My notes of
that lecture show him asserting, just as he had in 1919, that genius is the
divine instinct for creation, and that education for genius is the best
education for eliciting common sense. By common sense, Whitehead
said, he meant the somewhat rare power of dealing sanely with the
interrelations of everyday life; its opposite is routine thought. So con-
strued, common sense is itself a form of genius. Whitehead possessed it
in a high degree, whereas the brilliant Bertrand Russell did not.

Before 1919, Whitehead had written of school children as having
creative potentialities that education should actualize, but he had not
called this quality genius. His son Eric, as [ described him in Section v of
the last chapter, was a dear but untalented young man. When Eric,
fighting for England, was killed in 1918, it became natural for White-
head to think of him and all young men like him as geniuses, that s, as
carriers of a disciplinable creativity.

Viil

Whitehead expounded what may be called a psychology of the stages
of educative processes. The premise of this psychology was the truism,
“different subjects and modes of study should be undertaken by pupils
at fitting times when they have reached the proper stage of mental
development.”®* A pupil’s progress with a subject, he held, is not natu-
rally uniform; it is naturally cyclical. A cycle begins with free explora-
tion, initiated by wonder; Whitehead called this “the stage of romance.”
Next comes the acquirement of technique and detailed knowledge—
“the stage of precision.” It reaches fruition in a final stage of romance,
marked by the free application of what has been learned—“the stage of
generalisation.” Each kind of study has its own cycle; thus the stage of
precision in language studies normally occurs while the study of science
is still in its first romantic stage. Whitehead’s name for his general idea
was “the rhythm of education.” He gave an address so entitled to the
Training College Association in 1922.

Whitehead emphasized the plurality of cycles, cycles early and late,
cycles within cycles, cycles in phase and out of phase with one another.
If we believe it is essential that pupils be interested in their work,
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Whitehead’s doctrine of the rhythm of education is not speculative; it
states an ideal pattern that is based on the premise stated above and on
the fact of periodicity in life (most obvious in the alternations of work
and play, activity and sleep). “The pupils must be continually enjoying
some fruition and starting afresh.”%5 In fact, this rhythm is not an alien
pattern; it reflects the natural cravings of the pupil’s mind.

Whitehead’s conception of the rhythm of education shows some
similarity to the one which T. Percy Nunn, of the University of Lon-
don, expounded from 1905 on. Nunn called Whitehead’s conception
independent of his.®¢ As Whitehead had been attending to cycles in the
work in mathematics and mathematical physics which he began in
1884,* it was natural for him to look for them elsewhere. He did not
discuss Nunn on the subject.

With this doctrine Whitehead repudiated two conventional assump-
tions: that the pupil’s progress should be uniformly steady, and that the
easier subjects should precede the harder ones. He countered the second
assumption by noting the enormous difficulty of the infant’s first task,
that of acquiring spoken language; also, in mathematics it is harder to
understand the elements of algebra than to understand what follows.

Whitehead warned against supposing that he was advocating a
method that could be learned and applied on schedule by any teacher to
any group of pupils. “Education,” he often insisted, “is a difficult prob-
lem, to be solved by no one simple formula.”®” Romance must be
present at every stage, or interest dies. Whitehead attributed the success
of the Montessori system to its recognition of the dominance of ro-
mance in early childhood; but no one could be more insistent on the
need for disciplined learning later on.®8 Indeed, all three—romance,
precision, generalization—should be present at all times; the cycles are
alternations in their dominance. The mistake of traditional teachers is
their assumption that only the stage of precision counts.

Whitehead held that whereas the area of romantic interest is scarcely
definable, it is important that the teacher carefully determine just what
must be precisely learned.

He applied his doctrine of rhythm to the pair of contrasting necessi-
ties in education: freedom and discipline.T At the beginning of this
section the adjective free was used in the description of the first and third

*This is the year of his Trinity College fellowship dissertation at Cambridge, on Clerk
Maxwell’s theory of electricity and magnetism.

THe did this a year later in an article, “The Rhythmic Claims of Freedom and Disci-
pline,” published in the Hibbert Journal and reprinted as Chapter Il in AE (1929).
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stages of a cycle. “An education which does not begin by evoking
initiative and end by encouraging it must be wrong.”%® Discipline
should dominate the second stage, that of precision. Here “the watch-
word is pace, pace, pace. Get your knowledge quickly, and then use it.
If you can use it, you will retain it.”70 But the grasp of ideas will be
hindered if the teacher imposes a discipline of precision “before a stage
of romance has run its course in the growing mind.””!

But what if different pupils are in different stages at the same time? |
suppose that they had better be in different types of schools. Whitehead
said nothing about this in his published essays, but did so in a letter he
wrote to North’s wife, Margot, from the American Cambridge on
September 14, 1924. Her problem was to find the best type of school for
her son. In this letter Whitehead made the point that there are two types
of children. Some, which he called Type A, are very quick and facile at
picking up the details of what they are taught; they need to be pushed on
into problems that will make them think. Others (Type B) are slow to
acquire precise details, and so are in danger of discouragement; some of
these will always be slow to grasp ideas, but many will not, and need
encouragement in coordinating the ideas they have; they will gradually
acquire knowledge and technique, which should not be forced upon
them early. “Progressive” schools seem to be better for Type B chil-
dren, more traditional schools for Type A.

Whitehead rightly held that the only kind of discipline that is impor-
tant for its own sake is self-discipline.”’2 Obviously this can grow only
in the exercise of freedom.

He realized that “there are more topics desirable for knowledge than
any one person can possibly acquire.” But there is something else that
can be attained but may be missed: wisdom. It is “vaguer but greater”
than knowledge. 73 It concerns the handling of knowledge. The wise per-
son concentrates on the key issues in a situation, acts on principles that
he understands well, and thereby adds value to immediate experience.

In his address at the Borough Polytechnic in 1917, Whitehead said
something that I did not mention in Section vi: he devoted two pages to
the value of including art in the activities of a school. This was, I
believe, the first comment on art in his writings.” Six years later, he
concluded his discussion of the rhythmic claims of freedom and disci-
pline with two pages on the importance of art for postwar England,

saying,

In these days of economy, we hear much of the futility of our educa-
tional efforts and of the possibility of curtailing them. . . . It would,
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however, require no very great effort to use our schools to produce a
population with some love of music, some enjoyment of drama, and
some joy in beauty of form and colour.7s

In the second half of the nineteenth century music and art were part
of the education of boys from affluent families in public schools (like
Sherborne). Whitehead was talking about the education of the masses in
the English school system. His point was taken for granted a few
decades after he spoke; in 1923 it needed to be made. (His own enjoy-
ment of music and the arts was not great; his sense of their importance
was augmented by his life with Evelyn.) Two years later, Whitehead in
Science and the Modern World atfirmed the necessity for art in a civilized
society. His context then, “scientific materialism,” was quite different.

Some philosophers maintain that a sound understanding of White-
head on education requires us to consider the philosophy he developed
in that book and those which followed it. I shall postpone this question
to my last chapter, believing that my account of Whitehead on educa-
tion is intelligible on its own.

1X

In 1915 Herbert Dingle enrolled in a three-year course, Statics and
Dynamics, that Whitehead taught at the Imperial College of Science
and Technology. What I learned about Whitehead’s teaching when I
interviewed Professor Dingle in 1965 should not surprise the reader of
the preceding sections. At the first few lectures, Dingle was flum-
moxed: Whitehead was always generalizing as he went along. At the
end of the first term the students had got very little; but those who
stayed with Whitehead, as Dingle did, came to understand the subject
better than those who were conventionally taught, though they would
not pass examinations as easily; Whitehead was a poor examination
coach. He taught without a text; after telling the class to read Routh’s
treatises on dynamics, he lectured on the subject without attending to
those treatises. To my question, “Did Whitehead succeed in encouraging
originality?” Dingle’s answer was an unqualified “Yes.”

Whitehead showed his absent-mindedness by occasionally forget-
ting to go from his office to the lecture-room at the appointed hour.
Sometimes he lectured past the appointed time; then he would say to
the class, “You should have reminded me.”

Dingle told me that most of Whitehead’s students at the Imperial
College were in physics or mathematics, not in engineering. By 1917—
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18 Dingle was both an advanced student and a member of the staff.
From 1918 onward he was a member of the Physics staff, and went to all
of Whitehead’s lectures that he could. In 1919—20 these included a
lecture course of postgraduate standard, “Relativity and the Nature of
Space”; this started Dingle’s lifelong interest in the theory of relativity.
Whitehead encouraged him to write Relativity for All.76

Another student at that time, L. C. Martin, wrote to me that White-
head “spared no pains to help his pupils.”?7 A little later an undergradu-
ate in engineering, Kelvin Spencer, audited Whitehead’s lectures on
relativity.* He remembered that Whitehead treated the pupils as his
intellectual equals, which they were not.”® Recollections of White-
head’s teaching that I have gleaned from other students at the Imperial
College are in accord with those I have set down.

X

Mathematics was the first subject whose teaching Whitehead tried to
reform. In 1916, the year of his “Aims of Education,” he as President of
the Mathematical Association and A. W. Siddons as the Chairman of its
Teaching Committee sent a letter to the editor of the Mathematical
Gazette.T It stated the Association’s general position on the teaching of
mathematics in schools. It is entirely in accord with Whitehead’s views
on this subject, as set forth in Sections i—v of this chapter. As a state-
ment of the position of the chief organization of mathematical teachers,
the letter had some effect, but probably not what it deserved. In the war
years so many schemes of educational reform were being advocated
that none had much chance of being fully accepted.

A wide reform which Whitehead supported got accepted in the
1920s and 1930s. In April 1916 liberal educationists, at a conference
called by the Teachers’ Guild, founded the Education Reform Council.
Its program, issued in November, called for secondary education for all
to age sixteen. Whitehead, along with Nunn, Gilbert Murray, and
others, signed it.7?

In general, Whitehead’s English essays on education have had too
little influence on practice in his own country. Substantial specific influ-

*Spencer eventually became Chief Scientist in the Ministry of Power, and was
knighted.

TThis joint letter—it is only half a page long—is not listed in the Bibliography. It was
printed in Mathematical Gazette 9, No. 127 (January 1917): 14.
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ence has depended on the chance that a headmaster was so impressed
that he brought about some realization of Whitehead’s ideals in the face
of the uniform examination system. That system has flourished, with
variations, to the present day, despite continued attacks on it, such as
that of the classical scholar Sir Richard Livingstone in his On Educa-
tion.80 Whitehead’s doctrine that the aim of education should be the self-
development of the pupil had many English supporters from White-
head’s time on, but none like him. From 1911 through the twenties
Edmond Holmes, who had been H.M. Chief Inspector of Schools,
argued for a shift in elementary education from “the path of obedience”
to “the path of self-realisation”;8! far from being a scientist, he was a
poet and a student of Buddhism. Keith Evans’s excellent survey pub-
lished in 1985, The Development and Structure of the English School System,
did not mention Whitehead. There were echoes of Whitehead’s protest
againstinertideas in the official Hadow Reports of 1926, 1931, and 193 3.
Recently, the Cockcroft Report, Mathematics Counts (1982) urged, as
Whitehead had, that teachers of mathematics give their pupils less detail
and more understanding. Whitehead’s English addresses on education
had a moderate degree of diffuse influence. On balance, however, John
Dewey had a greater effect than Whitehead in moving English school
education away from its traditional practices.

The school system in England and Wales has not been such as to
favor Whiteheadian influence. The Education Act of 1902 got the sys-
tem started; the 1944 Act madesecondaryeducationcompulsory. Since
then, education has been a national service that is centrally guided but
locally provided and administered. The central guidance has reflected
shifts between Conservative and Labor governments, but both have
insisted on examining pupils at age eleven and again at sixteen, when
their educational and vocational futures were largely determined. In
comparison with the United States, school education in England has
been a straitjacket for pupils. Reform has been more concerned with
education as social policy than with education itself.

Whitehead’s ideal of technical education was largely ignored in En-
gland. Emphasis was placed on something he warned against—
catching the young early on and training all but those in the top social
class for a particular kind of job. Under the Thatcher government, the
needs of the economy have taken priority over those of education;
central oversight of the training of ordinary teenagers has to a consider-
able degree been assigned to a non-education agency, the Manpower
Services Commission in the Department of Employment.
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In the United States, Whitehead’s Aims of Education enjoyed wide
general influence. And it inspired many teachers, not so much in public
schools as in private ones. A notable example was the Shady Hill School
in Cambridge, Massachusetts. This was a primary school, from kinder-
garten through the ninth grade; it also trained apprentice teachers.
From 1921 to 1949 Katherine Taylor was its Director. Her educational
policy was largely founded on Whitehead’s “Aims of Education.” Her
successors, Edward Youmans and Joseph Segar, continued Miss Tay-
lor’s policy.82 The school continually had to fight the Secondary
Schools Admission Test, composed, administered, and graded by the
Education Testing Service. Mr. Segar told me of being proudly shown
aschool in which the day’s activities were programmed and fed into an
electronic device which sent the commands through the school build-
ing. The mechanization of schools is a formidable barrier in the United
States to the humanizing influence of Whitehead’s philosophy of educa-
tion.

Perry Dunlap Smith, when Headmaster at the North Shore Country
Day School in Winnetka, [llinois, tried to apply Whitehead’s ideas; later
he spread the gospel while teaching education at Roosevelt College in
Chicago. The teaching at Germantown Friends School and the New
Canaan (Connecticut) Country School also were influenced by White-
head. There must be other examples that have not come to my atten-
tion. '

In discussions of curricula at American colleges, the common-core
movement benefited from the influence of Whitehead’s educational
writings.

His ability to coin striking epigrams was most exercised in those
writings, and his influence in the United States—in contrast to Dewey’s
influence—owes much to this.* The popularity of an epigram can be
unfortunate. In America Whitehead’s “protest against inert ideas” was
sometimes misconstrued as a protest against ideas that have no immedi-
ate practical use.

Whitehead’s Aims of Education has been translated into many lan-
guages, even into Tamil. [ cannot assess its influence outside England
and America. Certainly the school systems of France, Germany, and
Italy were less receptive to Whitehead’s ideas.

*Let me add two to those I have already quoted. “There is only one subject-matter for
education, and that is life in all its manifestations” (AE, p. 10). “Moral education is
impossible apart from the habitual vision of greatness” (ibid., p. 106).
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X1

In 1923 Whitehead published an article, “The Place of Classics in
Education”; I shall discuss it in the next chapter. After he went to
Harvard in 1924 he wrote no more about school education, but dealt
with various aspects of college and university education. I shall briefly
consider his chiefideas about higher education in Chapters VIII and XI.
However, his 1928 essay, “Universities and Their Function,” will be
noticed now, in order to round out “Whitehead on Education.”

This essay was an address to a meeting of the American Association
of the Collegiate Schools of Business. Whitehead began it with praise
for graduate schools of business, and discussed their ideals; but more
than half of the address was about the ideal that should inspire univer-
sity education generally. The main point was that “the proper function
of a university is the imaginative acquisition of knowledge.”#3

Education is discipline for the adventure of life; research is intellec-
tual adventure; and the universities should be homes of adventure
shared in common by young and old. For successful education there
must always be a certain freshness in the knowledge dealt with. . . .
Knowledge does not keep any better than fish.84

Thus, “the whole point of a university, on its educational side, is to
bring the young under the intellectual influence of a band of imaginative
scholars.”85 Apart from this, knowledge might be acquired—at less
expense—f{rom books alone.8¢
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hitehead’s academic activities multiplied after Oc-
tober 30, 1918, when he was elected Dean of the
Faculty of Science in the University of London, a
post he held for four years. In March 1919 he be-
came a member of the University’s deliberative
body, the Senate;! he remained a Senator until he moved to Harvard in
1924. There were about sixty persons in the Senate; leadership was
provided by its Academic Council. Soon Whitehead was a member of
the Academic Council,? and its chairman from 1920 to 1924.
Whereas the University of Cambridge, in Whitehead’s time there,
consisted of seventeen colleges, the University of London was a con-
federation of more than sixty institutions of many different kinds. In
addition to University College, King’s College, and the Imperial Col-
lege of Science and Technology,* mention should be made of the im-
portant London School of Economics and Institute of Historical Re-
search. Though most of the colleges were co-educational, some had
been founded for women and were still women’s colleges. There was
also a College of Household Science, and, for training school teachers,
the London Day Training College. I have given only a small sample of
what existed under the umbrella called the University of London.#
Plainly, a professor who was both Dean of the Faculty of Science and
Chairman of the Academic Council of the Senate could not carry on any
research of his own; but Whitehead did, as we shall see in Chapter VI.
In January 1919 the national Association of Science Teachers called
for the creation of a Consultative Council, composed of equal numbers
of school and university teachers of science, in order to keep under re-
view the higher work of schools and its relation to the work of univer-

*The first two were described in Chapter I, Section iii; the third in Chapter II, Section 1.

tIn 1932 this became the Institute of Education.

tIn his Universities: American, English, German (New York: Oxford University Press,
1930), Abraham Flexner confessed himself unable to understand in what sense the Uni-
versity of London was a university at all (p. 231). Per contra, it should be said that this
“university” grew up to meet the needs of the population of Greater London, and did so.
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sities with respect to science. Whitehead was appointed to represent the
University of London on this Council.? Thus his addresses on educa-
tion, whatever their effect in reforming school teaching, brought more
work for him.

Education in science was one of his foremost concerns. The war
with Germany had caused Britain to give increased attention to sci-
ence. Whitehead was anxious that this should not be tapered off after
the war, but enhanced. He worked for the establishment of a new pro-
gram in the Faculty of Science at the University of London. University
College had initiated some lectures in scientific method and in the
history of science. Whitehead had long been convinced of the value of
knowing the history of science; it did not become a prestigiousacademic
subject until decades later. In 1922 the University created a new depart-
mentat University College, History and Methods of Science, witha pro-
fessor of Logic and Scientific Method as its head.* Whitehead and other
members of the committee that recommended this action had preferred
the broader title “History, Principles, and Methods of Science.” White-
head never adhered to the dogma that fidelity to the experimental
method of science was all that the advance of science required. Breadth,
if not precision, was gained in 1946, when the names of the department
and chair were changed to “History and Philosophy of Science.”5

Until 1858 the University of London was only an examining and
degree-granting body. That was still its function for “external” stu-
dents. “Internal” students did their work for the London degree at one
of the many units (also called internal schools) of the University, for
example, University College or King’s. External students were en-
rolled, if anywhere, in one of the even more numerous institutions that
were only affiliated with the University. In 1922 Whitehead, as Chair-
man of the Academic Council, and Ernest Graham-Little, as Chairman
of the External Council, proposed that an advisory service be provided
for external students; for a nominal fee, they would be provided with
study-schemes furnished by professors in the units of the University.
Serious opposition arose; many Senators feared that this would cut
down enrollment at the internal schools. Graham-Little later recalled,
“Whitehead’s immense influence with the Academic Council and with
the Senate carried the proposal.”¢ As the internal schools were generally
more expensive than the external ones, I am sure that one of White-
head’s motives was desire to help financially poor students get the best
education possible.

Of course many institutions that were not affiliated with the Univer-
sity of London wanted to become so. In Section i of the last chapter I
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quoted from Whitehead’s summary of his educational experience:
“Also I have inspected a nunnery applying for affiliation to a univer-
sity.” This was the very small Convent of the Sacred Heart, in Ham-
mersmith. In 1920 it applied for the third time. The Academic Council
asked Whitehead and two others to inspect its research, teaching, and
equipment.” The inspectors recommended that “if, on general grounds
the Senate decide that a Catholic Convent College can suitably become
a School of the University, a final decision with regard to its admission
be deferred” pending the Senate’s receipt from the Convent of a com-
plete scheme for its organization as a College in the Faculty of Arts.8
Presumably a considerable expansion of the Convent’s academic work
was desired. There was no teaching of science—a fact which could not
have pleased Whitehead, for one.

I turn now to a sample of Whitehead’s action on a different kind of
administrative problem. The question was what the Imperial College
should do about a request, made early in 1924, that one of its part-time
lecturers receive from the University the title “Recognized Teacher
in the University of London.” Lecturers were appointed by the units of
the University—in this case, by the Imperial College; recognition was
the University’s certificate of approbation, given to about one-third
of the teachers. On making inquiries, Whitehead learned that the man
was a member of the staff at the Air Ministry and only occasionally a
lecturer in the relatively new Department of Aeronautics at the Imperial
College. He then wrote a letter to the Registrar of the College to
“strongly advise the withdrawal of the application before it reaches the
University.” He “could not support the application on the University
Committees which deal with these matters.”® His view was that aca-
demic rules and customs, once adopted, should not be closed in excep-
tional circumstances; in a postscript he suggested that if it should be
desirable that this applicant be appointed as the responsible teacher for a
graduate student, the University could “recognize him for that purpose
in each individual case as it comes up.”10

Whitehead always had it in mind that some men who lack academic
qualifications may be excellent teachers of technology because of their
special experience. At a meeting of the Imperial College’s Board of
Studies* back in 1915 he had remarked, “Many of the best teachers in
Polytechnics come from the workers.”11

The impact of the University of London extended far beyond aca-

*Composed of the professors in the College.
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demic matters. In aletter that Whitehead wrote to his son North on July
19, 1925, he said, “My experience on the Senate of the University of
London was one of almost continual influence on the policy of govern-
mental bodies.” He had been struck by the absence of this sort of
influence in the United States at that time.

11

At New Cross in South London there 1s a flourishing educational
institution known as Goldsmiths’ College. Its science building is named
after Whitehead.!2

The Goldsmiths were one of the great Livery Companies of London.
In 1891 they opened at New Cross an institute to promote “technical
skill, knowledge, health and general well-being among men and wom-
en of the industrial, working and artisan classes.”!3 In 1905 they pre-
sented their land and buildings to the University of London. Thereafter
the University effected a general supervision of Goldsmiths’ College
through a Delegacy, while its management was in the hands of a War-
den appointed by the University Senate.'* In 1919 Whitehead was ap-
pointed to the Delegacy, which included six Senators of the University
(one of whom was its chairman), two men nominated by the Gold-
smiths’ Company, two nominated by the London County Council,
and one each from the County Councils of Kent, Surrey, and Mid-
dlesex. As most of the students planned to be teachers, the (teacher)
Training Department was the largest one in Goldsmiths’ College;
hence the Board of Education for the United Kingdom made grants to
the College.

In July 1920 the University Senate appointed Whitehead Chairman
of the Delegacy; it renewed this appointment annually until July 1924,
when he left for Harvard; Graham Wallas then succeeded him.

Goldsmiths’ students received the Bachelor of Arts degree on pass-
ing the University of London examination. There was no program
leading to a B.Sc. degree. That was what young persons who planned
to teach science in schools wanted. It was established in 1923; half a
century later, the College was one of the chief sources of supply for
science teachers in English schools.’> In 1968 the Warden, Sir Ross
Chesterman, came to the conclusion that it must have been Whitehead,
as Senator and Chairman of the Academic Council of the University,
who persuaded the Senate to establish a degree program in science.16
Hence the naming of the new science building after him.

Sir Ross very kindly went over the minutes of the Delegacy’s meet-
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ings during Whitehead’s chairmanship, looking for indications of
Whitehead’s other activities. He found that he had started some valu-
able developments which the College only achieved many years later.17
The complicated arrangements between the College and the University
were burdensome. Thus, on March 8, 1922, Whitehead, as Chairman
of the Delegacy, had to write a letter to the Chairman of the Finance
Committee of the University in answer to that committee’s complaint
that the College had raised fees without obtaining the consent of the
Senate. The letter* was detailed and convincing, not written by an
other-worldly mind. Whitehead pointed out that the College had no
otheroption, that the Finance Committee was not set up so as to include
anyone charged with “knowledge of the special and complex circum-
stances of the College,” and that the College’s action was in accordance
with precedent in its dealings with the University. (Sir Ross wrote me
that Whitehead’s “grasp of complicated University matters” was
“noteworthy.”)!8 In conclusion, Whitehead said that the only cause for
financial anxiety lay in the possibility of drastic economies by the Gov-
ernment, which he had mentioned “in the course of a speech at the last
meeting of the Senate.” Another Senator at that time, W. R. Matthews,
later recalled that Whitehead read his speeches to the Senate, word by
word.1® When Whitehead was preparing to leave for the simpler en-
vironment provided by Harvard, he was leading a fight against the
Board of Education’s reductions in its grants to Goldsmiths’ College.20

On October 29, 1921, when the College War Memorial was un-
veiled, Whitehead gave the address.t The only personal note in it is
Whitehead’s memory of the first Warden of the College, William Lor-
ing, as a young man at Cambridge; Loring had died at Gallipoli. I quote
enough of the address to show how Whitehead expressed his feeling
about democracy and education, youth and death.

It is but a superficial rendering of the truth when we say, “Time in
its ever-rolling stream bears all its sons away.” Fix your minds on the
deeper thought of a greater writer. “Seeing that we are compassed
round with so great a crowd of witnesses let us worthily run the race
that is set before us. . . .”

The presence in College of this Memorial . . . should generate in
us a constant feeling of reverence for the average capacities and
inherent worth of our countrymen. Democracy, if it is worth any-
thing, means reverence for the intrinsic character of humanity. Of all

*Sir Ross kindly supplied me with a copy of this letter.
tIt was never published, but Sir Ross sent me a copy.
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ages a democratic age should share that feeling in the highest degree.
Also it is the right feeling for those of us who are engaged, or are
about to be engaged, in education. Each pupil should be for us a
jewel of the most precious worth, the final product of the age-long
toil of spiritual forces.

We dedicate [this Memorial] to men who have enriched life with a
worth which is eternal and who forever rest among the victors.

This fine address contains no reference to personal immortality or to
God. It reminds me of what Whitehead said in 1919 about every man’s
genius.* What is new here is the vague reference to “age-long toil of
spiritual forces.”

1

The Borough Polytechnic, in Southwark, was older than Gold-
smiths’ College, and was independent of the University of London.
Most of its students were working men and women enrolled in evening
classes. The contrast with Cambridge colleges could scarcely have been
greater. But Whitehead desired opportunities to guide England’s edu-
cation of her masses. T Students did not have to be teenagers to evoke his
interest in their education and his sympathy with them. Before his first
year in London ended, he agreed to be one of the Governors of the
Borough Polytechnic.}

There were about two dozen Governors. Whitehead was a co-
optative Governor, thatis, one chosen by the governing body itself, not
a representative of any other body. His interest in education must have
become known soon after his arrival in London. Publication of his
Introduction to Mathematics early in 1911 established his reputation wher-
ever the teaching of that subject was taken seriously. The Principal of
Borough Polytechnic in 1911-12, C. T. Millis, consulted Whitehead
about the courses in mathematics which Millis was planning for the
curriculum. Whitehead was made a member of the most important

*See Chapter III, Section vii.

tSee Volume I, pages 317-18, and Whitehead’s own description, in Abiog. Notes, of
the problem of higher education in London.

tAt that time English polytechnics were private institutions peculiar to London. The
Stanley Technical Trade School, where Whitehead gave the prize-giving speech I dealt
with in Section vi of Chapter III, was then run by the Governors of the Borough Poly-
technic; after becoming independent, it was called the Norwood Technical College.
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committee of the governing body, the Education Committee, and re-
mained a member of it until 1920, when his connection with the Bor-
ough Polytechnic ended. He did not serve on any other committee of
the Governors, but Evelyn was a member of two of their advisory
committees, that on dressmaking and that on ladies’ tailoring. *

It seems to me likely, though I cannot confirm, that the Whiteheads’
particular interest in the Borough Polytechnic owed something to their
friendship with the Beeton family.T When some of Alan Beeton’s
paintings were hung in the Governors’ room, there was a row, and
Whitehead had to soothe feelings.

For three years Whitehead was a Governor of another polytechnic in
London, the South Western Polytechnic Institute, now the Chelsea
College of Science and Technology. It seems to have been of less im-
portance to him. In June 1918 he was elected a co-optative member of
its Governing Body for one year, and served on its Finance and General
Purpose Committee.?! He was re-elected a co-optative Governor for
six years, thatis, to June 1925, but because of non-attendance he ceased
to be a Governor, and resigned as of February 1, 1922.22 Probably this
resignation, and the ending in 1920 of his connection with the Borough
Polytechnic, were due to the demands on his time entailed by the
chairmanship of the Academic Council at the University of London and
his duties at the Imperial College of Science and Technology.

At least one of his duties took him outside London proper. In July
1921 the Imperial College nominated Whitehead to represent the Col-
lege on the Surrey Education Committee, which reported to the Surrey
County Council; this was approved. Whitehead was to replace an Im-
perial College professor who reported that he found it difficult to attend
meetings. Of course the Surrey Education Committee had subcommit-
tees; Whitehead was to serve on the one on scholarships and the one on
educational reports. He was also made a member of the Surrey County
Council’s Standing Committee on Higher Education, which dealt with
everything from curricula to lavatories. Whitehead’s attendance record
to March 1924 was bad: nine out of seventy-two possible meetings.

*These facts about the Borough Polytechnic are due to J. E. Garside, its Principal in
1965, who kindly looked over the annual reports for me in August of that year. Unfortu-
nately he died that autumn.

tSee Chapter II, Section vi.

$The information in the last three sentences was given to me by Professor Brian
Hendley, in a letter of September 21, 1983.
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1v

Whitehead’s administrative position in the educational world of
London involved him in a host of committees set up for specific pur-
poses. I have not tried to compile a list of them, and will be content to
mention one. In 1919 the Faculty of Science at the University of London
undertook to consider the detailed report of a committee that had been
appointed by the Prime Minister to inquire into the position of natural
science in the British educational system. The Faculty of Science then
resolved to appoint a small committee, consisting of the Dean of the
Faculty (Whitehead), its Secretary, and two others, to consider what
questions, raised by this report, the Faculty should discuss.23

The committee that took up more of Whitehead’s time than any
other in his life was a committee appointed by the Prime Minister on
November 27, 1919, to inquire into the position of classics in the na-
tion’s educational system. This committee did a thorough job, inter-
viewing hundreds of witnesses in the course of its eighty-five meetings.
The last meeting was on June 7, 1921; the committee’s report, running
to more than three hundred pages, was published later that year.?4 The
chairman was a Liberal statesman, the Marquess of Crewe; his main
contribution was to preside with complete fairness. Roughly half of the
eighteen members were Greek or Latin scholars of some distinction,
like Gilbert Murray, Richard Livingstone, and the Cambridge scholar
T. R. Glover. Except for Sir Henry Hadow, who later issued the
Hadow Reports, * the others were mainly school administrators, heads
of colleges, or classics teachers. There was one Fellow of the Royal
Society: Whitehead. It was a good committee.

One of its younger members was Dorothy Brock (later Dame Doro-
thy), a successful schoolteacher of Latin and Greek. On April 30, 1968,
she wrote to give me her memories of Whitehead in the committee
meetings.

[ have been vainly looking for papers. . . . From 1921 to 1968 is a
long time. . . . But one thing I can say is that Professor Whitehead
was an outstanding member of the Committee. . . . My memory of
him is of someone who had no axe to grind, who was seeking truth,
who didn’t talk much, but when he did every word meant some-
thing.

In an interview two months later, Dame Dorothy recalled Whitehead’s
way with witnesses, saying that he drew them out well. When a witness

*See Chapter III, Section x.
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talked nonsense, he would cut through the nonsense with the utmost
courtesy; “he never squashed a witness.” This is of a piece with what
people at Harvard said about Whitehead: “He might disagree with you,
but he never made you feel a fool.”* Dame Dorothy, who never saw
him before or later, also perceived something about him that I have
come to think was central: “I felt he was remote.” I should say, imper-
sonal, detached. He kept his emotions under firm control.

Dame Dorothy remembered that the committee members often
went out to lunch in small groups, and that when she was taken out to
lunch they regaled her with their unfavorable reactions to the opinions
expressed by other committeemen. Whitehead was different; he usually
went off by himself for lunch. I assume that he sometimes had a private
talk with one other member; that was his strategic weapon.

Of course the Committee’s Report upheld education in the classics.
There would be no point in going over the Report here. Most of it was
written by the Secretary to the Committee, in Civil Service English.
Dame Dorothy told me she wished Whitehead had written it. In the
twenty-page introduction, however, two pages on language as sym-
bolism strike me as Whiteheadian in thought, vocabulary, and style. So
do the recommendations that Greek science be studied, and the sugges~
tion that teachers of classics and of science consult one another.

The Committee’s work finished, Whitehead wrote an article, “The
Place of Classics in Education,” which was published in January 1923.25
In it he made only one reference to the meetings of the Committee:

it was my misfortune to listen to much ineffectual wailing from
witnesses on the mercenary tendencies of modern parents. I do not
believe that the modern parent of any class is more mercenary than
his predecessors. When classics was the road to advancement,
classics was the popular subject for study. Opportunity has now
shifted its location, and classics is in danger.2¢

Whitehead adds that in his experience, scientists are not hostile to
classics.

Whitehead spends most of his article on the reasons for teaching
Latin to youngsters. Not to enable them to read Roman authors in the
original; very few of them will ever do that. One good reason is to train
them to think. Discipline in logic should begin by analyzing familiar

*Bertrand Russell was often called “the great Destroyer.” Whitehead saw no point in
destruction.



80 ALFRED NORTH WHITEHEAD

English sentences, going on to French sentences, then to Latin ones.*
“Every language embodies a definite type of mentality.”2? The men-
tality that is embodied in Latin is important for grasping the foundation
of Western civilization in, or funneled through, Rome; this is the sec-
ond good reason for studying Latin. Some reading of Roman authors in
the original, and more in translation, will introduce students to the
unity of Western civilization, and should replace the dry political histo-
ry of the Republic and the Empire. “When you come to think of it, the
whole claim for the importance of classics rests on the basis that there is
no substitute for first-hand knowledge.”28

No member of the Prime Minister’s Committee on Classics wrote a
minority report. Should we interpret the article just discussed as one,
though Whitehead did not so label it? There are some differences, but I
do not think them sufficient to justify this conclusion. Nor did Dame
Dorothy Brock.2? Her memory of the Committee’s meetings was that
Whitehead “did not come out with startling divergencies of opinion. 30

v

After Evelyn sold the house in Lockeridge the Whiteheads took one
in Oxted, Surrey. It was only a little more than twenty miles by train
from London, yet in the country. In 1919 they let their flat in London
from May into September. On May 13, when Evelyn invited Bertie
Russell for a weekend, she wrote, “Our woodland is full of blue bells,
and the new green is too lovely for words, the nightingale sings day and
night.” There was a croquet lawn, on which Whitehead played with
North and with visitors.

I know of no evidence that Russell accepted Evelyn’s invitation, and
think acceptance unlikely. Russell was living sometimes in London
with his pacifist friend Clifford Allen and sometimes at the Morrell’s
Garsington Manor. Most of his friends were not friends of the White-
heads. Alfred, busy with the foundations of physics, had in 1917
stopped showing Bertie his work in progress.t Russell, when not try-
ing to get in touch with Wittgenstein, was working out the ideas which
were published in 1921 as The Analysis of Mind. The paths of the former
collaborators had separated. Whitehead still believed that Bertie would
do brilliant work in philosophy, and was one of the signers of an appeal,

*This is not presented as an alternative to the discipline in thinking that a good teacher
of algebra or geometry can give. That was discussed in Chapter IlI, Section iv.
tSee Volume I, page 229.
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issued by Gilbert Murray in the fall of 1918, for funds that would enable
Russell to write.3!

In 1918 the Whiteheads became close friends of the Arthur Schusters.
Schuster, ten years older than Whitehead and son of a wealthy German
family, had studied physics under Helmholtz and Kirchhoff. He moved
to Manchester in 1869 and became a British subject in 1875. He per-
formed significant experiments in spectroscopy,* and advanced the
study of periodicities. But he is most important in the history of science
as an organizer, beginning with the productive Manchester school of
physics. T Schuster participated in several scientific expeditions for the
observation of eclipses. His wealth enabled him to do for national and
international science the things that governments do today. The British
Association for the Advancement of Science recognized Schuster’s
leadership by making him its President in 1915; he was already a Secre-
tary of the Royal Society, and from 1920 to 1924 served as its Foreign
Secretary. He was knighted in 1920.

A few years after he left Manchester, Schuster bought an estate,
Yeldahl, at Twyford in Berkshire. He admired Evelyn, and the White-
heads often visited Yeldahl. In the 1920s Evelyn had many more social
engagements with the Schusters than with her other wealthy friends,
the Beetons. One of the four Schuster daughters, Margaret,} married
North on November 3, 1920. She was a war widow with two children,
Roy and Sheila Dehn. The Schuster daughter who studied medicine
and lived with the Whiteheads for a time, Norah, was mentioned ear-
lier.§ As Schuster was generous with his money, it is probable that
when Evelyn was short of cash he came to the rescue.

North told me that his father and Schuster found that they had little
to say to each other. And Whitehead did not even play bridge. The
contrast between the quiet man of ideas and this successful organizer of
scientific advance reminds me of the earlier contrast between White-
head and Herbert Hall Turner.|l

Jessie Whitehead, who had been a secretary in the Foreign Office in

*It was Schuster who coined this word.

tBohr, Moseley, and Rutherford worked there.

tEvelyn called her Margot, and the name stuck.

§See Chapter I, Section vi. Her diagnosis of Evelyn’s heart trouble as pseudo-angina
was set forth in Volume I, page 240.

ISee Volume I, page 121. In fairness to Schuster, I add that besides being a good
experimenter, he entertained some advanced scientific ideas, notably the idea of anti-
matter.
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the war, worked during the peace conference at Paris as a précis-writer,
drafting news releases for the press. Shortly after his marriage North
was appointed Assistant Scientific Officer to the Admiralty, and later
Scientific Officer.32 When not aboard a ship, he worked at the National
Physical Laboratory just outside London; it was like the National Bu-
reau of Standards in the United States.

At one time, after the war but before his marriage, Lady Ottoline
Morrell invited North to her house. Her friends were mostly Blooms-
bury people; the Whiteheads, especially Evelyn, disliked them. Much
later, Norah Schuster told me what happened to this invitation: Evelyn
said to her, “I soon put a stop to that. [ wasn’t going to have him going
into that milieu.” North was almost thirty years old. I doubt that
Whitehead would have done this, but Evelyn tended to bully North and
Jessie all their lives.

In 1919-22, when Kelvin Spencer* was a student at the Imperial
College, he used to lunch cheaply at an A.B.C. Teashop next to South
Kensington station. According to Sir Kelvin,

Frequently Whitehead lunched there too. A distinguished-looking
man, but dowdily dressed, often with an old raincoat and a Hom-
burg hat much the worse for wear. He customarily confined himself
to a poached egg on toast. He sat . . . at a crowded marble-topped
table, with off-hand waitresses, and was unaccompanied by any of
his University peers.33

Evelyn arranged Whitehead’s social life; she believed, rightly, thatif
left to himself he would spend all his time reading, writing, and per-
forming academic duties. The Whiteheads were at home to friends on
Thursday evenings. These included some old Cambridge friends, like
Charles Sanger and his wife, and some philosophers, for Alfred had
joined the Aristotelian Society in 1915. A non-professional philosopher
whom they saw about once a month was the statesman R. B. Haldane,
who had influenced the structure of the University of London. Norah
Schuster (later Mrs. Norah Nicholls) told me that Haldane tended to
avoid Evelyn, as he liked to talk deep. In 1921 he published The Reign of
Relativity; Whitehead helped him with the mathematics of Einstein’s
theory. Once, when Norah Schuster was living with the Whiteheads,
they gave a party for Haldane, Maynard Keynes, Bertie Russell, and a
fourth; she and Evelyn were supposed to stay upstairs, while White-
head received the guests in the basement.34

*See Chapter III, Section ix, of this volume.
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Mark Barr and his wife were often at the Whiteheads’. He was an
electrical engineer who had invented a calculating machine. Three years
younger than Whitehead, he was British but at home in New York as
well as in London. Barr will come into the story of Whitehead’s move
to Harvard in 1924.*

One of the Whiteheads’ neighbors in Chelsea was the actress Sybil
Thorndike. When I interviewed Dame Sybil in 1970, she had a vivid
memory of Whitehead as an old gentleman taking walks on the street.
Besides being amiable to everyone, he made friends of all the neighbor-
hood children.

In academic vacations the Whiteheads no longer traveled in Europe,
as they had before the war. However, they accepted an invitation to
cross the Atlantic in April 1922. They had never been in America. The
occasion was a festival to honor Charlotte Angas Scott on her retire-
ment as Professor of Mathematics at Bryn Mawr College. She was
English, had been at Bryn Mawr since 1885, and had published some
mathematical books and papers. She had studied at Girton, where the
day in 1880 when Cambridge announced that she had made a score in
the Mathematical Tripos equal to that of the Eighth Wrangler was
celebrated. (As Cambridge did not give degrees to women, her B.Sc.
and D.Sc. were from the University of London.) Whitehead conveyed
the greetings of Girton’s staft and read a paper, “Some Principles of
Physical Science,” dedicated to Miss Scott; it was reprinted as Chapter
IV of his Principle of Relativity. The Whiteheads returned to London as
soon as the festival ended, but they had fallen in love with America.

V1

Whitehead was quite versatile in his mathematical teaching at the
Imperial College. Thus in 1921—22 he lectured on the Tensor Theory in
its application to mathematical physics, on electromagnetic theory, and
on elasticity. In 1915 Whitehead’s lectures at the Imperial College had
included some on the theory of the motion of aeroplanes. A student
who heard those lectures, H. Bradley, went into the Royal Flying
Corps. Upon returning to the Imperial College in 1919, he told White-
head that when learning to fly he had noticed behavior in accordance
with the theory.3> Whitehead remarked that he was not including that

*See Chapter VII, Section i.
tFor a delightful example of Whitehead’s absorption in children’s activities, see the
second paragraph of his letter to North on July 19, 1925, in Appendix B.
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in his lectures anymore.3¢ I do not know whether his main reason was
Eric’s death or the fact that Aeronautical Engineering had become the
province of a new department in the College.

Whitehead was always ready to pinch-hit for a colleague. In Septem-
ber 1918 Forsyth’s wife was stricken with cancer. Whitehead gave
Forsyth’s scheduled lectures for him.

After the war, enrollments at the Imperial College rose mightily. By
the autumn of 1923 the staff of the Department of Mathematics had
increased to twenty-six. Forsyth had just retired; Whitehead took his
place as Head of that big department. He did not enjoy the endless
attention which he was supposed to give to details.

For many years relations between the Imperial College and the Uni-
versity of London were strained. To get their diplomas, students had
to pass both the College’s final examinations and the University’s. One
of Whitehead’s last tasks in London was to draw up, with Professor
L. N. G. Filon of University College, a substantial memorandum on a
sensible solution of this problem.37

A radical solution had been urged. The Annual Report of the Gov-
erning Body of the College for the year that ended August 31, 1923,
spoke well of the idea that the College withdraw from the University of
London and be reconstituted as the Imperial University of Science and
Technology that the British Empire needed.* Scientists and engineers
wanted a bigger place in the sun. This Report of the College’s Govern-
ing Body approved of the claims made by the alumni comprising the
Imperial College Association

that Science has so far outgrown other branches of learning, and has
so varied an outlook, that it provides a special culture of its own, and
that students would be attracted to an Imperial University of Science
and Technology who are not specially attracted to a College or to the
University of London.

But Whitehead (in 1917) had argued that technical education, though
absolutely necessary and unduly neglected, should be organically re-
lated not only to science but to literature.t North Whitehead, himself
an engineer, told me he thought his father did not give education in
science the dominant position that the twentieth century required it to

*In 1919 the Senate of the University had noticed such proposals, and taken no positive
action.
TSee Chapter IlI, Section v.
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have. In fact Whitehead never forgot that the values of human experi-
ence range far beyond the sciences and their applications.

In 1967 T. G. Henderson published a fine short article, “For a Biog-
rapher of Whitehead.”3® Tom Henderson was a Canadian graduate
student of philosophy at Harvard who became an intimate friend of
Alfred and Evelyn. In this article he told of an incident which he was
unable to document but related because it “has to do with the sort of
thing that could have happened, even though it might be not literally
true.” Evelyn was undoubtedly its source. As Henderson told it,

Whitehead was offered the Vice-Chancellorship of the University of
London. This offer had to be accepted or rejected at short notice.
Whitehead found the decision most difficult, . . . he worried about
whether he should assume broader administrative responsibilities
than his already held Deanship of the Faculty of Science in the same
University, or whether he should concentrate on his teaching and
writing. The evening before the answer had to be given, and during
the sleepless night, he struggled within himself. Throughout break-
fast he discussed the pros and cons with his wife. Finally, without
being able to make up his mind, he left the breakfast table to do his
current work. As he went out of the room he delegated the decision
to Mrs. Whitehead and asked her to pass it on by telegraph to the
proper authority. But a few minutes later he poked his head through
the door and said, “Remember dear, it’s God or Mammon.”39

I have heard the “God or Mammon” story from several people. They
did not all agree in identifying the high administrative position offered
to Whitehead. But if I understand the man at all, he would in the end
have chosen to concentrate on his teaching, thinking, and writing.

Geoffrey C. Lowry, who was later (1934—58) Secretary of the Impe-
rial College, became a member of its staff in the academic year 1923—24.
He has recalled that in that year about a dozen professors used to for-
gather after lunch in a small Common Room.

Day after day Whitehead held court, and dilated on a tremendous
variety of subjects of general interest. Whenever he was present and
in the mood to talk, everyone seemed hypnotized by his magnetic
personality, and quite content to listen. . . . I never heard of anyone
complaining of being bored by Whitehead’s monologues.40

When Whitehead talked to pupils, he drew them out first of all. With
colleagues, he could freely express his views on the subjects that inter-
ested him. Almost everything did. He read widely, but never simply to



86 ALFRED NORTH WHITEHEAD

kill time; whether he read fiction or nonfiction, he was in the habit of
making a thoughtful response, intellectual and emotional. His interests
in his London years became increasingly philosophical. The next two
chapters will show how, from 1915 on, he dealt with problems in the
philosophy of physics.

vil

By 1920 Whitehead had acquired enough fame to become a recipient
of an honorary degree. His highly mathematical Enquiry Concerning the
Principles of Natural Knowledge, published the year before, had shown
that he was much more than the co-author of Principia Mathematica. At
the University of Manchester, the distinguished mathematician Horace
Lamb* presented him for an honorary D.Sc.

In 1922 St. Andrews did the same. Whitehead’s friend from his under-
graduate days at Trinity College, Cambridge, D’Arcy Thompson, T
was Professor of Natural History there. He was also a first-rate classical
scholar. And he was unusually knowledgeable in mathematics; his On
Growth and Form (1917) was epoch-making in what the author called his
“heresies,” which consisted in treating growth and form in mathemati-
cal terms.

When Whitehead, accompanied by Evelyn, came to St. Andrews to
receive the honorary degree, they stayed in Thompson’s house. It was
unfortunate for the development of Whitehead’s thought that Thomp-
son was away from St. Andrews. So was his wife. Their sixteen-year-
old daughter, Ruth, looked after the guests.t

In 1923 an honor came to Whitehead in London. He was elected a
member of the Athenaeum, under a rule which sanctioned the election
of very distinguished persons.

On February 2, 1924, Whitehead’s mother died. The funeral was at
Ramsgate on February 4. Sarah Buckmaster Whitehead§ was ninety-
one, and had been a widow since 1898. In those years she lived occa-
sionally with her son Charles, but mostly with her widowed daughter,

*See Volume I, note on page 94.

TSee Volume I, pages 82-83.

$Miss Thompson was terrified of Evelyn, who seemed “grande dame” to her. All she
could think of to feed the Whiteheads was salmon. When they left, Evelyn said to her,
“Thank you, my dear. I have never eaten so much salmon in my life!” (Ruth D’Arcy
Thompson to Victor Lowe, February 21, 1969).

§See Volume I, page 26.
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Shirley Blanch; never with Alfred and Evelyn, for wife and mother
disliked each other. Whitehead’s own relation to her was never close.

He was now nearing retirement, although not facing it. The reg-
ulations of the Imperial College required that a faculty member’s re-
tirement be considered when he reached the age of fifty-nine, and
annually thereafter; at sixty-five, retirement was compulsory. On Sep-
tember 14, 1919, Whitehead wrote to North; “I have two years certain
at my post, and in all probability another five beyond that.” His health
had been good, despite an attack of influenza in 1918. In March 1920,
when he had just turned fifty-nine, he was informed that he would not
be retired at the close of the session in which he reached sixty, thatis, on
August 31, 1921.#1 He received similar notices about the two following
academic years.

It is commonly believed that in 1924, when Harvard offered White-
head a professorship in philosophy, he had just been retired from his
mathematical professorship at the Imperial College. Not so. On June
29, 1923, the Secretary of the College wrote to him that

the College Authorities do not propose to ask you to retire on your
reaching the age of sixty-three years. The matter will be again con-
sidered a year hence.

As Whitehead would be sixty-three on February 15, 1924, he could
have spent the academic year 1924-25 at the Imperial College, had he
chosen to do so. But he might, or might not, have found himself retired
at its end; or at the end of the session 192§-26; after that, only the
making of an extraordinary exception could have staved off his retire-
ment, one year at a time. It was an unhappy situation for a man like
Whitehead, who worried easily, enjoyed lecturing, and felt that he had
many years of work still in him.
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n his “Autobiographical Notes” Whitehead writes: “My phi-

losophic writings started in London, at the latter end of the war.

The London Aristotelian Society was a pleasant centre of discus-

sion, and close friendships were formed.”! Actually Whitehead

had already delivered two philosophical papers to the British
Association for the Advancement of Science and re-read them to the
Aristotelian Society, published these papers along with his educational
essays in The Organisation of Thought, and was well under way with An
Enquiry Concerning the Principles of Natural Knowledge by the end of the
First World War. If Whitehead himself considered his Enquiry, pub-
lished in 1919, to mark the onset of his philosophical career he might
have had in mind the cumulation of his views during the war years. But
in the period 1915—17 one finds a quite distinct period in which White-
head’s philosophical ideas began to take shape.

The London Aristotelian Society for the Systematic Study of Phi-
losophy was founded in 1880 with the ideal of “studying philosophy
not as an academic subject, but as the story of the development of
human thinking.” Although the forum of discussion was centered in
London, the Society also merged once a year with the Mind Association
and the British Psychological Society for the Joint Session at some
specified location in the United Kingdom.

When Whitehead joined the Aristotelian Society in 1915, Russell and
G. E. Moore had already been active members since 1896. Other prom-
inent members during Whitehead’s time included T. P. Nunn, C.
Lloyd Morgan, H. Wildon Carr, C. D. Broad, D’Arcy Thompson,
Lord Haldane, Norman Kemp Smith, and Samuel Alexander. The
Synoptic Index to the Minutes of the Proceedings* from 1915 to 1924
shows Whitehead as a frequent participant, and holding the chair on
numerous occasions. Although Whitehead was still a professional
mathematician, judging from the variety of philosophical topics listed

Principal author, Leemon B. McHenry.
*The actual minutes of the Society from this time did not survive the German bomb-
ings of London during the Second World War.
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in the Index, the Aristotelian Society would have been appealing to
Whitehead the Apostle. During this time Whitehead read seven papers
on the philosophical presuppositions of natural science. These papers,
along with later papers on science and metaphysics, were republished as
The Interpretation of Science on the occasion of the hundredth anniversa-
ry of Whitehead’s birth.2

Some of the younger members of the Society remember White-
head’s response to their papers as gentle and encouraging. He always
spoke warmly of their efforts, but with the same gentle enthusiasm
rebuked what he thought was in error. When Whitehead read a paper I
suppose he expected the same courteous treatment, but different phi-
losophic temperaments are bound to clash.

In one quite famous and somewhat amusing incident in a Joint Ses-
sion, held in Manchester in 1922, Whitehead was the attempted target
of one of Moore’s rages. Whitehead was reading a paper entitled “The
Philosophical Aspect of the Principle of Relativity.” In the discussion
which ensued, Moore became furious at what he took to be an evasion
in Whitehead’s answer to the old question of what is bent when the stick
in water looks bent. Moore advanced excitedly from his seat to the
front of the speaker’s desk and shook his fists practically in Whitehead’s
face. But Whitehead simply repeated his answer “the pattern of the
molecules,”* and, unperturbed by Moore’s raving, continued with his
account.? Finally, with a gesture of despair, Moore stood with his head
in his hands and retreated to his seat.

Although some members present thought Whitehead’s behavior a
bit mischievous, this seems in perfect keeping with his way of handling
heated polemic. In his later philosophical works this becomes evident in
that he never thought the progress of thought depended so much on
polemic as on the elucidation of premises. In fact Whitehead saw that
polemic was in danger of becoming the chief occupation of philoso-
phers. Professor L. J. Russell’s memory of the episode with Moore was

*A plausible explanation of Whitehead’s reply to Moore is contained in his 1917 paper,
“The Anatomy of Some Scientific Ideas.” In developing his theory of sense-objects of
perception, Whitehead says that the thought-objects of perception are “the rock upon
which the whole structure of commonsense thought is erected.” “But when we consider
the limits of its application,” he continued, “the evidence is confused” (AE, p. 197)—
sticks appear bent halfin and half out of water. The pattern of molecules is bent—namely,
the difference between the stick half in and half out of water. Since common sense is
deceived we must rely on the disintegration of perception into smaller thought-objects
for an adequate explanation.
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that even though Whitehead had left quite a few present in the dark, he
emerged with “a seraphic smile of triumph.”4

Moore’s obsession with being exactly right, regardless of how te-
dious the process of getting there, sometimes resulted in a tendency to
show outright anger for what he thought to be obscurity or intellectual
error. At least this was true insofar as the notion under consideration
did not cohere with his common-sense realism. [ suspect that another
part of the story is the difference between Moore’s Edwardian character
and Whitehead’s thoroughly Victorian manner. Later in this chapter,
we shall see that the difference between Whitehead and the Moore-
Russell line of thought is more than just one of temperament.

11

The second phase of Whitehead’s work begins with his investiga-
tions in the philosophy of natural science. The papersof 1915, 1916, and
1917—entitled, respectively, “Space, Time, and Relativity,” “The
Organisation of Thought,” and “The Anatomy of Some Scientific
Ideas” —are the first pieces of writings that would ordinarily be called
“philosophical.” They are published in The Organisation of Thought,
Educational and Scientific (1917), and republished with slight omissions*
in The Aims of Education and Other Essays (1929). In these papers, he has
come to questions that are immediately of interest to scientists as a
group and to philosophers, not only to mathematicians and logicians.

The early philosophical writings can be characterized generally in
terms of the attempt to formulate a pre-speculative epistemology. Pre-
speculative is a key term here. It signifies a thoroughly empirically based
inquiry. Whitehead’s central concern is to give an answer to the ques-
tion of how the evident model of clear and precise knowledge of the
world of mathematical physicsis arrived at. The resulting epistemolog-
ical study is one in which logical construction, and physical and psycho-
logical knowledge, are all relevant.

Although tempting, it would be a fundamental error to view these
works as epistemological preparation undertaken for the construction
of Whitehead’s later metaphysical system. Reflecting back on his early
philosophical writings, he said to me that his works on the foundations
of physics were all preliminaries to Volume IV of Principia Mathe-

*Upon republishing these essays, Whitehead eliminated some technical detail for the
non-specialist in mathematics.
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matica.> His philosophical interests thus grew out of initial motives to
provide a logical analysis of space for Principia.

Whitehead never completed the Principia Geometry, even though he
had intended to do so even after he went to Harvard.® Six of his letters
to Russell, written between 1905 and 1914,7 document his progress on
Volume IV. The completed parts, however, must be presumed to have
been destroyed along with the other manuscripts and correspondence
after his death. The letters written on April 27, 29, and 30, 1905, show
considerable progress in Whitehead’s attempt to set out the mathemati-
cal foundations of the principles of Geometry, despite some disagree-
ment between him and Russell over how to proceed. Published works
by Veblen and Pieri are discussed, and it appears that while Whitehead
and Russell were developing the Principia Mathematica treatment of
relations, they had in mind its application to space. Whitehead has
proposed to adopt Veblen’s view of Geometry as the study of a single
many-termed relation;? his immediate task is to develop a notation for
triadic, tetradic, and beyond that to n-adic relations.

Over five years later, in a letter of September 22, 1910, Whitehead
wrote to Russell: “The beginning of Geometry is going beautifully,”
and reported work on sections *s00 (“Associated Symmetrical and
Permutative Triadic Functions”), *so2 (“Associated Relation of a Tri-
adic Function”), *504 (“Axioms of Permutation and Diversity”), and
*505 (“Axioms of Connection”). Although we cannot discover, from
the content of this letter, just exactly how the Geometry developed
proposition by proposition, it is likely, given the procedure of the
earlier three volumes, that Volume IV began with a Prolegomena to
Geometry at *400.

As late as October 1913, Whitehead’s work on the Principia Geome-
try was still proceeding at a steady pace, and in a letter to Russell on
October 13th he claimed to have found out what the science is about:

The whole [subject] depends on the discussion of the connective
properties of multiple relations. This is a grand subject. It merges
into the discussion of Cl _,* where _1is a cardinal number, preferably
inductive. I call such things “multifolds.”

Whitehead’s reference to “a grand subject” might signal that his con-
ception of the Geometry was becoming very ambitious. In fact, the task

*[Victor Lowe’s drawing of a mathematical symbol here and after “where” was
illegible. —Ed.]
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that he set for himself enlarged in a few years well beyond logical
foundations to include investigations of the necessary mathematical
relations between space, time, and matter.

As far as  know, the last extant letter concerning Principia Geometry
is dated January 10, 1914, when Whitehead proposed to include his
paper “La Théorie Relationniste de 'Espace” in Volume IV.* At this
point there is no indication of his plan of an excursion into the philoso-
phy of physics, but quite clearly the whole conception of Geometry as
the logical analysis of space required rethinking in light of the Special
Theory of Relativity. Whitehead was greatly affected by the revolution
in physics that had taken place in the first decade of the twentieth
century, but for him the physicist’s conception of the interrelations of
space, time, and matter that emerged was far too narrow. So, I take it,
nothing was more natural than to postpone the completion of the Prin-
cipia in order to “lay the basis of a natural philosophy which is the
necessary presupposition of a reorganized speculative physics.”® For
the time, the more interesting and challenging question was, What are
the foundations of geometry, considered not as a purely mathematical,
but as a physical science?

Whitehead had long held the conviction that mathematics is about
the world of things and events. For him, the truth sought in pure
mathematics is necessary truth about the world, though we are com-
pelled to express it hypothetically. Russell, on the other hand, dropped
a youthful Victorian belief that applied mathematics was superior to
pure mathematics because it could make the world better, in favor of
the view that the devotee of pure mathematics escapes from the sordid
actual world to “a pluralistic, timeless world of Platonic ideas.”10 He
held this view, with more or less intensity of feeling, throughout his
collaboration with Whitehead. But there is no hint of it in any of
Whitehead’s writings of that time, and much against it later.!! His
persistent interest was in mathematical theory as applicable to the
world, and as the Principia Geometry developed he seems to have been
pursuing this conviction.

We can be sure that the convulsion of the war was no help to White-
head’s work on the Geometry. In 1959, Russell wrote: “after [White-
head] had done a lot of the preliminary work, his interest flagged and he
abandoned the enterprise for philosophy.”12 But to a group of Harvard
students in April 1931, Whitehead attributed his failure to complete the

*See Chapter I, Section iv, this volume.
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fourth volume in the post-war years to his participation in administra-
tive affairs at the University of London. Even after he had completed
Process and Reality with its own theory of extension in Part IV, he had
hoped, vainly, to return to the fourth volume of Principia. But his
thought was always pushing on to breaking new ground; he would
have had little patience with what would have amounted to backtrack-
ing.

The customary division between Whitehead’s first mathematical
phase and his second phase devoted to the philosophy of natural science
is linked by his aim of understanding the nature of mathematics as the
most general science of the physical world. Rudiments of this develop-
ing position go back as far as his unpublished study of Maxwell’s
Electricity and Magnetism in 1884 and his carefully worked out views in
“On Mathematical Concepts of the Material World.” But to the large
scheme of mathematical work, Whitehead now adds the question of the
empirical basis of our knowledge of space, time, and matter. Thus
begins the expansion of his enterprise into philosophy. His point of
departure concerns the desirability of conducting discussions of rela-
tivity on a broad basis, in which the points of view of psychology and of
axiomatic foundations of mathematics should be joined to the physical
point of view.

11

While the lengthy paper “The Anatomy of Some Scientific Ideas”
appears in The Organisation of Thought for the first time, the other two
philosophical papers, “Space, Time, and Relativity” and “The
Organisation of Thought” were each read to the British Association
and the Aristotelian Society. Taken separately these papers reveal
slightly different aims. Following the line of thought developed in “La
Théorie Relationniste de I'Espace,” “Space, Time, and Relativity” at-
tempts to defend the merits of a Leibnizian relational theory of space
over a Newtonian or Kantian position, but now brings together prob-
lems of space and time. “The Organisation of Thought,” on the other
hand, attempts to analyze scientific propositions in terms of the gener-
alizations of logical theory; it contains a masterful summary of Principia
Mathematica. And in “The Anatomy of Some Scientific Ideas,” White-
head is mainly concerned to develop the “fundamental principles of
mental construction according to which our conception of the external
physical world is constructed.”?3 It is particularly noteworthy for its
short exposition of the method of extensive abstraction.
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Each of these papers is important, but since it would be tedious to
analyze each in turn, I shall discuss these works in terms of their com-
mon philosophical viewpoint, that is, what I have called “the pre-spec-
ulative epistemology.”

The central problem with which Whitehead began his epistemologi-
cal study focuses on the foundations of geometry grounded in our
perception of things extended in space. How do we arrive at the precise
definitions of geometrical entities— “points,” “lines,” and “planes,” or
their temporal analogues “instants” and “intervals of time”—those de-
ceptively simple concepts of space and time in terms of which all exact
natural science is expressed? This problem had occupied Whitehead for
quite some time before. For instance, on December 10, 1908, he wrote
to Russell, “I find that [ cannot move a step in Metrical Geometry, until
[ have clearly settled in my mind the fundamental nature of Geometrical
entities.”

In “Organisation of Thought” his procedure involved filling the gap
between the rough world of our fragmentary individual experiences
and the smooth world of science by what he calls an “inferential con-
struction.” As he develops the nerve of the epistemological thought, he
writes:

[ insist on the radically untidy, ill-adjusted character of the fields
of actual experience from which science starts. To grasp this funda-
mental truth is the first step in wisdom, when constructing a phi-
losophy of science. This fact is concealed by the influence of lan-
guage, moulded by science, which foists on us exact concepts as
though they represented the immediate deliverances of experience.
The result is, that we imagine that we have immediate experience of
a world of perfectly defined objects implicated in perfectly defined
events, which as known to us by the direct deliverance of our senses,
happen at exact instants of time, in a space formed by exact points,
without parts and without magnitude: the neat, trim, tidy exact
world which is the goal of scientific thought.

My contention is, that this world is a world of ideas, and that its
internal relations are relations between abstract concepts, and that
the elucidation of the precise connection between this world and the
feelings of actual experience is the fundamental question of scientific
philosophy.14

In the same way that we “construct” the things of everyday experience
from perceptual data, Whitehead suggests that by a process of refine-
ment, the properties of extension in time and space are narrowed down
to the abstractions of scientific thought. Once the analytic knife begins
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work on the rough, fragmentary perceptual data given to us in immedi-
ate experience, the smooth, exact world of science is cut and shaped into
“points” and “instants.” Such abstractions are the archetypes of the
mind’s own making; yet they are derived from certain types of related-
ness discerned in the perceptual flux.

For all those who concern themselves with the relation of experience
to scientific concepts, Whitehead’s doctrine of “the rough world and
the smooth world” is of utmost importance. It shows how his position
is connected, on the one hand, with his examination of geometry and a
physical science, and on the other hand, with the criticism of abstrac-
tions—what his critics call his “anti-intellectualism”—which domi-
nates Science and the Modern World. Notice that there is nothing here that
the author of Process and Reality need reject. In fact, it does not take
much to see the doctrine of the rough world and the smooth world as an
early formulation of his later notion of the “Fallacy of Misplaced Con-
creteness,” that is, the error of mistaking the abstract for the concrete,
or in the present case, the error of assuming that the smooth properties
of geometrical entities are the starting point of science.

In Volume I, I briefly mentioned Russell’s recollection of an argu-
ment with Whitehead over their different views of the nature of real-
ity.* Russell’s rejection of the Hegelian world-view resulted in his
seeing the world as a “heap of shot”; each separate shot was as hard and
precise a boundary as a Hegelian Absolute, but externally related to every
other shot in the universe. This was the doctrine that liberated Russell
and Moore from the Monistic Idealism that was thought to shackle the
advance of science. But Whitehead, says Russell, was the “serpent in
this paradise of Mediterranean clarity.” Whitehead was all too aware of
the vague, ill-adjusted character of our experience of the actual world. It
is, he says, more like what one experiences “in the early morning when
one first wakes from deep sleep” than “fine weather at noon day.”
Russell thought this remark horrid until Whitehead showed him

how to apply the technique of mathematical logic to his vague and
higgledly-piggledy world, and dress it up in Sunday clothes that the
mathematician could view without being shocked.15

Before this encounter, Russell said that his revolt into pluralism led him
to believe “that points of space and instants of time were actually exist-
ing entities, and that matter might very well be composed of actual

*Volume I, pages 292—93.
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elements such as physics found convenient.”16 But after 1910 Russell
says that he followed Whitehead’s lead with new applications of Oc-
cam’s razor whereby “one could do physics without supposing points
and instants to be part of the stuff of the world.”'” Since points and
instants could be seen as routes of approximation constructed on the
basis of perceptual experience, one need not assume the smooth world
to be the world of our perceptual experience. Whitehead makes this
abundantly clear when he says that

fragmentary individual experiences are all that we know, and thatall
speculation must start from these disjecta membra as its sole datum. It
is not true that we are directly aware of a smooth running world,
which in our speculation we are to conceive as given. In my view the
creation of the world is the first unconscious act of speculative
thought; and the first task of a self-conscious philosophy is to explain
how it has been done.18

By calling attention to this problem Whitehead did not mean to
imply that our intellectual constructions correspond to no facts.!® On
the contrary, our concepts of geometrical entities are the indispensable
subject matter of theoretical physics. But he is quite insistent that we
must not make the mistake of “assuming that we are comparing a given
world with given perceptions of it.” “The physical world,” he writes,
“is in some general sense of the term, a deduced concept.”20 To pursue
Whitehead’s procedure for bridging the gap between our perceptual
experience and scientific concepts, between the rough world and the
smooth world, takes us well into his method of extensive abstraction.
Although the full treatment of this procedure must be reserved for the
following chapter, where discussion of The Principles of Natural Know!-
edge will be taken up, we should take note of his early formulation
expounded in “The Anatomy of Some Scientific Ideas.” Here the dis-
cussion of the definition of a point will serve as the representative of all
“ideal entities” of space and time.

Instead of viewing points as existing in their own right, as entities
radically different from anything known in experience (such as defined
by Euclid as without parts or magnitude), Whitehead replaces this
notion with the definition of a point as an ideal simplicity of converging
series of extensive regions. In our sense-perception we may observe
lampposts converging to a vanishing point in some crude linear order.
Butto arrive at the concept of the mathematical point requires consider-
able abstraction from the given data.

Whitehead begins his procedure by defining “things” in terms of
perceptual data, then space in terms of whole-part relations between
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things. This method is significantly modified in his later works. White-
head here takes the sense-object as the particular existent doing the
work of both “object” and “event” in The Principles of Natural Knowl-
edge and The Concept of Nature. A thought-object of perception, on the
other hand, is the “thing” built up on the basis of sense-objects. For
example, an orange is constructed out of certain associated sense-
objects such as shape, color, and scent. This is an actual thought-object
of perception. But he proceeds to hypothetical thought-objects of per-
ception which are further constructed by disintegration into smaller
parts. These are the thought-objects of science, that is, molecules,
atoms, and electrons.

Further abstraction is now required to reach finally the concept of
points. Whitehead distinguishes between sense-time and sense-space,
and thought-time of perception and thought-space of perception. The
former are actually observed time-relations and space-relations be-
tween sense-objects. They are discontinuous, fragmentary, and have
no points other than a “few sparse instances, sufficient to suggest the
logical idea.”2! The latter are the time and space relations which hold
between thought-objects of perception. They are continuous rather
than fragmentary. With this distinction in mind he now defines the
point in terms of thought-objects of perception related together by
whole-and-part relations, thatis, enclosure, considered as either a time-
relation or a space-relation. From the observed fragmentary relations
we proceed in thought through a series of successively contained parts
toward an ideal simplicity by the law of convergence. A first crude
thought-object of perception (i.e., one conceived as in the present of a
short duration) takes on the space-relations of its component sense-
objects. And it is from this first crude thought-object of perception that
Whitehead conceives his method of extensive abstraction to start, but
derivatively from the sense-objects.

Proceeding through a series of successively contained parts to an
ideal simplicity is at best a route of approximation. But with regard to
points, all that is needed is a universal definition of this at-a-point-ness,
or punctuality, which stands for an ideal exactness in the determination
of spatial position. This gives meaning to the physicist’s use of such
concepts as “force at a point” or “configuration at an instant.”

v
When Whitehead read “Space, Time, and Relativity” to the Aristo-
telian Society in 1916 he referred to himself as “an amateur” in the
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science of philosophy, and said that there was no reason to ascribe to his
summary of the problems of space and time “any importance except
that of a modest reminder.”?2 In this first address to professional phi-
losophers, Whitehead seems well aware of his venturing into a new
territory where the likes of Carr, Alexander, Russell, and Moore had
been reading papers for over twenty years. And from this point of
view, it seems natural that his suggestions as to solutions to philosophi-
cal problems were made with some reservation. ButI doubt whether he
lacked confidence in his work. His excessive modesty was more likely
to have been a matter of professional courtesy.

What is most interesting about the philosophical views Whitehead
developed between 1915 and 1917 (and beyond) is that he seems to have
arrived at them independently of the current orthodoxy. This is not to
say that he was not influenced by some of the outstanding leaders in the
contemporary thought of his time. His anti-Idealist views were in
much accord with the dominant neo-Realists, who rejected Idealism as
an adequate foundation for the special sciences. But Whitehead’s back-
ground in mathematics gave him his own line todevelop in philosophy.
Not only did he have a technical advantage in his approach to certain
philosophical problems; he was also spared from being ensnared by the
current philosophical language.

Some of the more salient characteristics of his early philosophy now
call for attention. As noted above, Whitehead claimed that the elucida-
tion of the precise connection between the world of exact thought and
the feelings of actual experience is “the fundamental question of scien-
tific philosophy.” My exposition of Whitehead’s method of solving this
problem will take account of both his affinities and contrasts with some
of his contemporary milieu. This is particularly important with regard
to his differences with Russell, since the latter had taken up the same
problem in Our Knowledge of the External World. Of course Russell’s
language is not quite the same, but his ideas are better known than
Whitehead’s, even though it was Whitehead who pioneered the tech-
niques Russell used in this work.

Whitehead’s method is built around five central ideas.

(1) His point of departure for a discussion of the data of science is an
acceptance of the characteristic starting point of British empiricism. In
fact he contends that the actual world is none other than

the relations which exist within that flux of perceptions, sensations,
and emotions which forms our experience of life. The panorama
yielded by sight, sound, taste, smell, touch, and by more inchoate
sensible feelings, is the sole field of activity.23
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Individual experiences are all that we know. Both science and meta-
physics must start from this same given groundwork, even though they
“proceed in opposite directions on their diverse tasks.”24 For the pur-
pose of science, however, Whitehead is especially interested that the
formulation of basic concepts (such as life, heredity, matter, molecule,
energy, space, time, and number), and the laws which state the rela-
tions connecting the various parts of the universe, have their origin in
sense-experience.

As already noted in this chapter, Whitehead emphasized the frag-
mentary, vague, and somewhat disorderly character of our experience
of the actual world. This is what we referred to as the “rough world.”
But by making such a claim about the nature of experience he was not
committing himself to an atomistic ontology; nor was he expounding
an epistemological theory in the fashion of Hume. For the moment he is
excluding the broader metaphysical considerations and asking only
about the observational basis of science.

The most fundamental units of his empiricism are the sense-objects.
This much of his theory does have an affinity to Hume. For example,
Whitehead views percepts such as objects of redness, or the mewing of
the cat, to combine in various ways to form our perceptions of the
thought-objects. He says sense-objects are distinguished as separate by
recognition of either: (i) differences of sense-content, or (ii) time-
relations between them other than simultaneity, or (iii) space-relations
between them other than coincidence. They arise essentially from rec-
ognition of contrast in one way or other within our complete stream of
sense-presentation.2> We must, however, keep in mind that the sense-
objects and the thought-objects of perception have a practical function
in Whitehead’s epistemology, namely, as elements necessary in defin-
ing the scientific and geometrical entities of the world of exact thought.

Even though we discern individual sense-objects and thought-
objects in our perceptual field, Whitehead makes it clear that there is
nothing in isolation. In fact, as he puts the point,

The perception of red is of a red object in its relations to the whole
content of the perceiving consciousness. . . . What we perceive is
redness related to other apparents. Our object is the analysis of the
relations. 26

The role of relations in nature occupies a prominent place in all of
Whitehead’s later thinking. The crucial difference for his metaphysics,
however, turns on the distinction between relations and their terms and
the “relatedness” of nature in terms of the process of events. On this
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issue he was never in much sympathy with the type of empiricism
espoused by Hume or by Russell and Moore.

(2) Whitehead, conscious of his empiricism, is now committed to a
relational theory of space and time. The full treatment of space as the
expression of certain properties of the interaction of bodies was worked
out in his 1914 paper.* Points are never encountered in perceptual
experience. All that we observe are various properties of things in
space. But to this he now adds: “It needs very little reflection to con-
vince us that a point in time is no direct deliverance of experience. We
live in durations, and not in points.”?7 Points of space and time are both
deductions from experience, and are definable in terms of relations
between material bodies. Like the point, the instant is no longer as-
sumed as a primitive and undefined concept.t

(3) His third idea proposes an independence of science and meta-
physics, and it is on this score that his method approaches the narrow
“scientific empiricism” of the positivists. This idea will come as some-
thing of a surprise to readers of Whitehead’s later works, but it is not
altogether different from the claim put forth in The Concept of Nature
that “nature is closed to mind.” The central concern of science is the
nature of the external world quite apart from the peculiar standpoint of
the individual psychology. It is purely matter-of-fact and must by
necessity exclude values. Of course this is, in itself, an implicit ac-
knowledgment of the merits of a realist metaphysic, and indeed White-
head’s views here accord quite well with those of Nunn, Lloyd Mor-
gan, and Alexander, but his reasons for excluding all judgments of
value, and ontology generally, have a heuristic motive.

Whitehead contends that science cannot wait for the end of the meta-
physical debate to determine its own subject matter. It must get on with
the data atits immediate disposal, thatis, “the facts which form the field
of scientific activity, ”28 and not inquire as to how our perceptions relate
to some true reality. All that is required is that science gather up these
perceptions into a determinate class and add to them “ideal perceptions
of an analogous sort, which under assignable circumstances would be
obtained. 22 Once this has been satisfied and debated in due course, we
can come to some agreement, whereas in metaphysics debate has hith-

*See Chapter 1, Section iv, for a full account of “La Théorie Relationniste de I'Espace.”

TThe treatment of time as “exactly on four legs with that of space” had been a topic of
keen interest to Whitehead since 1911, when he was working on the Geometry. See
Volume I, page 299.
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erto accentuated disagreement. Whitehead imagines that if in some
distant generation men arrive at unanimous conclusions on ontological
questions, the roles of science and metaphysics may be reversed; but for
the present “we must take the case as we find it.”30

(4) The fourth idea is that of inferential constructions, which, in
many respects, is a fresh development of Hume’s principle that the
connected world we take for granted is in reality a product of the habits
of the imagination. Whitehead holds, as we have seen, that the world is
constructed by an unconscious act of thought of which philosophy is to
make us aware.3! He adds:

uniformity does not belong to the immediate relations of the crude
data of experience. . . . the uniformity which must be ascribed to
experience is of a much more abstract attenuated character than is
usually allowed. 32

The mind supplies the smooth uniformity of the world by an uncon-
scious application of various principles of mental construction. Their
origination and their present automatic operation are viewed as due to
long ages of historical evolution.33 We take ourselves to be immediately
acquainted with such uniformity in experience, but it is rather inferred
from the given fragmentary data. Aside from the sense-objects and
various types of relations discerned within the act of experience, every-
thing else is a construction. This is Whitehead’s application of Occam’s
razor admirably referred to by Russell as: “Whenever possible, sub-
stitute constructions out of known entities for inferences to unknown
entities.”3* This notion combines with his fifth idea to complete his
procedure for defining the ideal limits of geometrical entities.

(s) Finally, with mathematical logic, which can precisely specify the
conditions required for membership in a class if the class is to have
certain formal properties, we can hope to exhibit all the concepts of
science as concepts of classes of percepts. The process begins with
concepts that are directly exhibited (e.g., the whole-part relation as
exhibited in space-perception), and proceeds to concepts of classifica-
tion and order which apply to these primary concepts, and so on, until
conceptions are reached

whose logical relations have a peculiar smoothness. For example,
conceptions of mathematical time, of mathematical space, are such
smooth conceptions. . . . The problem is to exhibit the concepts of
mathematical space and time as the necessary outcome of these frag-
ments by a process of logical building up.35
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There is little doubt that Whitehead held high hopes for the class theory
at this time. It would have been most unnatural to confine the explora-
tion of its possibilities to the concepts of space and time alone.

Having now set out the ideas central to Whitehead’s method of
solving the fundamental question of scientific philosophy, let us focus
on five more characteristics of his thought which anticipate some of his
later ideas. Again, these characteristics are helpful to the extent that they
define his position in contrast to that of Hume, Russell, and the logical
positivists.

(1) Whitehead’s attitude toward metaphysics in these early writings
is not one of condemnation. Initially the plea for the independence of
science and metaphysics has the goal of allowing scientific investiga-
tions to proceed without interference from larger ontological and ax-
1ological issues. But this is not a suggestion that we do away with
metaphysics altogether or that metaphysical thought is merely an im-
poverished form of poetic expression. Instead, Whitehead recognizes
that “Science only renders the metaphysical need more urgent, 3¢ for
quite clearly the manner in which a scientist approaches his subject
matter reflects his implicit metaphysical view. One misinterpretation of
these early papers is the supposition that his pre-speculative epistemol-
ogy is anti-metaphysical. Development of thought in a certain region
does not ultimately preclude the importance of larger questions con-
cerning the nature of reality. Whitehead later generalized that all
achievement necessitates exclusion. This is what I think he had in mind
for the analysis of the perceptual basis of scientific concepts.

(2) In his epistemological study, Whitehead has not entertained any
serious doubts about the ability to know the external world. In fact he
seems to have completely side-stepped the issue of skepticism; it simply
does not interest him. Whitehead is rather concerned with discovering
just exactly how exact thought applies to the fragmentary continua of
experience, that is, with how the correspondence is effected.3” He is
concerned with a method which will ultimately satisfy common sense,
not contradict it.

(3) As opposed to the methods of Hume, Russell, and the Carnap of
Der logische Aufbau der Welt, Whitehead does not attempt to construct
the concepts of common sense and of science from the building up of a
public world from private experiences. His theory of sense-objects and
thought-objects of perception might easily lead one to believe he was
working from inside out. But this is not the case. The construction of
both actual and hypothetical thought-objects has the aim of the attain-
ment of accuracy, logical smoothness, and completeness of detail. In a
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few more years he will denounce the problem of building up publicity
from privacy as a false one; now he seems to agree that there is a
problem, and he enumerates “universal logical truths, moral and aes-
thetic truths, and truths embodied in hypothetical propositions” as
being “the immediate objects of perception which are other than the
mere affections of the perceiving subject.”38 Since his epistemological
inquiry does not revolve around the antithesis between the private and
the public, his subsequent move into realism will require no revolution
in his ideas.

(4) Whitehead’s view of the field of perception closely approximates
the Jamesian concept of the specious present, and to some extent his
later concept of the actual occasion. We must recall that even though the
units of his empiricism—the sense-objects—are fundamental to his pro-
cedure, they occur as elements within the whole content of the perceiv-
ing consciousness. In one place Whitehead refers to the present as a
duration which “includes directly perceived time-relations between
events contained within it.”3° Our concept of past events is built up by
means of repeated applications of a “Principle of Aggregation.” Fur-
thermore, with the rejection of the instant as the fundamental temporal
unit, he anticipates his doctrine of immanence when he says,

the present essentially occupies a stretch of time, the distinction
between memory and immediate presentation cannot be quite fun-
damental; for always we have with us the fading present as it be-
comes the immediate past.40

Whitehead was probably acquainted with James’s Psychology and per-
haps heard much of the ingenuity of the concept of the specious present
from McTaggart and others. And from this point of view it is clear that
his early empiricism is more radical than atomistic; but he was develop-
ing his own theory of nature as perceived in “durations.”

(5) This leads us to the last aspect of Whitehead’s divergence from the
standard “scientific” empiricism of his time, namely, his view regard-
ing the texture of immediate experience. By texture we must understand
him to mean not some sort of tactile sensation, but rather the web of
uniform relatedness underlying experience. After describing the man-
ner in which he proposes to arrive at “that connected infinite world in
which in our thoughts we live,” he comments:

The fact that immediate experience is capable of this deductive su-
perstructure must mean that it itself has a certain uniformity of
texture. 41
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As Whitehead had maintained, uniformity does not belong to the “im-
mediate relations of the crude data of experience”; it is rather a result of
the process of inferential construction, where refined logical entities are
substituted. But now he suggests that the very fact that this is possible
provides evidence to believe that there must be some structure of uni-
form relatedness realized in the very texture of experience.

Whitehead’s first philosophical publications are by no means pol-
ished works. But in these early papers there is clearly a first effort
toward systematization. Aside from the absolute theory of space and
time, he seems to have little interest in refuting any particular doctrine
or philosopher; he is, however, concerned that any scientific or phi-
losophic endeavor should fit the world to our perceptions, and not the
other way around.*2 If we followed the latter procedure, we would be
deceived by a false neatness of abstract intellectualism.

The philosophy of natural science propounded in the three impor-
tant books of the 1920s is an attempt to set out these early ideas in a more
precise system. But the foundations had been laid here in this attempt to
grapple with the basis of scientific thought and to systematize philoso-
phy afresh.
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hitehead gained prominence as a philosopher of sci-

ence with the publication of the trio: An Enquiry

Concerning the Principles of Natural Knowledge

(1919), The Concept of Nature (1920), and The Prin-

ciple of Relativity (1922). All three works were pub-
lished by the Cambridge University Press.

The period between 1918 and 1922 was one of the most fruitful of
Whitehead’s life, despite his numerous teaching and administrative re-
sponsibilities at the Imperial College and elsewhere in the University of
London. In the estimation of many followers of his thought, the phi-
losophy of natural science expounded in these books is a high point of
Whitehead’s philosophical achievement even though the central idea of
process, for which he is best known, is not developed here. The passage
of nature is rather treated as a temporal dimension of the extensive
relatedness of events.

As we saw in the preceding chapter, Whitehead’s philosophical in-
terests grew as he struggled with the question of the logical analysis of
space. His Principles of Natural Knowledge, in fact, carries the investiga-
tion well beyond this initial problem into a much larger epistemological
context. The principles developed are fundamental for all natural
knowledge in the sense that they should apply not only to any particular
natural science but also to everyday observation. The task of construct-
ing such a system involved a philosopher’s discernment of what is
universal in our apprehension of external nature, and a mathematician’s
ability to develop a theoretical framework, including a theory of rela-
tivity. Whitehead was well equipped with both.

In the preface to his Tarner Lectures, The Concept of Nature, White-
head says that he has been careful to avoid mathematical notation and
that “the results of mathematical deductions are assumed.” This work is
a more polished exposition of the philosophical principles than its pre-

Principal author, Leemon B. McHenry.
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decessor, The Principles of Natural Knowledge, which has mathematical
physics as its primary concern. The Principle of Relativity, on the other
hand, takes as its primary task the deduction of a General Theory of
Relativity from the principles of the natural philosophy. For the pur-
pose of this chapter I shall again discuss these works as a unit. With
minor inconsistencies the three books develop essentially the same
view, even though each has its own emphasis. Elaboration of technical
matters in physics will be kept at a bare minimum in order to give full
attention to Whitehead’s central philosophical contribution.

So far as I know there is no extant correspondence concerning
Whitehead’s work on The Principles of Natural Knowledge. In the preface
he says that it was thought out and written during the uncertainty of the
war years, always amidst the sounds of guns and the whir of aeroplanes.
Mathematical, physical, and philosophical influences all converge in
this work with the aim of a new unifying concept for physical theory
and research. But even though Whitehead failed to alter the path of
physics in any significant sense, his work made a strong impact on the
philosophical world. He became associated with the New Realism
which dominated British philosophical thought at the onset of the
twentieth century, much of which set out to overthrow the neo-
Hegelianism of the nineteenth century. Russell, Moore, Alexander,
Broad, and Nunn were the dominant figures in Britain, and Whitehead
is sometimes included in this wave of thought. The only trouble is that
commentators have mistakenly assumed that his views were largely
shaped by Russell and Moore.!

The line of thought he developed and the success of the work led to
his eminence in the field of the philosophy of science. Since Whitehead
was still a Fellow of Trinity College, and by far the most distinguished
member working in the field of the philosophy of science, he was the
obvious choice for the first Tarner Lectureship in 1919.2

The Tarner Lectureship was founded in 1916 by George Edward
Tarner, who gave Trinity College £1,000 to establish “a lectureship on
the philosophy of the sciences and the relations or want of relations
between the different departments of knowledge.” Today, a lecturer,
appointed by the College Council, is chosen about once every three
years; he gives a course of public lectures in the University, under the
auspices of Trinity College, and is expected to publish them afterward.3
In Whitehead’s time, the lectures were open to members of the Univer-
sity and to the women of Girton and Newnham colleges. Beginning on
October 18 and ending on November 29, Whitehead gave seven lec-
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tures, one per week. The Concept of Nature follows the course of the
lectures up to Chapter VIII, where two summary chapters are ap-
pended.

The invitation of the Tarner Lectureship gave Whitehead the oppor-
tunity to set the ideas of The Principles of Natural Knowledge in a new
lightand communicate his view to amuch wider audience. With his cen-
tral task of attempting to unify the natural sciences under one concept,
the purpose of the Tarner Lectures—to explore “the Relations or Want
of Relations between the different Departments of Knowledge”—
perfectly suited Whitehead’s aims.

1

The term Whitehead chose to describe the scope of his enterprise was
pan-physics. Curiously enough, he used the term only once—at the
onset of The Principle of Relativity. It is rather inconspicuously placed,
but accurate for describing his concerns. For the modern reader, how-
ever, “pan-physics” must not be confused with “physicalism,” namely,
the view that all is physical. Whitehead’s concern here is altogether
different. As he says, the philosophy he is limiting himself to “is solely
engaged in determining the most general conceptions which apply to
things observed by the senses.# It is not metaphysics, but rather the
unified sciences which have nature as their common subject-matter. In
The Concept of Nature, he says it is “the endeavour to exhibit all sciences
as one science.”> The common purpose of all three works is to replace
the philosophic presuppositions of science, and especially the ancient
trinity of time, space, and matter which has dominated scientific think-
ing, with a coherent set of meanings based on relations exhibited in
sensory observation. A reorganization of speculative physics is there-
fore sought in the interconnection of events discriminated in perceptual
experience. It is on this score that Whitehead breaks away from the
British tradition. His whole project is conceived as an attempt to set out
in concrete terms the status of the indispensable concepts needed in
physics, but by emphasizing relatedness instead of disconnection be-
tween independently real and isolated bits of matter in an absolute space
and time. And once physics has been set on a solid footing, the other
natural sciences such as biology or astronomy should follow suit.

One of the most illuminating but neglected papers of Whitehead’s
philosophy of natural science is his “Time, Space, and Material: Are
They, and If So in What Sense, the Ultimate Data of Science?”¢ It was
delivered in an Aristotelian Society symposium in 1919, and explains in
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a very concise fashion the central argument of the Enguiry. True to
form, Whitehead begins with a criticism of the received classical tradi-
tion, the concept of nature which underlies Newtonian physics. Our
fundamental concept of nature as usually employed in physics has been
passed on from century to century by what seems to have been the
authority of science, but in reality has only been thrust upon scientific
thinking by a naive common sense. Some of this has come about
through the force of our practical needs and has been continually main-
tained by our manner of speaking, but much more to the point, White-
head finds that the doctrine has its origin in a misconception of the
metaphysical status of natural entities beginning with the Greeks.”
Matter has been conceived as a metaphysical substratum for the proper-
ties which we perceive. It has become disconnected from the complex
of immediate fact, and survives only as an abstraction of thought.
“Thus what is a mere procedure of mind in the translation of sense-
awareness into discursive knowledge has been transmuted into a funda-
mental character of nature. ”8 Instead of consistently adhering to what is
observed in sense-awareness, the habit of postulating a substratum has
prevailed.

The main trouble with the classical view is that it does not stand up to
empirical examination; it can give a coherent account of neither change
nor causation. The whole conception, Whitehead says in “Space, Time,
and Material,” has

every vice of a hasty systematization based on a false simplicity; it
does not fit the facts. Its fundamental vice is that it allows of no
physical relation between nature at one instant and nature at another
instant. . . all that is left to connect nature at one instant with nature
at another instant is the identity of material and the comparisons of
the similarities and differences made by observant minds.®

Furthermore, as far as biology is concerned, the simplicity of the view
does violence to the whole idea of organism. “Nothing that is charac-
teristic of life can manifest itself at an instant.”10 The essence of an
organism is that its functioning takes time. It is something with spatio-
temporal spread, but this simply cannot be expressed in terms of mate-
rial distribution at different instants.

In order to divest ourselves of the enormous force which the classical
concept continues to exercise upon our thinking, we must return to
concentrate attention on observable nature. The first task of a philosophy
of science, according to Whitehead, “should be some general classifica-
tion of the entities disclosed to us in sense-perception.”!! And if our
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science has any claim to be based on observation, we must consistently
adhere to the empirical data, for this is the only way to shed any rem-
nant of an illegitimate metaphysics. From this perspective, the idea of
“nature at an instant” must be rejected from the start as a false abstrac-
tion. 2 We do not perceive anything at an instant. This is the warning of
the psychological doctrine of the specious present; our awareness of
nature rather occurs in the content of temporal slabs—“the ultimate fact
for observational knowledge is perception through a duration.”3 From
this building block, Whitehead substitutes a wholly different set of
entities as the ultimate components of nature.

One might very well want to object to Whitehead’s reorganization
on the basis that all observational experience is theory-laden and that
the attempt to start afresh is itself loaded with conceptual baggage.
Whitehead seems not to recognize the force of this criticism. But his
point is that by beginning with the ways in which the diversification of
nature isinterconnected in any one duration, we will be able to explain a
broader and more consistently interpreted experience.

In his attempt to demarcate his concerns in constructing a pan-
physics from those of metaphysics, Whitehead was quite clear that
natural science must omit from consideration the relevance of the
knowing mind. This is what is intended by his statement that “nature is
closed to mind.”!* In metaphysics, the inclusion of mind in one’s fun-
damental outlook is a necessity for a philosophy of nature, but in the
philosophy of natural science “it blows up the whole arena.”?> The
concern with nature only as an object of perceptual knowledge, as the
terminus of sense-perception, does not involve us in the synthesis of
knower and known.'® Science must be able to conduct investigations
and experiments without reference to the fact that what is being studied
is known by a mind.

In The Concept of Nature Whitehead provides an argument for this
position. The basis for nature’s closure to mind depends largely upon
the adoption of two related points: (i) his definition of nature as “that
which we observe in perception through the senses”; and (ii) the realis-
tic premise that the object of sense-observation is not thought but
something which is “self-contained as against thought.”'7 The first
point bears little resemblance to the empiricism of Locke, Berkeley, or
Hume; nor is it a simple phenomenalism. What is disclosed to the senses
is nature itself, not just a datum in the mind that cannot be checked
against reality. The rejection of the concept of knowledge in which the
mind knows the world only mediately lies at the heart of Whitehead’s
protest against the bifurcation of nature. The second point secures the
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independence of the object of thought from thought itself. When we
make an observation, we perceive something that is not mind. That is,
the datum for natural science is not at all mental, for if whatis perceived
is considered a fact of individual psychology only, no scientific asser-
tions about nature can be tested.!8 Science requires objectivity, that is,
that its objects be separate and prior to perception and thought. White-
head’s argument here is an attempt to provide a realistic foundation for
such a self-contained system of nature. But in doing so the argument
“does not carry with it any metaphysical doctrine of the disjunction of
nature and mind.”1? It attempts only to set up the basis upon which a
limited inquiry can be carried out, namely, the investigation of the
coherence of things perceptively known.

Along with his critique of matter, Whitehead delivers a blow to the
doctrine that has accompanied the metaphysical substratum view. The
bifurcation of nature has grown up alongside the classical concept as a
supreme example of incoherence continually fostered by philosophers
and scientists. It is the view of nature as partitioned into two systems of
reality: a world of phenomenal appearances in the mind, and a world of
objects that are the inferred causes of the appearances. More generally,
Whitehead’s protest is against any view in which there is a division into
nature perceived and nature unperceived. The bifurcation of nature
reached its peak in seventeenth-century cosmology as the representa-
tive theory of perception. Whitehead calls it the “theory of physics
additions.” Properties of nature are understood as furnished by the
perceiving mind, while nature itself is left with elementary particles and
the energy that causes the psychic additions. The result is that we end up
with two systems of nature which are real in different senses. The
reality of matter is never known, but only conjectured, while the reality
of appearance is known but remains a dream.20

Whitehead argues that there is no way to establish the very distinc-
tion between our ways of knowing about the two parts of nature as thus
partitioned.2! The distinction itself is outside of natural knowledge.
But science is concerned with the coherence of the known, not with the
cause of the known. So any view that bifurcates nature is essentially a
failure to make clear the relations between things perceptively known.

As a remedy, Whitehead proposes to view nature as one system of
relations; there is no apparent nature, only nature as known in percep-
tual knowledge. All knowledge of nature must come from within na-
ture. Anything else is an artificial addition.

Undoubtedly Whitehead was sympathetic to the New Realists, with
whom he was closely associated, though he was by no means merely
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one among them. But the Idealist claim that science and metaphysics
operated on different levels of reality could not have won his approval.
Science was not an “ideal construction” simply because it required the
1solation of its objects and external relations. Science and metaphysics
are rather different aspects of one human enterprise, namely, the under-
standing of ourselves and the world in which we live.

The central epistemological point, that what is perceived is not just
one’s own mental state but a directapprehension of nature itself, secures
the basis of realism, and is not repudiated in Whitehead’s later writings.
But the character of his realism should have alerted his compatriots. We
must see this doctrine as playing a limited role in his thinking for the
sake of scientific objectivity. For the moment he is leaving out the
character of the percipient event in order to concentrate attention on
the perceived event. But even in the philosophy of natural science the
conditions for percipience are important for understanding what is
disclosed in perception.?? Perception is considered a natural relation
between percipient events and perceived events.

11

Having given sufficient criticism to the classical view, Whitehead is
now prepared to answer the question which he says has been made
urgent by modern speculative physics: “What are the ultimate data of
science?”23 This takes the form of a “survey of the kinds of entities
which are posited for knowledge in sense-awareness, ”24 and it is at this
point that he advances his notion that within any one duration we
perceive nature as a complex of events and objects. The sharp distinc-
tion between these two types of primitive entities constitutes the most
prominent feature of his philosophy at this stage.

When Whitehead introduced his idea of an event in The Concept of
Nature, he wrote:

What we discern is the specific character of a place through a period
of time. This is what I mean by an “event.” We discern some specific
character of an event. But in discerning an event we are also aware of
its significance as a relatum in the structure of events. 2>

For the philosophy of natural science, events are the primary constitu-
ents of reality. As early as “On Mathematical Concepts of the Material
World,” Whitehead had been heading in this direction,* and with the

*See Volume I, page 302.
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dematerialization of nature that was implied by the concept of vibratory
energy in the field theory, the event was the most likely candidate for
the basis of nature. There is no going behind events to find anything
more basic or substantial; rather, all aspects of endurance and stability in
nature must be explained in terms of events of varying durations. For
example, Whitehead raises the point that Cleopatra’s Needle on the
Embankment in London may not seem to be an event by comparison
with the short duration of a traffic accident. “It seems to lack the ele-
ment of time or transitoriness.”2¢ But he argues that the abiding struc-
ture is simply a relatively stable situation in the stream of events con-
stituting this permanence of character, and the difference between it and
the traffic accident is merely one of time-span.

With Whitehead’s critique of instantaneous time and his acceptance
of the concept of the specious present, the impersonal time of physics
and the personal time of psychology are on a closer footing. Mathe-
matical time, like mathematical space, is simply a logical construction.
As he puts the point in The Concept of Nature:

Time is known to me as an abstraction from the passage of events.
The fundamental fact which renders this abstraction possible is the
passing of nature, its development, its creative advance.?’

At one point he even speculates that perhaps the “alliance of the passage
of mind with the passage of nature arises from their both sharing in
some ultimate character of passage which dominates all being,”?8 but
while noting this affinity, he does not pursue it here. He is, however,
concerned to show that the conditions for empirical observation are
consistent with what is actually observed as the passage of nature. The
events constituting nature and the specious present of the observer both
happen as temporal slabs.

Every observation of external nature reveals certain facts concerning
events. Whitehead calls these facts the “constants of externality”; they
are the assumptions common to all the sciences of nature and chiefly
concern the relations called “extension” and “cogredience.” It is impor-
tant to keep in mind the primary role extension plays in understanding
Whitehead’s view of the passage of nature here. Extension exhibits
events as actual matters of fact which issue in various spatial and tem-
poral relations. As in the pre-speculative epistemology, this is defined
by whole-part relations and is crucial to the “method of extensive
abstraction.” Events are nestled in one another so that overlapping and
inclusion occur. Cogredience, on the other hand, is the “preservation of
unbroken quality of standpoint within the duration.”2 It is the defini-
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tion of a presented expanse by a percipient event, that is, how our
awareness of nature occurs from within and defines our unequivocal
“here.”30 The significance of the relation of cogredience is crucial to
Whitehead’s attempt to characterize the perception-from-a-standpoint-
here-and-now for “the relativistic conclusion that individual percep-
tivity is the ultimate physical fact.”3!

We should return, for the moment, to consider further Whitehead’s
basic distinction between events and objects in the diversification of
nature. Events are here and now; they happen once and do not repeat
themselves. Objects, on the other hand, are the recognita discriminated
in any one complex of events. They are the things that can happen again
and retain their identity across time. Repetition of objects in the passage
of nature is what makes science possible. The discovery of the laws of
nature, for instance, is due to the fact that the characters of events repeat
themselves in some fairly stable fashion. Whitehead distinguishes three
different kinds of objects: “sense-objects” such as individual colors,
sounds, or textures; “perceptual objects” such as the ordinary macro-
scopic bodies of perceptual experience; and “scientific objects” such as
electrons and molecules. The sense-objects are the empirical building-
blocks that are compounded in various ways to form the perceptual
objects. The scientific objects, however, perform quite a different func-
tion in the system of natural knowledge. Although never observed
directly, they are conceived as necessary for the physicist’s task of
obtaining a simple expression of the character of events. The scientific
objects are therefore crucial to the whole basis of physical measure-
ment: they are “the things in nature to which the formulae refer.”32

The concept of “ingression” is introduced here and retained through-
out Whitehead’s later metaphysical thought. It expresses the general
relation of objects to events, that is, how the object is an ingredient in
and throughout some duration of nature. The different types of objects
discriminated in events express different “modes” of ingression. That
is, every type of object has its own peculiar relation to an event and so
issues in a different mode of ingression.

The whole apparatus of events as providing the situation for objects
was originally put forth to correspond to a difference evident in percep-
tion rather than as a metaphysical duality. But in making the distinc-
tion, the crucial point to keep in mind for Whitehead’s epistemology is
that all we know of nature is in nature itself and not bifurcated into a
system in which scientific objects constitute the true reality and sense-
objects have a derivative status in the mind only. As Whitehead puts the
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point, “the red glow of the sunset should be as much part of nature as
are the molecules and electric waves by which men of science would
‘explain’ the phenomenon.”33

The theory of perception which underlies Whitehead’s whole phi-
losophy of natural science contains an important distinction between
what he calls, in The Concept of Nature, “the discerned” and “the dis-
cernible,” and in The Principle of Relativity, “cognizance by adjective”
and “cognizance by relatedness.”34 Besides the entities of the field that
are directly perceived, we are aware of distant entities as mere relata.
They are undiscriminated as to quality, but nonetheless must be in-
cluded in order to complete the spatial relations of that which is per-
ceived. The discernible might be something as simple as the unper-
ceived center of a billiard ball or as complex as the spatial relations
beyond our star-system.

The discerned and the discernible lie at the core of Whitehead’s
doctrine of significance. This is essentially his view that sense-
awareness involves these two distinct but inseparable types of aware-
ness. What is discerned is always a part of the broader field of the
discernible. In fact, significance means that the events whose characters
are not discerned are known through being signified, in a uniform
manner, by other events. Previously, in “Space, Time, and Relativity,”
Whitehead had put this notion in terms of a uniform texture of immedi-
ate experience. The expansion of this ascription of “texture” into a
central doctrine was probably due to his search—evident in the essays
of 1915—17—for the best way to formulate the ideal or hypothetical
perceptions that seemed to be necessary additions to sense-data if ge-
ometry, smooth and complete enough to be a scientific concept, was to
be constructed.3>

In a note that Whitehead appended to The Concept of Nature while
reading proof, he removes the limitation of significance to space-
relations within a duration, and argues for a wider application. There is
a significance of a percipient event “involving its extension through a
whole time-system [of durations] backwards and forwards,” he rea-
sons. “In other words, the essential ‘beyond’ in nature is a definite
beyond in time as well as in space.”36 He considers this an improvement
because it furthers the assimilation of time and space in one theory of
extension.

The most thorough exposition of the doctrine of significance is con-
tained in a lecture entitled “The Relatedness of Nature,” delivered be-
fore the Royal Society of Edinburgh in 1922. Itis reprinted as Chapter I
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of The Principle of Relativity. Aside from being thorough, it is also quite
an advance over the doctrine in The Concept of Nature.

Whitehead began his lecture by saying that he felt some “natural
diffidence” in speaking upon the theme of relatedness “in the capital of
British metaphysics, haunted by the shade of Hume.”37 Instead of be-
ginning with fact as a multiplicity of subjects qualified by predicates,
Whitehead conceives of “fact as a relationship of factors” and then
argues for a ground of uniformity in nature. The polyadic relations of
Principia Mathematica which Russell once said gave thought wings now
play an important role in Whitehead’s treatment of nature. By “fact” he
has in mind the present-whole of immediate experience, or the all-
embracingness of reality, in which a multiplicity of “factors” are em-
bedded. Factors include not only the various types of objects but also
the finite events in which objects have their ingression. The process of
discriminating such factors Whitehead calls “cogitation.”* He distin-
guishes two kinds of awareness of nature: awareness “by adjective” and
awareness “by relatedness. 738

Every factor we discriminate is an abstraction from the totality of
nature; the discrimination effects a limitation within that totality; the
discriminated factor signifies factors other than itself. I can see and touch
the things in the room where I sit, but I am not completely ignorant of
the events now going on in the closed room next door. What I can
know about those events, I know by relatedness, not by adjective.
Generally speaking, I can be aware of an object by adjective and aware
of its significance as a relatum, but I do not need to know all the related
factors by adjective in order to see how that factor has a place in a larger
system of fact.

In applying this doctrine to scientific objects, Whitehead argues that
hypothetical entities such as electrons have been introduced as more
precise adjectival objects which reduce the contingency of nature. The
electron itself is a contingency but a much more simplified one than the
sort involved in the complex relationships of sense-objects. The “his-
torical route” of an electron is the same adjective qualifying events from
the past to the present and on into the future. Whitehead thus conceives
the aim of science as the reduction of contingency by the discovery of
adjectives that explain causal relations.

*In his wife’s copy of The Principle of Relativity Whitehead here wrote in the margin:
“‘Cogitation’ is a bad term; ‘Demonstration’ is better; or even ‘Abstraction.””
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1v

Given the overall framework of events and objects, we must now
turn our attention to the ingenious logical procedure Whitehead inven-
ted for defining the elements of space and time out of the fundamental
relation of extension. “Extensive Abstraction” is the name he gave to
this technical instrument. It is the procedure which takes us gradually
from the rough world of ragged-edged events to the smooth world of
physics. Moreover, it serves as the crux of his whole system of natural
knowledge, for the essential notions of “points,” “lines,” and “instants”
must find their place within the fabric of science despite being unper-
ceivable. The smooth world of speculative physics now receives a more
precise articulation by being defined as certain logical functions of what
is perceived in durations.

There are several expositions of this technical device between 1905
and 1929. Some are indeed very complex, since the range of entities
requiring definition involves Whitehead in special applications of suita-
ble abstractive classes in each case. For our purposes, however, we need
grasp only a broad outline of his procedure and examine its central
philosophical significance. In this section I shall focus attention on the
procedure Whitehead put forth in The Principles of Natural Knowledge,
and to some extent, his modifications in The Concept of Nature.

In Chapter V, I explained the basic problems with which Whitehead
was concerned in developing this method. With one stroke he attempts
to solve two different but related problems: (i) to give the relational
theory of space and time the exact mathematical formulation its pre-
vious adherents neglected to provide; and (ii) to answer the epistemo-
logical question (of central importance for an empirical science), “How
is the space of physics based on experience?” According to the relational
point of view, anyone who makes a statement about a point P in physi-
cal space is really talking about a certain set of relations between ex-
tended things. But what are these relata and relations? By this formula-
tion of the problem, the interest in “bridging the gap” between spatial
experience and scientific concepts is centered upon a demand for a
definition of the point of physical space, that is, the space in which
natural phenomena occur, and which the mathematical physicist has in
mind when he writes ordinary differential equations. Of course we
require similar definitions for all “ideal” spatial and temporal entities,
but if the refinement to points can be accomplished, then we can easily
define all the other geometrical entities of physics as well.

The importance of the role events play in Whitehead’s thought now
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results in a significant modification of his procedure in the 1915-17
papers. The principles of inferential construction also fade from the
picture and are replaced by a more rigorous application of the logic of
classes. The change in world-view, however, is the most important
change to keep in mind; events with volume and duration replace sense-
objects as the basic particulars within which his method operates. That
is, Whitehead conceives space- and time-relations as holding between
four-dimensional events instead of sense-objects or thought-objects or
perceptions. This is certainly an improvement in that he escapes criti-
cisms to which his earlier view was subject. The pre-speculative episte-
mology suggested to a stronger degree that all the geometrical concepts
could be built up from perceptions. But if this were literally the case,
our perceptions of diminishing volumes would terminate in a finite
number, and points, lines, and places would never be reached. Quite
clearly the properties of extension involve a conceptual element in that
they are contributed by the mind rather than by sense-perception. The
awareness of nature as a present-whole requires that we put these con-
ceptual elements to work. Otherwise we should have no idea of how
the parts of this whole are apprehended as extensively related events.
Although Whitehead never attempted to construct the elements of
space and time from pure sensa alone (as Russell did), his change of
framework to events puts him on a more solid footing.

In the Enquiry Whitehead begins his systematic development of ex-
tensive abstraction with a set of axioms that state the fundamental
properties of the whole-and-part relation of extension. The key notion
1s that events extend over one another either spatially or temporally or
in both ways. For the sake of lucid exposition we will ignore the tem-
poral dimension of events and substitute the term volume for event,
provided that we keep in mind that the term stands not for the volumes
of pure geometry but for portions of the expanse of nature displayed in
perception, like the volume of the room in which we sit. Whitehead
states that the relation of extending over is transitive (i.e., if A extends
over Band Bextends over C, then A extends over C) and asymmetrical;
thatits field is compact or dense (i.e., between any two volumes, one of
which encloses another, there is a third which encloses the second and is
enclosed by the first); that every volume encloses other volumes and is
itself enclosed by other volumes; and that for any two volumes there
exists a third enclosing both of them.3° The spatial continuity of nature
is further expressed by the assumption that every volume joins others.
This relation of junction is defined in terms of extensions, and will
make it possible to speak of two volumes as having an exact common
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boundary—if we have made the general assumption that volumes have
exact demarcations instead of the vague ones they exhibit in perception.

The next step in the method is the definition of “abstractive sets” of
volumes. This sets up the framework that makes possible a conver-
gence to simplicity with diminution of extent. To get a clear idea of
how Whitehead is proceeding at this stage we should imagine a set of
spheres concentric to a certain point. But neither this notion of a point,
nor that of any regular geometrical figure, enters into the definition.
The abstractive set is defined by only two conditions: (i) of any two of
its volumes, one encloses the other; and (ii) there is no volume which is
a common part of every volume of the set. Hence each set is composed
of an infinite series of successively smaller volumes that converge with-
out arriving at a final volume. Abstractive sets are now conceived in
terms of classes and types of classes such that sets which diminish in all
three dimensions are distinguished from those which diminish in one or
two dimensions only; thus sets which are needed to define points are
separated from those which are needed to definelines and planes. In the
process of convergence certain relations are excluded or simplified, but
this is precisely the process whereby the ideal simplicity is reached. The
“abstractive element” (point, line, plane, etc.) is defined as the class of
all equivalent abstractive sets of the same type. As Whitehead puts it:

An “abstractive element” is the whole group of abstractive sets
which are equal to any one of themselves. Thus all abstractive sets
belonging to the same element are equal and converge to the same
intrinsic character.40

Having arrived at this definition, Whitehead’s procedure allows us
to translate any statement about points into a statement about abstrac-
tive elements. For example, the statement “points A and B are two feet
apart” can be translated into the language of extensive abstraction to
mean “abstractive elements A and B are such that by going down their
tail-ends we can always find a volume x in A and a volume y in B such
that the distance between x and y approximates two feet within any
limit, however small, that we may wish to assign.” The abstractive
element therefore replaces the notion of a point as an entity radically
different from anything known in our experience of the physical world,
but believed to be an ideal limit of diminution of extensions.

Perhaps the most common error in attempting to understand White-
head’s method of arriving at points or any of the other geometrical
entities is in thinking that they are actually reached as the end of the
process of abstraction. We might be inclined to think of points as tiny
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extended entities, or as limits of diminishing volumes, but this is not the
way Whitehead is thinking of them. This is, in fact, to raise the very
problem he is attempting to solve: to define points without having to
ascribe to them the same ontological status as perceptible volumes.
Whitehead is conceiving points, lines, and planes as entities of a higher
logical type which have all of the formal properties they had before, but
denying them the status of real volumes. They are mere ideals of
thought to which the members of the representative abstractive sets
approximate more and more down toward the smaller ends. The great
merit of defining the geometrical entities in this manner is that they are
viewed as logical functions of extension instead of actual particulars of
nature, yet they do the same mathematical work that is required.

In The Concept of Nature the procedure of extensive abstraction is
further clarified by the introduction of quantitative series of measure-
ments.*! Whitehead begins by defining the successive members of the
abstractive sets as
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and then the quantitative expressions as
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which characterize the relations of the successive volumes. Whitehead
now argues that even though s will converge to nothing (since the series
is infinite), the set of quantitative expressions q(s) converges to a class of
limits I(s). A series of quantitative measurements
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corresponds to the members of g(s) and may converge to a definite limit
in the class I(s). So even though an abstractive set of convergent vol-
umes does not terminate in one final volume, but rather generates an
infinite number of unobserved volumes from a finite number of ob-
served volumes, the ideallimit is approached in the quantitative series.
As Whitehead says, “the set s does indicate an ideal simplicity of natural
relations, though this simplicity is not the character of any actual [vol-
ume] in s.”42

From the methodological point of view, Whitehead’s procedure is
the exact opposite of that of Descartes. Instead of starting with geome-
try and then working to find a fit with observed phenomena, White-
head defines the exact concepts of space and time out of the relations
contained within perceptible durations. This gives him the advantage
of not having to assume that the relation between experience and geom-
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etry is a solid bridge. In his view it is rather a continual process of
refinement to abstraction. He says that the object of this method com-
pares with that of the differential calculus in that “it converts a process
of approximation into an instrument of exact thought.”43 But where
the differential calculus determines unknown quantities from known
ones, extensive abstraction begins with perceptible volumes and deter-
mines routes of approximation for geometrical entities by repeated
applications of the principle of convergence to simplicity.

v

Between 1914 and 1924 Whitehead’s normal teaching at the Imperial
College consisted in standard courses in applied mathematics. The chief
exception was lecturing on relativity, which was very close to his own
research.

The theory of relativity exercised an enormous influence on White-
head’s thinking, as it did on every other live mind that had an interest in
physics or the philosophy of science. As we have seen, its main effect on
him was that it accelerated the application of his logical and epistemo-
logical studies on a grand scale. A comparison of The Principles of
Natural Knowledge with his earlier writings suggests that among specific
ideas, thinking about the idea of time was what the physical theory
most sharply stimulated in him. He had long been peculiarly interested
in relating geometry to motion, and had he not been consumed by the
Principia collaboration and by the educational activities he plunged into
afterward, he might have worked out a theory of space-time much
earlier.

When he published his theory of relativity in 1922, the works of
Larmor, Lorentz, Einstein, and Minkowski had been thoroughly di-
gested by physicists. Whitehead was clearly conscious of the debt he
owed these thinkers. But while he had great praise for their works, he
was also acutely aware of many serious problems in the foundations of
the new synthesis. As he so aptly stated at the conclusion of Part of The
Principles of Relativity, “the worst homage we can pay to genius is to
accept uncritically formulations of truths which we owe to it.”44

The bulk of Whitehead’s criticism of the emerging scientific theory
is centered on Einstein. In what follows I shall limit my discussion to
three points of Whitehead’s disagreement with Einstein: (i) the basis for
constructing a general theory of relativity; (i) the underlying unifor-
mity of space-time; and (iii) the basis for measurement.

Whitehead wrote a short piece in the London Times Educational Sup-
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plement in 1920 entitled “Einstein’s Theory: An Alternative Sugges-
tion.”4> For the general reader it is the clearest statement of his disagree-
ments with Einstein. Whitehead, for example, argues that Einstein’s
invariant property of the velocity of light is at odds with the results of
his later Theory of General Relativity. Three other papers concerning
relativity were delivered to the Aristotelian Society by Whitehead in
1922 and 1923, the mostimportant being “The Philosophical Aspects of
the Principle of Relativity,” the other two as short contributions to
discussions, “The Idealistic Interpretation of Einstein’s Theory” and
“The Problem of Simultaneity: Is There a Paradox in the Principle
of Relativity in Regard to the Relation of Time Measured to Time
Lived?” The first two of these papers document Whitehead’s skepticism
regarding the compatibility of the theory of relativity with philosophi-
cal idealism of the Berkeleian sort. They are certainly worth reading as
clarifications of the character of his realism at the time.

The Principle of Relativity is virtually unintelligible apart from the
system of natural knowledge he worked out in the Enquiry. Unlike
Einstein’s procedure of developing a General Theory from the limited
applications of his Special Theory, Whitehead’s theory of relativity is
based on the results of his earlier investigations in geometry and ki-
nematics. For him, Einstein had constructed his theory upon an empiri-
cal foundation that was too narrowly restricted to laboratory opera-
tions. Whitehead thus constructs his theory without reference to
“special facts” pertaining to the measured velocity of light or to other
observations.

The central focus of Whitehead’s theory is the notion of stratified
time-systems within a four-dimensional space-time manifold. This sets
up the basis for his explanation of the relative motion of objects.

He begins with the fundamental facts of observation, namely, dura-
tions, which are events with finite temporal and infinite spatial exten-
sion. He then postulates different families of durations to define differ-
ent time-systems, and by an application of his method of extensive
abstraction arrives at the various loci of four-dimensional space-time.
The definition of parallel durations is the crucial starting point. Dura-
tions are parallel when any two are extended over by a third; otherwise
they are non-parallel. Now if we take an abstractive set of durations as
converging to a moment, thus defining the abstractive element, we ob-
tain a three-dimensional section as our ideal limit. The families of paral-
lel durations and their parallel moments are understood as constituting
the succession of time in any one system. In fact, for Whitehead, time is
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the abstraction of parallel moments from the sense of passage within
parallel durations.

What distinguishes his theory of relativity from Newton’s is the
recognition of an indefinite number of families of parallel durations
constituting different time-systems. 4 The parallel durations constitut-
ing any one time-system are non-interesting and define a Euclidean
space. Each time-system is thus analogous to a Newtonian absolute
space and time on its own. But where the different time-systems do
intersect (via non-parallel moments), Whitehead is able to construct the
geometry of the four-dimensional manifold. Two non-parallel mo-
ments intersect in a level and form an instantaneous plane in the time-
system of either moment. Three moments intersect in a rect, or an
instantaneous straight line. And four moments intersect in a punct, or an
instantaneous point. Parallelism of levels and rects is then defined by
various types of relations within a set of parallel moments, that is,
within any one time-system. This establishes the continuity of the
geometry across the time-systems.

Having arrived at the definition of parallelism as a type of succession
in any one time-system, Whitehead now brings into focus the impor-
tance of cogredience for the basis of motion and rest in the theory of
relativity. Cogredience, we recall, is the extension of a finite event
throughout a duration. If we regard the duration as the content of the
specious present of an observer, a cogredient event is a part of this
content which lasts through the whole duration and does not change its
position relative to the body of the percipient during the specious pres-
ent. The finite event can be some particular body or event-particle
which occupies successive positions in one time-system. A body at rest
is simply the historical route intersecting the moments of our time-
system in a sequence of instantaneous points. It is at rest for an observer
whose specious present includes this body within the permanent space
of that time-system. But relative to the space of another time-system,
this body is moving in a straight line. The intersection of these two
time-systems thus defines the perpendicular, and it is on this basis that
motion and rest gain their meaning in the theory of relativity. That is,
motion and rest depend on the time-system that is fundamental for the
observation. 47

By means of a complex system of event-particles, routes, stations,
and point-tracks, Whitehead works out in precise manner the details of
the stratified time-systems from which he defines motion and rest. The
most important point of this mathematical apparatus, however, is that
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the whole of space-time is derived from the basis of events and that its
structure is simply the underlying order of extension, of which physics
investigates the contingent relations and geometry expresses its uni-
form relatedness. 48

This uniform structure of space-time formed from the basis of alter-
native time-systems marks Whitehead’s most distinctive contrast with
Einstein. It also discloses the connecting thread between his system of
natural knowledge and his theory of relativity.

Einstein came to the conclusion that space-time is heterogeneous,
that 1s, that the structure varies with its contents because of peculiarities
in the distribution of matter throughout the universe. For example,
Einstein argues that at every point of physical space the state of matter at
that point defines the metrical character of the space-time continuum.
The presence of matter distorts the uniform space-time structure and
results in a curved space-time. But in Whitehead’s view, this is an
unnecessary conclusion since it largely depends upon acceptance of the
traditional concept of matter. Once the metric of space is defined in
terms of objects ingredient in events, no essential connection is required
with the distribution of matter. Objects in events form patterns, and the
space-time of our perception is conceived as continuously uniform with
the more refined space-time of scientific objects.

For Whitehead, the kind of uniform significance which lies at the
base of nature is most obvious in our own specious present. That is, the
manner in which any one duration includes constituent events embed-
ded in a whole-part relatedness is considered analogous to the way in
which extensive events in nature form a homalodial space-time con-
tinuum. It is on this score that Whitehead achieves a thoroughly consis-
tent epistemology lying behind his relativity. It is also crucial for his
alternative theory of measurement.

Given the sketch of Whitehead’s theory of relativity presented thus
far, time and space as yet have no metrical properties—only relations of
order. But the uniformity central to Whitehead’s non-metrical geome-
try is understood as presupposed in every application of metrics. For
him the very possibility of measurement depends on exact congruence
between regions of space. Otherwise we should not have any standard
for determining what we mean by certain distances.

Whitehead argues that Einstein’s heterogeneous space-time struc-
ture leads to the result that there can be no definite rules of congruence
which apply in all cases. Since Einstein’s theory depends on operational
procedures involving the transmission of light signals, measurement
depends on the contingencies of the physical field. But this being the
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case, there can be no conditions which remain the same for the opera-
tions of measurement. As Whitehead argues: “Practical measurement
merely requires practical conformity to definite conditions. The theo-
retical analysis of the practice requires the theoretical geometrical
basis.”49

With the definitions of parallelism and perpendicularity in hand, he
pursues his analysis of congruence in the multi-dimensional framework
of alternative time-systems. Congruence applies to the comparison of
spatial regions within alternative time-systems. The resulting measure-
ment will depend on the fact that congruent geometrical elements re-
peat each other. For Whitehead, congruence is founded on this notion
of repetition.

Whitehead’s theory of relativity did not fare well with physicists.
Eddington, who had done much to get Einstein’s work accepted, re-
marked in 1933 that he could now see that in some respects the philoso-
pher’s insight had been superior, but that it had come out of season for
the physicist.>0

About 1951 the theoretical physicist John L. Synge published three
lectures which he gave at the University of Maryland, The Relativity
Theory of A. N. Whitehead.>! In 1961 he wrote to me from the Dublin
Institute for Advanced Studies:

[ was a champion for Whitehead for two reasons. First, there were
some things in Einstein’s theory I found obscure, and [ disliked the
way people discussed these matters. Secondly, I thought Whitehead
had not been paid due attention, and my contribution was really to
dig out his essential formula from his verbiage and to display it for
physicists to view.>2

Study of a paper by G. L. Clark, “The Problem of Two Bodies in
Whitehead’s Theory,” tore Synge away from Whitehead, “because it
seemed that his theory led to incorrect results.” Synge then wrote a
book on Einstein’s Special Theory of Relativity, and another on the
General Theory. Here is how he concluded his letter to me:

Whitehead, ingenious as he was, is not in the same street. Perhaps |
might put it this way. The further you go with Einstein, the richer
the view, but with Whitehead the reverse is true.>3

vi

In November 1922 Whitehead read his presidential address, “Uni-
formity and Contingency,” to the Aristotelian Society.54 Besides



128 ALFRED NORTH WHITEHEAD

carrying on his philosophy of natural science, it constitutes his chief
discussion in his London years of Hume’s skepticism. The first of his
many quotations from Hume is:

An annalist or historian, who should undertake to write the history
of Europe during any century, would be influenced by the connex-
ion of contiguity in time and place. All events, which happen in that
portion of space, and period of time, are comprehended in his de-
sign, tho’ in other respects different and disconnected. They have
still a species of unity, amidst all their diversity.>>

Thus Hume accepts the reign of space and time. It is the basis of his
critique of the idea of necessary connection among events. Whitehead
notes that when Hume writes of the constant conjunction of events and
the attendance of one event on another, those words

must mean spatio-temporal contiguity, or else the whole point of his
explanation of the idea of causation is lost. Accordingly the spatio-
temporal character of nature is a presupposition of Hume’s philoso-
phy. [ am not making any objection to Hume’s assumption; far from
it, I am claiming his support. What Hume says of the history of
Europe is true of any set of events.53¢

Whitehead remarks that the expectation of the usual “is the essence
of Hume’s doctrine.”>7 His criticism begins when he says that Hume
took it for granted that the experiencing subject has been awake, not
dreaming. But some dreams are usual; and a good nightmare is as vivid
an experience as Hume could wish. Only the failure of the dream to fit
into the uniformity of space and time proves the unreality of its content.
Whitehead cites his own dreams of hovering.58 In 1930 heard him tell a
Harvard seminar about one of those dreams: when he awoke he said, “I
can definitely hover.”

Hume’s point, that there is nothing in the accumulation of similar
instances to justify our belief in their continued recurrence, evokes this
undeniable comment:

It follows, that, if we are to get out of Hume’s difficulty, we must
find something in each single instance, different from every single
instance, which would justify the belief.5°

[t was typical of Whitehead to say that he was not solving Hume’s
problem, only indicating the direction in which a solution could be
found. He does not offer a description of the nature of a human experi-
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ence, alternative to Hume’s description, until he presents his Gifford
Lectures six years later.*

In terms of the different kinds of objects he discriminates in nature,
Whitehead expresses his insistence on causation by asserting that it is
the very nature of perceptual objects to be controls of the ingression of
sense-objects. Perceptual objects, if not knowable as adjectives of
events, are knowable by relatedness, through being signified in a uni-
form way.

Just before he sailed for America in 1924, Whitehead wrote six short
Notes for a second edition of the Principles of Natural Knowledge. In Note
I he said that he no longer held the class-theory of perceptual objects in
any form, and was trying in this book to get away from it. I think that
his temporary adherence to a class-theory resulted from his collabora-
tion with Russell on Principia Mathematica.

Whitehead’s assessment of Hume is completely fair. The biblical
reference is typical.

The rational conclusion from Hume’s philosophy has been drawn by
those among the lillies of the field, who take no thought for the
morrow. Hume admits this conclusion. 0

But Hume adds that all human life must perish if lived in accordance
with principles like his.

I wonder how Hume knows this: it must be that there is some
element in our knowledge of nature which his philosophy has failed
to take account of.6!

“Uniformity and Contingency” was not composed with only the
eighteenth century in mind. Whitehead continues:

Bertrand Russell adopts Hume’s position. He says:—*“If, however,
we know of a very large number of cases in which A is followed by B
and few or none in which the sequence fails, we shall in practice be
justified in saying ‘A causes B’ provided we do not attach to the
notion of cause any of the metaphysical superstitions that have gath-
ered about the word.”

Again I should like to know how Russell has acquired the piece of
information which he has emphasized by italics—*“we shall in prac-
tice be justified, etc.”

*But in a lecture he gave in 1927, he took issue with Hume’s denial of causal efficacy;
see Chapter X, Section viii.
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[ do not like this habit among philosophers, of having recourse to
secret stores of information, which are not allowed for in their sys-
tem of philosophy. They are the ghost of Berkeley’s “God,” and are
about as communicative.62

Having secured the notion of causation from Hume’s skepticism,
Whitehead concludes “Uniformity and Contingency” with a few words
in praise of John Maynard Keynes on probability and the problem of
induction. Keynes had submitted a fellowship dissertation on proba-
bility to King’s College in 1907, and Whitehead had been asked to judge
its merit.63 He thought that frequency theories of probability ought to
have received more serious consideration than Keynes gave them. So
Keynes did not receive the fellowship until later.
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n February 6, 1924, the President of Harvard Univer-

sity, A. Lawrence Lowell, wrote to Whitehead, asking

whether he would accept an appointment as Professor

of Philosophy for five years at $8,000 a year. (That was

then the top salary at Harvard.) A complex story lies
behind this invitation.

The first decade of the twentieth century had seen the golden days of
philosophy there, with William James, Josiah Royce, George Herbert
Palmer, George Santayana, and Hugo Miinsterberg. (Miinsterberg was
primarily a psychologist; until 1934 Psychology was not a department
but an appendage to Philosophy.) James retired in 1907 and died in
1910; in 1912 Santayana went to Europe for the rest of his life; Palmer
reached retirement age in 1913; Royce and Minsterberg died in 1916.
Late in 1919 the Professors of Philosophy—James Haughton Woods,
William Ernest Hocking, and Ralph Barton Perry—undertook respon-
sibility for finding men who could bring the Department’s standing up
again. Bergson, Russell, and John Dewey were sounded out.

A unique but seldom remembered merit of the old department was
Royce’s expertise in the philosophy of science; he had also offered
courses in symbolic logic, and brought Principia Mathematica to the
attention of graduate students. The Department would have a strong
man in the philosophy of science if Whitehead could be persuaded to
join it. Woods, as chairman, wrote to President Lowell about White-
head on March 10, 1920. Lowell replied, “We must go slowly about
Whitehead. . . . We must refrain rather ruthlessly from all additions
that can be avoided.” He feared a large deficit would be caused by a
prospective raising of salaries.!

Nothing more was done until the fall of 1923. This time the idea of
inviting Whitehead was put to Lowell by the biochemist Lawrence J.
Henderson, and the necessary money was supplied by Henry Osborn
Taylor.

Henderson was one of a group of about two dozen Harvard scientists
who called themselves “the Royce Club.” They took this name after
Royce’s death, for he had formed the group to meet regularly for sup-
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per and discussion of issues in the philosophy of science. On October
13 and 14 Henderson and two other members of the Royce Club, the
entomologist William Morton Wheeler and the applied mathematician
E. B. Wilson, were weekend guests at Taylor’s estate in Cobalt, Con-
necticut.2 Henderson—probably on a visit to England that summer—
had learned how close Whitehead was to retirement at the Imperial
College of Science and Technology.* Either Henderson or Taylor
quoted Bergson as saying that Whitehead was the best philosopher
writing in English.3 All the men knew and liked some of Whitehead’s
work; they felt it highly desirable that Harvard should get him.# The
upshot was that Henderson went to see Lowell. He was told that there
was no money. Taylor’s pledge removed Lowell’s objection. Even
after Harvard, at the end of 1926, changed the tenure of the appoint-
ment from five years to “without limit of time,” either Taylor or his
wife, Julia Isham Taylor, annually paid a sum equal to Whitehead’s
salary—until he retired in 1937.1 The Whiteheads knew nothing of this
until after Taylor’s death in 1941.

Henry Osborn Taylor was not a member of any academic faculty
and had not been since youth. He was well-to-do, a scholarly historian
with philosophical views. (His Medieval Mind appeared in 1911.) When
he made his pledge to Lowell, Taylor was almost seventy, childless,
and a strong friend of Harvard College. The Taylors had come to know
Whitehead on a visit to London, a few weeks before.5>

In an account of Whitehead’s appointment written in 1961 by Hock-
ing, Lowell’s letter of February 6 is not mentioned. Hocking wrote
instead:

On February 4, President Lowell sent by way of Taylor a formal
offer to Whitehead, with the appended remark: If you cable, you can
add that the professors in the Department of Philosophy are de-
lighted with the prospect of his coming.¢

No cable was sent, and the delivery of Lowell’s letter of February 6 was
delayed a week by a strike of dockworkers in Plymouth.?
Whitehead’s friend Mark Barr,$ living in New York at this time,

*For information about the Royce Club I am indebted to Hocking’s excellent article,
cited in note 6 of this chapter.

TWhitehead’s salary was kept at the statutory limit, which was raised to $9,000 in 1927,
and to $12,000 in 1930.

$See Chapter IV, Section v.
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was a confidential friend of Taylor’s. Early in January Barr sounded
out Whitehead, writing him that there was “a chance at Harvard”8 of a
five-year appointment. On January 13 Whitehead sent Barr a highly
significant letter in reply:

If the post should be offered to me, I should find the idea of going to
Harvard for five years very attractive. The post might give me a
welcome opportunity of developing in systematic form my ideas on
Logic, the Philosophy of Science, Metaphysics, and some more gen-
eral questions, half philosophical and half practical, such as Educa-
tion. . . . I donot feelinclined to undertake the systematic training of
students in the critical study of other philosophers. . . . If however |
should be working with colleagues who would undertake this side of
the work, I should greatly value the opportunity of expressing in
lectures and in less formal manner the philosophical ideas which
have accumulated in my mind.®

Twice in the course of his reply Whitehead wrote that he could not
commit himself in response to an “unauthorized” letter. Taylor next
enlisted Barr’s help in an effort to nail the appointment down. On
February 4 Taylor got a telegraphed assurance from Henderson: “Full
agreement President and Chairman Department Philosophy.” In a let-
ter he wrote to President Lowell the next day Taylor, after mentioning
the telegram, continued:

Thereupon I saw Mr. Barr and asked him to cable Whitehead that an
invitation had been mailed him for a five years professorship at
Harvard. This was to prepare him and forestall accidents.

Taylor then suggested that Lowell send Whitehead the formal offer in
writing at once. The President obliged with his letter of February 6,
mentioned at the beginning of this chapter.

The delivery of that letter was delayed a week by a dockworkers’
strike in Plymouth. Thus Taylor’s trick of getting Barr to cable White-~
head that an offer had been mailed before it was mailed—indeed, a day
before the President wrote it—had an unexpected utility.

Whitehead’s forty years in academic positions, culminating in his
London administrative work, had taught him—if so reticent a man
needed the teaching—not to count on, or even talk about, a job offer
until it came in writing from the person authorized to make it. I should
be astonished if someone were to produce evidence that Whitehead
talked about his Harvard offer before he had the offer in hand. The
interesting question is whether he kept silence even to Evelyn. I think
he did. The opportunity that fate was giving him for his old age was too
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special to share prematurely. Of course action on the offer would be
decided with Evelyn; but she was not privy beforehand, if there is any
truth in Lucien Price’s account of the arrival of Lowell’s letter:

The invitation to Harvard came in 1924, a complete surprise. The
letter was handed him by his wife on an afternoon which was dismal
without and within. He read it as they sat by their fire, then handed it
to her. She read it, and asked, “What do you think of it?” To her
astonishment he said, “I would rather do that than anything in the
world.”10

Whitehead did not need to, or want to, mull over the Harvard offer,
and Evelyn liked the adventure. In Whitehead’s letter of acceptance to
Lowell on February 24, he raised just one question: was he right “in
supposing that there will be a sum allocated for the expense of moving
my household from England to Cambridge?” Someone, most likely
Taylor, had mentioned this to him. Lowell replied that $1,000 would be
paid to Whitehead for this purpose. In his letter of April 6 Whitehead
astutely said: “It will be more convenient if it can be paid into my bank
account in Cambridge. If it comes to England, one-third of it will go in
income-tax.”

For Whitehead, the great thing about coming to Harvard as a pro-
fessor of philosophy was that he would be free to do just what he most
wanted to do—to develop the philosophical ideas that had accumulated
in his mind, and to express them in lectures.

There was an end to his heavy load of administrative work at the
Imperial College and in the University of London, and an end to teach-
ing the mathematical subjects that he knew too well. But not an end to
teacher-pupil relationships, which were always an essential part of his
enjoyment of life. He said to Evelyn, “I have long wanted to teach
philosophy.”!! He would not have to make any effort to maintain the
freedom Harvard gave him. It was part of his welcome.

The same mail that brought President Lowell’s letter of February 6,
1924, brought one sent the same day by Professor Woods.

As Chairman of the Department, I wish to say how glad each mem-
ber feels at the thought that you may decide to come. There is no
difficulty in arranging the plans of the Department so that you could
give your energy to the problems which interest you most.

Woods then asked whether Whitehead would like to give a lecture
course on the philosophy of science, and devote one evening a week to
discussion of metaphysics and logic with graduate students. These were
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the very subjects that Whitehead had mentioned in his January 13 letter
to Mark Barr. Woods’s letter ended,

We should welcome you and Mrs. Whitechead with the utmost en-
thusiasm, and we shall try to protect you from everything that
would interfere with the development of your thinking.

What more could he hope?

11

Whitehead left London for Liverpool on August 15, 1924, and sailed
for Boston on the SS Devonian the next day. He and his wife took her
maid with them; Mary had come to work for them as a young, un-
trained girl, had been in their London house for several years, and was
attached to them; she was willing to come to the American Cambridge.
Bringing her along was an example of that good judgment in practical
matters which Evelyn Whitchead had all her life. Mary’s presence made
everything easier.

Jessie Whitehead stayed in London but was expected to join them a
year later.

Whitehead began and finished such an incredible amount of philo-
sophical work in his first years at Harvard that one is tempted to sup-
pose he must have used the twelve days of the transatlantic voyage to
get a head start. He was notin a race, but he wanted, as always, to spend
a couple of hours of each day thinking and writing. Unfortunately, he
was not a good sailor. And he was too naturally courteous a man to shut
himself off for long from other passengers. On the ninth day out he
wrote to his son, North, “I have not been able to do any writing on
board—either too jumpy (at the beginning), or too much desultory
conversation since the fine weather.” “Jumpy” is explained by what he
had written four days earlier: “Intellectual operations have hitherto
been reduced to the basic principle of not being seasick” in rough
weather.

The Devonian was to reach Boston Harbor Tuesday afternoon, Au-
gust 26. Instead he was writing in the middle of that afternoon:

Darling North

Such a disappointment—just when we were off Boston har-
bour, about to pick up the pilot in half-an-hour, a sudden
storm struck us and is still keeping it up. They say that it has
come up from the Gulf of Mexico—anyhow it is a very healthy
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production. It was quite smooth before lunch—our luggage
piled in the passages ready for landing, everybody tipped,
goodbyes said and cards exchanged—when suddenly the wind
began to howl, etc.—just like the stage storm in Wagner’s Der
Fliegende Hollinder introducing the hero—the imitation on
Nature’s part is quite perfect.

America had greeted the immigrant philosopher with a summer
hurricane. It was the first in his experience. But as a boy he had grown
up beside the wicked Narrow Seas, in Ramsgate, where the harbor
works had been built to provide a haven for ships in distress between
Dover Strait and the mouth of the Thames. Nature’s violence was a fact
of human life. In his letter to his son Whitehead wrote:

One silly woman came up to apologise to us for the inclement nature
of the American weather which was greeting us. We assured her that
we blamed the Creator far more than the Yankees. She seemed quite
relieved at our taking that view of it.

The Devonian had to contend only with the edge of this hurricane—a
liner a little farther out to sea nearly sank—and was able to anchor at the
Quarantine Station that night.

Getting off the boat and through immigration and customs the next
morning was a matter of one long wait after another. Whitehead’s
account of the process in the letter he wrote to North that evening is
amusing. It will be found in Appendix B.

Although the Whiteheads knew no established Harvard people, four
persons were on the pier to greet them when they finally got off the boat
at 11:30. The four had been there since 8 o’clock.!2 Whitehead was the
sort of person for whom Americans, without being asked, went out of
their way to do things. The four were Woods, Henry Osborn Taylor
and his wife, who had come up from their home in New York City, and
Marjorie Tuppan.13 Miss Tuppan (of Gloucester, Massachusetts) had
been in London a few years earlier as a research student (in economics)
from Bryn Mawr College. The Whiteheads had taken her into their
house one Christmas and become fond of her, and she of them.

Woods, at fifty-nine, was the oldest of the tenured philosophers at
Harvard. His teacher, William James, had suggested that he enter the
field of Indian philosophy. He became expert in it, in Far Eastern
thought, and in Greek philosophy. He is now forgotten because he
published so little. He was a Boston gentleman and scholar with an
independent income, not a member of the new breed of professional
philosophers. He was intensely proud of the Harvard Philosophy De-
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partment, and raised money from outside sources to strengthen it.
Woods was the one who got assurance from President Lowell that he
would not veto Whitehead’s appointment on grounds of age (as he had
vetoed the offer of a professorship to John Dewey). Jim Woods—tall,
well built, goateed—was a very fine person, with an old-fashioned kind
of wit and humor. Whitehead felt more at ease with him than with
anyone else in the Department. The first day in Cambridge was all that
Woods needed to make Whitehead feel at home in the Harvard Yard.
Thereafter Woods helped him with everything, and for many years was
his most valued colleague in the Philosophy Department.14

11

Everyone seemed to conspire to make the first day on American soil
easy and pleasant. The twenty-five pieces of luggage, scattered in the
passageways when the hurricane struck, were all together on the pier. A
transfer company took the big pieces to a fine, smallish house at 116
Brattle Street. It had been engaged for the Whiteheads from September
through May. The traveling luggage went with the party into two
automobiles provided by Osborn Taylor.'> The destination was an
unoccupied apartment in Radnor Hall, on Memorial Drive. It belonged
to another friend, the Oxford psychologist William McDougall, who
had joined the Harvard faculty a few years earlier. The Whiteheads
would stay there until the house was ready for occupancy. Woods then
took Whitehead to the Colonial Club (predecessor of the Harvard Fac-
ulty Club) for lunch, and showed him the Yard and the rooms of
Emerson Hall, where he would teach.

Whitehead liked Cambridge at once. It was more like the English
Cambridge than any other American university town could be. He and
Evelyn were so pleased with McDougall’s riverside apartment that
Evelyn tried to rent another in the same building, and succeeded. Her
gamble also succeeded: a new tenant took the house on Brattle Street at
once. Whitehead wrote to North on October 4, “People are rather
astonished that Mummy managed to acquire simultaneously one of the
most desirable small houses and one of the most desirable flats in Cam-
bridge, things that people wait years for.” This was a sample of Evelyn
Whitehead’s quick genius in practical matters.

The apartment at 504 Radnor Hall was perfect for them. It was an
easy walk— Whitehead loved walking—to both the Harvard and Rad-
cliffe Yards. The living room and the study were reasonably spacious,
the dining room was just right for small dinners, the study was large
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enough to accommodate the seminary (as Harvard called seminars) that
would meet there on Friday evenings, and there was a room for Jessie
and one for Mary. What Whitehead liked best of all was the view down
and over the Charles River. And it was easy for Evelyn to furnish the
apartment graciously. The $1,000 that Harvard was paying for trans-
porting the Whitehead household across the Atlantic was more than
enough. The high American tariff* enabled them to bring from their
London flat the furniture that Evelyn guessed they would want and a
quantity of books: the steamship lines would rather carry such things to
the United States for a pittance than sail with holds nearly empty of
merchandise.

1v

“Idon’t understand,” Whitehead had written to North, “why people
go for a sea-voyage to rest; it doesn’t act that way with us.” His first
lecture would not be until September 23. Although he had hoped to
leave England in time to arrive at the beginning of August, he still had
plenty of time to rest from the voyage in his comfortable flat, and to
write his first lectures in philosophy.

Whitehead named the lecture course “Philosophical Presuppositions
of Science.” It would meet Tuesdays, Thursdays, and Saturdays at nine
o’clock in Radcliffe College, then at twelve in Emerson Hall. (This was
the Harvard-Radcliffe system all through Whitehead’s years.)

He would have an assistant to take care of routine chores and read
students’ papers. For this job Woods recommended, and the Depart-
ment chose, the most experienced of its untenured members, Raphael
Demos, who was thirty-two and had been Instructor and Tutor in
Philosophy for five years. Demos was the sort of young man White-
head found most interesting.

Born Demetracopoulos, he had come to Cambridge as a poor immi-
grant eleven years before; as a graduate student he had caught Bertrand
Russell’s attention when Russell was Visiting Lecturer at Harvard in
1914. Demos was absorbed in metaphysics (he had once given the Depart-
ment’s course in it) and—Ilike Whitehead—was a passionate admirer of
Plato. Demos and Whitehead had met in London in 1919, for young
Demos had impressed the Harvard Department, earned his Ph.D.
quickly, and been enabled to study for a year in the English Cambridge.

*Imposed by the Fordney-McCumber Act of 1922.
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Demos told me!6 that he could not recall that first conversation, but
vividly remembered the one which occurred upon his being assigned to
assist Whitehead. Whitehead took him by the arm, said “Let me explain
my philosophy to you,” and walked him up and down in front of
Emerson Hall for more than an hour, expounding his world-view.
Demos did not tell him that he did not understand it at all.17

Of course Whitehead felt some anxiety about lecturing for the first
time on philosophy. Just how should he teach the ideas he wanted to
expound, to students of whose capacities he knew nothing? And he was
a bit worried about not having the general competence in his discipline
which he had had when he taught mathematics, and which a professor
in Harvard University should have. He was certainly competent in the
philosophy of physics, but his main intention was to go beyond that,
from the data of science and the concepts underlying spatio-temporal
measurement to all sides of our experience of nature. He wanted to
discuss idealism versus realism, and the basis of knowledge of the past
and of the future, and to explore in a fresh way the ineluctable dualities
of human existence—becoming and perishing, time and the timeless,
actuality and possibility, individuality and continuity, fact and value.
He had never been too shy to talk about these big subjects. Perhaps no
oneis. But conversation about them was one thing, lectures at Harvard
another. So it was that in a letter, written the following April to North,
who was taking on a new job, he said:

I do so sympathize with you about having the wind up, over facing
work above one’s size and weight. Throughout my whole life, I
have been facing a series of situations of that kind. I don’t think I am
at all modest as to the things which I know I can do. But somehow
the actual tasks, which I have had to undertake, have always in-
volved a lot of things for which I know that I am incompetent.* And
as to my lectures here when the session opened—Oh my!

As Whitehead’s course was listed as a middle-level one, he could
assume that his students were familiar with Aristotelian logic, some of
Plato’s Dialogues, and the general positions of the chief modern phi-

*In his first teaching job (1884) Whitehead was an Assistant Lecturer in Mathematics at
Trinity College, Cambridge; he was to give honors students, in small classes, the special
preparation for the Mathematical Tripos which it was customary to get from a coach.
Whitehead knew that he lacked the intimate knowledge of these examinations which the
coaches had. Thelast task that Whitehead had to undertake in his mathematical career was
to assume the chairmanship of the large Department of Mathematics at the Imperial
College in London when Forsyth retired in 1923. It was not his forte.
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losophers. The presentation of his own ideas would involve contrasting
them with those doctrines in the European tradition which he accepted
and those which he rejected, especially in the thought of Plato, Des-
cartes, Newton, and Hume. He had begun to reflect on some of them
decades earlier, and in recent publications had included some criticism
of Aristotelian logic and of Hume. * He felt quite sure that he was right
in the basic criticisms he would make of Descartes’ position and
Hume’s. But he would not undertake an examination of their texts, or
write lists of their premises on the blackboard. What he had to say
would not be said as a scholar; his fresh approach would in fact be more
valuable; but the selectiveness of his learning might be noticed. Well, he
could handle that, by confessing it. In fact, he made a habit of exag-
gerating his ignorance.

v

The lectures began on Tuesday, September 23. The Harvard phi-
losophers all came to Emerson Hall to hear the first one, along with
almost all the graduate students and the college seniors who were con-
centrating in philosophy. Harvard had caught an original thinker, the
most distinguished man who had recently written in English on the
philosophy of science. What did he have to say to them?

James Wilkinson Miller, then a freshman graduate student—he
would become one of Whitehead’s junior colleagues, and finally pro-
fessor of philosophy at McGill University—sent me his recollection:

After the appropriate interval following the stroke of the bell,
Whitehead came in, dressed in nineteenth-century style, looking like
Mr. Pickwick, and beaming benevolently.18

The chairman of the Department, Professor Woods, came with him to
the platform and gave a short speech of introduction. Whitehead began
by saying what an honor it was to be at Harvard—the university of
William James. He probably mentioned other famous names. Then he
launched at once into his lecture, which he had specially prepared for
this occasion.

There does not seem to be any transcript of what Whitehead said.
What is certain is that he surprised and dumbfounded his audience.
Demos was probably the only one who had a notion of what was

*See Chapter VI, Section vi.
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coming. The others thought of Whitehead as an expert in the philoso-
phy of natural science, of physics in particular. They expected that his
lectures would be from the point of view of the book they knew, his
Concept of Nature (1920), with perhaps occasional deviations into Prin-
cipia Mathematica. Nothing of the sort came from Whitehead’s mouth.
As Miller remembers it,

the opening lecture plunged us into a morass of absolutely unin-
telligible metaphysics. . . . His longest and most difficult sentences
all ended . . . with the gleaming words, “ . . . you know.” We, of
course, didn’t know anything, so far as that lecture was concerned.
When the hour ended we were completely baffled, and in despair
about the course, but we were also all in love with Whitehead as a
person for somehow the overwhelming magic of his being had
shown through.1?

Miller was a student of epistemology and logic, of Hume and Russell;
he had little sympathy with metaphysics. This orientation was strong at
Harvard; half of Whitehead’s hearers were like Miller. The best-known
professional philosopher among them, Ralph Barton Perry, said after-
ward, “Those generalizations are too sweeping.”?0 A younger man,
Henry Sheffer, was the one who taught symbolic logic and carried on
research in it. He was heard to mutter as he left the room, “Pure
Bergsonianism: Pure Bergsonianism!”2! In this Department, that was
name-calling; one talked about facts and logical relations, not about
becoming or “process” and “reality”; profundity was out, cool analysis
was in. It might in some sense be true, as Whitehead said, that “we
experience the universe,” but one did not dwell on this kind of fact.

Demos remembers Whitehead’s first lecture as a kind of oration. He
told me that in his conclusion “the angels were singing.”

The professor whose interests were broader than those of anyone
else, Woods, was probably pleased. So, I am sure, was Ernest Hocking;
he was the unashamed metaphysician among them. The others, and the
students, would simply have to learn what kind of thinker was here.

The title that Whitehead had supplied for his course was “Philosoph-
ical Presuppositions of Science.” Miller and his friends would expect
presupposition to be treated as a logical relation between propositions.
Russell would have written on the blackboard some sentence express-
ing a proposition, like “Tuberculosis is caused by Koch’s bacillus,” and
explained that it presupposes that some diseases are caused by bacilli,
and that every disease has a cause.

But Whitehead wanted to talk about the dependence of a scientist’s
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conscious activity of identifying and investigating a phenomenon on
the general features of his experiencing the world, both features which
as a scientist he sets aside—for example, the values of nature—and
those which he uses, like the distinction between possibility and actu-
ality. In Whitehead’s practice, philosophy became the endeavor to de-
scribe the totality from which scientists abstract. This had first place in
his mind. Just before he left England, he had written in a Preface for the
second edition of his Enquiry Concerning the Principles of Natural Knowl-
edge, “I hope in the immediate future to embody the standpoint of these
volumes (that on The Concept of Nature and The Principle of Relativity) in
a more complete metaphysical study.” But this intention was not gen-
erally known: the second edition of the Enquiry would not be published
until 1925.

The next year, and for three years thereafter, Whitehead gave his
course a title that warned the unwary: “Philosophy of Science. General
Metaphysical Problems.” The students now enrolled would get a little
less metaphysics and more philosophy of mathematics and of physics in
the second semester than in this one; that was because Whitehead’s
lecture course and his seminar went with each other, in Whitehead’s
mind and for the graduate students; and Woods’s suggestion, accepted
by Whitehead, was that he offer a first-term seminar in metaphysics and
a second-term seminar in logic. Consequently, this autumn, graduate
students heard Whitehead’s metaphysical ideas in lectures and discussed
them with him in the seminar.

V1

How did Whitehead spend a lecturing day in his first term?* At nine
o’clock he lectured at Radcliffe to nine or ten undergraduate and post-
graduate women; only four of these were taking his course for credit.
He then went to an office in Widener Library that Harvard had given
him, to look over his notes. After refreshing himself with an orange and
alittle sandwich, he went to the Colonial Club for a short rest and a look
at the English news in the New York papers. At the twelve o’clock
lecture in Emerson Hall, his audience was about forty men, including
some of the faculty. More than half were auditors who wanted to hear
him expound his philosophy. “At the end of the lecture men come up

*[ draw on the description contained in his letter to North, November 9, 1924. The full
text of the letter will be found in Appendix B.
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and ask questions. I usually make an appointment or two for a chat in
my room at some other time.” By about a quarter of two, he would be
home for lunch and a rest. After tea, he read or wrote up lectures. “We
dine at seven, and go to bed at any time between 9 and 11.” Whitehead
was an early riser.

He told North in a later letter, “I lecture on what I like, and examine
the men on my own course.”22 To keep the credit students from worry-
ing about their grades while they were trying to understand his ideas, he
made a habit of not giving any grades lower than B minus.

Whitehead did not “deliver” his lectures. Seated in a chair behind a
table on the platform, he spoke to the class, which did not interrupt
him. Occasionally he consulted what he had written down for his
guidance. He did not keep those notes. I have not found anyone who
attended the lectures at Harvard in 1924-25, took detailed notes, and
kept them. But Louise R. Heath kindly supplied me with her notes of
Whitehead’s lectures at Radcliffe that year. The ideas that he presented
in the first weeks are of most interest, for he was expounding his own
philosophy, the ideas that, as I said in Section 1, had accumulated in his
mind. On October 21 Professor Hocking began to attend the lectures.
His notes from then to the end of the academic year may be found
in Appendix 1 of Lewis S. Ford’s The Emergence of Whitehead’s Meta-
physics.23 Those notes are valuable, because Whitehead enlarged or
changed his thought as he went on in the course. Sometimes he began a
lecture by saying he had been muddled in the preceding one.

Dr. Heath’s notes of the early lectures2* show that Whitehead began
by saying that each age has its dominant philosophy, which reveals
some aspect of a rationalism in human life. He proposed to elucidate the
nature of the scientific movement not by looking for the scientist’s
motives—that is a psychological business—but by asking what there is
in the nature of things which requires that science should have the
character it has. This is a metaphysical question. But metaphysics,
Whitehead said, is more than an exploration of the presuppositions of
science; its business is the critical appreciation of the whole intellectual
background of man’s life; it is as near to poetry as to science.

In the first lecture at Radcliffe, and repeatedly thereafter, Whitehead
insisted on the essential togetherness of things. In the past, he said, this
was obscured by Aristotelian classification and its success. He main-
tained the “complete relativity of reality,” and was expressing it “from
the point of view of a realist who finds Spinoza the most significant of
modern philosophers.” Early in the Radcliffe lectures Whitehead de-
clared that reality was process, or becoming, in which a social entity is
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realized. “True reality is achievement of reactive significance.” Of
course, nothing becomes in an instant of time; but the continuity of the
flux exhibits atomic structures as embedded in itself.

When Whitehead said that we must start from experience, he noted
Hume’s skeptical argument about knowledge of other occasions of
experience. He then repeated the sharp criticism of it that he had ex-
pressed in his presidential address to the Aristotelian Society two years
earlier, and concluded that Hume left scientific generalizations without
any justification. (The title of that presidential address was “Unifor-
mity and Contingency”;* it is a neglected classic.)

Soon Whitehead took up the status of physical objects. He presented
three theories: (i) the substance theory; he thought it “a linguistic cook-
up” to reduce all relations to predicates of substance; (i) Bertrand Rus-
sell’s theory that the object is a class of sense-data; is that what a boy
perceives when he catches a ball? (iii) Whitehead’s own theory that the
percipient somewhat vaguely but very insistently apprehends the con-
ditioning of the sensory data; Whitehead only suggested this theory,
which he did not affirm in print until Symbolism: Its Meaning and Effect
was published in 1927.

After remarking that for scientists electromagnetic phenomena “on
the whole give us the fundamental elements on which the universe is
built up,” Whitehead devoted several lectures to an exposition of Max-
well’s Equations for the electromagnetic field. He was as untechnical as
he could be. “Curl” and “divergence” did not appear, and instead of
speaking of differentials, he spoke of a temporal rate of variation and a
spatial rate of variation. He went on to the post-Maxwellian discoveries
of electrons and protons, and to Planck’s constant. His idea was to give,
as background for discussion of the physicist’s presuppositions, some
idea of the world as the physicist saw it. I do not think that in later years
he repeated his heroically untechnical exposition of Maxwell’s Equa-
tions.

Still, I was surprised to see how much of the language and doctrine of
Science and the Modern World Whitehead used in his first lectures at
Radcliffe. The “fallacy of misplaced concreteness” is there. So is the
claim that modern science was born of the union of methodical obser-
vation and a conviction of the rationality of God. And he spent a good
deal of time on his theory (not expressed after that book) that both
electrons and protons are built of ultimate corpuscles which he called

*See Chapter VI, Section vi.
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primates. An ingredient of the lectures which is absent from Science and
the Modern World and from Whitehead’s later publications is frequent
criticism of Russell’s position on the issues discussed in the lectures.*

A few other points in Whitehead’s early lectures at Radcliffe should
be noted. He remarked that the process of becoming, which is reality, is
open to consciousness, but an individual’s consciousness is aware of
only a small part of it. Process is essentially transition to otherness in
which something is always retained. We should think of the existence,
both of an atom and of a living thing, as rhythmic. (Whitehead called
attention to the chapter on rhythms in his Enquiry.) Biology is the
youngest of the sciences, and the study of physiological process has as
good a chance as any other for the discovery of new physical facts. “No
finite entity (Spinoza’s modes)” is in itself independently real, butis “a
mere abstraction.” And of course he came down hard on using “con-
figuration at an instant” as a basic concept in physical explanation.

From what Whitehead said in his first lectures, it appears that most of
the key ideas of his mature philosophy were in his mind when he
arrived from England; they needed precise verbalization, review, and
further development into a system.t On November 23, writing to
North about his lectures, he could say, “I am gradually feeling my way
into a metaphysical position which I feel sure is the right way of looking
at things.”

vil

Whitehead met his seminar on metaphysics Friday evenings from
7:30 to 9:30. According to his own class book, fifteen students enrolled
initin the fall of 1924. A few faculty members also attended. A student
read a paper on an assigned topic. Whitehead usually started the discus-
sion, then broke in from time to time. He wrote to North on Novem-
ber 9:

Itis great fun. The meni really discuss very well, with great urbanity

and desire to get at the truth. There is rather less assertiveness and
aggressive running of set theories than there would be at Oxford or

*For example, Whitehead discussed Russell’s Introduction to the English translation of
A. V. Vasiliev’s Space-Time-Motion, which Whitehead had recommended to his class.

tIn “Whitehead as I Knew Him” Hocking wrote, “Any impression that he began his
mature philosophical work in America is far from the fact.”

$This is Whitehead’s slip. There were a few women in the seminar.
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Cambridge. Also, of course, they are not so witty, or epigrammatic.
Any epigrams, that there are about, are let loose by me. I cannot
exaggerate to you how much the educated well-bred American dis-
likes bounce or assertiveness.

(Much has changed in American universities since 1924.)

At the beginning of the fall term several graduate students in phi-
losophy went together to Whitehead and asked if he would give a
course on Principia Mathematica.?> He answered that he would consider
making it the topic of his seminar on logic in the second half of the
academic year. One of those graduate students, Charles A. Baylis,
informed me that when the time came Whitehead held discussions of
*1—%5, “The Theory of Deduction,” with which the system of the
Principia began.26 Those articles presented only the primitive ideas and
propositions which were used in the logic of elementary propositions
(propositions which make no reference to “all” or “some”), the defini-
tion of implication, and the immediate consequences of these. Whitehead
explained that the controversial definition of “p implies q” as “either p is
false or g is true”* was harmless; but he did not, so far as Baylis remem-
bered, discuss C. I. Lewis’s sharp criticism of it.T Sheffer and Eaton
attended this seminar, but Lewis did not. He was working on his
epistemology, and Sheffer always worked alone; there was little inter-
change between the three eminent mathematical logicians in the Har-
vard Philosophy Department at this time.

Another student in the seminar on logic was a very bright senior in
Harvard College, J. Robert Oppenheimer. According to his memory,
Whitehead

gave a seminar on the Principia, and we worked through it at a pace,
which was both breakneck and shambling. From time to time he
would come to a theorem which puzzled him, and typically he
would say, “Well that was one of Bertie’s ideas.” I learned a lot from
him, perhaps more than I needed to know of mathematical logic and
a little, for one never knows enough, of the greatness of the human
spirit.27

It is not possible that the seminar “worked through” the three volumes
of the Principia, at any pace, in one semester. But *1—*5 occupy only 37

*This is known as Russellian or material implication.
tThis, and Russell’s answer to it (which might be summarized as “The definition is
harmless”), were set forth in Volume I, page 267.
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out of almost 2,000 pages. Surely Whitehead selected some later articles
of the Principia for exposition and comment; this would account for the
“breakneck and shambling pace” that Oppenheimer remembered.

viil
In Whitehead’s 1924 correspondence with Lowell and Woods, work
with individual graduate students was not mentioned. But when he
wrote to Woods on February 24 to accept his suggestions about the
lecture course and seminars, he added,

I shall expect, and hope, that individual students, or groups of stu-
dents, may find it profitable to come to me at other times for infor-
mal discussion.

On September 24, Susanne Langer wrote to Whitehead at Woods’s
suggestion.28 She was a Radcliffe graduate student, and wanted White-
head’s guidance in the writing of her Ph.D. thesis. She was living in
Worcester, Massachusetts, where her husband, the historian William L.
Langer, was teaching at Clark University. She came in by train to
attend Whitehead’s Friday evening seminar, and for an individual con-
ference about once a month.2? Her thesis was in symbolic logic. His
direct supervision of it was minimal: he read a few pages of an early
draft, to see if she had a good idea. After he saw that she did, she
submitted nothing more until the thesis was completed.3° There was
none of the chapter-by-chapter blue-penciling that became customary
when America went in for the mass production of Ph.D.s after the
Second World War. In Whitehead’s time, the candidates were assumed
to be grown up, and the professors were assumed to be engaged in
research when not teaching.

Mrs. Langer’s first published work was an article, “Confusion of
Symbols and Confusion of Logical Types.”3! It disagreed with Rus-
sell’s handling of that subject in the second edition (for which he alone
was responsible) of Principia Mathematica. She took the manuscript to
Whitehead, who said he could find nothing wrong with it. He then sent
it to the editor of Mind, G. E. Moore, asking him to publish it and, if he
had any doubts about that, to send it to Russell.32

Dissatisfied graduate students, if they were philosophizing along
unusual lines, found a champion in Whitehead. Scott Buchanan was
such a student. The Department was not inclined to accept his Ph.D.
thesis, “Possibility,” but Whitehead persuaded them to do so, and
practically took charge of Buchanan’s final oral examination in 1925.33
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Whitehead’s power in the Philosophy Department was always great.

During term, the Whiteheads were at home to students on Sunday
evenings. Others were welcome too. Nothing was allowed to interfere
with these at-homes, which became extremely popular; only the Frank-
furters’ rivaled the Whiteheads’. The refreshments were simply cookies
and hot chocolate.

In 1920 Harvard got C. I. Lewis to join the Philosophy Department.
He had earned a high reputation with his Survey of Symbolic Logic. When
Whitehead came, Lewis had begun work on his theory of knowledge,
which he called conceptualistic pragmatism. Whereas for Whitehead
metaphysics was prior to epistemology, for which it must provide a
niche, Lewis was quite Kantian. The year 1929 would see the publica-
tion of both Lewis’s Mind and the World Order3* and Whitehead’s mag-
num opus, Process and Reality. In his copy of the latter, Lewis wrote this
marginal comment on one passage: “Has got the metaphysical cart
before the epistemological horse, as usual.” Whereas Whitehead’s phi-
losophy was deliberately speculative, Lewis eschewed speculation, and
viewed philosophy as an effort to analyze and make explicit what we
already know. In short, these two men were philosophical opposites.
But there was no one in the English-speaking world who was White-
head’s equal in speculative philosophy, and no one who was quite
Lewis’s equal in analytic philosophy. Since Woods, Perry, and Hock-
ing were already at Harvard, and the junior men included H. M.
Sheffer, H. A. Wolfson (who became an authority on Spinoza and on
medieval philosophy), R. M. Eaton (who soon wrote a superb General
Logic), and the psychologists L. T. Troland, E. G. Boring, and Gordon
Allport, it is fair to say that in 1924, when Whitehead arrived and Lewis
was given tenure, a second golden age in philosophy, at least the equal
of the first, began.*

There was no Harvard “school” of philosophy; the men of the first
golden age had established the tradition of not adding a new man who
had the same mentality as someone already there. Another habit was
that of general fidelity to an injunction which Charles W. Eliot, Presi-
dent of Harvard in the first golden age, had uttered in his inaugural
address, back in 1869: “Philosophical subjects should never be taught
with authority.” Whitehead never wanted to do that. There was a third

*Woods died in 1934, Eaton in 1935. I should say that the second golden age ended in
1936—37. That was Whitehead’s last year in the Department, and the first for W. V.
Quine, with whom a new period began.
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tradition which suited him perfectly. As Ralph Barton Perry said of the
earlier age,

There grew up in the Department as its most characteristic mark the
idea that the study of philosophy meant the achievement and defense
of some philosophical “system” of one’s own.35

Before this, the teaching of philosophy had been almost entirely histor-
ical. Now Sheffer was busy with his “relational logic” (unfortunately
never published by him), Perry with his general theory of value, Lewis
with his theory of knowledge.

As the new notable professor, Whitehead was asked to make several
speeches in his first year at Harvard: on October 19, at the annual
reception for graduate students and faculty of the Department of Phi-
losophy; on April 5, to the Harvard Overseers’ Visiting Committee on
Philosophy; on May 29, at Wellesley College’s celebration of its fiftieth
anniversary.

Special lectures which he gave in his first year will be noticed in the
next chapter.

1X

The reader of the preceding volume of this biography will recall that
I pictured Whitehead as a loner.* He had a great many good friends but
no confidant, no friend with whom he was completely intimate. This
was also the case throughout his years at Harvard. He was on excellent
terms with all the members of the Philosophy Department, and with
many others, such as L. J. Henderson, Felix Frankfurter, and Henry
Osborn Taylor. But his wife was no loner at all. In the fall of 1924 she
met a friend of the Hockings, Rosalind Greene; the two soon became
devoted to each other. An American of Dutch descent, T Rosalind was
the wife of Henry Copley Greene, a Harvard man who wrote plays, and
translations from the French; both he and Rosalind had been in France
many years; in the war he had been in charge of reconstruction and relief
with the American Red Cross. Greene had studied philosophy, and
from 1926 to 1928 would be Instructor in it at Harvard. Rosalind was in
her late thirties. The Greenes had four beautiful daughters; the youn-
gest, Ernesta, was the one who was in the most delicate health, but only

*See, for example, Volume I, page 127.
tSee Whitehead’s remark on this in his letter of March 15, 1925, to North (Appendix
B).
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one of the four outlived their mother. Evelyn Whitehead’s letters to
Rosalind Greene show that Evelyn’s love and sorrow for Eric, and
Rosalind’sloving concern for her ailing daughters, formed quite a bond
between them. Rosalind showered flowers and other tokens of warm
friendship on the Whiteheads. For Alfred’s sixty-fourth birthday there
was a party, with little Ernesta doing the icing on the cake.3¢ At the end
of June 1925 the Whiteheads spent a week in the Greenes’ country house
near Newburyport, Massachusetts.

To be sure, the Whiteheads’ feelings toward Rosalind Greene were
charged with sentiment. Both Alfred and Evelyn were sentimental
people. In speech and writing, he controlled his sentiments; she did not,
she gushed. He was benevolent; she loved or hated. He was almost
always reasonable; of her I would say what she truly said of Hocking’s
wife, Agnes: she’s wonderful, but you mustn’t expect her to be reason-
able. *

It was Agnes Hocking who first brought Evelyn and Rosalind Green
together. Agnes’s father was the Boston poet Richard Boyle O’Reilly.
Undoubtedly a genius, she was the creator of the Shady Hill School in
Cambridge.

In November, at the Greenes’ house, Ernest Hocking gave an ex-
position of Whitehead’s new metaphysical ideas; the Whiteheads were
present. On June 1, 1925, the Hockings drove the Whiteheads, along
with Jim Woods and Winthrop Bell, to Newport, Rhode Island, to visit
the place where Berkeley wrote Alciphron. Bell, a Canadian, was In-
structor and Tutor in Harvard’s Philosophy Department.

In both English and American academic circles, the fact that early in
1924 Whitehead had decided to migrate to Harvard soon became gener-
ally known. From the University of California at Berkeley he received
an invitation to teach in its 192§ Summer Session. The offer came in a
letter written by John P. Buwalda, Dean of the Summer Sessions, on
July 15, 1924. He said that the normal teaching load was two courses of
five lectures per week, but that a somewhat lighter schedule “can usu-
ally be arranged” for foreign scholars who were unaccustomed to sucha
load. The Session ran from June 22 to August 1; the honorarium would
be $1,000. It was thought that he might like to give one course of
lectures in mathematics and one in philosophy, but this could be de-
cided later. Plainly, the purpose was to get the man Whitehead.

*See, in Appendix B, the second paragraph in Whitehead’s letter to North on Decem-
ber 21, 1924.
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On August s, ten days before he left London, Whitehead accepted
the invitation by letter. The normal teaching load was “decidedly
more” than he could undertake; he could lecture for four hours a week.
He proposed one lecture course “in Philosophy, namely the Philosophy
of Science, including logical and metaphysical questions arising there-
in,” and one course in Applied Mathematics, dealing with either Elec-
tromagnetism or Advanced Dynamics.

Whitehead would not have had to make special preparations for the
summer teaching in Berkeley: he could boil down the philosophy lec-
tures of his first year at Harvard, and some lectures he had given at the
Imperial College. Nevertheless, he backed out of his acceptance of the
California invitation. On December 10 he wrote in a letter to North’s
wife, Margot, “We have dropped our California project for next sum-
mer, with some relief on all counts—but it was impossible with Jessie
arriving in July.” Jessie herself gave me a different motive for the deci-
sion: fear that the altitude reached in going over the Continental Divide
by train would be too much of a strain on her mother’s heart.3? No
doubt this occurred to Whitehead; and in fact, in all his twenty-three
years in America, he never went farther west than the University of
Wisconsin at Madison. Evelyn wanted to be on hand when Jessie ar-
rived. I think it likely that another motive played quite a part: White-
head did not need the extra money, and he wanted to develop further
the ideas he had expressed in his Harvard lectures rather than repeat
them elsewhere.

Whitehead never again made a commitment to do summer teaching.
Berkeley invited him for the 1926 Summer Session. On December 1,
1925, the President of the University of California, William Wallace
Campbell, wrote Dean Buwalda that he had happened to see Professor
Whitehead in Cambridge, and that Whitehead told him he could not
come and hoped to come in 1927 but could not make a definite promise.
The relations between the two philosophy departments were very
friendly. Berkeley asked Whitehead again for the summer of 1929,
without success. I suppose that some other universities tried and failed
to get him for their summer sessions.

The famous Boston physician Richard C. Cabot and his wife, Ellen,
were intimate friends of the Hockings. In July 1925 the Whiteheads
spent weekends at the Cabots’ cottage fifteen miles from Boston. For
August and the first half of September, they lived in a cottage on the
edge of Lake Seymour in Morgan Center, northern Vermont; it was
owned by L. J. Henderson, who was away and had placed it at their
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disposal; it was always referred to as Professor Henderson’s camp, and
was ideal for living the simple life.

Jessie’s arrival actually occurred on June 29. The ship docked in New
York. Evelyn, always possessive toward her, went to New York by
train to meet Jessie. Alfred pulled strings to get a job for Jessie in the
Harvard College Library, Widener. As she knew some Arabic, she was
reasonably qualified for the job, and held it until she reached retirement
age.

In December 1924 Whitehead had two bouts with flu. The dramatic
illness in this first American year was Evelyn’s. As Whitehead wrote to
North on August 16, “We picked a wonderfully decorative wildflower,
like a gigantic wild mint. She crushed the leaves in her hands and put her
facein it to smell.” This was an Englishwoman’s introduction to poison
ivy.

August 16 marked the first anniversary of the Whiteheads’ embarka-
tion from Liverpool. A celebration was called for; he had written in
May to Samuel Alexander, telling him how much he had enjoyed the
switch from mathematics to philosophy. A bonfire was lit beside Lake
Seymour. House guests were Raphael Demos and a wealthy young
friend interested in philosophy, Roger Pierce. Those two, along with
Jessie and the faithful servant, Mary, then went for a row on the lake by
starlight.38

It had been an enjoyable and productive year. Although Whitehead
spent the rest of his life in the American Cambridge, he never became a
citizen of the United States, but remained a visitor from England.
Writing to North about a motor trip across the Canadian border, he
said, “We . . . thoroughly enjoyed seeing the Union Jack over the
Canadian Customhouse.”3°

Whitehead, as I said earlier, was very much a family man. He
achieved a great deal in philosophy at Harvard. But when he wrote to
North on December 10, 1924, about North’s children, he said, “Bring-
ing up a family is the most anxious of all occupations but, on looking
back on life, it is by far the achievement most worth while.”*

*The entire paragraph should be read (see Appendix B).
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ith Whitehead’s acceptance of the Harvard pro-

fessorship in hand, President Lowell was able on

March 18, 1924, to invite him to deliver a course of

eight lectures for the Lowell Institute in Boston, on

any subject he pleased. Whitehead accepted this in-
vitation on April 1, choosing as his subject “Three Centuries of Natural
Philosophy.” He explained that he

would sketch in broad outline the growth of modern science with
especial reference to its influence on modern mentality, and to the
influence of technology on the social structure, comparing it to the
effect of the rise of literature in the first millennium B.c. as the result
of the popularization of writing.

Whitehead added that, as Lowell knew the audience intimately, he
would be “grateful for any suggestion or criticism as to the suitability of
this line of thought.” In his reply Lowell expressed delight that White-
head could give the eight-lecture course, and commented:

the subject of “Three Centuries of Natural Philosophy,” with the
outline you give of it, seems to be very good. Of course you cannot
expect a large audience, but that is quite unimportant.!

No one else’s opinion mattered at this point; A. Lawrence Lowell
was the sole trustee of the Institute.* His own preference ran toward
lecturers on history—political history. Providing several series of free
public lectures was no longer, as it had been in the nineteenth century,
the primary function of the Lowell Institute. but it was still a notable
one; the invitation that came to Whitehead was an honor. The likeli-
hood that the lecturer would present important new ideas was always

*Government not by a board but by a single trustee, preferably a kinsman, was
specified in the founding document, the will of John Lowell, Jr. Since his death in 1836
only two trustees, both Lowells, had run the Institute prior to Lawrence Lowell’s acces-
sion in 1900.
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much in this trustee’s mind, as it had been in his predecessors’ minds.
Often a Lowell Lecturer turned his lectures into a book. William
James’s Pragmatism and Bertrand Russell’s Our Knowledge of the External
World (which Russell read out under the title, “Scientific Method in
Philosophy”) were recent examples. As the fee was only $100 per lec-
ture, the opportunity to formulate the ideas for his next book was
generally an invited lecturer’s main reason for accepting; so it was in
Whitehead’s case. He consulted his Bostonian friend Jim Woods on the
propriety of composing his Lowell Lectures with the book more in
mind than the audience, and was reassured.

Before Whitehead left London for the American Cambridge, he sent
material for announcing his eight lectures to the Institute’s curator,
Professor William H. Lawrence, and with this material, a suggestion
for changing the overall title. The new title would be “Science and the
Modern World.” This fitted the lectures that were delivered a little
better than “Three Centuries of Natural Philosophy,” but no short title
could be adequate. At the University of London on January 24, 1923,
Whitehead, one of eight scientists giving single lectures on “Some
Aspects of Natural Philosophy,” called his “The Quest of Science To-
day and as Exemplified in Its History.” What a cumbersome title that
was! Accurate, no doubt, but pure Whiteheadese. I don’t think he felt
any need to talk to Evelyn about a single scientific lecture at London
University. He did talk to her quite fully about his American undertak-
ings. Probably the title “Science and the Modern World” was Evelyn’s
idea.2 She had a good sense for what would sell.

The lectures were scheduled for February 1925; they would be at
5:00 P.M. on Mondays and Thursdays (excepting February 23), and
would conclude March 2. The place was Huntington Hall, in the
Rogers Building (since razed), at 491 Boylston Street. The lectures
were free and open to anyone, but tickets had to be obtained from the
Lowell Institute.

At precisely five o’clock on Monday, February 2, the center door to
the stage of the hall opened and a tall beadle stepped forward, followed
by a small, short man with a manuscript. The lectern was too tall for
him to see the audience over its top, so the beadle procured a card table
and set it beside the lectern.3 Professor Whitehead could see his au-
dience by standing behind the card table to read his lecture. Who intro-
duced him? Nobody. This course of lectures had been advertised in the
Boston Evening Transcript. What the lecturer had to say would show
how justified the trustee was in choosing him. There was no need for
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the platoon of vice-presidents, deans, department chairmen, and col-
leagues, which nowadays precedes invited speakers everywhere. Pro-
fessor Henderson and Harvard administrators could have obliged, but
“No introductions” had been one of the founder’s stipulations for the
Lowell Lectures. He was a smart man.

Huntington Hall could seat goo. The first lecture, entitled “Science
and Modern Civilization,” was entirely about the origins of modern
science. It attracted a large audience, but Whitehead’s high-pitched,
bell-like voice did not carry beyond the first few rows. That was espe-
cially unfortunate, because he was making his debut as a philosopher
before the educated public, and the lecture was profound. I'shall not go
over its argument, but I must call attention to his careful language in
stating the thesis of the lecture course. After placing his audience in the
sixteenth century and contrasting the quiet beginnings of science with
the bloodshed of the Reformation, Whitehead said,

The thesis which these lectures will illustrate is that this quiet growth
of science has practically recoloured our mentality so that modes of
thought which in former times were exceptional, are now broadly
spread through the educated world.4

Most writers would not bother to avoid saying that they will demon-
strate their thesis, but the logician Whitehead used that word sparingly.
Then he went on to qualify his thesis:

Perhaps my metaphor of a new colour is too strong. What I mean is
just that slightest change of tone which yet makes all the difference.

To illustrate this he used William James’s phrase “irreducible and stub-
born facts,” and asserted that the union of passionate interest in them
“with equal devotion to abstract generalisation” is the novelty that
science has brought to our mentality. The villain of the story, “scientific
materialism,” was introduced near the close of this lecture.

I have not found a transcript of the Lowell Lectures as delivered, and
so have been quoting from the first edition of the book Science and the
Modern World, relying on Whitehead’s assertion in the Preface of that
volume that the Lowell Lectures, “with some slight expansion, . . . are
here printed as delivered,” with the addition of a few chapters.

On December 21, 1924, Whitehead wrote a birthday letter to
North.* After saying that Harvard’s three-week first-term examina-

*North was born on December 31, 1891.



160 ALFRED NORTH WHITEHEAD

tion period in January would be “a complete holiday” for him,* he
continued:

I want the time to write up the eight Lowell Lectures which come off
in February. I have now broken the back of the second lecturet and
have thought out the whole course. But I want to have them nearly
all finished before the course begins.

Fifteen years later he told Lucien Price, “I was never more than one
week ahead.”> These lectures formed his first public pronouncement in
America, and so he spent much time perfecting them. Until all had been
delivered, Whitehead gave up his usual letters to North. On March 15
he wrote him that the Lowell Lectures “amounted to writing a book in
about two months,” and “were a great strain on me.”

11

The publisher of the books that Whitehead wrote in America was the
Macmillan Company of New York; Cambridge brought out English
editions a few months later.

In 1966, when both Whitehead and his wife were dead, Macmillan
donated its Whitehead file to the New York Public Library. Much of it
went elsewhere or was lost; the Library received only items dated
between mid-1924 and late 1927, and four dated 1938.6

The first item in the Library’s collection is a memorandum dated
June 27, 1924, from Macmillan’s President, George P. Brett, to his
Assistant, Curtice N. Hitchcock. It says that Whitehead has accepted a
chair in philosophy at Harvard for the next five years, and will give
Lowell Lectures next winter on “Three Centuries of Science.” “We
ought to get in touch with Professor Whitehead the moment he arrives
or even before in order to secure this book for American publication.”
On July 1 Hitchcock wrote a businesslike letter to Whitehead, remind-
ing him that for many years Macmillan, as the American representative
of the Cambridge University Press (which had no New York office at

*Raphael Demos, as his assistant, would read the examination papers for Whitehead’s
lecture course.

tThis, on the seventeenth century, was printed as Chapter 111 in Science and the Modern
World.

tHowever, the Princeton University Press published, as The Function of Reason, a set of
three lectures which Whitehead delivered at Princeton in 1929, and the University of
Chicago Press published two lectures (Nature and Life), given there in 1934; the English
editions of these works were by Oxford and Cambridge, respectively.
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this time), had sponsored his books in the United States. Whitehead
never replied to this overture. In the New York Public Library collec-
tion there are only two letters from him, but there are many fascinating
letters written to Hitchcock by Evelyn, acting as her husband’s business
manager; I shall discuss them later.*

Brett’s memorandum to Hitchcock was accompanied by two pages
from the Quotation section of the May 2, 1924, issue of Science. The
journal reprinted an unsigned article from the English journal Nature
which announced Whitehead’s imminent move to Harvard for five
years. This article gave a well-informed account of what he planned to
do there, and criticized the British university system for the “in-
elasticity” that made it necessary for a man of such “eminence, charm of
manner, and inspiring intercourse” to go elsewhere for “the oppor-
tunity of completing his research.”

The author had to be some admirer of Whitehead who knew all
about the Harvard appointment. He could have been Henry Osborn
Taylor or L. J. Henderson, or a close English friend like T. P. Nunn.
The forthcoming Lowell Lectures were not mentioned, being outside
the intent of this article.

Taylor was probably the source of Brett’s early information about
the Lowell Lectures. Macmillan was his own publisher. Later, when
Science and the Modern World came out and the Whiteheads did not want
Macmillan to sell a specially low-priced edition to the New Republic for
use as a gift to new subscribers, Taylor was the friend who suggested
that Macmillan send Whitehead a suitable royalty agreement;” he was
the intermediary.

11

Other facts about the publication of Science and the Modern World will
be noticed in later sections of this chapter. It is time now to consider the
philosophy of nature that Whitehead expounded in this book. I shall
continue to reserve the phrase “philosophy of natural science” for the
three books written in his last years in England, which were discussed
in Chapter VL

Recall that in the first chapter of his Enquiry Whitehead asserted that
the fundamental characteristic of nature is its passage, or creative ad-
vance. But in that book as published in 1919, this was treated as little

*See Section xiv of this chapter.
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more than the temporal dimension of the extensive relatedness of
events. In Note II to the second edition—its Preface was dated August,
1924— Whitehead said that the correct doctrine, that not extension but
“process” is the fundamental idea, “was not in my mind with sufficient
emphasis.” In Note I, referring to the work he hoped “to undertake in
the immediate future,” he spoke of analyzing “the process of the realisa-
tion of social entities.” The difference between the words relatedness and
realization marks the difference between the standpoint of the earlier
philosophy of natural science and that of the new philosophy of nature.

In the Lowell Lectures, the creative advance of nature is conceived as
the outcome of an “underlying activity of realisation.” Noting an anal-
ogy with Spinoza, Whitehead says,

His one substance is for me the one underlying activity of realisation
individualising itself in an interlocked plurality of modes.8

These modes are finite events. Is there something that they all have in
common because it is the essence of realization in itself? Whitehead
raises this question and gives his answer to it in the chapter “The
Romantic Reaction,” immediately after presenting the views of nature
that he found in Wordsworth and Shelley. He calls the romantic reac-
tion to the triumph of scientific materialism “a protest on behalf of
value.”? In his philosophy of natural science, Whitehead fenced nature
in by deliberately excluding any reference to values, moral or aesthetic.
As he put it in The Concept of Nature,

The values of nature are perhaps the key to the metaphysical syn-
thesis of existence. But such a synthesis is exactly what I am not
attempting.10

In Science and the Modern World, when Whitehead brings up the ques-
tion of what it is that emerges into actuality in every event, he notes that
no one word can be adequate and nothing may be left out; still, he has a
ready answer.

Remembering the poetic rendering of our concrete experience, we
see at once that 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. 1!
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1v

There is another basic concept which Whitehead introduced into his
new philosophy of nature when he appealed to Wordsworth and Shel-
ley: eternality. His notion was that of an infinite realm of “eternal
objects.” Examples of such objects are colors, shapes, forms, and char-
acter that an event may exhibit.12 He analyzed this realm in the chapter
“Abstraction,” which he added to the Lowell Lectures. He shunned the
name “universal” for an eternal object, as he wanted nothing but what
he said about this category to be in the reader’s mind. In an accompany-
ing added chapter, “God,” he presented his concept of God. God is a
principle, the “Principle of Concretion” that is required if a particular
concrete event is to issue from earlier events and the welter of eternal
objects.!3 Whitehead’s God is the supreme metaphysical ground of
limitation.

A fundamental concept which appears in Science and the Modern World
was introduced early in the Lowell Lectures. Whitehead gave it the
name “prehension.” He explained that this word was to mean ap-
prehension which is not necessarily cognitive.1* When one event, or
“actual occasion” (as he came to call them), takes account of another in
its environment, thatis a prehension of the environmental occasion. In
the prehending occasion, many concurrent prehensions are integrated.
Whitehead calls the integrating occasion an organism.!5 By that word
he generally means a temporally bounded process which organizes a
variety of given elements into a new whole.

Whitehead’s idea that nature consists of organisms is his alternative
to the traditional idea that it consists of bits of matter, each of which has
the property of simple location, that is,

in expressing its spatio-temporal relations, it is adequate to state that
it is where it 1s, in a definite finite region of space, and throughout a
definite finite duration of time, apart from any essential reference of
the relations of that bit of matter to other regions of space and to
other durations of time.1¢

The meaning of simple location is independent of the adoption of an
absolute or a relative theory of space and time.17 In the account of our
perception of nature that Whitehead inserted into his Lowell Lectures,
he maintained that we never perceive simply located bits of matter. But
it is possible to arrive at them by constructive abstraction from the
prehensive unifications of which we are aware. The real error of the
scientific scheme that was so victorious in the eighteenth century and
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prevailed through the nineteenth consisted in mistaking its powerful
abstractions for the concrete realities of nature.!8

v

Whitehead sent the manuscript of Science and the Modern World off to
New York on July 9, 1925. In his covering letter, addressed to “The
Manager, The Macmillan Company,” he wrote, “If you can push
through the printing, we can get the book on the market for this au-
tumn.” The Cambridge University Press, he said, did not find it neces-
sary to send him galleys. He had gone carefully over this typescript, and
would be able to return page proofs “within 24 hours of their receipt.”
Once Whitehead had finished with a piece of writing, he wanted pronto
to move on. And he hoped that his philosophical ideas would attract a
wide public. I expect that he was most eager to know what reception
the non-historical parts of the book would get. The chapters entitled
“Abstraction” and “God” were not at all about science and the modern
world; they were the first-published parts of the general metaphysics he
was adumbrating. He never wrote to please his readers, but he was
anxious to see how the ideas that he had not had a chance to develop and
express in England made out in the New World.

Macmillan published the book in October, 1925.

In his letter of July 9 Whitehead explained that besides the addition of
these two new chapters to the Lowell Lectures, “slightly expanded, as
mentioned in the contract,”* his manuscript included two lectures de-
livered elsewhere but not yet published. One, “Religion and Science,”
was, so far as [ know, his first public post-war utterance on religion; he
had given it on April 5 as a Phillips Brooks Lecture at Harvard.t The
other, “Mathematics as an Element in the History of Thought,” was a
lecture he had given on April 14 to a special meeting of the Mathematics
Club at Brown University.

In the Preface to Science and the Modern World, which Whitehead
dated June 29, 1925, he said that the additions to the Lowell Lectures
were meant “to complete the thought of the book on a scale which

*In the contract, dated June 24, 1925, and signed by Whitehead and President Brett of
Macmillan, Whitehead gave the company the sole right to publish in volume form “the
material of his Lowell Lectures 1924—25.” No mention was made of slight expansions (or
added chapters). Possibly Whitehead was misinformed; possibly slight expansion was
mentioned in an earlier, outdated contract; anyhow, it was customarily allowed.

1t will be discussed in Section iii of Chapter IX.
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could not be included within that lecture course.” In his letter of July 9
he wrote:

I have completed the book so as to carry out the full scheme of
thought which was curtailed for these [Lowell] lectures, . . . The
whole makes a continuous train of thought, and the previous history
of the material does not mean that the scheme lacks unity—at least in
my mind.

Thus Whitehead believed that the parts of the book hung together. His
assertion of a continuous train of thought might be taken to imply the
absence of any doctrinal additions or changes. I should not, however,
be willing to go to the stake for taking his language so strictly. He may
have intended little more than assurance to Macmillan that they were
not getting a hodgepodge. Still, some weight must be given to White-
head’s belief in the unity of his book. It is hard to say how much; few
authors are willing to admit that their manuscript lacks unity. It is
pretty certain that during his first half dozen years in America White-
head’s thought was always on the move, and this movement generally
expanded or made more explicit what had been vaguely in his mind.*
There are different degrees of vagueness, and the degree got diminished
by his effort to explain his ideas to his Harvard and Radcliffe classes in
1924-25.

Science and the Modern World had two subjects. First, the story of the
rise and influence of modern physical science; second, Whitehead’s new
philosophy of nature, and, as an appendage to this, contributions to the
new metaphysics that he believed his philosophy of nature required.
Whitehead skillfully fitted the launching of his new ideas onto his histo-
ry. Still, they were two subjects. Many readers who were entranced by
his telling of the story despaired of understanding the new philosophy;
but it began the big job that needed doing.

Since the material that Whitehead added to the Lowell Lectures made
a substantial difference in bulk (about thirty percent) and subject mat-
ter, it may be said to be unfortunate that “Lowell Lectures, 1925” was
on the title page. A bigger example of this was the publication of Process
and Reality as “Gifford Lectures delivered in the University of Edin-
burgh during the session 1927-28": ten lectures, delivered in 1928,
became twenty-five chapters. This sort of thing is bound to happen as
long as we publish lectures given by men whose minds refuse to retire.

*That is how he put it when I asked him about his early entertainment of ideas that he
wrote up later.
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The announcement of the Lowell Lectures!? said that they would
include some comment on Tolstoy, Ibsen, and Bernard Shaw in the
discussion of literature and science, but their names do not appear in
Science and the Modern World. As the Preface noted additions to the
Lowell Lectures but not omissions from them, I infer that Whitehead
did not mention these writers. I think that he was too busy finding the
best verbalization of his new philosophy to have time to compose
incisive comment on Tolstoy, Ibsen, and Shaw. Besides Wordsworth
and Shelley, he had used Pope and Tennyson to show the effects of
Newtonian science on literature. Those effects were what he wanted to
bring out; enough was enough.

\2!

In the mid-1920s there was a fair expectation, most widespread in
America, that the gulf between the science of matter in motion and our
experience of value could be bridged by a philosophical scientist of
sufficient genius. Science and the Modern World sold like hot-cakes. *

The Cambridge University Press was taken completely by surprise.
The Secretary to its Syndics, S. C. Roberts, wrote:

We ordered five hundred copies in sheets [from Macmillan] and soon
realised that it was a ludicrous miscalculation. The work was hailed
as the most important contribution to its subject since Descartes, and
we hastened to set up our own edition, which was many times
reprinted. 20

From Roberts’s successor, R. W. David, I learned in 1968 that over
the years Cambridge had sold more copies of Science and the Modern
World than of all of Whitehead’s other books combined.?!

A book in which a new philosophy is heralded is likely to be more
ardently welcomed than the definitive statement of that philosophy.
And Science and the Modern World was the right length: substantial, but
not oppressively so. When Process and Reality: An Essay in Cosmology
was published four years later, it was found to be too intricate and
many-faceted for popularity.

Macmillan was not the only American publisher that wanted White-

*As my own case was not unusual, I mention it. Science and the Modern World was one of
the two books that led me, a person who had received only an engineering education, to
take up the study of philosophy. The other was Will Durant’s popular Story of Philosophy.
The Whiteheads were much amused when I told them this.
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head’s Lowell Lectures. The Harvard University Press tried to get
them, and almost succeeded.* Sometime in the autumn of 1924 Ellery
Sedgwick, editor of the Atlantic Monthly and top-drawer in Boston,
invited Whitehead to publish the Lowell Lectures in the Atlantic before
turning them into a book. On November 16 Whitehead sent a reply that
began with honest encomiums, then raised the points that were impor-
tant to him: “absolute freedom” to publish later as a book, and no delay
of the book “until all the lectures have gone through the magazine.” In
the end, Sedgwick got none of the Lowell Lectures, only the Phillips
Brooks Lecture “Religion and Science.”

vil

The desire to reconcile opposed parties rather than to champion one
of them has appeared in my account of Whitehead’s life as an essential
trait of his character. The same trait appears in his reaction to competi-
tion among world-views. In the Preface to Science and the Modern World
he tells us that in the past three centuries the cosmology derived from
science has asserted itself at the expense of those derived from ethics,
aesthetics, and religion. The pursuit of science is praiseworthy, and
indispensable to civilization, but Whitehead does not want it to run
away with us. One of the important functions of philosophy, hesays, is
to criticize cosmologies,

to harmonise, refashion, and justify divergent intuitions as to the
nature of things. It has to insist on the scrutiny of the ultimate ideas,
and on the retention of the whole of the evidence in shaping our
cosmological scheme. Its business is to render explicit and—so far as
may be—efficient, a process which otherwise is unconsciously per-
formed without rational tests. 22

The championing of science, notably in the last hundred years, has
seldom been expressed in terms of cosmologies; it has most often taken
the form of insistence that the scientific method is the right way, and the
only right way, to deal with situations. As first developed in the natural
sciences, its hallmarks are isolation of a problem, careful observation,
framing and exploring hypotheses in the imagination, and testing by
repeatable experiments. In everyday life and in the social sciences, the
isolation of the problem is made urgent by a feeling of need to change a
situation that is being experienced as not good. In Science and the Modern

*See page 179 below.
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World Whitehead does not explicitly discuss the claim to sovereignty
made on behalf of this method. The claim was most often advanced in
America, where it seemed highly appropriate to the reign of technolo-
gy. But Whitehead was an Englishman and a mathematician, and old-
fashioned enough to ponder “the nature of things.” It would be natural,
but mistaken, to think that proponents of the scientific method are less
dogmatic and more flexible in outlook than proponents or opponents of
scientific materialism as a cosmology. Who is less open to persuasion
than the man who says, “There are many cosmologies and anyone is
free to frame another, but I show you how to think, the only way that
leads to sound conclusions about anything”?*

Viil

Whitehead entitled the last of his series of eight Lowell Lectures
“Requisites for Social Progress.”t In it his wisdom stands out. I shall
call attention to only a few highlights.

No sooner has he reminded his audience that in the philosophy
which he has sketched organism takes the place of matter, than he de-
clares, “An organism is the realisation of a definite shape of value.”23
Since he is convinced that everything in nature is such a realization, it
would be correct to call his new philosophy of nature a “pan-valuism,”
however clumsy that label is.

In the nineteenth century scientific materialism and the manufactur-
ing system became partners; when the assumption that matter in itself is
devoid of value was taken seriously, much ugliness was produced.

Whitehead brings the idea of value into every topic he discusses in
this lecture. An example is the need to balance specialist with general
education. He had touched on this in more than one of his essays on
education. Now he describes the kind of general education that is
needed, needed most of all in a civilization that has been shaped by
scientific materialism.

*The preachers of scientific method were riding high during the years that Whitehead
taught philosophy at Harvard. Most of them were liberal social philosophers dedicated to
reform. Only a few had an active interest in physical science, and none wanted to reduce
cultural to material realities. The important point to all of them was: no recognition of
any road to knowledge that is essentially different from the experimental road of the
scientist. The philosopher they admired most, John Dewey, urged all philosophers to
keep their thoughts inside problem-solving human situations and to stop theorizing
about what he called “antecedent reality.” Thus Whitehead’s preoccupation with cosmol-
ogy was ruled out. See John Dewey, The Quest for Certainty (New York: Minton, Balch &
Co., 1929), passim.

tIt was printed as the last chapter in SMW.
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The type of generality, which above all is wanted, is the appreciation
of variety of value. . . . What is wanted is an appreciation of the
infinite variety of vivid values achieved by an organism in its proper
environment.24

A simple illustration follows.

When you understand all about the sun and all about the atmosphere
and all about the rotation of the earth, you may still miss the radiance
of the sunset. . . . What we want is to draw out habits of aesthetic
apprehension.

The last sentence conveys the requisite that Whitehead thought most
imperative. If you wonder whether he was undervaluing the under-
standing he had learned and had taught in comparison with the ap-
prehension that Evelyn possessed to a high degree, you may be relieved
by noticing Whitehead’s next illustration: the values involved in a fac-
tory.

Our attitude toward adventure and tradition is crucial. Whitehead
wrote:

There are two principles inherent in the very nature of things, recur-
ring in some particular embodiments whatever field we explore—
the spirit of change, and the spirit of conservation. There can be
nothing real without both.25

Whitehead had long been convinced of this necessary duality; he would
dwell on it at length in Adventures of Ideas. Now he emphasizes the side
that was most important to Evelyn. The human soul, he declares,
cannot endure monotony; it needs to be “fertilised” by transient but
vivid experiences; art meets this need.26

The late nineteenth century found out how to train men whose
knowledge would be professional, that is, thorough and progressive
within its limits, and supported by a lesser knowledge of neighboring
subjects. Whitehead wrote:

This situation has its dangers. It produces minds in a groove. . . .
Now to be mentally in a groove s to live in contemplating a given set
of abstractions. The groove prevents straying across country, and
the abstraction abstracts from something to which no further atten-
tion is paid. But there is no groove of abstractions which is adequate
for the comprehension of human life.2?

Because our life moves at a faster pace than formerly, professionalism
has to be handled by greater wisdom.
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Let us recall that when Whitehead wrote to his friend Mark Barr on
January 13, 1924, about his interest in a possible offer from Harvard, he
mentioned the opportunity to develop his ideas on education.* Now,
in this last of the Lowell Lectures, he tells us what he most wants in
education.

Wisdom is the fruit of a balanced development. It is this balanced
growth of individuality which it should be the aim of education to
secure. The most useful discoveries for the immediate future would
concern the furtherance of this aim without detriment to the neces-
sary intellectual professionalism.28

The “without” clause reminds me that, though Whitehead was never
content with things as they are, he kept an eye open for ongoing val-
ues. T

1X

Whitehead’s new philosophy of nature had to be congenial to
twentieth-century physics; so he devoted one chapter to the theory of
relativity, and one to quantum theory. I do not see how in his first year
at Harvard, what with his teaching, other academic duties, the Lowell
Lectures, and social obligations, he could have any time for fresh scien-
tific work. Butin 1925, popular interest in the theory of relativity was
strong. Whitehead could, and did, explain what Einstein had done, and
the divergence from Einstein that he had presented in his Enquiry. He
made no references to his formidable Principle of Relativity, and even
said of the theory of extensive abstraction as it appeared in the Enquiry
that it was “too technical for the present occasion.”?? There are no
mathematical formulae in Science and the Modern World. For a Lowell
Lecture audience, Whitehead thought it best to use words only. That
increased the time it took to write the book, but much increased its
appeal and its sale in bookstores.

The main difference that I find between the chapter on relativity and
the treatment Whitehead gave the subject in his earlier books is the
change, already remarked in Section iii above, from the mere related-
ness of events in an extended continuum to the realization of an event as
a prehensive unification of other things.

*See page 134 above.
1The exception is his blind eye toward the need for keeping uniform external examina-
tions in the school system of a democratic state; see page 45 above.
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A point that must be borne in mind is that whereas orthodox rela-
tivity theory deals with external relations between objects, Whitehead’s
theory concerns internal relations between events.

What Whitehead calls “the epochal theory of time” is announced in
the chapter on relativity.30 Nothing whatever can be realized in an
instant; a duration is needed. So Whitehead conceives time not as a form
of extensiveness but as a succession of durations. Each duration is the
epoch, or arrest, required for a particular realization. This doctrine of
the atomicity of time or—to express it in a way that avoids possible
misunderstandings—atomicity of process, is hereafter a fixture in the
cosmology Whitehead is developing.

In his unusually short chapter on the quantum theory—it and the
relativity chapter were presented in one Lowell Lecture— Whitehead’s
main purpose is to show that the new discontinuities were wholly
embarrassing to the old materialism but not to his new philosophy of
nature, which provides a natural context for them.

None of Whitehead’s writing is as dated as his treatment of quantum
theory. The second half of the 1920s was a wonderful period of new
developments by the physicists. Science and the Modern World was just a
little too early to take it into account. Whitehead names no one, but his
discussion fits the atom depicted in Bohr’s early work.

I must doubt that he would have been much interested in responding
to the newer developments; certainly not in any but very general terms
like those he would use in Process and Reality. He had left the world of
equations behind him and become a philosopher. At Harvard, White-
head could leave mathematical physics to others, while he tried out his
metaphysical ideas and dispensed wisdom.

X
In the Preface to Science and the Modern World, Whitehead tells the
reader not to expect any discussion of epistemology, as that would have
upset the balance of the work. In sketching his alternative to scientific
materialism, he started from the perceptual field, and took it “for what
it claims to be: the self-knowledge of our [total] bodily event.”31 Here
an epistemological justification was desirable. * Whitehead simply con-

*Whitehead introduced what I have quoted with the statement, “I have started from
our own psychological field, as it stands for our cognition” (SMW, p. 103). This way of
putting the matter—he frequently uses “as it stands” or synonymous phrases—eases the
reader into the assumption that the cognitions in question are trustworthy.
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tinues to draw on well-known general facts of psychology and physiol-
ogy.

When he has finished sketching his organic conception of the world,
he says that it is “equally possible” to arrive at it if, instead of starting
from psychology and physiology, we start from “the fundamental
notions of modern physics,” and that this was the path he actually
followed.32 However, he does not identify his starting point or narrate
the steps of his reasoning. He says only that it was “by reason of my
own studies in mathematics and mathematical physics” that he arrived
at his convictions.33 That tells us as little as possible. His next state-
ment, “Mathematical physics presumes in the first place an electromag-
netic field of activity pervading space and time,” gets our hopes up, for
we remember that Maxwell’s Electricity and Magnetism was the subject
of Whitehead’s Trinity College fellowship dissertation.* But in the
four pages which follow, on the abstractions that mathematical physics
makes and on its analysis of an event in empty space, there is no refer-
ence to Whitehead’s actual train (or trains) of thought.

That negative fact should not surprise us. In this biography we’ve
often seen how little its subject was interested in himself. Most people
talk too much about themselves. Whitehead seldom tells you just what
he did. This type of reticence made him a better man, though a more
difficult one to write about. It is fortunate that in England his work was
in pure mathematics, not in experimental science. His role in America
was that of a teacher who proposes systematic hypotheses to explain
what’s there for anyone to observe.

X1

In the four pages on mathematical physics which I referred to,
Whitehead makes a logical blunder. After saying that physics ignores
what anything is in itself, and considers only extrinsic realities, he
asserts that physics presupposes “the organictheory ofaspects.”3* “The
organic theory” means Whitehead’s, as making organisms basic instead
of particles of matter. Aspect is the most overworked word in Science and
the Modern World. Whitehead is always insisting that every event—
indeed, every thing, of whatever type—enters into the being of other
things. Thus an aspect of the object seen there is present here. Let it be

*See Volume I, pages 106-8.
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granted that physics abstracts from the total character of its objects.
You may then enclose physics in your own theory about intrinsic
realities and their partnership with the extrinsic. This will not prove
that physics presupposes your theory.

In the later Process and Reality, where the account of presence else-
where is detailed, the vague word aspect is not used. Whitehead’s addic-
tion to it in Science and the Modern World tells us that his philosophy will
develop beyond that book. His language was loose because his
thoughts were not yet firmly organized. And he said, “Itis obvious that
so-and-so,”35 when so-and-so is not obvious to us. Whitehead was
expert in making general statements; many of the statements in the
exposition of his new philosophy of nature are highly general because
he hasn’t got around to making the necessary distinctions. He writes
vaguely of “a selective activity which is akin to purpose.”3¢ In later
books he will specify the kind of teleology he wishes to defend.

X11

Whitehead’s acknowledgments in the Preface to Science and the Mod-
ern World are sparse: he has found Lloyd Morgan’s Emergent Evolution
and Alexander’s Space, Time, and Deity “very suggestive”; but then he
says, “I am especially indebted to Alexander’s great work.”

Samuel Alexander, two years younger than Whitehead, was an Aus-
tralian who came to Oxford at eighteen. Idealism was then the domi-
nant philosophy there; its influence was evident in his first book, Moral
Order and Progress.37 But he soon became more interested in philoso-
phy’s dependence on the empirical sciences; he studied psychology for a
year at Hugo Miinsterburg’s laboratory in Frieburg, Germany. Es-
pousal of a realistic epistemology in a long series of articles was fol-
lowed, when he was Gifford Lecturer at Glasgow in 1916—18, by a
realistic metaphysics. These lectures, as published in two volumes with
the title Space, Time, and Deity in 1920, were his major work. It was
acclaimed in England and America, but is now even less popular than
Whitehead’s Process and Reality. In 1924, the year in which Whitehead
went to Harvard, Alexander retired from the chair he had long held at
Manchester. He died in 1938.

In Whitehead’s old age he told me38 that Samuel Alexander was the
philosopher of his time from whom he got most. But he gave me no
details, saying only that he and Alexander “conceived the problem of
metaphysics in the same way,” that is, as reconciliation of the unity of
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the universe (emphasized in Spinoza’s metaphysics)* and the multitude
of individuals (emphasized by Leibniz).

Whitehead also remarked to me that Alexander, almost alone among
their British contemporaries, did not, implicitly at least, assume that
our experience is basically an experience of sense-data. Perception, for
Alexander, consisted in the “compresence” of an object and a subject
who “enjoys” a “togetherness” with the contemplated object. This is
not far from Whitehead’s notion of prehension. Both men found ac-
tivity and value pervading nature. If time allowed, I could single out
and analyze several other similarities. This would not prove that White-
head derived the doctrines in question from Alexander, but only suggest
that he might have done so, had he himself no power of original
thought and expression. I prefer to confine myself to what can safely be
made out.

In a period when the endeavor to construct a general theory of
existence was unfashionable, the production of Alexander’s grand sys-
tem could only encourage Whitehead to try his hand. He did not agree
with the hypothesis of Alexander’s Giffords—the “Space-Time is the
stuff of which matter and all things are specifications.”3® But the
checkmarks, scorings, and detailed comments in Whitehead’s copy of
Space, Time, and Deity, which he read in 1924, show that he liked many
of the points Alexander made and the purport of most of the work,
while the question marks that Whitehead scrawled in the margins show
in what respects Alexander failed to convince him or was not definite
enough.

Probably Whitehead read Alexander’s major work before he left
England, for many of his comments express points he would want to
bear in mind when he was concerned with the second edition of his
Enquiry. (The Preface to that edition is dated August 1924.)

Alexander’s way of presenting his philosophy appealed to White-
head. As John Passmore said of Alexander,

he simply puts a hypothesis before us and then tells us to look and see
how reasonable it all is, how admirably it squares with our experi-
ence. He does not exhort us, he does not argue with us, he merely
bids us cast off our sophistication. 40

*Alexander felt close to Spinoza. His lecture, “Spinoza and Time” (London, 1921),
makes their relationship clear, while substituting Time for Thought in Spinoza’s theory
of Attributes.
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Passmore also wrote,

In his “Some Explanations” (Mind, 1921), Alexander goes so far as to
assert that he dislikes arguments, a strange pronouncement from a

philosopher.4!

That would indeed have been a strange pronouncement from a run-of-
the-mill philosopher, who does nothing but argue about the soundness
of the arguments that fellow philosophers are using. But Alexander was
not a run-of-the-mill philosopher. Like Whitehead, he was able to offer
new initial premises.

In a passage that Whitehead marked in his copy of Space, Time, and
Deity, the author, explaining that in his remarks on the interconnection
of time and space he was not trying to prove the existence of space,
wrote, “There is no room for ‘must’ in philosophy or in science, but
only for facts and the implications of them.”42 How different this man
was from Bertrand Russell! In place of Russell’s hard, logical atomism
there was a judicious chapter on “The One and the Many.” Reading
Alexander’s philosophy instead of Bertie’s must have been a great relief
to A. N. W.

To Russell in this stage of his career, a very few epistemological
principles (as well as all those of logic) were prior to metaphysics. But
when Whitehead began his plunge into metaphysics in Science and the
Modern World, he said that

an account of the general character of what we know must enable us
to frame an account of how knowledge is possible as an adjunct
within things known.43

To Alexander also, theory of knowledge was not the foundation of
metaphysics, as so many believed, but only a chapter of it.#4

Early in his second volume, Alexander wrote that the relation of a
conscious subject to the object which transcends it is not unique, but is
“found wherever two finites are compresent with each other.”45 In his
copy, Whitehead underscored this and wrote “Yes” in the margin.
Neither man believed that consciousness was omnipresent; my sugges-
tion is that Whitehead sympathized with Alexander’s generalization of
the subject-object relation. When Whitehead started to develop his
metaphysical system, he would deal primarily with the transition from
object to subject, and the concrescence of the subject. There is none of
this in Space, Time, and Deity. But the idea of process—natural process
and history, nothing Hegelian—is there, and is emphasized. Alexander
speaks of a “nisus” in Space-Time.
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Alexander was weakest in his treatment of point-instants as units of
reality; Whitehead had done better with point-instants. Alexander had
read his books on the philosophy of physics, and lamented his own lack
of mathematical training. Further, he confessed to having a feeling of
presumptuousness in writing about Space-Time without having the
proper equipment.* There is quite a contrast between his treatment of
Space-Time as “the empirical reality” and Whitehead’s treatment of it
as a continuum of abstract potentialities for the finite processes that are
his empirical realities.

Space, Time, and Deity is divided into four Books; Deity is the subject
of the last. In Whitehead’s copy, the first three books are full of his
marginalia, but there is not a single mark in Book IV.

Alexander’s subject was not God, but the quality of deity. He identi-
fied it as, for us, “the next higher empirical level than mind.” Samuel
Alexander had a Victorian’s fascination with the idea of evolution from
one level of existence to the next higher level. Following Lloyd Mor-
gan, he called the higher level “emergent,” a term which implies novel-
ty and contrasts with “resultant.”*

Whitehead’s thought was not restricted to the levels of existence on
this little planet of ours. He liked Alexander’s idea of a nisus in Space-
Time, but did not limit the applications of what corresponded to it in
his metaphysics. The God that he had introduced to his readers in
Science and the Modern World, and later called God in his primordial
nature, was, as he remarked in 1931, “Alexander’s nisus conceived as
actual.”#’

Alexander based his thought about the quality of deity on his con-
ception of the religious sentiment in mankind. I think Whitehead’s
interpretation of the religious sentimentf was ampler.

X111
With the notable exception of Whitehead himself, more students of
his philosophy bestow the honor of first place among its progenitors
upon Bergson than upon Alexander. In particular, the primacy that
Whitehead gave to the idea of process is usually assumed to be due to
Bergson’s influence on him. But what is the idea of process? Only
Whitehead’s idea of process is in question. When we go afield, we

*“Emergent” was introduced by G. H. Lewes in the late 1870s.
TSee pages 196-97 below.
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might better—I shall not try to settle the question—consider the idea
that Alexander expressed by “Motion”48 to be closer to Whitehead’s
“process.”

In his London years Whitehead enjoyed opportunities to be influ-
enced by Bergson. He often chatted with his Aristotelian Society friend
H. Wildon Carr, who had published a book on Bergson’s philosophy in
1911.4% And Jessie Whitehead told me that she remembered at least one
occasion when Bergson was in her parents’ house.50

Belief in a substantial Bergsonian influence mushroomed after a re-
viewer of the Principles of Natural Knowledge, Theodore de Laguna,
wrote:

Mr. Whitehead seems to have felt very keenly the force of Bergson’s
criticism of natural science as incapable of expressing the continuity
of things. . . .

. . . the ulterior aim of his whole work is to reform science so that
it shall no longer be open to such criticism.>!

The very long review in Mind, written by a friend of Whitehead’s,
C. D. Broad, did not assert an ulterior aim, nor mention Bergson. And
the author, Whitehead himself? He put two references to Bergson into
the book. In the Preface he named him as one of seven philosophers
who “have initiated and sustained relevant discussions.” This is not
followed up. The other reference is in the concluding paragraph. Since
it reveals Whitehead’s feelings about life and death as well as his re-
sponse to Bergson’s philosophy, it deserves quotation:

So far as direct observation is concerned all that we know of the
essential relations of life in nature is stated in two short poetic
phrases. The obvious aspect by Tennyson,

Blow, bugle, blow, set the wild echoes flying,

And answer, echoes, answer, dying, dying, dying.
Namely, Bergson’s élan vital and its relapse into matter. And
Wordsworth with more depth,

The music in my heart I bore,

Long after it was heard no more.

Identification of Bergson’s doctrine with the obvious does not suggest
that Whitehead is accepting it. Quite the contrary; it suggests that
Whitehead wants more insight than Bergson offered. When I asked him
about de Laguna’s interpretation of the Principles of Natural Knowledge,
he replied that he had read Bergson but was not much worried by
him.52

In Science and the Modern World, a note of sympathy is struck in
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Whitehead’s comment on Bergson’s “so-called anti-intellectualism.”
He says that it should be construed as “a protest against taking the
Newtonian conception of nature as being anything except a high ab-
straction.”>3 That would make Bergson an ally in Whitehead’s attack
on scientific materialism. Now, Bertrand Russell had often tried to
nullify Bergson’s philosophy.>* The criticisms were not distinguished,;
they relied on such obvious stratagems as fastening on Bergson’s dis-
trust of the intellect and turning it against him.

To me, Whitehead’s comment was quite in character for him. It may
be counted as an episode in the long story of his varied relations with
Russell.* Russell’s friends thought of him as the great Destroyer in
arguments. To Whitehead, many roads led toward truth. Why not be
hospitable to a new traveler? In philosophy, we are all groping, and no
one owns the whole truth.

Back to the question of Bergson’s influence on Whitehead. We saw
earliert that in February and March 1885, when Bergson had not yet
published any of his philosophy, Whitehead as a young “Apostle”
rejected what Bergson later called the “spatialization” of change.

Nobody should say that the Bergsonian influence on Whitehead can
hardly be exaggerated. Of course it can be exaggerated. It is all too easy
for the well-read Ph.D., on looking at a new philosophy, to say, “I
know where he got this idea! and that one! and that one!” The gain is
that he need not sweat long over a new idea if he misreads it as only a
new version of one he knows.

Fortunately, it is hard to do this with the Bergson-Whitehead rela-
tion: the contrasts are too strong. In all of Whitehead’s books from
Science and the Modern World on, it is evident that his way of thinking,
adventurous and systematic, defies Bergson’s exhortation,

Let us have done with great systems embracing all the possible, and
sometimes even the impossible! Let us be content with the real, mind
and matter.>>

I once made a study, “The Influence of Bergson, James, and Alex-
ander on Whitehead. ”56 More than half of it was devoted to the alleged
influence of Bergson. As influence is a causal connection, I explored the
possibility that Whitehead derived from Bergson either his choice of
problems to investigate or some essentials of his solutions to them. My

*Whether or not Russell used the term anti-intellectualism in describing Bergson’s phi-
losophy, that is the ism which Russell’s readers attached to his victim.
tVolume I, pages 136-38.
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conclusions (tentative, not final) were negative.>” To that study I refer
readers who believe that Whitehead’s philosophy was influenced by
these men.

X1v

The Macmillan Company of New York almost lost the right to
publish Whitehead’s Lowell Lectures of 1925. As Curtice Hitchcock of
Macmillan tells the story, in the autumn of 1924 a man from the Har-
vard University Press “made some rather vague remark to Whitehead
who didn’t immediately connect it with Lowell Lectures.”>8 Harold
Murdock of the Harvard Press then made arrangements with Evelyn
Whitehead to have Harvard publish those lectures.>® But acting as her
husband’s business manager, Evelyn got the right to publish back into
Macmillan’s hands.

From Sydney Roberts, Secretary to the Syndics of the Cambridge
University Press, Hitchcock learned that Cambridge never had a writ-
ten contract with Whitehead for any of his books that they published.
Roberts told him, “Whitehead always has his head above the clouds and
is perfectly incapable of transacting business in a definite fashion.”60
And it was useless to write him, because he never answered letters.61

To Whitehead, preparing his lectures, performing other academic
duties, and developing his mathematical or philosophical ideas always
took priority over other kinds of activity. Social obligations outranked
business, which came last.

Early in May 1925 the manager of Macmillan’s New England
branch, F. J. Flagg of Boston, was asked to discuss business with
Whitehead. After many attempts he managed to see him. As Flagg
wrote to Hitchcock, “This was entirely unsatisfactory. He apparently
knows no more about business than a child. He finally referred me to
Mrs. Whitehead. 762

Evelyn was more than willing to talk business with Mr. Flagg. She
told him that, frankly, she would prefer Cambridge in England and
Macmillan in America to any other publisher of her husband’s books.
Their finances, she said, had been hit hard by the war; it was imperative
that they realize as much as possible from the new manuscript. An
American publisher had offered a royalty of ss—60 percent. Evelyn
added that she was negotiating with the Cambridge University Press
for a uniform edition of her husband’s works; if Cambridge was willing
to go ahead with this, she was disposed to give them the new manu-
script despite the flattering offer of such a high royalty.¢3 Evelyn did not
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identify the generous American publisher. Hitchcock immediately
wrote Flagg that Mrs. Whitehead must mean s percent of the profits,
not a §§ percent royalty on copies sold at retail; that was something no
publisher could afford to offer.6*

The final upshot concerning Science and the Modern World was that on
June 25, 1925, Whitehead signed a contract; Macmillan was to give him
a 15 percent royalty and, on receiving the manuscript, an advance of
$250 against the royalties. These terms were not unusual; in fact, Mac-
millan and the Cambridge University Press had agreed on the 15 per-
cent royalty the summer before. When Hitchcock wrote to Whitehead
on July 1, 1924, expressing Macmillan’s desire to publish Whitehead’s
Lowell Lectures, he also wrote to the Cambridge Press, saying that
Macmillan wanted to be sure of having the American rights. Both
Whitehead and Cambridge seem to have assumed that Cambridge
would continue to be his publisher, in the old easygoing way, after his
migration to America. Whitehead did not answer Hitchcock’s letter,
but Cambridge made an offer, which Macmillan accepted, for the
American rights to publish these Lowell Lectures at a royalty of 15
percent of the American published price.®> The book was to be man-
ufactured in the United States, and Macmillan would put it on the
market.

This practice was followed with Whitehead’s later books.* Cam-
bridge would produce the best editions. But in every case the author’s
financial agreements were with Macmillan.

*However, see the first sentence of Section ii of this chapter, and the footnote attached
to it.
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esides the free course of Lowell Lectures that was given
in Huntington Hall, Boston, on a variety of subjects, the
Lowell Institute in 1925—26 offered free public lectures
on current topics in theology. These were given in King’s
Chapel, Boston, under the auspices of the Harvard Di-
vinity School, the Episcopal Theological School at Cambridge, and the
Andover Theological Seminary.! Whitehead was invited to give a
course consisting of four such lectures. They were delivered in Febru-
ary 1926.
On July 19, 1925, Whitehead wrote to North:

I am to deliver another course of Lowell Lectures in Boston next year

on “Science and Religion,” i. e., on the scientific criticism of re-

ligion.
It is likely that when Whitehead wrote this letter he had not chosen all
his topics for this new course of Lowell Lectures, but believed that he
would have more to say about the conflict between science and religion
than he had said in Chapter XII of Science and the Modern World.* The
general title he proposed and that the Lowell Institute announced for the
new course, however, was, “Religion: Its Passing Forms and Eternal
Truths. 2

When the lectures that Whitehead delivered in February 1926 were
published, without additions, as a book, the title given the book was
Religion in the Making.

In the very short Preface to the book, which Whitehead dated March
13, 1926, he wrote:

The aim of the lectures was to give a concise analysis of the various
factors in human nature which go to form a religion, to exhibit the
inevitable transformation of religion with the transformation of
knowledge, and more especially to direct attention to the foundation
of religion on our apprehension of those permanent elements by

*That chapter will be discussed on pages 186—87 below.
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reason of which there is a stable order in the world, permanent
elements apart from which there could be no changing world.

The last half of this description assures us that Whitehead will offer a
metaphysical foundation for religion.

Religion in the Making was published in September 1926. Macmillan
desired publication later in the fall, but Whitehead hurried the com-
pany, as he had done with Science and the Modern World.3

1

Whitehead explained in the Preface that he was applying to religion
“the train of thought” which he had applied to science in his earlier
Lowell Lectures; the two books show “the same way of thought in
different applications.”

There was a great difference in the reception of the two books. The
earlier one ran with the tides of the times; Religion in the Making ran
against them. People were willing to believe that scientific materialism
as a philosophy of nature needed to be bridled, but not that the prevail-
ing philosophy of religion needed scrutiny.

The general subject of the first of the four lectures was the emergence
of religion in history. Early in it, Whitehead set his face against the view
that religion is primarily a social fact:

Social facts are of great importance to religion, because there is no
such thing as absolutely independent existence. You cannot abstract
society from man; most psychology is herd psychology. But all
collective emotions leave untouched the awful ultimate fact, which
is the human being, consciously alone with itself, for its own sake.

Religion is what the individual does with his own solitariness.*

The last statement has been repudiated almost as often as it has been
quoted. Churchmen would have preferred something like “Religion is
what the individual does with his gregariousness.”* Whitehead sup-
ported his view dramatically by reminding us:

The great religious conceptions which haunt the imaginations of
civilized mankind are scenes of solitariness: Prometheus chained to
his rock, Mahomet brooding in the desert, the meditations of the
Buddha, the solitary Man on the Cross.5

*A philosopher, Donald A. Crosby, wrote a first-rate paper, “Religion and Solitari-
ness,” in which he analyzed Whitehead’s meaning fully and sympathetically. In Section
vii of this chapter I shall draw on part of Professor Crosby’s paper.
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I suppose that many churchmen felt sent to Coventry by what White-
head said when he declared that if you are never solitary, you are never
religious:

Collective enthusiasms, revivals, institutions, churches, rituals,
bibles, codes of behaviour, are the trappings of religion, its passing
forms. They may be useful, or harmful; they may be authoritatively
ordained, or merely temporary expedients. But the end of religion is
beyond all this. ¢

I resist the temptation to quote at greater length from the fine open-
ing chapter of Religion in the Making. My temptation is natural, for [ am
convinced by what Whitehead said there, and think that this book as a
whole is one of the best things he wrote as a philosopher. Science was
bound to go its own way, without attending to Whitehead, in respond-
ing to the new discoveries of the 1920s and 1930s; the men of religion
could have heeded him in their response to the turmoil of those decades,
and did not. They were weak in historical perspective and engrossed in
their social doctrine. In their role as public relations men, they could not
agree with Whitehead that religion is not necessarily good, still less
admit that the belief that it is good “is a dangerous delusion.”” But
history was obviously with Whitehead. Recently, the savage character
of the appeals to religion that were made in the Middle East in the 1980s
corroborated his point.

The book received relatively more favorable reviews in the United
Kingdom than in America. The notable exception was a scathing re-
view by the philosopher G. E. Moore.? Moore was preoccupied with
the question of the evidence for believing in religion.

In the opening section, “Religion Defined,” of the first chapter, there
are many statements that begin, “Religion is . . .” There are two
which, I think, serve best as Whitehead’s general definitions.

Religion is the art and the theory of the internal life of man, so far as it
depends on the man himself and on what is permanent in the nature
of things.

On its doctrinal side, a religion is

a system of general truths which have the effect of transforming
character when they are sincerely held and vividly apprehended.

Whitehead had declared that the primary religious virtue is sincerity.®
These statements were too dispassionate to be welcomed either by
believers or by freethinkers.
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11

It turned out thatin these Lowell Lectures on religion Whitehead was
so occupied with religion in history, dogmas, and metaphysics that he
had little time left for the conflict between religion and science. To get
acquainted with his view of it, we must go back to Chapter XII of
Science and the Modern World. Like so much that he wrote, this chapter
was an address which he gave on a particular occasion. “Religion and
Science” was presented Sunday afternoon, April 5, 1925. It was White-
head’s only contribution to the Phillips Brooks Lecture Series at Har-
vard in his first academic year there.

When writing to North a few hours before this lecture, Whitehead
called his subject “the young lady of Riga problem.” I did not under-
stand this until North told me that the English pronounce Riga with a
long i, not with a long e as Americans do. Then we have

There was a young lady of Riga,
Who smiled as she rode on a tiger.
They came back from the ride

With the lady inside,

And the smile on the face of the tiger.

Unlike Bertrand Russell and many other friends, Whitehead did not
believe that science was devouring religion. He believed that both are
“permanent elements of human nature.”'9 In dealing with such mat-
ters, it had become his habit to look at them in a historical perspective.
When we do so, we discover that there has always been a conflict
between religion and science, and that each has undergone continual
development.!!

After observing that the different ways in which science and religion
deal with such lives as those of John Wesley and St. Francis of Assisi
make discrepancies inevitable, Whitehead said:

It would, however, be missing the point to think that we need not
trouble ourselves about the conflict between science and religion. In
an intellectual age there can be no active interest which puts aside all
hope of a vision of the harmony of truth.1?

Thus philosophy has a constructive job to do. Whitehead could not be
content with an analysis of propositions that occur in science and of
others drawn from religion.

The important question is, in what spirit we should face the conflict.
He declared, “A clash of doctrines is not a disaster—it is an oppor-
tunity, ”13 and cited the discovery of argon as anillustration drawn from
science.
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Whitehead was much concerned about the fading of interest in re-
ligion. He insisted,

Religion will not regain its old power until it can face change in the
same spirit as does science.4

In the first half of this lecture his main points were

that religion is the expression of one type of fundamental experiences
of mankind: that religious thought develops into an increasing accu-
racy of expression, disengaged from adventitious imagery: that the
interaction between religion and science is one great factor in pro-
moting this development.1>

So much for the conflict between science and religion. In the latter
half of his Phillips Brooks Lecture Whitehead said little about science.
He talked about what religion ought to be.

1v

After calling religion the reaction of human nature in its search for
God, Whitehead asserted, “The presentation of God under the aspect of
power awakens every modern instinct of critical reaction.”16

I think that the embrace of this aspect of God is rooted in the instinct
of fear and in our pre-scientific inability to cope with events. I have
speculated* that when Whitehead, in his early thirties, was comparing
the authority of Canterbury with that of Rome, a main reason why he
rejected both and became an agnostic was his dislike of the doctrine of
Almighty Power which they both maintained.

In the address which I have been considering, Whitehead noticed
another factor that weakens the hold of religion: the presentation of it as
providing a sanction of rules of right conduct. And the purpose of right
conduct easily becomes “the formation of pleasing social relations,” so
that the religious life is in danger, alas, of becoming “a research after
comfort.”’17 The phrase was a bit of hyperbole, but Whitehead’s point
was sound.

He held that, in general,

Conduct is a by-product of religion—an inevitable by-product, but
not the main point. Every great religious teacher has revolted against
the presentation of religion as a mere sanction of rules of conduct.
Saint Paul denounced the Law, and Puritan divines spoke of the

*See Volume I, Chapter X, Section ii.
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filthy rags of righteousness. The insistence upon rules of conduct
marks the ebb of religious fervour.18

Atany rate, what Whitehead sought from religion was something quite
different. This appeared when, as he neared the end of his Phillips
Brooks Lecture, he undertook to state, “in all diffidence,” what he
conceived to be “the essential character of the religious spirit.”

Religion is the vision of something which stands beyond, behind,
and within, the passing flux of immediate things; something which
is real, and yet waiting to be realised; something which is a remote
possibility, and yet the greatest of present facts; something that gives
meaning to all that passes, and yet eludes apprehension; something
whose possession is the final good, and yet is beyond all reach;
something which is the ultimate ideal, and the hopeless quest.1®

[ do not think that this remarkable passage would be composed by
anyone who had a religious faith, as religious faith is customarily un-
derstood. The author was looking for something, something that will
give meaning to what has happened; in Whitehead’s case, to the carnage
of the First World War, and Eric’s death in it.

An agnostic will ask, what if the religious vision is a persistent
illusion? Whitehead gave his answer at once. Apart from this religious
vision, he said,

human life is a flash of occasional enjoyments lighting up a mass of
pain and misery, a bagatelle of transient experience.20

Thatis how human life looked to him during and after World War I. He
could not have said this before that war decisively ended an age of
secular progress and hope. Whether his harsh summary of human life is
true or false, it appeared true to most of the people in the nations at war.

When I asked Bertrand Russell about his view of Whitehead’s turn to
religion, he gave it flatly and crudely: “Eric’s death made him want to
believe in immortality.”2! It would perhaps be more accurate, because
less explicit, to say what Jessie immediately said when [ brought up this
subject: “Eric’s death is behind it.”22 North expressed a similar view.23
North’s own convictions, like Russell’s, were atheistic; he himself told
me so. (But his was a quiet atheism.) Jessie seemed to me to be not so
much atheistic as indifferent to the whole question of theism versus
atheism. The children knew their father’s mind well, and understood
the war-engendered feelings in the family better than Russell did. Jessie
added that the effect of Eric’s death on her mother especially aftected
her father. Indeed it did.
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v

Did Whitehead ever look into his motives for abandoning agnosti-
cism? [ think not, though I cannot demonstrate this. Remember, he
never kepta diary. And he did not express his feelings about such things
inletters, at least not in any that I have been able to discover. We have to
fall back upon a feature of his unusual character: lack of interest in
himself. In 1941 he began an attempt that had been urged on him (it
would take his mind off the war), to extend his autobiography beyond
the fourteen printed pages written for, and published in, the Whitehead
volume of Schilpp’s Library of Living Philosophers. He barely began an
extension; then he lost interest. (Even his consent to participate in
Schilpp’s series had been given reluctantly.)24 All his thought and ac-
tion were outwardly directed. The kind of self-knowledge he thought it
important for a thinker to seek was not awareness of his motives, but
awareness of the limitations of the concepts he was using; and this,
being a matter of stretching the outwardly directed imagination, is not
self-knowledge at all. I think it unlikely that Whitehead ever took more
than a passing glance at the motives behind his abandonment of ag-
nosticism.

Would he have remained an agnostic but for the war? Probably not.
The degree of this hypothetical probability cannot be estimated. I
would say only that a thinking man who as a boy was brought up in a
religion that did not repel him and who in his thirties becomes an
unbeliever is likely, if he is at all religious by nature, to figure out his
own theism eventually. That is what Whitehead the philosopher did.
By contrast, a man with no tendency toward religion will either main-
tain a superficial piety all his life or, if he is as much exposed to agnosti-
cism as Whitehead was from his Cambridge years on, will come to a
simple atheism and stay with it.

V1

Whitehead had appropriately dedicated his first American book,
Science and the Modern World, “to my colleagues, past and present,
whose friendship is inspiration.” In fact, he wrote his books only by
getting away from his colleagues for a few hours each day. But he liked
to raise people’s spirits, almost to the point of flattering them.

He gave Religion in the Making a specific dedication: “to E. W.” It was
Evelyn who had been hardest hit by Eric’s death, and who most wanted
to know what religion meant to her husband. It was fitting that he
dedicate the most personal of his philosophical books to her.
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Vil

Recall that in the Preface to this book Whitehead said that he would
give a concise analysis of the factors in human nature which go to forma
religion. In his first chapter he named four such factors: ritual, emotion,
belief, and rationalization, by which he meant the revision of beliefs
(including myths) so that they become agreeable to reason. He devoted
most of this chapter to the contributions of communal religions to
stable societies, and to the advance from such religions to those which
arise in solitariness and express world-loyalty. For Whitehead, com-
munal religion is not the real thing, it is only proto-religion.

An evolutionary orientation which tries to trace the development of
religion from its earliest beginnings through distinct stages is no longer,
I think, favored by cultural anthropologists. We do not know enough
about prehistoric times to essay a probable account of the origins of the
religious sentiment among mankind. And Whitehead’s description of
communal religion amounts to an outdated stereotype. His style in this
book is oracular, but no more so than it was in his writings on educa-
tion. The real defect in this part of Religion in the Making is the frequency
of sweeping generalizations for which no data are cited. He relied too
heavily on a few secondary sources. Indeed, he had done so in Science
and the Modern World, without doing any serious damage to his account
of the influence of the scientific mentality, to his rejection of scientific
materialism, or to the sketch of his new philosophy of nature; these are
not vitiated by the more accurate knowledge, which we now possess,
of such things as Galileo’s experiments. Whitehead’s conception of
religion as it ought to be, which is now his main concern, is not vitiated
by defects in his account of the road that has so far been traveled toward
it. But it is unfortunate that his book on religion was named Religion in
the Making.2>

Vil

Whitehead began the third chapter of Religion in the Making with the
assertion, “Religion requires a metaphysical backing; for its authority is
endangered by the intensity of the emotions which it generates.” In a
footnote on the next page he defined metaphysics as a science, “the
science which seeks to discover the general ideas which are indispensa-
bly relevant to the analysis of everything that happens.” He does not
define metaphysics as a science in any other philosophical book that
he wrote. He did not need to do so here; he could have repeated the
definition he gave in Science and the Modern World: “a dispassionate
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consideration of the nature of things, antecedently to any special inves-
tigation into their details.”2¢ (“The nature of things” is Whitehead’s
customary name for the most general characteristics of the totality of
existence.) I think the fact that in February 1926 he defined metaphysics
as a science reflects the continued presence of a mathematical scientist in
this philosopher. In another year or two—when he begins to write
Process and Reality— Whitehead will describe the task of metaphysics as
the framing of a speculative philosophy. Thereafter, science more and
more becomes to him something to be contrasted with philosophy and
with religion.

The proper alternative to a metaphysical foundation for religion is
the “curious delusion”

that the rock upon which our beliefs can be founded is an historical
investigation. You can only interpret the past in terms of the present.
The present is all that you have.??

If your present moment of experience does not show that it derives
from your immediately prior experience, you lack the necessary basis
for making any appeal to history. It is likewise true that if the present
moment does not include any experience of deviation from your imme-
diately prior experience, you lack a basis for believing in change. These
two facts remind us of the ground that experience must provide for
exploring the universe around us, so as to gain some conception of the
nature of things.

1X

Whitehead embarked on metaphysical analysis in the third chapter of
Religion in the Making. He named his subject “the universe, conceived as
that which is comprehensive of all that there is.”28 He continued to use
“universe” with this philosophical meaning throughout his later writ-
ings, but he also used it in its astrophysical sense whenever that was
pertinent.

In Chapter V of his Principles of Natural Knowledge Whitehead had
correlated different ways of analyzing nature. He now begins his essay
into metaphysics by asserting that there are many ways of analyzing the
universe. He then expounds two analyses. Both are needed; he does not
suggest any others. The first analysis is into

(1) the actual world, passing in time; and (2) those elements which go
to its formation.2?
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The formative elements had been introduced in Science and the Modern
World, but not as succinctly as in the present description of them. They
are:

1. The creativity whereby the actual world has its character of tem-
poral passage to novelty.

2. The realm of ideal entities, or forms, which are in themselves not
actual, but are such that they are exemplified in everything that is
actual, according to some proportion of relevance.

3. The actual but non-temporal entity whereby the indetermination
of mere creativity is transmuted into a determinate freedom. This
non-temporal actual entity is what men call God—the supreme God
of rationalized religion.30

In his second mode of analysis, Whitehead analyzes the temporal
world

into a multiplicity of occasions of actualization. These are the pri-
mary actual units of which the temporal world is composed. Call
each such occasion an “epochal occasion.” Then the actual world is a
community of epochal occasions. *

The nature of this community will be spelled out in detail in White-
head’s Gifford Lectures. Here he only justifies his use of “community”
by saying,

Each unit has in its nature a reference to every other member of the

community, so that each unit is a microcosm representing in itself
the entire all-inclusive universe.3!

Whitehead calls the units creatures of creativity, and explains the
temporal character of the actual world by the fact that the creativity is
not separable from its creatures.

Accordingly, the creativity for a creature becomes the creativity
with the creature, and thereby passes into another phase of itself. Itis
now the creativity for anew creature. Thus there is a transition of the
creative action, and this transition exhibits itself, in the physical
world, in the guise of routes of temporal succession.32

Creativity, so perfectly protean, was Whitehead’s metaphysically
ultimate concept. It and the terms many and one will comprise the

*See Chapter VIII, Section ix.
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Category of the Ultimate in Process and Reality. Remember what White-
head said in Science and the Modern World when he compared his meta-
physics with Spinoza’s:
His one substance is for me the one underlying activity of realisation
individualising itself in an interlocked plurality of modes.33

Whitehead does not conceive of God as a personal being. This theism
is a highly philosophical one. And the kind of immortality which he
will describe in his Gifford Lectures will not be personal immortality.

When Whitehead discusses the way in which we know God, he
agrees with the familiar view that our knowledge is not a direct intui-
tion, but is reached inferentially.34

X

So much for the metaphysical foundation of religion, as Whitehead
saw it early in 1926. I must now consider his treatment of religious
dogmas. He began this in the second of his four Lowell Lectures on
religion, and stated his conclusions in the last lecture. I have already
covered some of this ground, for Whitehead held that there was, and
always had been, but one fundamental religious dogma in debate:
“What do you mean by ‘God?”” All other dogmas were, and are, sub-
sidiary.

Whitehead referred also to mathematical dogmas and dogmas of
physical science. He did not, in these lectures, discuss the analogy he
assumed to hold between those dogmas and religious dogmas, and my
assessment of the analogy is best postponed to my last chapter.35

Churchmen tend to over-value their dogmas. Whitehead was cir-
cumspect: “Religions commit suicide when they find their inspirations
in their dogmas.”3¢ The inspirations are matters of history. Remember,
in “The Aims of Education,” Whitehead’s protest against inert ideas,
and his lively support for the doctrine that the purpose of education is to
stimulate and guide the pupil’s self-development. A similar attitude,
with a similar feeling behind it, occurs when, ten years later, he writes
of religious dogmas in these terms:

The sources of religious belief are always growing, though some

supreme expressions may lie in the past. Records of these sources are

not formulae. They elicit in us intuitive response which pierces be-
yond dogma.37

Of course dogmatic expression is necessary. Public concepts must be
applied to what is experienced in solitariness.
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But the dogmas, however true, are only bits of the truth, expressed
in terms which in some ways are over-assertive and in other ways
lose the essence of truth.38

Whitehead’s conclusion about dogmas is about as uncompromising
as he ever gets. Although dogmas have their measure of truth,

in their precise forms they are narrow, limitative, and alterable: in
effect untrue, when carried over beyond the proper scope of their
utility.

Aysystem of dogmas may be the ark within which the Church
floats safely down the flood-tide of history. But the Church will
perish unless it opens its window and lets out the dove to search for
an olive branch.3?

Whitehead was referring to the Church of England, in which he had
been reared.* His older brother Henry had retired in 1922 after almost
thirty years as Bishop of Madras. Madras was the most important
diocese in India, and needed the services of two men; against the strong-
est opposition, Henry Whitehead secured the appointment of an Indian,
Samuel (later Bishop) Azariah. When Henry went to Madras in 1899,
he was a strict Tractarian, but he swung over to an ecumenical point of
view. A historian of the Church in South India has said of the change in
his attitude,

Above all it was a steady growth in the understanding of the other
man’s point of view, and it was caused by a practical approach to the
opportunities which South India seemed to offer.4°

Henry and Alfred Whitehead did notlook at all alike, T and they were as
different as Oxford and Cambridge; but they shared many traits of
character: energy, tolerance, breadth of view, common sense about
problems; and benign was the adjective which each man’s associates
used. Henry’s academic career was in the classics, and he did not have
the mathematician’s desire to seek, analyze, and relate general proposi-
tions. The philosopher Alfred thought in terms of ideas beyond the
imaginations of other men, including his brother’s. Very few letters
between them are extant, and I dare not assert that either one substan-
tially influenced the other. But, unless I have misunderstood Religion in
the Making, the philosopher liked what his brother did in South India; in
particular, it is probable that when A. N. W. compared a system of

*See Volume I, Chapters II and III.
+See the last of the family photographs in Volume I.
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dogmas with Noah’s Ark, his thought was that the Church will perish
unless it adopts policies like Henry Whitehead’s.

What Whitehead said about Buddhism in these lectures of 1926 owed
something to past conversations with Henry, but much more to recent
conversations with his closest friend in the Harvard Philosophy De-
partment, James Woods, who had an expert’s knowledge on Bud-
dhism. Whitehead was not interested in the features on which experts
differ; but, believing that Buddhism and Christianity were the major
religions of the world, he voiced comparative remarks throughout
these Lowell Lectures. Both, he thought, were in full decay.#! And
instead of trying to learn from each other, each had sheltered itself from
the other.42

X1
When dealing with the chapter “God,” in Science and the Modern
World,* 1 failed to call attention to the emphatic final paragraph of that
chapter:

Among medieval and modern philosophers, anxious to establish
the religious significance of God, an unfortunate habit has prevailed
of paying to Him metaphysical compliments. He has been conceived
as the foundation of the metaphysical situation with its ultimate
activity. If this situation be adhered to, there can be no alternative
except to discern in Him the origin of all evil as well as of all good.
He is then the supreme author of the play, and to HimT must there-
fore be ascribed its shortcomings as well as its success.

I do not see any escape from this simple argument. From St. Augustine
to the present day, theologians have devoted their utmost skills to
saving all of God’s traditional attributes. Whitehead does not fall back
on the private conception of evil or on any other conception that has
been devised for this purpose. In his conception of God Whitehead
gives up omnipotence, omniscience, and omni-infinitude (since a God
that was infinite in all respects would be evil as well as good).*3 The
divine attribute that Whitehead keeps and makes central is goodness.
To him, “God” is the name for the force, or at least tendency, toward
harmony in the universe.

*See page 163 above.
tTWhitehead’s publishers were not consistent in their use of initial capital letters in
pronouns whose antecedents were God.
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Whitehead’s theory of the interaction between God and the temporal
world is only suggested now; it will be laid out in Process and Reality.
But we can observe now that itis a mistake to think that he has set up the
creativity to be a kind of God beyond God. The mistake comes from a
desire to ascribe to God everything that is metaphysically important.
The universal creativity assures us only that every state of affairs will
give birth to another. Whether the existents of the immediate future are
better or worse than those of the present, is no business of the creativity.

X1

I think that the key to Whitehead’s theory of religion is the general
concept of “a rightness in things, partially conformed to and partially
disregarded.”## That there is such a rightness can only be known intu-
itively.

This intuition is not the discernment of a form of words, but of a

type of character. It is characteristic of the learned mind to exalt

words. Yet mothers can ponder many things in their hearts which

their lips cannot express. These many things, which are thus known,

constitute the ultimate religious evidence, beyond which there is no

appeal. 4>

It was characteristic of Whitehead throughout his years at Harvard to
take cracks at the learned mind for exalting words. Here, it would be
strange if he did not have Evelyn in mind as he wrote about mothers. Is
he not exalting what he takes to be her feeling about Eric’s death?* The
last sentence reveals a good deal about the man who wrote it, but
nothing about religious evidence. Pondering is not knowing, nor does
it constitute evidence; at best it is a preliminary to knowing. Whitehead
appears to be saying that Evelyn’s feeling about Eric’s death is conclu-
sive.

X111
One could not read Religion in the Making without concluding that,
despite his balanced opinions and his occasional harsh judgments,
Whitehead was definitely a friend of religion. He was not an uncommit-
ted scientist to whom “religion” is only the name for a distinctive group
of social phenomena.

*See page 188 above.
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The central section of the last chapter of the book deals with the three
traditions Buddhism, Christianity, and science. [ have a strong impres-
sion that Whitehead had no emotional feeling for Buddhism, only a
deep respect and a theoretical understanding. Here he contrasts the
moral codes:

To put it briefly, Buddhism, on the whole, discourages the sense of
active personality, whereas Christianity encourages it.46

When Whitehead at Sherborne School was Captain of the Games, then
Head Boy, he was helping his schoolmates to be active, physically
disciplined persons. His successful competitive life as a student at Cam-
bridge was as far from Buddhist practice as a young Englishman could
get. His love for Evelyn was love of a vivid personality. He did not
recoil from any of these experiences at any later time. The religion
which he found appealing was Christianity. He prized its message for
the modern world to rely not so much on force as on the slow persua-
siveness of ideals. It endeavored to instill love.

Whitehead thought that St. Paul’s teaching made fear dominant
rather than love, and wanted us to seek God with the help of John
instead of Paul.4? When [ wrote Understanding Whitehead 1 thought he
was often unfair to Paul; now I simply do not know, and I lack the
Pauline knowledge to justify an opinion.

The writings after Religion in the Making show a good deal of elabora-
tion of the position he took there on religion, but no serious changes.
He did not subscribe to a creed or join a church.

Almost twenty years later, he told Lucien Price that if he were to join
a church, he would prefer the Unitarians; it was sad that they had so
little influence.*® But Whitehead had had a long time to join them, and
in 1935 he turned down a splendid opportunity to speak in the Uni-
tarian First Parish Church in Cambridge (where Emerson had given his
Phi Beta Kappa address “The American Scholar”). A graduate of the
Harvard Divinity School (Whitehead had occasionally lectured there),
Leslie T. Pennington, was called to that church. Dr. Pennington wrote
me that he thought Whitehead had been speaking more profoundly to
the condition of our life than any other living philosopher; so he sent
him the most persuasive invitation he could write to preach the sermon
at his Installation Service.4® Whitehead, in a gracious reply, declined to
do so. He had talked it over with his wife, and agreed with her that
acceptance would tend to identify him with Unitarianism and thereby
impair the objectivity of his influence elsewhere.

Protection of his image was not a factor in the answer he gave to an
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invitation to officiate in a private religious ceremony. His young Har-
vard friends Dr. and Mrs. John T. Edsall were theists but not members
of any church. They had read Religion in the Making. In 1930 they asked
him, by letter, whether he would christen their firstborn, in words like
these: “In the love of God I name this child Lawrence, and require of his
parents that they bring him up in the ways of beauty and truth.” There
was to be a little ceremony, a “dedication” to God. Whitehead sent a
reply in which he apologetically but firmly declined to do this. The
Edsalls did not keep the letter, but Dr. Edsall told me5° that Whitehead
said in it that he did not feel entirely sure of his own opinions and would
not wish to make any statement in connection with belief.

X1v

The conclusion of Religion in the Making received an unmerited acco-
lade when D. H. Lawrence quoted and completely misunderstood it in
Lady Chatterley’s Lover.* Lady Chatterley returns from a tryst with
Mellors to find that her husband has been reading “one of the latest
scientific-religious books” (neither author nor title is named). He in-
sists on reading out to her the final four sentences, which he especially
relishes.

The universe shows us two aspects: on one side it is physically
wasting, on the other side it is spiritually ascending.

It is thus passing with a slowness, inconceivable in our measures
of time, to new creative conditions, amid which the physical world,
as we at present know it, will be represented by a ripple barely to be
distinguished from nonentity.

The present type of order in the world has arisen from an unimag-
inable past, and it will find its grave in an unimaginable future. There
remain the inexhaustible realm of abstract forms, and creativity,
with its shifting character ever determined afresh by its own crea-
tures, and God, upon whose wisdom all forms of order depend.

The adverbs in the first sentence gave Lawrence a golden oppor-
tunity to have Lady Chatterley respond to the passage with contempt.
Butitis a complete mistake to read Whitehead as a despiser of the body.
For him, physical and mental are universal features of whatever is
actual. And to Whitehead qua mathematician physicist, “physical” does
not connote “carnal.” The passage is about the world of physics, noth-

*Chapter XVI.
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ing else. Of course Lawrence had no idea of what Whitehead meant by
physical and mental, nor of his idea that the laws of physics which now
prevail will be less dominant in the future.

XV

American academia is as far removed from D. H. Lawrence as you
can get; so [ should like next to notice a criticism of Whitehead’s con-
ception of God that was written by a professional philosopher. Stephen
Lee Ely called his little book The Religious Availability of Whitehead’s
God.51 Ely claimed that Whitehead’s God is of no use to modern liberal
religious feeling. He did not define modern liberal religious feeling, but
assumed that it requires a God who wishes humanity well, whose
values are fundamentally the same as human values, and with whom
man can cooperate to eliminate what man himself finds evil. Since
Whitehead did not explicitly endow his God with these qualities, his
God should not be called good; he is in fact an aesthete of highly
dubious moral character, not worthy of being called God.

Ely’s desiderata were typical of Midwestern progressive political
philosophy at the time (about 1940), and amounted to little more than
that. But Whitehead had maintained that all order is basically aesthetic
order derived from God’s immanence in the world.52 He conceived of
aesthetic experience as feeling that arose from the realization of contrast
under identity.

This was only a conception, one that came easily to a mathematician
familiar with periodicities. Evelyn every day lived out and consciously
looked for such aesthetic experiences. Whitehead’s philosophical ideas
owe a great deal to her in this way—as providing him with a model of
what he considered most important. Religion in the Making is the first of
his books which exhibit this relationship, and it is most evident there.

XV1
In this book Whitehead often summed up the enrichment of religion
as it moves beyond the communal toward its ideal condition as the
advance from God the enemy, whom you placate, to God the compan-
ion, whom you imitate.
He summarized the need for his metaphysical concept of God and its
function in these words:

The religious insight is the grasp of this truth: That the order of the
world, the depth of reality of the world, the value of the world in its
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whole and in its parts, the beauty of the world, the zest of life, the
peace of life, and the mastery of evil, are all bound together—not
accidentally, but by reason of this truth: that the universe exhibits a
creativity with infinite freedom, and a realm of forms with infinite
possibilities; but that this creativity and these forms are together
impotent to achieve actuality apart from the completed ideal harmo-
ny, which is God.33

The motive for Whitehead’s theistic turn is satisfied in his conclusion
about Eric’s death: what passes away “contributes its quality as an
immortal fact to the order which informs the world.”5* Immortality is
here ascribed not to a person but to a fact. We could say that Whitehead
affirmed only a metaphysical immortality.

Finally, we must note that Whitehead draws a distinction between
two kinds of metaphysical notions: those which are founded upon our
general experience, and additional notions which are founded upon
religious experience. The distinction is made in all the books in which
he discusses religion. In Religion in the Making he observes that the
attempt to make such additions is perfectly legitimate: but he adds,

we must be prepared to amplify, recast, generalize, and adapt, so as
to absorb into one system all sources of experience.>>

This was the policy Whitehead followed in all his philosophical cre-
ations, and recommended to every philosopher who seeks a broad
understanding.
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believe that the first professional meeting of philosophers that
Whitehead attended in America was the annual meeting of the
American Philosophical Association’s Eastern Division,* held
for three days in the last week of 1925. The host institution was
Smith College, in Northampton, Massachusetts. Whitehead had
been asked to present the initial paper in a symposium on Time, on
December 30. He was now the outstanding newcomer among Ameri-
can philosophers, and this occasion was eagerly awaited. The other
symposiasts were Professors W. P. Montague and W. H. Sheldon.
Whitehead did not publish his paper; I must rely on a report of the
symposium, written soon afterward by J. H. Randall, Jr.1
There was no real symposium, as the three papers were quite inde-
pendent of each other, and none of the men seemed to have read the
others’ papers beforehand. What Whitehead had written for this session
was too long for the allotted time; he had to curtail it. His paper,
Randall said,

consisted of a series of distinctions and definitions made with the
mathematician’s rigor to serve as the concepts for an understanding
of physical events.?2

These words will suggest to my reader how the majority of American
professional philosophers reacted to this transplanted mathematician.
Whitehead’s audience made little immediate response to his novel ideas;
they let themselves be floored by them. Few of his hearers were ready to
start thinking in terms of actual occasions rather than changing sub-
stances, and few were ready to accept or to challenge the epochal theory
of time, first presented in Science and the Modern World and now sketched
again.

In the discussion which followed, Whitehead accused the other two
speakers of considering the future as it will be when it is a dead past,
instead of recognizing genuine novelty and becoming.3 He had not

*This comprised rather more than half of the Association’s membership.
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much used those positive words in his English writings, but he had
prepared the way for them in his doctrine of the passage of nature.
Scientifically minded philosophers habitually ignore that side of nature,
and think it a virtue to think tenselessly.

Science and the Modern World had been out for a little more than two
months. Many of the philosophers at this Eastern Division meeting
wanted to buttonhole Whitehead and ask him questions about passages
in it. He tried to avoid this; he wanted to meet the younger men and to
find out what lines of thought they were pursuing.

11

Much more important was the Sixth International Congress of Phi-
losophy, held at Harvard in September 1926.* For this congress White-
head wrote a paper, “Time,” subsequently published in its Proceedings. ¥
Its extreme condensation makes it unusually difficult; only a few
Whitehead scholars have given it the attention it deserves.

The paper starts out by noting Alexander’s injunction to take time
seriously. Then we should not try to think of the complete totality of all
existence, nor of a plurality of existents, each of which is complete in
itself without any essential transition to or dependence on the others.
Neither the philosophers who want a monism like Bradley’s nor those
who embrace an atomistic pluralism like Russell’s are taking time se-
riously. Whitehead does not name either man, but in his lectures at
Harvard he often proscribed their doctrines. $ I believe that these two
were the philosophers of Whitehead’s time who were his natural adver-
saries as he developed his own philosophy. You could almost say that
he cut his metaphysical teeth on their works. You cannot really say it,
because when he was a young man he had some metaphysical convic-
tions and discussed metaphysical questions in meetings of the “Apos-

tles.”§
Whitehead always disagreed with most of Bradley’s Logic and with

his Appearance and Reality, and completely repudiated the idea that time
is a self-contradictory feature of appearance. But he came to find valu-
able ideas in Bradley’s later work. Not so in the case of Russell. Al-
though Bertie was the greatest logician since Aristotle, in matters on-

*Whitehead wrote to Samuel Alexander, urging him to come, but he did not.
TReprinted in IS.

iBradley and Russell were philosophical opponents, but they respected each other.
§See Volume I, pages 136—38.
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tological he was, Whitehead thought—and would sometimes say to his
Harvard students—completely mistaken.

Among earlier philosophers, Whitehead concentrated his attention
on a very few. He had discussed Descartes and Locke in Science and the
Modern World, but had not finished with them (as he had finished with
Berkeley). In the opening section of “Time” he claims that Descartes on
substances must be corrected, and he appeals to Locke for support. The
correction is radical:

If time be taken seriously, no concrete entity can change. It can only
be superseded. . . .

Thus in the place of Descartes’s substance with “endurance” as
one of its principal attributes, we must put the notion of an “occa-
sion” with “supersession” as part of its real essence. By Locke, the
phrase “perpetually perishing” is used in the same sense as “superses-
sion” here.4

Time is a complex concept. For Whitehead, it arises from the appli-
cation of three fundamental notions to occasions: supersession, prehen-
sion, and incompleteness.

Anyone who compares this paper with Science and the Modern World
and Process and Reality will be struck by its transitional character. For
example, in the later book the term supersession is not used, but the idea
is fundamental and is often driven home with other words. The
“events” of the 1925 Lowell Lectures are replaced by “(actual) occa-
sions.” The concept of prehension is plainly on its way to becoming one
of the eight “categories of existence” in Process and Reality. The descrip-
tion of an occasion as “dipolar” (physical and mental) appears for the
first time. So do the terms objective immortality and presentational imme-
diacy.

11
After the great success of Science and the Modern World and the mixed
reception of his Lowell Lectures on Religion, Whitehead felt that his
next book should be addressed purely to philosophers. He wrote about
this in a letter to North on May 16, 1926. The passage will cause anyone
who has looked at Process and Reality to gasp:

[ want to follow it [SMW] up with something purely addressed to
philosophers—short and clear, if I can make it so! But I reckon that it
will take me about two years to get that ready. My view is that a lot
of modern philosophy is much too controversial—hunting rabbits
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which bolt into the wrong burrows. There cannot be much in the
subject. What there is to be said, ought to be put shortly—If one
could only see how to do it. You see that I am rather echoing back to
you, your own views as to the book on design. After all, philosophy
is only the statement of the general design of things in general. It must
be a short subject.

Father and son had been corresponding about the book North was
planning. Its title, when it was finally published in 1934, was Instruments
and Accurate Mechanism: Underlying Principles. He dedicated it to his
father.

In mentioning to North the excessively controversial character of
modern philosophy, Whitehead probably had their old friend Russell in
mind. Bertie was always hunting rabbits which bolted into the wrong
burrows.

I do not know, and I doubt whether anyone will ever know, whether
Whitehead began a short statement of “the general design of things in
general,” and if he did, how far he carried it before he started work on
his Gifford Lectures. The notion of the brevity of philosophy makes
sense only if we bear in mind his original subject, mathematics, in every
branch of which a properly axiomatized general theory spawns innu-
merable branchings and endless developments. Mathematics is not a
short subject, because it includes both general theories and the endless
developments from them. So too with philosophy. What Whitehead
was saying was that philosophical discussion must be based on a general
theory, and that this theory should be as short and clear as possible.

Asin most of his private letters, Whitehead had the recipient muchin
his mind. In this instance he emphasized the importance of North’s
work by comparing it with what he himself was trying to do.

1v

Harvard’s spring vacation in 1926 made it possible for Whitehead to
accept invitations from McGill University, the University of Michi-
gan, and the University of Illinois. At McGill he read a paper to the
Philosophical Society. He did the same at Ann Arbor. Neither paper
was ever published; they might have been one and the same paper.

The stay at lllinois lasted six days, in which Whitehead gave five
lectures. These also were never published, but I can tell more about this
visit, thanks to the late Sterling Lamprecht, who was then a member of
the Philosophy Department there. The lectures were adumbrations of
the ideas of Process and Reality. Few people understood them, but that
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did not cut down the attendance. On the contrary, as I have noted,
larger rooms were needed for the second and third occasions. The
notion that important new ideas would be broached by the author of
Science and the Modern World had taken hold. Going to these lectures was
the thing to do. Lamprecht later wrote to me:

it was a bon mot in Urbana at the time that the philosophers did not
understand the lectures but hoped that the mathematicians did, and
that the mathematicians did not understand the lectures but hoped
the philosophers did. People sometimes said frankly that they did
not understand what ANW said but were charmed by his smile.>

He appears to have been the beneficiary of a quite naive conception of
the frontiers of knowledge, entertained by both students and faculty at
what was then a quite ordinary Midwestern university.

Whitehead was much more interested in talking to students than to
the faculty. The Lamprechts and the Whiteheads were dined in a new
fraternity house, and given a tour of it afterward. The only books in
evidence were textbooks. Evelyn asked, “But where are the books you
like to read?”® She saw that there can be no intellectual culture if the
young read only what they are told they must read if they want the
degrees to which all obedient students are entitled. A nation in which
this happens is lucky if it escapes totalitarianism.

v

In April 1927 Whitehead delivered three lectures on the Barbour-
Page Foundation (now called the Page-Barbour Foundation) at the
University of Virginia. These lectures were given annually. He was
pleased when the invitation reached him the preceding fall. It came
from the Chairman of the University Committee on Public Occasions,
Professor John J. Luck. But Evelyn had just suffered an attack of
pleurisy and pneumonia; her worried husband mislaid Professor Luck’s
letter.” Belatedly he sent a very apologetic acceptance on December 10,
1926.8 In it he proposed to lecture on “Symbolic Expression: Its Func-
tion for the Individual and for Society.” Whitehead explained that he
had not yet touched upon this subject in his publications, and hardly at
all in his regular lectures at Harvard. Barbour-Page lecturers were re-
quired to choose subjects that were new to them. This requirement had
an obvious reason; butit could result in the presentation of material that
was too novel for a college audience. That was what happened in
Whitehead’s case (and, later, in T. S. Eliot’s).? There was a large au-
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dience for the first lecture. On the night of the third one, Professor Luck
was frantically calling faculty members to beg their attendance, but
only about a dozen came. 10

V1

The Macmillan Company published these lectures almost verbatim
in November 1927, under the title Symbolism: Its Meaning and Effect.

Whitehead devoted over two hundred words to his Dedication,
which was to the State of Virginia. It was written on his arrival in
Virginia, “a great experience for an Englishman.” In references to Sir
Walter Raleigh, the dedication sought to evoke the spirit of romance. I
think Whitehead was both saying what he supposed to be appropriate,
and giving free rein to his usual feelings about his wife. This long
dedication is one of the few passages from his pen that we could do
without.

The Preface, slightly shorter, is consequential in two respects. In the
first place, it tells the reader that some portions of Locke’s Essay Con-
cerning Human Understanding will help him to understand the lectures.
North remembered that when he was young his father urged him to
study the classic British philosophers; they were the most important
philosophers. In the Preface to Process and Reality Whitehead will say
that the main positions in his philosophy were anticipated in the later
books of Locke’s Essay. Secondly, the acknowledgment of the debt to
Santayana’s Scepticism and Animal Faith has great significance for White-
head’s assessment of Hume’s theory of knowledge, both in these lec-
tures and in the later Gifford Lectures. At Virginia he said that San-
tayana had shown “by every manner of beautiful illustration” that on
Hume’s premises there is no escape from what Santayana called “solips-
ism of the present moment.”!!

vi

Whitehead’s definition of symbolism!? is so broad that he can con-
sider most of our perceptions symbolic. But his purpose in the first two
lectures was to make an analysis of experience that would exhibit the
elements in it which are not symbolic, but are directly recognized. In his
first lecture he maintained that we enjoy direct experience of an external
world.13 He was not limiting “experience” to what we are conscious of,
but including experience asleep or half~awake, drunk or sober; con-
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sciousness is a special feature which to some degree lights up some part
of our experience.

He distinguished two quite different kinds of direct perception. Per-
ception of contemporary things as displayed by sense-data, he called
“presentational immediacy.” It is what people usually mean by sense-
perception. Its data can be clear, distinct, and vivid. The second kind of
direct perception he called “perception of causal efficacy.” In it we feel
the action of the past (both within and outside ourselves) in shaping our
present experience. Its data are vague and primitive. Mistakes in identi-
fication and all other errors in perception occur in symbolic reference
from the one kind of perception to the other.*

Whitehead as a mathematician tends to consider the elements of a
duality as on a par with each other; but here he views perception of
causal efficacy as the more fundamental. There is no need to seek a
reason for its relative neglect in his books on the philosophy of natural
science; scientific observations are perceptions of sense-data. Those
perceptions are of data that are strictly present. When we look at a
nebula in the night sky, we are not looking backward through the time
it took the light to reach us.14 That is an astronomer’s interpretation of
what we see as there now.

Whitehead attacks Hume’s denial that there is any perception of
causal efficacy by simply asking for the meaning of “by” in his observa-
tion that if the idea of substance is perceived by the eyes it must be a
color, if by the ears a sound, if by the palate a taste. Was Hume not
assuming that what he called “impressions” are given by the causal
efficacy of eyes, ears, and palate? And his argument must begin again
over the perception of those sense-organs.15

The prime example of perception of causal efficacy is what White-
head in later books called our sense of the withness of the body. This is
an integral part of every human experience.

It would be a mistake to suppose that Whitehead’s doctrine of causal
perception is only a way of insisting that touch is more fundamental
than any other kind of sensation. That was not his intention. He listed
these examples of what is given in presentational immediacy: “colours,
sounds, tastes, touches, and bodily feelings.”16

*Perceptions of both kinds promote, and are promoted by, analysis of their data in
terms of concepts.
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Vi

Whitehead rehabilitated the idea of a cause after Hume’s destructive
analysis of the causal relation between events, by looking afresh at what
is given to us in any experience-event. We always feel that to some
extent the experience came from some thing or things outside of and
prior to itself.* His doctrines of the two modes of direct perception and
symbolic reference do not express or rest on points of scientific evi-
dence. They appeal to naive experience. And they show Whitehead’s
desire to be a Realist in his conception of empirical knowledge. He
made a good case for two kinds of direct realism (which some have
preferred to call naive realism); in holding that symbolic reference be-
tween them is ubiquitous, he gave representative perception its due.

Any instance of symbolic reference may be unfortunate, or down-
right mistaken; Whitehead was never in a hurry to state unqualified
conclusions.

In the case of perceived organisms external to the human body, the
spatial discrimination involved in the human perception of their pure
causal efficacy is so feeble, that practically there is no check on this
symbolic transference apart from the indirect check of pragmatic
consequences. 1”7

As pragmatists (most notably Dewey and C. I. Lewis) insisted, the
correctness of a sense-perception is to be tested by those further sense-
perceptions which occur when we act upon the assumption that the
perception is truthful. In Whitehead’s terms, the effective distinction of
perceptual truth from perceptual error requires the perceiver’s thought
to move from a given perception in the mode of presentational imme-
diacy to future ones. The empirical character of the object perceived is
filled out—as pragmatists seldom noticed—by the imaginable content
of non-futural hypothetical sense-perceptions: by what the perceiver
believes he, or someone like him, would observe from other places or
would have observed at other times.

1X
One of the causes of the poor attendance at Whitehead’s third
Barbour-Page lecture was surely the outré character of the new theory
of perception he had advanced. As a twentieth-century English phi-

*] call that “causation,” and reserve “causality” for the grouping of objects or of events
as causes and effects.
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losopher, he was atypical. But when a student picks up Symbolism
today, he is likely to stop after the second chapter because the epistemo-
logical analysis is over. He would then miss much that was essential to
Whitehead. The arguments of the first two chapters are dependent on
the third, “Uses of Symbolism,” not for their validity but for their
setting and import. The evidence from which the epistemology grew
had a much wider base than inspection of given experience. Whitehead
had reflected on human societies in a way that was like Edmund Burke
on prejudice, or use and wont.18

Whitehead saw the character of human individuals, and the complex
character of a part of society (say, Virginia in 1927), and the specific
character of a home, or a tree, as the outcome of an inescapable inheri-
tance transmitted from the past, and of sporadic or deliberate deviations
from that inheritance. Such a view will be obvious to anyone who
dispassionately considers the institutions, buildings, and customs in his
environment. Whitehead described them beautifully in his 1926 article,
“The Education of an Englishman.” But anyone can see the truth in his
point of view merely by observing the comparatively insignificant
effect which the presented sense-data of the moment have in determin-
ing the various judgments, mental processes, and reactions of different
men,; the cumulative effect of personal and social history is what counts
most.

X

On re-reading Symbolism, I am struck by the extent to which White-
head’s illustrations in his first two chapters could have come from
conversation with Evelyn. The thought is his: the theorizing, the argu-
ments, and especially the generalizations; the particulars could easily
have come from her. I am not suggesting that anyone but Whitehead
did the writing.

The writing is never bland. After the war of 1914—18, how could it
be? The contrast he had exhibited between causal efficacy—“the hand
of the settled past in the formation of the present”!—and the displays
of presentational immediacy reaches its climax when he reminds us of

the inscription on old sundials in “religious” houses: “The hours
perish and are laid to account.”?0

Whitehead remarks that this contrast “is at the root of the pathos
which haunts the world.” A world without pathos would be unreal to
sensitive human beings. The word haunts is one that he uses often, in
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later books as well as in Symbolism. It is very appropriate when the
experience that he wants his constructive philosophy to satisfy is more a
personal craving than an indubitable given that we all share.

X1

Some critics of Symbolism complained that Whitehead put out gener-
alities instead of logical analyses like those that distinguished the books
he wrote in England. They forgot that the subject matter is very differ-
ent. Whitehead in the third Barbour-Page lecture is like, but better
than, the older Whitehead of Lucien Price’s Dialogues. A person who
plans to read Whitehead’s works in their chronological order does not
have to wait for Part [ of Adventures of Ideas to see his sociological side.

There is nothing wrong with general propositions as such. As an
example of the originality of Whitehead’s generalities, ponder this: after
defining pure instinct as the response of an organism to the pure causal
efficacy ofits external world, without any functioning of presentational
immediacy (and so without any symbolism), he says,

The most successful examples of community life exist when pure
instinct reigns supreme. These examples occur only in the inorganic
world, among societies of active molecules forming rocks, planets,
solar systems, star clusters.?!

Who, except a philosopher who had been an applied mathematician
instead of a learned scholar, would think of this?

X1

Whether or not you have read Whitehead’s major philosophical
books, Symbolism is worth study. What he says in his first two chapters
is fundamental for his philosophy. To the criticism in Science and the
Modern World of the assumption of “simple location” he adds an empha-
tic application to time: “There is nothing which ‘simply happens.’ 722
The pure succession of time is an abstraction from the conformation of
our present experience to our prior experience.

Whereas I have reservations about some parts of Whitehead’s major
philosophical books, I have none about the first two chapters of Symbol-
ism. And all of that book shows Whitehead’s many-sidedness. When
what he says is something that others have said, you feel that he takes it
seriously, so that it becomes a real part of his thought. One example is
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his remark that “the symbolic elements in life have a tendency to run
wild, like the vegetation in a tropical forest.”23
In his last chapter Whitehead wrote,

My main thesis is that a social system is kept together by the blind
force of instinctive actions, and of instinctive emotions clustered
around habits and prejudices.?*

For him this was not a dogma, but a tentative generalization.
The last paragraph of the book begins:

It is the first step in sociological wisdom, to recognize that the
major advances in civilization are processes which all but wreck the
societies in which they occur;—Ilike unto an arrow in the hand of a

child.
Then this atypical philosopher shows us how English he is:

The art of free society consists first in the maintenance of the sym-
bolic code; and secondly in fearlessness of revision, to secure that the
code serves those purposes which satisfy an enlightened reason.
Those societies which cannot combine reverence to their symbols
with freedom of revision, must ultimately decay either from anar-
chy, or from the slow atrophy of a life stifled by useless shadows.
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vi/ Whitehead’s formal definition of speculative
philosophy. Straightforward style, as in science.
“Take it from here.”

vii/ Whitehead a pluralist. Not an eclectic.
Interdependence of all things. “Actual entities.”
Nothing behind them.

viii/Pulses of experience as the actual entities. Meaning
of “experience.” Exclusions by “negative
prehensions.” “Feeling.”

ix/“Nexus.” Self-creation defended. “Perishing.”
“Objective immortality.”
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x/Cable from “Whitchcad.” New and better title,
Process and Reality. Surfeit of errors in text.
Corrected Edition, 1978.

x1/The Categoreal Scheme. Category of the Ultimate.
Eight Categories of Existence. A sample of the
Categories of Explanation. Santayana’s complaint.
Being, becoming, and perishing.

xii/ The “ontological principle.” The eternal objects and
God’s “primordial nature.”

xiii/ “Satisfaction” of an actual entity. A sample of the
Categoreal Obligations.

xiv/Duration of an actual occasion. What physicists
knew in 1928.

xv/*“Societies” of actual occasions. Interpretation given
to ordinary objects in this process cosmology.
Physical and mental “poles.”

xvi/A cell-theory of the universe. In genetic analysis,
simple physical feelings. Re-enaction. Analogy to
sympathy. Propositions as lures proposed for
feeling. Whitehead’s thesis about consciousness.

xvii/Aim of an actual occasion. Secularization of concept
of God’s functions. Organisms as self-determining;
moral responsibility. Whitehead’s concepts of
growth and Bergson’s philosophy. Contrast with
Hegel.

xviii/ The continuum of potentialities for becoming. T. de
Laguna and the relation of extensive connection. His
work and Whitehead’s definition of a projective
straight line without reference to measurement. The
chapter “Strains.”
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xix/Importance of the Preface to PR. Fusion of two
earlier cosmologies. Nine repudiated habits of
thought. Sensationalist doctrine of perception.
“Topsy-turvy” explanations of experience. Doctrine
of vacuous actuality. Perception and inference;
Russell. The “reformed subjectivist principle.”

xx/“Anti-intellectualism” of Bergson, James, and
Dewey.

xxi/Bradley and Whitehead on becoming and perishing.
Whitehead’s criticisms of Bradley. Realism and
absolute idealism.

xx11/Metaphysics and practice.

xxi11i/Conclusion of Preface: replacement of piecemeal
philosophies by speculative schemes; folly of
dogmatic certainty.

xxiv/Eloquent beginning of Part V of PR. Flux versus
performance. “The most general formulation of the
religious problem.” The ultimate evil in the
temporal world. The final opposites.

xxv/Whitehead’s convictions, as expressed in a letter to
Mrs. Greene.

xxvi/Absence of proof. Message of Buddhistic religions.
God’s “consequent nature.” “Everlasting.” The
double problem.

xxvil/ Three traditional ways of conceiving of God.
Creativity, God, and the World. Conclusion of PR.

xxviii/Comment on Whitehead’s theism. In 1931
symposium on PR; Whitehead’s identification of its
key idea. Perishing and ordinary immortality.

xxix/The Whittakers, father and son. Plunge in
attendance at Whitehead’s Gifford Lectures.
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xxx/The Whiteheads’ reaction to Edinburgh and the
Scots. Visits to Charlie and Shirley Whitehead.
Whitehead and his grandson Eric.

xxx1/Staying in Dorset. Return to Boston. Preparing PR
for publication. Reception expected from
philosophers.
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na letter dated January 19, 1927, W. A. Fleming, Secretary to the

University of Edinburgh, invited Whitehead to give the Gifford

Lectures in Natural Theology at that university for the academic

year 1927—28. This lectureship was founded at the four estab-

lished Scottish universities in 1885 by Lord Adam Gifford. He
had stipulated that “Natural Theology” be understood “in the widest
sense of that term,” and that the lecturers be subject to no religious
test—they could be of any religion or of none; “so-called sceptics or
agnostics or free-thinkers” were eligible if they were earnest seekers
after truth.! (In 1929 the Gifford Lecturer at Edinburgh was John Dew-
ey, who presented “The Quest for Certainty.”) An invitation to be a
Gifford Lecturer was now one of the highest honors in the English-
speaking world; and the lectureship paid handsomely.

As so often happened in Whitehead’s life, an extraneous circum-
stance played a part. In his founding document Lord Gifford desired
that each lecturer be appointed for two years and give twenty lectures in
all. It had become customary, however, for the appointee to give a
series of ten lectures, and for a second series of ten to be arranged if
desired. The Edinburgh Gifford Lecturer for 1926—27, Arthur Stanley
Eddington, delivered a first series, on “The Nature of the Physical
World,” in 1926-27. He hoped to deliver a second series in 1927-28,
but was not free to do so.2 The academic Senate, which included White-
head’s friends and admirers E. T. Whittaker and A. E. Taylor, then
unanimously resolved to invite Whitehead for 1927-28.3 It turned out
to be a happy decision for philosophy, if not for the Edinburgh public.
(Lord Gifford had stipulated that the lectures be open to the public.)

If Edinburgh had not issued the invitation, one of the other three
Scottish universities* would soon have succeeded in getting the author
of Science and the Modern World to be a Gifford Lecturer.

The fact that the academic year in Britain usually ran about a month
later than its counterpart in the United States introduced the possibility

*St. Andrews, Aberdeen, and Glasgow.
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of Whitehead’s being able to accept the invitation without having to ask
for a term’s leave of absence from Harvard. On February 17 Evelyn
wrote to President Lowell on behalf of her husband, who was “laid up
with a sharp attack of lumbago,” to ask whether he could leave Harvard
in time to reach Edinburgh by June 1. Lowell immediately replied that
there was no problem: the new arrangement of three-week reading
periods at the College, with no lecturing duties, provided professors
with time to travel. On February 27 Edinburgh received Whitehead’s
cable of acceptance.

A letter from Norman Kemp Smith, Professor of Logic and Meta-
physics, had accompanied the official invitation, but Whitehead did not
write a reply to it until April 6. Then he asked whether the first fort-
night of June would be an acceptable time for delivering his Giffords.
Harvard had just made his appointment permanent, and although an
earlier visit to Edinburgh was not impossible, “anything earlier would
seem rather a tax on their goodwill.”

Earlier in this letter Whitehead wrote:

The honour is one which I greatly appreciate, and it gives me an
opportunity to put out a systematic work on the metaphysical no-
tions which are occupying my mind. Also, no small part of the
attraction is the prospect of having some conversations with you,
and A. E. Taylor, and Whittaker.

That was typical of Whitehead. He continued,

As to the subject and title—I am inclined to think that

“The Concept of Organism”
expresses what [ want to lecture about, and is a reasonable title. If any
objection to this title occurs to you or any improvement on it, will
you kindly let me know. Otherwise, I will let it stand at that. . . .I
propose to deliver ten or twelve lectures, and then expand them for
publication.

Publication was not a requirement, but it was customary.

Edinburgh’s session ran through June. Whitehead’s Giftfords were
scheduled to begin Friday, June 1, and to continue on Mondays,
Wednesdays, and Fridays until the tenth and last one was delivered on
June 22.

11
Work on “The Concept of Organism” began with the summer of
1927, which the Whiteheads spent in a cottage on the shore of Caspian
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Lake, in Greensboro, Vermont. It was there that Whitehead’s meta-
physical system was created and his magnum opus, later named Process
and Reality, was shaped. On August 22 he described his progress in a
letter to his son:

Darling North

It seems years and years since | wrote to you. But I have
written nearly half a book on Metaphysics this summer and
have not wanted to break my thoughts in any way. Anyhow, I
have now got nearly 9'/2 chapters finished out of a projected
plan of 20 or 25 chapters. I am rather pleased with the result, so
far. Since August 15th I have been having a complete holiday
and at last have got rid of the metaphysics buzzing round and
round in my head.

We saw in Volume I that Whitehead’s correspondence with Bertrand
Russell when they collaborated on Principia Mathematica was the one
great exception to his habit of not writing to friends about the progress
of his work. It is fortunate that some letters to his son North survive
from the years in America.* As Whitehead himself kept no records, I
shall not try to identify the 9'/2 finished chapters of Process and Reality.t
We know that he wrote very slowly and elided a good deal as he went
along.# I think that his first draft of a chapter was his last draft of that
chapter, apart from additions of one or more paragraphs which there
was occasion to make as he got his manuscript ready for publication.

11

As a mathematician, Whitehead had been particularly concerned
with Grassmann’s creations, Clerk Maxwell’s, and, before these, the
great Newton’s. In his Enquiry he had discussed the interpretation of
Newton’s laws of motion; there, and in his other writings in England
after the war, he had attended carefully to the differences between his
own view of the foundations of physics and Newton’s. As a philoso-
pher, Whitehead felt something akin to piety toward Plato and toward a

*See Appendix B for the full text of these letters.

TMost of Lewis S. Ford’s The Emergence of Whitehead’s Metaphysics, 1925—1929 (Al-
bany: State University of New York Press, 1984) was a detailed history, based on the
published text of Process and Reality, of the composition of this long book. Whether the
method of higher criticism that biblical scholars applied successfully to the Pentateuch can
be applied with comparable hope to an essay in cosmology written by one old man in the
1920s must be doubted.
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few of the great modern philosophers. He would begin the Preface to
Process and Reality with these statements:

These lectures are based upon a recurrence to that phase of phi-
losophic thought which began with Descartes and ended with
Hume. The philosophic scheme which they endeavour to explain is
termed the “Philosophy of Organism.” There is no doctrine put
forward which cannot cite in its defence some explicit statement of
one of this group of thinkers, or of one of the two founders of all
Western thought, Plato and Aristotle. But the philosophy of organ-
ism is apt to emphasize just those elements in the writings of these
masters which subsequent systematizers have put aside.

In the letter to North about his progress in the summer of 1927 he
commented:

I think that I have got my metaphysics into capital order now. [ have
managed, to my own satisfaction at least, to make quite plain where [
agree and disagree with the big seventeenth century men, especially
Descartes, Spinoza, John Locke, and (later) Hume. *

On Whitehead’s sixty-fifth birthday Evelyn had given him the two-
volume translation of Descartes’ Philosophical Works, by Elizabeth S.
Haldane and G. T. R. Ross.

The upshot of my studies is to “boost up” John Locke, as the best of
the lot of them—not the most consistent. But self-consistency is not
the first requisite, though it is the final test. He denies fewer obvious
facts than do other people, and gets them about as consistently to-
gether as you can hope to do. Of course, I think that Thave improved
on him: it would be no fun writing metaphysics unless one could do
that. But I adopt his general view of the literature, practically in toto.
He has one great merit: he knows a lot more than metaphysics.

v
On November 13 Whitehead wrote to North, “My material for the
lectures is accumulating excellently.” His letter of March 7, 1928, is
priceless. In it he said:

I am pegging away at the Gifford lectures. I am rather pleased with
the book. It will be stiff reading, and will not—as I expect—please

*According to the editors of the Corrected Edition of Process and Reality, the edition of
Locke’s Essay which Whitehead used was the thirtieth, printed in London in 1846. He had
inherited his father’s copy of it.
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the philosophic world. But I have elaborated my ideas into a new
approach to philosophy. It seems to me that this new way deals
much less in abstractions than does the old way. Philosophers seem
to me to be playing about with a “book” tradition, and not trying to
express the facts directly observed.

I think Whitehead was dead right in his criticism of what philosophers
were doing. His preoccupations with mathematics and education, his
being only an amateur in philosophy, had saved him from “book”
philosophical traditions in England, and he already had a mind of his
own when he took part in discussions at the Aristotelian Society. In this
letter to North, he next wrote an indispensable description of his pur-
pose in the Gifford Lectures:

[ am trying to evolve one way of speaking which applies equally to
physics, physiology, and to our aesthetic experiences. The ordinary
philosophicabstractions won’t do this. My private opinion is that in
the last 150 years the chief ability of the world has not gone into
philosophy—perhaps wisely. Modern philosophers are very analo-
gous to English musicians—you can say lots of nice things about us,
but after all we are modern philosophers, or English musicians, as the
case may be.*

Of the five parts into which Whitehead divided Process and Reality,
PartII, in which there is much discussion of Descartes, Newton, Locke,
and Hume, is the least essential for my purpose. On the book as a
whole, readers who want to see more of Whitehead’s handling of its
topics than I can provide here may wish to consult the Prospectus of his
Gifford Lectures which he sent to Edinburgh University. T

v
Process and Reality is a good example of one of the usual characteris-
tics of intellectual landmarks—that of being hard to read just because it
is original. In 1948 I wrote that Whitehead’s book was about as long as
Kant’s Critique of Pure Reason, and quite as backbreaking. So far as I
know, this remark has not been challenged. But with passing genera-
tions, the book has come to appear less frightening. People still com-

*Ralph Vaughan Williams was Whitehead’s friend, the same age as Bertrand Russell,
and a Trinity College man at Cambridge, where he earned a B.Mus. in 1894.

It is reprinted in my “Whitehead’s Gifford Lectures,” Southern Journal of Philosophy 7,
No. 4 (1969—70): 335-38.
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plain of its terminology, and some always will—those who assume that
new ideas in any non-mathematical subject can always be adequately
expressed in language acceptable to the editors of Reader’s Digest, and
that when this doesn’t happen the author is at fault (he is obscure either
deliberately or because he hasn’t taken enough pains). The author of
Process and Reality has been foolishly accused on both counts.

If you come to the book with an open mind and a little acquaintance
with modern philosophy before Whitehead, you will see that the new
terminology was a practical necessity, and you will find the terms
peculiarly apt.

I doubt that Process and Reality was put together well; certainly it was
badly proofread and poorly indexed. These faults are characteristic of
Whitehead’s philosophical books. He was absorbed in his ideas, not in
ordering them nicely for the public; long before the Macmillan Com-
pany sent him galleys, his mind had moved on to some new undertak-
ing.

V1

In his first Gifford Lecture, after saying that the lectures would be an
essay in Speculative Philosophy, Whitehead defined speculative phi-
losophy as

the endeavour to frame a coherent, logical, necessary system of ideas

in terms of which every element of our experience can be inter-

preted. By this notion of “interpretation” I mean that everything of

which we are conscious, as enjoyed, perceived, willed, or thought,

shall have the character of a particular instance of the general scheme.

Here there is no beating around the bush, no effort to build up a
solemn metaphysical mood in the reader. The straightforward style is
like that which you would expect to find on the first page of a scientist’s
paper which investigates a new field or applies a new method to an old
field.

Whitehead did not say or imply that his speculative philosophy was
coherent, logical, and necessarily true. The word speculative itself sug-
gests that a system with these properties is the ultimate goal of specula-
tive philosophy. “Take it from here” was always his parting message.

vil
We saw in Chapter VIII that Whitehead’s new philosophy of nature
proposed a system of the world in which the basic fact is everywhere
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some process of self-realization which grew out of previous ones and
itself added a new pulse of individuality and a new value to the world.
The Gifford Lectures adopted and developed this conception. So far as
familiar classifications are concerned, then, I should first of all classify
Whitehead as a pluralist; he denied that ultimately only one individual
(God, or the Absolute) exists. But he saw that Spinoza the monist had
made as valuable a deposition as Leibniz the pluralist. Whitehead did
not propose that their systems be reconciled (at some cost to each). He
wanted their insights, along with those of Plato, Locke, and other giants,
to be used in a new system. Whitehead’s hospitality— “Philosophy,” he
wrote, “never reverts to its old position after the shock of a great
philosopher”>—makes it tempting to consider him an eclectic. But,
taken as a whole, his deposition cannot be subsumed under any philo-
sophical movement of the twentieth century or accurately seen as the
joint effect of other philosophers on its author. It has its own elements
and its own structure, and must be understood in its own terms.

The members of Whitehead’s pluralistic universe are intercon-
nected. No monist ever insisted more strongly than he that nothing in
the world exists in independence of other things. In fact, Whitehead
criticizes traditional monisms for not carrying this principle far enough;
they exempted eternal being from dependence on temporal beings.
Independent existence is a myth, whether you ascribe it to God or to a
particle of matter in Newtonian physics, to persons, to nations, to
things, or to meanings. To understand is to see things together, and to
see them as, in Whitehead’s favorite phrase, “requiring each other.” A
system which enables us to do this is “coherent.”

Whitehead’s name for a unit of existence is “an actual entity.” Each
one achieves its individuality as a unique synthesis of earlier ones and its
selection of eternal objects. When this synthesis is completed, it stays in
the universe as one of the infinite number of settled facts from which the
individuals of the future will arise: “The many become one, and are
increased by one.”® The universal creativity moves on.

The view that all actual entities are in the grip of creativity suggests a
general principle which Whitehead thinks that every metaphysical
scheme, so far as it is coherent, must follow. The principle is that
ultimately there is but one kind of actuality.

There is no going behind actual entities to find anything more real.
They differ among themselves: God is an actual entity, and so is the
most trivial puff of existence in far-off empty space. But, though
there are gradations of importance, and diversities of function, yet in
the principles which actuality exemplifies all are on the same level.
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The last statement represents an ideal which Whitehead, so far as his
concept of God is concerned, does not fully achieve. Every actual entity
except God is an “actual occasion.”

Vil

Our experience of the universe does not, at first glance, present any
obvious prototype of actual entities. Selves, monads, material atoms,
and Aristotelian substances have been tried out in the history of phi-
losophy. Whitehead develops the theory of a different kind of entity—
an experience. The doctrine that experience comes in drops or pulses,
each of which is an indivisible unity, is to be found in the psychology of
William James; but James never outlined a system of the world on this
basis. The very idea seems odd; when we speak of an experience, we
assume that it belongs to an animal body with a nervous system. White-
head’s chief meaning in calling an actual entity a pulse of experience is
that the entity exists in and for itself. “Experience,” he wrote, “is the
self-enjoyment of being one among many, and of being one arising out
of the composition of many.”? Each appropriation of any one of the
many is a prehension of that one, and the new actual entity is a concres-
cence of prehensions. Whitehead had introduced the term concrescence in
his 1926 paper “Time.”8 It had become part of his lexicon.

In March 1927 Whitehead had told his seminar in logic that there was
enormous difficulty in stating precisely the elements that go into an
experience: everyone has to oversimplify. “Our own knowledge of
what our experience is is always dim and fitful.”® Every prior actual
entity in the history of the universe must be prehended. But the nascent
actual entity has also to deal with the infinite realm of eternal objects. It
will prehend some, and exclude (“negatively prehend”) others. Here
Whitehead was taking seriously the fact that if a process is to have a def-
inite outcome, some possibilities for it must be selected, others rejected.

Whitehead called positive prehensions “feelings,” and explained:

This word “feeling” is a mere technical term, but it has been chosen
to suggest that functioning through which the concrescent actuality
appropriates the datum so as to make it its own.10

So a “feeling” is not a state, nor a relation, but an act with a vector
character. Whitehead’s conception of this object-subject transaction is
not at all modeled on the knower-known relation, which is a rare
occurrence in the universe.
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1X
Our experience usually discriminates not just a single actual entity
but rather a whole nexus of them united by their prehensions. That is
how you experience your body or your past personal history. White-
head wrote,

The ultimate facts of immediate actual experience are actual entities,
prehensions, and nexus.* All else is, for our experience, derivative
abstraction.

Most philosophers thought that Whitehead’s doctrine of a self-
creating drop of experience was unintelligible. It did not fit their habitu-
al way of thinking: first an enduring subject, then experiences for it. But
Whitehead looks upon process as not only the emergence of new pat-
terns among things but also the becoming of new subjects.

The ancient doctrine that no one crosses the same river twice is
extended. No thinker thinks twice; and, to put the matter more
generally, no subject experiences twice. This is what Locke ought to
have meant by his doctrine of time as a “perpetual perishing.”11

When an actual entity has become, it ceases to be a subject, and in
that sense “perishes.” Asa “superject” of creativity, it is an object for all
future subjects. In the Preface to Process and Reality Whitehead wrote
that the relatedness of actualities

is wholly concerned with the appropriation of the dead by the
living—that is to say, with “objective immortality” whereby what is
divested of its own living immediacy becomes a real component in
other living immediacies of becoming.

This language makes us wonder if Whitehead was thinking of Eric’s
death. That was never far from his mind; but the words in this passage
are meant to refer not only to persons but rather to every “puff of
existence” in the universe. Every actual entity has subjective imme-
diacy; to deny this would be to assert that some actualities are “vac-
uous,” that is, are composed not of pulses of experience but only of
matter, perhaps in a very subtle form. Whitehead’s use of “living” in
place of “subjective” to qualify “immediacy” I take to reflect his con-
stant memory of Eric’s death.

Did Whitehead generalize from human life and death to universal
becoming and perishing? I think not. The character of nature which he

*Plural of nexus.
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emphasized in his philosophy of natural science was its creative ad-
vance. In his 1926 paper “Time,” he replaced the notion of change by
that of supersession. What is superseded must have perished. This is as
true of inorganic processes as of those in living creatures. The world is
always becoming; as it becomes, it passes away and perishes.

X
On April 11, 1928, Kemp Smith received this cable from Whitehead:

TITLE GIFFORD LECTURES IS PROCESS AND REALITY SYLLABUS
FOLLOWING SHORTLY BY MAIL
WHITCHCAD

There is nothing to be surprised at when some word even in a short
message is misspelled in telegraphic transmission; but what happened
to Whitehead’s name was a bad omen of what would happen when
Macmillan published Process and Reality in 1929. Over two hundred
errors were listed in the corrigenda published in 1963.12 The Cam-
bridge University Press corrected ninety-nine of these in its edition, but
it remained true to say that we possessed a better text of Plato’s Republic
than of Whitehead’s magnum opus. Many of the errors were White-
head’s fault. The indispensable Corrected Edition (the work of David Ray
Griffin and Donald W. Sherburne) was not published until 1978.13 1
shall use it in all quotations and references.

There is no extant information about what Whitehead had in mind
when he changed the title of his Gifford Lectures. The change was
plainly an improvement. His Concept of Nature was addressed to physi-
cists, other natural scientists, and philosophers interested in the founda-
tion of natural science. His Gifford Lectures were not being particularly
addressed to biologists and philosophers interested in the foundations
of biology. “The Concept of Organism” would have misled prospec-
tive hearers and (later) purchasers. A title that suggested metaphysics
was needed, and “Process and Reality” was a perfect choice.1* “Organ-
ism” was kept in the phrase “the philosophy of organism,” which
Whitehead used throughout the lectures as the name for the speculative
philosophy he was expounding.

X1
Whitehead’s second Gifford lecture was the hardest one to under-
stand, for it presented his Categoreal Scheme: the categories, forty-five
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in all, that he would use in his cosmology.* His procedure was like that
of the mathematician who states all his undefined terms and his axioms
before applying any part of this apparatus to any topic. t

As Whitehead’s list of categories appears in Process and Reality, there
comes first the Category of the Ultimate, which is presupposed in all
the other categories; it consists only of the terms creativity, many, and
one.1> But then come eight Categories of Existence, twenty-seven prin-
ciples which he calls Categories of Explanation (every explanation in
his cosmology should be an instance of one of them), and nine
Categoreal Obligations, thatis, conditions to which every actual entity
is obliged to conform in its process of becoming.

I shall now present enough of the Categoreal Scheme to allow my
reader to taste its flavor, before resuming the general discussion of
Whitehead’s metaphysics.

Among the Categories of Existence, we are already acquainted with
the two that are most fundamental: actual entities and eternal objects.
There are several intermediate categories, which express how all enti-
ties of these two types “are in community with each other, in the actual
world”: prehensions, propositions, nexus, subjective forms (“private
matters of fact”), contrastst (“modes of synthesis of entities in one
prehension”), and multiplicities (“pure disjunctions of diverse enti-
ties”); Whitehead preferred the last term to classes, which could arouse
irrelevant associations with Russell’s problems about classes in Principia
Mathematica.

The first Category of Explanation asserts

That the actual world is a process, and that the process is the becom-
ing of actual entities.

*Whitehead had discussed with C. I. Lewis the question of the proper adjectival form
of category. Lewis was writing Mind and the World Order, and needed it. They agreed that
categorical was bad because of its established use in logic. But as they had only talked about
this, Lewis wrote categorial, Whitehead categoreal, a word which Webster does not recog-
nize. (I owe this information to Professor H. N. Lee.)

tBut Whitehead was not writing mathematics; he was working out a strange new
philosophy. He does not complete the application of his Categoreal Scheme to one topic,
for example, to Space-Time, before moving on to a different topic. He discusses each
topic again and again, each time bringing out more of its meaning in the philosophy of
organism. A Key to Whitehead’s “Process and Reality,” edited by Donald W. Sherburne
(New York: Macmillan Co., 1966), is a topic-by-topic presentation of the essential
passages in the book.

+This category “includes an indefinite progression of categories, as we proceed from
‘contrasts’ to ‘contrasts of contrasts,’ and on indefinitely to higher grades of contrasts.”
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The second Category of Explanation reads:

That in the becoming of an actual entity, the potential unity of many
entities is disjunctive diversity*—actual and non-actual—acquires
the real unity of the one actual entity, so that the actual entity is the
real concrescence of many potentials.

The third Category of Explanation asserts

That in the becoming of an actual entity, novel prehensions, nexus,
subjective forms, propositions, multiplicities, and contrasts, also
become; but there are no novel eternal objects.

Whitehead named his fourth Category of Explanation the “principle of
relativity.” It tells us that

it belongs to the nature of “being” that it is a potential for every
becoming.

The actual entities antecedent to a particular actual entity comprise its
“actual world.”16 The sixth Category of Explanation reads:

That each entity in the universe of a given concrescence can, so far as
its own nature is concerned, be implicated in that concrescence in
one or other of many modes; but in fact it is implicated only in one
mode: that the particular mode of implication is only rendered fully
determinate by that concrescence, though it is conditioned by the
correlate universe. This indetermination, rendered determinate in
the real concrescence, is the meaning of “potentiality.” It is a condi-
tioned indetermination, and is therefore called a “real potentiality.”

Y ou see that Whitehead’s language was precise, and thatits demands on
the reader were substantial. When George Santayana read Process and
Reality in 1929, he found the technical terms “pseudo-technical,” and
said that they were avoidable by the precise use of ordinary words.17 In
fact, there is nothing pseudo about them. Santayana was a purely liter-
ary philosopher; Whitehead came from mathematical logic. Remem-
bering the meaning of Whitehead’s term perishing, we can see the
relationships between “being,” “becoming,” and “perishing” in the
philosophy of organism. Becoming draws on being, or “process” on
“reality”; and what becomes, perishes. The universe, atevery moment,
consists of becomings.

*In the Corrected Edition of Process and Reality the editors inserted the phrase “in
disjunctive diversity” because Whitehead did so in his Macmillan copy of the book.
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X11
The eighteenth Category of Explanation, and its name, require spe-
cial attention.

That every condition to which the process of becoming conforms in
any particular instance has its reason either in the character of some
actual entity in the actual world of that concrescence, or in the charac-
ter of the subject which is in process of concrescence. This category
of explanation is termed the “ontological principle.” It could also be
termed the “principle of efficient, and final, causation.” This on-
tological principle means that actual entities are the only reasons; so
that to search for a reason is to search for one or more actual entities.

The effect of this fundamental doctrine is to put all thought into an
ontological context. In the last analysis, there is no such thing as a
disembodied reason; no principles of order—in logic, natural or social
science, epistemology, ethics, or aesthetics—have any substance except
what they derive from one or more actualities whose character they
express.

An eternal actual entity must be responsible for the fact that the
infinite multiplicity of eternal objects forms an ordered realm.

Itis here termed “God”; because the contemplation of our natures, as
enjoying real feelings derived from the timeless source of all order,
acquires that “subjective form” of refreshment and companionship
at which religions aim.

This God is not before all creation, but with all creation, by being imma-
nent in every concrescence. God’s ordering of the eternal objects be-
stows a certain character upon the creativity of the universe, in virtue of
which pure chaos is not possible.

X1l
The twenty-fifth Category of Explanation cannot be omitted from
our sample:

The final phase in the process of concrescence, constituting an actual
entity, is one complex, fully determinate feeling. This final phase is
termed the “satisfaction.” It is fully determinate (a) as to its genesis,
(b) as to its objective character for the transcendent creativity, and (c)
as to its prehension—positive or negative—of every item in its uni-
verse.

That paragraph is a good specimen of Whitehead’s use of his experience
in mathematical logic when constructing a cosmology.
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I shall proceed more rapidly, with less quotation, in sampling the
nine Categoreal Obligations. The first one, the Category of Subjective
Unity, postulates that the feelings in an incomplete phase of an actual
entity’s becoming are compatible for integration. The Category of
Objective Identity demands that there be no duplication of any element
in the objective datum* of the satisfaction of an actual entity. The
Category of Objective Diversity demands that there be no coalescence
of different elements in the objective datum. The Category of Concep-
tual Valuation procures the derivation of feelings of eternal objects
from physical feelings. The Category of Conceptual Reversion asserts
the secondary origination of conceptual feelings, in which the eternal
objects felt are partly identical with and partly diverse from these. The
Category of Transmutation provides for “transmuted” feelings, in
which the datum is the contrast of a nexus as one with an eternal object;
this gives a meaning for the notion of the quality of a physical sub-
stance. The Category of Freedom and Determination says that the
concrescence of an individual actual entity is internally determined and
externally free.

X1v

Whitehead does not say what the time-span of an actual occasion is.
His cosmology offers a general way of thinking about the pluralistic
process of the universe; it proposes basic concepts, but does not auto-
matically apply them. The specious present of human experience and
the quantum events of atomic physics seem to be the best samples of
actual occasions that we can discern, but the Categoreal Scheme may be
tried out on larger scales too.

When Whitehead applies the philosophy of organism to the sciences,
he limits himself to the general ideas of physics and biology, and avoids
all detail. He scarcely had time to keep up with the rapid advances that
were made in the 1920s. But we must remember that in 1928 electrons
and protons were the only particles known to physics, gravitation and
electromagnetism the only forces.

Xv
An eternal object, as a definite character, may be realized in one
actual occasion after another, through each prehending that character in

*As opposed to the initial datum.
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its immediate predecessor. A nexus composed of one, or simultaneous-
ly of many, such strands, Whitehead calls a “society of occasions,”
which has that eternal object as its defining characteristic. Such pro-
cesses of inheritance occur in human societies, in the usual meaning of
the word. But Whitehead gives the general idea a much wider applica-
tion; through it, he can define personal identity, and a philosophy of
process can have a place for things, for frogs and mountains, electrons
and planets, which are certainly neither becomings nor eternal objects.
Thus personal minds and material bodies have their places in the phi-
losophy of organism, but as variable complexes rather than as meta-
physical prototypes.

The differences between the various kinds of things in nature then go
back to the different contrasts, repetitions, divisions, and modes of inte-
gration involved in the chains of prehensions by which actual occasions
make up “societies” with different defining characteristics. Whitehead
sketched some of the main principles involved.* He sees societies aris-
ing and decaying, societies within other societies which sustain them
(consider the animal body), societies on all scales of magnitude. The
structure of nature comes out well—in fact, beautifully—in the phi-
losophy of the flux.

The mind-body dualism was more often accepted in the 1920s, espe-
cially among professional philosophers in America, than it is now.
Whitehead not only rejected it; in Process and Reality he generalized the
mind-body problem, and showed how two contrasting kinds of ac-
tivity could be integrated within every actual occasion. An occasion is a
throb of experience, so of course its “physical pole” cannot consist of
matter, in the sense of a permanent, unfeeling substance, and con-
sciousness is too slight and occasional to define the “mental pole.”
(Whitehead told me!® he regretted using the “pole” language; some
readers gave it a wider connotation than he had in mind.) The “physi-
cal” activity of an occasion is its absorption of the actual occasions of the
past, its direct rapport with the environment from which it sprang; its
“mental” side is its own creativeness, its desire to realize ideal forms by
means of which it makes a novel, unified reaction to its inheritance.
Whitehead names prehensions of eternal objects “conceptual feel-
ings.”19 Each occasion integrates them with its physical feelings, thus
effecting a fusion of the already actual and the ideal.

*It is not only readers interested in natural science who should find the chapters in
Process and Reality on “The Order of Nature” and “Organisms and Environment” fas-
cinating.
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XVl

Whitehead called actual entities the cells of the universe.20 As in
biology, the cells are organic wholes which can be analyzed both genet-
ically and morphologically. These two analyses, each five chapters
long, make up the detailed theory of actual occasions in Process and
Reality. He does remarkable things in each.

The first, “The Theory of Prehensions, ” offers an analysis of the self-
creation of an experiencing subject. A “simple physical feeling” feels a
single feeling in a prior actual occasion.?! The later feeling is a reproduc-
tion or re-enaction of the earlier one; Whitehead said to me (in the late
1930s) that he ought to have introduced this idea explicitly in his
Categoreal Scheme.

A simple physical feeling is a unit of causation, which may be called
physical memory. It is also “the most primitive type of an act of percep-
tion, devoid of consciousness.”22

Earlier in Process and Reality Whitehead had described the initial
phase of an actual occasion as a physical feeling which, “in the language
appropriate to the higher stages of experience,”23 is an unconscious
sympathy; in terms of his system, this consists in “feeling the feeling in
another and feeling conformally with another.”24

The initial phase is followed by a ferment of qualitative valuation
effected by conceptual feelings; this or that possibility is felt to be
important or trivial or irrelevant, or not wanted.

In every experience, conscious or unconscious, e€very proposition
arises as a “lure for feeling.”2> Whitehead cites “there is beef for dinner
today” as an example of “a quite ordinary proposition”;26 but he ex-
hibits the many kinds of propositions, and relations between them, that
logicians recognize, in terms of a variety of propositional feelings.27 It
would take a large diagram to display all of them. A proposition must
be true or false. To Bertrand Russell, as to most logicians, that is the
only business of a proposition. Butif you are constructing a cosmology,
the functions of propositions in nature cannot be neglected.

Whitehead advances the thesis that consciousness is the indefinable
quality that emerges when a positive but unconscious feeling of a nexus
as a given fact is integrated with a propositional feeling about the nexus
originated by the “mental pole.” Consciousness is how we feel this
contrast between “in fact” and “might be.”28 It is well developed so far
as the contrast is well defined and prominent; this is bound to be the case
in negative perception, for example, in perceiving a stone as not gray,
whereas perceiving the stone as gray can occur without conscious no-
tice. The difference between these two cases supports Whitehead’s idea



235§ Gifford Lecturer

about consciousness, and leads him to proclaim the negative perception
the triumph of consciousness and the harbinger of a free imagination.2?

Consciousness is not a basic factor in Whitehead’s cosmology, be-
cause it is not even present in every human experience. The same
remark applies—the tradition of modern philosophy to the contrary
notwithstanding—to thought and to sense-perception. Kant was “led
to balance the world upon thought—oblivious to the scanty supply of
thinking.”30 In the last book Whitehead wrote, Modes of Thought, he
observed that “we experience the universe, and we analyze in our con-
sciousness a minute selection of its details.”31

Xvil

The initial data of an actual occasion’s feelings include everything in
its environment, awaiting unification in a fresh perspective. This will
be guided by the occasion’s aim. However, “according to the ontologi-
cal principle there is nothing which floats into the world from no-
where.”32 The only possible source of the aim is God, as Whitehead
conceives the primordial nature of God. He is secularizing the concept
of God’s functions in the world. On the derivation of an actual occa-
sion’s aim from God, this passage must not be forgotten:

This function of God is analogous to the remorseless workings of
things in Greek and in Buddhist thought. The initial aim is the best
for that impasse. But if the best be bad, then the ruthlessness of God
can be personified as Até, the goddess of mischief. The chaff is
burnt.33

But, as we have seen, it is up to the new concrescence to modify the aim
and so determine its own final character. Whitehead wrote that

the actual entity, in a state of process during which it is not fully
definite, determines its own ultimate definiteness.34

That is essential to Whitehead’s concept of organism. At the human
level it is, he observes, “the whole point of moral responsibility.”35

Whitehead sympathized with Bergson’s protest against materialism,
but in his genetic analysis of an actual occasion he showed how theoreti-
cal concepts can express the inner growth of things. His conception of
growth has points of similarity with Hegel’s, but differs in having no
use for “contradiction,” and in presenting a hierarchy of categories of
feeling rather than a hierarchy of categories of thought.3¢ The condi-
tions of synthesis are not the dialectical antagonisms of opposites, but
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aesthetic contrasts among ideal forms, and between these forms and
those in the occasion’s immediate predecessor. The latter appears in the
wave-vibration that is so pervasive in mathematical physics.

XViil

Although the process of becoming is atomic, potentialities for future
becomings form a continuum which is divisible, both temporally and
spatially. Whitehead does this in “The Theory of Extension,” which is
the subject of Part IV of Process and Reality.3” Only the physical pole of
an actual occasion is divisible; the mental pole is “incurably one.”38

In the Theory of Extension Whitehead made an important improve-
ment on his treatment of the subject in the Principles of Natural Knowl-
edge. There he had taken the whole-part relation between events as
undefined. Butin 1922 Theodore de Laguna had shown that the whole-
part relation could be defined in terms of the more general relation of
extensive connection.3® Whitehead learned of this in the summer of
1927, when the de Lagunas and Whiteheads were both in Greensboro,
Vermont. In Process and Reality Whitehead took extensive connection
between regions as primitive. He remarked that his earlier procedure
had required him to introduce the theory of durations before defining
what is meant by a point of timeless space; “what should have been a
property of ‘durations’ became the definition of a point.”40

De Laguna’s own work was limited to spatial relations, Whitehead’s
was not. De Laguna used “solid” as his undefined relatum, and took as
his point of departure the behavior of things toward one another as we
manipulate them. Whitehead’s approach to extensive relations was
more general than this, which was quite foreign to him. He did not use
it, but neither did he criticize it; he simply adopted the notion of exten-
sive connection and credited de Laguna with making the Process and
Reality treatment of extension possible.*

Near the close of the Theory of Extension you come to something
no one would expect to find in a book of metaphysics: the definition of a
straight line without reference to measurement. Whitehead attached
great importance to this; primarily, I think, because the accepted pro-
cedure of defining a straight line as the shortest distance between two

*Later, Whitehead told his Harvard classes that it would be best to begin the theory of
extension with the relation of betweenness among regions.
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points took for granted the geometrical relations displayed to percep-
tion in the mode of presentational immediacy. He defined the projective
straight line, which, he believed, has the intuitive properties of the
straight line of naive experience.

Whitehead’s proof of the uniqueness of the straight line was quite
complicated. He assumed the existence of a class of oval regions,
adopted de Laguna’s undefined relation of extensive connection, and
then applied his method of extensive abstraction much as he had done in
the Principles of Natural Knowledge. He did not try to reduce the charac-
teristics of extension that he enumerated to a minimum number from
which all others could be deduced. His main interests were no longer in
that kind of project.

The next chapter of Process and Reality was called “Strains.” A strain
is “a feeling in which the forms exemplified in the datum concern
geometrical, straight, and flat loci.”#! This chapter began with a heart-
felt declaration that was soon followed by a reference to Maxwell’s
Equations.

There is nothing in the real world which is merely an inert fact.
Every reality is there for feeling; it promotes feeling, and it is felt.
Also there is nothing which belongs merely to the privacy of feeling
of one individual actuality. All origination is private. But what has
been thus originated, publicly pervades the world. Thus the geo-
metrical facts concerning straight and flat loci are public facts charac-
terizing the feelings of actual entities. It so happens that in this epoch
of the universe the feelings involving them are of dominating impor-
tance. . . .Fundamental equations in mathematical physics, such as
Maxwell’s electromagnetic equations, are expressions of the order-
ing of strains throughout the physical universe. 42

X1X
In the Preface to Process and Reality Whitehead wrote, “In these lec-
tures [ have endeavoured to compress the material derived from years
of meditation.” That Preface, only four pages long,* must be studied by
everyone who is interested in Whitehead’s philosophy. Earlier in this
chapter I noticed some of the points he made in it. I want now to call
attention to the most important ones that remain.

*As the pages are quarto, my reader would get little information from endnote refer-
ences to them by number; so I shall omit such references in my discussion of the Preface.
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In attempting a new cosmology, Whitehead says, it is perhaps wise
to fuse the two cosmologies

which at different times have dominated European thought, Plato’s
Timaeus and the cosmology of the seventeenth century, whose chief
authors were Galileo, Descartes, Newton, Locke, . . . with modi-
fications demanded by self-consistency and the advance of knowl-
edge. The cosmology explained in these lectures has been framed in
accordance with this reliance on a positive value of the philosophical
tradition.43

The Preface lists nine “prevalent habits of thought, which are re-
pudiated, in so far as concerns their influence on philosophy.” The one
which the authors of Principia Mathematica had rejected is trust in “the
subject-predicate form of expression.” “The trust in language as an
adequate expression of propositions” was always characteristic of Rus-
sell; I do not find it in any of Whitehead’s works. Russell thought ill of
Kant, while Whitehead took him seriously; but Whitehead would not
accept “the Kantian doctrine of the objective world as a theoretical
construct from purely subjective experience.” Of course a man with a
background in mathematical logic would take care to reject “arbitrary
deduction in ex absurdo arguments.” Whitehead was being critical of
Bradley and many other nineteenth-century philosophers when he ob-
jected to the “belief that logical inconsistencies can indicate anything
else than some antecedent errors.”

Two of the nine mistaken habits of thought now demand special
notice. “The sensationalist doctrine of perception” is the doctrine of
mere sensation. Whitehead will call it a “law” that “the late derivative
elements [in experience] are more clearly illuminated by consciousness
than the primitive elements.”#* Neglect of this law, he will assert,
produces “most of the difficulties of philosophy.”45

Experience has been explained in a thoroughly topsy-turvy fashion,
the wrong end first. In particular, emotional and purposive experi-
ence has been made to follow upon Hume’s impressions of sensa-
tion.

Another repudiated doctrine is “the doctrine of vacuous actuality,”
that is, of actuality devoid of experience. Whitehead accepted the sub-
jectivist’s bias that entered modern philosophy with Descartes: the
subject’s conscious experience is the primary datum for philosophy.
But he rejected what he called “the subjectivist principle”—that this
datum consists only of universals, for example, of the roundness and
grayness from which we infer that we are in the presence of a round
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gray stone. Russell had taken this position in The Problems of Philosophy,
and Whitehead had criticized it in his 1911 letter about the manuscript. *
Whitehead insisted that the stone itself was a datum. He was always
suspicious when philosophers interpreted as inferred what the plain
man supposed he had perceived. Whitehead had explained the occur-
rence of perceptual errors in the first two of his lectures at the Univer-
sity of Virginia.T Cambridge’s publication of these lectures in the
spring of 1928 relieved him of the need to deal with the subject in his
Giffords, but it is fully discussed in the chapter “Symbolic Reference,”
and elsewhere, in Process and Reality.

Whitehead adopts what he calls “the reformed subjectivist princi-
ple,” that “the whole universe consists of elements disclosed in the
experiences of subjects.” You cannot be more emphatic than this:

apart from the experiences of subjects there is nothing, nothing,
nothing, bare nothingness.

XX
As he so often did, Whitehead in the Preface to Process and Reality
exaggerates his indebtedness to other thinkers. After saying that he is
“greatly indebted to Bergson, William James, and John Dewey,” he
tells us that

One of my preoccupations has been to rescue their type of thought
from the charge of anti-intellectualism, which rightly or wrongly
has been associated with it.

Bertrand Russell had treated all three of these men as guilty of anti-
intellectualism. Whitehead’s phrase “rightly or wrongly” was meant, I
think, to leave open the possibility that Bertie was partly right. It is not
obvious what Bergson’s type of thought has in common with Dewey’s.
I said enough about Whitehead’s relation to Bergson in Chapter VIII,
and will discuss his relation to Dewey in the next chapter.

Whitehead seldom goes into detail on his indebtedness. He would
rather make a general statement and let that blessed word obvious cover
the situation. So hesays, “Among the contemporary schools of thought,
my obligations to the English and American Realists are obvious.”#

*See the discussion in Chapter I, Section v.

tSee pages 208—10 above.

$But his next sentence singles out T. P. Nunn, whose “anticipations, in the Proceedings
of the Avristotelian Society, of some of the doctrines of recent Realism, do not appear to be
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XX1

Whitehead’s few remarks about his relation to the English philoso-
pher of the Absolute, F. H. Bradley, have provided subjects for count-
less dissertations. It is clear that he likes Bradley’s insistence on “feel-
ing,” and considers him an ally in the battle against “vacuous actuality,”
a battle in which Whitehead and Russell were on opposite sides. Brad-
ley’s polemical writing, however, shows a mind that is more like Rus-
sell’s highly verbalized one* than like Whitehead’s.

Whitehead begins a sentence in the Preface to Process and Reality by
saying that “throughout the main body of the work” he is “in sharp
disagreement with Bradley,” and ends it with “the final outcome is after
all not so greatly different.”

Those disagreements were metaphysically central. Bradley main-
tained that only the eternal Absolutet is truly real; in Whitehead’s
cosmology only purely abstract entities are eternal. Bradley wrote, “If
time is not unreal, I admit that our Absolute is a delusion.” Whitehead’s
ultimate, creativity, is absent from Bradley; worse, Bradley ridiculed
all such notions.

Neither of the authors of Principia Mathematica had taken any stock in
Bradley’s argument that relations necessarily involve contradiction. That
is the most notorious instance of his high-and-mighty way with “ap-
pearance.” (His Absolute is supra-relational.) In terms of the Categories
of Existence in Process and Reality, a relation is a genus of contrasts.
Whitehead observes that Bradley was

distressed—or would have been distressed if he had not been con-
soled by the notion of “mereness” as in “mere appearance”—to find
that a relation will not do the work of a contrast. It fails to contrast.46

I remember Whitehead’s comment, in a classroom lecture at Har-
vard, on one of Bradley’s illustrations, Wolf-eating-Lamb as a qualifi-
cation of the Absolute:

sufficiently well known.” Nunn was Professor of Education in the University of London,
and quite a polymath. He and Whitehead were good friends. Nunn had independently
advocated a view of the rhythm of education similar to Whitehead’s. An exponent of
scientific method, he could also maintain that the prime contribution of the heroes of
science to the world’s cultural wealth is not the scientific method but the scientific life, a
life devoted to investigations.

*See Volume I, page 225.

TWe must try to think of Bradley’s Absolute as not only infinite and eternal, but as a
differentiated harmony of experience. It is not a self and is not God; Bradley was not a
theist.
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Hang it all! The wolf was enjoying himself and the lamb was in
torture.

In another lecture*” he said that Bradley ought to have welcomed Poin-
caré’s notion of convention, for any finite thing is as good as any other,
as a qualification of the Absolute.

[ think that Whitehead saw nothing self-contradictory or unintelli-
gible in the data of sense, and that this disagreement with Bradley went
back at least to Whitehead’s first philosophical writings. When he
turned to metaphysics, he saw finite individuals as perfectly real, and
really immanent in each other.

In an Explanatory Note on temporal and spatial appearance Bradley
wrote, in the second edition (1897) of Appearance and Reality:

Well, all this birth and death, arising and perishing of individuals, is
it ultimately true and real or is it not? For myself, I reply that it is not
so. I reply that these successive individuals are an appearance, neces-
sary to the Absolute, but still an appearance.*8

Thus, becoming and perishing were equally unreal to Bradley. Itis not
too much to say that he quietly denigrated the plain man’s belief in
them. They were equally real to Whitehead.

When Whitehead, in his Preface, looks forward to the last part of
Process and Reality, he writes:

It answers the question, What does it all come to? In this part, the
approximation to Bradley is evident. Indeed, if this cosmology be
deemed successful, it becomes natural at this point to ask whether
the type of thought involved be not a transformation of some main
doctrines of Absolute Idealism onto a realistic basis.

We must wish he had made a statement instead of raising a question,
and had not left us to guess which doctrines he had in mind. Was he
wholly uncertain?*

I'shallleave it to the reader to reach his own view of the “approxima-
tion to Bradley” after I have dealt with the final part of Process and
Reality.

*Whitehead’s vagueness is a minor sin in comparison with the explicitness of John
Passmore in his widely read A Hundred Years of Philosophy (London: Gerald Duckworth &
Co., 1957). Passmore has Whitehead say that this transformation was his “object” (p.
343).
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XX11

The plain man’s belief in becoming and perishing is shown by the
provisions he makes in his life insurance, by his last will and testament,
and by a thousand other practices. Whitehead’s attitude toward practice
separates him from all philosophers who say that their conclusions need
not be accepted “in practice.” Bertrand Russell was one such. Hume
admitted that no one could live by his philosophy. But to Whitehead,
our practices have an essential place among the data of metaphysics. He
went so far as to say, in the first chapter of Process and Reality, “Specula-
tive Philosophy,” what deserved a place in his Preface:

Metaphysics is nothing but the description of the generalities which
apply to all the details of practice.4?

Our practice of expecting a future that will continue some features of
the present and deviate from others is a good illustration: Whitehead’s
metaphysics is in agreement with that practice. But Russell was not
happy unless he was denouncing common practices.

The explanation of a practice, I note, is the responsibility not of
metaphysics alone but of it in conjunction with the philosophy of man,
the biological and cultural sciences of man, and knowledge of specific
circumstances. If some constant feature of human practice contradicts,
or stands in no relation to, this conjunct, some member of the conjunct
is defective. It may be hard to say which one this is.

XX111
Whitehead begins the conclusion of the Preface by saying that piece-
meal philosophizing has had its day, and asserting that all constructive
thought on scientific topics is dominated by a general scheme of ideas,
“unacknowledged, but no less influential in guiding the imagination.”
“The importance of philosophy lies in its sustained effort to make such
schemes explicit, and thereby capable of criticism and improvement.”

There remains the final reflection, how shallow, puny, and imper-
fect are efforts to sound the depths in the nature of things. In philo-
sophical discussion, the merest hint of dogmatic certainty as to final-
ity of statement is an exhibition of folly.

Unfortunately, one result of the professionalization of philosophy
which occurred in America and Britain at the beginning of the twen-
tieth century was encouragement of the spirit of debate, not least on
ontological questions.
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XX1v

The fifth (last) part of Process and Reality, “Final Interpretation,” is
beautiful, provocative, and maddeningly short. It presents the theory
of the relations between God and the temporal world which Whitehead
has worked out; but when he announces the topic of this part in the first
section, he does not mention God, and says only that the topic is
“ultimate ideals.”

That section begins, “The chief danger to philosophy is narrowness
in the selection of evidence,” mentions ideals that have held sway and
been rebelled against in Western civilization, attributes greatness to
both upholders and rebels, then concludes:

Philosophy may not neglect the multifariousness of the world—the
fairies dance, and Christ is nailed to the cross.*

This chapter of the book is entitled “The Ideal Opposites.” White-
head first reminds us of the inescapability of both permanence and flux.
It is expressed in the lines

Abide with Me,
Fast Falls the Eventide.

He next brings up order as the condition of excellence, and the impulse
toward something new. This pair, so essential in the theory of educa-
tion and much emphasized in Whitehead’s writings on that subject,
must be borne in mind if we would understand ideals.

Whitehead wants both sides of each member of the pair. As he pre-
pares the reader for his plunge into theology, he expresses his dramatic
view of the historic role of organizations:

The history of the Mediterranean lands, and of western Europe, is
the history of the blessing and the curse of political organizations, of
religious organizations, of schemes of thought, of social agencies for
large purposes. The moment of dominance, prayed for, worked for,
sacrificed for, by generations of the noblest spirits, marks the turn-
ing point where the blessing passes into the curse.T Some new prin-
ciple of refreshment is required.>°

*This sentence is not in William James’s style, but that earlier Gifford lecturer at
Edinburgh (The Varieties of Religious Experience) would have placed a heavy checkmark
opposite it in the margin.

tEvelyn, with her keen sense of drama, must have agreed wholeheartedly with this
passage. It is hopeless to try to estimate her degree of responsibility for the underlying
idea.
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Whitehead adds that the same situation is illustrated by “the tedium
arising from the unrelieved dominance of a fashion in art.”
He insists that the two elements must not really be separated.

It belongs to the goodness of the world, that its settled order should
deal tenderly with the faint discordant light of the dawn of another
age.51

What justification did Whitehead have for this statement? Only what
God’s relation to the world—the topic he is coming to—provides. He
frequently said to his Harvard classes, “The universe is fundamentally
decent.”

Whitehead anticipates the conclusion of his cosmology when he
writes,

the culminating fact of conscious, rational life refuses to conceive
itself as a transient enjoyment, transiently useful. In the order of the
physical world its role is defined by its introduction of novelty. But,
just as physical feelings are haunted by the vague insistence of
causality, so the higher intellectual feelings are haunted by the vague
insistence of another order, where there is no unrest, no travel, no
shipwreck: “There shall be no more sea.”

This is the problem which gradually shapes itself as religion
reaches its higher phases in civilized communities. The most general
formulation of the religious problem is the question whether the
process of the temporal world passes into the formation of other
actualities, bound together in an order in which novelty does not
mean loss.

The ultimate evil in the temporal world is deeper than any specific
evil. It lies in the fact that the past fades, that time is a “perpetual
perishing.”>2

The problem Whitehead faces is not just a problem for intellectuals.
The problem of defining a straight line without reference to measure-
ment may be such a problem. Here Whitehead is speaking to the human
condition. We all feel anguish when we are struck by the fact that we
crave novelty, and yet are “haunted by terror at the loss of the past, with
its familiarities and its loved ones.” He calls this a paradox. Whatever
name we give it, it is a hard fact.

The chapter on “The Ideal Opposites” concludes with the observa-
tion that we are left

with the final opposites, joy and sorrow, good and evil, disjunction
and conjunction—that is to say, the many in one—flux and perma-
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nence, greatness and triviality, freedom and necessity, God and the
World. In this list, the pairs of opposites are in experience with a
certain ultimate directness of intuition, except in the case of the last
pair. God and the World introduce the note of interpretation.

XXv
On Easter Sunday, April 8, 1928 (a little more than a month before
he was to sail for Britain), Whitehead wrote a letter to his dear friend
Rosalind Greene, who was Evelyn’s most intimate friend. In it he said:

I am working at my Giffords. The problem of problems which
bothers me, is the real transitoriness of things—and yet!!—I am
equally convinced that the great side of things is weaving something
ageless and immortal: something in which personalities retain the
wonder of their radiance—and the fluff sinks into its utter triviality.
But I cannot express it at all. No system of words seems up to the
job.

He found a system of words that did the job well enough to be pub-
lished as the last chapter of Process and Reality, “God and the World.”
Although the chapter is not long, it presents much more than he said (to
judge from the Prospectus) in his tenth Gifford lecture.

In “God and the World” Whitehead tells us, “There is nothing here
in the nature of proof.”33 There are only “suggestions.” They follow
his attempt to show the ways in which the concept of God should be
transformed if his philosophic system, which he admits is imperfect, be
accepted. He remarks that he is only trying to add another speaker to
Hume’s great Dialogues Concerning Natural Religion.5*

XXV1
Here is how he began the chapter:

So long as the temporal world is conceived as a self-sufficient com-
pletion of the creative act, explicable by its derivation from an ulti-
mate principle which is at once eminently real and the unmoved
mover, from this conclusion there is no escape: the best that we can
say of the turmoil* is, “For so he giveth his beloved—sleep.” This is

*This word was a favorite one with Whitehead.
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the message of religions of the Buddhistic type, and in some sense it
is true.

I do not know what Whitehead meant by the last clause, if he meant to
convey more than a feeling that maybe this message is true.

But his metaphysics suggests a different, positive idea. We have thus
far dealt only with that side of God which he called God’s primordial
nature. Each actual occasion, we remember, synthesizes all the occa-
sions of its actual world. Why not apply this conception to God? What
Whitehead calls God in his “consequent nature” is that side of God
which is consequent upon the creative advance of the world.*

Whitehead argues that “by reason of the relativity of all things,”
every creature—that is, every completed actual occasion—must react
on God, must be felt by Him.55 Thus the primordial nature is only one
side of God. In his consequent nature the temporal occasions are united
with each other in a harmony of feeling which grows as new occasions
arise. This is a creative advance without any “perishing.” That is how
Whitehead deals with what he had called the ultimate evil in the tem-
poral world.

In that world some actual occasions, or nexus of actual occasions,
become in unison; another name for that is “unison of immediacy.”
Whitehead does not merely want immortality in God for his son Eric.
He wants Eric and his mother to enjoy unison of immediacy in God’s
consequent nature. In place of immortal he introduces the word everlast-
ing, which he defines as “the property of combining creative advance
with the retention of mutual immediacy.”56 This is his chief departure
from the words he used in the letter to Rosalind Greene from which I
quoted at the beginning of this section. I do not think the difference is
substantial.

Is there nothing that Whitehead’s God cannot do? Not quite. God as
judge of the world loses “nothing that can be saved.” This implies that
some things in the temporal world are beyond being completely saved.
Still, Whitehead says:

The revolts of destructive evil, purely self-regarding, are dismissed
into their triviality of merely individual facts, and yet the good they
did achieve in individual joy, in individual sorrow, in the introduc-
tion of needed contrast, is yet saved by its relation to the completed
whole. The image—and it is but an image—the image under which

*Possibly this idea was advanced in Religion in the Making. I think that it was only
suggested there.
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this operative growth of God’s nature is best conceived, is that of a
tender care that nothing be lost.57

Whitehead is right in wanting to think of God as “the chief ex-
emplification” of metaphysical principles, not something “invoked to
save their collapse.”58 An actual entity in the world begins with a
“physical” reception of prior actualities, and completes itself by valuing
them through the operations of its “mental pole.” Dipolarity must also
be characteristic of God. But the order is reversed. God’s primordial
nature is mental, in that it is an all-inclusive conceptual feeling of poten-
tials for the world, whereas the consequent nature is an all-inclusive
feeling of actualities.

In finite actual entities, we remember, consciousness arises only
when a direct experience of actuality is integrated with a sense of the
possible. So consciousness is absent from God’s primordial nature, but
not from the consequent nature.

Whitehead also tries to make us see how God, as he conceives of God
himself—I should say, itself—is incomplete without the consequent
nature. Since he thinks, and always thinks, that God and the World
jointly make up the universe, his explanation is that the problem is not
merely to see how the individuals of the world become immortal; that is
only half of a double problem; the other half is to see how what is
permanent (God in his primordial nature, which had been an essential
factor in Whitehead’s cosmology since Science and the Modern World)
requires fluency as its completion. Whitehead claims that “civilized
intuition has always, although obscurely, grasped the problem as dou-
ble and not as single.”>® I can be sure of two points only—that his
system requires solution of the double problem, and that what his heart
most needs is a reason for belief in immortality.60

XxXvi

Whitehead thought ill of the three main ways of thinking about God
that have held sway in Western civilization “amid many variations in
detail”: God in the image of an imperial ruler, God as a personification
of moral energy, God as an ultimate philosophical principle. “Hume’s
Dialogues criticize unanswerably these modes of explaining the system
of the world.”¢! To explain the system of the world was Whitehead’s
ultimate purpose, and to do that he needed his concept of God.

The structure of Whitehead’s system requires him to hold that nei-
ther God nor the World reaches a static condition. Both are in the grip



248 ALFRED NORTH WHITEHEAD

of his metaphysical ultimate, creativity. Each is the instrument of nov-
elty for the other.

But the principle of universal relativity does not stop at the conse-
quent nature of God. That itself passes into the temporal world, as
God’s love for the world:

For the kingdom of heaven is with us today. . . .Inthis sense, God is
the great companion—the fellow-sufferer who understands. 62

How, except by naming names, could Whitehead have made it plainer
that he is being moved by his wife’s anguish over their son’s death?
He continues:

We find here the final application of the doctrine of objective immor-
tality. Throughout the perishing occasions in the life of each tem-
poral Creature, * the inward source of distaste or of refreshment, the
judge arising out of the very nature of things, redeemer or goddess of
mischief, is the transformation of Itself, everlasting in the Being of
God. In this way the insistent craving is justified—the insistent crav-
ing that zest for existence be refreshed by the ever-present, unfading
importance of our immediate actions, which perish and yet live for
evermore.

That is the end of Process and Reality.

XXViil
What shall we make of this conclusion? Notice first how far White-
head is from the popular view that God makes everything right. The
phrase “redeemer or goddess of mischief” is indispensable. Next, we
should observe that although the whole book is an essay in speculative
philosophy, Part V is more speculative than the four preceding parts, in
which the philosophy of organism is primarily applied to mundane
experience—I should say, with considerable success. The addition of
Part V does not spoil that success; it fits on so well that the coherence of
the whole becomes a reason for accepting the conclusion.
Whitehead’s theism is a highly philosophical one. He once said to
me®3 that his concept of God’s consequent nature was very like Spi-
noza’s concept of God.

*The capitalizations in this sentence were first supplied by Whitehead in a typescript of
Part V which he gave to Rosalind Greene. (She had recently suffered a tragic death in her
family.)
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God is not one of the Categories of Existence. He is not even the
subject of any principle in the Categoreal Scheme. These facts should
not mislead us. Something about God is said on almost every page of
Process and Reality. The chapter “Some Derivative Notions,” which
immediately follows “The Categoreal Scheme,” begins by introducing
the primordial nature of God as “the primordial created fact.” I think
that Whitehead had his complex concept of God roughly in his mind
when he first started writing his Gifford Lectures.

An informative example of Whitehead’s use of his concept of God
occurs in his discussion of living creatures in the chapter “The Order of
Nature.” God’s purpose, he says, is to evoke intensities of feeling.64
And God’s aim for an actual occasion is “depth of satisfaction as an
intermediate step towards the fulfilment of his own being.”65

In 1931 Whitehead said in his response to the speakers at a large
symposium on Process and Reality:

Almost all of Process and Reality can be read as an attempt to analyze
perishing on the same level as Aristotle’s analysis of becoming. The
notion of the prehension of the past means that the past is an element
which perishes and thereby remains an element in the state beyond,
and thus is objectified. That is the whole notion. If you get a general
notion of what is meant by perishing, you will have accomplished an
apprehension of what you mean by memory and causality, what you
mean when you feel that what we are is of infinite importance,
because as we perish we are immortal. That is the one key thought
around which the whole development of Process and Reality is woven.66

Notice that in this identification of the one key thought Whitehead
did not use the term everlasting. None of the symposiasts referred to Part
V of Process and Reality; they may have lacked time to finish the book.
However that may be, Whitehead did not suggest Part V to them. His
remarks were about what, in his system, might be called ordinary
immortality, in which a perished actual occasion becomes a component
in later occasions.

XX1X
The first of Whitehead’s Gifford Lectures was chaired, in the absence
of Edinburgh’s Principal, Sir Arthur Ewing, by its distinguished Pro-
fessor of Mathematics, E. T. Whittaker. He had been Whitehead’s pupil
and then his colleague at Trinity College, Cambridge. His son, Dr.
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J. M. Whittaker (also a mathematician), wrote me®’ that the 1927
Gifford Lecturer, Eddington,

was a marvellous popular lecturer who had enthralled an audience of
600 for his entire course. The same audience turned up to White-
head’s first lecture but it was completely unintelligible, not merely to
the world at large but to the elect. My father remarked to me after-
wards that if he had not known Whitehead well he would have
suspected that it was an imposter making it up as he went along (this
had actually happened in a lecture in Psychology at Oxford shortly
before). The audience at subsequent lectures was only about half a
dozen in all, so I am told, for I fear that [ myself was one of the
backsliders.

One of Whitehead’s Harvard students, Mason Gross, was told that
at the end the audience shrank to two, Kemp Smith and A. E. Taylor.
“This was probably an exaggeration,” Gross wrote to me.68 It is clear
from the account of Whitehead’s Giffords in this chapter, as well as
from the Prospectus he submitted, that as public lectures they were
bound to be a fiasco.

Evelyn was visibly disappointed by the plunge in attendance. I doubt
that her husband showed his feelings. He had done his work; its recep-
tion was in the lap of the gods. The contrast with his audiences at
Urbana, though sad, was just a sociological fact. The Urbana audiences
had not heard a condensed technical statement of a big new metaphysi-
cal system; that would have been a great tax on any audience. There was
also this difference: the Edinburgh people knew they did not understand
what they heard.

XXX
Whitehead wrote to Rosalind Greene and her husband about the city
of Edinburgh:

We had never before stayed there for any length of time. The longer
we were there, the more beautiful we thought it. But as to its
weather,—Oh dear!!6?

As one who has endured summer days of nothing but cold, driving rain
in that beautiful city, I sympathize.

A few days after the last lecture, the Whiteheads visited North and
his family; they lived in Teddington, near London. In 1921 North had
had a son, whom he named Eric Alfred North. Whitehead delighted in
the boy; but Eric told me that he felt his grandfather did not have a real
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relationship with him until he was an adolescent.?0 Much in White-
head’s mature life reflects the experience of highly responsible personal
relationships which had been his as Head Boy at Sherborne School. *

In London Whitehead went to Athenaeum, and there enjoyed an
afternoon of philosophical talk with Wildon Carr and Maurice Amos. It
was like Aristotelian Society meetings at their best. When Evelyn came
to fetch him they triumphantly brought her into the hall, where no
woman was allowed, and continued their talk for a quarter of an hour.”!

In or near Cambridge, Whitehead saw his oldest brother, Charlie,
who, as he told the Greenes, was “lingering out the last few months of
his life,” and his sister Shirley, “more herself than ever in every way,”
“ahuge featherbed, drivenirresistibly forward,” “an unrelenting steam-
roller.”72 She was witty, but her wit, like Bertie Russell’s, was critical,
even destructive. She was so unlike Evelyn.

The Whiteheads did not look up Bertie.”3

After a short visit to Cambridge, where Evelyn gave a big dinner
party for old friends, the Whiteheads found places to stay in Dorset for
the rest of the summer. He was fond of Sherborne and its environs. The
difference from Edinburgh weather was not lost on them. But I doubt
that Whitehead ever developed the habit of devoting himself to a vaca-
tion. He left that to Bertie.

On August 15 Whitehead wrote to Rosalind Greene, “We have be-
come greedy, and want America as well as England.” But not Scotland.
He had = ritten to her on June 28, “Scotland is not our spiritual home.
The Scotch are full of inhibitions, canny, and suspicious.” Whitehead
was canny, and did not lack inhibitions; perhaps one cause of his love of
Evelyn was her relative freedom from them.

They sailed for New York on the American Merchant September 7.
Whitehead, as usual, was a bad sailor. On the twelfth he wrote to North
that he was all for a static world. “Damn the flux of things with its
rockiness.” But the fifteenth was “the most lovely day that I have ever
seen on the Atlantic.” It was followed by a little gale. The ship docked
on the seventeenth, and they took the night train to Boston.

XXX1
On December 23 Whitehead wrote to North:

This last term has been the greatest tax on my imagination that [ have
ever had—not the most tiring physically. But I have been making the

*See Volume I, Chapter IV, Sections iv and vi.
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final draft of my Giffords—and having to keep the whole scheme of
thought in my head, so as to get all the points written up in order.

When we consider the size and complexity of his system, and the fact
that he was no longer young, we ought not to find the number of lapses
in the book surprising. No one could help him much. His Harvard
students suggested critical difficulties which he tried to meet. Evelyn,
as usual, suggested deleting some of the alsos with which he began too
many sentences, and making other stylistic improvements. Whitehead
sent the last package of proofs to Macmillan on August 13, 1929.
Then, on November 4, he wrote to North about the book:

I do not expect a good reception from professional philosophers. It
deserts the ordinary ways of putting things at the present moment.
Also it is more speculative than philosophy in the recent past. In my
opinion philosophers have been running into funkholes and so the
subject has lost all interest.

Professional philosophers received the book with respect but did not
take it up. What was called “doing philosophy” was coming to consist
mainly of piecemeal discussions.
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t its commencement exercises in June 1926, Harvard
bestowed an honorary doctorate of science on White-
head. President Lowell’s apt description of him on this
occasion was, “A philosopher, generous and kind,
whose thought pierces deeper than others look.”

Then on June 21 Whitehead was in Madison, Wisconsin, to receive
an honorary D.Sc. degree from Glenn Frank, President of the Univer-
sity of Wisconsin. Science and the Modern World had made its author
popular in the Midwest. So far as [ know, he received no such invitation
from any southern university. He and Evelyn made no visits south of
Virginia. And in those days very few proper Bostonians spent a bit of
the winter in Florida.

A vyear later, Yale gave Whitehead an honorary doctorate.

I think he enjoyed his visits to receive honors. I also believe that a
reason for traveling to receive them was that he knew they would give
Evelyn a lift. I doubt that he ever completely set his work aside for a
trip. As he had done when they traveled in Europe, he always had paper
handy, on which he would jot down ideas for his current work as they
occurred to him.

11

In February 1926, meetings of a special Harvard committee, always
known as the Committee of Four, began in Professor L. . Henderson’s
Cambridge house. The Committee’s members, besides Henderson and
Whitehead, were the scholar in English literature, John Livingston
Lowes (author of The Road to Xanadu),* and Charles P. Curtis, a schol-
arly lawyer and a member of the Corporation at Harvard. Their pur-
pose grew out of conversation between Henderson and Whitehead on a
train as they came home from a weekend at Henry Osborn Taylor’s
home in Cobalt, Connecticut, in the fall of 1925. They had talked about

*Henderson thought no better representative of the humanities could be found.
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the success of the system of Prize Fellowships at Trinity College, Cam-
bridge. Whitehead had begun his mathematical work as a Prize Fellow
there.* Henderson reported this conversation to President Lowell. The
result was a long evening of discussion at Lowell’s house, with the
addition of the astronomer Harlow Shapley and the Dean of Arts and
Sciences, Kenneth Murdock. Lowell presented a plan he had formu-
lated for what came to be called the Society of Fellows. There was much
agreement, and plans were drawn up to make further contact with
Trinity College. Lowes was in England, and would visit it; Whitehead
cabled to ask for a hospitable reception for him. The Committee of
Four wanted Harvard to establish a small society of students between
twenty and thirty years of age who, instead of following the routine of
Ph.D. work followed by a faculty job, would devote three years to the
research that most interested them, with the prospect of renewal for
another three. Their idea was that the best way to spawn genius in a
university is to catch students young, provide them with subsistence
and intellectual fellowship, and assure freedom from academic regula-
tions and anxieties. The success of the idea was amply shown in the
records of “Junior Fellows” compiled by Crane Brinton in The Society
of Fellows.1

Applications were not solicited from prospective Junior Fellows.
The Committee of Four, augmented by a few ex officio men, com-
prised the Senior Fellows; they administered the Society. They chose
four to eight Junior Fellows per year. An interview was important; at
Whitehead’s suggestion, sponsors of Junior Fellows also were inter-
viewed.

The Society got off to a flying start. The first batch of Junior Fellows
included the philosophy graduate student W. V. Quine, who was work-
ing on logical theory, the new champion of behavioral psychology,
B. F. Skinner, T the mathematician Garrett Birkhoff, the historian John
C. Miller, the political scientist Frederick M. Watkins, and the chemist
E. Bright Wilson, Jr.

Quine’s selection raised a problem for which no provision had been
made; he was married. I think that Whitehead persuaded his colleagues
to provide a sum of money as a sort of marriage commutation.

The Society of Fellows met for dinners on Monday nights, and the

*On Whitehead’s election to that fellowship, see Volume I, Chapter VI, Section iv. Let
me correct an error on page 108 of that volume: “Playfair’s” should be “Poynting’s.”

tHis study, Verbal Behavior, was undertaken to meet a challenge raised by Whitehead in
talk at a meeting of the Society.
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Juniors without the Seniors lunched together twice weekly. All meet-
ings were in Eliot House. The House system at Harvard had just been
provided for by Edward Harkness’s gift. President Lowell tried to get
foundation funds for the Society of Fellows, but was unsuccessful; he
had to use his own money, which was enough, but with almost nothing
to spare. [ think that the Society of Fellows deserves to be called the best
achievement of his Harvard presidency. And he was the chief author—
with some help, I think, from Whitehead—of the statement to which
Junior Fellows subscribe.* Lowell called it the Hippocratic oath of the
scholar. It read:

You have been selected as a member of this Society for your personal
prospect of serious achievement in your chosen field, and your
promise of notable contribution to knowledge and thought. This
promise you must redeem with your whole intellectual and moral
force.

You will practice the virtues, and avoid the snares, of the scholar.
You will be courteous to your elders who have explored to the point
from which you may advance; and helpful to your juniors who will
progress farther by reason of your labors. Your aim will be knowl-
edge and wisdom, not the reflected glamour of fame. You will not
accept credit that is due to another, or harbor jealousy of an explorer
who is more fortunate.

You will seek not a near, but a distant, objective, and you will not
be satisfied with what you may have done. All that you may achieve
or discover you will regard as a fragment of a larger pattern, which
from his separate approach every true scholar is striving to descry.

To these things, in joining the Society of Fellows, you dedicate
yourself.

To this first batch of Junior Fellows, the Society meant primarily
Henderson, Whitehead, and Lowell. Whitehead himself provided a
good example of the ideals to which the Junior Fellows subscribed. He
never looked for fights. He did not try to defend his philosophy of
organism, or even to explain its chief theses.

111
Professor Donald C. Williams, who later joined the Harvard Phi-
losophy Department, audited Whitehead’s lectures. He told me that it
was customary for undergraduates to ruffle their papers and shuffle

*Brinton wrote that you could not call this an oath.
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their feet when a lecturer began to run overtime. Whitehead often
forgot the time, but they didn’t do that to him. “Once he talked over-
time for half an hour, and nobody batted an eyelash.” When he realized
what he had done, Whitehead was quite overcome, and very grateful to
the students.

After Whitehead died, Williams said to me, “I never knew what
humility meant until I knew Whitehead.” He was referring to humility
as a personal attribute of a philosopher.?2

One day early in 1930 was looking over the philosophy books in the
Harvard Square store of the Harvard Cooperative Society when White-
head came in, walked to the same department, picked up Macmillan’s
printing of Process and Reality, and made just one remark to himself, “So
that’s out.” This store sold many more copies of the book than were
ever sold in the United Kingdom.

I came to Harvard as a freshman graduate student in the fall of 1929,
lured by the presence there of the authors of Science and the Modern World
and Mind and the World Order. It is still my opinion that no twentieth-
century philosopher has done better than Whitehead in speculative
philosophy or C. I. Lewis in analytic philosophy.

In my first term I heard Whitehead’s lectures on the philosophy of
science. I am sure that most of them were beyond me and many other
students. Three years earlier Whitehead had expressed doubt that there
could be any such subject; affirming it is too much like affirming that
there is Protestant truth and Catholic truth. Beware of qualifications of
that word. There are truths about many subjects, and philosophy can
exclude no subject.

1v

Whitehead in his lectures was always looking ahead, not looking back.
One of his students, Paul Weiss, thought that one would not learn from
them that Whitehead was one of the authors of Principia Mathematica.
He would bring up Russell’s philosophical opinions when they were
relevant to what he was saying, but he did not devote lectures to them.

In the 1920s and early thirties Bertie made lecture tours across the
United States. Thus on a Sunday morning in 1929 he spoke in Sym-
phony Hall, Boston, on the faith of an unbeliever. He gave a very
different sort of lecture to a quite different audience under the auspices
of the Harvard Department of Philosophy on October 26, 1931, with
Whitehead in the chair. It was entitled “The Relation of Logic to Psy-
chology.” It filled Harvard’s New Lecture Hall.
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In his introduction Whitehead announced that we were about to hear
a missing Platonic dialogue, “the Bertrand Russell.” Some of Russell’s
discussion was hinged to examples that were familiar to anybody who
knew of the collaboration between him and Whitehead. But Bertie was
off on a new major tack; he dwelt on the role of conditioned reflexes in
producing meaningful utterances. When the lecture was over, White-
head closed the meeting by saying what he thought Socrates would
have said in conclusion as he drew his cloak about him:

[ understand now, my dear Bertrand, the meaning of the good. It s,
that my mouth is watering.

Russell had arrived in Boston the previous day. He stayed that night
with Henry Sheffer, a brilliant young mathematical logician at Har-
vard. In the Introduction to the second edition of Principia, Russell had
singled out Sheffer’s replacement of several primitive ideas by one,
incompatibility, as the most definite improvement made possible since
the first edition was published. He had also called attention to “a new
and very powerful method in mathematicallogic” invented by Sheffer,
who named it “notational relativity.” Russell recommended to him the
task of re-writing Principia, which the new improvement would de-
mand. Whitehead had a high opinion of Sheffer. I'd say that he shared
this with Russell, quite as much as he firmly refused to share the taking
up of Wittgenstein.

Bertie spent the night after his lecture with the Whiteheads, and
returned to New York the following day.*

James Wilkinson Miller was one of Whitehead’s junior colleagues at
this time. He has told me of a conversation which occurred in the midst
of traffic while they were crossing Brattle Square. “You know, Bertie
was born in the wrong century.” “What century should he have been
born in, Professor Whitehead?” Miller expected that the answer would
be the seventeenth or the twenty-first or even the fifth century B.c. But
the reply was “Oh, the thirteenth of course. He is pure Duns Scotus.”

v
Something must now be said about the large symposium I men-
tioned late in the last chapter to present the key idea around which

*The Bertrand Russell Archives contain no correspondence with either of the White-
heads about this visit.
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Process and Reality was written. James Woods arranged the symposium
as a celebration of Whitehead’s seventieth birthday. It was held at the
Harvard Club of Boston on February 14, 1931. The almost forty
guests, besides his friends, included the polymath Morris R. Cohen,
who spoke on Whitehead’s contribution to mathematics, and the best-
known philosophers in the eastern seaboard of the United States. Al-
though the first addresses were simple misunderstandings of the meth-
od of extensive extraction, later speakers voiced serious questions about
Process and Reality, and Whitehead’s replies were informative about
himself as well as the book.

William P. Montague confessed that he now felt like an old fogey.
And he wondered what it is that passes from one actual entity to its
successors, if not substance. W. H. Sheldon, of Yale, was “very anxious
to know whether the philosophy of organism is objective idealism.
Does he ascribe mind to the universe as a whole? Perhaps I ought to
know this, but I am not sure.” Sheldon described Whitehead’s philoso-
phy as “a rope tightly woven of three strands: Hegel, Bergson, and
Avenarius. That is a strange company.” He credited Avenarius with
starting the protest against Cartesian dualism in modern times.

The longest, and most learned, address was by Arthur O. Lovejoy,
of Johns Hopkins. He had been re-reading “another famous philoso-
pher of the English Cambridge, the learned and pious Dr. Henry More
of Christ’s College.” A quotation from one of More’s poems defended
the use of new words or of old words with new meanings. After
confessing that his own attitude toward comprehensive systems was
skeptical, Lovejoy concluded that “there is no book of our time which is
a more faithful picture of the real world.” My personal knowledge of
Lovejoy and Whitehead leads me to believe that A. N. W. was most
highly delighted by the following judgment of his big book:

Most of all one gets from it a rebirth of philosophic wonder. Itis a
rejuvenating experience to read Process and Reality.

Whitehead’s response to the guests at this celebration of his seven-
tieth birthday was not only appropriate, it was beautiful. I can touch on
only a little of what he said.

He explained that his reason for not discussing Hegel was that he had
read only a single page of him. But his friendships with McTaggart and
Lord Haldane had effected a Hegelian influence. As Whitehead had
devoted so much of his life to mathematics and the elaboration of
symboliclogic, the philosophy he had not read, he confessed, “passes
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all telling.” He did not now say anything about Sheldon’s finding that
Avenarius was among those who should be credited with a strand of the
rope Whitehead wove.

Several of the speakers had brought up Bergson, and Whitehead
brought up Bradley. But to prepare for his identification of the key idea
of Process and Reality, he said,

I speak from very thin knowledge, but I rather suspect that I am a

little more Aristotelian than either Bergson or Bradley.3

This was a valuable bit of self-knowledge.

Upon thanking Lovejoy for bringing Henry More to his support,
Whitehead observed, “I think Bradley gets into a great muddle because
he accepts the language which is developed from another point of
view.” And not only Bradley!

Whitehead said that he agreed very much with Sheldon on the neces-
sity of order.

But there is just the slightest twist of his phraseology which makes
all the difference, and with that one twist of phrase I decisively
disagree. Professor Sheldon talked of the order of the universe, the
scheme of order. In this notion of the sole, unique order for the
world (which perhaps is not what Sheldon meant) there hides
the inadequate concept that the foundations of being contain in their
nature no necessity for process. . . . The notion of the one perfection
of order . . . must go the way of the one possible geometry.

Montague had brought up the question of entropy. Whitehead re-
plied that the universe we live in now was indeed running down, its
order giving way to a new type of order.

When Whitehead spoke of other orders of the universe, he con-
trasted our familiarity with “this absurdly limited number of three
dimensions of space.” It was typical of the mathematician to allow for
an infinite number of possibilities.

Scotland did not come out well on this occasion. In thanking Morris
Cohen for recalling the great past of mathematics, Whitehead named
not only Grassmann but Sir William Hamilton, “not the Scotchman
who was a bad metaphysician but the Irishman who wrote good mathe-
matics.”

Whitehead’s final appreciation of the symposium was superb.

I have been extraordinarily fortunate in that I have always had col-
leagues whom I could honour and whom I could love, at Trinity in
Cambridge, and in London. Now finally in America my fortune has
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culminated in what I consider to be an intellectual society as great as
any which has existed.

He then quoted a statement from the Republic which was printed on
his valentine only:

The philosopher who lives with divine and orderly people himself
becomes divine and orderly, as far as it is in his power to do so.

Vi1

Victor Lowe had gotten this far in drafting the present chapter when
he died. He had planned further chapters on Whitehead’s years of retire-
ment and on his death. Among Lowe’s papers there are some very
rough notes, a collection of obituaries, and brief letters of reminiscence
from a few people who knew Whitehead, all of which were meant to
serve as material for these chapters. There are, however, no drafts using
the material.

Nothing can replace the narrative Lowe would have written of
Whitehead’s life from the time of the publication of Process and Reality to
his death. No attempt will be made here to fill the gap, but a few events
and dates can be given.

The Whiteheads continued to live the kind of life they had lived since
coming to the United States. In 1931 T. North Whitehead and his family
moved permanently to the United States, settling in Cambridge. Alfred
and Evelyn traveled a little, visiting friends during the summers at
various vacation spots in New England, and in 1930 going to Oxford for
the Seventh International Congress of Philosophy. Whitehead con-
tinued to teach until 1936. His last lecture, on May 8 of that year, was
attended by alarge number of former students and admirers from outside
the university.

During these years Whitehead continued to write. The Function of
Reason—delivered as the Vanuxem Lectures at Princeton—was pub-
lished in 1929, Adventures of Ideas in 1933, Nature and Life in 1934, and
Modes of Thought in 1938. He gave a number of lectures and addresses,
including the Presidential Address, “Objects and Subjects,” to the East-
ern Division of the American Philosophical Association in 1931.

Whitehead received many honors during his late years. Harvard,



262 ALFRED NORTH WHITEHEAD

Yale, and McGill were among the universities that gave him honorary
degrees. He received the Butler Medal from Columbia University in
1930. In 1931 he was elected Fellow of the British Academy. As early as
1903 he had been made a Fellow of the Royal Society. C. D. Broad, in
an obituary notice,* pointed out the singularity of membership in both
societies: only SirJ. G. Frazier, to his memory, had previously received
this double recognition. In 1945 Whitehead was awarded the Order of
Merit, the highest honor the Crown can give for outstanding personal
achievement.

On the occasion of Whitehead’s eightieth birthday, his Harvard col-
leagues organized a party for him. More than fifty people attended,
among them personal friends as well as Harvard colleagues. Whitehead
was presented with greetings signed by numerous students and friends,
and made a few brief remarks in reply.> He took the tribute to be for
Evelyn as well as for himself. She supplies, he said, “those vivid insights
and immediate activities which count for so much in our joint life.” The
two of them, Whitehead went on, had suffered “unforgettable intimate
tragedy” during the previous world war. “The only way to meet trag-
edy is to interweave it with loving activity. Evelyn and I are grateful to
Harvard beyond words, because we can love it.”

In the rest of his remarks Whitehead turned away from personal
matters and spoke of philosophy. Good work in philosophy, he said,
can best be done in a democracy. Agreement should not be the aim of
philosophers, though they may hope for “a certain mutuality of vi-
sion,” not expecting much by way of confirmation of their views.
Narrowness is to be guarded against:

The whole stretch of life should be vividly present. Every philoso-
phy lecture room should have two exhibits—at one end of the room
a baby in its cradle, at the other an emeritus professor—the future
and the past. And in between, the surging present, the confused
thoughts of the lecturer and his class. It has for its function to exhibit
the unrealized possibilities which the past suggests, while living in
the turmoil of the present.

During Whitehead’s last year, so his son reported to Victor Lowe,
Whitehead felt that his mind was failing. He died on December 30,
1947, of a cerebral hemorrhage. He was cremated and his ashes were
scattered in the graveyard of Harvard’s Memorial Church, where a
service was held for him on January 6, 1948.



CHAPTER XIII

Whitehead’s Philosophy
as I See It
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here are a few respects in which I could criticize White-

head’s philosophy, but I shall not do so in this essay. I

shall present my overall view ofit. This is positive, even

enthusiastic. I flatter myself that my favorable view does

not issue from any desire to find the philosophy indispen-
sable in the service of religion, or of morals, or of anything other than
philosophy as Whitehead conceived it. I began to study him early, and
in a condition that approached innocence. My undergraduate work was
not in college, but in an engineering school, and I had not read any
philosophy until, in 1928, I was introduced to the subject by two books:
Will Durant’s popular Story of Philosophy and Whitehead’s Science and
the Modern World. Durant’s expositions of the great philosophers were
superficial, but so invariably warm that he did not tilt me toward
accepting any one in particular, which is what usually happens in col-
lege philosophy courses. I felt a strong allegiance to the science I was
most familiar with, mathematical physics; Whitehead was a mathe-
matician who had written a philosophy of physics and was beginning to
integrate physical science with value-experience. Since there were signs
of genius in his book, I went to Harvard to study under him and the
other men in what was truly Harvard’s second golden age in philoso-
phy.

The way in which Whitehead went about the integration of science
and values struck me, and still strikes me, as the only right way, the
only way that is broad enough. Although he had that integrative prob-
lem in mind, he did not aim simply at its solution, but expected this to
be one result of work on a larger task. That task was the construction of
a general theory of everything that we experience, a scheme of ideas
such that “everything of which we are conscious, as enjoyed, per-
ceived, willed, or thought, shall have the character of a particular in-
stance of the general scheme.” Every reader of Whitehead 1s familiar

Originally published in Process and Context, ed. Ernest Wolf-Gazo (Bern: Peter Lang,
1988). Reprinted by permission of the publisher.
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with this statement of his goal in Process and Reality, but it cannot be too
often insisted upon that correct understanding of the statement is the
best key to understanding his work. Most philosophers today do not
take it seriously; they say that they have got beyond grandiose ideas.
But Whitehead’s idea was simply that of a general theory, conceived as it
oughtto be conceived in the twentieth century. Give up the preoccupa-
tion with the statements that Whitehead and other philosophers have
made about experience, the world, or the sciences; give up the intent to
discover just what the philosopher meant by a particular statement, and
the grounds on which it can be judged true or false. For Whitehead’s
goal, it is not statements but general theories that are to be judged, and
they are not to be divided into the true and the false, but valued in
proportion to their power to accommodate the multi-form facts of
experience. (Whitehead upheld the possibility of finite truths, but that s
another matter.) A new theory that aims at much greater power than
familiar theories requires a new terminology—something which peo-
ple accept in science but, alas, resist in philosophy, and resisted in
Whitehead’s case.

[f the new terminology is accepted, anything that cannot be accom-
modated by a new general theory calls for some revision of the theory
or of what is used in applying it. The process is unending. Near the end
of his life Whitehead wrote to a friend:

there is no suggestion in my mind—nor (I hope) in my works—of a
clear-cut adequate philosophic system. All we can do is to gaze
dimly at the infinitude of things, which lies beyond our finite ap-
prehension. Words are inadequate for experience, and experience is
inadequate to grasp the infinitude of the universe. Of course, thisisa
commonplace; but it cannot be repeated too often.

A philosophic system is “adequate” if nothing can ever be found in
human experience that is uninterpretable in its terms. Whitehead knew
that his system was inadequate, and declared that complete adequacy
was unattainable by human beings, although the history of philosophy
shows improvements in adequacy.

Of course he did not construct his system by gazing dimly at the
infinitude of things. He generalized from human experience, which
insists upon the formulation of certain kinds of ideas, such as ideas of
identity and diversity, possibility, compulsion, value, and purpose.
When he set out to construct his system, philosophy for Whitehead was
the search for premises that would apply to experience in the broadest
sense, the sense in which, as he later said, “we experience the universe,
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and we analyze in our consciousness a minute selection of its details.”
Hence the outcome was a System of the World.

He was always aware that proof is hypothetical: so far as the prem-
ises are true, deductions from them are true. [ am discouraged when I
hear an admirer of Whitehead say he proved that the universe is a living
organism. The admirer has his own motives for wanting to think so;
Whitehead did not suppose that he had proved this, or any categorical
proposition.

William James said, “Systems must be closed.” Whitehead’s position
was that a system must be open to revision. It should be constructed as a
speculative theory, not as a set of truths calling for vital commitment.
Commitment should come later, as a result of comparing available
philosophies.

James also spoke of philosophy as giving us a sense of alternatives to
what we believe. Whitehead saw that what suggests alternatives is a
more general idea.

The breadth of his system naturally, but unfortunately, has tempted
some to label it a synthesis of the sciences. Noj; he did not try to unite
either the principles or the conclusions of the sciences. These are among
the data which his “Categoreal Scheme” must accommodate. The
Scheme is obliged to provide a niche for every known science, includ-
ing deductive and inductive logic. In Process and Reality he provided a
niche for logic as it existed in 1928 and for the physics of that time, and
indicated niches for a few other sciences, including epistemology. I
doubt that any science then existing fell outside his philosophy of or-
ganism. As with any set of axioms, Whitehead’s Scheme had to provide
a niche for every notion he used later, and for every proposition he
would have a right to propose. I think he was fairly successful in meet-
ing this requirement.

Unless a philosopher, like C. I. Lewis, deliberately limits himself to
reflective analysis of concepts in current use and refuses to speculate, the
method Whitehead recommended and practiced seems to me the only
right one for metaphysics. It is not for everyone. If you have not his
degree of genius, you had better stick to the history of philosophy, to
studying Whitehead’s deposition and exploring its possible applica-
tions, or to comparisons with others. In trying to understand White-
head, it won’t do to pick out a word or a principle and try to analyze its
meaning; for example, to ask whether he means “perishing” in an
absolute or relative sense. For every sense which you propose for an
isolated word, there is a passage in which Whitehead seems to use it in
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an opposite sense. Process and Reality is a long book; there is no escape
from steeping yourself in it.

A full view of Whitehead’s method must note his rationalistic faith.
This was faith that experience will reveal no elements which are, in his
words, “intrinsically incapable of exhibition as examples of general
theory.” This faith, he said, “forms the motive for the pursuit of all
sciences alike, including metaphysics.” Preservation of that faith de-
spite disappointments “must depend on an ultimate moral intuition into
the nature of intellectual action—that it should embody the adventure
of hope.” In all his work Whitehead held fast to this moral intuition,
while doing what no one else would attempt: a treatise on Universal
Algebra, the long collaboration with Russell on Principia Mathematica,
his fine memoir “On Mathematical Concepts of the Material World,”
his non-Einsteinian theory of relativity, and finally his speculative met-
aphysics.

1

My work on Whitehead’s biography, extending over almost two
decades, has convinced me that without his forty years in mathematics
he could not have tried to write Process and Reality. He was an unusual
mathematician; he did not write stacks of paper on subjects that others
were pursuing, but attended, more than most, to framing sets of ax-
ioms. Look at his two tracts, The Axioms of Projective Geometry (1906)
and The Axioms of Descriptive Geometry (1907). No claim for the self-
evidence of the axioms is made. Nor was such a claim made in Principia
Mathematica; general success in application to existing mathematics was
the test. Even so, general success in application to experience is put
forward as the test of Whitehead’s metaphysical system. The main
difference between the two is that no presumption of clarity can be
made for the axioms of the latter.

Whitehead’s work in mathematics gave him an ideal preparation for
constructing a really new philosophy. He was saved from being en-
snared, as professional philosophers are, by current philosophical lan-
guage.

If a geometer like Whitehead were convinced, as he was when he
wrote An Enquiry Concerning the Principles of Natural Knowledge, that
“the fundamental characteristic” of nature is its passage, its “creative
advance,” how would he deal with philosophy’s traditional problem of
the many and the one?—By conceiving that at every event-particle in
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nature there occurs an integration of many event-particles elsewhere
into one new event-particle here-now, an addition to the accumulated
process of the universe. That is “the ultimate metaphysical principle” of
Process and Reality, with event-particles replaced by actual occasions.
For Whitehead had moved beyond experience as providing the sensory
data of natural science, to experience in its entirety, as providing the
data of metaphysics.

The fundamental characteristic of nature, creative advance, was re-
placed by the fundamental characteristic of actual occasions, that they
are creatures of Creativity. Whitehead first used this word in Religion in
the Making (1926). A year earlier, in Science and the Modern World, he
used the phrase “substantial activity.” However named, the idea is the
inmost core of his philosophy. In his Categoreal Scheme Whitehead set
down the three notions “Creativity,” “many,” and “one” as compris-
ing the Category of the Ultimate. This, he said, “replaces Aristotle’s
category of ‘primary substance.’”

The ultimacy of Creativity has not been well received by profession-
al philosophers. Whitehead denied that it was an entity, so why is it
needed in addition to his explicit Categories of Explanation and
Categoreal Obligations? (He said that they presuppose the Category of
the Ultimate.) I answer: if there is no universal characteristic that the
entities of a system share, you have not got a system of those entities. In
the axiomatic treatment of a pure mathematical science the elements are
merely abstract until an interpretation is specified. The elements, as any
entities that satisfy the axioms, become entities of a certain kind. White-
head’s Scheme was not about abstract entities, but about the final con-
crete entities comprising the actual world. He called every concrete
entity an individualization of the universal creative force. Thatis simply
how Whitehead saw the world. I think he saw it truly.

Most of his readers are needlessly bothered by the question, How
can I recognize an actual occasion? My answer is that anything in hu-
man experience may be treated as an actual occasion so far as it approxi-
mates to the design of an actual occasion set out in the philosophy of
organism. Whitehead himself so treated a “drop of experience,” which
lasts as long as a “specious present.” What about other events? When I
asked him whether the emission of a single quantum of energy was an
actual occasion, he replied, “Probably a whole shower of actual occa-
sions.” It seems to me that an event which has a duration of years, such
as the determination and execution of a specific national policy, might
also be considered an approximation to an actual occasion. The philoso-
phy of organism offers only a general way of thinking about the pluralis-
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tic process of the universe. Whitehead left its applications to us. Not
nearly enough of that has been attempted.

Until recently I balked at Whitehead’s doctrine of the realm of eter-
nal objects. Then I saw that I had been wrongly assuming the self-
consistency of this realm. In his set of comments on Process and Reality
(published in Essays in Science and Philosophy) Whitehead explained that
it includes “all possibilities of order, possibilities at once incompatible
and unlimited with a fecundity beyond imagination.” He continued:
“Finite transience stages this welter of incompatibles in their ordered
relevance to the flux of epochs. . . . The notion of the one perfection of
order. . . must go the way of the one possible geometry.”

Whitehead saw clearly that every achievement, even the unity
achieved by a trivial actual occasion, requires the exclusion of possi-
bilities that might have been realized. Hence his concept of “negative
prehension.” I used to be bothered by the distribution of negative pre-
hensions: the actual occasions in an insect negatively prehend so many
more eternal objects than I do. But Whitehead’s system requires only
the truth of the hypothetical proposition that if the insect, on any
occasion of its existence, had one of my potentialities, it would have the
option of either actualizing it or refusing to actualize it. The idea of
comparing quantities of negative prehensions is illegitimate.

This example illustrates the fact that Whitehead started from the
highest kind of existence we know of, and construed lower kinds in its
terms. The natural alternative in cosmology is a process materialism
with emergent evolution.

Whitehead was not so foolish as to identify progress in human life
with novelty. Strife among partisans of new directions, and between
them and upholders of tradition, must be expected. Peaceful progress
requires the finding of ways to convert destructive conflicts into con-
trasts between opposites which can then live together, while destruc-
tive possibilities are negatively prehended. (This view of progress re-
flects Whitehead’s personal outlook on human life, and his habits: he
was a reconciler, seldom a militant.) The turning of potential conflict
into contrast is also important in art. We have here one of the ways in
which Whitehead’s system shows that it is not an idle intellectual ex-
ercise, but immediately relevant to human life.

Even before he constructed his system, in Symbolism he did one of
the most valuable, and most needed, things in modern philosophy. He
rehabilitated the idea of a direct experience of the external world, as an
experience of causation. The immanence of the past in the present then
became a cardinal doctrine in his system of the world.
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Every philosopher uses some general conception of Experience.
Whitehead worked out his own, and boldly generalized from it to a
world-view which might be called a new pan-psychism. (He was not
happy with that label; “pan-valuism” would be better.) The concept of
Experience is a great contribution to philosophy. As I lack space to
discuss it, I will only call attention to his sound description of the
experience of causation as in its primitive form emotional, and to his
original analysis of the self-creating and purposive side of an experi-
ence. Itis a pity that he was too much a Victorian to discuss the aspects
of experience on which Freud built his theory.

From what I have said so far about Whitehead’s philosophy of or-
ganism, you will see why I think it is a usable philosophy. And it will
repay attention as long as there is real interest in constructive philoso-
phy. For example, his system was a monadology, but much superior to
Leibniz’s.

11
World War I was the most important influence on Whitehead’s phi-
losophy. He had always taken a personal interest in his pupils; many of
them were on the casualty lists. In 1918 his younger son, Eric, was
killed. He himself, with great self-discipline, thought out the Principles
of Natural Knowledge; he dedicated it to Eric. The last words in the book
were Wordsworth’s:

The music in my heart I bore,
Long after it was heard no more.

In 1916 Whitehead had delivered a famous presidential address to the
Mathematical Association, “The Aims of Education.” It dealt with
education for a creative life. But the fact that every life and every
creation perishes was forever in his mind. When Harvard gave him the
opportunity to philosophize, he tackled the notion of perishing. He first
did so in his 1926 paper “Time.” In the set of comments on Process and
Reality to which I referred earlier, he spoke of Aristotle’s “suggestions
on the analysis of becoming and process,” and continued: “I feel that
there is a gap in his thought, that just as becoming wants analyzing so
does perishing. Philosophers have taken too easily the notion of perish-
ing. . . . The world is always becoming, and as it becomes it passes
away and perishes.” The two are linked by his doctrine that in perishing
an occasion of experience acquires immortality as an object. Thus, as he
said in the book’s Preface, the relatedness of actualities “is wholly con-
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cerned with the appropriation of the dead by the living . . . whereby
what is divested of its own living immediacy becomes a real component
in other living immediacies of becoming.” Nothing that happens is a
mere matter of fact.

But is perishing the last word? The war weakened the agnosticism
that Whitehead had embraced circa 1897. Apart from religion, human
life seemed to be “a flash of occasional enjoyments lighting up a mass of
pain and misery.” He did not try to find a church with dogmas accept-
able to him, but worked out his own philosophical theism.

He dealt first with God as primordial. The realm of eternal objects
cannot be conceived as floating in the air, since those which are unre-
alized in the actual world would then have no effective relevance to the
future. There must be an actual entity in which all the eternal objects—
not only the mathematical Platonic forms, but all qualities as potentials
for realization at some juncture in the world’s history—are held eter-
nally together in their eternal relations to one another. Whitehead called
this actual entity God. His primordial nature is unchanging; its effect is
to bestow a universal character on the otherwise purely protean Crea-
tivity, so that the actualizations of eternal objects in the temporal world
cannot be purely chaotic. Such is the immanence of God’s primordial
nature in the world.

The pages of the last part of Process and Reality occupy but one-
twentieth of the book. The subject is God’s “consequent nature,”
which Whitehead thinks of as endlessly in process with the world. As
actual occasions become and perish, God receives them into his experi-
ence, in which they are purified. Whitehead’s words glow, but his tone
is tentative. If he were reasonably sure of this doctrine, he would have
done well to include his concept of God in his Categoreal Scheme.

Whitehead’s doctrine of immortality in God gives permanent mean-
ing to the tragedy of his son’s death. In all probability this was part of
his motive for writing it, but that does not warrant our dismissing it.
The doctrine, in Whitehead’s hands, is perfectly beautiful. My personal
opinion, as a skeptic about religion, is that if God exists, He is the sort of
being Whitehead imagined, and conceived of as always with the world.
In all his writings on religion, he denounced as barbaric the idea of an a
priori omnipotent Creator.
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The Second Edition of
Principia Mathematica

Preparing a new edition of the three-volume Principia that the Cam-
bridge University Press had published in 1910-13 was an interesting
job for Russell, but only a headache for Whitehead.

Early in 1920 Russell asked the Press about its stock, and whether the
Press “would contemplate reprinting the first volume at any time.” On
February 11 A. R. Waller, Secretary to the Syndics of the Cambridge
Press, answered that they had in stock no copies of Volume I, only one
of Volume II, and four of Volume IIl.* Nothing was done to get
Principia Mathematica back into print until three years later. None of the
parties involved wanted a new edition pronto. The work could not
bring the Cambridge Press much profit, but the special symbols would
require much labor and expense. t

Whitehead was overloaded with academic duties at the University of
London, and the center of his interest had shifted to the philosophy of
natural science. Russell had maintained his mastery of the foundations
of mathematics, but he wanted to, and did, spend most of 1920 and
much of the two following years abroad.

The crux of the matter was the unavailability of the first volume.$ In
his letter to Russell, Waller said that the Syndics could not afford to
reprint Volume I, and that the earnings of Volumes I, II, and III were
being reserved to pay for the printer’s composition of VolumeIV. That
volume, on Geometry, was to be written by Whitehead alone. He did a
good deal of work onitin England, and intended to finish it at Harvard,
but was too busy constructing his new philosophy there.§

*He added that the Press’s agents abroad had a few copies of each volume, but they
were probably too soiled to be of use.

TRussell’s biographer, Ronald W. Clark, wrote: “The type was still standing.” Dr.
Kenneth Blackwell, the Archivist at the Bertrand Russell Archives, McMaster Univer-
sity, discovered a few years ago that Clark was mistaken.

$This was not relieved by the presence of forty-four copies of Volume III at the binders.

§As late as 1930, Whitehead still hoped to complete Volume IV of the Principia.
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The Cambridge Press considered itself bound to publish Volume IV
by the reference to it in the Preface to Volume III

In November 1922 Russell’s publisher, Stanley Unwin, proposed to
make an arrangement with Cambridge to reprint all three published
volumes by a special semi-photographic process. Nothing came of this.

When Russell, early in 1920, made his inquiry of the Cambridge
Press about its stock of the Principia, he was full of the ideas of Witt-
genstein’s Tractatus Logico-Philosophicus. He had spent a week, ending
just before Christmas 1919, at The Hague with his brilliant former
pupil, discussing the manuscript of this little book. It was in Wittgen-
stein’s rucksack when he, an officer in the Austrian army, was captured
by the Italians in 1918. Its author believed that it solved all the problems
of philosophical logic, and that a fresh start along its lines was needed,;
Principia Mathematica was now a futile exercise.

I doubt that any philosopher ever had a greater influence on the
impressionable Russell than Wittgenstein did at this time. But Russell
also knew that the work to which he and Whitehead had devoted ten
years was not a complete loss. He encouraged Wittgenstein, and prom-
ised that he would write an introduction to the Tractatus (he did); but he
would also do what was needed to make the Principia available again.

By March 1923 Russell and the Cambridge Press were considering a
reprint of Volumes I-III. On the twentieth he wrote to the Press that he
had consulted Whitehead, and that they were agreed in wanting the text
reprinted without changes other than those already noted in the Errata;
but they thought it would be desirable to notice work done in mathe-
matical logic since the publication of the Principia that was relevant to
their treatment of the subject. Russell added that the new matter could
be made to fill just one page of print, and he suggested that it be placed
“at the beginning of Vol. I in Roman pageing as Preface to the Second
Edition.”

When Russell next wrote the Press, on September 6, 1923, this short
Preface, after two summer months of work on it, had become a long,
unfinished Introduction. He asked for more time—in fact, a whole
year—as he was engaged for an American lecture tour in the spring.
Sydney Roberts, the new Secretary to the Syndics, granted him the
year. Finally, in September 1924 Russell submitted the new material,
consisting of the Introduction and three appendices. All four embodied
Russell’s logical atomism™ and his understanding of the ideas in Witt-

*This cherished doctrine was the subject of eight lectures that he had given in London
in 1918.
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genstein’s Tractatus. The second edition of Principia Mathematica, by
Whitehead and Russell, was published in 1925. It contained no indica-
tion that only Russell was responsible for the new matter in it. On the
contrary, Russell used the plural throughout.

Whitehead was left to state the facts. He sent a Note to the Editor of
Mind, saying that Russell alone was responsible for the new matter and
concluding, “I had been under the impression that a general statement
to this effect was to appear in the first volume of the second edition.”

It was not until almost ten years later that Whitehead had the interest
and time to write out his seasoned judgment on the Principia, including
his alternative to what Russell had composed and published in their
joint names.*

In his Life of Bertrand Russell (published in 1975), Ronald W. Clark
wrote as follows about Whitehead, Russell, and the preparation of the
new edition:

The friendship had not been restored to its pre-war strength and it
appears that Russell now decided to go it alone. . . . Whitehead had
little sympathy either with logical atomism or with Wittgenstein,
and it appears that he let Russell get on with the task, without com-
ment but without collaboration.

This passage was in agreement with the general opinion among histo-
rians of mathematical logic.

In 1986, however, aletter from Whitehead to Russell, dated May 24,
1923, was found in the papers of Dora Russell, his wife at that time. T [
shall quote most of the letter, as it shows that in the spring of 1923
Whitehead tried to collaborate. His tone and his wit are pretty much the
same as they had been during the pre-war collaboration. Only the old
habit of always encouraging Bertie is not there; Whitehead knew of
Russell’s enthusiasm for Wittgenstein, and probably wondered wheth-
er he himself would be able to approve of what Bertie would now
write.

Dear Bertie

Yes, I thoroughly agree that we cannot undertake a reor-
ganisation of the text. But I will send you my ideas for appen-

*See Alfred North Whitehead, “Indications, Classes, Numbers, Validation,” Mind 43
(1934): 281-97.

TThis letter was discovered by the Russell archivist, Dr. Kenneth Blackwell. I am
indebted to him and to Russell’s daughter, Katherine Tait, for giving me access to it.
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dices to the various “Parts” of the book,* mostly in the form of
Press corrections to the proofs, e.g., on the first two sheets you
will find a series on the various meanings of “function”, en-
tirely due to the infernal niggling criticism of Johnson.t I think
a short note on the various meanings citing some of the occa-
sions of their use might be useful. A priori, I should have
thought that the text is plain enough. . . .

I don’t think that “Types” are quite right.¥ They (“Types”)
“tending towards the truth”, as the Hindoo said of his fifth iie
on the same subject. But for heaven’s sake, don’t alter them in
the text.

I will send you sheets 3 and 4 at the end of this week, to ar-
rive on Monday. . . .

Yours affecty,

Alfred Whitehead

Presumably Russell received this letter shortly before he began his
two summer months of work on the Introduction to the new edition. If
Whitehead kept Russell’s response, it did not survive the general de-
struction of Whitehead’s papers and correspondence in 1948, just after
his death.

In one respect, at least, Russell welcomed Whitehead’s participation.
On October 21, 1923, he wrote to Roberts of the Cambridge Press,
“While I am in America (Jan.—April [1924]) it will be necessary to get
Dr Whitehead to attend to the proofs.”

Russell’s letter continued, “He (i.e., Whitehead) also has certain
ideas about the prefatory material, but I think he and I can arrange about
that without troubling you.” This was rash, because Russell should
have known that Whitehead could not honestly accept his endorsement
of Wittgenstein’s ideas.

Renewed collaboration between the authors of Principia Mathematica
became practically impossible early in 1924, when Whitehead accepted
Harvard’s offer of a chair in philosophy. Before he sailed, he was over-
whelmed with final duties at the Imperial College and in the University
of London. When Russell finished the Introduction to the new edition,

*The three volumes of Principia were divided into six parts.

W. E. Johnson of Cambridge, author of a three-volume treatise on logic.

11 think the reference here is to *12, “The Hierarchy of Types and the Axiom of
Reducibility,” in Volume I of the Principia; “The Theory of Logical Types,” Chapter Il of
the Introduction to the first edition—Russell was primarily responsible for that chapter—
also is in point.
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Whitehead was already in the American Cambridge. Russell sent a copy
to him, and got no reply (Whitehead seldom replied to the mail he
received) ;after a decent interval, Russell submitted his new material for
Principia to the Cambridge Press. In fact, he had discussed the entire
manuscript, not with Whitehead, but with the brilliant Cantabridgian
F. P. Ramsey. The former collaborators had separately gone their own
ways.

It is barely possible that Russell took Whitehead’s spring 1923 letter
as a sign of collaboration that would justify his use of the plural
throughout the new matter he was about to write. That was not at all
justified, to be sure; but Bertie was absorbed in what he wanted to do.
Back in 1911, when Whitehead sent him several basic criticisms of the
typescript of The Problems of Philosophy, he did not acknowledge them
in any printing of the book. They assailed the convictions that he then
held most dear.

Russell’s Introduction to the new Principia, as published, begins with
unexceptionable notices of the improvements demonstrated by H. M.
Shefter and Jean Nicod. Sheffer showed that the pair ofundefinedideas,
negation and disjunction, could be replaced by one, incompatibility
between propositions, symbolized by a stroke and written p|q. (The
idea goes back to Charles Peirce.) Russell uses the stroke in the Intro-
duction and all the appendices. Nicod showed that the five initial un-
proved propositions could be replaced by one.

On the second page Russell takes up that blemish on the structure of
Principia, the axiom of reducibility,* and recommends the way of deal-
ing with it proposed by Wittgenstein in the Tractatus, namely,

to assume that functions of propositions are always truth-functions,
and that a function can only occur in a proposition through its val-
ues. . . .

We [sic] are not prepared to assert that this theory is certainly
right, but it has seemed worth while to work out its consequences in
the following pages.

Russell devoted one of his appendices to the difficulties of this view. He
was characteristically scrupulous in his discussion of them.

I shall skip over other respects in which the new matter of the second
edition reflects Wittgenstein’s influence.

Whitehead did not think well of Wittgenstein or of his ideas, and
seems never to have been influenced by him. There was opportunity.

*See Volume I, page 274.
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Before the war, when Wittgenstein was Russell’s student at Cam-
bridge, Russell took him to meet Whitehead. And in August 1913
Wittgenstein was a visitor at the Whitehead country house in Locke-
ridge, Wittshire. There was never any meeting of minds. Three things
about Wittgenstein annoyed Whitehead intensely. (1) He was passion-
ately certain of the correctness of his opinions. (2) He kept insisting that
you must not ask this, that, or the other philosophical question. (3)
Instead of trying to bring science and philosophy closer together, he
drove them farther apart, by making philosophy a very special kind of
linguistic activity.

It is hard to imagine any greater contrast between philosophers than
that between the author of Science and the Modern World and the author of
the Tractatus. If Russell did not sense this, it was because Wittgenstein
was the object of his current enthusiasm, while Whitehead, Russell
thought, had gone in for bad metaphysics.*

*Russell wrote a quite critical review of Science and the Modern World in Nation and
Athenaeum 39 (May 29, 1926): 206—7.
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Letters from
Alfred North Whitehead

August 20, 1924—August 12, 1929

Although Whitehead wished to have his papers and letters destroyed,
some material escaped. Most important, T. North Whitehead kept a
series of letters that his father wrote to him and his wife, Margot, and he
loaned these to Victor Lowe for use in the biography of Whitehead. On
May 21, 1965, North Whitehead and his sister, Jessie, wrote jointly to
Lowe, encouraging him to write about Whitehead and giving him
permission to use whatever material he could find, including letters
written by or pertaining to their father and mother. The letters, they
wrote, were “to be printed at your discretion, with no further appeal to
us.

The originals of the letters are currently on loan to the Special Collec-
tions Division of the Milton S. Eisenhower Library, Johns Hopkins
University. The transcriptions were made by Victor Lowe and checked
by Nancy Thompson. In presenting them I have not tried to give a
diplomatic edition. Whitehead’s emphasis has been kept only where it
affects the sense of his words; otherwise, as when he underlines the
place or date of composition, it has been dropped. I have not annotated
the letters, since most of the references Whitehead makes are suffi-
ciently clear as they stand.

279
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S.S.Devonian
August 20th/24

Darling North

All well—and thank goodness at last an absolutely calm day: re-
sult, general happiness. For the first three days there has been a nasty
head wind, strong with a rough sea. The boat is steady and hardly
rolled, but it pitched a good deal. Luckily our cabin is right in the
centre. Mummy was not absolutely ill, but very unhappy, and
stayed in her bunk most of the time. Poor Mary succumbed entirely,
but has proved herself a good traveller.

It has been horribly cold; but we are going to the south of west,
and so today it is warmer but still with a chill wind. We get to the
latitude of the Azores and then come up again to Boston.

The people in the boat are mostly New England Yankees going
home. A nice quiet set—inoffensive, if not exciting. There is one
man and his wife whom we like a lot—by name Lord. I think he is
also in University work. He is that sort of man. He knows people of
that sort and has been staying at Oxford. Mary is in a cabin with a
wife of an American Missionary in India, coming home after six
years—with more children than converts—nice people, rather pathe-
tic.

We managed the journey to Liverpool and getting onto the ship
with great success. The Leyland agent [went] with [us] on the Liver-
pool platform, and took charge of our luggage—and has put it on
the boat—at least I hope so.

Intellectual operations have hitherto been reduced to the basic
principle of not being seasick. We had a lovely evening view of the
Irish coast and saw the Fastnet light. We passed along the coast for
hours; and I did not see a house let alone a village or small town. But
after that, the weather got colder and rougher, and I ceased to make
acute observation on the various phenomena.

Darling, thanks for your letter: I loved it.

I will continue this letter in a day or two, and post it on board. So
that it will be my last English letter. Though I am sitting on deck
surrounded by the Yankee language—

August 24/24 Sunday Mid-day

Since I wrote we have had fine days, smooth and very warm. The
sudden change to hot weather in the Gulf Stream has been trying,
but very pleasant. We shall probably get into Boston on Tuesday af-
ternoon.
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The boat is getting to know itself and become a social unit. On the
whole a nice cultivated set of people—some of them remarkably in-
teresting.

You will be interested to hear that Mummy and I went to service
this morning in the saloon—attracted by the prospect of a sermon
from a man who has struck us immensely by his strength of charac-
ter and outlook. The best New England type is immensely
interesting—but rather overwhelmed by its conscience.

We are now sitting out on the upper deck—Mummy discussing
the price of petrol with a Yankee woman who sits next to us—
among other topics. I have not been able to do any writing on
board—either too jumpy (at the beginning), or too much desultory
conversation since the fine weather.

Today being Sunday, no shuffleboard is allowed, but only poker
in the smoking room.

The boat is doing about 13'/2 knots at its best, and 12 when there
is a headwind. We find the life tiring and rather wearing. I don’t un-
derstand why people go for a sea-voyage to rest; it doesn’t act that
way with us—though yesterday and today are much better.

Monday. Aug.2s.

Another perfectly calm day, but rather colder. Apart from fog, we
shall certainly land tomorrow afternoon. The voyage has been a suc-
cess. It is boring and in a way tiring. But Mummy’s neuritis is bet-
ter. On the whole we have been lucky in the weather: three bad days
at first, but nothing very serious—and since then, calm. The pas-
sengers excellent—some of them we have liked extremely and hope
to see again—only a very small set of impossibles who are anyhow
quiet and not bother.

I will close up this letter, and start another when we are in Cam-
bridge. Dearest love to you all. Tell Margot that I have worn her
waistcoat and that is has been just what [ wanted on deck after din-
ner.

Your loving Daddy

I have written an analogous rambling letter to Jessie.
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Tuesday. August 27*
Off Boston S.S.Devonian. 2:30 P.M.
3:30 Summer Time

Darling North

Such a disappointment—just when we were off Boston harbour,
about to pick up the pilot in half-an-hour, a sudden storm struck us
and is still keeping it up. They say that it has come up from the Gulf
of Mexico—anyhow it is a very healthy production. It was quite
smooth before lunch—our luggage piled in the passages ready for
landing, everybody tipped, goodbyes said and cards exchanged—
when suddenly the wind began to howl, etc.—just like the stage
storm in Wagner’s Der Fliegende Hollinder introducing the hero—
the imitation on Nature’s part is quite perfect. The Custom house
shuts at six, so there is no hope of getting in tonight—the ship has
been put about and we are going slowly in the wrong direction. The
ship is behaving perfectly, as you may understand from the fact that
[ am writing this letter and not lying on my bunk. There is extraor-
dinarily little motion considering the nature of the provocation.

One silly woman came up to apologise to us for the inclement na-
ture of the American weather which was greeting us. We assured her
that we blamed the Creator far more than the Yankees. She seemed
quite relieved at our taking that view of it. People are dotted about
the saloon, playing cards and soothing babies—all with the general
air of having left the general direction of affairs to Providence.

Love to Margot—Goodbye darling.

Daddy

Thursday Aug.28/24
403 Radnor Hall
Charles River Road
Cambridge Mass

Darling North

Here we are, safe and well. Mummy is decidedly rested—her neu-
ritis has gone—and the warmth and brightness agree with her. She is
full of energy though tired after a busy morning. We are at present in

*The date should be August 26.
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a lovely flat, overlooking the Charles River—about the breadth of
the Thames at Kew—everything most convenient. We landed yes-
terday morning, and found the Osborn Taylors, Prof. Woods, and
Marjorie Tuppan on the quay waiting for us—the poor things had
been there since 8.A.M. and we got off the boat about 11-30. But
what surprised me most was that all our packages were there also.
During the hurricane the day before all our cabin luggage had been
tumbled in wild confusion in the passages and saloons. For it had all
been taken out of the cabins for immediate landing. We had an-
chored at the Quarantine station on the previous night, after the
storm—passengers had to be on deck dressed at 6 A.M.—but nothing
happened till 7:30 when an American doctor counted us by way of
inspection—then breakfast—then about 9:30 another American doc-
tor turned up, and told Mary that she had a goitre by way of de-
pressing her spirits. Then the really serious business of the
immigration officer commenced—our great difficulty was to get to
him—and as we didn’t want to stand for an hour in a long queue, we
sat down and waited till near the end. Once there, he merely glanced
at the Consul-General’s personal card of introduction and signed up
for all three of us at once. We had no bother at the Customs—the
law requires that every package should be unlocked and
unstrapped—and 2§ packages (big and little) took some doing—but
the Customs man took no interest as to what was inside. I can give
high marks to the Boston Port Authorities. A “Transfer Company”
sent our heavy trunks straight to Brattle St. The Osborn Taylors had
provided two automobiles which took the whole party and our trav-
elling luggage to this abode. They then went to their hotel, while
Mummy and Miss Tuppan and Mary had lunch there and I lunched
with Woods at the Colonial Club and went over the College and saw
my lecture room and private room in College. We had tea, and then
the Taylors motored us to their hotel for a second tea, and then back
to the Club for dinner with Woods. Finally we got back, and a nice
young couple—man and wife—turned up with an invitation from an
old gentleman of 82 to go and see him at the earliest opportunity.

Cambridge is a very intimate place, all in relation to the College—
with great charm of greenness and shrubs and foliage, with the touch
of a southern summer on it—a network of roads of small detached
houses, with a comparatively small centre for shops.

Of course there is a manufacturing working-class quarter, out of
sight, towards Boston, down the river.

The house in Brattle St—No 116—is very attractive—but we [are]
not certain how it will work. We only have it for nine months, and
may try for one of these apartments at Radnor Hall. Anyhow there is
plenty of time in which to make up our minds. We hope to get into
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it in a few days, with a little luck. This morning we explored the
shops—interviewed the Bank Manager—or rather, the Vice-
President of the Bank—and generally settled down. Anglo-
Saxondom seems rampant here—they warm up when they find one
is English, not because they are pro-English, but because presumably
the[y] have got hold of an instance of the genuine article.

After dinner. My letter was interrupted by the appearance of Woods
for tea. He is a great pet—rather nervous in manner—I expect that
we shall become great friends. Then Miss Kahnweiler turned up—
“that awful woman” as Osborn Taylor called her. She is a friend of
the McDougall’s who had the keys of the flat. She has been very
kind in a Germanic severe and imperative way, with a good deal of
inquisitiveness and desire to boss. Mummy has dealt with her firmly
but politely—we have overwhelmed her with thanks and kept her at
a distance. But she really is kind under her peremptoriness. We are
going to supper with her on Sunday.

The day has been hot. It is quite believable that we are on the lati-
tude of Rome.

You have never seen so many private cars of sorts as there are
here—especially at the rush hours. An American citizen on his own
legs will soon be a curiosity—or will be arrested, as we arrest tramps
who sleep under hedges.

We have heard with barely concealed pride that yesterday’s storm
nearly sank a liner which was following us. Frankly, where we were
at the mouth of the bay it was not nearly bad enough for that sort of
thing. Mummy and I could stand on the sheltered side of the deck
and look at it. If it had gone on much longer, a new situation would
have arisen so far as my internal arrangements were concerned—but
as it was, it passed off in time for the enjoyment of a good dinner.

Would you send this letter to Jessie, as I have written in too great
detail for repetition—Dearest love to you all

Daddy
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Whitehead

8 Elmfield Avenue
Teddington
Middlesex
England

Arrived well great kindness met Osbon [sic] Taylors Woods Marjorie
Tuppan very comfortable most satisfactory

Love Mummy Daddy

Sept 14/24
at 403 Radnor Hall
Cambridge, Mass

Darling Margot

North tells me that you are very occupied in your mind over the
withdrawal of Roy from the Bedales Prep, and would like to know
exactly what I think about it. School is so important that I very
much sympathise with you, if you feel it is a great worry and re-
sponsibility to adjust your mind. I will tell you now exactly what I
think and why I think it, and will not fear about being long and
prosy.

In education on the intellectual side, we have to think (i) of the
definite precise knowledge and technique to be acquired, (ii) of the
types of interest, embodied in a pleasurable imaginative life, to be
fostered and developed, and (iii) of the rebound on character created
by success or failure under the headings (i) and (11).

I will drop (ii1) for the present, though of course the final character
evolved is the main thing. But we cannot discuss it, till we are clear
about (i) and (i1).

(1) and (i1) are of course interconnected, the precise knowledge
should give intellectual backbone and efficiency to the general inter-
est, and the general interest should give reality and meaning to the
precise knowledge. The choice of subjects must depend partly on the
child—his aptitudes, etc.—and partly on his opportunities in life,
e.g. University requirements and future profession.

But the real difficulty in education comes from the balance be-
tween pushing on in precise acquirement and between fostering indi-
vidual effort and initiative so as to develop creative interest. Both
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take time, and the key to all educational difficulties is that there is not
enough time.

In truth the balance of time requires adjustment for each individual
child. But in practice there are two large types. A There are chil-
dren who are very quick and facile at picking up the details of what
they are taught. These children get on quickly, and usually are easily
interested just because they keep things in their heads and compare
them.

Among these children are a large proportion of the ablest, and also
a lot of intermediates who will develop ably if they can be got to
think deeply.

But also a certain proportion damp off somewhere between 17 and
25, because they won’t think things out—superficial with nothing in
them.

B These are children who are slow at details and who are apt to
get behindhand in their acquirement of knowledge and technique.
Most of these are intellectually rather slow and some never acquire
any great grasp. But in quite a flexible proportion, the slowness
comes from the unconscious trick of overdeep thinking, of getting at
some point which is not supposed to be in their horizon and which
cannot really be explained without a wholly different mental atmo-
sphere. What I mean is that slowness very often arises from isolated
unrelated bits of deep thought which confuse the child. Obviously
some of the potentially best intellects will be in this group.

The danger of this group is discouragement: they never get a small
series of triumphs. They feel stupid and give up trying.

The Type A children are often (though not always) literary or
mathematical (pure mathematics), the Type B children are often sci-
entific, though they may be poetical. Most children would be either
literary or scientific according to direction of interests. Nearly all
children want an admixture of both sides in their education.

Now children of Type A want pushing on. If they are not pushed
on they get into the lazy habit of winning a lot of easy successes in
memorizing and showing facility in the elementary stages. They
don’t want so much encouragement in this preliminary initiative, be-
cause they are always finding their tasks easy. They want to be push-
ed on over their precise technique so as to get to problems which
really will make them think. They enjoy the sense of progress, and
they are thereby kept in view of the real depth and difficulty of
things. This is the sort of boy whom latin prose—as written by
scholars—brings out and interests.

Children of Type B want encouragement in coordinating their ideas,
and in gaining interesting glimpses of things, without the preliminary
burden of too much technique. Their technique will come later, but
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meanwhile they must be given the chance of seeing the meaning and
connection of things on the level of native insight. They will gain in-
terest and grasp and coordination; and gradually the technique as a
simplified orderly way of managing the subject will acquire sense
and meaning for them.

Now the older type of education—originating without much at-
tention to psychology—concentrated in pushing the children on in
precise technique. It was also too narrow in its basis of things stud-
ied.

But in the hands of able teachers, it suited boys of type A very
well. In the last 12 years the curriculum of every public school of the
older type has been remodelled. The balance of subjects is now quite
broad enough. But they still retain the emphasis on pushing on in
precise knowledge.

I think that the better schools of this class suit boys of A type very
well.

The newer types of education have been elaborated largely by ex-
periments on children of type B. The successful experiments—such
as Bedales—suit this sort of child well. They keep up freshness and
interest, and learn to work without discouragement. Altogether, at
least half, if not two-thirds, of the children ought to be educated in
this way.

Finally, I do not think that the Bedales methods suit children of
the A-type. They drop off into a weak discursiveness, with a superfi-
cial glibness. It is not what their nature wants.

Now as to the effect on character: I strongly believe that the prop-
er intellectual development according to the natural wants of the in-
dividual child is a large element in character-formation. The whole
inner imaginative life receives its tone from the intellectual forma-
tion: furthermore the habit of receiving the proper impress either of
discipline or creative encouragement is an essential element in mor-
als.

If the intellectual development is mishandled, there are the gravest
risks to character unless the other elements in the environment are
unexpectedly favourable. To stunt intellectual development warps
outlook and reacts on character.

For these reasons, long before I heard a whisper of Roy’s removal
from Bedales’ I told Mummy that I doubted whether Bedales was
the best place for him. But I have not—nor has Mummy—stated or
hinted, directly or indirectly, my doubts. The boy was happy and so
far doing well, so I kept quiet.

When I heard that for reasons of finance he might have to be re-
moved, I did not say anything (except to Mummy) but I did not
think it a disaster from any point of view—except that a new school
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is naturally an anxiety. I think that if he could gain ultimately a
Winchester Scholarship it would be probably the best thing for him.

You know—don’t you, dearest—that if we had it we would give
anything for the future of any of the children. But really—except to
please you—I should hesitate very much before making an effort to
keep Roy at Bedales. I think that there is a risk of it spoiling his char-
acter by implanting in him shoddy intellectual habits, and

P.T.O.
also that it endangers his very real chance of becoming one of the
considerable forces of his generation.

That is exactly what I think. Mummy has read to me her letter,
and she has put in half the words what I have been trying to say.

I do not feel that I can diverge now into a chatty letter. It does not
seem to go with this little treatise.

People are just beginning to come back, so our little holiday is
ending. We are both very well, and enjoying ourselves.

Dearest love to you and North.

Daddy

[ have only got a large envelope here

Saturday. Oct 4/24
504 Radnor Hall
Charles River Road
Cambridge Mass.

Darling North

Your letters and Margot’s are a great joy to us. We think of you
“smarting up” the house, and of Eric’s conversational powers. But
see that Margot is careful, so long as her headaches trouble her. It is
so difficult not to do too much—it is a problem whose solution has
always beaten Mummy.

At this physical instant Mummy and Mary and the two
McDougall boys (aged 17 and 15 /2, both absolute pets) and the
American Express men and an American Customs’ agent (in the
morning) are busy unpacking the furniture and getting a semblance
of order into the new flat. We shall sleep there tonight, but of course
it will be mere camping. I am writing in my room in the Widener
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Library (the University Library) having delivered two lectures today,
one at Radcliffe College (Women) and one at Emerson Hall which
houses the Harvard philosophical department. Last night (Friday
night) [ had a seminary from 7:30 .M. to 9:30 P.M. So on Saturday
afternoon—it is now about §:30. I am rather tired.

When we get into it, the flat will [be] absolutely perfect—with a
divine view, and planned exactly rightly and of the proper size. It
will almost run itself as we look at it.

We have got rid of our house in Brattle St. It was taken at 9.a. M.
on the day it was turned over to us, and today the lease has been
signed—so that is off our mind. People are rather astonished that
Mummy managed to acquire simultaneously one of the most desir-
able small houses and one of the most desirable flats in Cambridge,
things that people wait years for.

We shall be glad when we are really settled. Our camping in other
people’s houses has been a great strain.

The other day I had a long talk, nearly two hours, with President
Lowell—the head of the University—whom [ sat next to at a small
public dinner. I liked him. He is rather heavy at first—but absolutely
without any pomposity or pretension, straightforward, and inter-
ested in ideas, especially history.

Goodbye, Darling. Dearest love.

Daddy

504 Radnor Hall
Charles River Rd
Cambridge, Mass.
Sunday Oct 19/24

Darling North

All well here—Mummy has just retired for an hour-and-a-half’s
rest (2:15 P.M), and then we shall pay a call. She is tired but trium-
phant. With the help of Angus McDougall she has unpacked the last
two book-cases, and put the books on the shelves, and has finally
finished the dining room. So now only Jessie’s room remains to be
put in order. We have brought the right amount of books. There is a
little room on the shelves, but not much—just the amount for some
growth. All the books are in the dining room, a very few in this
room—my study—with my cardboard boxes. Altogether, if we had
know[n] the flat beforehand, we should have brought about the same
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furniture as we have actually got over here. So we are lucky to be so
well out of that gamble. Furthermore we find that it has given satis-
faction that during our stay here we are making it a real home. Cer-
tainly for us, it is everything. Thank Margot ever so much for the
fresh batch of Eric’s pictures. They are delightful. I wish she could
have seen the pleasure that they have given.

Yesterday, we were taken [on] a motor-drive through some typi-
cal New England Country and saw some show spots and show
houses—Lexington, where the first shot in the American Revolu-
tionary War was fired, and so on. The Autumn charm of the coun-
try, the lovely old wooden houses, the fin[e] country simplicity of
the people, were touching in the extreme. This was in the afternoon.
On the whole it was a busy day. In the morning I delivered two lec-
tures, in the afternoon from 2—6 drive as above, dining out from 7—
8, then a large reception of the Philosophy Department (including
Psychology, and some lawyers, with students, and wives, about 80
in no) to whom I made a long speech of about an hour’s length.
The[n] home very tired. Each session there is a reception of that sort
with someone to give the address, followed by larger plates of ice-
cream than I should have thought possible on this restricted planet.
Both items were somewhat wasted on me, as the address was mine,
and at the previous dinner the ice-cream had already been ample and
satisfying.

[ am enjoying my lecturing: I have managed to “place” my style,
and general way of doing things, in a fairly satisfactory way, at least
to my own satisfaction. The two hours’ seminary—7 to 9 PM on
Fridays—is very amusing. About twenty come. To a large extent it
consists of discussion—the men cross-question me as to points aris-
ing in my lectures—also I get them to write short papers on such
points. They sustain their parts very well—politely, but keeping
their ends up.

There is a three-party general election here running concurrently
with ours at home. It is on Nov 4th. So the English election news
gets rather crowded out. But I see that the London correspondents of
the New York papers prophecy a Labour gain of about 20 to 30
seats. I cling to my old estimate of 80 to 100, which I thought proba-
ble in the summer before we sailed. The sympathy of the sort of
Americans whom I see is with Ramsay Macdonald, on account of his
foreign policy.

Over here everybody is accusing everyone else of being a crook—
the standard method of expressing political disagreement. Except
that the third-party people, never having held office, can only be ac-
cused of being cranks. Then there is the Ku-Klux-Klan, which is also
a live issue. It is Protestant, Anglo-Saxon, 100% American, Anti-
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negro, and predominantly Republican (=G.O.P.=Grand Old Party).
The problem before the G.O.P. leaders is to handle this topic so as
to retain the K.K.K votes, and yet not to offend either the Roman
Catholics, or the non-Anglo-Saxons, or the Negroes. It takes some
doing; but there is plenty of ability over there.

Then there are the middle Western farmers, who are secure of the
home-market and grow wheat for export. They have got to be per-
suaded that a tariff which raises the price of everything else is just
what they want to set them on their legs. The G.O.P. has tackled
this job also. A wet autumn (for the wheat harvest) would have dish-
ed them; but luckily it was fine, and the tarif[f] has been vindicated.
Altogether the betting seems heavily on Coolidge, unless there is a
complicated muddle which will result in Congress (not the formal
electors) having to choose between Coolidge, or Davis, or Bryan.
Nobody wants Bryan who is not the third-party man. But in this
case, he will get elected, unless Coolidge’s men vote for Davis. The
details are too abstruse for a letter.

We continue to admire the extraordinary personal kindness of the
New Englanders. They are really delightful, not only to us, but to
each other. This does not exclude unbending competition in business
and professions. But then there are so many openings for a native-
born American of character, ability, and education that, if a man can-
not make good, he is felt to be a little deficient somewhere. Anyhow
they are steeped in the full individualism of the Manchester school.
But personally, they are very cultivated, very modest, and very
kind—not a bad combination.

Goodbye, Darling. My dearest love.

Daddy

504 Radnor Hall
Charles River Road
Cambridge, Mass.
Nov 1st, 1924

Darling North,

What a crash!—In the General Election, I mean. I suppose that we
are now in for five years of Conservative Government, with a slight
bias towards the Die-Hards. Anyhow, so long as Curzon is not at
the Foreign Office, and they do not starve Education, the Nation
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will be there after five years, all right and ready to go ahead. But,
badly managed foreign affairs and a badly equipped nation will spell
disaster. I do hope that the various Progressist [sic] sections will end
their insane quarrels, mostly personal, and fix on a policy which will
achieve something substantial and yet have a chance of getting car-
ried in the next Parliament.

[ loved your letter about your experiments on accuracy. It gave me
a sense of chatting to you in the vividest way. So far I have not had
time to digest it on its purely scientific side—I shall certainly do so;
and if any ideas occur to me, will push them across the pond to you.
But I do not think that it is likely that I shall have anything to say on
that point.

Mummy is well. We are both very flourishing, and simply loving
this place and its people—so immensely kind, with such sensitive-
ness of feeling. And the weather!! We are told that it is one such Au-
tumn in a decade, or even more rarely. But I have never known such
a succession of lovely days—brilliant sunshine, fresh air of about the
right temperature, and the vivid autumn colours, browns and yel-
lows and scarlets beyond belief. When the colour does go on a dull
day, it collapses much worse than in England. Also this climate nev-
er gets the elusive haunting charm of the English haze, quivering
even on the finest day. Here the landscape stares at you in the
sunshine—but such a stare!

Yesterday (Saturday) was lovely, and we were taken for a motor
drive in the afternoon. We went to Andover, about 20 miles off, by
some small lakes on the way—a beautiful drive, ending in one of the
quiet charming little New England Townlets. The road all the way
along was rather like the Portsmouth Road on a Bank holiday—
hundreds of cars, and about two people on foot,—perhaps there
were five, but not more.

We have got a busy day before us after lunch. From 4-7 p.M. we
meet the staff of the combined philosophical and psychological de-
partment at tea—with their wives. Mummy and I will be standing,
shaking hands and saying appropriate things to above 5o people as
they file past us. It is the American way of expressing pleasure at our
arrival. Then in the evening, as usual we are at home to my pupils.
Probably about eight or ten will come. They are mostly
postgraduates—rather shy, but chatty and very confiding. A good
many come from remote places in the Middle West, or from some
isolated town on the Pacific Coast. Also they make terrific sacrifices
to come to College, some working as waiters or domestic servants
during their spare hours. Altogether, I find them very appealing. It
seems such a responsibility to secure that so much earnestness and ef-
fort are not wasted. They argue very well. My seminary class—on
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Fridays, 7:30—9:30 p.M.—is a discussion class. Some one reads a pa-
per on a topic which I want elucidated, and then we discuss. They
are candid, sincere, and invariably polite. This greatly helps one in
endeavours to put before them the exact point of difficulty. They are
less witty, and less irreverently epigrammatic, than analogous Cam-
bridge Undergraduates; but they greatly enjoy anything in that way
which is put before them. The one thing which the cultivated Amer-
ican hates and loathes—especially the cultivated New Englander—is
anything approaching to bounce, or self-assertion, or boasting, or
boosting. Their own Babitts (vide Sinclair Lewis) are heavily on their
nerves. It has become almost an obsession with them. A typical Har-
vard professor shudders at the very thought of grandiosity. He calls
the College Grounds the “Yard”, and deprecates the pretentious ex-
terior of the new library.

But of course the men suffer from not having lived all their lives in
an atmosphere of long realised and still realising achievement—
intellectual, literary and artistic. So much which is obvious, and full-
blooded, and alive in Europe, has here to be seen through opera-
glasses or by the help of illustrations. But there is a definite deter-
mination here to pull the nation together; and (as a preliminary pre-
caution) to stop emigration, [sic] so as not to be overwhelmed by
alien tradition. They mean to civilise their Babitts and to impress
their American version of Anglo-Saxon tradition on their mixed
population.

Also there is a very definite cleavage between New York and New
England, expressed on either side by a certain contempt, but this is
rather a side issue.

In fact U.S.A. is in the midst of a very definite struggle between
those who mean to carry on the Old World culture via English tradi-
tions with modifications, partly because this is their one chance of a
united nation with high civilisation and partly because they like the
brand, and between those who either don’t want any Old World cul-
ture, or who means to keep their peculiar European brand regardless
of the claims of “100% Americanism”.

Accordingly England is rather a battle-flag. Of course, like other
flags, it is liable to get lost in the scuffle. But at present, it excites re-
actions which are really quite surprising.

We loved the photos. Thank Margot ever so much—

Our dearest love to you all—

Daddy
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504 Radnor Hall
Charles River Road
Cambridge, Mass.
Nov.gth/24

Darling North,

All well here. Osborn Taylor is staying at the Colonial Club here,
and enjoying himself like a boy, and rather an injudicious boy at
that. Kenneth McDougall—the youngest boy, aged 16—broke his
arm on Friday, running and falling on the school playground. Mum-
my was sitting with him yesterday afternoon, playing endless games
of “coon can”. In you[r] last letter you asked how our day went—so
I will give you a skeleton diary of my own day, and leave Mummy
to give hers.

[ usually wake about 6 A.Mm. (%), as | have now done for some
years. Between 6:30 and 6:45, I get up and am dressed about 740 to
7:45. Then Mary wheels in one of those three-tiered dumb waiters
with our breakfast on it, Mummy being in bed. Tuesdays, Thurs-
days, Saturdays are my lecture mornings, viz 9—10 at Radcliffe (repe-
tition of Harvard course) and 12—1 at Harvard in Emerson Hall. The
lectures begin about 7 to 10 minutes after the hour, so they are so
minute affairs. I leave home about 10 minutes to 9. Radcliffe is a short
quarter mile away. Our back windows look straight at it. I take with
me a small attaché case with my material for the morning. By the
bye, Mummy and I usually end breakfast with a glass of cold water
each. The dryness of the climate makes it necessary.

My class at Radcliffe has 9 or 10 members—4 undergraduates, or
postgraduates, taking it for “credit” as the phrase is, and the others
“auditors” in the technical language used here. They are an intel-
ligent set of young people.

I then go to my room in the Widener Library—the University
Library—and look over my notes for the 12 o’clock lecture and en-
large them, and at 11:30 have an orange and a small nut sandwich.
One wants some sort of liquid in this climate if one is not to get
done up. I then go to the Colonial Club—which is practically the
Staff Club and the old Cambridge Club, just across the road from
Emerson Hall—and have a quarter of an hour’s rest and wash up,
and read the English News in the New York papers. There is not
very much of it. At my twelve o’clock lecture the audience is just
40—mostly postgraduate and including about 10 members of the
staff. I think that they are interested. Anyhow the majority need not
come unless they like, and the audience has rather increased lately.

At the end of the lecture men come up and ask questions. I usually
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make an appointment or two for a chat in my room at some other
time. Anyhow I do not get away till about 1:20 or 1:30.

Radcliffe is about the same distance from Harvard (rather less) as
from us—the path goes along the edge of a common with a monu-
ment to the Civil War (1864-6) in the middle of it. This is the rough
map [See Whitehead’s sketch, page 296.]

In this map the area of the College yard etc. has got into a small
dot. It is really bigger than the Cambridge Common. The Colonial
Club is the small dot just outside it at the end of the arrow.

I get back to lunch at about 1:45. In the afternoon I rest at first. We
have tea at abt 4 to 4:30 in my study. (Callers don’t want it). After
tea I read or write up lectures. We dine at seven, and go to bed at any
time between 9 and 11—but usually rather early.

On the other days, I work at home in the morning, and often go
to College in the afternoon (late) to see some men. On Fridays there
is the Seminary 7:30—9-30 in the evening. About 17 or 20 men, in-
cluding some of the staff. I arrange for a student to read a paper, and
we discuss it. [ usually start the discussion, and intervene at irregular
intervals. It is great fun. The men really discuss very well, with great
urbanity and desire to get at the truth. There is rather less assertive-
ness and less aggressive running of set* theories than there would be
at Oxford or Cambridge. Also, of course, they are not so witty, or
epigrammatic. Any epigrams, that there are about, are let loose by
me. | cannot exaggerate to you how much the educated well-bred
American dislikes bounce or assertiveness. It is really too much on
his nerves, so that even a strong maintenance of opinion is felt to be
getting towards self-advertisement. Of course there is an ocean of
Americans who are not well-bred and educated—as is in other coun-
tries. But New England is certainly dominated socially by the better
class.

Baldwin’s Cabinet is much better than I had dared to hope for. He
really is going to try and govern on moderate lines. If his majority
will let him do so, things won’t be so bad. But I have my doubts.
The only paper here which is worth looking at is the Christian Sci-
ence Monitor. The others are astonishingly bad. In the mere techni-
cal get up, they are so inferior. The proof-reading and the printing
are atrocious—hardly a column without a misprint, and the illustra-
tions are simply not to be compared with those of the Times or
Manchester Guardian. There are a lot of them (i.e. illustrations) but
nearly useless. The Boston papers are down on the New York pa-
pers; and the Sunday papers are down below anything you can imag-

*In the original, the words “running” and “set” are very hard to read.
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ine in futility, and larger than you could have thought possible. One
paper makes a pile—but futility itself—nothing wrong, except that
an excess of futility is the blackest evil. I am sure that in hell the De-
vil manages his torments of [sic] being eminently respectable and by
talking incessantly like an American Sunday newspaper.

The leaves are mostly off now—not quite, but nearly so. This has
been the driest finest autumn on record here—perfectly glorious
weather. There have been a lot of forest fires and the smoke makes a
sort of foggy haze even here, at a hundred miles distance. But it is
getting colder, and the weather is dull today. It looks as though it
were breaking up. But there is no actual rain yet.

In the elections here, the local interest was greater than the Federal
interest. The Democratic candidate for the State Governorship had
been in prison for personation at a civil service examination. He got
a majority of Boston votes, but the solid New England farmers were
unanimously against him. The feeling was very strong. He was de-
feated by a good majority, but he was not so absolutely out of the
running as one might have hoped in a more perfect world. [ have got
a suspicion that in American politics the high-brow honest people are
hopelessly off the pitch in their social ideas and that the corrupt de-
magogues are often advocating the right thing.

Anyhow Coolidge’s triumph puts 100% Anglo-Saxon Americans
firmly in the saddle for the next four years. I don’t believe that they
have got a ghost of a social policy. It seems to me that they are wast-
ing an enormous opportunity over here, of getting things straight
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before they are overcrowded. But it is the sort of opportunity which
always is wasted.
Dearest love to Margot and you—Your loving

Daddy

504 Radnor Hall
Charles River Rd.
Cambridge, Mass

Nov 23/24

Darling North

All well here. At last the long spell of dry weather has ended. It
first became piercingly cold, and then yesterday became warm again,
and began to rain in the afternoon, and has continued so doing on
and on during the whole night. It is a great relief. Mummy had
found the cold snap on the top of the excessive dryness rather trying,
and had to lie up for one day. But the nice warm moisture is refresh-
ing. Yesterday was the excitement of the Yale-Harvard football
match, played at Newhaven—where Yale is. Harvard was licked.
There is some depression here over the football team; every Univer-
sity, Protestant, Catholic, or Non-Sectarian, large or small, State-
controlled or Independently managed, has licked it.

The games here are the focus of a vast and complicated
ceremonial, leading up to the sacrifice of the victims in the arena.
The victims do not enjoy it, but are compensated by the honour.
The object of the whole affair is the production of a certain type of
herd-emotion, which is considered desirable and is apparently also
delightful. It is as though all the rowing at Cambridge were abol-
ished except such as directly bears upon the Oxford-Cambridge race,
and then the undergraduates were trained to ritual exercises on the
banks of the Thames; in order to work up mass-emotion. There is
too much nervous excitement about the American youth for them to
have the same sort of enjoyment in a mild game of a rather ineffi-
cient type, as we get from that sort of thing. They would prefer to
chop wood and feel themselves “frontier’s-men”. The fact is that this
climate does not go with that type of keyed-down enjoyment. There
is a perpetual urge in it to go “one better”: also there is the con-
sciousness of great opportunities. This latter consciousness is proba-
bly mistaken so far as the coming generation is concerned—at least
in comparison with the past. But the young have it. Of course my
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postgraduate students are of an exceptional type. They are essentially
quiet men with a taste for thinking, who are going into the rather
poorly paid profession of teaching.

I am gradually feeling my way into a metaphysical position which
I feel sure is the right way of looking at things. I am endeavouring to
get it across to my men in lectures. It seems to interest them. Any-
how they like to see philosophy divorced from the mere procedure
of commenting upon what other people have said. The numbers at-
tending are slightly increasing.

We went to a delightful dinner-party last night. As usual the hours
were early, 7—10. Indeed we were later than we expected and had or-
dered our cab at 9:30.

By the bye, who got in to Parliament for the University of Lon-
don? If you have already sent information which will include this, do
not bother about the question. Thank Margot immensely for the pa-
pers she has sent. It has been dear of her. Eric’s photo is too de-
licious. By the time you get this, I suppose Sheila’s mumps will be
well over. Give Roy and her my dearest love.

There is a delightful simplicity about the young Americans from
remote places. A married postgraduate student is going to bring his
wife this evening, to our home. But having no one to look after the
small girl, aged 2 '/, to my consternation he at once proposed to
bring her along too. Of course I accepted the suggestion, and we are
wondering how we shall get along with it. But the absence of the
usual provisions for domestic help, makes things pan out into sim-
plicity.

In Cambridge here, there are a lot of people who are comfortably
off, but no one very wealthy—and some poor. It is rather like Cam-
bridge or Oxford in that way.

This afternoon we are going to tea at the William James’s. He is a
son of the philosopher, and she is from Chicago. Both of them very
taking young people. We are to meet Mrs. Walter Page, the widow
of the American ambassador in London during the war.

Goodbye, darling. All my love to you both

Daddy
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504 Radnor Hall
Charles River Road
Cambridge, Mass.
Dec 10/24

Darling Margot

Just a line to give my dearest love to you and Roy and Sheila and
Eric. Tell them that we shall be thinking of them on Xmas day.
Thank you ever so much for your letters and the papers you have
sent me—they have been just what I wanted and I have blessed you,
dearest.

Mummy is finding the climate suits her, so far as I can observe.
She gets very tired, but she does a lot and is very energetic and on
the spot. The general warmth of the houses, passages and bedrooms,
is good for her. The sudden changes in temperature—rises and falls
of 30°—are trying, but much less so than I feared. We are so glad to
hear from North of the way in which you are picking up strength.
You really seem to have turned the corner. Of course this letter will
reach you just when you are tired out with running Xmas for the
children, and will be most ill-timed. Certainly life here is very stren-
uous for the women. It is really impossible to get casual help. Poor
Mummy has worked like a slave at getting the house ready. Finally it
is all arranged. But, adding to all this the streams of visitors, it has
been no joke for her.

In fact settling in to new work, in a new social environment, in a
new apartment, in a new country is certainly full time work for two
people—at least so we have found it. But we are pleased with our-
selves. The adventure of coming here has, so far, been a success. We
have dropped our California project for next summer, with some re-
lief on all counts—but it was impossible with Jessie arriving in July. I
must stop now; my Xmas letters have been all delayed by Influenza.

Dearest love

Daddy
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504 Radnor Hall
Charles River Road
Cambridge, Mass
Dec 10/24

Darling North

My dearest love and good wishes to you for Xmas. On Xmas day
we shall be thinking of you and Margot and the children—and we
shall know that you are thinking of us. Owing to the difference of
time you will have done some of your thinking before we are awake,
and we shall keep it up a bit longer—but it will be the same day and
we shall be together.

We are delighted with the news you have been sending us as to
Margot’s health and the children generally. I can so well imagine
their various stages of growth. Bringing up a family is the most anx-
ious of all occupations but, on looking back on life, it is by far the
achievement most worth while. I don’t mean solely the production
of individuals one loves devotedly—of course that is immense. But
in the recollection of it, when life holds so much that is recollection,
there is a colour and meaning in the retrospect even of the most anx-
ious moments which relieves life of that sense of barrenness which I
have often noticed damping elderly people who have never had such
intimate jobs.

I must write a short letter because I have only just shaken off an at-
tack of influenza. It hung about me for about a fortnight in a general
seediness and culminated in four days in bed, very sorry for
myself—no high temperature, so no real anxiety. In fact I was glad
that the seediness did confess itself to be influenza.

I gave my first lectures today, driving there and back. I celebrated
the occasion by a general lecture to my class on Evolution and how it
fitted into my metaphysical standpoint. I think it interested the men,
from the way in which it stood some ordinary ideas on their heads.

I expect that little Eric will rather dominate Xmas day with his
conversational talents and his general capacity for dealing with toys.
At three years old one is at the maximum efficiency for that occa-
sion. The graph slowly drops for some years and then rapldly de-
clines. When you are 63, it has fallen well below the zero axis.

My dearest dearest love to you all, Margot, Roy, Sheila, Eric and
to you.

Your loving Daddy
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504 Radnor Hall
Charles River Road
Cambridge, Mass
Dec 21/24

Darling North

Many happy returns of your birthday and all my love and good
wishes. Thirty-three years old, Is not it? Mummy is sending you our
little present. Expend it on books, or on something personal which
you want and is rather an extra. It is for pleasure and not necessity.
My Xmas letter writing has been greatly cramped by some mild in-
fluenza which has been hanging about me for some time. I have been
doing my work for the last ten days, but it came on again in another
milder form. I did not have to stay in, but cancelled social engage-
ments. Yesterday I gave my last lectures and now have a ten days re-
cess. Then after a fortnight’s lecturing, there are three weeks mid-
term senior examns which are for me a complete holiday. So alto-
gether I don’t do badly. I want the time to write up the eight Lowell
lectures which come off in February. I have now broken the back of
the second lecture and have thought out the whole course. But |
want to have them nearly all finished before the course begins.

Mummy has been rather overdone by my seediness, and had a
slight heart attack yesterday and the day before. No cause for alarm,
and this morning she is practically well. Also she can rest all day. On
Thursday, she was disturbed just as she was in a deep sleep in the
middle of the afternoon by an absurd blunder of Agnes Hocking—an
impulsive, kind woman, who rushes to arrange everyone’s life on
the kindest principles. She told Richard Cabot—an overconscien-
tious New Englander who has an important engagement for every
half-hour of the day—to call for Mummy at 3:15 and take her to a
school entertainment about a mile off. Accordingly Cabot turned up.
But unfortunately Mrs Hocking had forgotten to mention the ar-
rangement to Mummy, and also it was the wrong day. Anyhow
Mummy feeling that some awful mistake had been made by her in
the way of forgetting, jumped up, dressed, was driven off in a great
hurry by Cabot who ought to have been somewhere else, and was
dropped at the school, merely to find that she had to telephone for a
cab to bring her back. This little incident prevented her resting just
when she wanted to, and was the cause of yesterday’s collapse. But
she has had a thoroughly good night now, and is up and about. I
have told the incident at length because it is very illustrative—that
Mrs Hocking should have thought it possible to tell an immensely
busy man of some importance to fetch Mummy in his car, and that
he should of course have complied at great inconvenience, is just like
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them. Of course no one, not a millionaire, keeps a chauffeur. Cabot
is a millionaire, via his wife, but is much too conscientious to spend
money in that way. The idea of the New Englanders flaunting
wealth is quite wrong. They are much more likely to be living on
half their incomes, and either investing the rest or giving it away—
about equal chances which.

It is [a] bright, but bitterly cold day. The thermometer is at 10°,
and it is nearly 12 o’clock. We have had practically no snow as yet.
Anyhow you can imagine, that the smallest crack of open window,
almost a mere loosening of the fastening, i[s] quite sufficient to air
the room. One does not feel the cold indoors, because the steam
heating warms the whole building, through and through.

I have been very interested over your calculating machine: I am
sorry that its errors would accumulate. Though I am not surprised:
calculating machines must be the very devil. Let me know what has
happened.

Yesterday, as frequently is the case, a stranger was brought in to
my lecture and introduced to me afterwards. He was a very nice
Frenchman, about 38 yrs old. He turned out to be the consulting en-
gineer in the employ of the big New York financial firm which is
nibbling at Mark Barr’s machine. He has been to London to inspect
it. He thinks very well of it, and wants his firm to take it up. But
they are still hesitating. He told me that Americans don’t like to
touch things which cannot be sold by the millions. Anyhow he has
great hopes. Mummy and I have been in despair about the Barrs: this
has given us some hope. The Frenchman is coming again in about
three weeks, so we shall see him and hear the news.

What a fool the India-Office made of itself over Mr A.! The
American papers of course had every detail about him printed at
once. I was rather shocked to find that it seems quite accepted that
the Midland Bank was justified in paying 3000£ to a man of New-
ton’s antecedents, to induce him to give evidence of a certain kind.
On that ground I sympathised with the jury: because, whatever one
thinks of the Robinsons, there was really no trustworthy evidence
that they were in the conspiracy. The one man who must be pleased
with the result is Lord Halsbury.

There is rather an interesting idea to be tried in New York—of a
sky-scraper church. Namely the church on the ground floor, and a
model parish in the form of apartments running up to 22 storeys
above it. Altogether they mean to house 1000 people—Methodists.
The amusing point about this country is that they are always ready
to try a new idea, and there is endless loose cash about to shoulder
the expense.
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Dearest love to Margot and you, and a happy New Year
Your loving

Daddy

504 Radnor Hall
Charles River Road
Cambridge, Mass.
March 15/25

Darling North

It is a long time since I last wrote. The Lowell Lectures—eight of
them—amounted to writing a book in about two months. And as
they form my first public pronouncement here, the book had to be
something better than mere popular reflections. Anyhow I tried to
make the lectures so—with tolerable success, I think, so far as the
immediate audience was concerned. They have still to survive the
test of print. Anyhow, they were a great strain on me; and I am only
just feeling sufficient rebound to be able to think of anything else.

You probably will noc get a letter from Mummy by this mail. She
is in bed with a feverish attack, and general aching. It may be influ-
enza (mild), or it may be the result of fatigue. She has had a lot to do
in the house, and also fell down, and bruised herself. We have been
inoculated against influenza, so an attack ought not to develop. She is
now (11.A.M. Sunday morning) in bed in a deep sleep,—Mary and |
are in hopes that when she wakes she will have thrown off the fever-
ishness. We have an excellent young doctor—Dr Taylor—who came
last night and prescribed bed, and some mild medicine. There is no
reason for any alarm. It is a feverish attack which has been properly
looked after from the first—and may be practically over tomorrow,
or even this evening. Probably it means a couple of days in bed.

Since I last wrote— weeks ago—we have had an earthquake—
quite as large a one as [ want. Luckily Mummy was at a flappers’
dance in a wooden school-room with only the ground floor. But in
the flat—on the fifth floor—we had front seats for observation. I had
the feeling that our buildings were swaying just as much as they
could without something giving way. The factor of safety seemed to
be about 1: s—certainly not more. The last earthquake of the same
sort in this neighbourhood was in 1760; so no immediate action
seems to be necessary, if the periodicity is unaltered.

Spring has come now—bright days and a warmer sun—also tem-
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perature well above freezing pt, with occasional lapses. But the
winds are cold. Tell Margot that her waistcoat is now coming into
full use. It is just what I want. During the winter—when (in the pic-
turesque language of the weather-reports over here) “the thermome-
ter was hobnobbing with zero all over New England”—the houses
are very warm and out-of-doors one wants heavy overcoats and
scarves; so the waistcoat was not much in use. But now it is ideal,
and I bless her daily for it.

The spring here is not nearly as beautiful as in England. The grass
has been burnt brown by the frost, and altogether it lacks the general
tenderness and charm.

2.p.M. Mummy woke up, and I went and got her some ice-
cream for lunch. Ice-cream is the favorite diet for invalids here. It is
not so rich as in England. The climate makes it very refreshing. I do
not think that she will [be] rid of her attack for two or three days. I
will send you a week-end cable which you will get just before this
letter. She ought to be well by that time.

I enjoy your letters immensely. It is nice to know what you are
thinking about. Just at present, I am in an easy patch of my College
lectures. I have got to my own ideas as to space and time. So I am
simply amplifying and making reflections upon my “Concept of Na-
ture”. I must say that the Americans are an appreciative set of peo-
ple. I find the students and my colleagues very easy to work with. I
lecture on what I like, and examine the men on my own course. It
certainly enables one to be more interesting.

They are more international than we are in Europe—in some re-
spects. They are generally interested in what different people have
thought at all sorts of places and times—for example, in the philoso-
phy department here, there is Woods, who has lived in India for
some years studying Brahmanism, and who is also a Chinese scholar;
Perry and Hocking who do the modern and American Philosophy;
also two men who are specialists on Symbolic Logic (in addition to
myself), a Jew who is an expert on Spinoza and the medieval Jewish
and Arabian philosophers, a Roman Catholic Belgian for scholastics,
myself, and some younger men who do the classical Philosophy and
what is wanted passim. I am inclined to think that Woods is the best
of the lot—in addition to being a fine orientalist, he is a good classi-
cal scholar, and versed in classical philosophy. He is however not
well known, nor is he adequately appreciated here. Among the
younger men, there is Eaton, a Californian with a charming young
wife from Alabama whom Mummy is very fond of. Also there is
Bell who is a Canadian, very obviously English as distinct from
Yankee: he did a lot of work as a Foreign Office Agent in Germany
after the War. During the war, the German(s) had him in prison at
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Ruheleben. He was at Emmanuel for three years and took the Moral
Science Tripos. Bell is a delightful man—rather older than the other
men of his standing on the staff. He was put back by the war and his
work at the Foreign Office. He has a great admiration and fondness
for America—with a touch of criticism where they fail to be English,
which (at its best) is his ultimate standard.

We are very worried just now at the illness of little Ernesta Greene
(aged nine years)—a brilliant little girl who has just had a dangerous,
and only partially successful, operation. She is the youngest child of
Rosalind Copley Greene, who is the person here whom Mummy has
taken to, beyond the others. She is a most delightful woman, about
38 years old—very good looking and cultivated in every way—also
devoted to her children, four girls 17-9 in ages. She is of Dutch an-
cestry. By the bye, the order of precedence is this:—if you are of
Dutch, or English, or French ancestry, you let people know it. Oth-
erwise you let it be understood that your antecedents are of an excel-
lence practically indistinguishable from one of these three.

But for all this, there really is a passion for democracy here. Itis a
great mistake to think that all the leading people are engrossed in
money, or social climbing. Certainly it is not the case in New En-
gland. Of course in Virginia, it is quite different. Yesterday I read a
testimonial on the merits of a Virginian, who is applying for a
postgraduate student. Its main point was about the man’s pedigree
and his social charm. There are other states where it is a social lapse
to ask what a man was doing five years earlier. Altogether under a
veneer of uniformity, there are immense sectional differences. This
comes out in their politics. Each State has its two parties many con-
cerned in questions of great interest—an arbitrary selection of these
parties federate into the Republican Party, and the other lot make up
the Democratic Party. The result is that in the Senate party discipline
is very slack. Just at present the Senate, with a Republican majority,
is engaged in a deadly quarrell with Coolidge the Republican Presi-
dent. According to precedent, Coolidge cannot be reelected for a
third term, so he is a little indifferent as to whom he quarrells with.
He has got four years before him and is more popular than the Sen-
ate.

We are looking forward to Jessie at the end of June. She must get
her visa in the best way you can manage it—probably for one year,
and we must get it extended. But perhaps the Ambassador in En-
gland will be stirred up to make an exception for her. Dearest love,

Daddy
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504 Radnor Hall
Charles River Roads
Cambridge. Mass.  April 5/25

Darling North

I am afraid we have been worrying you with contradictory tele-
grams as to Jessie. We have been worried ourselves, not knowing
what to do for the best. Anyhow, we are now agreed with advice
which have been given us, that she had better come over, and risk
the question of future residence.

I gather now that Jessie comes by the Baltic, White Star Line, arriv-
ing at New York on June 20. Is this correct? We are making our plans
on that supposition—so let us know at once, if there should happen
to be any misunderstanding.

Old Jessie, except the telegram which told us this fact, vouchsafes
no information as to her actual arrangements and types of difficulty
in making them, or what the possibilities of getting over are—this
has been one of our difficulties in making up our minds. It is rather
like dealing with a baby in arms. Anyhow we take the plans as now
settled. But do not disdain to jot down in your letters any scrap of
additional information as to Jessie’s movements, or arrangements,
which you happen to know.

Mummy had a nasty illness, following on her fall. It is now over
and she is in her usual health—sometimes tired, and sometimes
doing a lot. The spring-weather has come. Today is brilliant sun-
light, and the further stretch of the Charles River, which I can see as
I am writing, is sparkling with a most lovely blue [See Whitehead’s
sketch, page 307.]

It has been the mildest winter, and the earliest spring on record.
But, even a record spring here is very inferior to an average English
spring—the greenness, the flowers, the wonderful sense of life in
damp warmth, are absent. Their autumns are more brilliant, much—
and the gaiety of their sun-shine is better. But our spring, and gener-
al tenderness of country scenery is unapproached by anything over
here.

We have been having some charming evenings. The other day we
dined in Boston, with one of the leading bankers and his wife—
elderly people, living in a typically old Boston house—1800 or
1810—with it odd fan-lights and interior arrangements generally.
We were a party of eight—the other three couples being all typical
old Boston people, of the sort written about by W.D. Howells.
Strong liberals of the Gladstonian type. The two couples who live in
Boston both take in the “Manchester Guardian”. Tell Margot this. It
will make her think well of our New England friends. These sort of
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people give one the impression of more wealth, with less show, than
anything you can imagine. The Corporation of Fellows (about six or
eight of them) who are the ultimate authority which runs Harvard,
entirely consists of men like this.

They are all interconnected. They either have each others’ sur-
names as their own second Christian names, or live in streets named
after each other, or have towns in New England named after them.
They are very disgruntled because they have lost control of the city-
government, which is in the hands of Irish Roman Catholics. As a
result, they are now apt to brood over their English ancestry—a new
phase, I suspect. I also suspect that the Irish Roman Catholics have a
good deal to say for themselves in taking the City-Government out
of their hands. My belief is that, though they did not embezzle (as
the Irish politicians do), they entirely disregarded the interests of the
immigrant Irish.

Also, they do not have many children, so the differential birthrate
and the laws of arithmetic are against them, so far as the future is
concerned.

Stevie Barr is with us—staying for about ten days. He has devel-
oped into such a nice boy—very nice manners, well-informed, and
interesting—also with a power of being silent and quiet on the prop-
er occasions. We are very pleased with him. The Barrs (i.e. Mark
and Mabel) are now near Cleveland, at Elyria (named after people
named Ely, and not a mis-spelling of Illyria). A wealthy manufac-
turer is having one of Barr’s machines made, as an example—he is
doing it as well as it can be done. But I do not think that anyone has,
as yet, taken up the commercial manufacture. But obviously, this is a
long way. Stephen and his parents are somewhat at cross purposes as
to his future.

Yesterday afternoon (Saturday) we were driven out to Concord—
about 25 miles—and Mummy got a puppy at some kennels there, a
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Cocker Spaniel, about 12 weeks old, for little Ernesta Greene, aged
10 years, who is just recovering from a bad operation with a lot of
pain afterwards. The present has already been an enormous success,
and—we gather from telephone messages—the Greene household
now revolves round the puppy.

The telephone is here a mode of social intercourse—at least among
women. When any urgent idea occurs to anyone, which they think
will interest Mummy, they ring her up to tell her.

It is just lunch time—and I have got to speak this afternoon to a
large audience, Sunday lectures—my subject being Science and
Religion—(i.e. “the young lady of Riga” problem). So I shall not
have any more time to write later, being booked afterwards for tea,
then someone to supper, then our Sunday “at home”—so have no
more free time till about 11-30 P.M. Goodbye, darling. Love to all of
you—Margot, and Eric—and send it to the family at school. Give
me news of Roy’s school career.

Your loving Daddy

504 Radnor Hall

Charles River Road
Cambridge, Mass

April 12th/25 Easter Sunday

Darling North,

Your letter telling of your transference to the Electrical side, and
of Jessie’s departure on June 20th (not arrival, as we gathered from the
cable, and as I stated in my last week’s letter) came last night. It was
so jolly to get it. The weekly letters are a joy. We like to hear all
your little and big details, just as they come into your mind.

I do so sympathise with you about having the wind up, over fac-
ing work above one’s size and weight. Throughout my whole life, I
have been facing a series of situations of that kind. I don’t think I am
at all modest as to the things which I know I can do. But somehow
the actual tasks, which I have had to undertake, have always in-
volved a lot of things for which I know that I am incompetent. And
as to my lectures here when the sessions opened—Oh my!—So I
quite understand your feelings. But here is a secret of which I am be-
ginning to suspect the existence—viz.—there is a lot of incompe-
tence about—the real worry is, that occasionally it is found out and
one feels oneself eminently fitted for the provision of such an occa-
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sion. So on the whole, the knowledge of the secret does not help
much.

Mummy is well again, though often tired. Today we have a lot
facing us. We lunch out, to meet John Dewey, the leading American
Philosopher, at Columbia Univt, New York. Then at 3 30, we go to
hear Ernest Hocking (our colleague here, a dear man) lecture on the
Religion of the Future from 4—s—then we walk back to tea here
with the Hoaglands (young married couple) and her father and
mother, (Profr and Mrs Bush)—he is another Philosophy man at
Columbia—he combines this avocation with the other very agree-
able one of being a millionaire. Then from 8—11 our usual “at
home”. Luckily I have specially invited very few people. Dewey is
the leading pragmatist, who continues the William James tradition.
He has been in China for two years, just before Bertie went there.
The Americans are devoting a lot of attention to China, and (very
sensibly) are making great efforts to attract their learned class. Our
Government makes a great mistake in ignoring such things. You
hear more about China here and find more Chinamen here being
treated as sensible and important human beings, in the course of six
months, than you will meet in England during twenty years. I think
that the Chinese would prefer England, but England is entirely indif-
ferent. In England, there is always the dominant feeling that any-
thing outside the traditional English modes of thought must be
worthless. Over here, they have the cheerful feeling that anyone who
is sufficiently civilised to wear clothes may have hit on a good no-
tion. This openness to new ideas often finds very silly expression—
but it has its merits.

You are quite right to go over to electricity. With your double ex-
perience you will be a valuable man, in or out of a Government De-
partment. It is important not to be a narrow specialist in a very
restricted groove. But it will mean a lot of worry at first. I was glad
to hear that Roy has been getting on all right at his school. That is
one anxiety terminated in the right way. I am sure that he is the sort
of boy who wants pushing on. The great danger is dilettanteism. I
have known so many clever and facile men have their careers
wrecked in this way.

Last night [ had to make an afterdinner speech. The Visiting Com-
mittee of our Department gave a dinner to the Departmental staft.
We were about thirty in all. I was between Henry James (son of
William James), in the chair, and a New York lawyer—the leading
man in the New York bar—a charming man. I had not had any time
to prepare, but it seemed to go off all right.

We gather that America is steadily swinging round to the League
of Nations. Anyhow that is the prevalent opinion among the sort of
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people whom we meet here. Some of them have been stumping the
country on the question, and they say that the Middle West is com-
ing around. The Middle West—the West, as they call it here, Califor-
nia is just California, or “The Pacific Coast”—is the really
determining factor. It looks upon New England as effete—though it
sends its best men here to be educated—, and has barely heard of Eu-
rope. Anyhow it does not worry about it. So it is a long business to
convert it. But opinion there now seems to be changing.

On Tuesday, we motor down to Providence, about fifty miles to
the south, on the coast, in Rhode Island—not an island but a State
with a small island attached. There is a small University there,
Brown University. I am giving a lecture on “Mathematics as an Ele-
ment in the History of Thought”. It will go in with the Lowell Lec-
tures, and be published in a volume entitled “Science and the
Modern World”. We stay the night there with the Chancellor, have
lunch on Wednesday with the Lords (Mr Lord is a Unitarian clergy-
man whom, with his wife, we came over with from Liverpool) and
get back in the afternoon. We are looking forward to it.

Our spring—when we get it—beats anything that they can do
here in that way, so far as beauty is concerned. The New England
country doesn’t put up flowers, or spring trimmings of any sort. Na-
ture here comes out because it is ordered to do so, and not because it
wants to.

Dearest love to you all. Goodbye darling

Your loving Daddy

At the Greenes’ Country Cottage
Nor Newburyport, Mass.
Whitsunday. /25. May 31st

Darling North

We are staying with the Greene’s for this weekend, about 35 miles
north of Boston, and about § miles inland. It is a lovely morning
(9:30.a.M.) following a wretchedly cold wet day yesterday. Spring
here is just as chancey as in England—rather colder, when it is cold,
and hotter, when it is hot. I am sitting on a sort of Cornish granitey
hillock,—very typical of New England—, surrounded by bracken,
and dwarf juniper bushes, and New England cedars (also juniper,
really) in shape like Irish yews, and small silver birches. In the mead-
ow just at the foot, there is a little tidal river about the size of the
Cam, which floods the meadows a[t] high tide. The weak point in
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the whole situation is (or are) the mosquitoes. I am describing this
because it is a very typical bit of New England scenery. I forgot the
State Road in the middle distance, about 300 yards of it in sight, with
a constant stream of motors on it—this is the most typical sight of
the lot.

Mummy has been rather out of sorts. I do not think the New En-
gland diet quite suited her—at least, not in the proportions which we
had adopted. But the doctor prescribed a regime which has been
completely successful. But on the whole, her life here is suiting her
extremely well, and she is in excellent spirits over it. There are sever-
al people with whom we have been really intimate—and luckily they
are the people whom we most naturally have to do with. The point
to remember is that among the old New Englanders, everyone is ev-
eryone else’s cousin. The epigram that “Boston is not so much a city
as a state of mind” is profoundly true.

Tomorrow we are going for a long motor expedition into Rhode
Island, to Newport, about eighty miles south of Boston (we leave
this afternoon) with the Hockings (in their car) and Woods and
Bell—the men, Hocking, Woods, and Bell, are my philosophical
colleagues. It is a pilgrimage, and picnic, to the place where Berkeley
wrote one of his dialogues—the Alciphron, I think. Incidentally, we
are also going to have tea with Admiral Sims.

Our hosts here are great charmers—Mrs Greene—i.e. Rosalind
Greene—is American Dutch, and her husband is New England—,
also there are four daughters, the eldest eighteen and the youngest
ten. The eldest had her first two cigarettes last night under the crit-
ical survey of her younger sisters. The female part of the family from
the Mother to Ernesta, the baby, form rather a galaxy of beauty,—in
this way reminiscent of the Shuckburghs—, very gay, with the ter-
rific New England conscience in the background producing unex-
pected touches of primness. Ernesta, I see, is just climbing the rock
behind me with a puppy, firmly grasped by the scruff of the neck,
swinging in her right hand. She is just about to grow out of the stage
which Eric is just about to grow into.

I told Rosalind Greene that [ was about to write to you, and she
sent her love with an invitation to come and stay next year.

My first session of lectures is now over. It has been rather an ef-
fort, and therefore a strain. But [ have enjoyed it immensely. [ have
had t[he] same feeling as you have in an examination—the joy of de-
feating the examiners. On the whole, I think that I have done it. It
might have been done much better, but it was done. My class, which
largely consisted of postgraduates who come for their own pleasure,
increased in the latter part of the session. So I am in good spirits,
though I now know what I ought to have said as distinct from what

I did say.
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On Thursday and Friday I was at the celebration of the soth year
of Wellesley College—a big Women’s College about 20 miles from
Boston, in magnificent grounds, 400 acres of woodland, with a lake.
There were about 1000 guests—a pageant (very well done, with a
producer and experts on stage lighting from New York) on Thurs-
day evening, and a terrific [. . .]* of speeches and services and a
luncheon on Friday, starting at 10 A.M. After Lunch, I had to address
a very exhausted audience at 2:30 P.M. It was not an occasion (by that
time) for subtle disquisition. But, as usual in America, there was a
row of reporters to take down in cold print every word one said. At
the end of four hours all occasions should become strictly private.

We are looking forward to Jessie’s arrival, either on June 28th, or
29th, or 3oth. She is to come straight to Boston. I have sent her a let-
ter, but in case it goes wrong I repeat some of the instructions:—

Her station in New York is the Grand Central, her railway line is
the New York, Newhaven, Hartford, and Boston Line.

She must take a taxi to the station from the docks. If she has too
much luggage for the taxi (they don’t take very much) she must send
her luggage by the express forwarding company, which the Custom
house man will show her at the docks. She can direct it straight
through to our home address. (I forgot to tell her about the forward-
ing express company in my letter, so please pass on this information.
The boxes must [be] properly labelled with stick and tie labels). At
the Railway Station she must check through to Boston (South Sta-
tion, the terminus) all the luggage she can. There are very few por-
ters, and not much room in the carriage—so hand luggage in the
carriage is a nuisance. But hand luggage which she can manage her-
self is all right.

The first train is about 11:25 A.M, (daylight time) i.e. 10:25 A.M
standard time. (Ordinary clocks in the Town, daylight, and Station
clocks standard.) (Trains about hourly during the day.) The night train
starts at about midnight, but you can get on the train about two
hours earlier and go to bed. The journey takes about 6 hours. Tell her
to look around on landing in case some one meets her. But remind her
that in New York and elsewhere, you have got to be much more care-
ful than in England. If you do not know the ropes, and begin to be
adventurous, you easily get into real danger. We shall meet her at the
South Station, Boston, if she will wire the train.

The heat has driven me indoors. Mummy is chatting with the
Greene family in the verandah opening out of this room. All veran-
dahs and windows are netted with mosquito wire. It really doesn’t

*Original is illegible.



313 Letters from Alfred North Whitehead

spoil the outlook. The light here is so vivid, that its slight diminu-
tion doesn’t matter. There is a slight suggestion that one is looking at
tapestry which has become real.

The U.S.A. is going to join in the World Court and ultimately
with the League of Nations—so all the best observers tell us. But the
New England sentiment is so overwhelmingly in favour of that
course that one has to take their estimates with a grain of salt. The
real importance of New England is that it sets the tone in education
for all America. A lot of westerners and southerners come here. Col-
lectively, the New England Colleges and Universities are the Oxford
and Cambridge of U.S.A., with more influence, if there is any dif-
ference. Politically, New England is rather a back number. The West
does not know very accurately on which side of the Atlantic it lies,
and what its relation is to Old England. But anyhow it is the sort of
place to which you send young people to finish their education. For
example, on Friday I was driven to Wellesley Station by a girl who
comes from Kansas City—a nice friendly young creature, with her
own car, as all the older students have at that place. It is a College for
wealthy girls, about 1600 of them.

Here in Massachussetts, the English v. Irish feud is at its height—
worse than in Great Britain. The Irish control Boston, and the En-
glish control the State. So the State Legislature is protestant, and the
Mayor is Catholic.

Apropos of Kansas City, I was told that in 1916—towards the
end—in the main daily paper the war news was not of front page
importance.

But the oddest story was told me this morning by Rosalind
Greene. Her brother lives in Virginia and commanded a regiment of
men from the mountains in the South West of Virginia, where there
is an English stock completely isolated since the seventeenth century.
The men (i) did not know whom they were fighting—French, or
German, or on which side of the ocean, (ii) had a horror of their of-
ficers who were all northerners (it took eight months to produce fra-
ternisation, (iii) here is a story of one of the privates:—The man
limped and Colonel Huydekopper (Mrs Greene’s brother)
enquired—“Oh, I was shot in my knee—Why and how?—I had a
little dispute with a friend—But hadn’t you your own gun?—Oh
yes, my friend died.”

The great mistake is to look on America as one country. For ex-
ample, here in the North Mr Bryan and his anti-evolution campaign
are looked on as an immense joke. The State of Tennessee is to have
a big trial of a school master for teaching evolution. It is to take place
in a small town of about 2,000 inhabitants. They are talking of build-
ing a temporary stadium to hold 20000 for the final trial, by way of
exploiting the interest and attracting visitors. But the New York and
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Boston papers are so occupied in dishing up humorous accounts, that
I will not vouch for the truth of the rumor. The free shooting in
Chicago is still vigorous—but the Chicago people one meets are sin-
gularly offensive.

We have been thinking of you and Margot and Eric at Ports-
mouth. But I have kept this letter to American news, as more inter-
esting to you.

Dearest love from Mummy and me.

Daddy

504 Radnor Hall
Charles River Road
Cambridge, Mass.
Monday, June 29./25

Darling Margot

We—Mary and [—are waiting for a telegram from New York to
say when Mummy and Jessie will come to Boston. Mummy went to
New York on Saturday by an express. It is a five hours journey—
but she went in a Pullman and it was a cool day. She is staying at
Mrs Osborn Taylor’s Club, and is to be met and looked after by a
young man whom we know slightly. Jessie’s boat is reported as due
to berth in N.Y. at 9 A.m. today. With luck Jessie will be through the
Customs by noon, and I hope that they will be here by dinner this
evening. Meanwhile [ have been getting some flowers to smarten up
the flat.

We have been up at Rowley—nr. Newburyport—at the top of
Mass., with our friends the Greenes. We are very intimate with them
now. Both of them have spent years in France. We were there for a
week and came back to meet Jessie. While we were there, the tem-
perature had fallen from about 90° in the shade to about 50° to §5°—
so we sat over fires. At first Mummy had a touch of sciatica—
painful and liable to be prolonged. But luckily it went in a day or
two. Cambridge is empty now—almost everyone is on the “North
Shore”, i.e. north of Boston up to Maine. This is the beautiful shore,
after you pass some dismal swampy marsh which extends for about
10 miles from the town.

Thank North for the telegram as to J’s examination. I do not
know how important a failure in one subject may be. Probably she
can take it by itself at a later period, if necessary. Anyhow I shall not
bother her with it immediately on arrival. Exams are beastly things.
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If she can scrape up a little Arabic, they will welcome her at the Wid-
ener Library. They have Arabic books and want somebody on the
staff who can tackle them. Anyhow she will have to get back to En-
gland to be finally fixed up—unless we can manage a wangle.

Thank you so much for your letters to Mummy about the children
and yourselves. I cannot tell you how much we have enjoyed them,
You really have made all the difference to our life here.

I have been tremendously interested about Roy. There seems to be
every chance of his developing according to his early promise. I am
glad that his schoolmaster seems to understand him. He wants care-
ful grounding, so that he can push on according to his general sharp-
ness of intellect. Let me know all your impressions about him as he
gets on. It is great luck that he is happy at school: it aids a nice
growth of character, besides being a good thing in itself. The photos
of the three children are immensely admired here: they are con-
tinually being fetched out.

I do so long for you to see our flat: it is so nice—really lovely,
with a delightful view. Nobody here has ever seen a black mirror be-
fore, and it produces a most striking effect in the room.

We are in the neighbourhood of Cambridge all July with a cottage
about 15 miles off with a big estate attached to it. But probably we
shall only go there for weekends—anyhow our plans are fluid till we
have got Jessie here and can look about us. In August we go up to
the woods in Vermont—all America leads the simple life for about
eight to ten weeks in the summer. The only alternative is to go to
Europe. On July 4th they have their Independence Day: it seems to
be chiefly marked by eating salmon and green peas. Since they have
adopted the settled habit of saying nice things about England, the or-
atory on such occasions lacks some of its fire and degenerates into a
work of art. The general tone on Lexington Day—first shot in a rev-
olutionary War fired—was to insist on what a wonderful country
England is, and how still more wonderful it is to be separated from
it. Such a topic wants a little managing. Of course the Irish here
could treat the occasion in the good old way. But that is just what
the Yankees do not want. The President is staying on the North
Shore and is to speak in Cambridge on that day.

All the American politicians are fully aware of the two oceans—
Atlantic and Pacific—and of the countries on their further shores.
But their difficulty is that the majority of their constituents, in the
Middle West, have barely heard of them, and anyhow have no inter-
est in such remote facts.

At present the great excitement is the trial of Mr Scope [sic], to
start on July 10. He is a schoolteacher in Tennessee who is being
prosecuted for teaching Evolution, which is illegal in that State. The
result is that the “South” is in a wild state of excitement over Evolu-
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tion, and publishers cannot issue scientific handbooks quickly
enough. I have come to the end of my paper. Goodbye—and dearest
love to you and North and the family.

Your loving Daddy

504 Radnor Hall
Charles River Road
Cambridge. Mass

July 19/25

Darling North

At this moment—11-30 A.M, Sunday—we are not at home. We
are spending the week-end at the Richard Cabots’ cottage about 15
miles from Cambridge. It is the simple life: just we three—Mummy,
Jessie and [—looking after ourselves in the country. Luckily, water
and electricity are laid on. But, as usual with the simple life, one or
other of us was fully occupied from 6 A.M. to 10.A.M. this morning
in carrying it on. Since then we are sitting out in the woodland—
Jjunipers (small trees, here called New England cedars), and dappled
shade: a lovely day, fresh, warm, and sunshiny. We are going back
tonight by motor at 10 P.M: Jessie’s work on Monday begins at
9.A.M. We shall come back here on Friday for about 10 days. In Au-
gust we go up to Vermont.

5p.M. Two little girls, aged 7 and 9, turned up as I was writing
this morning, and—seeing that | was a stranger—engaged me in
conversation for about an hour. They live in a house about a quarter
of a mile away. Next Saturday they have engaged to bring, for my
inspection two white kittens and a selection of dolls. Then the “sim-
ple life” intervened, and a rest after it—so here I am, still finishing
your letter. It has been a perfectly lovely day, and we are enjoying
ourselves immensely in the shade and the clear air.

It is the holiday time now, even for the business people. For exam-
ple, in Boston from the beginning of July to the middle of Septem-
ber all shops shut on Saturdays, and [are] done at 5 p.M. daily.

[ was sorry to hear about Sheila. Give her my love. At her age, all
such weaknesses can be corrected. But it is hard on her anyhow.
Your descriptions of your six weeks on the channel were most satis-
factory. You have ended your optical life—at least, your exclusively
optical life—in a blaze. The more that I think about it, the more cer-
tain [ am that eminence as a designer of fine instruments depends on



317 Letters from Alfred North Whitehead

the double experience of optical and electrical design. There is no oth-
er source of accuracy known to science—in addition, of course, to a
sound working knowledge of the physical properties of materials.
You are extremely wise to check your immediate optical career in
order to get hold of the other side. I suspect that you will find that it
takes at least a year till you can get hold of things. But I gather that
they are prepared to give you time.

Of course, you will have noticed that the English Government is
forming a Council of Scientific Research on the same lines as the
Council of Imperial Defence. This means a leading Cabinet minister
as chairman. They obviously expect a continuous expansion in the
scientific services. You have gone into that line at a very fortunate
moment. It is the profession with a future.

The papers here are full of the Scopes Evolution Trial in Tennessee
(I am very doubtful as to the spelling of this state’s name). The re-
mote simplicity of these distant states is extraordinary. Also you
have always to remember this point about American democracy:—
There is here as large a class of highly cultivated people as in En-
gland: this is certainly true of the East and of Chicago. But almost
every form of political and other public life takes its orders from be-
low. The almost direct influence of English University opinion on
Parliament and County Councils—especially County Councils—is
absent here. I do not mean merely Oxford and Cambridge. My ex-
perience on the Senate of the University of London was one of al-
most continual influence on the policy of Governmental bodies. But
here such bodies take their orders from below, or secretly from pure-
ly business men. I am greatly struck by the excellence of the English
local government as compared with the American opposite numbers.
Analogously their method of appointing clergy by the direct choice
of the congregations after trial of a number of men for successive pe-
riods, degrades the clergy from all independence. Altogether, there is
just as much culture and genius here; but it has much less influence
than in England.

Apropos of this, I am to deliver another course of Lowell Lectures
in Boston next year on “Science and Religion” i.e. on the scientific
criticism of religion. I think that the Harvard people rather want to
get a hearing for an independent foreigner who is more likely to be
listened to than one of their own men. But this is a guess, so do not
pass it on.

Goodbye, darling—dearest love—It is time for supper—so
goodbye—

Your loving Daddy
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P.T.O
P.S. Cambridge. Monday Morning
Mummy cannot write this week: she has had a nasty little accident:
slight in its ultimate effects, but very painful. Last night when we had
returned home to Cambridge, she slipped in her bath, and hit her rib
on the right side, just under her breast. It is badly bruised—perhaps
Jjust cracked—Dbut not broken. The doctor gives her from three days
to a week of some pain when in a false position. But she can get
about now that she is properly bandaged.

Mummy wanted to write. She is so sorry about Sheila. She wants
to sen[d] Margot all her love and sympathy—and her love to Sheila.

Also very anxious about Florence.

at Profr Henderson’s Camp
Morgan Center

Vermont

Sunday, August 16th/25

Darling North

It is exactly a year today since we embarked at Liverpool. We are
going to celebrate it with a bonfire this evening, on the shore of the
lake. It is a glorious day, and we are sunning ourselves in the veran-
dah, enjoying a slight breeze, with the water lapping on the granite
rocks at our feet. In a few minutes Roger Pierce will motor Mummy
over to Newport, about 14 miles away. They will meet Jessie at 4:30
P.M. She comes today from Boston, starting at 9 A.M. It is the
Boston-Montreal express, and Newport is the last stop before the
Canadian border. Our fortnight here has been an unmixed success.
The camp is a wooden cottage with one large room, + kitchen and
small bedroom, and exactly suited for its purpose. The days are not
too hot—some decidedly cold—the village people delightful—and
the scenery perfect. Mummy has enjoyed herself immensely—
though she has had ill-luck. We picked a wonderfully decorative
wildflower, like a gigantic wild mint. She crushed the leaves in her
hands and put her face in it to smell. It turned out to be a poisonous
plant, like stinging-nettle, so she has suffered very badly for three
days. It is practically over now, and today she is feeling particularly
well.

On Friday we motored to “Derby-Line”, a town on the border,
named after the line between Canada and U.S.A, which was—I
suppose—settled by some deceased Lord Derby. The town on the
Canadian side is called Rock-Island and Strickland—and just beyond
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is a bigger town, “Sherbrooke”. We are about § miles from Derby-
Line in the straight and about 10 miles by road. We went a little way
into Canada, and had tea; and th[o]roughly enjoyed seeing the Union
Jack over the Canadian Customhouse. We got the impression—
perhaps due to our imaginations—that the populations on both sides
of the border are making a nefarious living by bootlegging. Anyhow
our village friends tell us that the bootleggers take their stuff along
the country-road which runs along the lake just above our woods.

Jessie has been staying with the Greenes about 30 miles north of
Boston. We hope that we shall all have another month up here. It is
doing us a lot of good. J. could not get away from her library work
before. She could get into Cambridge daily from the Greenes.

[ have just seen Mummy and Roger Pierce off. It is about 200 to
300 hundred yards through the woods up to the road. From the
road, you can hardly see that there is a path into the woods down to
the lake.

We have been very sorry to hear that Sheila has to lie up so strict-
ly. It is hard times on her—give her our dearest love. We are think-
ing of you all at Swanage. At this moment, I suppose that you are
half way through your stay there. We have just got your letter writ-
ten before starting.

Mummy and I have been reading a course of Phillips Oppenheim.
Henderson’s library is very strong on this classic author. It is impos-
sible to think of anything more serious, after accomplishing the
simple-life’s task of making the beds, washing, and generally keep-
ing oneself clean—a morning’s work, combined with reading our
letters and the Boston Herald. I gather from this paper that we have
fixed up a satisfactory agreement with France. I hope that this is true.

I am sending you three picture postcards of the lake. The photos
manage to dwarf the banks. Also, as most of the country is forest,
they naturally photo the bare patches which seem to be natural curi-
osities to the inhabitants. I have written on the backs of the cards.

Our neighbours in a camp in the woods about 200 yds nearer to
Morgan Centre are very friendly agreeable people. We get vegetables
from them, sent from their garden near New York. The village here
is not strong on vegetables. Mummy is trying to get some ice-cream
in Newport for their two small boys. You get that sort of thing at a
drug-store here—and fortunately they are open on Sundays.

Dearest love to you all—

Your loving Daddy
Monday.Morning. Jessie and Demos turned up safely. We had a

jolly evening and sat round a bonfire by the lake. The four young,
including Mary, then went for a row on the lake by starlight.
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504 Radnor Hall
Charles River Road
Cambridge. Mass

Darling North

I have found that a long letter of mine, written to you weeks ago,
was not finished or posted. It is out of date now—but I am sorry.

We are getting on excellently. Mummy is really very much better:
her rib is now confining itself to an occasional stab in a false position.
It does not seem to check her activities. Also the ivy-poisoning is at
last worn out: there is an occasional mild threat, but it seems now to
be really gone. Against these troubles, you must remember that her
neuritis has quite disappeared: this was really a serious threat in En-
gland, and the cure has made a great difference to her.

We both find that we have to lie down during the day for a siesta,
after lunch. Mummy sleeps for about a hour, usually. Almost every-
one has to do that here: the quick changes of temperature, and the
dryness are exhausting. Of course, they call Boston damp and foggy,
but I am speaking according to our standards.

Jessie is getting on capitally. When she came, she was worn out
and jumpy, and things were not easy. But now nothing could run
more smoothly than her general life. She has won great commenda-
tions for her work in the Library. The Head of her department
thanked Woods for recommending her, and also telephoned to
Mummy to tell her how much he appreciated her services. Also she
has been promoted to more responsible and pleasant work among
16th century books.

We are in hopes that she will be able to get her permanent quota
number by spending a night in Montreal. President Lowell has been
awfully good about it, writing to headquarters in Washington. But
nothing is quite certain yet.

Her ball takes place next Saturday, Nov 14. Mummy is going as
“A Spanish Lady at the Court of Naples”—my suggestion after I had
seen the sort of costume she was rigging up, somewhat Spanish and
somewhat Italian. Jessie is going in Empire dress. I have a judge’s
wig and shall put on my black doctor’s gown. It is to be Jessie’s
night, so the ball is to open with a general presentation to her,—she
sitting on a raised dais at one end of the room. It is awfully kind of
Agnes Hocking and Rosalind Greene to have taken all this trouble.
On the night of the dance the two Miss Thorpes’—grand-daughters
of Longfellow—are giving a young dinner party for her: they are
about Jessie’s age and are singularly charming.

All the nicer girls of the old families do something here: for exam-
ple, Anne Thorpe teaches in a school, and Erica Thorpe does some
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rather stren[u]ous job in Boston—looking after police-court cases of
women, I think. Cambridge is really a very simple place—somewhat
of a garden of Eden, with some very bad breakdowns.

New England is a back number so far as the business and produc-
tive sides of the United States are concerned, and also is merely a
summer playground for the smart set. But it is a big intellectual
centre—tempered with “hold-ups”.

The Americans seem quite unable to deal with their crime-wave.
On the face of it, there seems an astounding inefficiency somewhere.
In the last few months, in Cambridge alone, more than 9o,000$ have
been extracted in this way, in broad daylight, and the robbers have
always got away. When a firm takes out money from a bank to pay
its employees, it sends an armoured car with guards holding re-
volvers in their hands. These hold-ups are almost always when there
is known to be something worth getting—though of course there are
exceptions, occasionally. All the post-offices in Boston—about 80 of
them—had armed guards for a few weeks in October. On the other
hand, people omit to lock their front doors at night—we don’t, but
many do. The main way in which a criminal gets punished is when
the police shoot him at sight. But the difference to ordinary life, if
you are reasonably careful as to what you do, is negligible. Only the
ordinary cinema-film is much more realistic in its picture of Ameri-
can life than one would imagine in England. But it does not affect
ordinary people to any noticeable extent.

I hope that you got the solution of the problem all right and could
understand it. [ am trying to get a simple way of proof. I have got it
all but one point which I want to think over. I could explain it ver-
bally, but doubt if I could write it out.

We were very pleased to hear that you have had some more con-
gratulations from F.E. Smith. I was expecting that since your trans-
fer to the Electricity Section you would not be doing much for about
18 months.

When you are over here, I think that I can get you some good in-
troductions to see things. There is a big naval Station at Newport,
and Ernest Hocking knows some of the Admirals. The Americans
are immensely kind; and there seems always to be someone who will
go to any trouble, if one wants anything. We are beginning to pay
back some of the hospitality with little Tuesday dinners. We can
only dine eight. Next Tuesday we are having De Wulf (a Belgian
scholastic philosopher), James Woods, Miss Longfellow, the
Greenes, and Osborn Taylor. Jessie will come in afterwards: Osborn
Taylor turned up unexpectedly.

Old Miss Longfellow is about 80, or over—she is a great card,
with a very decided habit of mind.
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Goodbye darling. It is nearly eight o’clock on Sunday evening,
and some of my men will be coming in a few minutes. Dearest love
to you all

Your loving

Daddy

504 Radnor Hall

Charles River Road
Cambridge. Mass. Nov 21st
1925

Darling North

All well here. Mummy has been tired for the last fortnight, and
has had to lie up a good deal. But she has really had a lot of engage-
ments which she has managed to keep. So that her inability to get
really rested is explained. But she is being careful, and will soon get
back to her normal state. For instance, last night we had planned for
a quiet evening and for her to go to bed at 9 o’clock. But—it being
Sunday night—about ten people came in, knowing that we are at
home usually. The result was an animated evening till about 11 p.Mm.

Geoffrey Young and his wife are over here and lunched with us
yesterday. He has some job about students trips, for Europeans to
come to U.S.A. I am giving him a luncheon party today at the Colo-
nial Club, that he may meet men who can give him advice and infor-
mation. They go back early in December. They now live at
Cambridge. They are going to ask you and Margot down to see
them, so as to tell you all about us. You remember he lost his leg in
the war. His wife is perfectly and absolutely charming—very simple
and kind in every way.

I am sending you a summary of the problem, rather clearly writ-
ten out—merely results. But [ have added to it the additional case
when Kv is small. I think you will be able to direct the calculations
rather easily from these formulae. Things look so much easier when
the proper abbreviations—e.g. s for sin Kv and s for sinh Kv—have
been hit upon. It is useless for me to try the numerical calculations. If
there is any other critical case, please let me know.

Dearest love to all

Your loving Daddy
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504 Radnor Hall
Charles River Road
Cambridge. Mass. Dec.gth/25

Darling North

This letter should get to you about Christmas time. My dearest
love and Christmas wishes to you all—Margot, Roy, Sheila, Eric,
and yourself. We are well here, indeed very flourishing. Mummy
gets tired, but I do not think more so than in London. She does a lot
when she is up, but is learning to rest between whiles. Apart from
the ill-luck of her broken rib and ivy-poisoning—and it is a large
exception—I think that this climate suits her, mainly because her
rheumatism and neuritis are so much better.

Jessie is very flourishing. She has made a good start both in the Li-
brary at her work, and also generally among people. When she came
over, she was in every way out of sorts: the change in country, with
its newness, has been in every way good for her. She has been given
an extension of permit of residence for another six months. Mean-
while the American Consul at Montreal has put her name on his list
of applicants. Accordingly we hope for a permanent permit with
merely a journey to Montreal to pick it up—a two-days job in all.
But it may be some time before the Consul there clears off his pre-
vious applicants on his list. Her new permit expires on July 1st—or
thereabouts—so she may have to get another one.

This arrangement is due to the vigorous action of Lowell—the
president of the College. I like him immensely: he is not effusive, but
he is kindness itself. He is the exact reproduction of an advanced lib-
eral member of Parliament of the year 1880, or thereabouts—*“civil
and religious liberty”, “freedom of thought”, and “sensible progress”
are evidently written all over him. They are not bad marks to have
on one.

I am telling the University Press to send you a copy of my new
book—Science and The Modern World—; it consists of my Lowell
Lectures with some additions. There have been no reviews of it yet;
it has only been published for a few weeks. The Cambridge Press is
doing it in England.

We are rather worried by the illness of our friend Rosalind
Greene—some internal disorder. Mummy sees more of her than of
anyone else. Rosalind and James Woods—the chairman of the De-
partment of Philosophy—are our main supports, so far as intimacy is
concerned. But poor Rosalind is really very seedy: she is not in bed
yet, but hardly gets out. She is to be x-rayed soon. You will remem-
ber she organised the fancy-dress dance at which Jessie was intro-
duced to Cambridge society—at least to its old Yankee section.
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I have been delighted at the accounts you and Margot have sent of
your work at the Laboratory. It seems to me that if an occupation in
life had been specially created for you, it would have been not unlike
your present position. Also F.E. Smith and Drysdale are additional
mercies. It is not often that there are two men, quite so nice, for
one’s immediate chiefs.

I have been worrying in my odd moments over the arithmetic
which I sent you. In an earlier MS I made a certain coefficient /5, and
in a later one /10—1I think that I drew attention to the discrepancy. I
now enclose an MS doing it all over again, keeping the actual num-
bers till the end. Unless I have somehow repeated an old slip, it
seems that the earlier M.S. was right, and that the coefficient is one-
fifth.

A happy Xmas to you all, darlings. Do not worry about us here:
our general health is keeping quite satisfactory: Mary is looking after
us like a Trojan: and the people around us are as kind as they can be.
By the bye—fired by your example—Mummy has had a radio,
without a loud speaker, installed in Mary’s room. She (Mary) is
overjoyed. In Mummy'’s first attempts at listening she first got hold
of a man expounding to state of the New York Stock Exchange, and
then switched off onto a sermon of a Jewish Rabbi. So she came
away with a lot of curious information which she passed on to me.
But there is now more expertness in getting on to the concerts.

Goodby darling

Your loving Daddy

504 Radnor Hall
Charles River Rd
Cambridge, Mass. May 16th/26

Darling North

At last the session is nearly over. Lectures end about May 3oth.
The work has been enjoyable—but has been very exacting, because I
have been trying to put across to the classes a somewhat novel point
of view all the time, and was reducing it to a verbal expression as I
went along.

Mummy’s health is much better now. The winter was trying to
her—not alarming, but she could not do much—and there was the
danger that the spring w[ould] not pull her round again. The ivy-
poisoning and the broken rib had made the preceding summer a
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drawback instead of a help. She was seeing people all the winter, and
driving out to parties, etc., but was unable to walk, or undergo any
exertion.

But now she really is entirely vigorous again—able to walk, and
has practically lost all the pain from her rib. A good summer in Ver-
mont will be excellent, and in the autumn you ought to find her in
better health than when she left England.

The Coal Strike has been followed here with intense interest. On
the whole, sympathy is evenly balanced. The “low-wages theory” of
the masters is looked on as a sign of their lack of imagination in re-
gard to modern industrial organization. But the issue of the strike
and the orderliness has caused an outbreak of unbounded admiration
at the political good sense of England.

Over here the telephone is the mode by which feelings are
expressed—so Mummy has been having a succession of telephone
messages expressive of admiration of England. Also my colleagues
have been saying nice things about England, all the time.

Our jaunt to the Middle West, and Montreal was a flaming suc-
cess. The people adored Mummy. We liked the University type of
Middle Westerners. The Illinois undergraduates from the farming
districts are delightful young people, and are mostly of English de-
scent. The country is as flat as a pancake, with the black earth of our
fen districts.

Yesterday we saw Rosalind Greene off. She is taking her three
younger daughters—ages 16 to 10—to France and Switzerland for
the summer and autumn. Harry Greene and the eldest daughter—
Francesca aged 18—start in a month after Francesca has done her
university exams for this session.

We are rather bereft at Rosalind’s departure—for they are the peo-
ple we are really intimate with. She went in a R.M.S.P boat, The
Ohio, which touched at Boston. Last night she sent Mummy a wire-
less from the boat “Proud to be sailing under your flag”. You can al-
ways trust an American for a graceful touch. She belongs to the same
genus as Lena Mirrlees—but a widely contrasted species. She has a
definite and scholarly knowledge of literature e.q. Medieval French—
in fact a certain Yankee seriousness as to definite fact.

We have to hang about here till June 24 apropos of the winding up
of University business and a couple of honorary degrees—one of
them will mean going to the Middle West beyond Chicago. It is
rather a nuisance as we do not want another long journey. But the
Middle West is a little oblivious to the existence of Europe, and it
does not do for an Englishman to damp down its interests in that di-
rection, however slight and indirect. But we travel in great comfort,



326 APPENDIX B

and take a drawingroom. The expence is not overmuch and it makes
all the difference in a 24 hours journey.

We are counting the days till you and Margot come over. We try
not to get over-excited about it. But it is really the one thing we can
really think of. Tell me if there are any definite works which you
want to see. Here there is the famous Mass. College of
Technology—a very enlarged “Imperial College of Science and
Technology”. There is also “Alvan Clark”, the optical works, in the
neighbourhood. Perhaps they would show you over. I know noth-
ing about them. But I could certainly get you an introduction.

I gather from you that the Naval people at Newport, R.1., are no
go—being too awkward as to official secrets. But let me know as to
what is in your mind. I do want to have a chat with you—I mean
chats and chats. There is no one little thing that I want to say—but
hosts of general ideas and details and points of view that I want to
get at.

My book—Science and the Modern World—is going
swimmingly—already reprinted—As to its permanent value, one
cannot tell. I want to follow it up with something purely addressed
to philosophers—short and clear, if I can make it so! But I reckon that
it will take me about two years to get that ready. My view is that a
lot of modern philosophy is much too controversial—hunting rab-
bits which bolt into the wrong burrows. There cannot be much in
the subject. What there is to be said, ought to be put shortly—if one
could only see how to do it.

You see that I am rather echoing back to you, your own views as
to the book on design. After all, philosophy is only the statement of
the general design of things in general. It must be a short subject.

I have found an unposted letter of months’ ago. It has some
information—so I push it over to you.

Dearest love—goodbye darling

Daddy
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603 Radnor Hall

984 Memorial Drive
Cambridge. Mass
Sunday March 2sth/27

Darling North

The household has been afflicted with the colds—or very mild
influenza—which are going the round of Cambridge—first Jessie,
then Mary, and now Mummy. We are taking every care of
Mummy—she has been in bed for the last three days, and Taylor
comes daily. But there is nothing on her chest, and with due care she
should be perfectly well in two or three days. I will send a week-end
telegram next Sunday, which will arrive before this letter—so you
will have the end before the beginning, and this letter need give you
no anxiety.

We have been very disappointed: for Saturday was Francesca’s
birthday—her 19th—and she had done us the honour to include us
in the young dinner party which celebrated the occasion. We could
neither of us go—but were very complimented at this attention from
the young.

For this half-session the Perrys are away—on the “Western
exchange”—this refers to a system whereby Harvard sends yearly a
professor who perambulates through a group of western Colleges, of
the smaller sort. Next session 1927-/28, we shall be very bereft:
James Woods is in France for the whole year, Ernest Hocking for the
2nd half of it, and Raphael Demos for the whole year. The Eatons
will be back, which will be a comfort—we are very fond of them,
and there is always something doing when they are about. In that
way, they are a younger edition of the Mirrlees parents. I do hope
that you see them this year before they come back.

I have just been into Mummy to ask about a message to you, and
she tells me that yesterday she sent off a cable—so you know all
about the cold. She sends her dearest love and will probably write.
Our visit to Virginia has been extended by four days, at Lowell’s re-
quest, to enable us to be present at some celebration in Philadelphia.
So we shall have a full fortnight in the south, exclusive of
travelling—April 17 to April 30, inclusive. This ought to set Mummy
up for the summer.

[ am getting on famously. Yesterday, besides walking about in the
course of my lectures, I walked home—and I think that it did me
good. I am very anxious not to bring back any inflammation, and
there is no antecedent test of what I can do—so I go slow. There is
now no pain, and my apparatus for bracing me up is very comfort-

able.
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Profr Conway of Manchester (England) is coming to lunch with
James Woods: the latter lunches here every Sunday. Mummy has just
finished “Lord Raingo” by Arnold Bennett and liked it a lot. It is all
about Lloyd George’s administration.

The chief excitement here is about Sacco and Vanzetti two Italians
who six years ago were convicted of murder, for robbery. Ever since
then the State of Massachusetts has been trying to make up its mind
as to whether or no they should be executed. There seems very little
doubt but that they were entirely innocent, and were convicted be-
cause of the hysteria as to Bolsheviks which was then raging—they
are extreme “reds”. Frankfurter has just written a very powerful ex-
posé of the whole case. It is a Dreyfus case over again, with all the
typical symptoms of such cases—especially in the fact that every
possible irrelevance has crept in, namely as to who acted well or 1l
under circumstances which have no bearing on the guilt of the two
men.

Criminal Law Courts are not the strongest point of this great
country.

Goodbye, Darling

Your loving Daddy

Monday August 22nd/1927
Plympton Camp

Caspian Lake—Greensboro’
Vermont

Darling North

It seems years and years since I wrote to you. But I have written
nearly half a book on Metaphysics this summer—and have not want-
ed to break my thoughts in any way. Anyhow I have now got nearly
9 !/2 chapters finished out of a projected plan of 20 or 25 chapters. I
am rather pleased with the result, so far.

Since August 15th I have been taking a complete holiday and at
last have got rid of the metaphysics buzzing round and round in my
head.

We have had a lovely time here: first, from June 25th to August
1st Mummy and myself quite alone, seeing the Mitchells about every
other day: then Francesca and Joy Greene and Jeffries Wyman—
young physiologist, age 26: and from August 15th Rosalind, Harry,
Francesca, and Katrine, and Jeffries. The scheme has worked to per-
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fection. I do wish you could see this place in its glory. Unfortunately
it is capable of putting up a succession (two to four) of rainy cold
days—these are the price to be paid for the wonderful air and vegeta-
tion, of the other days. Mummy has had two nasty little set backs—
not serious, but wanting care. First a few days of lumbago. How
caught, we don’t know. It gave way before diet, warmth, and the lo-
cal doctor—a nice young man, whom we were glad to get to know
and trust (within limits). Then a wretched girl came to dine with a
bad influenzic cold which Mummy caught from her. This has also
gone, and for three days she has been clear of it. Last night (Sunday)
we spent the evening at the Woodwards, and had supper there—ail
except Katrine who went to bed early, after a long walk. We go back
next Monday night, Aug. 29th, and, after changing luggage at the
flat, go on to the Greenes’ at the River House . . . for a week.

Term begins on Sept. 26th so we shall have nearly 3 weeks to set-
tle back in Radnor Hall. Then you come: Hurrah! We are counting
the days. Jessie’s trip to California has been a flaming success. The
second part of it—namely, staying at Berkeley for a month—is
equally successful with the climbing month. All the Sierra Club peo-
ple are entertaining her and taking her about. She arrives back on
Sept 8th. We have been delighted at your cablegram about the suc-
cess of the caravan. The family Whitehead has done well over its hol-
idays this year.

I am longing for a chat with you—about everything, philosophy,
science, and persons. We have heard from Phil Johnson: he enjoyed
his stay with you beyond measure—so much, that the rest of the trip
seems to be a slight letdown. He gave a flaming account of you all
i.e. Margot, Eric, You. We are very stirred over James Woods mar-
riage: next session, without him, will be rather desolate for us. We
have always consulted him about things, as they turned up.

I think that I have got my metaphysics into capital order now: I
have managed, to my own satisfaction at least, to make quite plain
where I agree and disagree with the big seventeenth century men, es-
pecially Descartes, Spinoza, John Locke, and (later) Hume. The up-
shot of my studies is to “boost up” John Locke, as the best of the lot
of them—not the most consistent. But self-consistency is not the
first requisite, though it is the final test. He denies fewer obvious
facts than do other people, and gets them about as consistently to-
gether as you can hope to do. Of course, I think that [ have im-
proved on him: it would be no fun writing metaphysics unless one
could do that. But I adopt his general view of the situation, prac-
tically in toto. He has one great merit: he knows a lot more than met-
aphysics.

The Greene children have been great dears—Katrine is suddenly
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starting into great beauty, of a rather stately character. But, as she is
only fourteen, the stateliness is more in promise than actuality. In-
cluding Jeffries they are the most charmingly well-bred, gay, young
things to have about. On Friday, we—i.e. excepting Rosalind and
Mummy—drove up to Lake Seymour, to lunch with the Hender-
sons in our old camp—a most successful expedition, in all about 110
miles: magnificent views, and a very lively argumentative discussion
with the Hendersons.

Goodbye and love to you all. Oct 2nd will soon come.

Your loving Daddy

603 Radnor Hall. Memorial Drive
Cambridge. Mass.
Nov.13. 1927

Darling North

We have enjoyed your letters—your visit has been a perfect suc-
cess and has made all the difference. It is difficult to believe that a
week could “weigh in” so effectively. Mummy is now really much
better. She went on improving slowly, but very slowly, and on a low
level of strength. Then suddenly one day, she woke up feeling really
vigorous—about a week ago. It is as though something—a clot, or
something in the lungs—has cleared up. She says that she seems to
have gone back to her old state of health about a year before her ill-
ness. Usually the colder weather has at first depressed her in
strength, but she seems to have been slightly stimulated by it. The
result is that we can look forward to the winter with less anxiety:
Mummy is really reacting in the way of gaining strength and resist-
ing power. The turn came as quickly as it did on that night at the
height of her illness. One reason—curiously enough—which led to
Mummy'’s recovery was a rather painful scene with Mark Barr. My
private opinion is that Mark is going to pieces—or rather, that for
years he has gone to pieces. I am very doubtful whether he will keep
his post at the Business School here. His habit of exploiting his
friendships, chiefly by way of borrowing but also in other ways, is
getting him into difficulties. Anyhow, he will have another chance.
But his vanity, and his habit of gaseously showing off in conversa-
tion, make him a bad colleague so far as I can judge from what I
hear. He was born to live in the smoking rooms of intellectual clubs
in London or New York.



331 Letters from Alfred North Whitehead

I suppose that Margot is in Germany now. It is just what she
wanted. How are you managing about Eric for this month? Of
course, he is at school most of the time. Have you any domestic ca-
pable of filling the bill when he comes home? Or is he sufficiently
grown up to look after himself for a few weeks? Mummy has had
delightful letters from the children—Roy and Sheila. We are just
longing to get to England, and see you all at home.

My material for the lectures is accumulating excellently. I really
think that I shall get hold of a proper detailed exposition of what I
mean. Things are opening out. My classes are going well. The semi-
nary on Friday nights has been the best that I have had in any year
over here. Three or four young doctors—neurologists and
psychologists—are coming, as well as the ordinary graduate stu-
dents: also the wives of two of them. One of the latter is about the
ablest of the whole seminary, and wrote a capital paper the other
day. After the formal seminary, the doctors and wives and the read-
ers of the papers stop and have chocolate and talk with us. Last Fri-
day they did not go till nearly twelve, after a vigorous discussion.

We are anxious about Phil Johnson. He is getting nervous, and
jumpy, and depressed. I do not think that it is primarily over his
work, though both Ralph Eaton and I had to tell him—
independently and without any concerted arrangement—that he was
not tackling it in the right way. But I do not think that that was the
root of the matter. Anyhow he has gone home to Cleveland, Ohio,
for this week end.

The Greenes are on the whole flourishing. Francesca is doing her
work excellently. She is a clever girl and works hard. Though how
she does it amid her other avocations is beyond my comprehension.
Anyhow she is in excellent spirits. We are looking forward to having
her in England with us. She is a sensible, well-bred, and decorative
young thing. Rosalind is in a better way, all round. She seems to
have got the better of her internal ailments, which are now, for the
time being, again latent. Also she is in good spirits—the only sign of
worry is that we are not so sure that Ernesta is quite as physically
well as she ought to be. Last Saturday—yesterday week—we dined
there, and stayed to watch a small dance that they gave. I see
Francesca every other day at my Raddliffe class.

Jessie is flourishing. She is joining the Apalachian club. This club is
a walking club which makes week-end expeditions among the Mas-
sachusetts’ hills. The Apallachian hills—I do not know how to spell
their name—are the most swagger set in the neighbourhood: hence
the name of the club. She wrote a paper for a Library Association
which is to be printed.
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Our Sunday evenings are going off in great style. Last Sunday’s
was one of the best that we have had.

I must stop now, as I want to write to James Woods and—if |
have any strength left—to Shirley.

Your loving Daddy

603 Radnor Hall
Memorial Drive
Cambridge, Mass.
March 7/28

Darling North

Mummy has not written this mail because she is in bed with a nas-
ty cold. It is running a perfectly normal course, and she is taking
great care of it. Also Taylor is looking after her. So there is no rea-
son to fear that it will play any tricks on her lungs. It is just a heavy
cold. Naturally it is disappointing because we wanted to get her
through the winter without one. I will send a wire when it is better.
She sends her dearest love to you all.

We were awfully pleased to get Margot’s letter, and to hear of the
brilliant success of the house. I am sure that the move is wise. Your
views on Adult Education at the working men’s College seem excel-
lent. I do not feel that I know enough to criticize. You are obviously
right in your general ideas. The real difficulty is to get the proper
balance of things in practice—having regard to the particular sort of
students, the sort of staff, and the various particular circumstances.
Nothing but commonsense, and a continual readiness to readjust can
tell you anything there. In reforming, one is rather apt to “lean over
backwards”, as they say here. I am glad that you are doing this job.
It is thoroughly interesting and very important. [ have never seen
any scheme for the improvement of the general state of life, that does
not presuppose a population more educated than mass of people ac-
tually are.

The Greenes are in trouble over illness: Rosalind has been in bed
for about a week or more—temperature, from some internal infec-
tion or other. Also Francesca for nearly a month with a pain in her
chest. I think that she overtired herself last term and at Xmas time;
and things are functioning badly through exhaustion and an attack of
grippe. They have been in the country in Mrs Lyman’s house—well
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looked after, in every luxury. They came back on Tuesday. But
Rosalind is still in bed. Francesca much better.

As to my own work, I am pegging away at the Gifford lectures. I
am rather pleased with the book. It will be stiff reading, and will
not—as I expect—please the philosophic world. But I have elabo-
rated my ideas into a new approach to philosophy.

It seems to me that this new way deals much less in abstractions
than does the old way. Philosophers seem to me to be playing about
with a “book” tradition, and not trying to express the fact directly
observed. I am trying to evolve one way of speaking which applies
equally to physics, physiology, psychology, and to our aesthetic ex-
periences. The ordinary philosophic abstractions won’t do this. My
private opinion is that in the last 150 years the chief ability of the
world has not gone into philosophy—perhaps wisely. Modern phi-
losophers are very analogous to English musicians: you can say lots
of nice things about us, but after all we are modern philosophers, or
English musicians, as the case may be.

Anyhow, all this is taking a lot of time, and really I am not think-
ing about anything else. We are just counting the days till we embark
on May 17. We can hardly bear to think of it. I reckon that we shall
have about three days with you before going up to Edinburgh. I start
lecturing there on June 1st and give ten lectures, every other day.

The session here has been going well. My classes have been the
largest I have had, and uncommonly nice men among them. Young
Americans are perfectly delightful pupils.

Dearest love to you all

Your loving Daddy

AMERICAN MERCHANT LINES
S.S. American Merchant
Wednesday. Sept 12. 1928

Darling North

Five days on a moderately rough sea have reduced me to a state of
complete idiocy. I suppose that it is the state ironically termed a
“rest-cure”. Neither of us actually succumbed: but from Saturday af-
ternoon up to yesterday, inclusive, we were both profoundly unhap-
py. Mummy managed to appear at all the meals—breakfast
excepted. But I secluded myself in the cabin. Yesterday we were bet-
ter, and today practically well. But bored with the ocean. It is chill,
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choppy weather, with gusts of rain occasionally. On the whole the
wind has dropped—but is freshening again. We are excellently
looked after. Our cabin-steward is a pet. He brings us our breakfast
at 7, or 7:15—and our hot water about 8:30. Also we like the deck-
steward. Mummy is really taking the voyage excellently—weather
permitting. There are a very quiet set of passengers. Our deck-chairs
are next to a nice American woman, who for some weeks was stay-
ing with English friends just outside Wimborne leaving on the Satur-
day before the Queen came.

When you left the boat, we had dinner almost immediately. Then
we watched the boat being towed out of the dock. We did not se-
riously start down the Thames till nearly midnight—when we were
in bed. But the lights in the docks were really beautiful. I see that our
speed 1s about 13.86 knots on a good day. You and Margot gave us a
beautiful time this summer. The children were more than all that we
had hoped for—pets. We have been thinking of you bobbing about
in the Champion. But I doubt if the sea is bad enough for your pur-
poses, though it is too violent for ours. By the bye, after the Albert
Docks, the only land I saw was Start Point in Devonshire. The
weather was misty, and we have had a lot of fog-horn going.

This letter discloses the utter blankness of my mind. I am, as at
present advised, all for a static world. Damn the flux of things with
its rockiness. I will finish the letter when we are near New York.

Saturday. Sept.15 11:00 A.M.

We are both well—with good sea-legs—no “swell” on the ocean to
speak of—a mild following wind—warmish. We are to arrive at
New York at 3 .M (standard time) on Monday, according to the of-
ficial notice. By these summary notes, you will infer that things have
considerably cleared up since Wednesday. But not all at once. For
my fears of the wind freshening were completely verified, and by
midnight on Wednesday there was a mild gale. We were not sea-
sick—but tired and headachy throughout Thursday—the sea and
wind remaining very unpleasant. The whole boat was very unhappy.
But yesterday things mended—also the Captain, after hesitating be-
tween New York on Tuesday morning with reduced speed and
Monday afternoon with increased speed, elected for the latter, as I
prophesied he would, having regard to the many advantages of
punctuality.

The passengers going West are a much more depressed set than
those going East. The latter had their holiday in front and were in
high spirits—this lot are tired out, and going back to work. But they
are a pleasant set of people.
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We shall take the night train to Boston. There is no train between
4:00 P.M (standard time) and 11 P.M. We cannot catch the former, ex-
cept by a miracle touching the hearts of the American customhouse
officers. We shall get to Boston at 5:50 A.M (Standard) i.e. 6:50
(Daylight)—and have breakfast at home. I shall try to get a thermos
flask at the Grand Central Station, so that we can have some hot cof-
fee before getting up in the train. We can board the train in New
York at 9 p.M (Standard). We shall do this and try to get some rest. If
possible, we shall get a compartment and do the journey in comfort.

I will add a final note on Sunday evening. Goodbye and love for
the present.

Sunday. Sept 16. 8:45 P.M.

We have just seen the Nantucket lightship. So at last we are across
the ocean.

Today has been the most lovely day that [ have ever seen on the
Atlantic. We might have been on the Mediterranean. The ship has
cheered up wonderfully. We shall probably reach New York ahead
of our time, and may catch an afternoon train to Boston.

Dearest love to Margot, the children and you

Your loving Daddy

603 Radnor Hall
984 Memorial Drive
Cambridge. Mass
Dec. 23. 1928

Darling North

My dearest, dearest love to you for your birthday—and for the
New Year—and to Margot and the children. Today is the first day
of the Christmas recess. This last term has been the greatest tax on
my imagination that I have ever had—not the most tiring physically.
But [ have been making the final draft of my Giffords—and having
to keep the whole scheme of thought in my head, so as to get all the
points written up in order. The title will be “Process and Reality: An
Essay in Cosmology”. It is an attempt to revive speculative philoso-



336 APPENDIX B

phy. This effort and the lectures have driven every other form of
composition—even letters—out of my head. But now that lecturing
is over, some sense of freedom has come. So much to explain my si-
lence.

We have been anxious about Margot, and your letter telling us
that the X-rays showed no ulcers was a great relief. Give her my
dearest love and sympathy and “happy new-years”. Also thank Roy
for his letter to me. I liked it so much.

Mummy has got through the term really very well. She has to rest
a great deal: but she does rest, and yet also accomplishes a very active
life. So though in a sense she is weaker for her illness of two years
ago, on the whole she seems better than at any time since we landed
here—indeed since the stress of the war.

For example, yesterday in the morning she was busy preparing for
Xmas. At 11:30 she drove over to Brookline for Jeff. Wyman’s mar-
riage to Ann Cabot, (where I joined her at 1:20 after my lectures). At
2:15 we were back home and Mummy rested: at 4:30 the Master of
Balliol came in for an hour’s chat or an hour and a half: we had din-
ner quietly together—]Jessie away for the weekend with the Forbes
family—: at 8 pm. Dr Edsall came in and stayed till 11 .M.

It was an active day because Lindsay and Edsall both were talking
seriously. Of course physically she was sitting quietly after 2:30. But
the morning’s work and the wedding were a good deal. So on the
whole, I am very pleased with the way in which she is getting
through the winter. But she wants care.

We are all in great anxiety over Francesca’s illness—horribly
frightened. Poor Rosalind and Francesca cooped up in that remote
corner of France, away from everyone: It will not bear thinking
about. Also the poor child seems in a good deal of pain for the last
month. But we are assured that everything is going well: so we must
hope for the best. It seems to me to have been a sad error of judge-
ment on the part of poor Harry Greene, to have taken them over.
The most perfect arrangements could have been made here, without
all this separation. But of course—not being a doctor—my opinion
is not grounded on any real knowledge.

I congratulate you on the success of the year. It was rather a crit-
ical occasion. It is no use telling people about the importance of sci-
entific technology unless the goods are produced. But it is so easy to
have an initial run of ill-luck. No one can foresee exactly how well a
apparatus will work. Our Governing set—higher civil servants and
statesmen—are such appalling dunderheads about science. My belief
is that all the American disorder in governmental affairs + a tech-
nologist like Hoover at the top is probably a much better and safer
form of Government than our men with literary training + complete
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indifference/ignorance* as to the scientific possibilities in the future.
I incline to believe that in education we are barking up the wrong
tree—and are producing charming people, who are in truth incapable
of coping with modern conditions—museum specimens of interest-
ing antiquities, in fact.

What a gale you had—Lindsay tells us that half the best elms in the
Christchurch meadows at Oxford have been blown down.

My class of graduate students for this year have been a nice lot—
we are having an assembly of eighteen for Christmas Eve—after half
of them from the Pacific Coast. Goodbye darling

Your loving Daddy

Lake Caspian
Greensboro’
Vermont
August 12th/29

Darling North

At last I have got through with my Gifford Lectures—final proofs
corrected, Index printed, and the last corrections put in. It is the big-
gest piece of imaginative work which I have attempted, and has been
a great strain, especially for the last year. Whether it will be a success
I cannot have any idea. It is rather an ambitious book, of the sort
which may be a dead failure. We post the last package tomorrow.

Mummy has been a lot rested here—enjoying it immensely.
Though the occasional thundery weather upsets her at times. We are
very quiet here at the moment—George Morgan being away for ten
days. He comes back tomorrow. He is a nice young man, aged
twenty three—working very hard at his thesis for his Ph.D. He is
with us for the whole summer.

We think of you all caravaning in Cornwall. I cannot tell you how
pleased we are at the good news you have been sending us about the
family, including Margot and yourself. Do not overdo yourselves.
Remember that—as Mummy has told you—we want Miss Whyte to
stay with you over next year, including next summer. We can quite
well afford it, and there must be no hesitation about it. Then next

*[In the original letter, Whitehead interlineated “indifference” above “ignorance.”—

Ed.]



338 APPENDIX B

year we will have a wonderful time in England with you somewhere
in the country, and the burden of the children as to details will be
taken off Margot.

Mummy has had a good many worries. First, with regard to the
Greenes. It is horrible to think of Rosalind and the children exiled in
that small hospital in the Pyrennees. (I never can spell that word).
Also Ralph Eaton and Hortense have separated, and both of them
poured out their troubles to her for many months, with finally a
grand climax in June. My sympathies are all with Ralph, but I am
afraid that his life has demoralized him and that he will not settle
down again to teaching philosophy.

But our great consolation and joy is the bungalow which we are
building at the foot of the Blue Hills. I do not think that you have
seen the country on that side of Boston—south of the Town. This is
easily the best scenery in the neighbourhood. The Hills are a public
“Reservation”, which extends for miles. Our bungalow is on a big
private estate just at the foot of the Blue Hills. The whole district is
held by a few wealthy Boston families—so we shall not be troubled
by building developments.

It will make all the difference to Mummy’s health. Vermont is too
cold for us, and rather far. We want a place where we can go in the
Easter Vacation, and in June and September. Probably we shall only
come up here in August. We shall not own the Bungalow. The land-
lord, Mrs Barthol, is building it according to Mummy’s design and
charging us the rent based on the cost. It is exactly 14 miles from
Radnor Hall. We shall have two bedrooms maid’s bedroom, large
living room, a porch, and a study, + kitchen and bathrooms. I have
been rather anxious about Vermont, and wondering where we ought
to go. This completely solves the difficulty.

On the whole Mummy has now quite got rid of the effects of her
illness two years ago, when you and Margot were here. Her chest
seems to me to be quite normal again, and her heart to be about as
usual—easily deranged, but recovering quickly. She rests more than
she used to, but gets through a surprising number of things during
the week.

Jessie is having an orgy of climbing this summer—first with the
Sierra Club in northern California, and then with a Boston club in
the Canadian Rockies. They are going to climb Mount Robson,
which is the crack peak of the Rockies. She is making a reputation as
a mountaineer.

We have been very intrigued over your Russian Engineer. I hope
that his designs are worth the trouble to you. He seems an equal
mixture of genius, fool, and charlatan.

[ wonder how your new First Lord of the Admiralty is getting on.
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I see that he has been a working engineer—so he probably know(s]
something of his job. So far I feel very pleased with the new Govern-
ment. They have certainly made a good impression over here.

I am calling my new book Process and Reality. Also a little book of
three lectures given at Princeton is coming out at the same time, The
Function of Reason. I will tell the publishers to send you copies.

Did Mummy tell you that Roger Pierce’s father died, and left all
his money (about 35,0008 a year) to the Philosophy Department at
Harvard. I am sorry for Roger. About half of the income left to
Roger would have done more good in way of happiness. Anyhow
the poor boy is very depressed.

I shall start writing letters again now that I have got this book off
my chest. By the bye, Shirley will be here on Sept 23 or 24—for
three weeks. I am looking forward to seeing her. There is an air of
preposterousness in the thought of her impact on Boston.

Goodbye dearest, and love to you all

Your loving Daddy

603 Radnor Hall
984 Memorial Drive
Cambridge Mass. Nov 4/29

Darling North

Everything is reasonably well here. Mummy’s health is most satis-
factory. She can now undertake occasional fatigues and rest herself in
a very short time. For example, last week on Wednesday morning
we went to New York [9:00 A.M. to 2:50 P.M].* I had to be British
Delegate at some ceremony of Columbia University—rather a dud
affair, but that is “another tale”. We stayed in our hotel mostly, for
the days were cold and wet. But, even then, Mummy dined with the
Wesley Mitchells’ [the political economist and family, whom we are
next to in Vermont]t at 6:30, back about 10:30. I had to be at a pub-
lic dinner. Next morning we were tired out. But at 12:50, after
lunch, we drove to the University for a big function, and returned at
s:30 .M. We got into our sleeping car at 10:15 P.M at the Grand
Central Terminus, started at 12:30 AM and had breakfast at home at

*Whitehead’s brackets.
tWhitehead’s brackets.
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7:15 A.M on Friday. Now there was nothing very tiring in all this,
for we took things very quietly. But it is the sort of thing to collapse
anyone who has any serious weakness. But Mummy was quite fit on
Friday. She drove out (14 miles) to our new Bungalow to superin-
tend the building details in the afternoon, paid a visit to an intimate
in Boston, and from 9:30-10:30 P.M. chatted to my pupils after their
Seminary sitting here. Again there is nothing very fatiguing in all
this, because no physical exertion involved. But it is the sort of thing
which is impossible to anyone suffering from sheer exhausting weak-
ness. Mummy also feels much better in herself. So altogether I am
very relieved at her state of health. I am telling you all this in detail,
because it is the only way of letting you know the exact situation out
here. It is difficult sometimes to know how Mummy is, because she
can run for a time on strength of will and nervous energy. But the
absence of bad relapses and a fairly high level—of course with
rests—show a real gain. She has really thrown off her illness.

The new bungalow is shaping for a great success. It is exactly
what we want. Vermont is too cold for us and too far. Most country
farmhouses—deserted and made over for visitors—are too isolated
and with casual neighbours with whom we have nothing in com-
mon. This bungalow is on a large estate of woodlands and meadow,
running up to a large “reserved” forest, forming a State Park kept for
its beauty. There are three houses quite near, one of them the big
house of the estate, and all of them inhabited by quiet nice Boston
people. There are plenty of respectable men working on the estate.
Yet in our meadow, we merely look out on meadows and wood-
land. Altogether it is ideal. The owner is ideal. She has simply told
Mummy to build any sort of house she likes, and we to pay rent at
8% of the cost. Also we have the whole of the little meadow and its
surrounding copses and trees for our use—about 2 /2 acres I should
say. It is practically useless as grazing land, a hard layer of sandstone
with some sour earth on the top. But it has a very pretty growth of
long straggling grass and wild flowers. We face west and enter from
the east. On the north we are bounded by a little stream which runs
dry in the summer: and on the south by a hedge, with silver birch
trees along it. [See Whitchead’s sketches, pages 342-43.] Also paral-
lel to the hedge, and just south of the house, there is a sudden rise of
about 3 feet in the meadow, forming a nice quarterdeck running
along the hedge on its north side. I enclose a diagram of the neigh-
bourhood and of the ground plan of the house. All our neighbours
are cousins of each other, viz. Philip Cabot who arranged the whole
scheme, Dr and Mrs Barthol (our landlords), and the Eustaces’ on
the next estate. The whole district for some miles is owned—as a
summer and autumn playground—by a group of Boston families.
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We are therefore secure from the building of a speculative character.
We have a great scheme for Margot and you and the three children
coming over one summer, e.g. 1931, and we can all put up in the
bungalow by the aid of the Porch, and the Dining room, turned into
bedrooms. We can house a motor in Philip Cabot’s barn.

You ought to have got a copy of my book by this time—Process
and Reality. It represents what I can make of the world in general.
But I do not expect a good reception from professional philosophers.
It deserts the ordinary ways of putting things at the present moment.
Also it is more speculative than philosophy in the recent past. In my
opinion philosophers have been running into funkholes and so the
subject has lost all interest.

I was very sorry to see that F.E. Smith has resigned from the Ad-
miralty. s it not rather a blow to the progress of your department?
The new arrangement has a little puzzled me. Perhaps it only repre-
sents a short transition period.

I don’t feel much trust in your Russian friend. It seems as though
he might be concealing a good deal of trickery under the mask of
buffoonery. That is my solution of the “Edgar Wallace” aspect of the
incident.

We are already thinking of our passages for next summer. We shall
arrive about July 1st and leave about Sept 12th. The Oxford Philo-
sophical Conference is from Sept 1st to Sept 6th.

Dearest love to you all—Margot, and Eric, and the children at
School. We are always thinking of you all.

Your loving Daddy
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APPENDIX C

Letter to Charles Hartshorne

The following letter was published in part in George L. Kline, ed.,
Alfred North Whitehead: Essays on His Philosophy (1963; Lanham, Md.:
University Press of America, 1989). Through Professor Kline’s
courtesy it is now published in full, with the permission of Charles
Hartshorne.

504 Radnor Drive
784 Memorial Drive
Cambridge, Mass.
Jan. 2nd, 1936

Dear Hartshorne

First, I want to tell you how touched and pleased Evelyn and I
have been by the presentation of the volume of Philosophical Essays,
in anticipation of my 7sth Birthday. It was a wonderful experience.

Of course I have glanced through the contents, and now I am
slowly studying the individual essays, before expressing myself to
the contributors. I have just finished a second careful perusal of your
essay.

My general impression of the whole book, together with my
knowledge of the individual contributors, confirms my longstanding
belief that in the oncoming generation America will be the centre of
worthwhile philosophy. European philosophy has gone dry, and
cannot make any worthwhile use of the results of nineteenth century
scholarship. It is in chains to the sanctified presuppositions derived
from later Greek thought. It is in much the same position as medi-
aeval scholasticism in the year 1400 A.D.

My belief is that the effective founders of the American Renais-
sance are Charles Peirce and William James. Of these men, W_]. is
the analogue to Plato, and C.P. to Aristotle, though the time-order
does not correspond, and the analogy must not be pressed too far.
Have you read Ralph Perry’s book (2 vols.) on James? It is a wonder-
ful disclosure of the living repercussions of late 19th century thought
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on a sensitive genius. It is reminiscent of the Platonic Dialogues.
W.].’s pragmatic descendants have been doing their best to trivialize
his meanings in the notions of Radical Empiricism, Pragmatism, Ra-
tionalization. But I admit W.J. was weak on Rationalization. Also,
he expressed himself by the dangerous method of over-statement.

Now as to your recent work. Very naturally I have been im-
mensely interested in it. Your article in the Philosophical Review
(July, 1935) gets to the heart of what I have been endeavouring to
say, in the most masterly manner. Of course a short article omits
whole topics which require elaboration. But you do get hold of the
principles of approach, apart from which all my recent writings since
1924 are a mere mass of confusion. Of course, [ fully realize that in
the development of these principles there is room for grave diver-
gence and much discussion.

Your essay in “Philosophical Essays” on “The Compound Individ-
ual” is most important, both in its explanation of relationships to the
Philosophical Tradition and in its development of the new approach
as it has gradually emerged in the last 5o years.

Finally there is your book “The Philosophy and Psychology of
Sensation”. It entranced me by its development of the result of a
novelty of approach to questions buried under the faulty presupposi-
tions of traditional thought.

I do hope that you have more work on hand.

There is one point as to which you—and everyone—misconstrues
me—obviously my usual faults of exposition are to blame. I mean
my doctrine of eternal objects. It is a first endeavour to get beyond the
absurd simple-mindedness of the traditional treatment of Universals.

As to the loci where I have treated the doctrine, of the chapter on
“Abstraction” in Science and the Modern World, and in “Process and
Reality”, indexed under the headings “Eternal Object”, “Form”, “Sen-
sum”, “Pattern”.

The points to notice are

(1) that “Et. Obj.” are the carriers of potentiality into realization;
and

(11) that they thereby carry mentality into matter of fact; and

(111) that no eternal object in any finite realization can exhibit the
full potentialities of its nature. It has an individual essence—whereby
it is the same eternal object on diverse occasions, and it has a rela-
tional essence whereby it has an infinitude of modes of entry into re-
alization. But realization introduces finitude (in Spinoza’s sense),
with the extension of the infinitude of incompatibles in the relational
essence.

(iv) The relational essence of each “Etern. Obj.” involves its (po-
tential) interconnections with all other eternal objects. The traditional
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doctrine of the absolute isolation of universals is as great a (tacit) er-
ror, as the isolation of primary substances. The realization of the
“compound individual” involves a finite realization of a complete
pattern of eternal objects. The absolute abstraction of eternal objects
from each other is an analogous error to their abstraction from some
mode of realization, and to the abstraction of res verae from each oth-
er.
(v) The simple-minded way in which traditional philosophy—e.g.
Hume, Bradley, etc.—has treated universals is the root of all evils.
This is the great merit of the “Gestalt” people.

I am afraid I have bored you—But this letter is a measure of my
interest in your work.
Sincerely yrs

Alfred North Whitehead
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“On Mathematical Concepts of the
Material World,” 14, 95, 114, 267

Ontological principle, of W, 231
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Philosophy of Whitehead
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and Scientific, The, 44n, 47n, 90,
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tionalist doctrine of, 238; and W
on prehension, 174; and W on
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Perceptual objects, 116, 129
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Perishing, 227, 230, 244, 246, 248,
249, 266, 270—71

Perry, Ralph Barton, 132, 142, 149,
150, 304, 327, 345—46
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“Philosophical Aspect of the Princi-
ple of Relativity, The,” 91, 124

Philosophy, W’s view of, 48, 167,
224; “book” tradition vs. ob-
served facts in, 223, 333; and
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state of, 252, 341, 345; and de-
mocracy, 262; and mathematical
education, §4—55; and polemic,
91; as short subject, 206, 326; vs.
Wittgenstein, 278
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108; and mathematical study,
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sell, 20, 21, §4—55, 100, 101—2,
103, 104, 145, 204—S, 238-39,
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physics, 110-18; and philosophy
of nature, 170, 172; and rela-
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Place of Classics in the English
Educational System, 78-80

Principia Mathematica: and class theo-
ry of perceptual objects, 129; and
Hawtrey, 11n; and Langer, 148;
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SACCO-VANZETTI TRIAL, 328

Sanger, Charles, 82

Santayana, George, 132, 208, 230
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Skinner, B. F., 255

Smith, Logan Pearsall, 19

Smith, Norman Kemp, 90, 220,
228, 250

Smith, Perry Dunlap, 67

Social sciences, §sn, 167

Society of occasions, 233
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ogy, 95—99, 106, 108; and exten-
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Strachey, Lytton, 22
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Supersession, 205, 228
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La,” 15, 16, 17, 94, 95, 102
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“Time” (paper), 204—5, 226, 228,
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“Time, Space, and Material: Are
They, and If So in What Sense,
the Ultimate Data of Science?”
110—-11
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Tuppan, Marjorie, 137, 285, 287
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W’s view of, 281-82, 2900—91,
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Universal Algebra, 43

Universals, and eternal objects, 163,
346

“Universities and Their Function,”
68
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history of science, 72; in Univer-
sity of London, 6-7, 71; W at, 6—
12, 27; T. North at, 18

University of California at Berkeley,
W invited to, 151—52
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fer, 85; women’s degrees from,
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71-75, 77, 78, 94—95, 108; W'’s
lecture at, 158
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at, 207-8, 211, 239
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Unwin, Stanley, 274
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Watkins, Fredrick M., 255
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Wedgwood, Helen (later Mrs. H. B.
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Weiss, Paul, 257
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Wheeler, William Morton, 133

Whitehead, Alfred (father), 43, 208

Whitehead, Alfred North: and busi-
ness activities, 179; death of, 262;
on family life, 153; feelings of,
189; honors received, 254, 261—
62; illnesses of, 12, 30, 153, 220,
302, 327; Macmillan file on, 160,
161; papers of, 93, 276; and re-
ligion, 188; writing style of, 57—
58, 211. See also Educational
views of Whitehead; Harvard
years of Whitehead; London
years of Whitehead; Philosophy
of Whitehead; Principia Mathe-
matica; and other specific works and
fields of study

—intellectual virtues of, 256;
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cussion, 79 and n, 91, 178; com-
promise and reconciliation, 37,
167
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144; humility, 257; lack of self-
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luncheon habits, 82; patriotism,
58—59; reticence, 172; self-
controlled and reasonable, 151

Whitehead, Charles (brother), 251
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death of, 34, 61, 84, 188, 189,
196, 200, 227, 248, 262, 270, 271;
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188; Principles of Natural Know!l-
edge dedicated to, 270

Whitehead, Eric Alfred North
(grandson), 250—51, 299, 300,
331, 341

Whitehead, Evelyn (wife), 262; and
arts/aesthetic experience, 64, 169,
199; in Athenaeum, 251; and
Borough Polytechnic, 77; and
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Eric’s death, 151, 188, 189, 196,
248; and “God and Mammon”
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304, 306, 314, 318, 320, 323,
324-25, 327, 329, 330, 332, 336,
338, 339—40; and London, 2; and
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and Sarsen Land, 21-24; and
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and W’s sister, 251; and World
War I, 28-29, 30, 33
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138; advice on titles, 158; fi-
nances, 23—24, 81; homes, 2, 21,
24, 80, 138—39; Macmillan nego-
tiation, 179
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150—51; Russell, 18—19, 34-3s5,
36, 39—40; the Schusters, 81;
Gertrude Stein, 29, 30

Whitehead, Henry (brother), 28,
194-95

Whitehead, Jessie (daughter), 2, 18,
33, 34, 81—82; on Bergson, 177;

in Creation play, 22; lunches with
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America, 136, 139, 152, 153, 305,
306, 312, 314—15; in United
States, 153, 316, 319, 320, 323,
327, 329, 331, 336, 338; and W’s
letters, 279; and W’s view of re-
ligion, 188
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Whitehead, Margot (wife of T.
North), 63, 81, 152, 279; men-
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281, 288, 290, 293, 297, 300, 304,
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W’s letters to (text), 285—88, 299,
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Whitehead, Sarah Buckmaster
(mother), 86-87

Whitehead, Shirley (sister), 251, 339

Whitehead, T. North (son), 2, 18,
34; and Alan Beeton, 23; book
by, 206; career of, 82, 316—17,
324; in Creation play, 22; as edu-
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of, 81; move to Cambridge, 261;
and religion, 188; and Russell, 35;
and W on scientific education, 84,
and W’s letters, 279; W'’s letters
to, 136, 137, 140, 144, 146, 153,
159—60, 183, 186, 206, 221, 222—
23, 251—52; W’s letters to (text),
280-85, 288—98, 300-314, 316—
41;in World War I, 27, 28—29,
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Whittaker, J. M., 249—50

Whyte, Miss, 337

Williams, Donald C., 256-57
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Wilson, E. B., 133

Wilson, E. Bright, Jr., 255

Wittgenstein, Ludwig, 38, 80, 258,
274-75, 276, 27778

Wolfson, H. A., 149

Woods, James Haughton, 132, 135—
36, 137-38, 141, 142, 149, I15I;
and Buddhism, 195; mentioned
in W’s letters, 283, 284, 285, 304,
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259; W’s letter to, 148; and W’s
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81-82; North Whitehead in, 27,
28, 29, 30, 32—33, 35; and W on
religion, 188, 271; and W’s pa-
triotism, §8—59; and W’s writing

style, 211

Work, W on, 56
Wyman, Jeffries, 328, 330, 336
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and Russell, 27, 28, 35—40; death
of Eric Whitehead in, 34, 61, 84,
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Youmans, EDWARD, 67
Young, Geoffrey, 322



Victor Lowe, widely recognized as the preeminent authority on the life
and work of Alfred North Whitehead, died in 1988, his two-volume
Whitehead biography not quite completed. He was Emeritus Professor
of Philosophy at the Johns Hopkins University. Volume II of the biog-
raphy was edited and seen through publication by J. B. Schneewind,
chairman of the Philosophy Department at Johns Hopkins.
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