Immanence and transcendence as inseparable processes: on the relevance of arguments from Whitehead to Deleuze interpretation [draft]
A discarded magnifying glass lies by the side of a country lane, a mere child's toy, given away free on the cover of a magazine. It captures, or prehends, the sun's rays as they prehend its glass, focusing thereafter on withered, tinder-dry grass, setting it alight. A forest of mature trees is devastated in the subsequent fire, never to return, or at least not plausibly, in the new climate that turned the undergrowth to perfect kindling while conjuring up summer winds of unmatched intensity. Ancient homesteads and chancy new builds suffered equally on the fire front; those that did not or could not flee were choked then calcinated.
  It takes a very detached eye indeed to survey this loss and to claim equal value for the new scrub and the ancient settled hills with their natural complexity, animal life and human bonds. ‘The world is thus faced by the paradox that, at least in its higher actualities, it craves for novelty and yet is haunted by terror at the loss of the past, with its familiarities and its loved ones.’ (Whitehead 1978: 340) This haunting is one of the forces behind the emergence of religion, with its clinging to transcendence as resistance to the passing of all immanent actualities: ‘the culminating fact of conscious, rational life refuses to conceive itself as a transient enjoyment, transiently useful.’ (Whitehead 1978: 340) Harmony, running from past to future through the accord of transcendent entities with passing and novel ones, allows for a dance of transcendence and immanence.
 Transcendent eternal objects carry forth the valuation of positive prehensions
 and, as a sum, as one, Whitehead will call them a side of God, his primordial nature: ‘In our cosmological constructions we are, therefore, left with the final opposites, joy and sorrow, good and evil, disjunction and conjunction – that is to say, the many in one – flux and permanence, greatness and triviality, freedom and necessity, God and the World.’ (Whitehead 1978: 341)’
  Yet Whitehead’s model for immanence and transcendence is very subtle and neither realm is full without the other, since each is formed by the other in creative processes.
 God’s consequent nature comes from actual creations each one creating a new valuation and a new series of relation between eternal objects, but each novel creation comes from a creative pull in God’s primordial nature:

For Whitehead, God is therefore immanent in each occasion by supplying it with its initial subjective aim and instilling in it the desire for perfection as is possible in its immediate situation. On the other hand, as consequent, God is the conscious and unbiased reception of the physical world as it passes into the immediacy of his ‘feeling’ [...] So the mental, permanent side of the universe passes into the physical, transient side by the primordial nature of God, which is his guide for realisation. The one becomes many by the unity of God's vision passing into the physical world. And the transient, physical side of the universe passes into the mental, permanent side by the consequent nature of God, which is his coordination of achievement. The many become one by reaching a final completion and harmonisation in God's eternal being. (Mc Henry 1992: 160) 

Thus once Whitehead has set his speculative metaphysical categories in Process and Reality, he proceeds to describe and explain a set of ‘derivative notions’ of which God is one. Derivative should be seen in a strong sense here, as logically derived from the categories, such that God’s consequent and primordial nature follow from categories for eternal objects and immediate occasions.
 Here we can see the folding of one and many into one another, not layered and hierarchical imbrications, such as the ones we shall see Deleuze move beyond a little later (see also Cloots 2009: 69-70), but relations of mutual derivation and dependency where the fold is all and the folded things, mere passing abstractions. One of these folds leads to an entire multiplicity, the many in the one and the one in the many: ‘The primordial created fact is the unconditioned conceptual valuation of the entire multiplicity of eternal objects. This is the primordial nature of God.’ (Whitehead 1978: 31) Yet this entire valuation is itself created, something that draws Whitehead far away from traditional monotheisms: ‘One of the major aims of Whitehead's metaphysical endeavour is to provide a rational interpretation of the immanence of God without denying the necessary element of transcendence enabling him to be considered as the principle of concretion and in that sense primordial, whereas the direct consequence of Plotinus’ philosophical efforts was to carry the transcendence of God to its utmost extremity in his separation of the spiritual realm from the sensible world, placing him beyond being.’ (Wilmot 1979: 70)

  The consequent nature of God is the way this creativity and ‘all-inclusive unfettered’ valuation touch the transcendence of a future destiny through concretions of prehensions: ‘By reason of its character as a creature, always in concrescence and never in the past, it receives a reaction from the world; this reaction is its consequent nature.’ (Whitehead 1978: 31) This creative circle moving from abstract eternal realm through a creative transformation in the actual and back to a now transformed virtual realm is akin to Deleuze’s circle of destiny and his rejection of fatalism (Deleuze 1990: 149), where Ideas or sense move through surface or intensity to an actual realm, where a counter-actualisation reworks the form and power of the virtual, sending it back to return again as new creativity (Deleuze 1990:151). It could seem that surface and intensity are the missing terms in Whitehead’s account, but feeling can take on this role and intensity has been surveyed as a central component of his account by Judith Jones in this exact context: ‘The reference to the fulfillment of God's own being here is unfortunate, for it suggests a divine agency with a directive office somehow transcendent of the creative process in which there is aim at intensity of satisfaction. But Whitehead's God has no such office. God's “primordial appetitions”, whereby there is this aim at intensity are not transcendent of creative process but primordial in it.’ (Jones 1998: 146) The Leibnizian term appetition is taken up by Whitehead to describe the work of valuation and hence eternal objects (studied of course by Deleuze in The Fold: Leibniz and the Baroque; Deleuze 1993: 76-82) and God in the drive forward of immediate occasions (see Shaviro 2009: 24-6 and Williams 2009b: 286-7).
  Where Deleuze often talks of the desires and compulsions shaping our destiny as genetic members of damned families or alcoholics (Deleuze 1993: 69-70), Whitehead chooses the more universal example of thirst: ‘Thirst is an appetite towards a difference – towards something relevant, something largely identical, but something with a definite novelty.’ (Whitehead, 1978: 32) The elegance of his position comes out strongly here, refusing to lapse into notions of pure identity or essence towards which thirst would return us once we have satiated it, and insisting instead on the becoming within the organism and its creative novelty, explicable only through an external source, but one whose full work can only be when transcendence and immanence combine to project things forward: ‘”Appetition” is immediate matter of fact including in itself a principle of unrest, involving realization of what is not and may be’ (Whitehead, 1978: 32) Thus we find transcendence and immanence on two parts of a circle connecting them where neither transcendence, God as the unity of all multiplicities, nor immanence, God as consequence of specific actual creations can be treated independently of one another: ‘God’s immanence in the world in respect to his primordial nature is an urge towards the future based upon an appetite in the present.’ (Whitehead 1978: 32)
  There is an important lesson for speculative metaphysics to take from Whitehead's characterisation of immanence and transcendence.
 It lies in his positioning of the main philosophical problem away from worries about the mixing of the two terms: ‘The vicious separation of the flux from the permanence leads to the concept of an entirely static God, with eminent reality, in relation to an entirely fluent world, with deficient reality.’ (Whitehead 1978: 346) Flux and becoming must be part of transcendence and immanence; it is a mistake to define one in terms of perfect self-identity and to assign it the role of setting relative identity and being in the other realm. Instead, they are relations we should think of in terms of becoming of different kinds and with different, but complementary, processes. The real problem lies, on the contrary, in their ‘vicious separation’. The surprising use of this technical but also physical adjective could be read in many ways, for instance, as a worry about how the two terms are separated, or as concern for the denial of the priority of one or other term in their separation. Yet what Whitehead means has little to do with how the terms are divided, or with a wish to preserve one or other of them.

  Instead, the separation is vicious because of the results of the separation for both terms. Both suffer violence because they belong together and can only be separated at the cost of creating a false image of each one: ‘But if the opposites, static and fluent, have been so explained as separately to characterize diverse actualities, the interplay between the thing that is static and the things which are fluent involves contradiction at every step of its explanation.’ (Whitehead 1978: 346) For Whitehead, separated transcendence is pure stasis, meaningless because no change whatsoever can take place within it, a timeless and momentum free block. Yet pure immanence is equally nonsensical, since as pure flux we cannot explain its valued forward momentum and novelty, it becomes free of any realities and without sense. This sense is rendered, in Process and Reality in terms of ‘immortality’ and ‘everlastingness’ (Whitehead 1978: 347) Again, though, the meaning of these terms is transformed by Whitehead. Immortality occurs through participation in a process of perfection through eternal objects and God, but not in them or as them: ‘This factor is the temporal world perfected by its reception and reformation […]’ (Whitehead 1978: 347) Once again, this determination of the world as everlasting and completed as such is answered by a mirroring completing of God in the world
: ‘In this way God is completed by the individual, fluent satisfaction of finite fact, and the temporal occasions are completed by their everlasting union with their transformed selves, purged into conformation with the eternal order which is the final absolute ‘wisdom’’ ( Whitehead 1978: 348)
  Nonetheless, and against Whitehead’s own critical reaction to brute materialism as a mistaken return to substance metaphysics,
 there have been persistent attempts to situate his philosophy on one or other side of the immanence and transcendence divide, as either a philosophy that still culminates in a God consistent with the hierarchical transcendence of Christian monotheism,
 or as form of immanent natural realism with no need for any reference to God, eternal objects and hence to transcendence in its strong sense implying different realms (even if these cannot be separated and share the same ontological status in becoming rather than being under the same metaphysical categories). The former interpretation is perhaps understandable given Whitehead’s choice of language, even if it very distant from his arguments and from the logical structure of his metaphysics.
 The latter interpretation, however, must bracket off Whitehead’s work on God in the latter chapters of Science and the Modern World, Adventures of Ideas and Process and Reality, in order to emphasise his search for metaphysics consistent with his contemporary sciences.

  Following Jorge Nobo’s work (Nobo 1986), George Lucas makes the following important points against the conflation of immanence and naturalism in the non-theistic, naturalistic interpretations of Sherburne, Lowe and Ford:
 ‘Such an account of the ground of final causation ultimately reduces Whitehead's category of creativity either to an account of mere randomness or to a mere reiteration of the past. In either case, no non-theistic rationale for the selective dominance in the present of some certain and specifiable element of the past seems apparent – whence the would be Whiteheadian naturalist cannot offer a satisfactory or coherent account of the origin of the novelty in discrete experience, which is the hallmark of Whitehead's own metaphysical system.’ (Lucas 1989: 164) This understanding of the crucial role played by a transcendent realm completed by an immanent one in creativity and novelty is of course just as essential to an understanding of Deleuze’s account of the third synthesis of time and the role of Nietzschean eternal return in Difference and Repetition. Equally though this leads to the criticism that there is still too much transcendence in both philosophers as seen in critiques of Deleuze on creativity reminiscent of the early Marx’s worries about Feuerbach and religion: ‘Feuerbach resolves the essence of religion into the essence of man. But the essence of man is not an abstraction inhering in isolated individuals.’ (Marx 2006: 117)
  Commenting on Deleuze’s reading of Spinoza, Peter Hallward thus makes the following critical point: ‘Rather than distinct facets of one and the same substance, the being-together of absolutely divergent modes can again only be thought via the pure affirmation of that unthinkable plane upon which their aberrant creating or deviant differing ‘consists’.’ (Hallward 2006: 156) The key terms seeking to re-establish a transcendent reading of Deleuze via the idea of a lack of relation in his philosophy of creativity are ‘absolute’, ‘pure’ and ‘unthinkable’. This breakdown of relations then allows Hallward to draw the following conclusion ‘[…] Deleuze knows perfectly well what ‘unifies’ the field of being or creation in Spinoza isn’t the idea of substance per se but the notion of God, i.e. the idea of an infinity and perfection of essence. Nowhere in his work does Deleuze put in question such infinity or perfection; on the contrary his philosophy presupposes them at every turn.’ (Hallward 2006: 156). Yet, if we turn to Whiteheadian arguments about this insidious return of the transcendent in a philosophy of creation, we find the counter that God (or Ideas, or the virtual or pure difference) is as much created as creating: ‘The result of these truncated, one-sided interpretations of creativity, according to Nobo, has been a failure to appreciate Whitehead's full commitment to the active, creative “power of the past” (as Whitehead himself describes it), of causal efficacy and of “settled fact,” and of the radical subordination (from Hartshorne onwards) of efficient to pure final causality in a manner that transforms Whitehead's critical realism into a species of idealism or Kantian phenomenalism.’
 (Lucas 1989: 174) I will show below how this argument also applies in defending Deleuze against the same charge.

  I want to draw on three ideas from Whiteheadian scholarship in tune with Lucas’s points to show how this argument plays out in detail. The first is from a recent interpretation by Pierfrancesco Basile where he argues, completely at odds with Hallward’s steps with respect to Spinoza and Deleuze, that Whitehead’s metaphysics of God and world is one of essential relation and mutual dependency: ‘[Whitehead’s six antitheses] formulate a novel world view in which God and the world, although distinct, are essentially related, mutually dependent upon each other. This involves a significant revision of the traditional philosophical theology derived from Aristotle – Whitehead's God is still a mover, but not an unmoved one.’ (Basile 2009: 143) The second idea comes from more traditional source in the scholarship through Ford’s critique of Neville’s reading of Whitehead on God
: ‘This creator God must be transcendent to all experience and its categories, and thus be quite unknowable. Such a God is akin to the “causal nature” behind the scenes that Whitehead has rejected in his earlier books on the philosophy of nature. Whitehead's whole effort to achieve maximum coherence takes the form of trying to conceive of all actualities, including God, within one set of common categories’ (Ford 1983: 272-3) The use of maximum coherence fits with my earlier insistence on completeness in Whitehead and Deleuze. It is a point often missed in readings of Deleuze, such as Hallward’s, because they take ‘absolute’, ‘infinity’ and ‘perfection’ as applying to the whole metaphysical picture when in fact thinkers such as Deleuze and Whitehead
 are seeking to maximize coherence across different processes where one side may be defined as absolute or pure or unity yet nonetheless be incomplete in relation to other processes thereby requiring a maximization against the background of creative antitheses (Whitehead 1978: 348) or creative paradoxes (Deleuze 1990:100).

  So, to move to the third idea taken from Whitehead scholarship, the points about relations, mutual dependency and coherence mean that when we have a term such a potentiality it must never be seen as a pure and untouched reserve of possibility or as a creative fount or, to use Whitehead’s term from earlier in this paper, as a form of eminence. This is Leclerc’s careful statement of this point, where we can see why Rorty was inspired by Leclerc for his own account of the complex relation of transcendence and immanence in Whitehead’s thought: ‘Such potentiality is not a mere abstract possibility. It is a specific determinate possibility as potential for the subject in question. 'Potentiality' includes 'possibility' in its connotation, but potentiality in this sense is a determinate selection from pure abstract possibility [...] the purpose and function of actualization is to contribute to subsequent achievement as the potentiality for that subsequent actualisation.’ (Leclerc 1983: 63) The key argument here turns on the use of ‘subsequent’ because it sets potential within a circle rather than at the high point of a ladder, even one that permits vibrations up and down it. Reciprocal determination in a circular motion means that there is never a pure origin in creation, or a privileged realm, all is subsequent, since were we to define this realm as absolutely primordial we would miss the fact that it is so only when it is incomplete and shorn of a essential relation that determines it as constituted rather than constituting.

  To conclude then with Deleuze’s own discussion of immanence in relation to transcendence in his short paper ‘Les plages d’immanence’, written in honour of his teacher at the Sorbonne, Maurice de Gandillac. The first thing to note is the correspondence of themes between the paper and Whitehead’s reflection on transcendence and immanence studied here. Like Whitehead, Deleuze contrasts transcendence as ‘eminent’ and ‘emanation’ with immanence as a ‘coexistence of two movements, complication and explication’ (Deleuze 2003: 244). Complication and explication would be Whitehead’s two processes of creation in relation to God: complication for the consequent creation of God; explication for the creation in the world through the pull of the primordial nature of God. Two movements whose resulting relations Deleuze describes in exactly the same words chosen by Whitehead: ‘The multiple is in the one which complicates it, as much as the one is in the multiple that explains it’ (Deleuze 2003: 244; my emphasis). There is then a ‘play’ of immanence and transcendence where the immanence of the earth (of the world for Whitehead) pushes through celestial hierarchies banishing any thought of a pure or absolute realm, yet also mixing world and God in the two processes. This is an ‘adventure’ of immanence in transcendence, where immanence in reflections and geneses form ‘the two bases of an expressionist [and hence a Deleuzian] philosophy.’ (Deleuze 2003: 245) Should it still be said that this leads to an abstraction from life, the last word should be with Deleuze in his description of an individual human life: ‘Philosophical concepts are also, for their inventors and those who release them, modes of life and modes of activity. To recognize the world of hierarchies, but at the same time to make planes of immanence pass through it, bringing it down more than any direct engagement could; that is an image of life inseparable from Maurice de Gandillac.’ (Deleuze 2003: 245-6)
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� This reciprocal relation or dialogue of immanence and transcendence, or one and many, is often seen as the core of Whitehead’s speculative metaphysics. It underpins the reading set out here, and can be supported, for instance, through a reading of Leclerc’s interpretation of Whitehead: 'The being of an ousia is its becoming, its becoming actual. And it becomes actual in order to be potentiality for further ousiai. Whitehead sees the universe as in rhythmic pulsation, from potentiality to actuality, and from actuality to potentiality, from the many to the one and from the one to the many. For him the universe is to be understood as in the process, and not statically.' (Leclerc 1983: 66-7)





� For a helpful discussion of the necessity of this valuation over and above other relations see Rose’s treatment of the issue:  '[...] while all 'things' are constituted by their relations, all relations are further defined as value-relations, that is, relations of some positive or negative character.' (Rose 2002: 2) For a related account in terms of a leap into transcendence see Whitehead 1948: 335.





� Note how the versions of these arguments about immanence and transcendence are much more sophisticated in Process and Reality than Science and the Modern World, for instance in the way the distinction between primordial and consequent nature expands greatly on the idea of God as ‘Principle of Concretion’ and ‘principle of limitation’ in Science and the Modern World (Whitehead 1927: 216-21)


� For a particularly interesting account of this logical aspect of Whitehead’s work see Martin’s rigorous reconstructions: '[W] wishes to elucidate “somewhat exceptional elements in our conscious experience – those elements which may roughly be classed together as religious and moral intuitions.” The extraordinary appeal of Whitehead's approach is that it seeks to accommodate these exceptional elements in the same categorical framework that it seeks to accommodate logic mathematics and empirical science, and not just superficially, in a telling phrase or two, but with a reasonably full delineation of basic notions, definitions, and fundamental principles.' (Martin 1974: 44)





� Wilmot gives a full theological as opposed to philosophical reconstruction of this relation of immanence and transcendence, see Wilmot 1979, 165-7





� For a defence of the use of metaphysics when referring to Whitehead and Deleuze see Robinson 2009: 132-3; see also Code 2007: 187


� Martin gives a good account of this mutual completion in terms of the primordial and consequent nature of God: ‘God “creates” the World in the sense of providing items in it with the initial valuations or subjective aims, but the World creates God in the sense of providing the physical data for those valuations.’ Martin 1974: 58





� See Whitehead’s discussion of materialism in Process and Reality (Whitehead 1978: 78-9) his definition of historical materialism in The Concept of Nature (Whitehead 2004: 70)


� For an example of the use of Whitehead’s thought as consistent with Christian monotheism see Pittenger 1969: 54. For a much more developed account of the necessary move to a transcendent God based on freedom as a condition for creation and on the importance of explanations for evil see Eisendracht: 'This theology, however triumphant, cannot be entirely sustained, for it would deny freedom and deal inadequately with the problem of evil. If God supplies the initial subjective aim of each occasion, and if He integrates all occasions into the perfection of His vision, how can Evil persist in the world?' (Eisendracht 1971: 201)





� Wolfe Mays supports this point in drawing out the concern with religion in Whitehead’s discussion of the eternal: 'We have already seen that whitehead is concerned in his account of the concept of God's functioning in the universe, with indicating the elements of permanence or eternality in the world, with which, he claims, religion has essentially concerned itself.' (Mays 1977: 130) Nonetheless it remains very important not to make the rapid step from concern with the religious drive and its value to an attunement with this or that religion and even less with this or that form of religious transcendence.





� For an alternative critique of this reductive naturalistic reading of Whitehead, we find the perhaps surprising essay by Rorty (in his early pre-linguistic turn phase) on Whitehead where he distinguishes Whitehead from Aristotle, defending Whitehead's realist but not reductionist view of matter: 'If time is taken seriously, however, and it is thus recognized that 'actual world' and 'actuality' are token reflexive terms, then one can escape the first horn of the above dilemma [that forms are indistinguishable from their actualization] by distinguishing between the definiteness of an entity's characterisation (its “objective” reality) and the decisiveness of its concrescence (its “formal” reality). The latter is actual, and therefore non-repeatable. The former is repeatable, and therefore potential, in the sense that it is related (externally to it, although internally to each entity which prehends it) to a potentially infinite number of subsequent actualities by being “present in them” [...] Its second horn [that matter and form are so different that the latter cannot characterise the former] is escaped by replying that the difference between the characterisation of the actual and the actual entity is no greater, though no less great, than between past and present – which, if one takes time seriously, is precisely the difference which one would expect.' (Rorty 1983: 95-6) Rorty’s fine analysis, indebted to Leclerc, is particularly acute in focusing on the role of time; an argument as important for a reading of Deleuze as anti-Aristotelian and non-reductionist. For an illuminating discussion of the relation of Whitehead to Rorty see Hall 2004.





� There is not space here to go into the relation of Whitehead to Kant and to transcendental philosophy and deductions. For a study of this in relation to God in the context of Kant's transcendental philosophy see Derek Malone-France 2006: 158-72. For an excellent discussion of whitehead Deleuze and Kant in relation to creativity and aesthetics, and Deleuze’s transcendental empiricism in particular, see Shaviro 2009: 33-7.





� There is not space here for a full reading of Isabelle Stengers work on this question around the concept of God in Whitehead, but many of the insights in that discussion are the starting points for this study (Stengers 2002:  520-28) and (Williams 2009a: 156-9)


� See Neville 1983: 267-71


� In no way should this rapprochement of the two thinkers be seen as a conflation of their terms, see for instance the very different treatment of the concept of multiplicity in Process and Reality (Sherburne 1966: 230) and Difference and Repetition (Williams 2003: 146-9)


� For a fuller account of paradox in this context see Williams 2008: 68-76





