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This is an attempt to suture Whitehead’s subject to Badiou’s to talk about justice under the regime of the global market-based capitalism in an age of ecological crisis. Both Whitehead and Badiou are tangential to each other in that they refer to a halting and breaking point of our established system of thoughts and at the same time in that they lure the subject beyond itself. They enable each actual entity to advance in terms of a truth-event of actual entity, but it is so only by bringing the breaking point(s) into our present thoughts. The suture of Whitehead's subject to Badiou's subject means an attempt to explore some breaking points in the former's notion of subject and thereby to connect it to the latter's. The breaking point refers to hiatus that does not mean logical contradiction or separation, but rather conflict and tension for the emergence of a new creativity. In short, the subject is not the endurance or permanence of the self but an aleatory and excessive event to the established situation. It is not by a continuous and smooth endurance but by a temporary and discrete momentum of hiatus that the subject adds some novelty to the established system. As to overcome the modern inhuman, materialistic and mechanical worldview, the ideal of organic harmony based upon organic relationality has been suggested, but what really matters after the modern period is rather our violent grasp of the other(s) when our sticky human relations turn into a form of political relationship so that the organic relationality deteriorate into a blind theory of harmony, which suppresses any form of conflict in our society and which after all becomes a totalitarian. This article attempts to depict a structure of the subject, which to see via Badiou's theory of the militant and resistant subject Whitehead’s harmonious subject overcoming conflict and tension. What it wants to draw is the structure of the subject to break through and go beyond the established discourses of power that have sought to cover up the contradictions and injustice of our age. In the meantime, Whitehead and Badiou become harsh critiques to tackle to their opponent’s weak points instead of being a harmonious pair, which supplement the respective logics. They seem to disharmonize, but they could be a perfect pair exactly in that they are subtracted from each other and seek a chance to overturn the other. Their disharmony may generate a form of dis/harmony, a virtual harmony embedded into actual conflict and hostile tension, like justice showing itself only amid explicit scenes of injustice.  

· The Badiouan critique of Whitehead via Deleuze 

It is really hard to find any explicit connection between Badiou and Whitehead, except the fact that both of them try to build up a theory of the subject. Of course, there is no mention about Whitehead in Badiou’s writings, as far as is known, for they live in different ages and have different aims with different background. Thus their respective tasks are naturally different. Whitehead held some Victorian influence in his spirit, and Badiou have faced the so-called Post-modern minds. They seemingly have their own curios: God for Whitehead and truth for Badiou. In an age disdaining God, Whitehead preserved God as a logically necessary mechanism for his philosophy. Badiou has tried to hold vanishing figure of truth to talk about justice for the falling spirit of Marxism in the global market-driven capitalism. It is really difficult to find any direct contact between them, but few awkward coincidences. A way for the Badiouan to gain  access to Whitehead is to get through by medium of Deleuze, who refers to Whitehead as one of the philosopher of the event, for Badiou’s critique of Deleuze can be applied to Whitehead in that both Whitehead and Deleuze share some extended sense of the subject over nature (Faber, Krips & Pettus 2010, xi). 

· Deleuzean event 

The event in Deleuze derives from his understanding of sense, which is to complement the three propositional relations of denotation, manifestation and signification. The propositional relations make sense due to the sense. However, sense occupies an ambiguous place in the relations. First of all, for Deleuse, sense is a “nonexistent entity, which can only present itself as paradox and non-sense”(Faber, Krips & Pettus 2010, 25). It means that sense is not disclosed when the propositional relations deliver its meaningful network. Rather, sense gropes its way of flight not to be fully captured by the relations.  Paradox and/or non-sense are kinds of halting points for the propositional network of meaning. Meanings by propositional relationships break down before paradox and non-sense, for paradox and nonsense collapse the structure of meaningful network. The irony lies in the fact that sense “must be ‘both the expressible or the expressed of the proposition and the attribute of the state of affair” (Faber, Krips & Pettus 2010, 26). It must reside within what it breaks down! The status of sense in the propositional relations depicts the Deleuzean sense of the event. The breaking-down of the existing network of propositional meanings and relations does not result in a total destruction but lead to an emergence of novelty along with the line of flight of paradox and nonsense.  That is, sense belongs to the proposition, but it is also not captured by it and seeks for a line of flight. Put it differently, the sense is not separated from language and propositional relations. Rather, the event of the sense ““belongs essentially to language; it has an essential relationship to language’ (LS 22)” (Faber, Krips & Pettus 2010, 28). Sense may be called the foundation (or “a non-foundational foundation”) of all meaningful networks, as the human body forms the ground of all structure of meaning for human mind (Faber, Krips & Pettus 2010, 26). Nevertheless, the sense “exceeds any possible capture by signification or truth-conditions in advance” (Faber, Krips & Pettus 2010, 28). It means that the event of the sense “never is, but is always becoming” (Faber, Krips & Pettus 2010, 26). For instance, a proposition is “never the last or final proposition, because its entire sense will be altered by the addition of further propositions,” but this ‘sense’ “can never be said as such, only expressed” ( Faber, Krips & Pettus 2010, 26). Thus, sense shows a kind of transcendent immanence in that it exceeds all linguistic capture, but its expression always is “immanent in the proposition as such” (Faber, Krips & Pettus 2010, 27). In this vein, sense “only subsists as expressed” (Faber, Krips & Pettus 2010, 27). Thus, the Deleuzean event is that which is none other than ‘becoming’ always seeking for a line of flight or a nomadic move.
 This Deleuzean event, according to Clemens and Feltham, always begins “in the middle” in that there is no first or final event. Any event is “singular, neither one nor multiple,” and it means that an event is “always part of a series of modifications through further propositions, which constitute the continuing ‘eventing’ of the event,” which is like “the eternal return of sense as continual novelty” (Faber, Krips & Pettus 2010, 28). Put it differently, the event “never stops coming back,” and, in so doing, it is “always divagating and accreting” (Faber, Krips & Pettus 2010, 28). 

· The Badiouan critique of Deleuze

Badiou curiously(?) criticizes Deleuze, who has been a famous defender of difference and a helpful philosopher of the event, and it is not without reason for him. From the Badiouan perspective, the Deleuzean event is none other than “the ontological realization of the eternal truth of the One, the infinite power of Life” by “synthesi[zing] the past and the future in the indivisible continuity of Virtuality” (LM 404/TED 38; recited from Faber, Krips & Pettus 2010, 50). For all events in Deleuze from Badiou’s perspective are “only aspects of a single Event, ‘the Eternal return of the identical, the undifferentiated power of the Same: the ‘powerful inorganic life’ (LM 406/TED 39)” (Faber, Krips & Pettus 2010, 51). For Badiou, the Deleuzean event consists of a single stream of becoming, that is, of the virtuality. 

However, according to Keith Robinson, the Badiouan critique of Deleuze for his “ontological precomprehension of being as One” (DCB 20) and his univocal virtuality just misses the target, and it is due to Badiou’s misunderstanding of the Deleuzean One and the virtual. (Faber, Krips & Pettus 2010, 119). For Deleuze, unity refers to the multiple, and thus the One for him is “nothing but the multiple” (Faber, Krips & Pettus 2010, 119). In other words, the Deleuzean univocity is none other than “a synthesis without remainder, the synthesis and affirmation of the immanent multiple” (Faber, Krips & Pettus 2010, 119). Thus, it is virually one, but actually multiple. 

According to Jeffrey Bell, Badiou’s misunderstanding of Deleuze’ thinking of the One is basically associated with his misunderstanding of the Deleuzean notion of the virtual (Faber, Krips & Pettus 2010, 138). The misunderstanding is mainly due to his failure to distinguish the distinction of the virtual/the actual from that of the actual/the possible. The virtual is not the same as the possible at all. The reality of the virtual does not depend upon its realization in the actuality, while the possible is not real at all until it will be realized in the actuality. The example of the virtual offered by Deleuze is “the linguistic multiplicity” that is “a virtual system of reciprocal connections between ‘phonemes’ which is incarnated [i.e., actualized] in the actual terms and relations of diverse languages’ (DR 193)” (Faber, Krips & Pettus 2010, 139). In this linguistic multiplicity, the phonemes and their relations are “not actual, meaningful terms” until they are incarnated in actual terms (Faber, Krips & Pettus 2010, 139). However, they are also “no less real than” the actualized terms (Faber, Krips & Pettus 2010, 139). Their reality does not depend upon their actualization. The virtual is real, but may not be actual. This virtuality is the source of the new coming over beyond the existing. In this sense, the virtual refers to “the transcendent object” or “the metalanguage” (DR 193; Faber, Krips & Pettus 2010, 140). Here the transcendence is not outside the actual but rather radically immanent within it. Thus, the virtual One in Deleuze only refers to the transcendental immanence of the Multiple. With regard to Badiou’s critique, the Deleuzean virtual is not the unifying and omnipotent One but the Multiple giving birth to all differences. In this sense, Badiou may completely misunderstand Deleuze. 

From a different perspective, according to Phelps, the real problem  of Badiou with Deleuze is not so much the One as the becoming, that is, as “the way in which the equation of the event with becoming in [Deleuze’s] thought tends to deny the possibility of a radical break with or reorientation of being” (Faber, Krips & Pettus 2010, 53). It has to do with Badiou’s understanding of the event. For him, the event “a pure break with becoming rather than being coextensive with becoming” (Faber, Krips & Pettus 2010, 53). The becoming is still under the existing control of the state of the situation, which conceals the path to truth and offers the market-driven substitution to the consumer subject, producing a false self-recognition. For Badiou, the state system does not offer any exit, and it holds everything under its capitalistic control. It ceaselessly creates the product as the substitution for the truth, offering a feeling of satisfaction to the consumer subject. Thus, what the subject needs to get access to the truth is a way out of the state system through the breaking interruption of the event, a radical rupture with the state of the situation and its encyclopedic knowledge. Thus, the event is a creation of something new, or an advent of the new, out of the void. It means that the Badiouan event rather “creates another time rather than being tied to the continuity of time” (Faber, Krips & Pettus 2010, 54). This is the whole point when Badiou criticize Deleuze as still clinging to the One. We remember that Whitehead speaks of the becoming and the event. Just as both the event and the becoming are intimately united in Deleuze, so is the case in Whitehead. Thus, the Badiouan critique may be well extend over to the Whiteheadian notion of the event, which is a nexus of actual occasion whose another name would be the process. 

· The Whiteheadian Event 

The whole point of Badiou’s critique of Deleuze lies in the fact that Deleuze tends to reduce the subjectivity “to a nonhuman perspective (either cosmic or molecular) and risks ignoring the specificity of actualized perceptual difference—the difference of the human, of women, of the animal, etc, all ‘external’ differences for Deleuze, effects of the more obscure processes of ‘internal’ difference, a difference that differs from itself” (Faber, Krips & Pettus 2010, 122). This reduction can make sense, only if one understands that Deleuze “persues the ‘turn’ beyond individual human experience into an ‘inhuman’ world, an ‘any-point-of-view-whatever’ teeming with ‘pre-individual singularities’ and ‘non-personal individuations’ at that point in their genesis when these elements are not yet captured in the form of the self or the person, the universal ‘I’ and the individual ‘me’ ”( Faber, Krips & Pettus 2010, 123). That is, all forms of (small and individual) difference may be the temporary manifestation of the invisible and ungraspable cosmic ‘I’ or Self or One. In so doing, Deleuze wants to go beyond a form of anthropocentrism, which has derived from the Cartesian model of the subject and has caused the human cruel and tyrant mastery of the world and nature since the modern times. However, for that purpose, Deleuze also forecloses the subject with nothing but its functions “both to universalize and to individuate” (Faber, Krips & Pettus 2010, 123). Thus, in Deleuze, philosophy “becomes a ‘theory of multiplicities that refers to no subject as preliminary unity’ (PC 95)” (Faber, Krips & Pettus 2010, 123), and it means that there is no possibility of the revolutionary subject at all. As a matter of fact, Deleuze refuses any revolutionary and resistant activity, and he instead insists a nomadic flight as a resistant gesture, a flight from the ruthless state mechanism. Thus, for Deleuze, the subject, if possible, is only the “virtual cosmic subject” (Faber, Krips & Pettus 2010, 126). His “rhizomatic continuity of becoming” ends up in “the displacement of the ‘subject’ of the philosophical tradition and perhaps a displacement of even the generalized subject of process in Whitehead in favor of an assemblage of the ‘haecceity type’ (TP 265), a mode of individuation that consists entirely of relations of speed and slowness, of movement and rest between molecules, particles, affects” (Faber, Krips & Pettus 2010, 126). 

Then, how would Badiou criticize Whitehead, for whom, any being itself is “event”
 (Faber, Krips & Pettus 2010, 120). Given that Whitehead’s Process and Reality is about the processual description of the subject-superject, it thus seems that the Deleuzean bridge to Whitehead would not work at all.  However, one needs to remember that Whitehead “generalizes from a human subjective point of view yet reaches beyond any individual consciousness” (Faber, Krips & Pettus 2010, 117). The Whiteheadian understanding of the event is “carried though in his generalization of the subject,” which extends beyond human experience and “thereby risks the accusative claim of anthropocentrism, the swallowing  up of non-human differences by finding analogies with human percpeption throughout nature” (Faber, Krips & Pettus 2010, 122). Although there are clear differences between Deleuze and Whitehead in that the former subjectivizes the cosmic natural force in the form of the virtual one, vanishing human individual subject in a way for it to be no longer unique, and that the latter “ ‘reforms’ the subject” in a way to “[remove] it from any exclusive attachment to the realm of human cognition and generalizes its form across beings but retains its function of (metaphysical) individuality”, both Deleuze and Whitehead share one perspective that the becoming and the event are not separated but united (Faber, Krips & Pettus 2010, 124; cf. PR 167). Thus, the subject in Whitehead is quite different from that in Badiou whose militant fidelity is to illegal truth. 

As mentioned above, the Whiteheadian subject does not necessarily mean a human subject. It is the subject of actual entity and that of the event. The ultimate unit in Whitehead is an actual entity. It is the basic unit of nature and, in this sense, it may be a cosmological basic unit of the event. Every event is constituted in terms of the dipolarity of the mental and the physical pole. An emerging actual occasion takes the casual data from the past and reconstructs it with the divine initial aim through the presentational immediacy. During the process, the actual occasion forms its subjective aim, and it is passed over to the ensuing occasion(s) in the form of the superject after the completion of its concrescence. The individual process of actual occasion does not last very long, but the entire nexus of actual entities creatively advances. The point with regard to the event discourse is that, for Whitehead, the multiples ‘becomes,’ and this becoming is not a change from a state to another.
 The process of becoming is not just a change, minor or major. In the Whitehead universe of becoming, the mental pole can “explore for possibilities (i.e., multiplicities)” and “the mental functioning … ‘introduces into realization subjective forms conformal to relevant alternatives excluded from the completeness of physical realization’ (AI 259)” (Faber, Krips & Pettus 2010, 150). What is introduced is none other than something new to the passing actual occasion. This new thing, novelity is “the very essence of life,” and it “occurs [only] when there is a discord between the physical and mental poles” (Faber, Krips & Pettus 2010, 150). In this sense, the discordant feeling is the basis of “progress as adventure” (Faber, Krips & Pettus 2010, 151). Thus, Jeffery Bell expresses it as the following with some Deleuzean flavour: “[k]ey to the adventure of ideas is the ability of the mental pole to access the nomadic, anti-social actual entities that have not been actualized within the complete physical realization of a social nexus, or, more simply, that have not yet become facts” (Faber, Krips & Pettus 2010, 151). In other words, in Whitehead, there is “no pre-established harmony, no pre-determining completeness, but rather there is order and chaos” (Faber, Krips & Pettus 2010, 151). Thus, “the actual world … is neither ‘purely orderly’ nor ‘purely chaotic’ (PR 131)” (Faber, Krips & Pettus 2010, 151). Does it sound like the Deleuzean “chaosmos”? 

What especially makes Whitehead different from Deleuzean way of thinking is the role of God, for there is no God in the Deleuzean becoming. For Whitehead, “what assures the successful balancing of social and nomadic actual entities, order and chaos, is God” (Faber, Krips & Pettus 2010, 152). According to Bell, the Whiteheadian God “prevents chaos from gaining the upper hand and assures the successful territorializing of nomadic actual entities into societies, or, as Whitehead puts it, God ‘does not create the world, he saves it’ (PR 408)” (Faber, Krips & Pettus 2010, 152). However, God is not a transcendent reality in the heaven in any sense, but rather “the chief exemplification of the process whereby discordant feelings becomes resolved through the attainment of perfection, or God is the chief exemplification of adventure” (Faber, Krips & Pettus 2010, 152). After all, the becoming and the event with the logical role of the divinity are creatively united in both Whitehead and Deleuze. Then note that this is what Badiou radically criticizes Deleuze, and, if so, he would do the same to Whitehead. 

For Badiou, the subject is militant and radically resistant against the becoming structure of the existing state of the situation. For truth is always outside the system which means that truth, if it exists at all, is disclosed as distorted or twisted due to the subjective structure of desire. Thus, to see the truth for the situation, the subject always tries to find a hole or breaking point within the state. The truth is what the established structure regards as a non-existant, that is, as ta me onta (those who are not [1Corinthian 1:27]). Thus, the subject within the situation is “posited as void, irreflexive and objectless, subject only of the event” (Faber, Krips & Pettus 2010, 122). For the event, the subject has to find the evental site where excrescent multiples reside. There the subject “as a local configuration of a generic truth procedure” generates the truth for the situation (Faber, Krips & Pettus 2010, 122). Then, with his/her fidelity to the event of the truth, the subject presents the event with his/her “interpretive intervention” (Badiou 2007, 181).  It is a decision whether the event belongs to the situation, and Badiou thus calls it a “cut” (Badiou 2007, 181). If the event turns out to belong to the situation, it is called “ultra-one,” because it “falls under the count-as-one,” which is the operation of the situation (Badiou 2007, 182). It does not mean that the event becomes the One Badiou strongly rejects. Rather, the presentation of the event by the subject is a subjective interpretive decision to name at the evental site the void which cannot be known to the situation otherwise. Here, the Badiouan subject is from the beginning a human subject, maybe too human. There is no possibility of any animal subject, because the subject operates the interpretive intervention along with the generic truth procedures. If so, Badiou’s subject of the event “risks anthropocentrism” obviously because “only ‘Man’ thinks” (Faber, Krips & Pettus 2010, 122). 

The key point here between Badiou and Whitehead-Deleuze is that Badiou’s subject “emerges with the event in its revelation of the void,” which does not belong to the state of the situation and which thus cannot be counted as one (Faber, Krips & Pettus 2010, 124). What Badiou suggests with regard to the event is that it is a radical rupture with the becoming structure of the situation. The event is not counted as one by the situation, and it thus is regarded as the void, as non-existent. 

· Clinamen in Badiou and khora in Whitehead 

Thus, the key point between Badiou and Whitehead, and possibly Deleuze is about their understanding of the subject and its role, especially in politics. Although there is no explicit mention about the subject in Deleuze, according to K. Robinson, one can find at least a trace of the subject in him: virtuality or the virtual time (Faber, Krips & Pettus 2010, 126). Thus, according to Robinson, Whitehead enlarges human subjectivity beyond itself, extending it over nature, whereas, for Badiou, the subject is human along with his/her fidelity to the event of the truth and his/her interpretive intervention to talk about justice.
 My first argument in this paper is that the continuity for Whitehead (and Deleuze) and the discontinuity for Badiou between the event and the becoming derives from their respective reference to khora and clinamen. 

· Whitehead’s khora: 

Almost at the end of the book, Adventures of Ideas, after discussing Plato’s seven generalities, Whitehead says, “Something is still lacking” (1967, 284). This ‘something’ is quite like Plato’s Harmony, yet it has its own inward dynamics, which is the divine eros, unlike Plato’s. As a matter of fact, it has some names such as ‘creativity,’ ‘khora,’ and ‘divine eros’ (Park 2006, 134-135). In Plato, khora is very passive without its own dynamic, but, in Whitehead, it is very active and dynamic, for he emphasizes the creative advance. Thus, Plato’s static eternal being turns into the divine eros in Whitehead to lure things toward their actualizations. Thus, creativity emerges when khora and the divine eros are united. Khora refers to the place (or, according to Faber, a “non-local place” or a “placeless place” [Faber, Krips & Pettus 2010, 219]) of creativity without any fixed location. The divine eros refers to its inner dynamics. Along with these two, the process creatively advances. The goal or destination of this process is to Peace, which is for Whitehead the “Harmony of Harmonies” (1967, 285). 

For Whitehead, a multiple means a distunctive universe, and an actuality means a conjunctive universe (1978, 21). The disjunctive and the conjunctive universes are not separated and independent. Rather, the multiple disjunctive pluri-verse(s) is conjunctively united into the unifying concrescence of each actual entity. In this way each universe, that is, each actuality contains all the levels of connection to things in the universe. However, the Whiteheadian universe is always and already the pluri-verse, for the uni-verse of each actual entity hangs on to others. Thus, to reach at Harmony of Harmonies, the Whiteheadian universe still needs something to put all the actualities together. Here, Whitehead introduces khora for Harmony. The need for khora is due to the cellular structure of each actual entity. In other words, when each actuality has its own uni-verse and forms its singular subjectivity, the interconnection of them does not foreclose the individuality of each of them. Just as the cellular unity does not guarantee a unity on the level of organism, the integrity of each actual occasion does not necessarily proves the unity of societies. 

The usual translation of khora is ‘receptacle’ and Whitehead uses this translation (1967, 122; Emmet 1932, 224). Plato calls it “the foster mother” of all becoming, and Whitehead “a natural matrix for all things” (Whitehead 1967, 134). For khora contains every actuality within itself in a way that it does not have its own form so that it is not “abstracted from those actualities” (Whitehead 1967, 134). Given that Harmony is the unification of the many into one, khora is “the time-space of the adventure of the eternal and the locus of actualizing the Goodness of Harmony” (Park 2006, 148). That is, khora is “the material locus of creativity” (Park 2006, 148). Khora receives the one and the many together and preserves them in a creative, harmonious and peaceful way. Put it differently, khora is “the creative integration of … one and the many” (Park 2006, 149). 

Whitehead exemplifies two locus of khora: the extensive continuum and personal identity. First, actual occasions on the extensive continuum need something to support them. Although Whitehead’s philosophy of organism aims at a relational philosophy, actual relations of actual occasions are ambiguous in that each actual occasion does not have direct connection to others. They are related only through the causal efficacy (connection to the past) and the presentational immediacy (connection to the future anticipation via the dipolar nature of God). How do they hang on to the present extensive continuum? Just as khora in Plato supports the combination of form and matter, the extensive continuum supports the creative union of the mental and the physical (Nobo 1986, 22). Whitehead analogically explains khora(receptacle) as the “empty space” of Newton which was regarded as “the sensorium of God” (Whitehead 1967, 135). In modern terms, khora corresponds to the notion of the space-time in that the latter is “bare of all forms” like the Receptacle (Whitehead 1967, 150). The extensive continuum as the Receptacle is “potentiality for regions itself,” which means its divisibility (Nobo 1986, 208). There actual occasions are the realization of “a region of extension,” but not that of “the extension if its region” (Nobo 1986, 209). It means that actual occasions depend upon the divisibility of the extensive continuum. It further means that an actual entity becomes, and does not realize, its extensive region (Nobo 1986, 209). Thus, one may say that actual occasions are none other than “the immanence of the extensive continuum (Park 2006, 148). By the same token, there is no actual entity without the extensive continuum. However, the extensive continuum cannot be defined because it is “bare of all forms” (Whitehead 1967, 150). It emerges only when each actuality actualizes the “potentiality for regions itself.” Thus, it cannot be seen, defined, or explained in itself. It is assumed or logically presupposed for the emergence of actual entities. It is the only one that guarantees harmonious unification of one and many and its creative advance. 

It is exactly the same case in personal identity. Each actual occasion cannot guarantee any continuity and succession. Their higher organic order may have a sense of successive continuity, although temporarily, but the succession of the actual occasions in the form of identity cannot be logically guaranteed. For Whitehead, khora is needed here for the personhood. How do I know that the I consisting of innumerable actual occasions in the present is the same I in the past? Philosophically and also scientifically, this is a very difficult question to answer, although it seems stupid and thoughtless for our commonsense. Whitehead introduces khora for supporting the successive continuity of the personal identity. It does not mean that khora is the human soul for him, but rather that the human soul is one of the examples of khora. In Whitehead’s words, khora is “the general principle” that “guid[es] the constitution of nature as a whole and the constitution of the individual human person” (Hosinski 1993, 65). Even Whitehead cites the part of khora in Plato’s Timaeus with his replacement of khora with ‘personal unity’ (Whitehead 1967, 187). 

In addition to the notions of the welter of events and of the forms which they illustrate, we require a third term, personal unity.  It is a perplexed and obscure concept.  We must conceive it the receptacle, the foster-mother as I might say, of the becoming of our occasions of experience.  This personal identity is the thing which receives all occasions of the man’s existence.  It is there as a natural matrix for all transitions of life, and is changed and variously figured by the things that enter it; so that it differs in its character at different times.  Since it receives all manner of experiences into its own unity, it must itself be bare of all forms.  We shall not be far wrong if we describe it as invisible, formless, and all-receptive.  It is a locus which persists, and provides an emplacement for all the occasions of experience.  That which happens in it is conditioned by the compulsion of its own past, and by the persuasion of its immanent ideals (Whitehead 1967, 187).  

Here one can clearly see why Whitehead introduces khora for his metaphysics. To complete his description of harmonious unity of all the becomings, he needs a “third term,” like Plato. This is the context in which khora, Receptacle, is referred to as “the community of the world, which is the matrix for all begetting, and whose essence is process with retention of connectedness” (Whitehead 1967, 150).  The Receptacle is a necessary relatedness for every process in the world, yet it in itself does not have any specific relatedness. What I want to point out here from Whitehead’s use of khora is that the entire emphasis of Whitehead’s philosophy of organism is upon unity and harmony, toward which all the process of becoming proceeds. This Whiteheadian emphasis is in stark contrast with the Badiou’s emphasis upon the militant spirit of the subject. 

· Badiou’s clinamen: 

Rather than finding the spirit for unity and harmony, Badiou is very confident that the subject constitutes itself in the form of the Two. In The Theory of the Subject, he argues that the dynamical contradiction of the Two generated between the splace and the outplace is not secondary to the established order, but rather the foundation or ground of the order, for it produces the movement of the whole structure. This structure of the Two is none other than the subject. The subject of militant resistance has its reference in the deviational movement of clinamen. Then in Being and Event, the subject is transited to that which uncovers the truth through interventional interpretation and faithful generic procedures out of the being of the void. There the subject becomes a militant savant arguing the generic truth by means of enquiries of fidelity in its local situation. Nevertheless, the subject is not a being. it is just a vanishing term mediating the event(s) by its intervention and the operation of fidelity. 
For Badiou the subject is from the beginning the Two. The subject as the Two is seen in his terms, splace and outplace, in Theory of the Subject. Badiou traces this Two back to Hegel. According to Badiou. Hegel’s One just shows the original scission within the One itself. Unlike Hegel, who regarded history as the realization of the one Geist, Badiou rather think that the scission is originary, not derivative. In other words, the Two gives birth to the notion of the One, and not vice versa (Badiou 2009, 5). There is an inerasable trace of the Two between the whole and the One (Badiou 2009, 30).  The notion of the One derives from the feeling that the whole is not exactly what it is, for the whole is just “a name for the aggregation” of all belonging to it (Badiou 2009, 58). In so doing, it interiorizes the exterior within itself to impose unity upon the whole itself. This is the forming of the splace, that is, “the space of placement” (Badiou 2009, 10). This interiorization of the exterior is intimately connected to the exteriorization of the interior force, because, by interiorizing the exterior, the force in fact alienates itself and this is “the expansive wrenching away from itself” (Badiou 2009, 35). Basically, as the aggregation of all belonging to it, the whole does not refer to any unity or unifying one. Rather it refers to the Multiple. In this sense, “a whole is always the death of a One” (Badiou 2009, 58). At any rate, the imposition of the one upon the multiple whole for unity generates the alienation of itself, and, to overcome this alienation, which has been given the situation of the placement according to the One, a force resists against the structure. This heterogeneous and a-structural inner force is called “the outplace” (Badiou 2009, 10). The subject or subjective force is constituted by these Two of the splace and the outplace. Thus, the subjective force is not the One or the whole but the Two from the beginning. The outplace is an “aleatory process” to purge itself from the impure alienation (Badiou 2009, 38). This outplace, the purifying force, always introduces novelties into the splace. This introduction of the novelty is justice, for what repeats within the splace works according to the coercive mechanism of the One. What is introduced as new is a response to the inner cry against the injustice, which the coercive force places upon the space. 

Badiou finds his textual reference in Epicurus for the militantly resisting subject. According to Epicuros, in the beginning, there were only the void and the atoms, which only vertically fall down in it. The void was structured by the identical movements of the atoms in it. If this strong difference between the void and atoms was firmly maintained, there would be no being at all. However, we know that there is “something, not nothing” (Badiou 2009, 57). It means that some atoms started to deviate from the vertical falling of other atoms and to cause collision with them, and, from the collision, everything generated. This deviating atom is called “clinamen” (Badiou 2009, 58). What attracts Badiou here is the deviation of clinamen from the standardized identical movement of the placement. Then, clinamen is none other than “the outplace of an unlocatable, deregulated movement” (Badiou 2009, 58). Put it differently, clinamen is “a-specific, beyond necessity, absolutely out-of-place, unsplaceable, unfigurable: chance” (Badiou 2009, 59). Chance is the womb for the emerging subject. Without deivation, without resistance, there would be only structure, the space of placement. 

The subject for Badiou is the one to bring the excluded in the situation. For that, it refuses the established system of the encyclopedic knowledge, for it experienced the event of the truth to which it hold on with her fidelity. This subjective fidelity to the event means none other than its radical rupture with the existing. It is seen as resistance against the state of the situation. Instead of pursuing the harmony and unity of becoming, the Badiouan subject decide to be faithful to the event. Here in this Badiouan understanding of the event, becoming cannot be identical with the event. Rather the event deviates from the existing stream of becoming in a militant way. 

· The suture of A.N. Whithead to A. Badiou to say justice 

For Badiou justice is as a matter of fact the barred. The real can operate in the matrix of desire because it is barred. In this sense, justice is barred. However, it is really difficult to experience justice as barred within our judicial system, because the legal system apparently seems to fulfill the ideal of justice in the society. In fact, justice is the justification of law. Nonetheless, justice is “rare,” and injustice is actual and everywhere. This is the vivid actuality before us. It gives us a sense that the law of justice may be a strategy to conceal the living violence and injustice behind the law. If this sense were unfortunately right, the only way to look the reality of justice straight in the face would be to gaze at the spot where it is as distorted, that is, where the actuality of injustice prevails. Justice cannot be experienced, for it is absent and this absence causes our desire for it. This is the law of desire. Thus, justice is from the beginning barred by the law of desire. The law or the judicial system only offers us supplements for justice, but the supplements never gives us a perfect satisfaction or it cannot do it. This is the original betrayal or the original sin of law. To say that justice is a barred object does not mean that the subject prohibits justice, but that it is the object barred by the system or the state. Thus, the subject of truth and justice is the barred subject, which cannot reach at what it desires. What the subject can gain access to is only the supplements for it. The only site to see the forbidden object is that where it is twisted by the state. The evental site of justice is not fixed or permanent. Rather, it has to be found by the faithful subject through its tenacious enquires along with the generic truth procedures.  Moreover, it is not one-time event but it rather would happen to the subject when it finds a hole of the state of the situation or when it punches a hole to it. Thus, the event is not the becoming. Rather it is a deviation from the existing structure of becoming, for truth at the outset is outside the becoming structure. 


In this vein, for Badiou, the event is not to express harmony or becoming but to say about a hiatus of the state of the situation or a hole of the encyclopedic knowledge system. However, the event is not just about something special or idiosyncratic or genius. The event “announces the advent of a singular universality that operates in utter difference to and refuses integration in any established ‘regime of discourse’,” and it is a singular voice for justice and equality (Faber, Krips & Pettus 2010, 55). Truth and justice come from a singular event into the situation, and their appealing force is universal. They are not idiosyncratic to certain individuals. Rather, they are beyond individual situation(s). they are transcendent in the sense that they are absent from the current situation. Thus, the event is the impossible from the situation and its state. The impossible means that it is illegal and anarchic from the state of the situation. 

For Badiou, politics “works toward … the impossibility, in the situation, of every non-egalitarian statement concerning this situation’ (MP 93)” (Faber, Krips & Pettus 2010, 156). It means that it is “a thought of the singularity that cannot be included within a situation” (Faber, Krips & Pettus 2010, 156). Due to this, the political subject performs “a militant resistance to the inequalities of the situation” (Faber, Krips & Pettus 2010, 156). This politics “breaks with the politics that is” and it is in this sense “revolt” (Faber, Krips & Pettus 2010, 156). According to Bell, for Badiou, “the egalitarian maxim is effectively incompatible with the errancy of statist excess,” and thus “what is needed for the militants subject to the truth of the political event is to challenge this very indecision, to bring into clarity the ‘measurelessness in which this power is enveloped’ and most especially the inequalities this power produces” (Faber, Krips & Pettus 2010, 156). For Badiou, this radical rupture with the situation is carried out by the thought of the universal or the generic, equality, and this is why the Badiouan subject dreams of a revolution. 

Then, can we suture Whitehead to Badiou? Can we find a sense of dis/harmony in Whitehead to talk about justice? It is really hard to find the word ‘justice’ in Whitehead, although he mentions ‘truth’ along with ‘beauty’ and ‘goodness’ many times within his texts. However, our present age may need a voice of justice when it is really ‘rare’ around the globe under the global capitalistic system. My second argument in the paper is that one can find dis/harmonious moments in Whitehead so that both Whitehead and Badiou can talk about justice together that is barred to the subject. 

Indeed, in the structure of the Whiteheadian subject, one can see some sense of dis/harmony, which may lead the entire process to a revolutionary one. First of all, there is a tiny gap between the subject and the superject. According to Whitehead, an actual entity is “at once the subject experiencing and the superject of its experiences,” and it thus is always “subject-superject” (1978, 29). Although the subject and the superject are integrated in the process of an actual entity, they are distinguished. For example, “[i]n the analysis of a feeling, whatever presents itself as also ante rem is a datum, whatever presents itself as exclusively in re is subjective form, whatever presents itself in re and post rem is ‘subject-superject’ ” (Whitehead 1978, 233). What one has to note here is the change of the gaze. The subject is an internal constitution according to its subjective form, but this subject becomes the superject when the ensuing occasion accepts as part of the data for it. It means that the superject is the subject seen to the other ensuing occasions. Here one can see some sense of difference between them. The subject and the superject cannot be the same (Park 2009A, 16). For instance, the I, of which I thinks as my-self, cannot be the same as the I, of which the other(s) around me thinks. The subject-superject is the mark of dis/harmony, which cannot be concealed by Whitehead’s noble aim for harmony and peace. The superject risks being betrayed and abandoned by the following process(es), and it does not know any satisfaction the subject enjoyed, because it is “post rem.” 

The second instance of the dis/harmony in Whitehead lies in his term, the initial subjective aim. The aim is initially given by the divine lure, but it later takes its own subjective form. This process may be well and smooth. However, the divine aim given can be felt as the aim of the other, or may be of the Other, so that it would become resistant against the existing. This divine aim enters into the actual occasion in question and takes the place of the subject along with its subjective form. Whitehead never mentions a possibility of conflict or competition happening between the divine aim and the subjective form of the concrescent occasion. Thus, he often uses the term “initial subjective aim” (Whitehead 1978, 108). Whitehead here forgets one commonsense thing: God and His/her calling us often have been felt as the Other and/or the voice of the Other within. Truth is always and already the Other to the self being constituted by the existing mechanism of the situation in that our sense of the identity of being my-self is based upon our cognitive mechanism of “auto-affection” (Derrida 1976, 166). Then, one may say that the subject is always disruptive to the established system, and, in this sense , it is “aleatory, excessive, eventful and supernumerary” (Park 2009B, 178). The point of the term ‘initial subjective aim’ is that it becomes the subjective aim of the actual occasion without any possibility of rejection or betrayal. This subjective aim disappears in the moment of the superject.  Although its subjective form may be felt by the subsequent occasion, it is only as the data for it. In this sense, the Whiteheadian subject is like a “vanishing mediator” (Žižek 1993, 33). Here, let’s note that khora is understood as différance by Derrida. It is Derrida’s term to describe the originary force as differing and deferring (Derrida 1991, 300). What Derrida wants to say of by the term is not the concern here, but what I want to sympathetically share with the term is a sense of ‘deviation.’ As a matter of fact, the reason why Whitehead aims at attaining harmony and peace conversely indicates or can be interpreted to indicate, that harmony is absent, at least for now. Here one may possibly construct the Whiteheadian militant subject of resistance against the existing privileged under the global competitive, market-driven capitalism. 

Indeed, according to Roland Faber, like Badiou, Whitehead also “expects the change to be issued not by an analysis of preconditions, but by a revolutionary process (cf. AM 114), perusing the idea of a universal brotherhood of human beings and skepticism regarding the natural givenness of social structures” (Faber, Krips & Pettus 2010, 195). Metaphysical discourses are not about ‘giveness’ or ‘being’ but about becoming. By critically questioning on the becoming of beings, ontology politically deconstruct the limitations of the hidden abstractions of the established system. The ontological interpretation then becomes “an activity” to deconstruct the arbitrary foundation of the existing system. In this sense, metaphysics becomes “revolutionary”  (Faber, Krips & Pettus 2010, 197). 

Nevertheless, the Whiteheadian revolutionary spirit sill lacks something very important to talk about justice. It is due to the fact that, although the Whiteheadian onto/politics asks for “a political activation of freedom and equality,” it at the same time “tolerates the possibility of differences in the equality and intensity of power activated” (Faber, Krips & Pettus 2010, 211). This tolerance is to preserve the creative value of divine persuasion, and it is a really beautiful idea. However, given that “the powers are not equal,” this tolerance may turn into hypocritical reticence of intellectual privileged middle-class facing injustice and power (Faber, Krips & Pettus 2010, 211). The real problem of Whitehead does not lie in “the disconnection of ontology and theory of subjectivity
 but the plasticity of their ontology of becoming to tolerate structures of slavery and still to demand a democratic process” (Faber, Krips & Pettus 2010, 215-216). The plasticity of their ontopolitical position may permit thousand ways to avoid to talk about justice. Thus, it is really hard to hear any voice for justice in Whitehead. Then, Faber asks, “where is the radical democratic move that hinders and effectively abolishes these concrete hierarchies—since they emerge out of an anarchic ontology of ‘aboriginal disorder’ (PR 95)—to become or relapse into the imperial States of slavery?” (Faber, Krips & Pettus 2010, 216). It is due to Whitehead’s understanding of power or force. For Whitehead, each society is “confronted with power: coercive and persuasive power” (Faber, Krips & Pettus 2010, 245). According to him, “[t]he intercourse between individuals and between social groups takes one of two forms, force or persuasion. Commerce is the great example of intercourse in the way of persuasion. War, slavery, and governmental compulsion exemplify the reign of force (AI 83)” (Faber, Krips & Pettus 2010, 246). Any intercourse would involve elements of conflict, and conflict is not necessarily a disaster but “a chance to advance towards a better life” (Faber, Krips & Pettus 2010, 246). Conflict would give us a choice, “advance or decadence” (AI 274-5; Faber, Krips & Pettus 2010, 247). Thus, although the “final aim of civilization is peace, this peace is “not just an absence of violence but a living experience of overcoming conflict through the novel advance into contrasts” (Faber, Krips & Pettus 2010, 247). As a matter of fact, any civilized order keeps being “always endangered by its excluded (and exclusive) violence, the illusion of unconditioned self-creation” (Faber, Krips & Pettus 2010, 247). To choose persuasion over coercive violence is to have “some transcendent aim,” which is the chief function of God in Whitehead (AI 85; Faber, Krips & Pettus 2010, 247). Here Whitehead has a kind of dualistic thinking of power: coercive and persuasive. What if every force is the same and all of them are inherently violent, as Derrida would say?(cf. Derrida 2004, 44-47). What if every force is always and already violent, originarily violent? 

Deleuze may side with Whitehead to defend his persuasive strategy in coping with the matter of injustice. Under the global system of capitalism and market based upon infinite competition, the radical distinction between the privileged and the disadvantaged is not always helpful, for the disadvantaged deploy a strategy of the ‘outsider’ and the ‘excluded’ “as a means of obtaining some small political advantage” (Faber, Krips & Pettus 2010, 345). Thus, it may be really doubtful whether there is any real outsider, except those who pretend to be the excluded outsider for their political benefits. Instead of deploying the Badiouan militant resistance against the system, Deleuze prefers a strategy of flight, according to Jeffrey Bell, by “becoming-imperceptible” as “the correct political change in the modern society of control” (Faber, Krips & Pettus 2010, 164; 347). For, as Adorno already mentioned, it is “too late for resistance” (Faber, Krips & Pettus 2010, 349). This may be true, unfortunately. 

Let’s go back to Badiou and look at his text. Badiou has another figure of the subject in addition to the militant one: the savant (Badiou 2007, 406). According to Badiou, the subject is “at the intersection, via its language, of knowledge and truth” (Badiou 2007, 406). As we have seen, the subject does not seek to be in the state of the situation and thus to remain within the encyclopedic knowledge system, because truth is outside them. However, the subject does not simply live outside them. It knows that truth comes from the outside, but it cannot survive there. As a matter of fact, it has actually its residence within the situation. Then, does the subject simply pretend to be outside? No. Being is the multiple which means that it cannot be counted to the last and that there is something uncounted or that which cannot be counted within it. The uncounted contain the truth for the situation. Note that truth for Badiou is always for the situation. There is no general or universal Truth. Thus, truth is also multiple. The savant figure militantly seeks to find the uncounted to improve the situation. And this militant endeavour of the savant cannot be stopped, for the uncounted at its essence is inexhaustible, maybe due to the technical problem of the counting method or to the infinite potential of the uncounted. In this sense, Krips correctly observe that Badiou’s politics of the event does not engage in building up “new authoritative Master Signifier” but instead that which “sweeps away an old order by acting in the name of a signifier of equality that is ‘empty’ in the sense of always and already being open to reinterpretation” (Faber, Krips & Pettus 2010, 267). That is, unlike what Žižek argues, justice for Badiou is not Master Signifier but rather like “objet a” in Lacanian terms (Faber, Krips & Pettus 2010, 267).  Objet a is “not itself a signifier, but instead functions as a stop-gap (or ‘cork’) that plugs a hole in the symbolic order where signification fails” (Faber, Krips & Pettus 2010, 267). Thus, one can say “the signifiers of the political cause never represent it perfectly, so that there is always more to be achieved: more equality, more justice, etc” (Faber, Krips & Pettus 2010, 268). The savant as the militant subject does not dream of the dream coming true. S/he ceaselessly makes her enquiry on the truth for the situation and examines some possible and potential holes of the knowledge system, giving thanks to the fact that s/he still can try. However, the savant never succumb to the given, and this is her/his militant spirit of resistance. 

One more thing. can Badiou’s anthropocentrism find an exit to a cosmic horizon? Here, Whitehead may help Badiou to find the exit. Whitehead’s ontopolitics includes “all creatures as societies of societies on the basis of univocity—the speaking with one, equal voice of difference—that undermines any Establishment of a State of slavery, imperial oppression and exclusion” (Faber, Krips & Pettus 2010, 216). In so doing, “instead of the isolation of democracy from cosmology, … [his] onto/politics becomes eco/politics as the true horizon for becoming-demoractic” (Faber, Krips & Pettus 2010, 216). 
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� Also, given that sense “only emerges as paradox and nonsense,” it comes to the subject “as a force of desubjectification” (Faber, Krips & Pettus 2010, 29). More exactly, sense exceeds the subject but at the same time “makes the manifestation of subjectivity possible” (Faber, Krips & Pettus 2010, 28). 


� For Whitehead, the term ‘event’ is more general that actual occasion and refers to “a nexus of actual occasions, inter-related in some determinate fashion in the extensive quantum” (Whitehead 1978, 73). Thus, for Whitehead, an actual occasion is none other than “the limiting type of an event with only one member” (Whitehead 1978, 73). Put it differently, the event presupposes a nexus of actual occasions that may be extended over to the entire process.


� In contrast, in the Leibnizian monadic universe, there is certain change happened, but only according to the harmony of the whole. That is, in the Leibnizian universe, “each monad expresses the ultimate fact that is the pre-established harmony of the universe,” and this change for harmony blocks any novelty from entering into it (Faber, Krips & Pettus 2010, 150).


� Robinson summarizes it as following: “Deleuze seeks the non-human becomings in the human whereas Whitehead looks for humanlike becomings in the non-human and Badiou a human fidelity to the immortal” (Faber, Krips & Pettus 2010, 123). 


� Indeed, according to R. Faber, “Badiou’s duality of ontology and theory of subjectivity is in peril of relapsing into in the hierarchical disconnection of cosmos and human beings, mind and body, and ontology and politics. It precisely creates the conditions of the prevalence of slavery out of the ‘barbarious substratum [that] had to be interwoven in the social structure, so as to sustain the civilized apex’ (AI 13)” (Faber, Krips & Pettus 2010, 215). Indeed, Badiou’s mathematical ontology “has nothing to say for the event of political action and therefore enslaves human action again into a dangerious humanism” (Faber, Krips & Pettus 2010, 216).





