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Ontology and the De-Ontologization of God

Ontology and theology seem to express a reciprocal relationship. As the
German theologian Walter Kasper writes, "God-Talk presupposes the meta-
physical question of Being and evokes it at the same time."1 Hence, ontolog-
ical God-language is a significant, although disputed, aspect of theological
and philosophical discussion—pne thinks of the importance of Charles Hart-
shorne's occupation with the ontological argument of Anselm of Canterbury.
The hope for an ontological horizon of God-language still lurks on the ground
of theological propositions; so we find it, for instance, behind Hans Kiing's
question (and book), Does God Exist? Under the reign of ontology, the most
important question seems to be that of God's "existence."

Nevertheless, since Ludwig Feuerbach's strong reproach of projection,
Friedrich Nietzsche's denial of the "existence" of God, and Immanuel Kant's
deconstruction of ontological God-language in his First Critique, the correla-
tion, congruence, or even reciprocity between theology and ontology can no
longer be claimed naively. Criticism within and external to theology has
forced theologians to think about de-ontologizing God. Language-critical,
psychoanalytic, deconstructive,, and ethical reasons underly this process of
dissociating theology from ontology. The language-critical reason: "God" is
the expression of general notions (like "the world"); thus, "God" is a language
signifier by which the subject of speech is to be constituted as "manifestor."
Subject and signifier mutually cause one another; they do not need any a pri-
ori designations or relation with "real" objects (LS, 12ff.). The psychoanalytic
reason: "God" refers to the repressive reality of the "Super-Ego" (father and
mother). Its strength of repression canalizes the "Id" and stabilizes the "Ego."



210 PROCESS AND DIFFERENCE

The deconstructive reason: "God" articulates a conceptual unity of differ-
ences, although—in reality—there is no unity. Where difference is thought as
difference, "God" ceases to function as a unifying entity. The ethical reason:
As long as God appears under the notion of Being, God is presupposed as a
projection of our own egotistic expansion. This, and nothing else, is the notion
of Being. Hence, in breaking the ties to our self-extending egos, God may
appear as the totally other, or as a reality of decision, but not as a reality of
existence.2

Given today's exorbitant problems connected with the invocation of
ontological language, it should not surprise us that philosophers of the twen-
tieth century, such as Emmanuel Levinas and Gilles Deleuze, strove to over-
come the ontological language of Sein or "existence." Regarding the reality of
God, they reconstructed notions of divinity through a new horizon, namely
that of Ethics or Aesthetics. Although it may have been forgotten, we may
now recall that Alfred North Whitehead's conceptualization of God avoids the
language of existence and any discourse of the proofs of God's existence. In
fact, quite different from Hartshorne, Whitehead was opposed to such proofs
(cf. PR, 93). As Walter Jung has demonstrated, even Whitehead's step from
any "cosmic order" to a God as "ordering process" does not indicate proof of
God's existence, but only expresses a logical procedure, reassuring systematic
consistency.3

The theological questions now become: Of what mode is the "reality"
of God? Should God's reality be stated in ontological terms? If not, what other
mode might we use? Regarding Whitehead's concept of God, I will explore
these questions through developing the following complex three-part thesis:
(1) The "reality" of God does not consist in an ontological reality; that is, it
does not claim a judgment regarding the "existence" of God. Rather, it ex-
presses an aesthetic reality. (2) However, this aesthetic reality will be more
adequately expressed as the reality of in/difference. In reconstructing the
essential moments of Whitehead's final work regarding God's reality—his
article, "Immortality"—I shall suggest that God's aesthetic mode of reality
could be transformed into a nondual reality, namely that of expressive in/dif-
ference. (3) Finally, by reconceiving Whitehead's notion of God in light of the
thesis of expressive in/difference, we shall be inclined to understand White-
head's move toward a conception of God as an eschatological adventure.

By "using the term de-ontologizing, I claim the following transforma-
tion: from God as an ontological reality to God as an aesthetic, in/different,
and eschatological reality. Thus, de-ontologization does not indicate a dismis-
sal of ontology and the ontological question as such. Rather, since any criti-
cal discussion of ontological reality qualifies the notion of ontology posi-
tively, it leaves a wider horizon—that is, the negative possibilities—
undiscussed. Although the Wolffian, Cartesian, and Kantian tradition of ontol-
ogy as modes of possibilities; the Aristotelian, Thomistic, and Heideggerian

tradition of "Being" as that which is encountered; and the ontic and logical
tradition of the existence-quantifier stating facts are all covered in the writ-
ings of Levinas, Deleuze, and Whitehead, one may still doubt that all onto-
logical traditions have been examined, much less exhausted. At the very least,
we may ask whether Levinas has misread Martin Heidegger's ontological dif-
ference by identifying it with an illusionary "egology." We may also widen
our view to include traditions such as the "negative ontology" of neo-Platon-
ism, Dionysius the Areopagite, Nicolas of Cusa, the later works of F. W. J.
Schelling, or the Zen position of the Kyoto-school, on the one hand, and that
of the "positive-univocal ontology" of Duns Scotus, Benedict de Spinoza,
Henri Bergson, and even Deleuze, on the other.4

Thus, the notion of de-ontologization, as expressed in the three-step the-
sis of aesthetics, in/difference, and eschatology, does not intend to replace
ontological discussion as such. Rather, it attempts to open the horizon for
these "negative" and "positive-univocal" traditions beyond the influential
Aristotelian tradition, which claims "analogy" as the horizon for an adequate
ontological God-language. Opposed to the analogical tradition, Deleuze
writes that negative ontology "admits that affirmations are able to designate
God as cause. . . . But God as substance or essence can be defined only neg-
atively, according to the rules of transcendence. . . ." (EP, 53). Positive ontol-
ogy, to the contrary, affirms "that everything expresses God. The whole order
of Nature is expressive" (EP, 58). It is in the name of these traditions, be they
positive or negative, that the de-ontologization of God is being performed. In
the tradition of negative ontology, I take the voice of Levinas to be one of the
strongest; in the positive, it is Deleuze who most forcefully evokes the expres-
sionist tradition.

But why Whitehead? Whitehead is introduced in this context of de-
ontologization for at least three reasons: Firstly, regarding Whitehead's phi-
losophy, it may be necessary to surpass an often formal and mostly internal
interpretation of Whitehead's work in order to reignite a discussion in which
Whitehead appears in the context of contemporary philosophy. Secondly, it
may be fruitful to introduce Whitehead into contemporary philosophical dis-
cussions because he may well generate new views of the problems under dis-
pute. Thirdly, the interaction of Whitehead's thought with both ontological
traditions—the "negative" and the "positive," represented by Levinas and De-:

leuze, respectively—may allow for a double-edged transformation .to take '
place: On the one hand, we may discover in Whitehead's thought horizons for
de-ontologizing God in both of these directions, the negative and the positive,
with Whitehead's thought seen as uniting their paradoxical division. On the
other hand, the context of de-ontologization will be presented as a catalyst for
a new way of expressing Whitehead's notion of God.

On the border of language and reality, we may well be aware that we
have no "certain" knowledge but only grapple with our inability to grasp.
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Nevertheless, in mapping out a common plane for Levinas, Deleuze, and
Whitehead, we shall find the following "drama of de-ontologization" taking
place: (1) Levinas de-ontologizes God by totally dissociating God from any
kind of reality that can be placed under the auspices of Being. God appears as
the totally Other of Being, utterly transcendent to all beings. (2) Deleuze de-
ontologizes God by completely dissolving God into the expressiveness of the
natura naturans. God disappears within total immanence. (3) Whitehead,
however, shall be introduced as attempting to integrate these two poles—the
transcendent and the immanent—leading to the notion of God as in/difference.

Levinas on Alterity: De-Ontologizing God as Transcendence

In his two major books, Totality and Infinity and Otherwise than Being or
Beyond Essence, Levinas develops his conception of alterity as the idea of
"the other" who cannot be encountered through naive notions of subjectivity.5
In view of this truly other, Levinas transforms the definition of subjectivity
from that of "self-conscious being-in-oneself' to such conceptions as "to-risk-
one's-existence" and "to-leave-oneself."6 In his criticism of Heidegger's Sein,
Levinas defines the fundamental meaning of the other as a reality that cannot
be reflected by any subject nor revealed by reason.7 The reflection of the sub-
ject would already be a "reduction of the other to the Ego" (an "alter ego"/
"like me"), a subsumption of the other under the notion of Sein. Thus, Levinas
would argue, Heidegger's ontology fails to examine sufficiently the require-
ments of "the other." For Levinas, alterity stands against ontology; alterity
unmasks ontology as "Egologie."8 Only, by the "horror of the other which
remains the other" is philosophy "essentially philosophy of Being. . . ."9 In
contrast to Heidegger's es gibt Sein,10 which assimilates "the other" under the
terms Dasein and Mitsein (Being-with11) Levinas develops his conception of
anonymous existing: il y a. Before all thoughts, prior to any consciousness or
assimilating self, es gibt (there is/it gives) "the other."12

How, then, does the other disclose itself (give itself) for others to rec-
ognize without losing its otherness?13 In his "phenomenology of alterity,"14

Levinas answers by describing forms of disclosure that undermine any assim-
ilation—such as those that occur in the concepts "existence," "Being-with,"
and "Being-within-the-world"15—and that enable recognition of "the other as
the other." Disclosure of otherness occurs in extreme phenomena such as time
and death, or in the dissipation of "self-ness."16 Here, "the other" does not ap-
pear within the "egotistic spontaneity" of a subject, but through a breaking-
into "the self by "the other."17 Indeed, "the other" constitutes "the self by
an ethical call, and this takes place before "the self is able to grasp "the
other." Here "the other" appears prior to Sein. Levinas calls this process jouis-

Within jouissance, "the other" can never be encountered as such, but
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only in its "passage."19 "The other" is encountered in/as le visage,^ which we
do not understand; rather, le visage occurs.21 In its ingression, however, "the
other" is elusive and becomes an enigma.22 Enigma "is transcendence itself,
the closeness of the other as the other. . . . The enigma is the mode of the
absolute; the absolute is beyond recognition."23

In his extremely complex book, Otherwise than Being or Beyond
Essence, Levinas conceives of (thereby reacting to Derrida24) alterity as "oth-
erwise than being" (autrement qu'etre). That is, not only as "another being,"
but as "the other of Being."25 Thereby, Levinas breaks the sovereignty of
Kant's transcendental Ego by opening it up to something preoriginal, pre-
phenomenological. No "subject" is preexistent to "the other"; rather, the sub-
ject exists only as addressed (and taken up) by the other. The "I" has no priv-
ileged status of "being-oneself; the "I" is already "deposited" (de-position)
and constituted by "the other." Subjectivity originally owns neither conscious-
ness nor self-possession ("being-at-home-with-orieself'); subjectivity exists
only as "leaving-itself."26

Four facets of Levinas's thought disclose striking similarities to White-
head's conception of actuality: (a) "The other" appears diachronically. It can-
not be encountered as simply present, but only as past or as future.27 However,
precisely this relationship forms the "occasion's" real internal nature (cf. PR,
41). "The other" implements this structure in three ways: as the "real'poten-
tiality" of the occasion;28 as "initial aim"—the starting point for subjectivity
beyond itself (cf. PR, 244); and in the activity named "creativity," which sus-
tains self-becoming without being subjective itself, (b) "The other" opens
itself only in a strangeness that cannot be assimilated. "Occasions" within the
relative present, but also as passing, dying, having become, and being (Gewe-
senes), remain always strangers to one another; the other's presence can be
only suspected.29 In its satisfaction, a perfect occasion has "attained its indi-
vidual separation from other things" (PR, 154); it signifies the '"great
refusal,' . . . [as] its primary characteristic" (SMW, 158). Even Whitehead's
"eternal objects" cannot be assimilated, because they appear only as ingredi-
ents of any given process. Whitehead's expression for this nonassimilation of
the "eternal objects" is the incommensurability of the "primordial nature" of
God. (c) The subject stands always already under the call of the other; the sub-
ject cannot voluntarily seek out the other, but finds itself already in the other's
presence. "The other" manifests itself in the subject before the subject exists.
Therefore, it is only when "the subject" itself is relativized that ontological ,
thinking can be overcome. What remains after the breakdown of any totality
is, for Levinas, not "the subject" of a radically pluralistic subjectivism, but
"the other," which transcends all subjectivity.30 In Whitehead's "reformed
subjectivist principle" a similar perspective is found, (d) "The other" appears
for both Levinas and Whitehead as trace and enigma. Nevertheless, its "face"
can be touched. "The other" appears in experiencing that which has passed,'
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which can never be possessed in the present. As past or future, "the other"
evades the present.

Levinas names his de-ontologization of reality "ethics,"31 "metaphys-
ics,"32 and "alterity." In this context, God's alterity does not indicate an onto-
logically "absolute difference," nor does it signify "another par excellence";
rather, it expresses reality differently than different (outre qu'autrui), or dif-
ferently in another way (autre autrement).33 Levinas calls this preontological
and preethical alterity of God Illeity.34 The strongest formulation of such
divine alterity in Whitehead is probably found in his idea that the process of
God's own becoming occurs in every respect conversely to the world's be-
coming (cf. PR, 349).

Deleuze on Novelty: De-Ontologizing God as Immanence

Deleuze stands within the poststructuralist tradition of Michel Foucault. In
Deleuze's main works, Difference and Repetition, The Logic of Sense, The
Fold, and What Is Philosophy? he asks time and again the basic question of
his philosophy, What is an event? (LS, 7, 66).35

As aesthetic reality, events do not refer beyond themselves to "exterior
referents" (things, humans, history, "something that is").36 Instead, they rep-
resent their own reality at the boundary of things and language—namely, the
reality of meaning, or, better, "sense" as in "non-sense" (LS, 66ff.).

In his analysis of perception in Difference and Repetition, Deleuze
demonstrates that what originally drives one to think appears not in "recogni-
tion" of ideas but in an "encounter" with "fprces," or what he calls "intensi-
ties." They are felt only with a certain "affective tone"; they "can only be
sensed" (DR, 139). Following Plato's Republic, Deleuze develops this distinc-
tion further in The Logic of Sense (1-3): On the one hand, there is that reality
accessible to recognition because it is gained through the harmonious use of
all of our faculties. This kind of reality corresponds to "common sense."
Recognition of this reality may form ontological propositions such as "This is
a finger." On the other hand, that reality that energizes thinking in the first
place discloses itself only in irritating our faculties and in perplexing our
thoughts. One cannot recognize this perplexing reality through abstract qual-
ities; one can encounter it only through concrete aesthetic intensities.37

In The Logic of Sense, Deleuze establishes aesthetic reality as a "be-
tween" at the border of things and language. The aesthetic "designates" no
ontological objects; it "manifests" no subject (the "I"); it "signifies" no con-
cepts. Instead, it defines the dimension of expression, the level of sense, or the
pure event (LS, 19-22, 28 ff., 151).38 Therefore, the reality of sense/pure event/
expression is not directed toward facts (ontological-language), or subjects
(subject-language), or truth conditions (concept-language) (LS, 12 ff.).39
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Deleuze expresses aesthetic reality as that dimension of the status of things that
"is" not or does not "have" any Being.40 Aesthetic reality reveals itself as "non-
existent entity," or as "extrabeing" (with Meinong), or as "?-being."41 Further-
more, it articulates a dimension of language, which does not indicate anything
that exists, but rather that "subsists" or "insists" (LS, 34).

What is interesting is that Deleuze—in a manner very similar to White-
head—situates his language of "events" within cosmology.42 Deleuze's
"events" form a cosmological space within which intensities can be trans-
formed into extensities. In the language of Difference and Repetition, The
Logic of Sense, and especially The Fold, Deleuze defines this space of "virtual
events" as spatium, as formless and open Ungrund/sans fond/"groundlessness"
(LS, 106).43 In this groundless space, intensities are "enfolded" and can be
"out-folded" to extensities or shapes in space and time. Implicit spatium expli-
cates itself as extensio (TF, 20).44 In the earlier language of Bergsonism and
Expressionism in Philosophy: Spinoza, however, Deleuze defines this state of
initial virtuality and the space of "pure events" in terms of Bergson's elan vital
and Spinoza's causa sui, that is, as the infinite but self-differentiating sub-
stance of God.45 With respect to Bergson's elan vital, Deleuze writes,
"Virtuality exists in such a way that it is realized in dissociating itself. . . .
Differentiation is the movement of a virtuality that is actualizing itself."46

Regarding Spinoza's "infinite substance," Deleuze recognized its absolute
immanence and total expression within the world and as the world's primor-
dial process of differentiation—the process of the actualization of virtuality.47

A high affinity appears to exist between Deleuze's and Whitehead's the-
ories of occasions, which Deleuze considers in his book The Fold.^ Two
interesting points of similarity are the following: (a) Reference to ontological
entities is subordinated to the intensity of events: Not truth, but interest, ex-
presses the primary function of reality-referring propositions (PR, 259) :49

(b) Deleuze's "virtuality" resembles Whitehead's "creativity": Virtuality is
totally immanent and thereby productive of the world. In other words,
Deleuze reads Spinoza in the sense that Whitehead wishes to interpret Spin-
oza's singular, infinite, and ultimate "reality"; namely, without any substan-
tialization and as pure, nonentitative activity (cf. PR, 7). "Creativity" does not
exist; rather, one could say, it insists.50

Deleuze uses his event-theory of virtuality and actualization in. order to
articulate conditions of novelty for the world. In reference to Gottfried Wil-
helm Leibniz and Whitehead, Deleuze accepts as his basic cosmological inter-
est the quest for a world in which creation is possible (TF, 81).51 This would
be a world without preformation, without preformed "order," but of sponta-
neous "organization."52 Consequently, Deleuze promotes affective reality
itself as the transcendental condition of experience, concepts, and proposi-
tions.53 Perplexing forces arrange experiences, not pregiven rules or schemes.
That is, novelty occurs within concrete, unforeseeable, and by no means a pri-
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ori assignable categories, insofar as the forces grow together—always in
another constellation. This concrete novelty, which cannot be predetermined
by any rules or categories, Deleuze calls the event of actuality.54 In somewhat
perplexing approximation, we can recognize here Whitehead's "ontological
principle": In the nexus of creative occasions, it is the abstract conditions, cat-
egories, or rules that always follow the event of novelty. The immanence of
the field of "virtuality" creates novelty through acts of differentiation, but not
by preforming actuality.55 Virtuality is a "plane of immanence"—itself a plu-
rality, but infinitely including all of reality as "One-All," Omnitudo (WP, 35).

In the light of his philosophy of total immanence, Deleuze's "God" dis-
solves into what he may have seen as the purest statement of that immanence:
the infinite, univocal, affirmative, and self-differentiating essence of God—
according to Spinoza, Deus sive natura naturans. It would not be correct to
claim that Deleuze has an atheist or even materialist bias. Deleuze offers, in
fact, an extremely differentiated notion of God—as seen in his book on Spin-
oza-and not a "transcendent" God as is found in the analogical or negative-
ontological traditions.56 In the language of What Is Philosophy? "transcen-
dence" is an illusion that arises only in the process "of making immanence
immanent to something" (WP, 49), and thereby violating the first rule of the
philosophy of immanence: that immanence is only immanent to itself as the
totally expressive reality of Nature and Thought (WP, 38). The nearest we can
come to such a notion of immanence in Whitehead is in his attempt to reinte-
grate "Creativity" and "God" in Adventures of Ideas. While in Science and the
Modern World (cf. SMW, 70) and in most of his following writings, "Crea-
tivity" is Whitehead's Spinozistic account of immanence (see also, PR, 7), in
Adventures of Ideas, Whitehead seems inclined to replace any remaining con-
notations of God's transcendence with a totally immanent divine creativity. As
he puts it, "Immanent Creativity . . . avoids the implication of a transcendent
Creator" (AI, 236).

Whitehead on "Pure Feeling": God as Aesthetic Reality

Levinas, Deleuze, and Whitehead all make use of Kant's three Critiques to
limit ontological language. Whitehead's "philosophy of organism"—surpris-
ing as this at first may seem—has not only a constructive agenda, but also a
critical intention: it offers a "critique of pure feeling" (cf. PR, 113). His cri-
tique has four dimensions: (a) It fulfills a basic intention of Whitehead's "phi-
losophy of organism." (b) Strategically, it aims at the "philosophical position
in which Kant put his Critique of Pure Reason" (PR, 113). (c) In its central
position within his philosophical project as a whole, Whitehead's "critique of
pure feeling" supersedes all three of Kant's Critiques, (d) It unites what was
divided in Kant's Critiques. Like Deleuze after him, Whitehead forms a new
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uniting nucleus of his own critical agenda by privileging Kant's "Transcen-
dental Aesthetic."

As to God's reality, Whitehead's "critique of pure feeling" shall be ana-
lyzed under three main headings: alterity (according to Levinas), novelty (ac-
cording to Deleuze), and, at the intersection of the two, adventure (according
to Whitehead).

(1) Alterity: Like Kant in his First Critique, Levinas presumes the im-
possibility of ontological God-language.57 Yet for Levinas, in opposition to
Kant's Second Critique, postulates of practical reason are only an ontological
remainder.58 "The other" does exist (il y a) prior to an ethical subject; "there is"
already "preoriginal" alterity. Whitehead replaces all of Kant's Critiques with
his own "aesthetic critique." However, if "aesthetics" becomes the new foun
dation of transcendental criticism, then the "mode of reality," which God-lan-
guage indicates, shifts again: "God" may be understood neither as a theoretical
concept (ontology) nor as a practical model (ethics); "God" neither designates
a fact nor signifies a regulative idea.59 In Whitehead's de-ontologization, one
cannot utilize "God" as an "existing entity" or as a logically demonstrable prin-
ciple (that would be the "ontological fallacy"), nor as an ethical imperative
(that would be the "ethical fallacy"). In Whitehead's aesthetic criticism, "God"
expresses alterity beyond any assimilation. "God" discloses the aesthetic eval-
uation of the ultimate process in its pursuing of intensity (cf. PR, 27).60

(2) Novelty: In his criticism of Kant's Critiques, Deleuze61 (like White-
head) aims at a new aesthetic by bringing together into one unit Kant's
"Transcendental Aesthetic" and Third Critique, allowing a rereading of Kant's
critical project as a whole.62 Deleuze reproaches Kant for giving priority, in
all three of his Critiques, to harmonious recognition over perplexing feelings
of intensities.63 In encountering the field of intensities, however, concrete
connections among occasions produce the transcendental condition that forms
their "recognition." Thus, novelty can be thought.

Whitehead's "critique of pure feeling" appears in the position of Kant's
three Critiques. Thus, as paradoxically as this may sound; it is intended as a
transcendental criticism. Kant's notion of "pure reason" addresses the "tran-
scendental categories of experience." Whitehead opposes this form of Kant-
ian subjectivism, which designs its object according to forms of recognition
that are a priori given (cf. PR, xiii, VII, "Habit of Thought"). That is, accord-
ing to Whitehead, one cannot constitute transcendental conditions of the pos-
sibility of each experience. Nevertheless, Whitehead does not dispense com-
pletely with transcendental categories, but rather rehabilitates them as
categories of feeling.6* The categories of "pure feeling" are transcendental
conditions of the creative self-constitution of events, but they are not a priori
conditions of the structure of the experience of things.65 Moreover, they name
creative conditions of concrescing feelings. That is to say, the conditions
themselves develop and change with the flux of events.
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In his major early work, Difference and Repetition, Deleuze takes
Whitehead's "critique" not as an articulation of conditions of possible experi-
ence, but as "conditions of real experience."66 Whitehead's categories, there-
fore, formulate conditions for the creative novelty of a process whose rules
are extracted a posteriori.67 In the same sense that Deleuze's "infinite virtual-
ity" cannot be analyzed as an ontological reality "that exists," but rather as an
aesthetic reality "that insists," Whitehead's "infinite" finally appears beyond
ontological categories (PR, 247), while, at the same time, is absolutely imma-
nent within the creative process.

(3) Adventure: At the intersection of "alterity" and "novelty" an origi-
nal wildness is returned to the process of experience; this "wildness" is an
adventure that characterizes the world-process as having an existence beyond
any rational restraints. This "release to adventure," so to speak, takes place in
Deleuze, Levinas, and Whitehead as a kind of "second Copernican turn," that
is, as an overcoming of Kant's Critiques. One can discern two sides to such a
turn—one epistemological and the other subject-related:

(A) Epistemological turn: This is the removal of Kant's reduction of the
epistemological analysis to the "higher faculties of recognition" and the
uncovering of the "lower faculties of feeling."68 On a basic level, the process
of experiencing does not "understand" forms of universals; rather, it "feels"
singularities (PR, 230) or intensities (PR, 244; cf. PR, 27, Cat. Oblg. VIH).69

For Levinas, "the other" is always already concealed in its strangeness; it
occurs within experience as "face in passage." For Deleuze, that which pushes
us to think is encountered uncontrollably in intensities beyond restriction.70

Aesthetic reality cannot be "represented,"71 only, "expressed."72

(B) Subject-related turn: This is the refusal of any simple "given" and,
thus, the breakdown of the transcendental subject.73 In Whitehead's "critique
of pure feeling," subjectivity does not appear as a prerequisite of a generic
process, but as its result (PR, 222). For Levinas, transcendental subjectivity
always represents an Egologie—an assimilation of "the other" within a com-
mon Being. Release promises only the reinterpretation of subjectivity as "ex-
(s)istere," that is, as a "radical leaving-oneself-without-return,"74 For Deleuze,
transcendental subjectivity functions always as repression of the world of
intensities (LS, 98).75 Release promises only the dismissal of the identity of the
"settled subject" in favor of a "nomadic singularity" (Cf. TF, 58ff.) with its
anarchic plurality76 and creative open-endedness toward new constellations.77

The Creative Contrast of Levinas and Deleuze:
God as "Expressive In/Difference "

In order to understand why (as promised at the outset) we have to introduce
a further move from an aesthetic to an eschatological "reality" of God, we
must give further attention to the fact that Whitehead presents a balance
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between Levinas's conception of total transcendence as the condition of
alterity and Deleuze's conception of immanence as the condition of novelty.
It is this balance that will allow us to transform the contradiction of tran-
scendence and immanence, as it appears in Levinas's and Deleuze's concep-
tions of the de-ontologization of God, into a creative contrast based on
Whitehead's late restatement of the notion of God, which I shall call the
notion of "in/difference."

What allows us to undertake this transformation? I propose that it is
Whitehead's insistence upon the difference between "Creativity" and "God"
and their reintegration into a new contrast of "in/difference" that permit the
present move. This distinction empowers us to envision as integrated in
Whitehead what appears to be divided in Levinas and Deleuze, namely the tran-
scendence of "God" (Levinas) and the immanence of "nature naturing" (De-
leuze). Levinas's conception of divine alterity, one could say, corresponds to a
Whiteheadian theory of occasions and God as actuality. Deleuze's "infinity of
differentiation" of the manifold plane of immanence, on the other hand, corre-
sponds to Whitehead's theory of creativity. Both models, that of Levinas and
Deleuze, obviously lead to considerable one-sidedness. However, such one-
sidedness can be healed by integrating them both in a Whiteheadian contrast.78

In order to understand this transformation into a Whiteheadian contrast,
consider the following experiment: Imagine Whitehead's divine reality with-
out the immanence of Whitehead's "creativity"; this would introduce an
absolutely transcendent God, the conception of which corresponds to Lev-
inas's concept of alterity. Next, imagine the immanence of Whitehead's "cre-
ativity" without the alterity of Whitehead's God-language; this would dissolve
the divine into absolute immanence, the conception of which corresponds to
Deleuze's concept of immanence. Now, imagine how immanence and tran-
scendence might be reconceptualized through Whitehead's doctrine of "cre-
ativity" and "God."

My thesis is that it is not only possible to reconceive what is contradic-
tory in Levinas's and Deleuze's conceptions concerning the de-ontologization
of God, but, moreover, that Whitehead's later work gives us a hint at how to
intersect and even unite these concepts through the mediating notion of "ex-
pressive in/difference." "Expressive in/difference" becomes the needed miss-
ing link in a Whiteheadian doctrine of "God" and "creativity." This.may be
explored in four stages: ;,

First stage: This thesis may be explained further by referring to White-
head's late differentiation of a "World of Activity" and a "World of Value" in
his lecture on "Immortaltity" (Imm., 82). The two "Worlds" represent White-
head's final restatement concerning the difference between "Creativity" and
"God." According to the lecture on "Immortality," both Worlds develop
within a threefold relation: "The World of Value is not the World of Active
Creativity" (Imm., 90); "the World of Activity . . . is the World of Organiza-
tion: It is the Creative World" (Imm., 79); the "World of Value exhibits . . . the




