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This is an examination of Alfred North Whitehead’ s organic process cosmology in relation to Immanuel Kant’s critical philosophy on the similar or opposite methods and ways of their philosophy. This will give us a clue to understand properly their thoughts. Whitehead’s process cosmology is influenced by the critical philosophy of Kant. Therefore, his view comprises generally the essence of traditional European philosophy, while taking somewhat over Kant in its methods of thinking and raising issues. It is suggested that approaching to an understanding of Kant through Whitehead would be to clarify another important aspect of Kant escaped our notice.
1. The philosophy of organism as the inversion of Kantian philosophy
Whitehead is in clear contrast to Kant in terms of the methods and ways of philosophical thought. The Critique of Pure Reason describes the process by which subjective data passes into the appearance of an object world. In this regards, Whitehead states that “for Kant, the world emerges from the subject；for the philosophy of organism, the subject emerges from the world-a　superject rather than a subject”　(P.R.88).Thus for Kant the process whereby there is experience is a process from subjectivity to apparent objectivity. This leads to the notion that the philosophy of organism is the inversion of Kant’s doctrine. Since the philosophy of organism explains “the process as proceeding from objectivity to subjectivity, that is to say, from the objectivity whereby the external world is a datum, to the subjectivity, whereby there is one individual experience”(ibid,156). Whitehead’s view of Kant therefore, implies that his organic philosophy is the “inversion, correction, and culmination of Kant’s critic” (W.C.10). In this connection, Whitehead says that “Kant, the great philosopher who first, fully and explicitly, introduced into philosophy the conception of an act of experience as a constructive functioning, transforming from subjectivity to objectivity, or objectivity into subjectivity”(P.R.156). Indeed, human reason has two-sidedness on logical ground in which it transforms from subjectivity to objectivity, and from objectivity to subjectivity in both ways. 
Kant’s transcendental realm determines the necessary form-but only the form-of all possible experience.in which it has the structure of ‘subjectivity’. That is to say, 'the self 'is viewed as an ultimate and unconditioned existence, antecedent to experience and creatively generative of it. Since, in the development of the augments of the deduction, the self is described as coming to consciousness of its permanence through reflection upon the constancy of its synthetic activities. In this way, Kant argues the conditions by which possibility and necessity of knowledge can be realized. In fact, he maintained that human knowledge originates out of two branches, ‘sensibility’, through which objects are given to us; and ‘understanding’, through which objects are ’thought’. Hence Kant’s notion of the a priori was the decisive answer both to the empty speculations of metaphysics and to Hume’s skeptical objection against the empiricist attempts to provide a foundation of science.
We are justified, I think, in saying that Kant was the first in modern times to raise the problem of awareness and of the conditions of its possibility. Indeed, it was Kant who made self-conscious determination the cognitive form of the objective world. Though Descartes was constantly speaking of consciousness, he defines it in merely negative terms. It should be noted that the transcendental exposition of Kant in the possibility of experience presupposes the existing reality of fact. From the point of Kant’ view, the ultimate ground of the possibility of consciousness, and therefore, of empirical self-consciousness (Ich denke) is the transcendental unity of apperception(1),resulting in knowledge. 
Eventually, Kant’s transcendental doctrine has the structure of subjectivity. And it takes on the form of the ’I’ in the transcendental unity of apperception. He asserts that the categories express the minimum of unity necessary for the apperception. Thus Kant’s categories of understanding are universal and intrinsic to the mind. However, Whitehead’s categories are not imposed by the mind. Instead, they are immanent to the ‘data’-the event or actual occasions-out of which they arise by a process of abstraction. Apperception precedes experience due to a priori condition. Thus the transcendental unity of apperception synthetically unifies the manifold of the given representations into an objective unity, thereby constituting what Kant calls ‘experience’. In this way, the form of experience is grounded a priori in the understanding. Experience is possible, however, only in relation to the manifold given by intuition. In short, Kant’s contribution to philosophy was that he adopted the subjective principle, and rejected the sensationalist principle (P.R.157).The former is, that the datum in the act of experience can be adequately analyzed purely in terms of universal. The latter primary activity of experience is the bare subjective entertainment of the datum (ibid).
There is an important difference between Kant’s transcendental argument and Whitehead’ organic cosmology. In a word Whitehead tried to convert Kant from merely formal conditions of possibility to concrete conditions of actualization. Since for Whitehead, in contrast to Kant, it is genetic and productive with actual experience, though Kant’s attitude is legislative and juridical. Whitehead says,” It is a complete mistake to ask how concrete particular fact can be built up out of universal” (P.R.21).
(1)In A 129,it is argued that as we prescribe a priori rules to which all experience must conform, those rules cannot be derived from experience, but must precede and condition it, and can do so only as originating from ourselves. 
2. Organization of thought
For Whitehead, in the existing real world the dynamic activities are conceived before sense-awareness is given to us. Actual entities-also termed actual occasions-are the final real things of which the world is made. There is no going behind actual entities to find anything more real (P.R.18).It resembles more monads(1). Each actual entity is conceived as an act of experience arising out of data. It is a process of ’feeling’ the many data, so as to absorb them into the unity of one individual satisfaction. Whitehead argues that an actual entity considered in reference to the publicity of things is a ’superject’; namely it arises from the publicity which it finds, and it adds to the publicity it transmits (P.R.289). In the organic theory, it is not the ‘substance` which is permanent, but ‘form`. Form suffers changing relations; actual entities perpetually perish’ subjectively, but are immortal objectively. In other words, actuality in perishing acquires objectivity, while it loses subjective immediacy (P.R.29). That is to say, subject constitutes itself in and through its experience; and there upon it perishes, entering into the objective immortality of being a datum for other experience of other subjects. 
In this way, he identifies entities with processes, which at once become and thereby perish. This teaching means the abolishment of the ontological privileging of human beings over all subjectivities. Hence Whitehead sees subjectivity as embedded in the world. This doctrine seems to be quite fresh and unique in the history of Western philosophy. Here it is important to the metaphysical doctrine of the philosophy of organism that the notion of an actual entity as the unchanging subject of change is completely abandoned. In short, an actual entity is at once the subject experiencing and the superject of its experience. This denial directly contradicts Kant’s’ First analogy of Experience (2).
It is summarized as follows; Whitehead maintains that the real world where we are living is the real potentiality, which is conditioned by the data provided by the actual world. This datum which is the primary phase in the process constituting an actual entity, is nothing else than the actual world itself in its character of possibility for the process of being felt. Thus behind each occasions of our daily experiences, the process of actualization is functioning. Whitehead begins his thought from real experiences of human beings with high capabilities of recognition, when he considers concrete things. For Whitehead, experience or subject aspects of experience are the definite things,namely a clue to get actual entities which are the modes of tangible existence. In this way, potentiality has passed into realization. They are complete and determinate matters of fact, lacking of all indecision. However, eternal objects involve in their own nature indecision. It is like all entities, potential for the process of becoming. Their ‘ingression’ expresses the definiteness of actuality in question. 
(1) Whitehead asserts that ”each monadic creature is a mode of the process of feeling the world, of housing the world in one unit of complex feeling, in every determinate. Such a unit is an actual occasion; it is the ultimate creature derivative from the creative process” (P.R.80).
(2)First Analogy-As in the second edition: In all changes of appearance substance is permanent; its quantum in nature neither increases nor diminishes.
3．Ontological discussions
The philosophy of organism is closely associated with Spinoza’s scheme of thought. But it differs by the abandonment of the subject-predicate forms of thought, so far as concerns the presupposition that this form is a direct embodiment of the ultimate characterization of the fact. The result is that the ‘substance-quality’ concept is avoided and morphological description is replaced by description of dynamic process. The coherence is the discovery that the process, or ‘concrescence’, of any one actual entity involves the other actual entities among its component. This new idea is termed ’reformed subjectivist principle’ which can explain the obvious solidarity of the world. Namely, new type of relations is to be established as “subject –subject” (P.R.29). 
Whitehead deconstructs the history of philosophy as either not allowing or not having gone enough in reversing any paradigm of thought which avoids the fundamental creativeness of the universe (R.Faber).　In all philosophical theories, there is ultimate which is actual in virtue of its accidents. Yet in Whitehead’ philosophy, an ultimate notion or metaphysical principle is termed ‘creativity’. In monistic philosophies, Spinoza’s or absolute idealism, this ultimate is God, who is also equivalently termed ‘Absolute’. However, according to Whitehead’ view, one side makes process ultimate, the other side makes fact ultimate (P.R.7). An actual entity is a novel entity diverse from any entity in the ‘many’ which it unifies. The term ‘many’ presupposes the term ‘one’, and the term ‘one’ presupposes the term ‘many’. So term ‘many’ conveys the notion of ‘disjunctive diversity’; this notion is an essential element in the concept of ‘being’. Thus “the many becomes one and are increased by one” (P.R.21). And this category of the ultimate replaces Aristotle’s category of ’primary substance (ibid.). For Whitehead, the ontological principle means that actual entities are the only reason. Hence, he says, ”The ontological principle can be summarized as; no actual entity, then no reason” (P.R.19).
As regards this question in which how does the new enter into the world, Kant does not explicitly value the new (W.C.72). Instead, he makes such thinkable for the first the criticism shifting the focus of philosophy from question of essence (“what is it”?) to question of manner (“how is it possible”?) (ibid). While Whitehead deplores the way in which Kant shifts the focus of philosophy from ontological question to epistemological ones, first time in the history of philosophy. Although Kant’s shift of methodology may lead to an evident criticism of his critical philosophy, it should be noted that diversity is always preserved in his transcendental principle. According to S.Shaviro, this will open a place for potentiality (ibid.72). 
Obviously, human reason is deeply associated with process. Thus it is well known that the fundamental characteristic of human reason constitutes a frame of Western philosophy. For example, we usually plan, formulate, and conclude the philosophical consideration depending on reason. That is why Kant’s Critique is required. And also in European traditional thought, it has been considered that reason (logos) alone constitutes a ground of reason itself. It means that reason takes in its ground inside and stands the position of subject with identity as causa-sui. It is suggested that this notion leads to all the troubles of philosophy. Although aesthetics which accepts materials of recognition, and reason which considers voluntary in Kantian critical doctrine of teaching, are indispensable components, however they are the different sources of origin. And they have complementary relationship mutually and make it possible to establish a possibility of experience. In fact, general method proper to Kant’s transcendental inquiry sets out to ‘isolate’ the specific faculty of the mind (‘I think’) in order to find its pure components and its pure employment. In the Critique of Pure Reason, sensibility had first to be ‘isolated’ from all contribution of understanding as well as from all reference to sensation. The result is a priori forms of our ‘sensible intuition’ or diversity of the given (i.e., with those components of our knowledge that are neither intellectual nor materially empirical).Kant describes the task of the transcendental logic in analogous methodological terms. Herein we have to isolate the understanding and focus on that part of our thinking activity which has its origin exclusively in the understanding. In this way, diversity is always preserved under what Kant calls ‘transcendental unity of apperception’. That means Kant rejects Cartesian ego as substantial entity in the same manner with Hume; but against Hume in insisting that unity must be retained as a form.
Whitehead rejects Kant’ overall subjectivist and cognitivist orientation. For Whitehead, “understanding is never a completed static state of mind, but it always bears the character of a process of penetration, incomplete and partial” (M.T.43). Though his contention is how does exact thought apply to the fragmentary, vague continua of experience, unlike Kant what he is seeking a solution asking for is” not a phrase, brilliant, but a solid branch of science” (A.E.158).   
4. Empiricism or rationalism 
As we have seen before, the fundamental attitude of Whitehead’s thought is chiefly based on empirical fact. And he begins Process and Reality with a reflection on the intention, method, and character of his endeavor to critically locate his metaphysical speculation within the traditional history of Western philosophy. Namely, at the beginning of Process and Reality, he states that “speculative philosophy is the endeavor to frame a coherent, logical, necessary system of general ideas in terms of which every element of our experience can be interpreted” (P.R.3). By the notion of ‘interpretation`, it means that “everything of which we are conscious, as enjoyed, perceived, willed, or thought, shall have the character of a particular instance of general scheme”(ibid.). Thus for Whitehead, the philosophical scheme should always be coherent, logical and, in respect to its interpretation, applicable and adequate. 
 It seems to me that he intended to overcome the traditional distorted thinking in conformity with a kind of enhanced empiricism and rationalism combined. From the Whitehead’s viewpoint, the main task of philosophy is to establish a descriptive generalization of experience, in terms of every element of our experience could be interpreted. Accordingly he claims “the main method of philosophy in dealing with its evidence is that of descriptive generalization” (A.I.235). In respect to this, his insistence is that we should endeavor the positive use of the products of modern science in terms of interpretation of human experience. Of course, the method of generalization of experience is a purpose of which empiricism is aiming at. While rationalism is not concerned with a descriptive generalization of experience, but with a priori generalities from which a matter of experience is finally pulled out. So it is not an exaggeration to say, I think, that Whitehead’s method of philosophy is more or less located on close to the standpoint of rationalism, nevertheless it is basically based on the prominent empiricism of the modern centuries.    
As I mentioned above, Whitehead emphasizes the effective contacts between science and philosophy. We are aware of the nature as an interplay of human bodies, colors, sounds, scents, tastes, touches, and other various bodily feelings, displayed in space, in patterns of mutual separation by intervening volumes and of individual shape. Also the whole is a flux, changing with the lapse of time. This systematic totality is disclosed to us as one complex. But the seventeenth theory of dualism cuts straight across it. That is to say, the subjective world of science was confined to mere spatial material with ‘simple location’ (1). The subjective world of philosophy annexed the colors, sounds scents tastes touches bodily feelings as forming the subjective content of the cogitations of the individual mind assigned by Descartes to the cogitations of the observer’s mind. Therefore, the mind seems to be confined to its own private world of cognitions. And this conclusion from Cartesian data was the starting point upon which Hume and Kant developed their respective notions. Obviously, Kant’s view of analytic thinking is entirely dominated by the substance-attribute teaching of the traditional logic.
Whitehead criticizes that Kant “conceives his transcendental aesthetic to be the mere description of a subjective process” (P.R.113), which eventually provides the transcendental logic with the more basic task of giving an account of the necessary conditions of all experiences. While Whitehead thinks one can know anything in some of its perspective, but the totality of perspectives involves an infinitude beyond finite knowledge (M.T.42). In this context, I reckon that there would be a crossing between the notion of Whitehead and Kant. It is because that the initial excess of emphasis on the unity of apperception remained characteristic of Kant’s critical teaching, its power and prerogative were very greatly diminished especially in the Third Critique,
(1) Whitehead tried to apprehend the scheme of nature based on a traditional natural philosophy. In this context, he rejected accepting the classical scientific materialism, with its ‘simple location’ which is the very foundation of the seventeenth century scheme of nature. Under the concept of ‘simple location`, a bit of matter can be depicted without any reference of the relations of that bit of matters to other regions of space and to other durations of time (S.M.W.57)
5. Mode of experience 
The doctrine which Whitehead is essentially arguing against is to bifurcate nature into two divisions, namely into the nature apprehended in awareness and the nature that is the cause of nature(C.N.31).According to Whitehead, this modern account of nature has been disastrous both to science and philosophy, but mainly to philosophy. Since, it has transformed the grand question of the relation between nature and mind into the petty form of the interaction between human body and mind (ibid.27). Hence Whitehead criticized the concept of matter as the substance whose attributes we perceive. It is well known that Locke met this difficulty by his theory of the primary and the secondary qualities. Namely there are some attributes of the matter which we do perceive. These are the primary qualities, and there are other things which we perceive such as colors, which are not attributes of matters, but are perceived by us as if they were such attributes. These are the secondary qualities of matters. Whitehead is vigorously protesting this way of thinking of matter which has the historical reason for its introduction to science. Today, we still have the vague view of it at the background of our thought. Anyhow, this discussion by Whitehead is widely extending over to his metaphysical interpretation as a whole.
It is acknowledged that subject-object relation is the fundamental structural pattern, not only of nature but also of human experience. Looking back the history of Western philosophy, it has accepted this pattern as an important doctrine. Whitehead also agrees basically with this presupposition, but not in the sense in which subject-object is identified with knower-known. i.e., the subject is the knower, the object is the known. Thus with this interpretation, the object-subject relation is the known-knower relations (A.I.177). In this regards, Whitehead makes clear distinction with Kant. For Whitehead, all knowledge is a high abstraction and conscious description of objects experienced. Since conscious discrimination is a variable factor only presents in the elaborate example of occasions of experience. According to him, the basis of experience is emotional. In other words, our emotional and purposive experience is a reflective reaction derived from original perception by the mediation of our bodily sense-organs (A.I.179-180). Hence he claims that the technical phrase ’subject-object` is a bad term for the fundamental situation disclosed in experience (S.M.W.137). Since this is the doctrine with subjects is with private worlds of experience. And also is that the phrase ‘subject-object` indicates a fundamental entity underlining the object (ibid.). 
Instead, he uses the term ‘prehension` for the general way in which the occasion of experience can include, as part of experience or an entity of another type. Prehension reproduces in itself the general characteristics of an actual entity. Prehension involves emotion, purpose, and causation (P.R.19). This term is devoid of suggestion either of consciousness or of representative perception. ‘Feeling’ is termed as positive type of prehension, in which the ‘datum` is preserved as part of the final complex object that ‘satisfies` the process of self-formation and thereby completes the occasion. It is understood that Kant’s transcendental aesthetic provides the basis for Whitehead’ notion of this ‘subjective form’. Since it is defined as “the affective tone determining the effectiveness of that prehension in that occasion of experience” (1933,176). Subjective form may provide some room for ‘decision’, regarding to how subject feels objective datum (P.R.43&221).
Although the philosophy of substance presupposes a subject which then encounters a datum, and reacts to the datum, the philosophy of organism presupposes a datum which is met with feelings, in so far as they entered into consciousness. Kant’s act of experience is essentially knowledge. Therefore, whatever is not the knowledge is merely on its way to knowledge. In view of Kant’s procedure with that of Whitehead’s organic philosophy, it is suggested that ‘an apparent` objective content corresponds to the end of Kant’s process and takes place of ‘satisfaction` in the process analyzed in the philosophy of organism.(P.R.155). At the beginning of the paragraph of the Critique of Pure Reason, this ‘apparent` objective content is referred to as ‘object`, and Kant claims that “ objects therefore are given to us through sensibility. Sensibility alone supplies us with intuitions”. And these intuitions become thought through understanding, and hence arise concepts (A20,B34).This is expanded later to his statement in which Kant famously writes in the First Critique “thoughts without content are empty, intuitions without concepts are blind”(A51). It must be recognized that intuition and concept must always go together. In other words, nothing is merely given; intuitional experience, whether sensuous or a priori, is conditioned by process of conceptual interpretation.
 In fact, it is suggested that Whitehead’s notion is in agreement with Kant’s position. Since Whitehead accepts Kant’s claim that” in every act of experience there are objects for knowledge”, objects that, in principle, can be known, but in different reason. There is no reason to assume that these objects actually are cognized, or that cognition, actually is involved in any given experience. Since that the functioning of concepts is an essential factor in knowledge, so that intuition without concept is blind. For Kant, apart from concepts there is nothing to know; since object related in a knowable world is the product of conceptual functioning whereby categorical form is introduced into the sense datum, which otherwise is intuited in the form of a mere spatio-temporal flux of sensations. Thus, for Kant the process whereby there is experience is subjectivity to apparent objectivity. The philosophy of organism inverts this analysis, and explains the process as proceeding from objectivity to subjectivity. 
Kant is the first introduced the conception of an act of experience as a constructive functioning, transforming subjectivity into objectivity, or objectivity into subjectivity. Kant, Hume and the organic philosophy agree that the task of the critical reason is the analysis of constructs, and especially “construction is the process” (P.R.151). However, according to Whitehead, Kant’s doctrine of the objective world as a construct from subjective experience as well as the substance-quality principle of actuality has hampered the development of his cosmology (P.R.150). He considers that Kant adopted a subjective position, so that the temporal world was merely experienced. And also he states that “his temporal world, as in that Critique, was in its essence dead, phantasmal, phenomenal” (P.R.190). Furthermore, tells Whitehead “Kant was a mathematical physicist, and his cosmological solution was sufficient for the abstraction to which mathematical physics is confined” (ibid.). 
Precisely speaking, the philosophy of organism admits the subjectivist doctrine, but rejects the sensationalist doctrine (ibid.). In other words, it adopted ‘the reformed subjectivist principle’ (ibid.189) which is merely an alternative statement of the principle of the relativity. It means that its doctrine of the objectification of one actual occasion is in the experience of another actual occasion. That is to say, each actual entity is a throb of experience including its actual world within its scope (ibid.190). This leads, I think, to the notion that there is not any experience without subjectivity, and also no recognition with objectivity alone. 
In Whitehead’ principle, consciousness presupposes experience, and not experience consciousness (P.R.53). In other words, he maintains that it is not the case with our experience that consciousness is presupposed primordially, but it comes into being in the supplemental phase. In ordinary, epistemological way of thinking claims that consciousness is presupposed in experience, and the subject of consciousness tries to apprehend things, while object exists independently of subject based on subject-object relations. As regards consciousness, Whitehead’ way of thinking differs remarkably with Kant’s transcendental logic. Kant assumes in the First Critique, in which experience is fundamentally conscious and cognitive. On the contrary, Whitehead says, “In general, consciousness is negligible in subjective experience” (P.R.308). Experience is implicit, below consciousness below in our physical feelings. And these physical feelings precede subjects; the latter is best described as the integration, or as ‘end’, of the former. In general, the subject is not a substance, but a process. In fact, an actual entity is not a substance, the actual entity that finishes achieving its own self-realization is said to be a substance. And this process is not usually conscious. This is why Whitehead rejects Kantian relation between subject and object depending upon Newton’s assumption of individually existent physical bodies with merely external relationship.
6. Judgment and Concepts
As I have mentioned repeatedly, Whitehead inverted the Kantian notion. However, it is recognized that this inversion had already been done in Kant’s Third Critique (Critique of Judgment). For there, Kant proposes a subject that neither comprehends nor legislates, but only feels and responds. He defines judgment in general is the faculty of thinking the particular as contained under the universal. When this universal is given beforehand, judgment is called as ‘determinant judgment’. Otherwise, the universal has to be found, and in a case judgment is ‘reflective’. This judgment seeks universal values such as the beautiful and sublime, or the purposiveness of nature, through particularity within nature or human arts. Judgment about the beautiful, i.e., the judgment of taste, functions to distinguish (beurteilen) whether something is beautiful or not. How can an aesthetic state of mind be both disinterested and emotive? This goes through the following process; first, the form of an object of intuition is represented, then the ‘imagination’ is placed by means of this representation undesignedly, in accordance with the understanding, and thus a feeling of pleasure is aroused. This feeling is not confined to a subject which apprehends the form, but it is supposed to be shared by ‘every judging being’. In this case, the object of the judgment is called ‘beautiful’ (K.D.U, 30-31). Kant claims, ”We do not want to know whether anything depends or can depend on the existence of the things either for myself or for anyone else, but how we judge (beurteilen)it by mere observation (intuition or reflection)” (ibid.47).
In this way, Kant discovered the actuality of contentless thoughts and blind intuitions. Since rational ideas are precisely thoughts that no content can fill, and aesthetic ideas are intuitions that admit of no content. Beauty is felt rather than comprehended or willed. Intuition is decoupled with from thought. While Kant’s aesthetics is just one part of his total philosophical scheme. He insists that aesthetic judgments are non-cogitative, in order to differentiate them from judgment of understanding and from moral judgments. The Critique of Judgment might seem to play merely a marginal role in Kant’s system、for Whitehead the Third Critique first.
In Process and Reality, Whitehead touches upon Kant’s famous statement about intuitions and thoughts in order to point up this connection. He ironically accepts Kant’s principle, only to apply it to “in exactly the converse way to Kant’s own use of it” (P.R.139). He contends that Kant is obsessed with mentality of intuition, and hence with its necessary involution in consciousness. That means all apprehension is, in principle and in fact, already governed by concepts. However, this premise must have been rejected by Whitehead. His position goes much further that Kant’s suppressed premise is “intuitions are never blind” (P.R.139). He insists that philosophy should begin with a ’critique of pure feeling’, instead of reason. For Whitehead, affect precedes cognition, and has a much wider scope than cognition. Understanding must therefore be subordinated to aesthetics. It is only after the subject has constructed or synthesized itself out of feelings, out of its encounter with the world, that it can then go on to understand that world, or to change it. In an aesthetic judgment, Kant is not asserting anything about what is, nor is legislating as what to be. Rather, he is lured, allured, repulsed, incited, or dissuaded. And for Whitehead, this is part of the process.
For Whitehead, judgment and concept arising in the formation of thought-objects of perception are in the main instinctive ones, and not concepts and judgments consciously sought for and consciously criticized before adoption. Whitehead’ view holds that consciousness only arises in a late derivative phase of complex integration. In this connection, Whitehead introduces the concepts of ‘presentational immediacy’ and ‘casual efficasy’. Presentational immediacy is a mode of perception in which the contemporary world is consciously prehended as a continuum of extensive relations (P.R.61). In human experience, the most complete example of non-sensuous perception is our own immediate past. According to Whitehead, immediate past is constituted by occasion or by group of occasions which enter into experience devoid of any perceptible medium between it and the present immediate fact (A.I.183). Perception, in its primary sense, is perception of the settled world in the past as constituted by its feeling tones, and as efficacious by reason of  those feeling tones. This type of perception is called ‘perception’ in the mode of casual efficacy (P.R.120). This is our self, i.e., the foundation of our present existence which claims self-identity and share the nature of the by-gone occasions in its living activities, while modifying, adjusting it to other influences and completing it with other values (ibid). The inter play between the two modes is termed ‘symbolic reference’ which is so habitual in human experience that great care is needed to distinguish them.Kant and Hume regards Whitehead’ notion of casual efficacy as a kind of thought for the given, namely Kant interprets it mode of the categories and Hume mode of habit. Though Whitehead accepts Hume’s principle of regarding a given as a simple occurrence, but considers it as groundless teaching and tries to modify (1). Thus it is admitted that the data of objection in the organic philosophy are the nearest analogue to Hume’s ‘simple impressions’ (P.R.86). Whitehead called Kant’s and Hume’s view ‘fallacy of misplaced concreteness’ (S.M.W.). 
Whitehead does not necessarily ignore the question of judgment, but he regards judgment as much narrower term than ‘proposition’. Any proposition that is admitted into thought is thereby felt, and becomes a feeling. But only some of these feelings are judgment. Thus he states that “in the realization of propositions, “judgment is at very rare component, and so is ‘consciousness” (P.R.184).
(1)Whitehead states that an example of his idea ‘lure for feeling’s is given by Hume in which Hume says in his Treatise “That all our simple ideas in their first appearance, are derived from simple impression, which are correspondent to them, and which they exactly represent” (P.R.86).And he modified Hume’s view as the only lure to his conceptual feelingis an exact conformation to the qualities realized in the objectified actualities(ibid.).
7. Views regarding space and time
Fundamental problems regarding space and time have been considered from the standpoints created by different sciences. There are two antagonistic philosophical ways recognizing space and time. Whitehead gives a modern shape to the European philosophical traditions in terms of the words ‘space’ and ‘time’. His general notions underlines the words space and time are those which has aimed at expressing in their true connection with the actual world(P.R.70).It means that our concept of space and time are deductions from experience, is exactly the same way as the Law of Gravitation is such a deduction. 
The opposed philosophical method is to affirm that space and time are conditions for sensible experience, that without projection into space and time sensible experience would not exist. This philosophical position is expressed by saying that time and space is a priori forms of sensibility. From this standpoint, Kant argues that the representation of time is not of empirical origin. It is based on the fact that this representation must be previously given in order that the perception of coexistence or succession be possible. Space, on the other hand, is a necessary constituent of the outer objects. Thus for Kant, space and time can neither be properties of things nor express relations of things in themselves. Space is rather the form of all appearances of external sense, while time is the formal condition of all appearance in general. This notion results essentially in that space and time are pure forms of intuition. Namely, they cannot be determination of things in themselves and their relations, but only forms of appearance. In this way, Kant argues for transcendental ideality of space and time in which they do not exist outside of the subjective conditions of our sensible intuition. In other words, time and space do not have ‘absolute reality’ but only ‘empirical reality’ as conditions of experience. 
Whitehead’s understanding is that Kant holds the view in the act of experience we are aware of space and time as ingredients necessary for the occurrence of experience (A.E.244). Opposed to Kant’ view, Whitehead suggests that in the act of experience we perceive a whole formed related differential parts. His contention is that relations between these parts possess certain characteristics, and that time and space are the expressions of some of the characteristics of these relations. For Whitehead, generality and uniformity which ascribed to time and space express is termed ‘uniformity of the texture of experience’ (ibid.). This logical abstraction will lead to the advantage in which the extremely fragmentary nature of all direct individual conscious experience. Though Whitehead accepts the assertion of world as a postulate, it is not a deduction through reason, but a definition which ”lifts thought on to a more abstract level in which the logical ideas are more complex, and there relations are more universal”(A.E.246) In this way, he considers that the broken limited experiences sustain that connected infinite world in which in our thoughts we live. 
Whitehead does not agree with Kant’s insistence that in the act of experience we are aware of space and time as ingredients necessary for the occurrence of experience. Instead, he considers that in the act of experience we perceive a whole formed related differentiated parts (ibid.244). In this way, Whitehead cannot see that Kant’s deduction amounts to much more than saying that “what is, is”-true enough, but very helpful”( (ibid,245). Consequently, his position is that we should exclude such postulates from every parts of our organized thought. We can do without them.
8. Possibility of metaphysics
It is suggested that both Whitehead and Kant rejected traditional metaphysics and endeavored to establish a new metaphysics. S. Shaviro is saying that Whitehead “simply does metaphysics in his own way, inventing his own categories and working through his own problems” (W. C. x). Nonetheless, it is evident that Whitehead has made efforts to formulate a comprehensive cosmology in the tradition and succession of Plato’s Timaeus and Newton’s Scholium, scientifically sensitive, philosophical in nature, and informed by the wide possibilities of human experiences from aesthetics to logic, from mathematics to theology, from poetry to sociology (ibid.). Kant seeks a way out of old dogmatic traditions of metaphysics. It is well known that Hume’s skepticism aroused him from his ‘dogmatic slumber’, and allowed him to address the problem of metaphysics in a new way.
With regards to the philosophical methods, Whitehead maintains that the accurate expression of the final generalities is the goal of discussion and not its origin. In other words, a verification of rational scheme should be sought in its general success, and not in the peculiar certainty, or initial clarity, of its first principle(P.R.7).This doctrine is essentially applied to his metaphysical categories in which’ ‘creativity’, ’many’, and ’one’’ are the categories of the ultimate. Creativity, many, one are the ultimate notions involved in the meaning of the synonymous terms ‘thing’, ’being’, ’entity’. These three notions complete the categories of the ultimate and are presupposed in all the more special categories. Creativity is the principle of novelty. Thus, creativity introduces novelty into the content of the many, which the universe disjunctively. In the nature, entities are disjunctively many in process of passage into conjunctive unity. For Whitehead creativity is the “universal of universals characterizing ultimate matter of fact” (P.R.21). Indeed, each occasion is creative in its very nature. So it is understood that he might have considered that creativity should itself be taken as a sort of metaphysical ground. Since creativity can adequately respond to the absolute singularity-the contingency, novelty, and irreplaceability-of every actual occasions of experience. (W.C.150).
The problem which Kant outlined and developed in the Critique of Pure Reason concerns the possibility of metaphysics as science or the possibility of metaphysical knowing. In the Kant’s Copernican Revolution, it amounts to the claim that experience is precisely the object produced by our cognitive faculty synthetically at work through its two functions of intuition and concepts. Experience is not the source of our concepts and intuition of reality; but sensibilities and understanding are the source of that construction which is experience. This predicament is reflected in the famous statement that opens the introduction of the First Critique “though all our knowledge begins with experience, it does not follow that it all arises out of experience” (B1).If experience is the general object of our knowledge, all objects of knowledge are objects of a possible experience. This methodological move allows Kant a first answer to the problem of the possibility of metaphysics as science. Metaphysical knowledge is possible for Kant only as metaphysics of experience, given the new notion of experience. For example, what Kant has achieved his exploration of teleology in the Third Critique is a typical shift in emphasis away from metaphysics in the direction of methodology broadly conceived. It is no longer a question of the way ‘what the world is’, but of what is it possible for us to know and to understand. Since the phenomenal world is not given all at once, but unfold as we investigate it (1).
In this connection, Whitehead points out the difficulty with Kant’s transcendental Logic in which no element in his temporal world could itself be an experiment. In this context, he criticizes that Kant’s ‘subjectivist doctrine’ is combined with the ‘sensationalist’ doctrine concerning the analysis of the components which are together in experience. It is because that the only element not stamped with the particularity of that ‘occasion or stream’ is universals such as redness or shape. This leads to Leibniz’s principle of many windowless monads. Hence he emphasizes the possibility of knowledge should not depend upon the act of God, but the interwoven nature of things. Consequently, Whitehead concludes that “the philosophy of organism admits the subjectivist doctrine as stated in Kant, but rejects the sensationalist one” (P.R.190). Since Whitehead’s organic theory is a doctrine of the objectification of one actual occasion in another actual occasion, which is termed as ‘the revised subjectivist doctrine’.
Yet metaphysics makes claims that the objective realm of experience, for reason can well think of objects that will never be met within a possible experience. In order to address the peculiar difficulty raised by metaphysics, Kant draws the crucial distinction between ‘knowing’ an object and merely ‘thinking’ of an object. This distinction is paralleled by a further transformation of the notion of object now seen either as ‘appearance’-as object of possible knowledge; or as ‘things in itself’-as the unknowable object of mere thought, In order for an object to be thinkable, what is required is ‘logical possibility’ which is guaranteed by the principle of contradiction. But in order to know an object, its’ real possibility should be demonstrated, either empirically by experience of its reality or a priori by reason. All that can be known can also be thought, but not all that can be thought can be known. Counter to metaphysics, which has always mistaken the possibility of thinking things for the possibility of knowing them, the Critique establishes the sphere of what can be thought is not coextensive with the realm of knowledge. Therefore, it is the on the distinction between thinking and knowing that Kant ultimately grounds the peculiar relation between different use of reason. 
Fundamental method of Whitehead’ philosophy is that fragmentally individual experiences are all that we know, and all speculation must start from ‘these membra’ as its sole datum. He emphasizes the point that our only exact data as to the physical world is our sensible perception. He therefore warns that we must not slip into the fallacy of assuming that we are comparing a given world with given perception of it. He says “our problem is, in fact to fit the world to our perceptions, and not perceptions to the world” (A.E.247). 
In the organic cosmology, ‘extension’ is that general scheme of relationships providing the capacity that many objects can be welded into the real unity of one experience. The potential scheme is divisible, but its real division by actual entities depends upon more particular characteristics of the actual entities constituting the antecedent environment. In respect of time, Whitehead introduces the special form of the ‘epochal theory of time’ (P.R.68). And in respect of space, every actual entity in the temporal world is to be credited with a special volume for its perspective standpoints. Thus his conclusion is that in every act of becoming, there is the becoming of the something with temporal extension; but that the act itself is not extensive. Since it is divisible into earlier and later acts of becoming which correspond to the extensive divisibility of what has become (P.R.69).  For Whitehead’ notion, the contemporary world is in fact divided and atomic, being a multiplicity of definite actual entities. In other words, he concludes with this question that the properties of the extension of an event in time are largely analogous to the extension of an object in space. Namely spatial extensions are expressed by relations between objects, temporal extensions by relations between events (ibid.237).Since when we analyze our experience, we distinguish events, and also of which changing relation form the events. Here it is suggested that the overall process framework constitutes the structure of narrative, particularly there lies an analogy between reality process and narrative. Thus the extensive continuum is that general relational element in experience whereby the actual entities experienced, and unit experience itself are united in the solidarity of one common world. Systematic scheme, in its complete ness embracing the actual past and the potential future, is prehended in the positive experience of each actual entity (P.R.72). 
In this sense, Whitehead implies this process correspond to Kant’s ‘form of intuition’ (ibid.). But Whitehead admits that his concept of extension is derived from the actual world, it is not pure in Kant’s sense of that term. That is to say, it is not productive of the ordered world, but derivative from it. This is an examples that actual fact includes in its own constitution real potentiality which is referent beyond itself. Whitehead says, unfortunately Descartes’ treatment of ‘endurance’ is very superficial, and subsequent philosophers including Kant have followed his example (P.R.69). 
(1)”Kant thinks that only organism satisfies the two conditions for being an end of nature; as an end of nature; a thing must be understood with reference to an idea determining a priori all that contained in it, or the existence and form of its parts must be possible only in relation to the whole” (Robert. E. Butts, Teleology and Scientific Method in Kant’s Critique of Judgement. R.Chadwick &C.Cazeaux, Immanuel Kant, 1992)
 Conclusions
Whitehead’s encounter with Kant would allow us to see Kant himself in a new light. It is necessary to revert to Kant. Nevertheless, Whitehead is not usually thought to be pre-Kantian philosopher or ‘critical’ thinker. According to S. Shaviro, certain crucial aspect of Kant’s thought paves the way for the philosophical ‘constructivism’ embraced by Whitehead (W.C.48). By a word of constructivism, it looks how truth is produced within experience through a variety of process and practices. Particularly, S. Shaviro points to Kant’s analytic of the beautiful in the Third Critique and of his transcendental arguments in the First Critique. For example, Whitehead states that Kant “fully and explicitly introduced into philosophy the conception of an act of experience as a constructive functioning”(P.R.156). He regards this Kantian notion of synthesis as an idea of ‘place’ (topos), instead of subjectivism (W.C.110). In the margins of Kant’ text, it is convinced that alternative of suggestions and possibilities awaits their proper elaborations, although he remains within the tradition in terms of the dualism of form and matter.
There are important affinities and heterogeneities between Whitehead and Kant as to the necessity of proper philosophical method and manner composing their doctrines. But one of the problems that arise is, Kantian philosophical approach of self-reflection of human reason itself makes it inevitable for him to confront philosophical difficulties. It is because that reason essentially goes beyond the limits of itself. Then reason endeavors in trying to give solution to the question originated in itself. However, one can overcome the difficulty through free himself from reason itself that constraints him. In a sense, a certain aspect of the topics concerning beauty and teleology which Kant extends in the Third Critique must therefore have had the problem of limits of human reason. For example, through ideas human reason considers the reality of things and nature as a whole “as if” it were totality ordered by a highest intelligence. In the sphere of theoretical knowledge, ideas have reality as schemas of a regulative principle of the unity of all knowledge of nature. It is in this function that human reason relates to the knowledge attained by the understanding and even opens up new ways that the understanding does not know, allowing it to extend its research in infinite directions.
In view of methodology, Whitehead tried to consider singularity through the general description of experience. In this sense, he developed his own words like ’prehension’, ‘process’, ‘many’, and ‘creativity’, and others in order to respond to the possibility of philosophical openness and potentialities. Obviously, Whitehead puts more emphasis on the realistic usage than abstract or theoretical concept in philosophical consideration of words. For he is much more concerned with the essentiality, that is to say ‘proposition’ which is characterized through describing possibility of using actual words. This would lead to be more openness to different philosophical activities in terms of various connections and encounters. The important question for Whitehead is not what something is, but how is it. More precisely, how it affects, and how it is affected by others things (W.C.56).In other words, how an actual entity becomes constitutes what that actual entity is, its ‘being ‘ is constituted by its ‘becoming’ (P.R.23). 
Kant rejects the quest for an absolute determination of being. Because he thinks it is an unfulfillable and meaningless. Instead, he seeks to define the necessary conditions for the existence of whatever there is. Hence Kant warns that we cannot think beyond the conditions, or limits of thought that he establishes. It means that the way in which things appear is limited, but appearances themselves are not. Whitehead insists that this world is a world of idea, in some general sense of the term, a deduced concept, thus the explanation of the precise connection between this world and the feeling of actual experience is the fundamental question of philosophy. He emphasizes the point that our exact data as to the physical world are sensible perception. In the broadest sense of methodology, as our mental process or forms of representation are always limited, we are always forced to confront our own limits. Whitehead is not directly concerned with the question of limits. And he reminds us with that metaphysical system is not ever complete. While Kant rejects the possibility of knowing ‘things in themselves’, instead points to the way that we are always already constructively involved with whatever it is that we experience or perceive. 
References;
(P.R) Whitehead, Alfred North.1978. Process and Reality. New York: The Free Press.
(A.I) Whitehead, Alfred North.1955. Adventure of Ideas, New York; Mentor Book.
(M.T) Whitehead, Alfred North.1968.Modes of Thought. New York; The Free Press.
(A.E) Whitehead, Alfred North.1929.The Aim of Education and Other Essays, New York; The Macmillan Company.
(C.N) Whitehead, Alfred North.2004.The Concept of Nature. Amherst, New York; Prometheus Book. 
(S.M.W) Whitehead, Alfred North.1967.Science and the Modern World, New York; The Free Press
(W.C)Shaviro, Steven. 2009. Without Criteria-Kant, Whitehead, Deleuze and Aesthetics, Cambridge, Massachusetts, The MIT Press.
Smith, Norman Kemp.1962. A Commentary to Kant’s ‘Critique of Pure Reason’ New York; Humanities Press.
Nuzzo,Angelica.2005. Kant and The Unity of Reason; Purdue University Press.
Tanaka, Yutaka. 1998. Whitehead-the philosophy of organism, Tokyo; Kodansha 
Kant, Immanuel. 1929. Critique of Pure Reason. Tras. Norman Kemp. Smith. New York; Palgrave Macmillan.
Ruth F, Chadwick & Clive Cazeaux.1992. Immanuel Kant, London & New York; Routledge 
PAGE  

