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Ecopolitics and eolo2y
Global armıng 15 NOL SIMPIY „threat“, and it 15 NOL sımply „SIEN To be
AiOreat 1t WOU. ave be sıtuated wıthin MmMatrıx of measured tabılıty
1C. ıt COU. ADDCAT d abnormality; be “  S19 C of the apocalypse,
ıt WOU need placed wıthin matrıx of rel1g10us insecurity fed Dy the fear
of NS  111 d eXpression of SIN karma AaNnY other causal repercussiıon
resulting from bad behavior.“ In publıc perception, however, it 1S both, and when
It 1S NOTt interpreted thıs WdY, it 15 consıdered hO0aX, polıtical Yy of 1lıb-
eral actıvısts and theoreticlans manıpulate (especlally American natıonal) polı-
UCSs

For early study long before Gore’s ODEe Prize 2007 that denies both
ecConOomıc eve by eing directed agaıinst Al (Gore’s cCampal1gn ct. Moore, Climate of
Fear: Why We Shouldn't Worry ADOU: Global armıng (Washington ato Institute,

Besides the negatıon of Global armıng „threal that be voılded In
fact, INcan Iso the presupposiıtion, WANAI1IC| ll explain ater, that, In principle,
„threat” MUuUSL be Nal agaınst background of equılıbrıuum that 15 understood
„NOTIN. 2

ErIic, 2010 Armageddon Apocalypse Bloomington, AuthorHouse,
Bate Morris, Global 'arming Apocalypse Hot Aır ? IEA Studies the EnvIı-
ronment orone!l 00ks, Romm, Hell and High alter. The Global armingSolution (New ork HarperCollins, and counter-publications such Balley,
COSCAM: TIhe ALSse Prophets of Ecological Apocalypse (New ork St Martıin s Press,
For the TeCceMm heated discussion between 1ıberal and cConservatıve positions and eIr
polıtical interests ell SIgn of MU: understandıng f the motives and UTrSCNCY of
the theme COIMNDATEC these 00 LOMborg, 00l It. TIhe Skeptical Environmentalist's
Gulde Global armıng. (New ork nopf, Gingrich apleContract Wıth the arı (Baltımore: ONNSs Hopkıns D Nordhaus
Shellenberger, Fen. Ihrough: From the en of Enviıronmentalism the '"OLLLLCS
Posstbility (New ork oughton ıfllın, For the hoax-thesis cf. Balley,Global Warming and er Eco How the Environmental Movement Jses Aalse
Scıience Scare Us en (New ork Ndom House,
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Global armıng 1S NOTt sımple sclentific realıty either .* 1S, and always wıll
remaın, unclear what extent it sShould be considered fact OT theory.” Any
sclentific theory 1S always, SOINC degree, both theoretical interpretation of
experıments that AdIiIc the OuUutcCcome of theory wıth ıts lımıtations of Categories)
and structural one-sided perspective.“® Thıs fuzzıness, however, 1S of
immanent, methodologica restriction and NOT of intellectual inability.‘ Thıs 1s
reinforced Dy the multidisciıplinary and the complex1 of the character of
chaotic Systems at the LOOTL of Gilobal Warming.*

10 Sa y that Gilobal armıng 15 ecologıical realıty, however, 1S revealing.”
10 be ecological realıty somethıng 1S ecognized dAS mMatter of degree rather
than sharp opposition, C of theory and fact OT TEa OT S12N, and d atter of
interrelatiıon between radual realıty and ıts multiple gradual 1C.
AIC themselves part of the sıtuation of certaın events. © As ecological reality,
Global armıng 1S acknowledged dASs of, and In, nature, EVOGI f the WOT-

rying-part 1S whether, and that, ıt has human component. ‘ Wıth humans eing

For comprehensıve scCIeNtTIC study of the eCONOMIC [CaSONS for and ecologıcal C -

YJUENCES of Global armıng cf. oughton, Global Warming. The Complete Briefing
(Cambridge: Cambridge UP.
For the complexı1ty of studyıng haotıc weather SyStEMS the basıs for the sc1entifiCc
„fact-interpretation” debate BT Phiılander, Is the Temperature Rısıng ? TIhe Uncer-
faın SCIENCE (slobal Warming (Princeton, NJ Princeton Ur and Weart,
TIhe Discovery of Global armıng: New Hıstories of SCcLENCE, Technology, and Medicine
arvarı Ur
For the hard work of dıfferentlating fact from interpretation and the inevıtable gradual
interdependence of both In relatıon (Global armıng Ci. LerouX, (Global Warming

Myth Reality?: Ihe Erring Ways Climatology. pringer Praxıs 00KS. AVLFON-
mental SCIENCES iıchester, pringer Press,
Besıides the classıcal tudıes the importance of hypothesıs and paradıgzm In sclence,
especlally of arl Popper, OMas uhn and Paul Feyerabend, for the 19(>  S [UZZYy SC1-
CNCC, C relatıng mathematıcs and sOocC1al ScCIeENCES, cf. Smithson e  ılen,
FUuzzy Set Iheory Applications In the Social SCLIENCES (Ouantitative Applications In the
Social SCIENCES) (Ihousand UVaks, dage Publ.,

Burroughs, Climate Change: Multidisciıplinary LDDFOACI (Cambridge UP,

In the CONLEMPOTATY deconstruction of the phiılosophical DreSUPDOSLHONS of COIlogy, it
has become question whether Can spea of ecological SYSLIEMS all, that ere
mig NOT Dy an Yy OlIStIC quality ECOSYSIEM OL at east, hat they dIiC NOT relevant,

hat „ideals” of „stabılıty” „dıversıity ” „balance” ave become increasıngly
problematıc ıf they ATIC interpreted „naturals qualities” of unıties called ECOSYSLIEMS.
(: Aus der Au, CAhtsam wahrnehmen: Fine theologische Umweltethik eukırch-
CT Verlag, Neukirchen-Vluyn, 68-88
For the development of the ecological paradıgm cf. Beıisner, Ecological 'aradiıgms
Lost. Routes of Iheory Change. Theoretica ECOlogy cademic Press,
For study of extra-human, „natural” LCASONS of Global armıng, C through Ifects
f the SUuTl and quantum physıca realıties, respectively, cf. Hoyt Chat-
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part of nature, it 1S NOT GIS; u_ OT counter-natural that uman beings ave
influence their enviıronment; CVCN OIlC that immediately influences theır VE
ex1istence. 12

Given thıs (admıttedly short-cut and rather superfic1al) analysıs, the Global
armıng fınd ressing 1SSsue IOr intellectua recogniıtion and polıtical
change 1s NOTt ecognized dS ecological realıty be observed but rather d

ecopolıtical imperative change the umanly condıtiıoned influence nNature,
that 1S, that of the geosphere, Oorder SdaVC, protecl, SCCUTC and
human existence nature_ !® And being ecopolitical, the problem of Global
armıng 1S NOT viewed primarıly d ecological „realıty“ (not SaYy „Prob-
“) PCI S! LO realıty of natural relatıons, theır natura rhYy of change
and stabıilızation ASs such; but It obvıously has eis; and cCounter-natural
sıde that becomes „problem“ precisely because of ıts relatiıon human „real-
lty C6 and umanıty s „Inclination“ NOTL become extinct. * 1S not roblem of
ecology dASs CIlence but of „polıtical ecology“ ecopolitics. ”

As Stırange d thıs VICW INaYy SCCH], thıs 1S the 1CasOonMNn for CVCMN

problem, namely that the relatıon of theology ecology 1S ase| NOL eCOlogy
but ecopolitics. ® Thıs INCcans WOU the theological sensIitivity ecological
atters of nNature be ase. ecology, 1.e 7 the interrelatedness of environments,
rather than the human need for securıty and self-sustenance, It WOU NOTL only be
NOTL preoccuple wıth human realıty (Tforemost alone) but 1t WOU a1sSO NOL be

ten, The ole of the Sun In Cliımate Change (Oxford G and Svensmark, TIhe
Chilling 'Aars. The New Iheory of Climate Change (Cambridge: otem 00O0Kks,
hıs 1S the wıdely acknowledged and connection ıth 1C| Gore has WON the NnN-
tıon of the WOT.| COoMMUnNItY .anı the ove Prize. Gore, An Inconvenient TU
The CTLSLS of Global arming (New ork ng Press,

13 For the „Naturally” presuppose: endency talk about envıronmental preservatıon cf.
Ekıchmann, TIhe Biology Complex r2anismsS: Creation and Protection Integrity

(Bırkhause, 2003). For erıitical FreVIEW of such presuppositions deeply enmeshed In
OUT Cultura. Constructions of ecology and the overlappıng interconnection of sclence,
ulture and in the term „ecology” c1. Phılıps, Ihe FÜ of Ecology: ature, Cul-
IUFe, and Literature In America (Oxford ÜP: and Garrard, Ecocriticism. New
Critical 10mM (New ork Routledge, 2004 and for the human perspective ecology
CT. Southwick, Global Ecology IN Human Perspective (Oxford P
(: Mickıbben, Ihe O  alure (New ork Random House,

15 E Stott ullıyan, eds., Political Ecology SCLENCE, Myth and Power (London:
Hodder TNO Publications, and Forsyth, Critical Political Ecology. Ihe 'oli-
HCS of Environmental Science (New ork .OU!  ge, For the intrıcate relatıon of
scC1enNcCeEe and polıtics In relatıon the uncertaınty of haotic SYSteEmMS and, hence, between
the ecology and ecopolitics of Global armıng CT. Dessier Parson, Ihe
SCLENCE and 'OLLLLCS of (Global Clmate nge Gulde fhe Debate (Cambridge:
Cambridge UP;

16 For the actıvısm that drives the ecologıcal analysıs cf. McKibben, 12 Global
Warming Now. The AaANdDBDoOooO. fOor Takıng Actıon INn Your OMMUNI (New ork olt
Press;
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und APPCAI wıthout much theoretical CO:  CCS the ecological analy-DO
S15

aybe thıs 15 Its roblem: Theology 1s interested claımıng nıche the
ecopolıtical debate Order regaın VOICe for (Chrıstian) theology the land-

of theoretical and ideologica: vOolces, either claımıng W| for the TOr-
matıon of human future Farth In seeing the envıronmental CT1SIS d

chance reintroduce the relevance of relıg10n. Thıs interest the theopolıtical
debate, hence, 1S uttered V1a references the depth of the theologıical tradıt1ons
and 1C WaYyS they WeTC always „cCO1l021cal: ; e talkıng about nested 1C-
alıtles and interconnections of enviıronments, talkıng about the importance of the
bodıly exIistence for salvatıon, ng about the Diıivine imperative
creation.!? „Stewardship for creation“ 1S OC of the MoOost perpetually image
1e theology claıms be part of the ecopolitical debate *9 Rut agaln, thıs 1S
NOL ecological debate, cCOoNcerned wıth the interconnect1ons themselves OT the
„ 200 of these interrelations, but OTIC that 1S concerned wıth the urvıval of hu-
manıty fore 1S IO0 easıly educed IHEGEIC background S1N( ua NOMN
human exIistence Cal be saved from extinction.*!

Thıs might a1sSO be the ICasSson that the ecotheological discourse 1S widely ITr-
relevant for the ecopolıtical imperatıve, because Survıval 1S value of
human existence and does NOL need dA11y theological „foundatıon“ OT „Dackup”
from tradition.““ Ecotheological confess10ns AICc INOTEC elevant for the OW

Ihe practical influence the ecopolıtical mMovemen! 15 NOL questioned but It 15 concerned
wıth the utilızation of relıgıon wıth Its LESOUTCECS change the polıtiıcal and indıvıdual
practices fulfill the 1mMs of ecopolıtical interests. CS 1e| oger „Intr.  uction
elıgıon and Ecology What Is the Connection and Why Does it Matter‘?” In
1€! el TIhe Oxford ANdDOoOo: of eligıon and Ecology (Oxford: Oxford Univer-
SIty Press, „Once ocused the environmental CTISIS, the LLESOUTCES f relıg-
10N ave 1StUINC! and WOU. enormously valuable role play In ryıng

ings
18 Abraham, „A Theological Response the Ecologıcal CrISs1S, ” In

Hallman, ed.;, Ecotheology: Voices from OU. and OFr (Maryknoll: 15 Books,
65-78; cf. ırzba, TIhe Paradıse (10d. Renewing eligion IN Ecological

Age (Oxford: Oxford UB
E: Robinson Chatraw, SAVINQ (10d’'s Green arth. Rediscovering the Church s
Responsitbility Enviıronmental Stewardship mpelon Publıshing,
Of the IHNAaLLY 00 cf. Wılkınson, ed:: arthkeeping In the Nineties: Stewardship
Creation (Eugene, Wıpf OC and ollıher, ed., ealıng Crea-
HON: TIhe Global nglican Congress On TIhe Stewardship ( reatıon The 00d Shep-
herd etren. Center, Hartebeesport, OU VICG, August -8-23. 2002 (Harrısburg,
Morehouse Publıshing,

D ere AIc er trajectories less concerned ıth extinction Dut rather ıth the
cCommunıcatıon of umanıty ıth the Earth transformatıon of relıgı0n tself: cf.
McFarland Taylor, Green Sisters. Spiritual Ecology arvar!ı UP.
hIs (07 NOL LL1ICall that the allıances of (hrıstian ZTOUDS and 1L1OTEC less 080911
Church inıtlatıves for C’reation and Envıronment 1S NOL growing extent that,



Ecotheology, ECcoprocess, and Ecotheosis Theopoetical Intervention 79

constituencies eıther soothe them In theır Iforts be successtul because ıt
1S wıll (as expressed Scripture 23 OT In the best Case stimulate
them toward LICW AaWAaTENECSS of the ecopolitical imperatiıve „that relıg10n Must
play central role bulldıng INOTE environmentally sustainable society.  624
Thıs sıtuation has 1ts deeper ICasSson the fact that the V reflection the real
hıstorical and ideologica. of the ecologıcal CT1SIS from 967 1rectly COMN-
Tonted the Christian heritage dSs guilty of anthropı1c reduction leadıng the d1s-
reSspecCL for the Ea  S Thıs confined theology’s contrıbution defense and inter-
nal revision .

that IHNAaNYy 111 tind thıs one-s1ided analysıs and CVCN offensıve
all efforts SAaVC nalure, pProtect creation, and SCCUTE human SUT-

Vival wıth the Diıvine imperative al Its back after all, there 1S L1CW rel1g10us
AaWaTreneSSsS of the interrelatedness of allE the OMNC hand, and of the
genulne „Spirıtual dimension“ of the enviıronmentalist the other  20

Elızabeth adetsky In her artıcle „Guarding re Mending the ar Requires
Changing OUT Ways Relıg10us Leaders and JIradıtions SHhOW How, In Science&
Spirit (March/April has mentioned, „profusion of afl Communitlies dedi-
Cate« spirıtual approaches envıronmental actıvism aATrc becoming 1sıble SECIOT
of the that maınstream enviıronmentaliısm ıtself has become increasıngly al-
fected Dy rel1g10us and spiırıtua. Ihe atıona. Religi0us Partnership for the
Enviıronment, for instance, has nlısted the particıpation of 1ve thousand clergy and lay
members of Catholic, Jewish, Eastern Orthodox, and Evangelica. and ther Protestant
Communıities envıronmental leaders. ”

e“ (T. DeWIitt, -WILSE LDLULCA: Response Environmental Issues (Grand
DI1ds al 1ve Christian Resoüurces, and Brown, Our Father's ONl
Mobilizing the Church Care for C reation (Westmont, IVP Books, hıs
might nclude change of dogmatic presuppositions; but they dICc NOT necessarıly In SyIlCc
ıth the change of lıfe-style eıther:; CT. Gebara, Longing for KRunning 'aAlter. Ecofem-INLSM and Liıberation Minneapolıis: Fortress Press, TE

Peterson, „ Talkıng the Walk Practice-Based Envıronmental Ethic Grounds
for Hope  29 In Kearns Keller, eds., Ecospirit (New ork Fordham, Z
An example of the atter, namely the I1C  S AaWAaTENCSS and actıvation of rel1g10us 'OIMMU-
nıtles for 116  S interrelation between eCology and CCONOMY asel| 190  < understand-
ing of (0d 1S Ray, Iheology IThat atters Ecology, Economy And God ınnea-
polıs Fortress Press,

2 In 1967 Lynn ıte publıshed artıcle „The Hıstorical 00OfS f Our Ecological En-
S1S  d that stated hat it Was the anthropocentrism of Christlanity ıth ıts iImmanent patrı-
archalısm and imperlalism of human domiıinıon NO nature that has directly led the
vironmental CYTISIS.
G Wallace, Finding GOd, GLE „Green spiırıtualıty the antıtox1ics

OuL and fıght injJustice Dy offering them spirıtually potent VISIONS f interconnected
WOT. that Can Nal free prima of identification ıth al forms of lıfe.” And,
the ther hand, ıt 1S acknowledged that _ 1S Iso the CdsSsc that environmental IMOvements
aAIc Dy eIr VETY re hospitable relıgi0n. hıs 15 because enviıronmentalismEcotheology, Ecoprocess, and Ecotheosis: A Theopoetical Intervention  I9  constituencies - either to soothe them in their efforts to be successful because it  is God’s will (as expressed in Scripture)”” or — in the best case — to stimulate  them toward a new awareness of the ecopolitical imperative — „that religion must  play a central role in building a more environmentally sustainable society.“**  This situation has its deeper reason in the fact that the very reflection on the real  historical and ideological roots of the ecological crisis from 1967 on directly con-  fronted the Christian heritage as guilty of anthropic reduction leading to the dis-  respect for the Earth. This confined theology’s contribution to defense and inter-  nal revision.?  I am aware that many will find this a one-sided analysis and even offensive  to all efforts to save nature, to protect God’s creation, and to secure human sur-  vival with the Divine imperative at its back - after all, there is a new religious  awareness of the interrelatedness of all creatures, on the one hand, and of the  genuine „spiritual dimension“ of the environmentalist movement, on the other.?®  Elizabeth Kadetsky in her article „Guarding Nature: Mending the Earth Requires  Changing our Ways. Religious Leaders and Traditions Show us How,” in Science&  Spirit (March/April 2002): 29 has mentioned, a „profusion of faith communities dedi-  cated to spiritual approaches to environmental activism are becoming so visible a sector  of the movement that mainstream environmentalism itself has become increasingly af-  fected by religious and spiritual messages. The National Religious Partnership for the  Environment, for instance, has enlisted the participation of five thousand clergy and lay  members of Catholic, Jewish, Eastern Orthodox, and Evangelical and other Protestant  communities as environmental leaders.”  23  Cf. C. B. DeWitt, Earth-Wise: A Biblical Response to Environmental Issues (Grand  Rapids: Faith Alive Christian Resources, 2008) and E. Brown, Our Father's World:  Mobilizing the Church to Care for Creation (Westmont, IL: IVP Books, 2008). This  might include a change of dogmatic presuppositions; but they are not necessarily in sync  with the change of life-style either; cf. I. Gebara, Longing for Running Water: Ecofem-  inism and Liberation (Minneapolis: Fortress Press, 1999), 212.  24  A. L. Peterson, „Talking the Walk: A Practice-Based Environmental Ethic as Grounds  for Hope.” in L. Kearns & C. Keller, eds., Ecospirit (New York: Fordham, 2007), 23.  An example of the latter, namely the new awareness and activation of religious commu-  nities for a new interrelation between ecology and economy based on a new understand-  ing of God is D. K. Ray, Zheology That Matters: Ecology, Economy And God (Minnea-  polis: Fortress Press, 2006).  25  In 1967 Lynn White published an article - „The Historical Roots of Our Ecological Cri-  sis” — that stated that it was the anthropocentrism of Christianity with its immanent patri-  archalism and imperialism of human dominion over nature that has directly led to the en-  vironmental crisis.  26  Cf. Wallace, Finding God, op. cit., 67: „Green spirituality empowers the antitoxics to  g0 out and fight injustice by offering them spiritually potent visions of an interconnected  world that can set free a primal sense of identification with all forms of life.” And, on  the other hand, it is acknowledged that „it is also the case that environmental movements  are by their very nature hospitable to religion. This is because environmentalism ... tends  to have a spiritual dimension which other liberal or leftist political movements lack”; cf,  Gottlieb, „Introduction: Religion and Ecology,” in op. cit., 14.en

ave spırıtua. dımension 1C| ther 1beral leftist polıtical INOvVEMEeEeNTS lack”; cft.
Gottlieb, „Introduction Relıgion and ECcology,  29 in Gitz
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But thıs 1S NOL I11LYy intention. Far from ıt! What want Sd Y 15 that Order for
theological perspective become relevant, ıt MUuUStTL 00k deeper, ıt MUStT NOT rıde
the t1de Dy hoppıng the ecopolıtical band DYy rıding the ecological
WAaVC Dy sayınz that what 15 sa1d there 1Ss what „We  c ave sa1d SINCE the t1m: of
the Fathers.“’ Ihe fatal flaw of such surfing the back of the ecopolıtical mOnNstTer,
1ke Gilobal Warming, 1S that ıt repeats the Sa1lle STITUCIUTA. restraıints from 1C
the ecopolitical foundations suffer

TIhe Anthropic Fallacy

O Sa Y ıt agaın and INOTEC dıfferentiated: TIhe ecopolitical imperative SAVC the
world Jrom uman influences that, eventually, wıll ead human e_
tinction 1s problematic InSofar d it 15 motivated by the aım of human SUFVIVal.
call thıs the Anthropic Fallacy ÖT ecotheology and ecotheopolitics. indıcates
that the ecopolitical imperatıve 1s anthropocentric and anthropomorphic in Its
theoretical decisions and, therefore, 1S not PEF interested In ecology, eıther
recogniıtion of mutual envıronmental relatıons demand for such redefinıtion
of nature ole 111 call thıs reductionısm the thropıc rıncıple of CCO-

eology and ecopolitics.“®
It 1S anthropocentric insofar dAS, althoug the rhetoric 1S directed af the integ-

rıty of nature, the deepest mpulse 1S SCCUTIC human exIistence In nature “? Thıs
„nature””, however, IS nNnot understood In Its ()W! organıc integrity of16 human-
Ity IS Just relatıional Oment but IS only, OT foremost, technically analyze wıth
regard O the rFansesS and communıty of quantıfiable parameters that OW human
survival, the eve of carbon 10x1de In the alr the degrees of temperature
that OW O exIist at all OT at certaın places Earth, and Insofar d CCO-

eology, lıke other non-reli1g10us IeSPONSCS, 1S voiced enforce thıs quantıtative
approac loaked wıth sacredness and disgulsing the real motivation of survıval, it
only combiınes Anthropocentrism wıth hıdden Materı1alısm (important for the [C-

straınts of truly ecological approach).”” One 1S remıinded MovIıie The Matrıiıx

D CSTE. ee! Serve (J0d, AVe the Planet (Whıte Rıver Junction, Chelsea Green
Publishing,

28 For AaWdY from the „anthropocentric” “ecocentriec” paradıgm of ecopolıtics
cfT. Eckersley, Enviıronmentalism and Poltitical Iheory. Toward Ecocentric AD-
proach (London: Taylor Francıs, 2007)

29 10 revive Earth-centered relıg10ns 15 NOT necessarıly exception. (0904 it m1g ead
1CW AWAaTENECSS of the Ine interconnections al] members of the bıosphere In

contradıstincection the privileged ea of max1ımiızıng self-interest,  b It Can ST1 DIECSUD-
DOSC human surviıval Its motivatıon GT Wallace Finding (10d IN fhe INZINg
Rıver: Christianity, ‚nirtk, 'ature (Mınneapolıs: Fortress Press,

11l Aarguc ater wıth Whıiıtehead hat thıs „materlialısm” Was the basıs for the ecological
CTISIS in ıts eCONOMIC dimens1ion altogether. For the envıronmental motivation ıth the
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(1999) in 1C the machınes ace majJor dıfficulty In securıng the urvıval of
human beings for the production of CNCISY In that theır System COU noTt function
wıthout the development of mental worl Dy 1C| the human mınds COU
DaAaDC ın specıfic human actıviıties wıthın human world.*!

It 1S anthropomorphic insofar ıt DICS  SCS that Earth, ÖOr eVEN ature dS

whole, does conspire OUTr survıval O $ in eology, that hıs Earth. ÖOr even

the OT'| dS whole, Was constructed allow for OUr V AaDDCATaNce and SUT-

vival, and that W  ' Out of C4SONS of the OolıIness of nature, OT Dıvine command
CalcC, OT because ıt IS OUr ‚„‚mother‘‘ MUuUStT take are of ıt O these

ACcalls”® 372 eediess SqYy, the Gaia-project first propose by James OVEeIOC:
irom 965 and al ast in hıs 06-boo The Revenge of Gala: Why the Earth 15
ighting Back and How We Can Aave Humanity has NOLT only relatıvized
OUr anthropocentric condescendence 1C 1S ımportant but unfortunately also
sealed OUT complicity In perpetually viewing nature d f it W dsSs entity that mMust
be „preserved“, ıf not for iıtself (which 1S LOO stat1c), at least for the anthropic [CA-

SOM of human survival.” Counter simplıfication of theologıcal „steward-
6634shıp should noft forget how astonıshıng the fact IS that CVEIN in times of

seemiıngly all-pervasıve anthropocentric and -morphic simplicıty lıke In the miıd-
die aADCS fınd complex discussion of the image of „nature” Dıvıne and
eVIlUS mother and dS monster, d Goddess, but dS sStrange ONC that CannotTt be
calculated °
I wo strateglies Can be implemented agaılnst both anthropomorphic and anthropo-
centric reductions of ecology: ONEC of nature In alıen terms, the other ın
of integrating The first ONEC understands nature, because ıt 15 UuNawWware of OUr

and OUr understandıng of ourselves PDErSONS cultures artısts (and f
it WEeEIC ıt WOUuU have realızed that W are also beings of inhumanıty, given

sacredness of the OT'! when discussing the quantities of eCONOMIC and enviıronmental
parameters, cft. BerrTYy, Evening I’hought: Reflecting Aarth Sacred Community
(San Franc1sco: Slıerra lub 00KS,
ET Erwiın, eds The atrıXx and Philosophy: Welcome the Desert of the eal (Chı1-
Cag Open Court, 2003)
For the Dıvıne cCommand aAIc for the Earth motivatiıon for ecology cf. BerrTy,
The Care of C reation: FOocusing ONCeErn and Actıon (Westmont, InterVarsıty,

For the other Spirıtuality cT. aa, other arnl Spirituality: Natıve
merican Healıng Ourselves and Our O! (Religion and Spirıtuality) (New
ork HarperOne, 1990) hıs 1S NOL speal agalnst such spirıtualıty but only qal-
L0W for the awareness that hıdden agenda 1S always, eas! symbolically, extension
of uman imagınarles.

Ruether, (1a16 and GoOd. An Ecofeminist Iheology Ar Healing (New
ork arperÖOne,

Hall, Ihe Steward (Grand p1ds Eerdmans,
Newman, God and the Goddesses VISLON, 'oetry, and elıef ın the iddle Ages

(Philadelphia: Universıity of ennsylvanıa Press, ch ET
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the Holocaust and OUrTr utmost destructive potential), in mechanıcal terms, cold
anything „mMIin unrelated Oove and hate, only blindly repeating atomıc cOol-
1S10ONSs and theır aggregations. Jacques Monod’s 71-boo Chance and eCcessı
1S typıcal of hıs approach. But much of the USC of sclences insofar dS they AIc DO'
lıtıcally used reduce anythıng subjective lıke human EXPENENCE; feelıng, at-
traction. intellect and hought ıllusıons of materı1al, spatıal quantum [NOVC-

ments, 1S headıng In the SdIlle direction. Welcome the Newtonılan WOT'! of DUTIC
extension!®® Thıs 1S the worl of Descartes’ Yres extiensa for 1C the human mind,
Ves Cogilans, 1S alıen only elated In (GI0d and, YCS, both have disappeare:
anyway  37  Z E Thıis, then, 1S the worl| of reduction1sm, of scl1entism soclal Darwın-
15  3

Conversely, the other IS NOoLt simplıfıcation but complicatıion. I: there
LS human miınd, subjective experlence, al clence and love, then, ıf WC don’t want
o end up in reductive ualısm (and al y reductive mon1ısm 1S Aase'‘ such du-
alısm), must acknowledge that al] subjectiviıty must be part of nature, that the
dıfferences elel  c nature must be gradual and not alıen, intensive and not essential.
Thıs 1S the integrative path that ı1tenNneal has taken.*? In his 33-boo Vven-

of Ideas, he states prophetically (and retrospectively dSs developed In hıs
„philosophy of organısm““ ofProcess and Reality) that

An OCCasıon of experlence 1C includes human mentalıty 1$ extreme instance, al
ONC end of the scale, of those happenıings 1C| constitute nature As yel thıs discussıon
has fixed attention uDON thıs extreme But anı Yy doectrine 1C| refuses place human
perlience outsiıde nature, MUuUSt fınd In descriptions of human experlience 'acCtors 1C| Iso

Into the descr1ptions of less speclalıze natural If there be such
Tactors, hen the doectrine of human experlıence d fact wıthın nature 18 LHNCTIC bluff,
ounded UDO: phrases whose sole meriıt 1S comforting famılıarıty. We should e1l-
ther admıt dualısm, eas! provisional doctrine, should DOoIn Out the identical
elements connecting uman experlence ıth physıca. science. “

( Borchardt, The SCIeENAC Worldview. Beyond Newton and Finstein (Lincoln,
ıUniverse, Newton hımself, agalnst the dynamıcs of his sclentific thought, has, of
COUTSC, INOIC integrated 1eW of things, C viewing the „SCHSOTY of G0d. ”
*: Rozemond, Descartes’s Dualısm (Harvard UEF: 1ıle Descartes’ dualısm
disappeare' In Spinoza’s mMOn1ISm, it Was only SMa Step identify hIs posıtion ıth
materialısm. ern ScIence (of the Samle ıme ıth ıts materıialısm 1S Just reflection
of the 10ss of the Ves Cogitans.

Olson, SCIeNCE and Scıientism INn Nineteenth-Century Europe Champaign,
Universıity of 1NO01S PTress. Dıckens, Social Darwinıism: Linking Evolutionary
Ihought Socıial Iheory ONcepts In the Soctal SCLIENCES (Phiıladelphia: Open Unıinver-
SIty Press,
For introduction In the non-dualıstic and non-monistic phılosophy of Whiıtehead cf.
Kraus, TIhe etaphysics of Experitence: Companion Whıtehead s „Process and Re-
Lty (New ork Fordham UP,

Whıiıtehead, Adventures of Idgas (New ork Free Press, 184-5
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As John eweYy has shown, it WOU be dangerous „1dentify“ such elements
essentially (by content) and NOT fJunctionally, and it 1S readıng of Whıiıtehead
that Junctional „I1dentity“ 1s NOL dentity at all, OT CSSCHNCC, but rather
manıfold of actıvıtles growing ogether into MOMENTArY Ar that Whiıtehead
Ca „event“ „OCCasıon“ of actıvity OT its „OCCurrence“.  « 4] If ıt 1S
rather than CSSCHNCC, ıt CannoTt be 1Xe. d partıcle, Content OT form but has
be understood d$S OCCUITENCE of togetherness. Any such VOCCUTITEIICE has OmMent
of novelty In ıts specıfic togetherness be educed the factors of
IC it 1s constituted but 1s complication of the elements Dya it ar1ses.
1S the other sıde of the Same CO1, however, that the novel togetherness of mul-
tiplicı MUuUSsStT be finıte and perishing SINCEe otherwise m1g ell
end up relatiıonal unıverse that 1s rather iImmovable; 1E CIyS  ıne COS-
111055 1 everything has already ppened and novelty 1S only illusion.““

The Ecological Ode.

In all of Modern theology, the CONSCIOUS LIOVEC toward truly ecological e-
ment that 1S neıther anthropomorphic 1OT anthropocentric Wäas taken by John
Cobb who In hıs 2-bo0o0) Is It T00 Late? eology Ecology and later
hıs 1-boo The Liberation O Life, co-authored wıth the Australıan biologist
Charles Bırch He has Duilt precısely those of Whitehead's suggest1ons of
Organic unıverse that do NOL necessIıtate humanıty dAS part of ıts Organıcıty but alsO
NOTt xclude it 43 Ihereby, it becomes WOT. of CINCTSCHCEC of NOvVe
and levels Out of Vast network of interrelated and MOMeNTarYy events instead of
dead substances and dualıstic of such substances, C OT N-
S10N. hether ONeE C thıs truly ecological LNOVC „PTOCCSS theology“ (as ıt does
for itself) 0)8 otherwise 1S nNOoL of importance.““ But ıt 15 {hLS LINIOVEC that has intro-

41 Gr ewey, „The Phılosophy of Whıiıtehead, ” In Schilpp, Cd=. The Philosophy of
Ifre. Or lLenea Liıbrary of Living Philosophers, vol (La alle, Open
Court, 641-700 systematıc interpretation f hıs „cCommon ” function In
INY God 'Det of the Orl Exploring TOCESS ITheologies (Louisvılle WIJK,
473

47 For the explication of thıs rhy! f relationalıty and processualıty In Whıiıtehead CT.
eber, Whıtehead’s Pancreativism: Ihe Basıcs (Heusenstamm: ntos, ch
Wıth al of Its interesting implications IT otherwıse has, aVlı ohm Wholeness nd the
Implicate rder (1980) exhıbıts thıs weakness.

43 nstead f eing human-centered, Ven God-centered, he CA} the unıverse Liıfe-cen-
ere| where ı1fe 15 understood In that includes intensity and novelty; ct.
Cobb/Birch, Liberation, CIt:; 01-4
One of hıs earlıest develop theological COSsmology 1C 1S ecological In [1a-
ture Dy eing ul Whitehead's phılosophy of organısm 15 Cobb’s newly publıshed
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uce!| alternatıve Into the ecotheologica discussion that 1s CVCIl er than the
ecotheological discussion ıtself) and CEe  ınly condıtioned the potential fOor the de-
fection of INanYy theologies from OPCNIY anthropic theology although mostly
ending up wıth INOTEC hıdden anthropic ecotheopolitics).”

Why, INaYy ask, 15 Cobb’s LIIOVC NOL part of thıs problematıc allıance be-
tween theology, the anthropic principle and eco(theo)politics; and why 15 Whıiıte-
head’'s IHNOVC towards Organıc integration NOL rather 1CW form of extended
anthropomorphic imper1alısm of nature? In answering the second question fırst,
ıt Must be dmıiıtted that INAalLYy interpreters of eneaı ave NOTt SCCI1 hım takıng

functional of interpreting the „CO element“ 1C nature and
human experlence cOolIncıde but essentıal C R.s by namıng CO
energy“ 1010  C6 that WOU. be SUOMINC of panpsychic „1den-
tlty «« 406 However, Whıiıtehead's Vis1on of the unıverse dS5 consisting of network
of PITOCCSSCS, of becoming and perishing relatıons, of creative advance OC-

CUTTENCEN togetherness thıs „Identity“ from becomıng 0)0(°> of BG HC

And it 15 wıdely m1isunderstood namıng these PIOCCSSCS of „SroWIng ([O0-
gether  . (cConcreSCeNCe) of relatıons, hıich AI a1sSO such PIOCCSSCS themselves,

of SEXDeMENCE- (not uman experlence, however!) does NOL intend
es  15 CSSCIICC OT form  47 er this anguage indıicates only

abstraction Iirom the infinıte multiplıcı of dıfferent whiıich have only
COomMmon /uncHonNn, namely the becomingz NOVE.: togetherness (and not the DCI-

petuation of AanıYy substantıal LOrm) whatever (essence) ıt „1S  CC that might be-
come “*

Chrıistian Natural Iheology ASe: the I hought of Ifre. 'orth ıtenea (Louıis-
vılle WIJK,

45 For comprehensive 1st of lıterature ecotheology the mıd 1990s CT. the booklıst
compile: for the 1995 dıtıon of John Cobb’s Is ıt 100 Aate
( the treatment of thıs „cCommon ” Jement „energy-events” In „energy-Tields” In
Bracken, Society and Spirit: Trinıtarıan 0Smology (Selınsgrove: Susquehanna UP,

ch
47 It remaıns dangerous exploit Whiıtehead’s anguage f „subjects of experience” be-

ıt always imply „subjects” „selves“ In anthropomorphic WaY hIs
danger all-present In DTOCCSS theology C4 the notion of „intersubjectiv-

1ty” In Bracken, The One and the Many Contemporary Reconstruction the (10d-
World Relationship (Grand p1ds, Eerdmans, To shıft AaWaY from „subjectivity”

„experlence In „panexperımentalısm” IS the rıght LIOVEC. Griffin, Reen-
chantment wıthout Supernaturalism: Process Philosopny of eligion Ithaca Cornell
ÜP. 2001)

Whıtehead, Process and Realıty: An ESSAy In 0SMOlLogy, COITL. CC ed Dy
Griffin and Sherburne (New ork Free Press, : For inter-

pretation of the wholly de-substantialiızed notion of „cCreativity” „cCommon ” function of
becoming wıthout alıy CSSCIICC and form cf. aber, Prozeßtheologie. iIhrer UFdL-
SUHS und kritiıschen Erneuerung Maınz TUNECWA)| 11 and (Ü0d Poet,
GHE. SS 16, 28
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Thıs „ecologıcal MO85  Ecotheology, Ecoprocess, and Ecotheosis: A Theopoetical Intervention  This „ecological model ..., in distinction from a mechanical model, is one  that pictures the organism as inseparably interconnected with its environment. “*  On every level of organic togetherness - be it human, a cell, DNA, or the elec-  tromagnetic field - the components are not substantial, formal or essential, i.e.,  divided into independent structural moments of a machine that functions identi-  cally in any given environment. Rather they express the creative advance of net-  works of processes - the growing together of environmental relations - within a  multiplicity of nested environments that is infernally constituted by which it is  conditioned, namely its environments. The difference of events is functional and  gradual, allowing us to „speak“ of quantum events and events of human art at  the same time.”  Besides the intrinsic environmentalism of networks of nested levels of  events, which Whitehead calls „societies“ (of quanta and cells and human be-  ings), it is the novelty of the togetherness that allows for levels of integration,  complexity and depth of becoming, issuing in emergent features of nature, in  evolution, and in grade of depth of „experience“ to reach and even supersede  human experience, subjectivity, intellect, culture and art. „In the ecological  model an event at a higher level can be explained partly by events at a lower  level, but the event at a lower level cannot be explained fully without reference  to the event at the higher level.“” On no level, therefore, will an explanation  ever become independent of environment and emergence, i.e., it will never be-  come mechanistic, substantial, or dualistic. And on every level, it is novelty that  out of the event of togetherness leads to its emergence that cannot be reduced to  the environment out of which it grows.“?  This functional account of the universe as a creative advance not only of events  but also of the structures that events and societies in their social interconnection  harbor is radically different from the ecopolitical presupposition that it is about  the survival of human beings and that it can be secured if they just would take  into account the wider contexts of the application of natural laws. While we  could still think of these laws as mechanistic interconnection, e. g., the emission  of carbon dioxide or other substances into the atmosphere of the Earth, in  Whitehead’s environmental interconnection it is really about the non-linearity of  49  Ch. Birch & J. Cobb, 7he Liberation of Life (Denton, TX: Environmental Ethics Books,  1990), 80.  50  Conversely to Kraus, Metaphysics, op. cit., 7-8, 1 do not understand this „common lan-  guage” as that of genus and species, but of functional resonance without the clear (mor-  phological) relationship of classification, which seems to me a reintroduction of a sub-  stantialism that Whitehead wanted to avoid at all costs.  51  Ibid 87  52  For a new collection of approaches related to Cobb’s account of evolutionary emergence  cf. J. Cobb, ed., Back to Darwin: A Richer Account of Evolution (Grand Rapids: Eerd-  mans, 2008).dıstinetion irom mechanıiıcal model, 1S OIC
that plctures the organısm d inseparably interconnected wıth ıts environment. 49

On CVETY eve of Organıc togetherness be It human, CeN: DNA, OT the elec-
tromagnetic 1e the COMPONECNIS d1iC NOL substantıal, formal essential, LE
1vided Into independent tructural IMOments of machıne that functions 1ident1i-
cally anYy o1ven environment. er they CXÄDICSS the creative advance of net-
works f PTIOCCSSCS the growing ogether of enviıronmental relatıons wıthin
multiplicı of nested environments that 1S Internally constituted Dy 1C ıt 1S
condıtioned, namely ıts envıronments. The dıfference of events 1S functional and
radual, allowıng us „Speak“” of tum events and events of human al
the SAad1llle time.”

Bes1ides the intrinsıc enviıronmentalism of networks of nested levels of
events, hıch 1ı1teNeaı ca „socleties“ (of 1a and ce and human be-
lngs) 9 ıt 1S the novelty of the togetherness that allows for levels of integration,
complext1 and depth of becoming, 1SSUINg features of nature,
evolution, and grade of depth of „EXperience - reach and Cvecn supersede
human experlence, subjectivity, intellect, culture and art „I-n the ecological
mo at igher eve Can be explaine partly by events al lower
evel, but the al lower eve Cannot be explaiıne Tully wıthout reference

the al the ıgher level  «51 On eve:. thereTfore, 11l explanatıon
GVT become independent of environment and CINCTSCNCEC, LE it 1ll be-
COME mechanıstic, substantıal, dualıstic. And CVETIY evel; it 1s novelty
OuLt of the of togetherness ea 1ts CMECTSCHNCE that be educed
the environment Out of which ıt orOWS.“
Thıs Junctional aCCOuntT Otf the universe AS creative advance NOoTt only of events
but also of the SITrUCIUres events and SsOCIletles In theır soc1lal interconnection
harbor 1s radıcally dıfferent irom the ecopolitical presupposıition that ıt IS about
the Survıval of human eIngs and that ıt Can be ecured 1f they Just WOUL. take
Into aCCoOount the wıider of the application of natural laws. Whıle
ou. ST1L of these laws as mechanıstic interconnection, C the em1ss10n
of carbon dioxide other substances into the atmosphere of the Earth,
Whıiıtehead’s environmental interconnection ıt 1S really about the non-LHinearity of

49 IrC (Cobb, TIhe Liıberation of Life Denton, Envıronmental Ethıics Books,

Conversely Kraus, etaphysics, CIE:: 7-8, do NOTt understand hıs „COIMMON lan-
guage  9 that of and specles, but of functional wıthout the clear (mor-
phological) relatıonshıp of classıfıcatıon, 1C reintroduction of sub-
stantıalısm that Whıiıtehead wanted avol1d all

1 Ib1d 7

For NC W collection of approaches :elated Cobbh’s ACCOUNL of evolutionary CINCTSCNCE
cf. Cobb, C AaCKk Darwın: Rıcher Account of Evolution (Grand Rapıds erd-
INans, 2008)
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LICW laws al anYy g1ven evel, the CINCTSCHCEC of NOVE: pheres OT Jayers of natural
laws, of vast universe of changing laws, and maybe infinıte unıverses of al]
poss1ıble laws of togetherness. Jhey, in principle, be imagıned wıthout the

of novelty, of the EIMETSZENCE OUuLT Indeterminacies of the basıc laws of
OT CVEeNn LUNOTIC damental, of the event-character of the CINCTSCHCC of

allYy Law al all. In the embrace of novelty, chaos 1S NOoTt SIMDIY threat aNYINOIC
dS „CONservatıve“ (conservationist) approaches but it plays posıtive, evel-
opmental role.”

Paul Davıes has convincingly demonstrated that the CONleEMPOTraTY under-
tandıng of natural laws allows IOr creatıvıty be driving force precıisely be-

„cChance and awlıke necessity conspıre Al the Dasıc physica eVve: felic1-
tously roduce (incredibly!) lawlıke ehavıor al the hıgher eve of
complexity.  I9 Most importantly, however, these „regularıties observed COM-

plex Systems, 1C aATe often quası1-universal e Feigenbaum’s numbers
chaos eOTY), AT phenomena, NOTL pale manıfestations of the “under-
Iyıng laws of physics.  506 Thıs 15 the ecological, NOoL the ecopolitical, statement of
togetherness: the of novelty 1S ase. the Indeterminacy of laws, there
Immanence the body of events and SsOcleties of evenits, exerc1sıng them, and
the EMETSENCE of LIC  Z and of unıversal laws such events of
novel, enviıronmental togetherness.?’

Ecological Disequilibrium

This LNOVC ASs ecological LHNOVEC 1S, indeeı NOL part of the ecopolıtical impera-
t1ve of human survıval. er ıt 1s integrative interpretation of the creative

Y For the plasticity of an Yy laws characters of „Zroupings” of events Dy 1C; they Can

happen, Call be sustaıned,. and fınally Can be abandoned cf. Whıtehead, Adventures of
CAaS, C: ch. II
For Whıiıtehead's embrace of chaos constitutive Jement f cosmology of becoming
and basıs for indeterminacy and CINCTISCHCEC of natural Laws (whıich includes
CINETSCNCE of Vecn Amatter- Out of events! cf. Whıiıtehead, Process and Kealıty, Cit..;

F:
55 Davıes, „ l1eleology wıthout Teleology: urpose hrough mergent Complexity, ” In

Ph /layton and Peacocke, eds., In hom We Live And OVE nd Have Our Being
Panentheistic Reflections On G0od's Presence In SCLENÄÜFIC O;  rid (Grand Rapıds:
kerdmans, 105

56 Ibıd
. For the importance of EMETLBENCEC In Current philosophical and theologıcal discussions

natural SCIENCES cft. Phılıp Clayton, „Panentheism In Metaphysical and Sclentific Per-
spective, ” In ıbıd., 73-91 In general cT. Clayton Davıes, eds..; TIhe e  mMmer-

of Emergence: The Emergentist Hypothesis from SCLIENCE eligion (OxfTford: ()x=
ford UP,
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advance of COSMIC laws and orders E human exIistence 1s nested
and in anıYy possıble SCIISC integrated Dy influencıng these processes.”
In such ecological CONTeXT, human ex1istence 1S neıther wıthout value 1OT the
only value of the WOT. worth considering for urvıval prosper!ı In such

CONTEXT, human ex1istence 15 neıther ecured 1LOT necessıtated, neıther
predictable OT eternal In thıs ecological interpretation, human existence 1S ne1-
ther subordinated „natur!  . (which WOU nclude Just CVOCISC ualısm 1LOT
understood „Cqua wıth everything else. Human CINCTSCIICC 1s serendipitous
happening of intersecting envıronments wıthout necess1ity but also wıthout
ception from the perpetual perishing of the creative advance. The unıverse d the
appenıng of events of togetherness wıth theır laws ASs nested socletlies of such

ın theıir hierarchies of novel levels of awW-lıke unıversals wıll neıther
sustaın umanı 1OT extinguısh it by Ally LICASUTEC f necessity.” 1S al] the
LNOTEC of MYSIETY that the universe m1g NOT ave g1ven biırth human-
1ty and it 1s all the INOTEC of contingency SapD the unıverse miıght
„naturally“ Dury humanıty the COUTSC of Its advance. Thıs 1S reflected in the
abysmal ending of Whiıtehead’s 5-b00 eligi0n INn the Makıngz where 1Te-
head onders that

The uniıverse87  Ecotheology, Ecoprocess, and Ecotheosis: A Theopoetical Intervention  advance of cosmic laws and emergent orders in which human existence is nested  and in any possible sense integrated by influencing these emergent processes.°®  In such an ecological context, human existence is neither without value nor the  only value of the world worth considering for survival or prosperity. In such an  emergent context, human existence is neither secured nor necessitated, neither  predictable nor eternal. In this ecological interpretation, human existence is nei-  ther subordinated to „nature“ (which would include just a reverse dualism) nor  understood „equally“ with everything else. Human emergence is a serendipitous  happening of intersecting environments - without necessity but also without ex-  ception from the perpetual perishing of the creative advance. The universe as the  happening of events of togetherness with their laws as nested in societies of such  occurrences in their hierarchies of novel levels of law-like universals will neither  sustain humanity nor extinguish it by any measure of necessity.” It is all the  more a matter of mystery that the universe might not have given birth to human-  ity and it is all the more a matter of a contingency gap that the universe might  „naturally“ bury humanity in the course of its advance. This is reflected in the  abysmal ending of Whitehead’s 1925-book Religion in the Making where White-  head ponders that  The universe ... is thus passing with a slowness, inconceivable in our measures of time,  to new creative conditions, amid which the physical world, as we at present know it, will  be represented by a ripple barely to be distinguished from nonentity.°  Although this approach philosophically connects with new philosophical ap-  proaches not based on anthropocentric and individualistic but on wholistic and  collective views of Ecology,° especially Deep Ecology, the problem with these  approaches is that they often not only infegrate humanity into nature but, by  seeking the equality of a „right“ of survival or doom of all creatures, subordi-  nate humanity to nature as a recipe for overcoming anthropocentrism in the phi-  losophical foundation of ecology.° While Arne Naess considered the ecological  58  Cf. Aus der Au, Achtsam wahrnehmen, op. cit., ch. 6. One implication is that the rules  of ecological movements are not pre-given and, hence, indifferent to human ideals or, if  it allows for values, gradually differentiated instead of qualitatively dualistic in juxtapos-  ing humanity and nature.  59  This is the reason that Whitehead — and any ecotheology relating to his organic thought —  holds that the universal process must be open, not only in a temporal sense of permuta-  tion, but also in the sense of emergent levels or spheres of groupings of occasions with  their own laws that cannot be anticipated. Cf. A. N. Whitehead, Adventures of Ideas  (New York: Free Press, 1967), ch. XI-XII.  60  A. N. Whitehead, Religion in the Making. New ed. (New York: Fordham UP, 1996),  160.  61  For a good overview of the differences of these movements, cf. C. Palmer, Environ-  mental Ethics and Process Thinking (Oxford: Claredon Press, 1998).  62  „Deep ecology philosophy is the worldview that animates much of grassroots  environmentalism today” by Wallace, Finding God, op. cit., 69. Cf. A. Naess, Ecology,1S hus passıng ıth slowness, inconce1lvable in OUTr of time,
NC  < creative conditions, amıd 1C| the physıca WOT. present NOW It, ıll

be represented Dy rıpple barely be dıstinguished from nonentity.””
Although thıs approac phılosophıiıcally CONNECTIS wıth LICW phılosophıca d
proaches NOT ase. anthropocentric and indıvidualistic but wholistic and
collective VIEWS of Ecology,® especlally Deep Ecology, the roblem wıth these
approaches 15 that they often NOT only integrate humanıty into but, Dy
seekıng the equalıty of „rıght“ of survival OT doom of all„ ubordt-
nalte umanı d recıpe for overcomıng anthropocentrism the phı-
losophıcal foundatıon of ecology.“ 11e Arne aess considered the ecological

58 (1 Aus der Au, Achtsam wahrnehmen, I: ch One implicatiıon 15 hat the rules
of ecologıcal MOvements aATrCc NOL pre-gıven and, hence, Indıfferent human ıdeals OT, ıT
ıt allows for values, ogradually dıfferentiated nstead of qualıitatively dualıstic In Juxtapos-
ing humanıty and nature
hıs 1S the [CaSOIl that Whıiıtehear and an Yy ecotheology relatıng his organıc thought

hat the unıversal DTOCCSS MUSL be ODCIL, NOTL only In empora of permuta-
t10n, but Iso In the of levels spheres of groupings of 0OCCAasS1O0Ns ıth
theır OW!  — laws that annot be anticıpated. Whıiıtehead, Adventures of eAas
(New ork Free Press, ch A DCHT

Whıtehead, eligion In the Makıng. New ed (New ork Fordham UP-
160

61 For g00d OVerVIeW of the dıfferences of these MOvements, ct. Palmer, NYLFrON-
mental Ethics and Process Thinking (Oxford: aredon Press,

62 „Deep eCology phılosophy 1S the worldview hat anımates much of ZTaSSTOOLS
environmentalısm today” by Wallace, Finding GOd, E Er Naess, Ecology,
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approac ase' Whitehead's Organıc PIOCCSS VIEW ASs NOTt radıcally ollowıng
theır IC that there 15 equalıty the richt Survival AINONS
anlYy specı1es, John Cobb and aVl Griffin, avoldıng equalıty by ubordina-
t10n, want differentiate hetween levels intensity 16 be ignored
the ecopolıtical sphere.° If, however, unıverse of nested environments levels
of STITUCLUra. complext1 and intens1ity cshould NOL be eveled Out but hıghlıghted In
theır diversity, equality MUST NOoL be of substantıal dentity but of Junc
tional „diversity“.  « 64 The pPreCI10uSNeESS of umanı 1S ıts abılıty be creative
culture, and love. On the other hand, humanıty 15 NOL DEr the peak of the
unıverse and it has absolute 1g of urvival either ° 1S contingent felicıty
that produce: I and 1t 15 the chaotic asıs all natural Iaw that miıght ead
ıts perıshing.

Ihe polıitical imperative asel such ecological COSmology 15 vastly
different fIrom both the adıcal equalıity of Deep Ecology and the utılıtarıan An-
'OopIC Ecopolitics.° 1S ase' the INtTINSIC value of all events and theır
c1al (or collective AaPDDCATANCC, theıir environmental ntegrıty and the grade

Communuity and ıfestyle: Outline of COSODIy (Cambridge: Cambridge P
and Bender, Ihe Culture of Extinction. Toward Philosophy of Deep Ecology
(Amherst, umanıty 0O0KS,

63 hIs 15 the 1Cason that In Devall SESSIONS, Deep Ecology. ving f Nature
alttere: Lake City Peregine Smiıth, 2306, the authors that the 1te-
headıan 1eW „Talls meet the deep ecology 19(0) of ‘ecological egalıtarıanısm In prin-
DD  CII e& SESSIONS, Deep Ecology for the Iwenty-First Century (Boston amı  j
hala, 124 CF Cobb’s Deep Ecology In Daly (Cobb, For the
Common 00d. Redirecting the Economy towards Communuity, the Envıronmenlt, and
Sustainable Future Boston Beacon, 384-5 In Griffin, Whıtehead s 'adı-
Cally Different Postmodern Philosophy (Albany SUNY, 70-85, Grıiffin addressed
ese dıfferences wıth the formula „Egalıtarianısm wıthout Irrelevance. 39

h1s eritic1ism of „equalıity ” NC  < philosophical presupposıition 15 sımılar the (post-)
emınist deconstruction of the equality of genders St1 asel the patrıarcha SITUC-
ure: femmnıist equalıty (polıtically) crıticIzes. &5 Butler, (Jender Trouble Feminism
nd the Subversion of Identity (Routledge: New York,
For naturalıstic eOrYy and politics that do NOL reduce umanıty ecologıcal equalıty
cf. HOoy, Toward Naturalistic Political Iheory Fıstolle, Hume, Dewey, Fvolution-

Biology, and Deep Ecology Westport, Praeger Publıshers, 2000) hıs ewey-
aseı approac dıffers from Whıiıtehead’s insofar ıt 15 NOL directed toward „COM-
mon  2 functional ground of humanıty and that allows for dıfferentiation In intensity
but toward the extension of the Anthropic rincıple by WdYy of human sympathy for Na-

ture
66 15 prec1isely the problem that eıther siıde thınks that the ther estroys the but

that both sıdes ave dialectica connection. LewI1s, Green Delusions: An Envi-
ronmentalıist rilLque of Radıcal Environmentalism (Durham, uke U E
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novelty they cCreaftfe implement.®” 1S ase. the protection of the integrity
of enviıronments but NOTL theır perpetuation; ıf 1S ase!l the furthering f the
grade of intensity that these envıronments sustaın but NOL theıir legıtimacy d 11CC-

law OT indestructible rıght of preservatıon. There 1S thical impulse,
however, OW fOor the creative advance develop NewW levels and FeQ210NS
Intensities that 1S NOL elated ırectly NOL almıng al humanity.° Ihe polıtical
CONSCQHUCNCEC, then, 1s NOTL the preservatıon of Uumanı! and the truggle for its
urvıval DECEF but the diversification Its environment In order alLOW Jor the
MOS Creatıive JOr novelty that ODes NOL exclude humanıty hbut Oes nNOoTt
Cenler around humanılty, eiıther.

eneaı addresses the thrusts for creativity In of aesthetics of inten-
SIty and transgressive harmony, 1C ATiIe NOL anthropic but NOTL sSsubor-
dinationistic, LE antı-anthropic, either ®® On the CONirarYy, Whitehead's Colog1-
cal Counter-statement indicates fundamental disequilibrium Intensity d basıc
for the ecological PTOCCSS eXIst al a11. ”© Iwo quotes 11l demonstrate the
borderline enea| 1S walking wıth his ecological COSMOLOgYy of disequilibric
processualıty. Hirst: he insists that ally

1  S OCCAaSsl1ON, Ven apart irom ıts OW)  —_ SpONTaNCOUS mentalıty, 1S thus confronted Dy ba-
SIC dısharmony In the aCı WOT.| Irom IC it springs. hIs 1S$ ortunate For other-
WISe actualı WOU cConsıist In cycle of repetition, realizıng only finıte of POS-
sıbıilıties hıs Was the NaITOW, stuIfy doectrine of SOINC ancıent thinkers. ”

A reactions thıs i1sharmony rough Novelty wıll nclude strıving for Har-
INOMNY 1gher lower eve er harmony 1sS attaıned Dy exclusıon of CH=
versity OT by integration of dıversıty: The first WdYy 11l lower intensity; the SCC-
ond wıll eıghten ıt. Thıs 1S where ecological imperative Whıiıtehead distin-
guishes between ecological G00d and Evıl BYy savıng losing intensity, anYy 010

nables iIructure that 1ll make „pOoss1ible the eıgh! of Ccau and
height of E 1c4 f Al both from tame elımination tame scalıng

67 For unprecedented analysıs of the mportance and understandıng f value and inten-
SIty, Cf. Leue, Metaphysical Foundations for Iheory of 'alue In the Philosophy of
Ifre North itenea (Ashfield, Down-to-Earth-Books,

68 For the relatıon of intensity, value and ethics INn Whiıtehear cf. ayer, Wert nd Wıirk-
ıchkeit. Zum Verständnuis des metaphysischen Wertbegriffs IM Spätdenken Alfred Orl
Whıteheads und dessen Bedeutung für den Menschen IN seiner kulturellen Kreativität
(Würzburg: rgon,

69 Henning, TIhe Ethics of reativity: EAU. Morality and Nature In Proces-
SIVE COosmos (Pıttsburgh: University of Pıttsburgh Press.

CT aDer, s bıtches f impossibilıty ! Programmatic Dysfunction In the Chaosmos
of Deleuze and Whıtehead, ” In (CCloots and Robinson, eds., Deleuze, Whitehead
and the I ransformation of Metaphysics TuSSe1s (Contactforum, s and I1C-
1sed In Robinson, ed:, Deleuze, Whitehead, Ber2son Rhizomatıc Connections
(Hampshire: algrave Macmiuıllan,

z Whıiıtehead: Adventures of Ideas, CIt., 259
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down  «72 0)8 1f it into sıch elımınatıon of the intens1ty of affection and
structural integrity 15 thıs „Tınal Cau wıth 1C the Unıiverse achleves Its
Justification. Thıs Cau has always wıthın it the enewal erıved irom the Ad:=

of the empora) orla Therefore, ıts Harmony 1S omehow „meta-Ssta-
ble“ but always transıtory between of relatıve stabılıty and
phases of relative novelty. 74

TIhe human per1l, then, 1S NOL that of extinction 0Ug imbalance chang-
ng conditions (even 1f uman-iınduced!), C rough Global Warming, DET
but the nabılıty achleve higher levels of fluent harmony. And rel1g10us
terms human „salvatıon“ 15 nNOot symbol of disgu1se of the adjustment of eNVI-
Onmental parameters urvive but it addresses the l10ss of intensıi1ty, of the d1is-
COord of novelty, of the almıng beyond itself. Ihe UsSCcC of eCology eNVITrOoNMEN-
talısm, then, 15 NOTL of 1sgulse mechanıcısm the change OT adjust-

of „natural” parametlers for Survıval but that of symbolic transferences
Intensity. The SsecCcond u addresses thıs deeper per1

hus mankınd by of Its ela|  Trate System of symbolıc transference Call achleve
miracles of sensitiveness distant envıronment, and problematıc uture But it
DaYS the penalty, by 1TCasSOIN of the dangerous fact that ach symbolıc transference INAaYy
involve arbıtrary imputation of unsultable characters. It 15 NOT uC. that the LETEC

workings of nature In anı Yy particular organısm AIC In all reSpeCTISs favorable eıther the
exIistence of that organısm, Its happıness, the of the soclety In 1C|
the organısm IN ıtself. The melancholy experlence of ICN makes thıs warnıng platı-
ude No elaborate Communıity of elaborate Organısms COU. exXIist unless 1fs SySstems of
symbolısm WETC In general successful. ”

Thıs warnıng Whitehead's -boo Symbolısm represents OMNC of the earliest
of ecology nOoL, NOL CL, uenced Dy anthropic ecopolitics. ”® ea

Whiıtehead’s convıction that ally soc1al developmen 1S envıronmental and that
its „advance“ 15 always ase' being radıcally off-balance, far irom stabılıty,
DFOCESS O ıimbalance hetween repetition and novelty. Extinction and survıval,
then, AIicC NOL primarıly mMatter of tabılıty and A (1dentifie: wıth) CONSCI-

vatıon but of destabilization of g1ven Orders and of the transgressive 1N-
tegration of disturbances of novelty wıthout which ally soclety wıll „decay eıther

77from anarchy, from the sS10ow atrophy of lıfe Dy useless hadows

Ibıd
e Ibıd., 295

Rose, On ıtened elmont, Wadsworth/Ihomas Learning, ch
73 Whıiıtehead, Symbolıism: Its eanıng and „ffeci (New ork Fordham U 9

St. Rohmer, Whıteheads ynthese VonNn Kreativität und Rationalıta eflexion und
Transformation In Alfred North Whıteheads Philosophie der alur. er Ihesen, vol
13 (Freiburg: er,

SE Ibıid.,
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Anthropic Ecotheology
Current ecotheology, 11 it 1S NOT directly kıppıng ifs cosmological presupposI1-
t10NS favor of 1ts ethıcal and polıtical implıcations, 1Ss preeminently concerned
wıth three themes: Regaming theological notion of „creation“ and 1ts salvatıon

hrıst; spirıtuality of creation eco-spirituality; and ecological, LE
relational, understandıng of the uman „Sstewardshıp for creation“ meanıng
sustaınable approac natural resources ® In order understand the departure
of CCODTOCCSS theology Irom 1ts ecotheologıical sıblıngs, 1ll Ior NOW) ddress
the first 1Ssue of ecotheological doctrine of God the development of 1C Can
be tracked three paradıgmatic theolog1ans: Jürgen nn, ally McFague
and Gordon Kaufman. ””

fter Cobb’s wrıtings from the early Ü: it Wäads probably Jürgen
oltman’s 5-b00 (r10d INn C reation that inıt1ated boost of ecological
ough Christian constructive theology, thereby already indicating these three
themes For Moltmann, „doctrine of creat1on 1s be ecological”, LO it has
STEve the pre-modern CONCEDL of 1CAaSONN d the of perception and DaT-
tıcıpation. c SÜ IThereby 1t 11l understand that „Life 1S Communıcatıon In UunNn-
107  «51 The theological CONSCHUCNCES ATe profound it MUuUStTL be „MeSS1anıc doc-
trine of creation“ that „DCCS creation ogether wıth 1ts future the future for
1C it Was made and 1 It wıll be perfected“*“ Dy integrating creation
theology of the beginnings wıth eschatology of glory for 1C creation and
salvatıon dIC 0)0(> hrist, and 1t Must be about the Spirıt of God Creation
and about the Irinıtarıan OMMUNI| dAS the paradızm of ecological COMMUNICA-
tion. He boldly „ecological doctrine of creation implies 1LICW kınd
of thınkıng about God“® that 1S NOL about the dıstinction of God and the WOT.
but about the immanence of ONC the other MUuUSsST lıve from the „Principle
utual Interpenetration84 of God and the WOT ase: the TIrmitarian CON-

Cept of perichoresis.

78 T Hessel Ruether, eds., ristianl. and Ecology Seeking the 'ell-Be-
INg of Earth and Humans arvarı UP:
Ihe cho1ice 1S, Of COUTSC, heurtstic but certainly NOT unfounded SINCE ea theologlans
ave eıther influence the ole ecotheological endeavor produceı hıghly
creative directions of investigation. For developments of ecotheology ct the Jour-
nal fOor the Study eligion, 'ature and C ulture (Florıda), 1C eiore Was known
under the allle Ecotheology.

oltmann, God In Creation: New Iheology Creation and the Spirit GO0d. The
Giflford Lectures (Minneapolıs: Fortress Press,

8 1 Ibid.,
82 Ibid.,
83 Ibıid.,

Ibıd.,
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In detecting certaın deficıit thıs ecotheology of creation of the Lype
Moltmann Wäas proposing, ally McFague representatıve of INanYy other eO10-
o1ans, ethicists, and ecopolitically motivated actıvists of AC ROSCMAaTY Rad-
ford Ruether’s Eco-Feminism 1S only the MOSsSstT prominent counter-part”” has
called us LICW paradiıgms, NOL ase!| classıcal theism (even its Irınıtarıan
orms and its infection wıth the sovere1gnty of (G0d Especlally her 1993-
book TIhe Body O An Ecological eolo2y, che invıtes usSs „thınk about
(G0d and bodies“ and implement „the mMode of the 1verse WOT. AS

body <<30 nstead of the transcendent Creator, she favors the immanent (G0d lıke
the soul the 0dY); instead of the pre-modern patrıarchal imagery of Er
Son and Spirit, che offers the er ag2ape), the Lover (eros) and the Friend
(philıa); instead of the (male) LOg0OS, che Offers (the female) 1sdom ; instead of
Moltmann’s aradızm of Od1iless partiıcıpation the MN che offers the 111d-

ter1al image of the WOT dAS Body of G0d BYy heavıly elayıng Whıiıtehead's
and Cobb’s CCODITOCCSS image of „Organıc process“ (agalnst mechanısm), PaId-
dıems of evolution and solidarıty, and Teilhard de Chardin’s „COSMIC Christ“,
che ser10usly OUT ough about everything ASs being OMent of
eıther the roblem 0)8 solution of the ecological crisis.®

a  Ing „largely ecological terms, that 1S, terms of interconnectedness
CXand interdependent DOWCIS and PITOCCSSCS of nature and understandıng ultimate

realıty these terms, Gordon Kaufman radicalızed thıs „embeddedness of hu-
RImanıty the natura Order terms of LICW theology that ca for adıcal

deconstruction of „the deeply rooted anthropomorphism of MOST of the rece1ved
and images of God vestige of the deeply rooted anthropocentrism of

the Jewiısh, Chriıstıian, and Moslem tradıtions.“ Instead, he „the idea of
serendipitous creativıity dS basıc metaphor for the thinkıng of G5 In hıs
004-book In the beginning92  Roland Faber  In detecting a certain deficit in this ecotheology of creation of the type  Moltmann was proposing, Sally McFague —- representative of many other theolo-  gians, ethicists, and ecopolitically motivated activists of which Rosemary Rad-  ford Ruether’s Eco-Feminism is only the most prominent counter-part®” — has  called us to new paradigms, not based on classical theism (even in its Trinitarian  forms) and its infection with the sovereignty of God. Especially in her 1993-  book Zhe Body of God: An Ecological Theology, she invites us to „think about  God and bodies“ and to implement „the model of the universe or world as God’s  body.“® Instead of the transcendent creator, she favors the immanent God (like  the soul in the body); instead of the pre-modern patriarchal imagery of Father,  Son and Spirit, she offers the Mother (agape), the Lover (eros) and the Friend  (philia); instead of the (male) Logos, she offers (the female) Wisdom; instead of  Moltmann’s paradigm of a bodiless participation in the mind, she offers the ma-  terial image of the world as Body of God. By heavily relaying on Whitehead's  and Cobb’s ecoprocess image of „organic process“ (against mechanism), para-  digms of evolution and solidarity, and Teilhard de Chardin’s „cosmic Christ“,  she seriously wants to turn our thought about everything as being a moment of  either the problem or a solution of the ecological crisis.””  Talking in „largely ecological terms, that is, in terms of interconnectedness  «88  and interdependent powers and processes of nature  and understanding ultimate  reality in these terms, Gordon Kaufman radicalized this „embeddedness of hu-  «89 :  manity in the natural order  ın  terms of a new theology that calls for a radical  deconstruction of „the deeply rooted anthropomorphism of most of the received  concepts and images of God - a vestige of the deeply rooted anthropocentrism of  the Jewish, Christian, and Moslem traditions.“ Instead, he turns to „the idea of  serendipitous creativity as a basic metaphor for the thinking of God.“” In his  2004-book In fhe beginning ... Creativity he proposes that in today’s evolution-  ary/ecological world the only way to notf single out humanity in the process of  the universe (as final aim of the creator), is to avoid to talk about „God“ (as  transcendent person); but instead we should only talk of the happiness, holiness,  and grace of a creativity within natural processes, which can never be captured  85  Cf. R. R. Ruether, Zntegrating Ecofeminism, Globalization, and World Religions  (Lanham, MD: Rowman & Littlefield Publishers, 2005).  86  Sallie McFague, Zhe Body of God: An Ecological Theology (Minneapolis: Augsburg  Fortress Publishers, 1993), vii.  87  Although there is not space to develop the ecological and evolutionary theology of Teil-  hard de Chardin further, he must be recognized as one of the earliest theologians of the  20“ century to insist on the ecological interrelation between God and World as central to  any Christian theology. Cf. A. Fabel & D. P. John, eds., Teilhard in the 21st Century:  The Emerging Spirit of Earth (Maryknoll, NY: Orbis Books, 2003).  88  G. Kaufman, In the beginning ... Creativity (Minneapolis: Fortress, 2004), 25.  89  Ibid., 24.  90  Ibid., 26.Creativity he that in today’s evolution-
ary/ecological WOT. the only WdYy NOT single Out humanıty the PIOCCSS of
the uniıverse (as final a1m of the creator), 1S aVO1d talk about 95 (as
transcendent person); but instead should only of the happıness, holıness,
and of creativity wıthıin natural PIOCCSSCS, 1C be captured
A Ruether, Integrating Ecofeminism, GLobalization, and ON eligi0ons

nham, Rowman Littlefie| Publıshers,
Sallıe cFague, The Body (10d. An Ecological neOLogYy (Mınneapolıs: Augsburg
Fortress Publıshers, VI
Although there 1 NOT develop the ecological and evolutionary theology of e1l-
hard de (C’hardın further, he MUuUSt be recognızed d ONEC of the earlıiest theologıans of the
20|h CENLUTY Insıst the ecologıcal interrelatıon between and OTr entral
an Yy Chrıstian theology 1: John, eds;, EUNAFN In the 2Ist Century:
The Emerging Spirit of Earth ary.  O  9 Orbıis Books, 2003)

88 (r Kaufman, In the beginning92  Roland Faber  In detecting a certain deficit in this ecotheology of creation of the type  Moltmann was proposing, Sally McFague —- representative of many other theolo-  gians, ethicists, and ecopolitically motivated activists of which Rosemary Rad-  ford Ruether’s Eco-Feminism is only the most prominent counter-part®” — has  called us to new paradigms, not based on classical theism (even in its Trinitarian  forms) and its infection with the sovereignty of God. Especially in her 1993-  book Zhe Body of God: An Ecological Theology, she invites us to „think about  God and bodies“ and to implement „the model of the universe or world as God’s  body.“® Instead of the transcendent creator, she favors the immanent God (like  the soul in the body); instead of the pre-modern patriarchal imagery of Father,  Son and Spirit, she offers the Mother (agape), the Lover (eros) and the Friend  (philia); instead of the (male) Logos, she offers (the female) Wisdom; instead of  Moltmann’s paradigm of a bodiless participation in the mind, she offers the ma-  terial image of the world as Body of God. By heavily relaying on Whitehead's  and Cobb’s ecoprocess image of „organic process“ (against mechanism), para-  digms of evolution and solidarity, and Teilhard de Chardin’s „cosmic Christ“,  she seriously wants to turn our thought about everything as being a moment of  either the problem or a solution of the ecological crisis.””  Talking in „largely ecological terms, that is, in terms of interconnectedness  «88  and interdependent powers and processes of nature  and understanding ultimate  reality in these terms, Gordon Kaufman radicalized this „embeddedness of hu-  «89 :  manity in the natural order  ın  terms of a new theology that calls for a radical  deconstruction of „the deeply rooted anthropomorphism of most of the received  concepts and images of God - a vestige of the deeply rooted anthropocentrism of  the Jewish, Christian, and Moslem traditions.“ Instead, he turns to „the idea of  serendipitous creativity as a basic metaphor for the thinking of God.“” In his  2004-book In fhe beginning ... Creativity he proposes that in today’s evolution-  ary/ecological world the only way to notf single out humanity in the process of  the universe (as final aim of the creator), is to avoid to talk about „God“ (as  transcendent person); but instead we should only talk of the happiness, holiness,  and grace of a creativity within natural processes, which can never be captured  85  Cf. R. R. Ruether, Zntegrating Ecofeminism, Globalization, and World Religions  (Lanham, MD: Rowman & Littlefield Publishers, 2005).  86  Sallie McFague, Zhe Body of God: An Ecological Theology (Minneapolis: Augsburg  Fortress Publishers, 1993), vii.  87  Although there is not space to develop the ecological and evolutionary theology of Teil-  hard de Chardin further, he must be recognized as one of the earliest theologians of the  20“ century to insist on the ecological interrelation between God and World as central to  any Christian theology. Cf. A. Fabel & D. P. John, eds., Teilhard in the 21st Century:  The Emerging Spirit of Earth (Maryknoll, NY: Orbis Books, 2003).  88  G. Kaufman, In the beginning ... Creativity (Minneapolis: Fortress, 2004), 25.  89  Ibid., 24.  90  Ibid., 26.Creativity (Minneapolıs: Fortress, 2004), (  r
Ibıd.,
Ibıd.,
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Dy anYy image CXCEDL that of being all theır transcendence 1CON of the ineIiTa-
ble novelty of the PIOCCSSCS. Ihereby, uIman pomts also the fact that he 1S
indebted Henry Nelson Wıeman, who, first In hıs ‘7-b00 The Wrestle
eligi0Nn WIECh Truth, had adopted Whıiıtehead's CCODITOCCSS theological CONCEDL of
G0d and creativıty Order theologically artıculate that „Creativity 1S the only
PDIODCI object of worshıip, devotion, and faıth today, the only ultımate pomt of

91reference for ()UT valuıng.
ollowıing these three paradıgmatic approaches ecotheology today,

Can observe increasing AaWAaTENCSS of the entanglement of the patrıarchal r_
striıcti1ons of classıcal theism (SO readıly identified N the Christian posı1tion) and
the anthropı1c reduction of ıts of creatlion and salvatıon Wıth
theolog1ans the sphere of Moltmann’s ecotheology and MOoOstT theolog1ans COIMN-
Cerne!l wıth the Conservatıon of certaın tradıtıons are), who Want SAaVC the SOV-

ereignty of God d Dasıs for ally ecological interrelationalıty, reservatıon of
primordia unıtlateralism remaıns: (G0d must be „DeIOTIE . NOL wIıth creation, and
(G10d Must be (Trımtarıian) Community „Deiore . NOT with, creation; (G0d MUST
Create the WOT. OuL of nothing, nNOoL relationshıp Ith the world.” In all
ecologıcal AaWarChNCSS, these dICc the pOos1t1ons taken, C by Radıcal Tthodoxy
and certaın forms of Open Relatıonal Theology.” Indeed, the doctrine of the
Creatio nihıilo has become the ideologica: stronghold for thıs unılateralısm of

omnıpotence despite 1ts patrıarcha. and Oppressive implications.” And

91 Ibıd., Whıiıtehead, Process and Kealıty, EL ere are, Kaufman LLICH-
t10NS, dıfferences between hım and Wıeman In relatıng creativıty the WOT. PTOCCSS 1N-
sofar 4S W1ıeman ldentifes ıt ıth (J0d (creativity being „good”) and Kaufman identfies

wıth creativıty (God eing beyond g0o0od and eVl1. ıle Whiıtehead dıfferentiated
both precisely along these lınes: creativıty „neutral” and (J0d f the
99  2 For Whıiıtehead's dıfferentiation, cf. Griffin, Reenchantment, Eit.. ch
For ese intrıcate relatıons cT. Howell, Feminıist 0oSmology: Ecolog2y, Solidarity,
and Metaphysics (New ork Humanıty 0OOKS, 2000)

03 (F the famous hıteheadıan statement that S NOT before all] creation, but In all
creation”; Whıiıtehead, TOCESS and Realıty, E: 343

Vord, „Evangelıca Theologies, ” In CDanıe and Bowman, ed5s ANdDOoO:
of TOCESS Iheology anta Chalıce, 251-261:; John Miılbank, (CCatherine Pıck-
STOC| raham Ward, edS:-. Radıcal Orthodoxy (New ork Routledge,
House, Charts Open Theiısm and Orthodoxy (Grand p1ds Kregel Academıiıc Pro-
fessional,

05 obb Griffin, TOCESS Iheology An Introductory Exposition (Louisville:
Westminster John Knox Press, 64-5 Moltmann’s critique of PDTOCCSS eology In
God In Creation, CS 78-9 1S miısconstrued because It'already the patrı-
archal thes1is that deconstruc: shıfts the 1eW creation In WaYy hat relation and NOL

becomes the paradıgm In 1C PTOCCSS theology creatiıon theology. Only
In the paradıgm of MUStL the thes1is of the creation OuL of chaos, IC 18 meta-
phor for OpCH relatıonshI1p, AaDDCAaI negatıon of the doectrine of (G0d Creator (eX N1-
110 and reduction of God of preservatıon. Another Iıne of thought hat
WOU. fıt Moltmann understandıng f ure coming of (J0d that ave evelop!
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CVCIl if (IIC O far d Moltmann take thıs Al NOTL the form of
sovereign AG but ASs aCcTt of Divıne DASSLO Intra, there remaılns sublıme
and hıdden unılateralısm ofW16 15 NOl ecological nature.?® Because of
these connections, Catherine Keller, her 003-book Face the Deep The-
ology O Becoming, has suggested that SINCE Moltmann’s NL God before
creat1on) 15 ”a DUIC God-forsakenness wıthın God, of wıthıin that 1S after all
outside“, need „dIl unapologetic expansıon of Moltmann’s OW trinıtarıan
perichoresIis: soclalıty of rny interrelations IC wıthıin and wıthout

97longer bıfurcate.
ven McFague’s and Kaufmann’s INOTE adıcal AaCCOUNLT of ecology, the

ecological CT1SIS and radıcally ecological CONCEDL of God, fınd remamnıng
anthropic reductionisms. Although it 15 NOT generated Dy the patrıarchal and
power-inflicted imagery of the theologica! tradıtion, 1C they have taken
deep levels of deconstruction, theır anthropic emnants dIC elated the meth-
odological metaphoric of theır statements Both theologlans, paradoxical dAS it 1S,
bind theır non-anthropic, ecological notions of G0d anthropic principle
SINCEe they seek the best metaphors of G0d JOr the ecological ADC and CT1ISES
C 15 about uman state of affaırs, utilızes CT1SIS of human SurvI1val, and
addresses human needs for respective metaphors.”® Thıs 1S all the LINOIC clear
the eCO-femimnist and ecopolitical nger of „Identifyıng“ the suppressed femmıne
wıth characterIistics of suppressed nature (suffering of unılateral, androcentric
changes of Its presuppose integrity) danger agaınst IC Ruether has 1C-

cently made avaılable of CONSCIOUS strategies.”” But hiıdden anthropic
implicatıon 1S eEeven present Kaufman’s antı-humanist metaphor of „Creativity“.
He does NOL CSCADC anthropic implıcations because hıs creat1ıvıty tend
direct us toward devaluatıon of specıfic human creativıty nNOT by negatıng ıt
(he knows of human Eeve of creativıty of culture and art) but by subordinatıng
ıt the strange alıen 1gure of impersonal and Over agalnst ıts immanence,

In „Zeıtumkehr Versuch ber eiınen eschatologischen Schöpfungsbegriff, ” In IhPh
(2000) 1 80-205 1S based the dısentanglement of creation and „beginning” and

schaton and „tempora. ure  F7
96 &5 Ooltmann, (G(0d In Creation, CH.. 86-/
9’7 Keller, The Face the Deep I heology of Becoming (New ork ‚OU!  9©,

18
0® ( ally McFague, 'odels of (10d. Iheology for Ecological, Nuclear Age (Phiıladel-

phia Fortress Press. ch E Kaufman, In the beginning94  Roland Faber  even if one wants to go so far as Moltmann to take this nihil not in the form of a  sovereign act but as an act of Divine passio ad intra, there remains a sublime  and hidden unilateralism of power which is nof ecological in nature.°” Because of  these connections, Catherine Keller, in her 2003-book Face of the Deep: A The-  ology of Becoming, has suggested that since Moltmann’s nihil in God (before  creation) is „a pure God-forsakenness within God, or of a within that is after all  outside“, we need an „an unapologetic expansion of Moltmann’s own trinitarian  perichoresis: a sociality of rhythmic interrelations in which within and without  « 97  no longer bifurcate.  Even in McFague’s and Kaufmann’s more radical account of ecology, the  ecological crisis and a radically ecological concept of God, we find remaining  anthropic reductionisms. Although it is not generated by the patriarchal and  power-inflicted imagery of the theological tradition, which they have taken on on  deep levels of deconstruction, their anthropic remnants are related to the meth-  odological metaphoric of their statements. Both theologians, paradoxical as it is,  bind their non-anthropic, ecological notions of God to an anthropic principle  since they seek the best metaphors of God for the ecological age and crises —  which is about a human state of affairs, utilizes a crisis of human survival, and  addresses human needs for respective metaphors.”® This is all the more clear in  the eco-feminist and ecopolitical danger of „identifying“ the suppressed feminine  with characteristics of a suppressed nature (suffering of unilateral, androcentric  changes of its presupposed integrity) - a danger against which Ruether has re-  cently made available moves of conscious strategies.”” But a hidden anthropic  implication is even present in Kaufman’s anti-humanist metaphor of „creativity“.  He does not escape anthropic implications because his creativity seems to tend to  direct us toward a devaluation of specific human creativity - not by negating it  (he knows of a human level of creativity of culture and art) but by subordinating  it to the strange alien figure of impersonal and (over against its immanence,  in my „Zeitumkehr: Versuch über einen eschatologischen Schöpfungsbegriff,“ in ZhPh  75 (2000) 180-205 — is based on the disentanglement of creation and „beginning” and  Eschaton and „temporal future. ”  96  Cf. Moltmann, God in Creation, op. cit., 86-7  97  C. Keller, Zhe Face of the Deep: A Theology of Becoming (New York: Routledge,  2003), 18.  98  Cf. Sally McFague, Models of God: Theology for an Ecological, Nuclear Age (Philadel-  phia: Fortress Press, 1987), ch. 1; Kaufman, In fhe beginning ..., 0p. cit., ch. 1.  99  Cf. R. R. Ruether, ed., Feminist Theologies: Legacy and Prospect (Minneapolis: For-  tress, 2007) and Women Healing Earth: Third World Women on Ecology, Feminism, and  Religion. Ecology and Justice (Maryknoll, NY: Orbis Books, 1996). For the general  analysis of ecology I relate to gender and other issues beyond theology cf. L. Coupe,  The Green Studies Reader: From Romanticism to Ecocriticism (New York: Routledge,  2000).CLt., ch
99 (St. Ruether, ed.; Femuinist Iheologies: Legacy nd rospect (Minneapolıis: FOr-

9 2007) and Women Healıng Arı Thırd ONl Women Ecology, Feminism, and
elig10nN. Ecology and ustice ary.  O  „ 15 0OO0KS, For the general
analysıs of ecology relate gender and er 1SSUEeSs beyond theology cf. Coupe,
Ihe Green Studies Reader. From Romantıcısm Eeocriticism (New ork 0U  ge,
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strangely) dıstant relentlessness of creativity. ” Sımilar Deep Ecology’s ack
of dıfferentiation, thıs aMOUnNTS dıalectic of negation Dy hıch un-anthropic
eCOlogy remaıns OUN(« what it denies. 101

ECoprocess eolo2y

How, then, Cal ECODFTOCESS approach, aAs Sskeiche! wıth Whıiıtehead's „ph1iloso-
phy of organısm“ and 1ts theologıical alteratiıons, the ecotheological 1N-
fection wıth anthropic ecotheology wıthout oS1ng umanı! altogether)? Thıs
ımplıes questions: How 1S thıs approac: theologıically different, 1.e., S
dıfference does it make the Context of theological appropriation of eCothe-
ologıca thınkıng oday And what such ECODFOCESS neolo2y 1f it really
thınks strictLy ecologically Sa Y dıfferently ahbout G0d?

(Converse the anthropic residue of Current ecotheologıes, CCODTOCCSS
theology, ase!l Whiıtehead’s COSMOLO£Yy and aesthetics) of intensity and har-
INONY , combines the Junctional FESONUAaNCE (instead of „ldentity“ „equality“)
wıthın the CCODTOCCSS wıth anthropic Indeterminacy, 1.e.. ıts Treedom Jrom
„essential“ determıinatıon that 15 eıther anthropıic nNature anti-anthropic. ““
Was Whıiıtehead's insıght that, 1t the CCODIOCCSS 1$ inclusive of umanı but NOLT

ally WaYy necessarıly directed towards ıts CINCTSCIICC sustenance, It also 1S
free CADICSS the intrinsic value of UaFLY creative of ecological ogether-
1CSsSS I hıs INnsS1g also TEE.| Whıiıtehead irom the restrictions of metaphoric for
God that MUST Narn and satısfy uman interests. wıll explore the theologıical
implıcations of Whitehead's aCCOuntT of the CCODIOCCSS Dy dıfferentiatinge it irom
Moltmann, McFague and Kaufman (and the ecotheologies they represent)
rough three features of CCODIOCCSS doctrine of G0d

Ihe fırst feature mention ın CCODIOCCSS VICEW of G0d 1$ that it Ooffers
VE dıfferent ACCOUNL GE the Dıvıine ıts relationship the WOT. Dy introduc-
ng radıcally ecological understandıng2 O (10d. 103 Nnstead of understandıng
God terms of the substantıal paradıgms of adıcal independence and CI-

100 Kaufman, In the beginning95  Ecotheology, Ecoprocess, and Ecotheosis: A Theopoetical Intervention  strangely) distant relentlessness of creativity.'© Similar to Deep Ecology’s lack  of differentiation, this amounts to a dialectic of negation by which un-anthropic  ecology remains bound to what it denies.  101  6. Ecoprocess Theology  How, then, can an ecoprocess approach, as sketched with Whitehead's „philoso-  phy of organism“ and its theological alterations, overcome the ecotheological in-  fection with anthropic ecotheology (without losing humanity altogether)? This  implies two questions: How is this approach theologically different, i.e., what  difference does it make in the context of theological appropriation of ecothe-  ological thinking today? And what can such an ecoprocess theology if it really  thinks strictly ecologically say differently about God?  Converse to the anthropic residue of current ecotheologies, an ecoprocess  theology, based on Whitehead’s cosmology (and aesthetics) of intensity and har-  mony, combines the functional resonance (instead of „identity“ or „equality“)  within the ecoprocess with an anthropic indeterminacy, i.e., its freedom from  „essential“ determination that is either anthropic in nature or anti-anthropic. '© It  was Whitehead's insight that, if the ecoprocess is inclusive of humanity but not  in any way necessarily directed towards its emergence or sustenance, it also is  free to express the intrinsic value of any creative event of ecological together-  ness. This insight also freed Whitehead from the restrictions of a metaphoric for  God that must name and satisfy human interests. I will explore the theological  implications of Whitehead's account of the ecoprocess by differentiating it from  Moltmann, McFague and Kaufman-(and the ecotheologies they represent)  through three features of an ecoprocess doctrine of God.  The first feature to mention in an ecoprocess view of God is that it offers a  very different account of the Divine in its relationship to the world by introduc-  ing a radically ecological understanding of God. ‘® Instead of understanding  God in terms of the substantial paradigms of radical independence and sover-  100 Cf. Kaufman, In the beginning ..., op. cit., ch. 3.  101 Cf.E. Katz, A. Light & D. Rothenberg, eds, Beneath the Surface: Critical Essays in the  Philosophy of Deep Ecology (Cambridge, MA: MIT Press, 2000).  102  This leads deep into the structure of his whole philosophy, which is not grounded in any  metaphysical law, but in process, open to any development it may take and aiming to-  wards a unity that is always „one” only in being overcome by the process. For an analy-  sis in the context of the development of systematic thinking and the thinking of systems  in philosophy cf. R. Faber, „Whitehead at Infinite Speed: Deconstructing System as  Event,” in C. Helmer, M. Suchocki, and J. Quiring, eds., Schleiermacher and White-  head: Open Systems in Dialogue (Berlin: de Gruyter 2004), 39-72.  103  For an analysis of the specific features of such an ecoprocess doctrine of God and its di-  verse features cf. the exploration in my God as Poet, op. cit, part IV.il ch.
101 Katz, 1g Rothenberg, eds, Beneath the Surface: C'ritical ESSaysS In the

Philosophy of Deep Ecology (Cambrıdge, MIT Press,
102 hıs eaı deep into the SITUCLUTE of hıs ole phılosophy, 1C| 1S NOL grounde: In anıy

metaphysıcal law, but In PTOCCSS, OpCH an y development it INAaYy ake and alımıng ([O-
wards unity that 1S always „one  2 only In eing by the PTOCCSS. For analy-
S1S In the ONteXT of the development of systematıc thinkıng and the thıinkıng of SySteEMS
In phılosophy cf. aber, „Whıiıtehea« al NInıte Speed Deconstructing System
Event, ” In Helmer, ucChoOCKI1, and Quiring, eds.; Schleiermacher and 1lte-
head. Open Systems In alogzue (Berlın: de Gruyter AF

103 For analysıs of the specıfic features of such CCODTOCCSS doectrine of and its C
eatures cf. the exploratıon In II1LYy (10d Poet, CIt, part
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e12n CCODIOCCSS theology its ecological foundatıon understands (10d a IN-
terrelated the MOST Ndamen! eve If relatıon 15 fırst, eCOlogy 1S basıc. f
(10d 15 always thought of d> ıth the WOr. ASs Creator ıth creation, then mutual
creativity 1S the basıc expression of what the uniıverse dAS ecologıical interrelated-
11655 and PIOCCSS of creative advance 1s about, namely that, d Whiıtehead’s

Process and Reality, „God and the or AIiC the contrasted opposıites
terms of 1C Creativity achleves ıts SUDICHIC task“ and, EVECN bolder, that ıt „1S
d Imue Sd Y that G0d cCreates the OL. dS that the OL creates (PR
348). * Thıs 15 nothing but the adıcal Iimplicatıon the ecological fruth that the
becomiıing togetherness of relatıonshıips 1s the OGCHLTTEHEGE of somethıing es1ides
1 there 15 (or WOU BE; ıll be) nothing al alL105

second feature thıs radıcally ecological doectrine of God 15 that it 1s NOL
directed toward „equality “ but toward manıifoldness. Hence, It MuUSt NOLT destroy
the dıfference between God and creation Dy establishing the creative interrela-
tionshıp een G0d and the WOT. d Its fırst truth .19 1ı1tenNea| addresses thıs
second truth by important dıfferentiation between G0d and the multiplicı of
finıte happenings that ATieC the creative network of relatıonshıps the CCODTOCCSS
of the WOT. Dy explicatiıng their relationship AS ONEC of dıversıty mutualıty.
1le the diversity of ecologıical CIMECTSCIICC 15 contingent and radıcally Matier
of novelty for both (30d and the WOr. the radıcally ecological ACCOUNLT of the
od-wor relationshıp mMust exhı1bıt certaın necessity, NOL of Law but of Inter-
relatedness wıthout 1C ere 15 ecology.

and the (0)8 stan! VeT agalınst ach other, expressing the 1na| metaphysıical truth
that appetitive ViIsIion and physıcal enjoyment ave equa) claım priority in creatlion. But

[WO aC{ualıties Can be {Orn apart ach 1S all In all hus ach empora 0OCCasıon
1es and 1S$ mbodied In In nature, DEITIMANCNCEC 1S prıimordial and
flux IS derıvatıve from the OFr In the World’s nature, flux 1$ primordial and \d-

1S derıivatıve from Iso the World’s nature 15 primordial atum for God;
and- 1S primordial atum for the or (Creation achleves the reconcılıa-
tion of PEIINANCHCE and fux when It has reached 1ts final term 1C| 15 everlastingness
the Apotheosıs of the World. *””

In thıs mutual relatıonshıp, only Junctional differences ATIC mentioned, SuD-
stantıal dualıties. Whatever Cal be sa1d ahout G0d OT the WOT. must be sa1d

104 15 long-standıng eritic1sm of PIOCCSS eOlogy that disentangle ecological
relatıonalıty from the OT relatiıonshıp eaı the patrıarcha dream of
and respective SITUCLUTES ET obb Griffin, TOCESS Iheology, UE introduction.

105 hIs 1S Dasıc presupposition of Whiıtehead's eCO-COSmology; cT. TOCESS nd Realıty,
H..

106 hIs 15 the fundamental dıfference an Yy approac that 18 ase| equality. In ‚dSC of
Abe, „Mahayana 1sSm and Whıiıtehead, ” In Abe, Zen and Western Ihought

(Honolulu: OHE: 185), 152-170, 1C| In the end WOU! ead dissolution f the dıf-
ference between G0d and the WOT|

107 Whiıtehead, FYOCESS and Realıity, C: 348
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about all s1ides (agaınst ualısm wıthout equalıty (agamnst MON1ISmM) but dıfferenti-
ated modes of diversity.  108 The basıs for thıs approac. 15 Whiıtehead's
appropriation of Plato’s khora, 1C. d ı1tehea| states, indıiıcates the MOSL
basıc features ecolog2y: the „general function 1te. Dy ally
of actual OCCcasıons“ being „that of mutua iImmanence. In Platonic anguage, thıs
1s the function of belonging Receptacle  £4109’ 16 indicates „the
fostermother of all becoming”“, the „natural matrıx for all things  “ the WaY In
which . tne IHAaNYy actualıties of the hysıcal WOT. 4S COMpONECNIS each other’s
natures. “ 1S before anYy law: ormless and wıthout ally presupposıtion che 1S
„derıved from the mutua imMmmanence of actualıties“ and Sthe medium of inter-

110Communication.
It thıs CCODTOCCSS theology speaks of the MULIUOA: Immanence G(0d and UanYy

OCCUFFenCce d> LNOTEC basıc than anything that determines thıs adventure,
it NOL only avo1ds the substantıialıist CITITOT that ea| the Anthropic MISCONCEP-
tiıon of the am of theology and ıts non-ecological reduction1sm) but also the trap
of defining the adventure terms of fixed or1g1n and a1m beyond the actual
creative advance ıt takes !!' In the unıversalıty of mutual iImmanence the
ecological relatıon CCODIOCCSS theology discovers Dıvıne dimension (not ONEC

AamMOoNg others, however), 16 be substituted by ally unıtform law of
Immanence that WOU. strıp mutual Immanence of diversity, C by forcıng ally
sStatement of God be exactly the SaJamne WdY it MUusSt be for AallYy mundane Uur-

On the CONIraTY, f there 1S Divıne dimension the ecological relation,
ıt 1s that it has infinite (49) Intensity that be estated In terms of
quantıities, parameters, ogarıthms, machines, and lınear cCause-effect eedbacCc

KO0DPS
thırd feature CONCETNS the ecological relatıon between everything and God

the creative advance between God and the WOT. insofar dASs only truly CCO-

ogical relationship, 1C there 1s mutua immanence of relatıonalı and
novelty of creative advance, God and the WOT. necessarıly (not by anıYy fate but
by the destiny of eing ecological! become „the instrument of novelty for the
other  .“113 In suffering OIlC another’s ex1istence and novelty, God and the WOT.
become mutual enviıronments ONe another of COUTSC, by WaY of an Yy number
of nested, non-lınear and undetermıined levels and pheres of mutually immanent
environments. One sıde of ıt IA Yy be called „panentheistic“ insofar N it SdYyS that

108 hıs 15 Whıiıtehead's methodological and ontologıica aCCount f dynamıc nstead of the IN-
cConsistencies of dualısm, MO MON1ISM, and morphological pluralısm; cfT. Whıiıtehead,
FTOCESS and Reality, CH.. -

109 Whıiıtehead, Adventures of Ideas, C:, 201
110 Ibıd., 134
I3 ET Whıtehead, TOCESS and Realıty, CIE: 114
F17 (T bıd 105
113 Ibıd 349
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God 1S the nvıronment of the WOT. in whom lıve and LIOVC and have OUT

bein:  CC (Acts term Charles Hartshorne has revived for Whitehead’'s
ecological God, but term that WAas taken OVer Dy INally theolog1ans ddress
the specıfic ecological dimens1ion of theıir theology, C Moltmann. ** Ihe other
sıde, however, states CVCIMN IMOTEC boldly that the ecological multiplicı of what

call „world“ 1S the environment 70r (GJOd, SIM which“ A11vVeS: and
has being  CC Thıs „trans-pantheism“, for C (G0d 15 NOL identical wıth
the WOTL. but the WOT. franscends God (cf 94), 1S the truly ecological de-
termınatıon of ecotheology! does NOL OSCIVE anything fOor God, C unılat-
eral sovere1gnty (classıcal theism 1S insisting On) , EXCEDL the unıqueness of

insıstence the ecological PTITOCCSS of which God, then, be the
IESception.

The un1queness of God, then, 1S NOL exception irom the ecological
PIOCCSS but exemplification of 1t Dar excellence. !® 1S unique insofar d ıt
does NOL take ally exception from eing radıcally sıtuated In ecologıical relatıon
and d ecologıical of togetherness. er G0d carrıes all the implıcations
and CO:  CS of such ecological sıtuation. O Lal Just [WO of the MOSLT

important OMNCcS (G0d IS adıcal absolutely powerless and DUUFE love
Ihe first implıcatiıon that God and chould NOL be expressed
terms of W (n whatever SCHNSC, CVCI that of the W of love!).** In fem1-
nıst, post-colonial, and post-structuralist deconstructions of the tradıtiıon rela-
t1o0n the formulatıon of the doctrine of (0d in terms of W and its C-

YUCINCCS and „ecologica implicatıons for the soclal construction of relıg10n and
culture, kNOW enough Ooday be VELY skeptical d whether „DOoWwer”
cshould be part of OUT ecotheological anguage Omnipotence, Jlerarchy, eternal

114 For Hartshorne cT. artshorne Reese, Philosophers Speak of GO0d, 1CagO:
Universıity of Chicago Press, For Moltmann cf. God In Creation, Cl ch

115 Agaınst the sımple „pantheistic” ıdea that 15 the environment of the WOT'! but the
WOT'|! WOU NOTt be enviıronment of thıs Whıiteheadıan approac 15 IMOTE S-

pantheistic than panentheistic. The sımple 1eW ear the erıticısm that Whıiıtehead Just
reinstates eOrYy of the world-anıma (OT -anımal) the wıdest ‚ONtexXTt of the WOT|
lıyiıng eing (: ampe, Die Wahrnehmungen der Organısmen: 'her dıe VOoraus-
SEIZUNGg einer naturalistischen Theorie der Erfahrung IN der Metaphysık Whiteheads
(Göttingen: Vandenhoeck Ruprecht,

116 If anythıng, Fhis 15 hat Whıiıtehead Meant by sayıng that „God 15 NOT Dbe reated
exception all metaphysıcal princıples, nvoked SaVC their collapse. He 15 eIr 1e
exemplification” (PR 343) It 0€s NOT indicate that 15 ıke CVECIY er OCCUTTEIICE
When Whiıtehead @9 the „prımordial, non-temporal accıdent” (PR of the CECO-

ogıcal PTOCCSS, 1S NOL sımplıfıed fit the creative PITOCCSS, but radıcally ecolog1-
cally sıtuated hıs 0€eSs NOL take anythıng from the UNIQUENESS of (J0d In the ecologıcal
PTOCCSS, which 15 really hat the khoric definıtion f ecological relatıonshıp wants
further, NOTt reduce.

d Whitehead’s deconstruction of the power-ideal In formulatıng the EeISLC doectrine of
the omnıpotent In Adventures of Ideas, Cit. 168-9
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Diıivıne LaW, double predestination, eterna. hell, excommuUntIcCcatiıon these dIC all
terms implicating absolute W and ıts socı1al applıcations. Not the W of
love, but the W annihıilate, Was the Center of the medieval discussion
around the W of God 118

The seCond implication, then, that God 1S DUTE love. 1S the PDUTIC
love has 1S I  „ and does NOL need allYy W Any power-infection wıll
DEF ead violence. Thıs 1S adıcal 1S NOL about dıfferentilating the term
„power” g00d and bad UuSC, CD the W SdVC and the W de-
> but abandon the lerm „Dower“ altogether! Only then 1s God DUFeE love,
1.e nothing esides it In takıng Feuerbach’s aradoxX of love and thıs

God 1S nothıng es1ides love, NOTL evecn ubject of love, NOL ally CSSCHNCC,
but only the AcCt of love  119 Both implications eed ONC another mutually and ATC
the adıcal expression of the un1queness of the ecological God ANnYy anthropıic
ecotheology wıll fall short dAS long dAS it 1s ase. the W of God (to create
and save) 1rected al the (heavenly) Survıval f humanıty

ehea| hıs 5-bo0 eligi0n In the akıng, addresses thıs CONCETN

by insıstıng the „Jıfe of hrıs 1S NOL exhı1bition of over-rulıng W99  Ecotheology, Ecoprocess, and Ecotheosis: A Theopoetical Intervention  Divine Law, double predestination, eternal hell, excommunication - these are all  terms implicating absolute power and its social applications. Not the power of  love, but the power to annihilate, was the center of the medieval discussion  around the power of God.!!*  The second implication, then, means that God is pure love. It is the pure  love that has no, is no, and does not need any power. Any power-infection will  per se lead to violence. This is radical: It is not about differentiating the term  „power“ in a good and a bad use, e.g., the power to save and the power to de-  stroy, but 70 abandon the term „power“ altogether! Only then is God pure love,  i.e., nothing besides it. In taking on Feuerbach’s paradox of love and power, this  means God is nothing besides love, not even a subject of love, not any essence,  but only the act of love.‘!” Both implications need one another mutually and are  the radical expression of the uniqueness of the ecological God. Any anthropic  ecotheology will fall short as long as it is based on the power of God (to create  and to save) directed at the (heavenly) survival of humanity.  Whitehead, in his 1925-book Religion in the Making, addresses this concern  by insisting that the „life of Christ is not an exhibition of over-ruling power ...  Its power lies in its absence of force.“'*° Although he goes on to differentiate the  term „power“ instead of abandoning it, the direction of this thought is clear: It is  about the eradication of an image of an omnipotent, sovereign God „beyond“  the world who rules it and in it by over-ruling power (or at least is believed to do  so in the apocalyptic reversal of the level powers of the world). In Whitehead's  eyes, it has led to the loss of the gospel of love and, as a necessary implication,  to a loss of the credibility of the concept of God altogether. The following quote  anticipates the later criticisms by drawing a clear relation between the concept of  an omnipotent, external God and the social implications of a power of fear as  well as the loss of the credibility to talk of God in terms of love, or at all.  The modern world has lost God and is seeking him. The reason for the loss stretches far  back in the history of Christianity. In respect to its doctrine of God the Church gradually  returned to the Semitic concept [of God as transcendent, omnipotent person] ... It is a  concept which is clear, terrifying, and unprovable. It was supported by an unquestioned  religious tradition. It was also supported by the conservative instinct of society, and by a  history and a metaphysic both constructed expressly for that purpose. Moreover, to dis-  sent was death. On the whole, the Gospel of love was turned into a Gospel of fear. The  Christian world was composed of terrified populations. „The fear of the Lord is the be-  ginning of knowledge“, said the Proverb (i. 7). Yet this is an odd saying, if it be true  118  Cf. E. Casey, Zhe Fate of Place: A Philosophical History (Berkeley: University of  California Press, 1998), ch. 5.  119  For the Paradox of love and power cf. L. Feuerbach, Zhe Essence of Christianity (Am-  herst, N.Y.: Prometheus Books, 1989), ch. IV.  120 Whitehead, Religion in the Making, op. cit., 57.Its W hıes 1ts ahbsence f force.  < 120 Although he DOCS differentiate the
term „power”“ instead of abandoning it, the diırection of thıs thought 1S clear: 15
about the eradıcatıon of image of Oomn1potent, sovereign God „beyon
the WOTL. who rules 1t and ıt by over-rulıng W (or al least 15 elleve! do

the apocalyptic reversal of the eve DOWCIS otf the world) In Whıiıtehead's
CYCS, ıt has led the l0ss of the gospel of love and, dASs ıimplıcation,

l0ss of the credıbility of the CONCEPL of G0d altogether. Ihe ollowıng
anticıpates the later eritic1sms Dy drawıng clear relation between the CONCECDL f

omn1potent, external God and the soc1al implications 8 W of fear ASs
well dSs the l10ss of the credibility talk of God terms of love, al all

JIhe modern WOT. has Oost (G0d and 1S seekıng hım. Ihe [Cason for the 10SSs streiches far
back In the hıstory of Christlanity. In respecCT Its doectrine of the Church gradually
eturned the Semitic CONCEDL lof (GG0d transcendent, omn1ıpotent person|99  Ecotheology, Ecoprocess, and Ecotheosis: A Theopoetical Intervention  Divine Law, double predestination, eternal hell, excommunication - these are all  terms implicating absolute power and its social applications. Not the power of  love, but the power to annihilate, was the center of the medieval discussion  around the power of God.!!*  The second implication, then, means that God is pure love. It is the pure  love that has no, is no, and does not need any power. Any power-infection will  per se lead to violence. This is radical: It is not about differentiating the term  „power“ in a good and a bad use, e.g., the power to save and the power to de-  stroy, but 70 abandon the term „power“ altogether! Only then is God pure love,  i.e., nothing besides it. In taking on Feuerbach’s paradox of love and power, this  means God is nothing besides love, not even a subject of love, not any essence,  but only the act of love.‘!” Both implications need one another mutually and are  the radical expression of the uniqueness of the ecological God. Any anthropic  ecotheology will fall short as long as it is based on the power of God (to create  and to save) directed at the (heavenly) survival of humanity.  Whitehead, in his 1925-book Religion in the Making, addresses this concern  by insisting that the „life of Christ is not an exhibition of over-ruling power ...  Its power lies in its absence of force.“'*° Although he goes on to differentiate the  term „power“ instead of abandoning it, the direction of this thought is clear: It is  about the eradication of an image of an omnipotent, sovereign God „beyond“  the world who rules it and in it by over-ruling power (or at least is believed to do  so in the apocalyptic reversal of the level powers of the world). In Whitehead's  eyes, it has led to the loss of the gospel of love and, as a necessary implication,  to a loss of the credibility of the concept of God altogether. The following quote  anticipates the later criticisms by drawing a clear relation between the concept of  an omnipotent, external God and the social implications of a power of fear as  well as the loss of the credibility to talk of God in terms of love, or at all.  The modern world has lost God and is seeking him. The reason for the loss stretches far  back in the history of Christianity. In respect to its doctrine of God the Church gradually  returned to the Semitic concept [of God as transcendent, omnipotent person] ... It is a  concept which is clear, terrifying, and unprovable. It was supported by an unquestioned  religious tradition. It was also supported by the conservative instinct of society, and by a  history and a metaphysic both constructed expressly for that purpose. Moreover, to dis-  sent was death. On the whole, the Gospel of love was turned into a Gospel of fear. The  Christian world was composed of terrified populations. „The fear of the Lord is the be-  ginning of knowledge“, said the Proverb (i. 7). Yet this is an odd saying, if it be true  118  Cf. E. Casey, Zhe Fate of Place: A Philosophical History (Berkeley: University of  California Press, 1998), ch. 5.  119  For the Paradox of love and power cf. L. Feuerbach, Zhe Essence of Christianity (Am-  herst, N.Y.: Prometheus Books, 1989), ch. IV.  120 Whitehead, Religion in the Making, op. cit., 57.It 1S
CONCEDL IC 15 clear, terrıfying, and unprovable. Was supporte: DYy unquestioned
rel1g10uUs tradıtıon It Wds ISO supported Dy the COoNnservatıve instinct of soclety, and Dy
hıstory and metaphysıc both constructed expressiy for that Moreover, dıs-
sent Was eal On the whole, the Gospel of love Was urne« into Gospel of fear. Ihe
Christian WOT| Wäas Composed of errified populatıons. e fear of the Lord 1 the be-
ginNNınNg of knowledge“, saıd the Proverb (1 Yet hıs 1S sayıng, ıf ıt be Iirue

118 asey, The ate of ACE. Philosophical 1StOorYy (Berkeley: University of
Calıfornıa Press, ch

119 For the Paradox f love and cft. Feuerbach, TIhe SSENCE of Christianli (Am-
erst, Prometheus 0O0KS, ch

120 Whıiıtehead, eligion In the akıng, EIt::
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that 99 IS love.“100  Roland Faber  that „God is love.“ ... If the modern world is to find God, it must find him through love  and not through fear ...  421  In consequence, Whitehead began to speak of Jesus „with his message of peace,  «122  love, and sympathy  in terms of a power that, if it is power at all, is of a  „decisiveness of a supreme ideal, and that is why the history of the world divides  «.123  at this point of time  ’  and he began to realize „that the divine element in the  world is to be conceived as a persuasive agency and not as a coercive agency“,  which he thought to be „one of the greatest intellectual discoveries in the history  of religion.“ Instead of the omnipotence as „metaphysical sublimation of this  doctrine of God as the supreme agency of compulsion“!*, he committed to a  radically ecological understanding of God’s sharing of God’s nature (which is no  power of coercion at all!) as that of „Ideals“ amounting to  a solution exhibiting the plurality of individuals as consistent with the unity of the Uni-  verse, and a solution which exhibits the World as requiring its union with God, and God  as requiring his union with the World. Sound doctrine also requires an understanding  how the Ideals in God’s nature, by reason of their status in his nature, are thereby per-  125  suasive elements in the creative advance.  If these „Ideals“ name the Divine power that „dwells upon the tender elements in  the world, which slowly and in quietness operate by love“!*°, the mutual imma-  nence of God and the world must be seen as an ecological circle of love - with-  out exception and without end. Because of the „universal relativity“!?” — White-  head's term for ecological relationality - „the love of God for the world“, which  „is the particular providence for particular occasions“ fransforms what is in the  world  into a reality in heaven, and the reality in heaven passes back into the world. By  reason of this reciprocal relation, the love in the world passes into the love in  heaven, and floods back again into the world. In this sense, God is the great  128  companion - the fellow-sufferer who understands.  7. Eco-Theopoetics  These three features together articulate the fheological difference that an eco-  process theology makes for a full impact on a theological account of ecology re-  121  Ibid., 74-6.  122  Whitehead, Adventures of Ideas, op. cit., 167.  123  Whitehead, Religion in the Making, op. cit., 57  124  Whitehead, Adventures of Ideas, op. cit., 166.  125  Ibid., 168.  126  Whitehead, Process and Reality, op. cit., 343.  127  Ibid., 350.  128  Ibid., 351.IT the modern WOT'| 1$ fınd God, It IMUST fınd hım hrough love
and NOTL hrough fear100  Roland Faber  that „God is love.“ ... If the modern world is to find God, it must find him through love  and not through fear ...  421  In consequence, Whitehead began to speak of Jesus „with his message of peace,  «122  love, and sympathy  in terms of a power that, if it is power at all, is of a  „decisiveness of a supreme ideal, and that is why the history of the world divides  «.123  at this point of time  ’  and he began to realize „that the divine element in the  world is to be conceived as a persuasive agency and not as a coercive agency“,  which he thought to be „one of the greatest intellectual discoveries in the history  of religion.“ Instead of the omnipotence as „metaphysical sublimation of this  doctrine of God as the supreme agency of compulsion“!*, he committed to a  radically ecological understanding of God’s sharing of God’s nature (which is no  power of coercion at all!) as that of „Ideals“ amounting to  a solution exhibiting the plurality of individuals as consistent with the unity of the Uni-  verse, and a solution which exhibits the World as requiring its union with God, and God  as requiring his union with the World. Sound doctrine also requires an understanding  how the Ideals in God’s nature, by reason of their status in his nature, are thereby per-  125  suasive elements in the creative advance.  If these „Ideals“ name the Divine power that „dwells upon the tender elements in  the world, which slowly and in quietness operate by love“!*°, the mutual imma-  nence of God and the world must be seen as an ecological circle of love - with-  out exception and without end. Because of the „universal relativity“!?” — White-  head's term for ecological relationality - „the love of God for the world“, which  „is the particular providence for particular occasions“ fransforms what is in the  world  into a reality in heaven, and the reality in heaven passes back into the world. By  reason of this reciprocal relation, the love in the world passes into the love in  heaven, and floods back again into the world. In this sense, God is the great  128  companion - the fellow-sufferer who understands.  7. Eco-Theopoetics  These three features together articulate the fheological difference that an eco-  process theology makes for a full impact on a theological account of ecology re-  121  Ibid., 74-6.  122  Whitehead, Adventures of Ideas, op. cit., 167.  123  Whitehead, Religion in the Making, op. cit., 57  124  Whitehead, Adventures of Ideas, op. cit., 166.  125  Ibid., 168.  126  Whitehead, Process and Reality, op. cit., 343.  127  Ibid., 350.  128  Ibid., 351.121

In CO:  CC, ıtehea egan speak of ESUSs „wıth his INCSSaLC of»
122love, and ympathy terms of W that, ıf ıt 1S W al all, 1s of

„dec1ısıveness of SUDICIHNC ideal, and that 1S why the StOry of the WOTr. 1vides
CCat thıs pomt of time Y and he egan realiıze „that the divıne element the

WOT. 1S be concel1ved d persuasıve dBCHICYy and NOTL dASs COerCIve agency“,
which he thought be „ONC of the intellectual discoverIies In the history
of relıg10n. ” Instead of the omnıpotence AS „metaphysical sublimatiıon of thıs
doctrine of God AS the SUDICHIC ADCNCY of compulsion  “124, he cCcommıtted
radıcally ecological understandıng of sharing nalure (whıch 15
W of CcCoerc1on al ASs that of „Ideals amounting

solution exhibıiting the pluralıty of INnd1v1duals consistent ıth the unıty of the Uni-
and solution 1C exhibıits the OT'! d requıirıng ıts NıON ıth and

requirıng his NıonN ıth the OT OUn doectrine Iso requıres understandıng
NOW the Ideals In- nature, Dy 1CAaSON of theır STatus In hIis g dICc hereby DCI-

125SUAaSIVe elements In the creative advance.

If these „Ideals 1993890 the Divıne W that „dwells upDOoN the tender elements
the WOr. IS slowly and quietness operate Dy love  c4126, the mutual 1MMa-  D

of G0d and the WOT MUST be SCCIH dASs ecological cırcle of love wıth-
Out exception and wıthout end Because of the „unıversal relativity  127 1te-
head’s term fOor ecological relatiıonalıty „the love of (G0d for the world”, 1E
„1S the particular providence for particular OCCas1ons“ transforms S  e 15 the
WOT.
into realıty heaven, and the realıty heaven PaSSCS back Into the WOT. By
1CasSsOonN of thıs recıprocal relatıon, the love the WOT. PASSCS into the love
heaven, and 00l back agaln Into the WOT. In thıs SCHSC, (J0d 1S the

128cCompanıon the fellow-sufferer who understands

Eco-Theopoetics

ese three features ogether articulate the theologica. difference that CCO-

PITOCCSS theology makes for full impact theological ACCOUNLT of ecology 1C-

121 Ibıid., 74  &a
172 Whiıtehead, Vventures of Ideas, C 16 /
D Whıiıtehead, Religion In the Making, CI
124 Whiıtehead, Adventures of Ideas, C 166
17 Ibıd., 168
126 Whıtehead, Process and Realıity, CI 3472
T Ibıd., 35()
128 Ibıd., 491
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versing the anthropic infect1on. It speaks of Dıvıne eD. Intensity O E€CO-

og1ical relationalıty that Can be expressed al least three dimensions of what
COU. be the (10d O (3, and JOr the ECODFOCESS. Fırst, it artıculates the
primordiality of the VE dıversıity of the non-formal (non-lawlıke) relatiıonship of
mutual iImmanence dS OIlC 15 aımıng owards dıversıty beyond simplify-
ıng unıfication. Thıs God loves multiplıcı and it 1S the „Uuniqueness“ of God
the ecological PTIOCCSS INSLSE dıversity, diversification, novelty, and the ad-
VvVenltiure O „God 15 the of novelty, aıming al intensification. “ !”
Ihe Life thıs (J0d 1S insisting 1S born Out of the OFa, the chaos, allows
„happenings wanderıng emp amıd the interstices  << 130 Dy aımıng al the
unknown CIOU! of creative novelty, the intensity of unknowiıng, the adventure of
eternal NON-return the return of only novelty). ” call thıs first aspect of the
God of the CCODTOCCSS of multiplicı polyphilia love of the manı-
fold 132

Second, NOL namıng „order“ OT ally pre-given Dıvıne Law the WOTr.
has fulfill but the Insiıstence the diversifying multiplıcı the Dıvıne d1-
mens1ion of the ecological PIOCCSS, 95 Must neıther be 0)8(> AaINONS the rela-
t10Ns HOT the transcendent ground beyond isolated sovere1gnty), but ıts OW.
un1ıque ecological PIOCCSS Pa excellence. God, SOMIC SCNHNSC, IS Component

the of all fugıtıve things“ that all „exıistents nNature dIC sharıng ın
the nNature of the Immanent God << 135 God, however, 15 NOTL Just ecological
OCCUITENCE but also the INSLsStenNCE the eD of ecological OCCUITENCE
of ıts OCCUTITENCE In other words, (G0d 1s both the principle of ıts concretion and
ıts occurrence .} As such, G0od 1s the CONCIESCCNCE, the ECODIOCESSUA.
togetherness, OT CCODTOCCSS of the primordial chaos of potentials (Whıtehead
ca the prımordial nature of God), and the final (eschatological) Oa of {O-
getherness of the MOst intensely dıfferentiated multiplıcı of the actual WOTr. of

(Whıtehead C CONSEQUENL of G0d OT the gdom of
God).? ese dIC NOoTt [WO aSpeCIS OT dimens1io0ns of God (not Sa Y „dıpolar“
distinctions) but rather directions „Oone  « ECODFOCESS owards the complex In-
terconnection of dimensions of novelty: the PAaSSapcC of indeterminate I1

129 Ibıd.,
130 Ibıd., 330
131 Gilles Deleuze’s approprlation of Nıetzsche’s „eternal returns” 99 of novelty  9 15

nother a  OU; VerLYy creative and un1que) -SNOO! of Whıiıtehead's exploratıions.
Deleuze, Desert SLA and er SS (Parıs: Semlotexs,

132 (: Faber, „Bodies of the o1d Polyphiılıa and Theoplicity, ” in Keller, e ApDo-
phatıc Bodies 1ın production].

133 Whiıtehead, Adventures of Ideas, CHE,. 130
134 Whıtehead, SCIiencCE and the Odern World (New York, Free Press,

178
135 ( aber, God Poet, CI SS
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iure into actual past and the re-opening future f determiıinate past call thıis
aspect of God multiplicı theoplicıty ManıTtolaness OT the ultiple
Dıvine.

]hırd, the eCOprocessual relatıonshıp, the ONFILC God 1S NOT only INSISUNZ
the creative CCODIOCCSS dAS multiplicı polyphüilia and 15 creatiıve, CCO-

137processual „multiplicı theoplicıty but, In the circle of love, INSISES
ECODTOCESS multiplication d what COU. be called the salvatıon of the
fold Thıs 1s what Whıiıtehead ca the „Apotheosıs of the World“*° really

139approprliation of the KEastern Orthodox HheDOsis N mutual immanence
constitutes Ofold, strictly ecological PIOCCSS transformatıion: „the 1a-
t1on of that tempora. actualıty into 1VvIng, ever-present fact“ Nature
and transformatıon of „Nature ıtself PaSSCS into the temporal WOT.
accordıng ıts gradatıon of relevance the Varıous OCCasions.  « 140
call thıs thırd aspect of the CCODTOCCSS, hıch God Iives for the manıfold,
ecotheosts the mutual transformatıon of the WOT. into (0d and ıts Divine
transformatıon Oow1ng back into the WOT. for ıts MOST intense multiplication.

In ıts eefold character of polyphilia, theoplicıty, and ecotheosis, the DI-
Vine dimension of the CCODTOCCSS dS being of, d5, and for the intensı1ity of the
manıfold Can be called eco-theopoetics .“ 1S echniıcal term that underlıines
hıtehead's nonVIiolent WGY LOVIN2 Interaction wWIth the ECODFOCESS
the WOTI INSISNg multiplicı which

cConcelıve of the patıence of enderly savıng the turmaoıl of the interm«  late
WOT| Dy the completion of hıs OW  — Ihe cheer force of ings hıes In the interme-
1ate physıca PTOCCSS: thıs 1s the CHNCISY of physıca) production. role 1S NOL the
combat of productive force ıth productive force, of destructive force wıth destructive
fOrce; ıt hes In the patiıent operatıon f the Overpowering rationalıty of his conceptual
harmoni1zation. He 0€Ss NOL create the WOT. he ÖL, INOTE accurately, he 1s the
DOCL of the WOT.| ıth tender patience eadıng It Dy hıis V1s1Oon of truth, Ccau and
goodness 142

136 The INanYy discussions the „dıpolar” CONCEDL of Whiıtehead's and Its
Incommensurability ıth the Christian CONCepL of Irmity dIC dle and mostly Incorrect
dIC MOST Of the defending strateglies confirming hıs opposıtion. ibid., SS 37

137 Whıiıtehead, TOCESS and Realıty, C 349
138 Ibıd., 348
139 (1 St an Kharlamov, eds., Theosts: Deification In Christian ITheology

Princeton Theological Monograph (Pıckwick Publicatiopns, 2006)
140 Whıtehead, TOCESS and Reality, GIES 350)
141 For earlher integration of polyphılıa and theoplicıty ıth the CCOPTOCCSS and part of

ture CCODTOCCSS theopoetics cf. [WO lectures: Iheopetics, Polyphilia, and
I heoplicıty (Claremont School of Theology, arc TOCESS Iheology EODO-
etics (Claremont of eOlogy, February

147 Whıiıtehead, TOCESS and Realıty, CI 346
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(G0d 15 the „DOoetL of the world”, ASs the „CTeatOr.—, NOT insofar dASs (G0d aCTs uniılat-
erally dS „external creator  143 but InSofar d (G0d insısts and for the Manı-
fold ave the last word, 1.e., NOTL ever he Dy allYy sımplıfication,
unıfication, ally Og1C of the One that SUDPICSSCS diversıification wıthout osing 1ts
alm of intensI1ty, armony, multiplıcıty, and adventure. “* Thıs 6  „poet „SaVC. the
WOT. d it PaSSCS Into the iımmedi1acy of hıs OW hfe < 145 and d „Iltself DASSCS into
the temporal world. “1% Thıs CCODITOCCSS theology, then, 1s eco-theopoetics nNOot
because of od-language being „poetic“ (metaphoric but precisely the SCIISC

147indıcated: polyphulia, theoplicity and ecotheosıis.

Ecoprocess Spirıt

Returning the second of the three maın themes of Current ecotheology, namely
eco-spirituality, the CO:  CCS of ecotheology In deconstructing the Anthropic
riıncıple dAS explore: wıth eco-theopoetics wıll be of CONSCYUCNCCS., First,

Must detect the anthropıc residues ecotheologies Dy dıscerning three of 1ts
interrelated restricti10ons: mind/matter (1Ü0d/world dualısm; untlateral novelty,
and restricted enviıronmentalısm.

1S implication of the eco-spiritualıty of Moltmann’s trinıtarıan PaTa-
dıem of perichoretic community, opening for creation inner-Di-
Vvine NINIL, that the WOT. has be born Out of act of Dıvıne suffering, IC
although ıt 15 act of Dıivıne community, 1$ NOL ecological but PIO-
foundly unılateral. TIhe Spirıt, IC 15 Moltmann’s iImMmmanence the WOT.: the

148medium of cCommunication, „COSMIC spirıt CVCMN „principle of creativıty
all levels of matter  .. and „holistic principle 149 15 constraiıned by being of

spirıtual nature, LO NOL being mater1al, Y, but always tied the Dara-
dıgm of „reason“ and particıpation it 150 In other words, thıs DIrı 15 S{l
hıdıng residue of the mind/body dualısm, hauntıng Western ough Thıs
problematic, systematıc background of unılateral theology 1S hardly Dy
McHFague’s Con of (G0d dS -SOUE- of the world-body, hıch also remaıns wıthıin

certaın spirıtualization that, although ıt biınds God body (the world),

143 Whıiıtehead, Adventures of Ideas, CI 236
144 (MT. INY ecture In the Wake 'Aalse Unifications: Whıtehead's Creative Resistance

agalnst Imperialıst Theologies (Claremont School of Theology, AarcC|
145 Whıiıtehead, Process and Realıty, CH:; 346
146 Whıtehead, Process and Realıty, CIt., 35()
147 „ 1heopoetics” Wds the integra term sed systematıcally unfold the CCODTOCCSS

theologica) 1eW In God Poet, CIL. passım Postscript.
148 Oltmann, (10d In Creation, CIt. 08
149 Ibıd.,
150 (F ıbıd.,
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dıfferentlates (0d 4S pırıtual ERSCHGE OVCT agalnst and ers 1nvol-
untarıly) tendency understand the „completion of creation“ in leavıng thıs
„matter” 1s interesting that In the aradıgm of an, „creativity“
1S DUTE opposition creation; although it 1S NOL M1N! OVeCT ıt PICSCIVCS
the clear dualısm between both

Consequently, the Spirıt, especlally In and (indırectly) auf-
Ial 1S of novelty only Insofar Ua ıt CADICSSCS eıther the Divine COIMNINU-

nıty the undetermıined creativity. sıgnıfies NOL mutual relatıon because
Moltmann’s Drn be „surprised” Dy what ppens the WOT che 1S
the expression of Dıiıvıne) of novelty, NOoL f (the surprises 09 novelty

such Kaufman’s „Creatvity, the other hand, 1S novelty such (and NOL
Iructure matrıx!) but ıt does nNoOoL stand for ally iructure (Or harmony) of 1OV-

elty, which WOU. PICSUDDOSC that Spirit 1S NOL only condıtion for LIOV-

elty but also recıpient of novelty. Hence, ASs long as anthropic (Or Counter-
anthropic) paradıgm re1gns, G0od 15 enviıronment for the WOT. expressed
form f varlety of panentheisms but the WOT. 1s NOL environment of G0d

The CCOPIOCCSS aCCOUNL, however, addresses these themes radıcally CCO-

ogıical terms of mutualıty gaıns the remamnıng miınd/body and God/world du-
alısm, Whiıtehead’s CCODTOCCSS theology (G0d CCODTOCCSS although

the Divıne uniqueness of theoplicıty that profoundly Uurs the strict border
dissecting mınd and body, spirit and atter, God and WOT. on-ambivalent
oppositions. *”” Every NOL only 1S always ecological togetherness of
multiplicı of PIOCCSSCS but also 18 its creative uniıfications. Mınd and body,
spirıt and atter, NOL alıen, mutually exclusıve entities OT Ssub-

152tTances but ecome Junctional directions of the CCODIOCCSS. In the CCODTOCCS-
sual rhythm of the „CyCIE of love  c primordial appetition 1S the TOS the
WOT. and CONSEQUENL reception 15 the apotheosi1s of the WOT. in God In
thıs mutualıty, thıs ecotheosı1is, God always incarnates ecoming WOT. and
the WOT. always transforms into the of God Coming God This sald,
it mMust also always clearly artıculated thıs rhythm „i1dentifies“ God
and WOTL. because such pantheistic identificatiıon WOU violate the MOSsStT
rofound MoOoments of the CCODTOCC5S5S, namely es  18 relationships O In,

134 hat the wNnole archıtecture of Whiıtehead's phılosophy discourages anYy dualısm, be ıt
ontological, cosmologiıcal, epıstemological anthropologıical, Was already SCCH clearly
Dy Raıner 1e| In hıis study f Whıiıtehead and ege! In 1e| „ Whıteheads
Kosmologie der Gefühle zwıschen Ontologie und Anthropologie, ” In Rapp
1e| eds., Whıteheads Metaphysık der Kreativıtä Internationales ıtehead-Sympo-
SIum Bad omburg 71985 (Freiburg: er,

152 For g00d INntroduction INn the Dasıcs of „PTOCCSS spirıtualıty” and the aCCOunNtT of CICAa-
tive unıfiıcation reakıng the mind/body dualısm cf. (Cobb, Epperly Nancar-
IO The 'all of the Spirit: TOCEeSS Spirıtuali: In 10NA. World (Claremont: PAF
Press,
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and manıfold addressed d polyphıilia and the ultımacy of Drocess
d hındering dI1Yy statıc perfection of these relations addressed d ecotheosts dAS

153Divıine insıstence the CCOPIOCCSS.
ECOpTrOcCess spirıtuality 11l wıth Currenti eco-spirıtualıties In blurrıng

these borders, NOTL Order undermıine the truth of dıfference between God
and the WOT. but Order fınd thıs truth AS radically ecological truth of the
CCODIOCCSS. Whiıtehead's understandıng of differences In the CCODIOCCSS dS Mat-
ters of degrees of intensity and mOoVving fıelds of harmonic
ell wıth tendencıles understand the eco-Spirıt d deconstructive of all dualısms

of LTaCC, gender, SCXÄ, W and categoreal dissection. Blurring the distinction
between anımal and human eings (wıth all the ethıca implications), blurrıng the
dıfferences between indıv1ıdual and soclety (biologica specles and genus), blur-
nng the dıfference between 1ving and non-lıvingr 15 NOoTL Just of
ecological aWaTeNECSS but profoun« ontologica. and pirıtual towards
„unıversal relatıvity“ and mutual iImmanence the CCODITOCCSS.

Eco-theopoetics, however, WOU. strıve beyond these pırıtual fforts wıth
al least four dimens1o0ns of the CCODIOCCSS. First, A Bernard OoOmerTr has demon-
trated dılıgently, CCODIOCCSS paradıgm, G0d 15 the DIrı of ambıva-
lence, of Life dAS dıfferentilation that be unıfied aAILy clear-cut WdY,
which WOU. always be form of selection, emphasıs and reduction, 1f NOL OD-
press10n; it 1S always atter of the insıstence the manifold. **
polyphuilia organıcally indicates spirıtuality of the profound ambıvalence, IM-
balance, and dısturbance the Intensity and FYmony. Ihe novelty that
dıfferentiates the manıfold of the CCODIOCCSS 1s always atter of profoun« dis-
COTd. i1sharmony, imbalance. Only death 1$ of equılıbrıum, of „Satıs-

155factıon“ saturatiıon that 1S (also) loss of Life
15 NOTL wıthout mer1t ımport the images from hysıcs and mysticısm

indicate the imbalance of Life A the spirıtual basıs for 1ving the CCOPDIOCCSS. In
Current COSmMOlogy, the „super-symmetry “ dSs being the lowest CHNCISY eve af-
taınable 1C nothing happens at all 1S indication that the „COSMIC and-
scape“ (of maybe INAanYy unıverses) 15 always al distance from symmetry. * Ihe
mystical blurrıng of SYyMMEeTLTY, the other hand, articulates images of the CIOU!
and the SWAarn=—nı, the paradoxIıca. Og1C of neıther „neıther-nor“ 1OT „eıther-or“,

ESS For the exploratiıon of thıs perpetual recycling ıth the CONCEDL of „infinıte e/coming”
cf. IMY ecture On In/Finite Becoming Philosophic Considerations Whıtehead’s Many
ultiple '"orlds (Claremont: Cosmology Conference of CPS.; October

154 E aber, „Ambiguiltät und TODE. Überlegungen einer skeptischen Theodizee,”
In Impulse 56/4 3

155 (T aber, „Ihe CTIsIis of Becoming Reflections hıteheadıan Spirıtuality, ”
( reatıve I ransformation (Spring 210

156 CT Susskind, TIhe ( OSMILC Landscape: Ng Theory and the USLION of Intelligent
Design (New ork Back Bay Books,
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the non-dıfferent neıther being dentity 1OT dıfference), the impossıIıble, the 1NON-

lınear, the chaotic, the khoric, the amb1g2u0us, the ırreduc1ıbly complex. *”” And it
1S only paradıgmatıc that (G0d NOL only loves the manıfold (polyphilıia but alsSO 1S
(n complex Ways thıs manıfold (theoplicıty).

second Oment of the pırıtual expression of the CCODIOCCSS (over agaınst
unıiılateral and anthropic reductions and d CONSCYHUCHICC of the 1rs 1S and thıs
INa Yy SOUN! provocatıve that „are  b always WOT. and God ıtehea| ad-
dresses thıs [WO WdYyS One WdY implıes that the tfunctional diırections of anYy

intersect ıts acCtual WOT. hıch 1S$ the WOT. AS MAanıt1o of interrelated
CCODTOCCSSCS, and of God, offering its „inıtıial am  C6 for ıts becomiıng CVCIY

being the cCreatiıve becoming of both (G0d and the WOT. Ifs eNVLrON-
MMent.158 JIhe other WdY ddress thıs mundane-Divıne „clou 1S indicate
that ecotheosis the WOT always becomes (Gr0d In G0d and (G(0d hbecomes
WOTr! In the WOrI One 1S NOL only emmnded of Nıicolas of (usa’s identical fOr-
mulation, ” but also of Whıitehead's dictum ”m the SCIISC 16 the PIC-
sent OCCasıon 1s the PCISON HNOW, and yel wıth hıs OW past, the Counterpart
G0d 1S that God < 160

ird OMent of spirıtual importance of non-anthropic understandıng of
CCODTOCCSS CONMNCETNS the importance of the basıc of relatıonshıps d4S being
NOT al all defined Dy dAI1y LaW, be ıt Dıvıne Law AS tradıtionally mplıed the
notion of the LOg0Os the called Dıvıne OrderT(S of creation and salvatıon.
er ıt 1S the mutual immanence N the CMDLY OTa ()T the of 1nN-
tercommunication, that defines the spırıtual relatiıonshıp the CCOPDIOCCSS ( S
cludıng God! )'161 One CONSCYUCNCC 1S that God 15 the environment of the WOT.
and the WOT. 1S the envıronment of God Joseph Bracken hıs 5-boo The

157/ (T aber, „De-Ontologizing God Levınas, Deleuze and Whitehead, ” In Keller
and Danıiells, eds., Difference and TOCESS. Between Cosmological and Poststructur-
ALLS; '"OSEMOderniısSm. Universıity of New ork Serl1es In (Constructive 'Ostmodern
1 hought (New ork SUNY, 209-234 For this profoun« shıft of metaphors that
1S NOL antı-scientific PCTI se (mysticısm opposıtıon sclence cf. Serres 159
(OUT, ( onversations SCLENCE, Culture, and Time (Ann rtbor Michigan UP; 118

158 (F Hosınkı, 'UDDOrN act and Creative Advance An Introduction the etaphys-
ICS O)  rel 'orth ıLenead (Lanham, Rowman Littlefield,

159 CT. aber, „‘Gottesmeer’ Versuch ber dıie Ununterschiedenheit Gottes, ” In
jenberg Plattıg, edS:; s  E:  en In Fülle “ Skizzen ZUF chrıstlichen Spiritualität.
1 heologıe der Spirıtualität ünster, 64-95

160 Whitehead, TOCESS and Realıty, CH:. 350 ‚0Ug the Christological CONSCQHUCNCCS
CannOTL be TEeSS!| here, the complex understandıng of „person” d being always
togetherness of ıts environments, 1C dIC and the WOT. 111 ave mplıca-
t10Ns for the understandıng NOT only of the relatıonshıp of an Yy (not only uman persons

the Dıvıne CommunıIty but Iso for the understandıng of the „hypostatıc unıon” of
Christ In thıs Ontext (T Faber, God Poet, C

161 C aber, „Prozesstheologie, ” in Barwasser, alıa, Iheologıen der egenwart.
Eine Einführung (Darmstadt: 179-197



107Ekcotheology, ECOpTrOCEeSS, and Ecotheosts Theopoetical Intervention

Dıvyıne atrıX, the basıs of Whitehead's understandıng of events dS grouped
into socletles, has addressed thıs wıth the metaphor of „fıeld“ 16 the
three Diıvıne PCISONS lıve and OW creation participate. '° Whıle thıs PIOCCSS
VIEW eaı understandıng of the Dıvıne matrıx d „structured 1e of d -

tivity“, OW. AaCCOUNL of thıs „Dıvine matrıx“ in INY 8-boo (10d AS the
Det the OF understands the „tTield“ NOL terms of force-field of SITUC-
tures but a OFYa, LE, ASs chaotic of intercommunIcatıion, only defined
Dy mutual iImmanence and Its PIOCCSS only defined Dy the of the
ecoprocess. *® Whıiıle Bracken integrates the tradıtiıon hıch
Tounds hıs ecological approach, namely the Trıinıtarıan communıty, what 1S
missıng 1s the tricthy ecological mutualıty of the relationship 1C nNOot only
G0d (always transcends the OL. but also the WOT. transcends God Dy being

envıronment. The implıcatiıon 1S that chaos 1S Oment of the
CCODIOCCSS, NOL Just d unpredictabilt and ITrreduCcC1bDle complext1 but alsO d the
poss1ıbılıty of the impossıble. 15 the (infimıte) eD f the CCODTOCCSS that har-
bors CHNaOs WdY that ıt be closed down eıther statıc Linalıty (a
fınal eschatological state OT stable rule of ALLY harmon10us law (a fınal stabılıty
of the CCODIOCCSS, which WOU. be ıts death!).*® 1S precisely the Ccau of the
CCODIOCCSS not have such statıc implications.

fourth C  CC COMNCETNS thıs mutualıty relatıon the materialıity
of enviıronments. 1le the en unılateral and anthropic eco-spirıtualıities Call-

NOL the splı between DUIC spırıt and the mater1alıty of the CCODIOCCSS,
trictly ecologıical aCCOunt of mutualıty, dAS has been postulated wıth the ONFLIC

approac the „Divine matrıx“ and the rhythm of {heosis, wıll be radıcally dıf-
ferent when ıt the understandıng of the „Spirıt” 16 atter be-

Diıivıine the Divıne 15 dıfferentiated from Matter We gel g00d of

162 Bracken’s Irımntarıan approac) CCODTOCCSS eOlogy 15 counter-example that the mMI1S-
conceived dıpolar theism of PTOCCSS eOlogy MUST be of Irmtarıian thought.
MY OW  — aCCOUNT of this trinıtarıan matrıx of Whıiıtehead’s thought, however, varıes
greatly from Bracken’s and other’s insofar do NOT ase it eiıther 1e theory of
socleties Hartshorne understandıng of DCTSONS socletlies of events ıth stahle
character, but the profoun« Irınıtarıan of Whıiıtehead's hought CVCLY
eve of ıts expression of the (G0d-world relationshıp: the Oundatıona. eve of Creativity
(one-many-creativıty), the MICFOCOSMUC eVve| of events WI Its TeeTIO. character of
physıcalıty, mentalıty and satısfactıon primordial, CONSEQUENL and superJjective nature)
and the MACFOCOSMIC eve of the Unıiıverse (wıth the rlangle of the OTr and
Creativity). aber, (G(T0d Poet, C: SS

163 (: aDber. G0Ood Poert, CL, postscr1pt. 0Ug define dıfference be-
the „Dıvıne matrıx” and the „chaotic neXus, ” identifyıng the latter ıth the WOT.

and the Irs wıth the intercreativıty hetween and the WOT. ıt 15 NOT 1e. of an Yy
SOTTS and NOT order of ally kınd but DUTC for the bı  a of the CCODTOCCSS, Ifs
CS5S, and its destiny for the WOTr and (G(J0d mutual OTSaNs of novelty.

164 aber, „Apocalypse in On the Power of In Process Eschatology, ” In
Process Studies 31/2 64-96
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the sensitiviıty of thıs „clouding“ of and spırıt when remınd oOurselves
of long forgotten but adıcal attempts of Renalssance philosophy, C in 1CO

Mirandola, es’  1 „Spirıt” ASs mater1al relatıon the World-Soul, d

precıisely being the element of Dıvıne CTIOS the WOT. which the WOT. 1s
materially „glued” ogether 4S cCommunıty of attraction. ® Today, ıt 1S, C
Catherıine Keller’s „Danincarnatıonalısm“, e the „dusty incarnatıon“ the m_
s1stence of the „Dbreathy spirıt” the „Earth (C’haracter” of the „genesI1s collec-
t1ve  C6 Dy 1C speak of the „Spirıt of Life“*%. that points us the econs1d-
eratıon of „materlalıty”.

In the CONtexXT of eco-theopoetics, it has become clear already (G0d 1S
understood dSs the enviıronment of the WOT. But f (G0d 1S sertouslty CONs1d-
ered the environment of the WOT. ıts „nature“ be purely pırıtual wiıth-
oOut unılaterally spirıtualızıng the notion of „enviıronment” fOr God Instead, it
MUST the CIOUl of categorlies be „mater1al” order Count d eNVITON-
ment HerTe. the confession panentheism of and Iallıy other CCO-

theolog1ans has been restricted DYy theır hıdden mınd/matter and God/world-du-
alısm. lteheaı instead, 0)81°> of his MOST bold and undiıscovered of
thıs reversal has accepted thıs radıcally ecological CONSCYUCHNCC. In hıs 8-hoo
Odes ought, Whitehead boldly agamınst the orain of spiırıtualısm and
d CONSCYUCHCC of hıs Ser10usNeEeSsSs of the ecological paradıgm that God

1S hat factor In the unıverse whereby there 1S importance, value, and iıdeal beyond the
actual It 1$ Dy reference of the spatılal immediacı1es the iıdeals of elity that the of
orth beyond ourselves arı1ses. Ihe unity of transcendent unıverse, and the multiplıcıty
of ealızed actualıties, both enter Into OUT experlence Dy hıs of eıty Apart from
hıs of transcendent worth, the otherness of realıty WOU NOT into OUrTr CON-

SCI0USNESS. ere MUST be value beyond ourselves. Otherwise thıng experienced
would be merely barren detaıl In (QJUT OW! solıpsıst mode of ex1istence. We OWC the

of deity the obviousness of the INa actualıties of the WOT. and the obviousness
of the unıty of the WOT|! for the preservatıon of the values realızed and fOor the transıtion

167ıdeals beyond ealızed fact

Indeed, ıt 1S the of the God CVCIY DBECGLHTEHCE of the CCODIOCCSS that
establıshes ıts feelıng of bodyliness, of the relevance of the other, the mater1al
feelıng of the WOT. beyond the sıngular events of ıts ppenmg 15 the „SCHSC
of the d ty“ ASs the enviıronment of CVCIY IC envıronment
Its diversıty and complexities, its worth and depth, enters into OUT experlence

the WdYy that ıt constitutes us dS what become Dy thıs experlence. Not only

165 Pıco Miırandola, On the Janı of Man. On eing and the One Heptaplus
Hackett Publıshing Company, arc)

166 Keller, „JTalkıng Dırty Ground 18 NOL Foundatıon, ” In Kearns Keller, Ecospirit,
C cn

167 Whıiıtehead, Odes of Thought (New York, Free Press, 102 (G1ven the
ole diırection of Whıiıtehead s hought, ıt 1S astonıshing that thıs pPassagc 1S virtually aD-
sent In the elated lıterature
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1S the WOT. the body of (G0d but, here, God A the „body O; the worlEcotheology, Ecoprocess, and Ecotheosis: A Theopoetical Intervention  109  is the world the body of God but, here, God is the „body of the world“, saving  us from spiritual solipsism.  9. Divine Eco-Economy  Returning to the third dimension of contemporary ecological discussions, earlier  mentioned besides the doctrine of God and eco-spirituality, namely ecological  sustainability, we finally come back to the question, how eco-theopoetics over-  comes the anthropic implications of ecotheopolitics. In order to structure this  thought with eco-theopoetics, I invoke the old theological term of the Divine oik-  onomia, which in the antique development of the Christian doctrine in difference  to Divine fheologia meant not God’s immanent Life but God’s creative and sav-  ing activity in the world. Paradoxically, immanent theology indicated God’s tran-  scendent essence (apart from the world) and economic theology meant God’s  immanence in the world.'® In an ecoprocessual approach, the former has be-  come impossible to define without mutual relationality (thereby not excluding  mutual transcendence!) and the latter has become the expression of this mutual  immanence as the ecoprocess. In other words, the immanent theology formulates  God as fheoplicity and the economic theology names the ecoprocess as ecofheo-  169  Sis. This is the Divine ecological economy or Divine eco-economy.  On a very basic level and immediately, any ecological account of things will  have economic consequences. More profoundly, if we define ecology with Ernst  Haeckel as „economy of nature“, ecology is economy insofar as it takes into ac-  count the interdependence of all circles of energy - be it inorganic or organic  forms of metabolisms.!”° If this connection is lost, as it was in the constitution of  19* century’s „science of economy“, it inevitably leads to a mechanicism that  establishes economy as a closed system of exclusivity and nature excluding  economy.'’' Whitehead's profound criticism of this homo economicus as a con-  168 The Kapadocian Fathers distinguished „immanent trinity“ and „economic trinity“ in such  a way that the Divine economy expressed God’s active relationship with the world; cf.  G. L. Müller, Katholische Dogmatik. Für Studium und Praxis der Theologie. 2nd  ed.(Freiburg: Herder, 1996), 13.  169  The term „eco-economy” is used for the ecological revolution of economy; cf. L. R.  Brown, Eco-Economy: Building an Economy for the Earth (New York: W.W. Norton)  2001. But instead of the ideology that any change of the equilibrium of the earth is its  „destruction” as basis for the ecological revolution of economy, which is again the re-  currence of the Anthropic Principle, I would prefer to refer to the disequilibrium as con-  ditio sine qua non for ecology and hence for an eco-ecology - as explored in the text.  170  Cf. Birch & Cobb, Liberation, op. cit., 29.  171  For the mechanicism on the basis of the non-organic, non-environmental structure of 19  century economy, see the new study on the misuse of Herman von Helmholtz’s law of  the conservation of energy, which led to the impression that the economic cycle is closedSaAVIN2
from spiritual Solipsism.

Dıvyıne Eco-Economy

eturnıng the thırd dımens1o0n of CONteMpOTraTY ecologıcal d1scuss10ns, earlıer
mentioned besides the doctrine of G0d and eco-spirıtuality, namely ecological
sustamabılıty, INally COMMEC back the question, hHhOw eco-theopoetics OVeTI-

the anthropic impliıcations of ecotheopolitics. In Order Iructure thıs
ough wıth eco-theopoetics, invoke the old theological term of the Dıvıne OLK-
ONOMIA, 16 the antıque development of the Christian doctrine dıfference

Diıvine theologia NOT immanent Life but (10d’s creatiıve and SUV-

In2 activity IN the WONr| Paradoxically, immanent theology indicated iran-
ScCeNden! 6CSSCIICC apa: irom the world) and ECONOMIC theology
IMManencCeE INn the world.}°$ In eCoprocessual approach, the former has be-
COMNIC impossI1ble eiIıne wıthout mutual relationalıty thereby NOL excludıng
mutual transcendence!) and the latter has become the expression of thıs mutual
immanence dSs the CCODTOCCSS. In other words, the immanent theology formulates
God dAS theoplicity and the eCONOMIC theology the CCODIOCCSS A ecotheo-

169y A Thıs 1S the Divine ecological CCONOINY Divıne ECO-ECONOMY.
On VETIY basıc eve and iımmediately, ally ecological AaCCOUNL of things ıll

have eCONOMIC CONSCYHUCNCECS. More profoundly, 1f eime ecology wıth rnst
Haeckel d „CCONOIMMY of nature“,  “ ecology 15 ECONONLY Insofar aSs it takes into dC-

the interdependence of all cırcles of be it INOrganıc OT Organıc
forms of metabolisms . !” If thıs connection 15 lost, 4S it Was the constitution of
19% century’s „SCIENCE of eConomy”, it inevVI  Y eal mechanıicism that
establıshes CCONOMY d closed sSystem of exclusivity and excludıng
economy. ” Whıiıtehead’s profound erıticısm of thıs homo EeCONOMICUS ASs CON-

168 Ihe Kapadoclan Fathers dıstinguished „immanent Tınıty  C6 and „eECONOMIC Tinıty  C6 In such
WdYy hat the Dıivıne CCONOINY expressed ® actıve relatiıonshıp wıth the WOT. cf.

üller, Katholische Dogmatık. Für Studiıum und Praxıs der eologie. 2nd
ed.(Freıiburg: Herder,

169 Ihe term „eECO-eCONOMY ” 15 used for the ecologıcal revolution of CCONOMLY , cf.
Brown, CO-LCONOM)Y: Bullding Economy for the Aarth (New ork Norton)
2001 But nNnstead of the ideology that alıy change of the equılıbrıuum of the arth 1S its
„destruction” hasıs for the ecologıcal revolutiıon of CCONOIMMY , 1C! 15 agaln the IC-

of the Anthropic Principle, WOU. prefer refer the dısequıilıbrıuum CON-
100 SINE GUUA ON for ecology and hence for eco-ecology explore: In the (ext

170 Cr 1rC| Cobb, Liberation, C
E3 For the mechanıcısm the basıs of the nOoN-organıc, non-enviıronmental Structure of 19!11

CENLUTY CCONOMY , SCC the 1CW study the MISUSEe of Herman VOIlNl Helmholtz’s law of
the cConservatıon of CNCISV, 1C!| led the impression that the ecCOoNOMIC cycle 1S closed
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c6 172struct1on of f 9\h century s „polıtical eCONOMY “ wıth ifs „ECONOMIC fallacıes
the critique of substantıalısm, unılateralısm, COEerCIve and unılateral V1O-
ence Ua 10ss of ecologıcal organıcıty of the unıverse and its reductions 111Ce-

173chanıcal materı1alısm.
Its materjalıstic Dasıs has lrecte« attention things opposed values110  Roland Faber  «172 £  struction of 19 century’s „political economy“ with its „economic fallacies  IS  the critique of substantialism, unilateralism, coercive power, and unilateral vio-  lence as loss of ecological organicity of the universe and its reductions to me-  173  chanical materialism.  Its materialistic basis has directed attention to things as opposed to values ... Thus all  thought concerned with social organisation (sic!) expressed itself in terms of material  things and of capital. Ultimate values were excluded. They were politely bowed to, and  then handed over to the clergy to be kept for Sundays. A creed of competitive business  morality was evolved, in some respects curiously high; but entirely devoid of considera-  tion for the value of human life. The workmen were conceived as mere hands, drawn  from the pool of labour. To God’s question, men gave the answer of Cain - ‘Am I my  174  brother’s keeper?’; and they incurred Cain’s guilt.  Any non-ecological economy, therefore, is tied to the substantialism of a world  of „things“ in isolation used as „material“ for the production of wealth, i.e.,  with values attached through the market and not intrinsically revealed through  the value that every event becomes because of its creative togetherness, thereby  defining the ecoprocess.!”” This market of external values is regulated by capital.  Indeed, the criticism of capitalism is inescapably the beginning of an ecological  deconstruction of our human world. The ecological criticism of capitalistic econ-  omy expresses nothing but the deconstruction of the masks of the Anthropic  Principle of economic politics. As Whitehead says clearly, it not only structures  a „region“ of human existence, it also reigns over the relationship of human be-  ings to nature, to fellow-humans and to anything of aesthetic importance. If all of  these relationships only represent a monetary function, nothing of value exhibits  more than the desire of a market and the strategies of the capital to gain more of  its own (actually beyond any desire besides to gain more!). Monetary reduction-  ism of capitalist strategies only reveals the utmost consequence of an anthropic  logic, namely to manipulate everything on the basic assumption that humans are  able and allowed to do so because of the vacuous „reality“ of everything as be-  ing the mere material of capital interests. The inherent mechanicism of economy  was inspired and led to the enrichment of the few who have the monetary capac-  and does not have to take into account that it is sustained by the exploitation of the envi-  ronments that „from the outside” suffered a passivity of being viewed only as the supply  for what was „within” in the economic system in R. Nadeau, „The Economist Has No  Cloth on: Unscientific Assumptions in Economy Are Undermining To Solve The Envi-  ronmental Problem,” in Scientific American (April 2008): 42.  172  Whitehead, Adventures of Ideas, op. cit., 201.  173  For a good introduction into the tools of ecological economy in general cf. A. M. Hus-  sen, Principles of Environmental Economics: Economics, Ecology and Public Policy  (London: Taylor & Francis, 2007).  174  Whitehead, Adventures of Ideas, op. cit., 202-3.  175  For a good introduction to the concept of value and the mechanistic turn of its  understanding in 19” century economy cf. Sayer, Wert und Wirklichkeit, op. cit., 39-60.hus al
hought concerned wıth soclal organısatıon (sıc!) expressed ıtself In of ter1al
thıngs and of capıtal. Ultimate values WEIC exclude: Ihey WOEIC polıtely bowed and
then handed Vr the clergy be kept for Sundays creed of competitıve busıness
moralıty Was evolved, In SOMLIC curi10usly hıgh; but entirely devo1d of consıdera-
t10N fOor the value of human ıfe The workmen WCIC concelved IO ands, drawn
from the pool of abour. 10 question, INECMN SaVC the AaNlSWeET of Caln ‘Am

| 74brother’s keeper?'; and they Incurred (Caln’s DUl
Any non-ecological CCONOMY , ereiore. 1s t1ied the substantialısm of WOT.
of „things“ isolatıon used d „materlal“ for the production of Wea 1.e.;
wıth values ttached rough the market and NOTL intrinsıcally revealed 0Ug
the value CVCIY hecomes because of its creative togetherness, thereby
defining the ecCoprocess. *”” Thıs marke: of external values 1s regulate DYy capıtal.
Indeed, the er1itic1ism of capıtalısm 1S inescapably the beginnıng of ecological
deconstruction of (UT human WOT Ihe ecologıical eritic1sm f capıtalıstic CCON-

OIMY CAÄPDICSSCS nothing but the deconstruction of the masks of the Anthropic
rincıple of eCONOMIC polıtics. As ea SaYS clearly, ıt nNot only

„Treg10N ” f human existence, it also re1g2ns UVCI the relatıonshıp of human be-
ings nature, fellow-humans and any of agesthetic importance. If all of
these relationshıps only represent monelary function, nothing of value xhıbıts
LLIOTC than the desıre of market and the strateg1es of the capıtal gaın INOTEC of
its OW actually beyond anYy desire esides gaın more!). Monetary reduction-
1sSm of capıtalist strategles only eveals the CONSCHUCHCC of anthropic
O£g1C, namely manıpulate everything the basıc assumption that humans dIC
able and Nlowed do because of the VaCUOUS „realıty“ of everything d be-
ng the IMeTE MmMaterıjal of capıtal interests. The inherent mechanıcısm of CCONOIMMY
WädsSs nspıred and led the enrichment of the few who have the mMoONeTarYy dC-

and 0€Ss NOT ave ake into aCCOunt that ıt 1S sustaiıned by the exploitatiıon f the NVI-
that „Irom the outsıde” uffered DasSsıvIity of eing viewed only the supply

for hat Was „wıthın” the ecConomıc SyStem In Nadeau, — He Economist Has No
loth Unscıientific Assumptions in Economy Are nderminıng To Olve The EnvIi-
ronmental Problem,  I In Scientific merican (Aprıl

19 Whiıtehead, Adventures of Ideas, CI 201
173 For X00d IN{r  uction Into the 00O0I1s of ecologıcal CCONOIMY In general cf. Hus-

SCHL, Principles Environmental Economuics: Economuics, Ecology and Public OlLCy
(London: Taylor Francıs,

174 Whitehead, Adventures of Ideas, CI 202-3
173 For g00d INTIrOductionNn the CONCEDL of value and the mechanıstic turn of Its

understandıng ıIn ch CENLUTY CCONOILLY ci. ayer, Wert und Wırklichkeit, CH. 30-_-60)
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Ity do Thıs unmasks the anthropic princıple be androcentric principle
and the androcentric principle be the patrıarchal basıs for soclety of CCO-

176NOmI1C exchange.
If the ecological deconstruction of CCONOIMNY Must have such polıtical

implications, it 1S evident that UFLY ecotheology WOU aVe take into ACCOUNT
thıs ecriıtic1ısm Zn capıtalısm d the V CZINNINS of reformulatıng the androcen-
tr1ism and patrıarchaliısm of eCONOMIC „Of mater1al things and of C;1pitill“ 177 AS

acTt of establishing ECO-ECONOM d 1vable alternatıve. 178 For AllLy eol-
0 that lıberate firom these that dIC Oppressive of human
istence and nature, ıt 15 almost mandatory become crıtical of the capıtalısm
that forces usSs into such slavery iın hıch everything 1s only 1IICIC mater1al for
MONETATY exchange and the enrichment of the powerful. *”” Whıle Liberation
Theology, from CGustavo Gutierrez’s 2-b00 eolo2y O Lıiıberation wıth Its
polıtical implications of the „Option for the .  DOO:  9 egan wıth the eCONOMIC s1ıde
of the cr1tic1sm, John Cobb, wıth the already mentioned Is It OO Late? of the
Sa1lle YCAal, developed hIs ecotheology CZINNINS wıth the recognition of the CCO-

ogical CT1SIS and mMOoving the eCONOMIC analysıs hıs andmark theological
deconstruction of cCapıtalıst CCONOINY hıs 9-b00 wıth Herman Daly For the
Common '00d. Redirecting the Economy Toward Community, Enviıronmenlt,
and Sustainable Future. This CCO-CCONOMM theological perspective 1S OMC of
the first rofound crıtic1ısms of the intricate VICIOUS cırcle between eCONOMIC
mater1alısm and the non-ecological mechanısms of human and human-nature IC-

latıonships. Wäas succeeded Dy the eCO-eEeCONOMIC strateglies of the sustaımable
USC of OUT natural LECOUISCS hIis 2-boo Sustainabıility: Economics, Ecol-

176 ote for the intıimate interaction between capıtalıst CCONOINY and ıts androcentrism
('laude Lev1-Strauss’ In his -DOO| Etementary Structures O  InShip propose: analy-
S15 of CCONOMY In terms of Its primordia. act, namely the exchange between
clans. To understand the profound Impact thıs thesıs has made In post-structuralist and
femmnıst studies cf. Butler, er Trouble, CHi 49-55

FT Whıiıtehead, ventures of Ideas, CH- 202
178 ere 15 uUsSC of the term Diıvıne CCONOMLY for eriıtic1ısm of CCONOMY , Its capıtalıst

underpinning In Liıberation eology, but Iso In the sphere of Radıcal UOrthodoxy. C:
Long, I vine Economy Theology and the 'arke: Radıcal UOrthodoxy Serlies

(New ork 0U  ge, Rut ıle thıs study favors John Miılba: subordination
of the usefu the g00d and beauty, the eco-theopoetic approac CCO-CCONOMY , wıth-
Out denyıng thıs valuatıon, 18 IMOTE concerned wıth the ecological „unıversal relatıvity”
and pDrocessual disequilibrıuum of the Dıvıne CCO-CCONOIMY NOMAdIC Eros. ere 15
agreement, however, hat ıf ere WEIC anıYy heresy ;Oday, ıt WONU| be Capıtalısm.

179 For the relatıon of capıtalısm and slavery cf. aber, „Amıd Democracy of Fellow
Creatures” Onto/Politics and the Problem of Slavery In Whitehead and Deleuze, ” in
er KrIıps, eds;: Veni Dectision: ntology and '"OLLLLCS IN Badıou, Deleuze
and ıtenead (n production).
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and Justice and the 1995-follow up Sustaining the Common 'o00d. OArLS-
180tian Perspective the Global Econom,y.

1le today it has become abundantly Clear that there 1S$ intrınsıc relatıon
between CCO-CCONOMNLY , sustamabiılıty, sOC1al Justice, democracy, and lıberatıon,
and that ecotheology 1s the promotion of these 1SSUES Out of the theological tradı-
t10NS Out of 1C. it W > the implicatıons of the Dıyıne CCO-CCONOMNL remaın
hardly addressed beyond the anthropic 1mitations of ecotheology and ecotheo-
politics. *” In other words, 111e oday the lıterature ecotheology and Copoli-
t1Ccs 1S immense and the manıfold of organızations promoting ecotheological
strategles of sustainability and eco-Justice dIC abundant, much of the discourse 1S
STL OUN( the Anthropic Principle Thıs 1S obvıous Dy al eas three CNaraC-
ter1istics of the ecotheopolıtical imperatıve: it 15 vastly, f NOL exclusıvely, almed
al human SUFVLval for a the ecological embeddedness 1S mandatory; ıt 1S,
therefore, orı1ented Owards sustamabılıty d medium of the CONSeErvatıon
ergies In order tabılıze the TESOUTCCS for human Surviıval;: and ıt legıtımates
the eCONOMIC and ecologıcal development dS the stabılızatıon of condıtions for
urvıval wıth the theological notion of Order of creation and human STEeW-

182ardshıp for the cConservatiıon of thıs Order
In eco-theopoetics, however, the a1mMs wıll be dıfferent because of its

characteristic tr1ad polyphilia, theoplicıty and ecotheosts. polyphıilia al-
WaYS INCals that (G0d ins1ısts PIOCCSS of novelty that has 1Xe aım (Or CS-

sentlal completion CVCI be reached; ıf 1S the VC. resistance agaıinst an Yy such
completion ASs reintroduction of „l0g1c of the One“ has caused OT z
plıe 0)8 expressed the patrıarchal, COEeIC1IVE, and anthropic reduction simplicı
where only complexıty and novelty should re1gn. nNature itself stands for
thıs resistance; it should always be wrıtten exclamatıon „theoplicıty!“
ence, ıt 15 NOL CCO-CCONOMN complete creation ıts
multiplicı PIOCCSS by ally preservatıon of perfect of harmony. On the
CONILTrarYy, 1f God 15 SSEC intensity, and NOL preservation  c4183‚ the chaotıc UDCI-

184N of the CCODITOCCSS 15 „T1na. and, hence, CCODITOCCSS 1S ecotheosIis.

180 For Cobb’s early usc of „sustalnabılıty” In the ONTEeXT of human economy, Cf. Birch
Cobb, Liberation, CI

181 ( the themes In Hessel KRasmussen, eds., arth Habıtat co-Inmustice and the
Church s Response Minneapolıs: Fortress,

182 (T S, „Sustailnability: Eco-Theological nalysıs, ” In Dempsey
Butkus, eds., AU Creation 1L$ Groaning, (Collegeville, Liturgical Press,
161

183 Whiıtehead, Process and Realıty, CI 95
184 (F aber, 95 Advent/ure Ihe End of Evıl and the Origin of TIMe In

Bracken, ed:; World Wıthout End. Chrıistian Eschatology from TOCESS Perspective
(Grand p1ds Eerdmans, 2005),
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Consequently, Dıivıne CCO-CCONOMY, 1S NOL primarıly directed towards hu-
urvıval and all ıts strategles but owards intensity and harmony, LE, the

disequilibrıuum of 1SCord and dısharmony that allows for Life In CCO-

CCONOMY , the prımordial function of Divıne ImMmanence the WOT. 1s NOT
1xXel state (or the „fixing“ of Its OSS but the CeX1  1} of „nomadıc“ LNOVC-

ment, dısturbance, ambiıvalence, complexity, and appetition. Ihe of CCO-

CCONOILNLY indicates „Incarnation“ be that of the isturbing TOS of
Life.'® And the V exIistence of the UnıLverse 1S inıtlated aASs erotic dısturbance

186LSSUMEL INn the disequilibrıum of Life.
Divine CCO-CCONOMY eaı „natur. AWaTieIlcss of the lımiıtations

anthropic ecotheopolitics „preservation“ O) ecological STALlUS GUO And
11 the CCODIOCCSS does NOL indıicate ally equılıbrıum what 15 called „ecological
equılıbrıuum“ but 1f ıts Divıne TOS always „desires“ disequilibrium, rela-
t1vely stable ecological Can Ndıcate ea he preserved. The e_

YUECHCCS for W1  117e preservat1ıons 0)8 certaın sStTate of global temperature AIicC Ob-
VIOUS: they AIie NOT the express1ion of Dıvıne a1ım CCO-CCONOM but
rather surprising pOomts of calmness in the turbulence of the ecoprocess. *” In
fact, 1f „state” 15 „ldeal“, the VC conditions of human existence thıs
planet dICc NOL pre-ordained Dy Dıivıne order; and if feel them be „holy  . Il
1s NOTL because of theır stabılıty but because of theır intrınsıc value.

What, then, CCODIOCCSS VICEW of ecotheosis 15 the relevance of Global
armıng? If equılıbrıuum 15 Der „Nnormal” OT Evecn Da  „ Just: ; the roblem of
Global Warming 1S not that ıts happenıing 1S evıl, NOL CVCN if ıt 1S caused Dy hu-
111a eings there WeTEe times IC global temperature Wa such that human
existence Wds impossıble and there wıll be times which thıs wıll become real-
Ity agaln. 188 If, CCODIOCCSS VIEW, Divine CCO-CCONONT 15 8{011 1rected {[O-
ward tabılıty but toward disturbance, the evıl of Global Warming 1S the
hrODLC denial O Intensity, complext and harmony O} the manıfold the Earth

185 T Whıiıtehead, Adventures of Ideas, CI 198
186 TIhe uUSC of „NOMOS” nstead of „1020s” 0€eSs NOTt indıcate repetition of the problem of

pre-gıven „Law  :r Dut, In followıng the definıtion of both erms Dy Deleuze, indıcates the
NOMAdIC OPCNNCSS f haotıc MOvements that always, In Whitehead’s8 AICc creative
of Iaws IC then AIcC Iso contingent the khoric of mutual immanence. C
Deleuze, Difference and Repetition (New ork olumbıa ÜP.

187 hıs 1S the problem wıth „ecological” approaches conservatıon that, VEn ıf they AT

sympathetic certaın enviıronments, NOT wıshing them become extinct, they actually
PICSUDDOSC ecopolitica ideology of the STatus qUO. Ekgan Howell,
eds.. The Hıstorical Ecology Handbook. Restorationist 's Ul Reference COSYS-
fems. TIhe SCcIiencCE and Practice of Ecologica. estoraltıon Series (Washıington Island
Press,

188 For the inclusıon of natural rhythms and Its influences uman hiıstory (but NOL primar-
ıly based eCONOMIC manıpulatıons) and ıts relatıon eCONOMIC Intrusions cT.
Chrıstianson, Greenhouse: TIhe 200-Year Story O  ODa Warming Walker,
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Dy capitalist androcentrism WALC! negzales the ECODTOCESS altogether.‘” The
warnıng Gilobal armıng Diıivıne CCO-CCONOM represents 15 wofold the
recogniıtion of the contingency of the equılıbrıuum of global temperalture asks hu-
1111A1l beings always develop into the direction of higher Intensity and complex-
Ify, nNOL Into the diırection of the interests of the anthropos economicos‘”® and
the recognition of the Interdependence, 16 the WOT. becomes part of
metabolısm and become part of the Ka metabolısm, MUST NOoTL seek ally
S  ılıty WOU arrest Ally Life but mMust seek the metabolısms of which hu-
11a eIngs ATC part take BV INOTEC non-Violent development.

Gilobal Warnıng, ence, COU. become aradıgm for NOW CCO-CCONOMNY
wıth Ifs ecological strategles doesn’t 00k back but actıyates us transcend OUTI-

selves toward new future d yel unknown If it 1S eco-economically OTrTMEe!
future, ıt wıll seek intensity and complexıty, but ıt always wıll understand the

of the contingency allows humanıty ex1ist wıthout and e..
191tiıtlement. For the ecOo-economıical development of human soclety, might

follow Whitehead's PCO-EeCONOMIC imperatıve d being eXpressive of the CCODIOC-
CsSS of the Universe, INa y Sa Y that the

foundatıon of al understandıng of soclologıcal eOTYy that 18 SdYy, of al] understand-
ng of human ıfe 1S that statıc maıntenance of perfection 1S possible hIs aX10m 1S
rooted In the of 1ngs Advance Decadence ATIC the only choices offered
mankınd JIhe PUIC cConservative IS 1ghting agalnst the 6ESSCIICC of the unıverse. (Al 274)

For the realızation of thıs non-anthropic adventure of CCO-CCONOMLY , might
want realıze thıs hıgher intensity and IMONY DYy takıng into aCCOountT all the
interrelated metabolısms of nature and umanı nature d the formatıon of
L1CW interdependent „SOCIety of soc1letles“ NOoTt of uman eInNgs but between hu-

and ature As advocated Dy TUNO Latour’s 004-book Politics Na-
[ure, WOU have g1ve up Polıtical Ecology that 15 STL. ase the du-
alıstic distincetion of uman „persons” and natural „thing and WOU. bring us

ogether In Collective of Humans and onhumans wıth NCW torm of „togeth-

189 C'obb’s dıfferentiation tween „balance of nature, ” which Caln De reached, and
„sustainabılıty, ” 1C| kes CaIiec of the TeESOUTITCCS In OUTr me  1SM and
economıles despite theır INtT1Nsıc value, 1S mportant for the motivatıon öf the respecCt for
circles of ıfe 1ITC. Cobb, Liberation, CH.. ch

190 In her 1C  < book, ally McFague Iso argucs for such alternatıve eCONOMIC order and for
OUT relatıonal ıdentity Dart of unfolding uniıverse that CXDTCSSCS divıine love and All-
Ian freedom ;: cf. ally McFague, New Climate for Theology God, the ONl and
Global Warming (Minneapolıs: Fortress Press,

191 For g00d understandıng of the interrelatıon between ecology and human soclety cf.
Redclhift Benton, Socıial Iheory and the (Global Environment (London: Taylor
Francıs, For 200d introduction such ture 1e of research of transforma-
t1on cfT. ates, Soctopolitical Ecology Human stems and Ecological Fields.
Contemporary Systems Thinkıng (Springer,
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erness“ where, d ıtehnea| SaYyS, „fınd ourselves uzzıng WOT. amıd
GG 192democracy of tellow

1S I11LYy thes1s that theology, especlally the form of ecotheology, only
wıll become relevant for the Current ecopolitica: discuss1ion and aVO1d being
Just immanent recıplent of outside developments it Just repealts ineffectivel
1f ıt ASSUNMNICS the CCODIOCCSS Dy overcomıng the anthropic principle of ecotheo-
politics. In other words, the ecopolitical imperatıve AaSse!l the Divıine CCO-

CCONOMY the iImMmmanence of the Divine TOS the CCODIOCCSS 1S thıs We
should NOL PICSCIVC ALLYy STatus YqUO of soclety and the ecological present of
the Earth but transform the Earth and ourselves toward instabıilıties of deeper 1IN-
tensıties and harmonı1es of deeper complexities thereby ealızıng C.VGE LLIOTITC the
non-vıolent „Circle of Love“ that 1S the metabolısm (10d and the ONl

In lıght of FhLS eCO-eCONOMIC imperatıve of ecotheopolitics, should NOL
C6  „Stop Global Warming (mm preserving already lost SLALUS QUO) but actıvely
rans]orm WIFth the FEarth by learnıng understand the WOT dıfferently
WdYy that allows for the recogniıtion of the „eNvıronmental field“ of sOCc1al-eco-
NOMIC and reforms, Dy accepting the Junctional of the future
of the developıng disequılıbrıum (1.6:, by NOoL expecting anıYy fınal state), and by
allowıng for „creatıve transformatiıon“ ıth the WOT. Theologically, thıs

leave home lıke ra towards unknown land that transforms the
ar and usSs wıth it and (J0d

A the INOTIC, thıs Divine metabolısm wıll induce ECO-ECOFMOHMLY
COMDASSLION and Sympathy Instead of aımıng at the preservatıon of aIly AK{ale :
it ıll Want fınd and feel and develop and „Save  : the intriınsıc intensıties of
CVEIY becomiıng. 1S the hope of CCODIOCCSS theology in the Diıvıne CCO-

CCONOINY all have place the Compass1ıon and ‚ympathy of eoplic-
y A the expression of the CCO-CCONOM of ecotheosis.

192 Whiıtehead, Process and Realıty, CLE


