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Abstract

This thesis explores the theme of weakness inototlieal setting. Proceeding from a
broad presentation of John D. Caputo’s theologthefevent, the concepts of God as the
weak force of a call and the kingdom as a sacreatchy are discussed in relation to the
contemporary discussion of John D. Caputo, as aglhtroducing Luther’s twin concept
of the revealed and hidden God. It is argued, agfa®aputo, that God can be conceived
as weak even though interacting, even as the kingddaken to be not only in time but
also eschatological. The power of God is constitdttge the overcoming of death and
destruction, which at the same time marks the cgmirMessiah and the inauguration of
the eschatological kingdom. Throughout, languagéeigeloped as a metaphor for faith,
a metaphor which is further explored in the lashpter, together with a brief discussion
of how to construct a church (in the shape of chudevelopment methods) while being a

church in deconstruction.
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Introduction

Weakness

The topic of this thesis iseaknessand since it is written in the discipline of ssiatic
theology we are to be concerned with weaknessrakates to God. Further, since it is
written in the context o€hristiantheology, it is also to be concerned with weakraesi
pertains to the interpretive community sustaining austained by the Christian witness
and tradition, namely the church. The particulaspective of the church also indicates
my point of departure, my situatedness, even @sds not hinder a creative
reformulation and rethinking of this heritage. Iadean attempt at reinterpreting the
Christian tradition is the very intention of thénetar primarily to be studied in the
present work. For John D. Caputo, an American phjpber of religion, the Christian
faith he has inherited and within which he findsibelf has to be kept open to the future
in order not to close in on itself. With this inmdihe has formulated his theology of the
even, which could be called ‘weak theology,’ in theuld of Gianni Vattimo’s ‘weak
thought’ or ‘weak philosophy.’

Caputo’s weak theology plays itself out as a charfgeacks, of going back to a
reconception of God which proceeds from weakneberahan from strength.
Traditionally, both the Christian God and the cqutasd God in general (at least in the
west) has been associated with supreme power, otenipe, with being the final cause
or first mover, with eternal life and perfect halvith complete freedom and
sovereignty. When such a view of God is questiomdain evil happens, or we suffer, or
God is silent, some reject faith while others 4sd3errida’s ample description of a
believer — forgive God, excuse Gbdpmetimes introducing ‘mystery’ as an easy exit
rather than considering changing their conceptad.@or wecannotchange it, God
cannot be imagined as anything but the strongesttemost powerful, can he? We

might view Caputo’s weak theology as an attemphitak differently, of lending his

1"IT]he believers are those who think that theyndo have the right to judge, that a priori theygfoe God for
whatever God does.” Jacques Derrida, “To ForgiveQuestioning Goded. John D. Caputo, Mark Dooley, and
Michael J. Scanlon (Bloomington: Indiana Univerdiess, 2001), 61.



voice to aStimmungwvhich seems to indicate otherwise, to the Chrig@thsemane and
on the cross, the God-forsaken God, the sufferiod, &e Old Testament picture of a
God who rages when things do not go accordinggglain, even as God sometimes
seems not to be in full control, the God who iratien takes a chance and makes living a
risky business, even for Godself.

With a purely strong God in mind, the life of fadhd the life of the church might
easily be conceived as a lasting exercise in fflathfstrength, in fall from the
theoretically possible perfection that we contihuatrive towards, rather than a fall in
the sense of no longer hearing nor heeding theot&bd. Some churches, for example,
simply do not have a vocabulary and a languagbdadling regress or decline, loss of
institutional power, other than to label it whollpwanted and viewing it as a failure on
behalf of the believers with the message beinghae to try harder and do more! | am
not out to advocate decline, but rather to highlihle importance for our view of God in
the life of faith and church, and welcoming Capstattempt at re-imagining God as
weak. In Caputo’s view, the concept of God which ha room for weakness, or only
weakness as a seeming weakness (‘doketism’), atasiurestraining (which is supreme
power), is a misconception. To Caputo, God shoelthbught from below being rather
than from on high. God is located more in the csaakd blind spots of the system,
among the weak and frail, among the outcastdatinee ontathan at the head of it, as its
sovereign ruler, as the guarantor of a system iiciwiine strong and mighty, the
supreme, the healthy, well-fed people with sucegdises rule. The system is associated
with the way of the world, with economy, with exdige, in which we all strive towards
moving to the top of the chain. We buy — or excleangur way to the top, and in
Caputo’s view, simply putting the kingdom of Godla very top does not change much.
Dealing in celestial wares is still economy. Ttgahot the way God operates, for he
knows even the smallest among us and he countstreon the head of all humans, not
just the Christians. God is rather the one who @andls the system by leaving the 99
behind (at risk!) and searching for the one.

Therefore, Caputo puts more distance between tineletfor whatever
institutionalized religion) and the kingdom. Thagdom is the reign of God in time,

which could happen to anybody anywhere in any ialig tradition or lack thereof. We



all move in and out of the kingdom, courtesy of baeding or non-heeding of the event
of the call. The church is left as one institutilired religion among many, whose claim
to truth and revelation is based on faith, not kieolge. Caputo therefore sees it as an
important theological task to keep religious ingtdns humble and open, open for the
possibility that they might be wrong, willing tortgsider the alternatives, and at all times
— not waiting for which alternative turns out t toue, not waiting for the results of the
system, which, according to Kierkegaard, will nelverin - remembering to let justice
flow. As Caputo says, paraphrasing a certain Oktareent prophet, if we let justice
flow we can check our theologies at the door.

The distance that Caputo puts between church argdidm makes possible a
stronger critique of institutionalized religion Wdiet elevating the passion for the
kingdom. This twofold move might function as a sefd the two challenges directed at
the church: to the modern, secularist mind the aharight seem ‘fideistic’ or
fundamentalist, while to the post-modern, post-Egauind the church might seems
‘rationalistic’ and devoid of spiritual sensitivit£aputo’s answer is to deconstruct the
concrete religious traditions, making sure faitmaéns faith (not knowledge) and
keeping it from becoming ‘rouged theology,” — thagp} selling its soul out of desire for
whatever discourse of power is available —, whildha same time stirring a passion for
the kingdom of God, for making the weak force ofd®&come stronger than the way of
the world.

To take a concrete example, let us look at theathaf Norway. We might agree
that the church has considerable institutional powke Church of Norway is, though
probably only for a matter of time, anchored in tl@stitution of the state; the king has
to be a member, and the priests are still empltwyetthe state. The church owns 1650
church buildings, many of them richly ornamenteddAo that the Opplysningsvesenets
fond, which administers close to 1 billion dolldrpsoperty value and 300 million dollar
of monetary value and we see an impressive institimerging. Every year the church
receives 800 million dollars from the state in soppin addition to the (mere) 50 million

dollars it raises by itseffThe church has a firmly established structure@mdnization,

2 Both figures are 2006 numbers, taken from KirketaHlstandsrapport for Den norske kirke 2006rkeradet
2006), http:Mww.kirken.no(accessed October 13, 2008).



and the leaders of the church (including the m)egenerally enjoy a high standing. The
leaders regularly enjoy the companionship of thetmrdluential people in Norway,
meeting at cultural, social or political events.dAmhether willingly or unwillingly the
leaders of the church get their fair share of nisditiention. In short, in many ways the
church is a strong church and a powerful institutio

However, the church is more than an institutions @n interpretive community, a
community offaith, and the question of what kind of power the chusdio have is an
important one. Based on the wording of 1.Cor 1:2p@o suggests that we back the
church up with the weak force of a call, at mopbwer of powerlessness. This is not to
say that the institution should be leveled withgneund, but rather that the institution
must at all times let itself be deconstructed iheorto let theeventwithin it be released.
Once the church as an institution ‘freezes oveifdthe (auto-)deconstruction, becomes
a tradition sustained by force rather than by ltle,event, the dream and the passion of
Christian faith is blocked by the very communityighis supposed to sustain it.
Caputo’s view of theology, therefore, is as a dstaction of the name of God, of a
tracing of the event astin the name of God.

One of the later ideas to hit our shores has Heatrof church development or
church growth. These concepts center around demglgtrategies and tools for
consciously building the local congregation intivang, growing community, filled by
people of a living faith serving with their variogsts. The churches are to become
strong in the spiritual sense, which often takesstmape of a retrieval of the essence of
the church leading to the formulation of a visi®his vision is in turn to serve as a
signpost for the plans and strategies by whickcthech is to reach its designated target.
On the upshot, many will undoubtly find their planea community focusing on the gifts
and importance of the individual while at the sdimes nurturing a sense of caring and a
life of faith among its members. On the downsidenea well-run vision-led church lives
on the basis of its conception of Christ, and miscontention that much of the literature
is build on an unbalanced ‘strong theology.” Reirig an ‘essence’ without room for, or
talk about weakness at a fundamental level, isseaniception. In this regard | welcome

Caputo’s weak theology.



Statement of Intent

I am inscribing weakness at the center of Chridtigh, in God. However, quoting
Heidegger, "[i]t is not so much that we see thesoty and things but rather that we first
talk about them. To put it more precisely: we dbsay what we see, but rather the
reverse, we see whane saysbout the matter’”So thinking of God as weak — and by
extension the life of faith and the church, is dooded by having learned the word
'weakness,” enabling the phenomenon to be asemeakness have learned about the
weakness of God from Caputo, and that is why | oaname to grips with weakness
without considering his teaching of it, which hageg me words to see what | formerly
could only barely sense. That is not to say tlahIrequired to agree in all respects,
which is why | will have to go beyond mere preséatato a response and discussion.
Beyond that | would like for the present thesigmal up closer to the factual life of faith
and church than in the house of academic schofarshope to draw from the discussion
of Caputo a perspective which can be of use tolpeafdaith with whatever scholarly
background the have.

Caputo’s notion of weakness is clothed in his exéehtheology, which in turn is
informed by his 'prolegomena’ of derridean decamsiopn and continental philosophy of
religion. Caputo, like the church, comes with alitian and a culture, and it is therefore
my intent to let the voice of Caputo speak for l@mpugh to get a good understanding of
where his theology comes from and where it is headihe presentation of Caputo’s
theology will make up the first chapter. Thereafterorder to make this thesis
polyphonic, | will let other voices have their sawill in other words subject Caputo’s
theology of the event to a deconstruction (whiclulg@doe in the spirit of Caputo himself)
by some of his academic fellows, letting them egprdeir critique and perspective.
Toward this end | receive help from two essay ctibes about Caputo’s work which
have been published. The contributors present tliié@rent opinions over the gains and
losses in Caputo’s translatiomefmeneueinof theology into the post-modern and post-

secular. This will make up chapter two. It is thieme to return to some proper weakness

® Martin HeideggerHistory of the Concept of Timg 6, 56. Quoted from Dermot MoraPhenomenologglondon:
Routledge, 2004), 234.



and see how the theology of the weakness of Gaa jiself out in the life of faith and
the life of the church. This will make up the thadd final chapter.

As a preparation to the reader, | would like to spyahead that it is neither within
the intention of this thesis nor within the reaémy competence to do a guided
diachronic tour of the rich and yielding traditishfrom which Caputo the theologian has
emerged. This tour is to be more of a synchrondéawor, taking the most recent works
of Caputo as its point of departure and merelyrgpat the beautiful scenery of the past
and its achievements from a distance. No soonez hsaaid that, | break my own rule
and move back in history, if only for a few pagesr, as a second piece of preparation |
would like to briefly sketch the background of JdhnCaputo the scholar, supposing that

he is largely an unknown figure on the Scandinatti@ological scene.

A Brief Academic Biography of John D. Caputo

John D. Caputo was born in 1940 in the USA to séageneration Italian immigrants.
He was raised in the Catholic church and tradigiod received his initial philosophical
and theological training in the Catholic mastekse Dacques Maritain and Pierre
Rousselot. In his early adulthood Caputo was evee ha Salle-brother! His first
serious academic works were on Aquinas and Heideggd were in Caputo’s own
words “absolutely straight academic exercise8aputo worked himself up the
university ladder, achieving tenure and a philogogtair, gaining a reputation mainly as
an Aquinas and Heidegger scholar, all the whilgokeghis ear close to the continental
philosophical tradition to which Heidegger was sportant. Throughout this first phase
of his academic career Caputo appeared more ika®f an analyst, a philosophical
herald and interpreter, than a voice on his own.

That was to change with what Caputo calls his 'epsn,’ albeit an academic
one. In 1984, while putting the finishing touchesis bookRadical Hermeneutics,
Caputo realized, in his own words, "that what wassing was whatt wanted to say®
The reborn Caputo proceeded to wARgainst EthicandMore Radical Hermeneutics
exploring his newfound freedom. To stay within thetaphor of conversion, we might

say that Caputo’s baptism took a long time comiagnot until well into the 1990’s did

4 John D. CaputdAfter the Death of Gqaed. Jeffrey W. Robbins (New York: Colombia Unisigy Press, 2007), 135.
® CaputoAfter the death of God.36.



Caputo undertake the project which was to be Hidipstatement of intent, his baptism
of passionate fire. While he had started intergotith the writings of Derrida during the
1980's it was not until reading Derrida’s lamerdatin Circonfessiorconcerning "my
[Derrida’s] religion about which nobody understamagthing,” resulting in Derrida
seeing himself being "read less and less well alreost twenty years®'that Caputo
resolved to write the book that has since cataguiisn onto a newfound scene, theology.
Caput now has a wider (and much enlarged) audieaselting in an elevated standing
as one of the foremost in the field of contineptailosophy of religionThe Prayers and
Tears of Jacques Derridaa book about Derrida’s religion, a stumbling lléa secular
deconstructors and pious theologians alike — mahsgsave a space in the midst of
derridean philosophy for the name of God, in thecpss highlighting the semblance
between deconstruction and the kingdom of God.

This book created the storm Caputo was hopingoiatrmaybe to his surprise it
turned out to be received more like longed-for shiaof rain than the destructive
inferno of a hurricane, even striking a cord witerfldda himself. Having been born-again
and baptized, Caputo was now ready for the rofédated to him of high priest in the
church of postmodern philosophy. With Derrida beingdited with loosening his tongue
and breaking the spell of Heidegger, Caputo haighdal extensively over the last 10
years in the field of deconstruction and religitinis from this latest wave of publications
that | take my point of departure, and primafilye Weakness of God: A Theology of the
Eventpublished in 2006. There has also been publigtmes tessay collections about the
work of Caputo, two of which will be considered &éiThese each have Caputo
responding to each essay, making them commendsdheptes of respectful and well-
intentional academic conversations. These Redigjion with/out religion: The Prayers
and tears of John D. Captitpublished in 2002 and edited by James H. Olthans| ‘A
Passion for the impossible: John D. Caputo in féqublished in 2003 and edited by
Mark Dooley, each of which makes up an importamt pbthe backdrop for the second

chapter. Caputo’s voice has not turned silentamd, he continues to speak and publish.

6 John D. Caputo, “A Game of Jacks: A Response toidze” in A Passion for the Impossible: John D. Caputo in
Focus ed. Mark Dooley (New York: State University of W& ork Press, 2003), 34.

" The first one which is not considered here wadighid in 1997 before the emergencd®dyers and Tearand is
therefore concerned with the first phase of Capuaoithorship.



In 2004 he moved from Villanova University, his demic home since 1968, to Syracuse
University, where he holds the chair as Thomasakséh Professor of Religion and

Humanities.

Caputo’s Theology of the Event

Name and Event

In the Desert
Caputo approaches the task of theology with Desidpparatus of concepts, and |

would like to begin with the wordifférance a neologism coined by Derrida. This word
combines the French words fdiffer anddefer, encompassing both the structuralist
notion of all meaning arising from the differertmetweersigns - not the signs
themselves, and the endless deferral of meanindfiresfrom the interdependence of
texts and the constantly changing corpus to whiely belong, i.e. their constantly
changing con-text. This means that until everythingaid and done — and it never is —
we cannot be absolute sure what anything is or md2eep down there is a radical
unknowing; if hard pressed we would have to cond¢kedewereally do not know. This
makes theology restless, interim, temporary antsable, i.edeconstructibleWhatever
is, like our knowledge of ourselves and God, istibgent. Rather than try to elicit
absolute knowledge from our contingent existeneearve to choose wisely between
differing hypotheses, remembering thiatis what they are, and not the Secret. For the
secret, says Caputo, is that there is no Secrhe $iress is not upon nonknowing in the
classical mystical sense, where that implies an @seper, 'learned’ nonknowing, but
rather nonknowing in the sense that we really diomiw!”®

Now some might from the preceding sense a cerféiliméon with negative
theology and not be totally off the mark. For indeBerrida, and by extension Caputo,
has been in close encounter with apophatic theaoglynot rejected it. Not wholly. Yes
and no. Yes to the ‘wounded language,’ to the pas$o the impossibility of speaking

while we cannot but speak, yes to thet autre But no to the inherent search for the

8 John D. Caputo, “The Power of the Powerless,bimID. Caputo and Gianni Vattimafter the death of Goed.
Jeffrey W. Robbins (New York: Columbia UniversityeBs), 115.



hyper-essentiality which is known to be thereh® God already identified beyond

being, to the master name, to the even higher gkdorthe pure presence which remains
though the representation always leaves it shari@la, and Caputo, wants to keep
apophatic theology, but as inscribed within thedraa theology lost in the desert of
khora? a little more lost than the prayer to the God Imelybeing which safe-guards our
journey and keeps us on track. We are not lostinvitie gates of Eden, but lost in the
desert of which we know nothing. Rather than saagcfor a closer identification of the
transcendental signified Derrida emphasizes thsigasthe woundedness and the excess
that beset us all, constituting what he calls segaized apophatic&hora, the desert
place from where apophatic theology as well asy¢higrg else springs forth, is a pre-
essential placéyeforebeing, not beyond being, and we wander about inldsert

without being assured that our prayers are receveitknowing who or what we are
praying to nor what we are praying for. This is madlical predicament, which means that
apophatic theology according to Derrida is insdtilgthin the trace of undecidability

and madédaith; for it is precisely when we do nkhowthat faith is all the more called

for. As Johannes Climacus says, “the passion tf faidirectly proportionate to its

objective uncertainty™

The Event
Proceeding with a passion for the impossible, withunknown prayer to the unknown

'God,’ firmly situated in a 'wounded language,’ Haon the heels of the trace, Caputo
begins with ‘God,” not as a master name but aswerthat carries a certain promise,
perhaps more than most words. This name, he saykeasn at our mother’s breast, it
follows us, or haunts us, throughout life, is assed with the deepest and the dearest in
life, capable of silencing a crowd or bringing &8 flow, in both a good and a bad way.
Caputo takes the name of God to be his startingt poi rather, what is happenimgthe
name of God, theventin the name: "[The name of Goldgrborsan event, and theology

is the hermeneutics of that event, its task bedngliease what is happening in that

® Caputo describdehorain this way: Khorais a surname fatifférance for the originary or quasi-originary, quasi-
transcendental 'spacing’ called the play of differes, which supplies the time and the place (tlssipiity of spatial
and temporal grids) for things in time and placw®] # is given to us in a figure’ in PlatoBmaeus’ Caputo,A Game
of Jacks 44-45.

10 John D. CaputdThe Weakness of G¢Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 2006), 11.



name.*! By the event Caputo does not mean any occurrangehappening, but what is

simmering in the name, what the name is 'gettingeatents cannot be contained in
specific words (literalized) but are uncontainalol@mes are rather temporary shelters.
Events are what the name tries to grasp, and &stse@vent is what the nameeans™
But still the name is not disposable, because étrent is the offspring of the body of the
name and [...] without names there would be no ®véie event is conceived and born
within the body of the name. But hames outstriprtbelves and come undone [...] which
gives rise to the event they themselves nurttite.”

These events, however, could come under other naheesvent being endlessly
nameable, which indicates a certain flunctuatioth anslatability. The promise and call
inscribed in the word 'democracy,’ for example, ttieam of a just society in which
everybody gets their say, could in the future weeyl come under a name other than
'democracy.’ Still, the word "democracy’ is not &rhrily chosen, it is rather tHeast
bad word, the word that carries the bigger proniigat is why we hope for democracy
to come, not National Socialism to come. But weraaeer to take the word 'democracy’
with too much literal force, thinking of all theaflvs there are in actual democracies, we
are rather called tdeliteralizethe name. We need to keep the distance betweerathe
and the event; if we take them as too identicabieek the event, prevent it from coming
since we have already in the present tied it tarag) a name which is never capable of
fulfilling the expectations we have, the very exjpéion of something future which is
what we call the event. Again taking the examplderhocracy, we can easily see that
the existing democracies are a long cry from tleaihs and hopes containgihin the
name 'democracy.’ To literalize the name of demograould mean taking the existing
democracies with too much force, expect too mudherf, and in worst case, fighting
for something not worth fighting for against someghwhich might possibly have been
more true to the expectation and dreams contairgahvthe name of democracy than
the existing democracy itself.

Deliteralization is therefore paramount in keepting name and the event apart,

thereby preserving them both in their own rightn&mne shatters under our expectations,

11 CaputoWeaknes<2.
12 CaputoWeakness3.
13 CaputoWeakness3.

10



whereas the event is structurally always not prteseis always to come, either from the
future or the past, and cannot be identified wittame or entity in the present. So
deliteralization and de-ontologization is requinearder to release the event within the
name: "To exist would mean to exhaust the evenighwvineans the event that is named
in or under the name of God can never take finahf@an never exist and exhaust itself
on the ontical or ontological plan&*”

Since the name is always a reduction of the evleatevent is excessive. The
event overflows us, our language, and our expecisitievents "overtake us and outstrip
the reach of the subject or the ego, [...] an eigalso an advent. The event is visited

upon me, presenting itself as something | must with| like it or not.*

Being
excessive means that the event is beyond my reaahnot control it. Rather than being
the master, the subject speaking in the nominaitiae being addressed, put in the
accusative. That is because the event happenssagdiorizon of expectation which it
breaches, shatters and overflows. The expectdtians have are concerned with the
possible, so that the advent of the event conetitah experience of the impossible, of
theimpossible So the excessiveness of the event means we havarmaoincontainable
incoming (the ’objective’) and a solicited subjéitte 'subjective’). This is Caputo’s way
of explaining what most people assert, namely abgctivity is not in our hands, even as
Caputo emphasizes the existentially engaged angssket subject. In dealing with the
event we are not simply observing, calculating,Jetare flooded out, taken by
something or someone we do not know. This ’solicité by the event does not take
place on the plane of what Caputo calls economthd®athe event tears open the closed
circles of economy, of calculation and mutual teition. So being solicited is not like
being visited by money collectors, expecting ametan a loan or an investment. The
event puts us in the accusative and requires amespbut this demand is made by a
weakforce, a weak but unconditional force. This weakumconditional force is what
Derrida calls 'the undeconstructible,” to which w#l return later.

The excess of the event leaves an effect. ThistaBerot necessarily good news,

it could mean bad news. As Caputo says, "an egemdti an inner essence [...] but it is

14 John D. Caputo, “Spectral Hermeneutics,” in JohiCBputo and Gianni Vattiméfter the death of Goard. Jeffrey
W. Robbins (New York: Columbia University PressQ2}) 56.
15 CaputoWeakness4.
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the endless possibilities of linking of which thenme is capable [...] Accordingly, an
event can result in a disintegrating destabilizafia] just as well as it can create an
opening to the future® These endless possibilities of linking, of thergvamerging
under a different name, turning itself againstribhenes used before, is not assured of
success, does not follow a pattern which leadsaadesound to a better place. "Every
promise is also a threat, and the event to coméeaither for better or for worsé’”

The promise of the event does not have any guaravitatsoever that it will be fulfilled,
it does not have the possibility of making itsadfree true, it is "not an essence unfolding
but a promise to be kept, a call or a solicitatmie responded to, a prayer to be
answered, a hope to be fulfilletf The event does not possess the possibility to make
itself come true, but is quite to the contrary ‘jgabto all the contingencies of time and
tide, of chance and circumstance, of history anslgoe- in short, to all the forces of the
world that conspire to prevent the event, to conitsi disruption, to hold in check its
bottomless disseminative disturbance, to betragritsise.*® So even as it does not
come into being by itself, but simply calls us froelow being, even so when its promise
is being responded to, there are forces at pl&geép it from becoming. Caputo is here
pointing out the responsibility on our behalf tspend to the event of the call and to
clear the way for the releasing of the event, deconstruct, deliteralize, and
deontologize, all in order to release the everthiwithe name.

The event can be for better or for worse, and isssence unfolding in history,
like Hegel'sWeltgeist because it ibelowbeing and has no essence or coreere is no
one name for it and there is no entity or beindnwihich it can be equated, "the event
overflows any entity ® Rather, "an event refers to an impulse or aspinasimmering
within both the names of entities and the nameeaidy something that groans to be
born, something that cannot be constricted to ettieontic or ontological order at
all.”?* The event moves in and out of being, and as sagh®’s quest and re-quest for

the event is constituted by imagination, dreameh@pomise and future more than the
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entities and Being that Heidegger was after. Sihisebeyond being, the event is, when
sought grasped by language, endlessly nameablearsiatable. In this naming and
translation the event represents tiheh of a name, the truth being the capabilities of the
event which are the unforeseeable future and thentainable possibilities it brings.
Caputo thereby aligns truth with deed, making taitiicere veritatemThe truth of the
event is also unforeseeable and uncontainable gieoevent is always to come. Truth
overflows us, overtakes us, and is therefore "nfikeea night than a light* even as the
truth might be bad news and is something we must lige heart for. That is why, for
Caputo, truth has more to do with prayer than epislogy?® The event is structurally
always not present, it is always to come wheth@nfthe future or from 'dangerous
memories,’ for "[a]s a 'call’ or solicitation, thevent is no less a memory, a call back, a
re-call to the past that has given us this naffie.”

The event is thus connected to time and temporditig temporality of the event
is not the tick-tock of the watch. Rather, the tenafity of the event is the existential
time of the subject. Says Caputo, "the movemetii@event cannot be clocked by the
ticktock of ordinary time but has to do with a s&rming moment that releases us from
the grip of the present and opens up the futueevirmy that makes possible a new birth, a
new beginning, a new invention of ourselves, eveit awakens dangerous memoriés.”
Even though Caputo is all along talking about theng, we must remember that the
question is of the event astir in the particulaneaof 'God.” Upon situating the event
within existential time we could describe God d®w in the currency of time rather than

awhatin the currency of being.

The Trace
A second word associated with Derrida and takebyu@aputo is 'deconstruction,’

which in Caputo’s view is the hermeneutics of thrglom of God. In addition to the
term 'deconstruction’ Derrida has since 1984 badkirtg of the 'undeconstructible,’
adding, ’if there is such a thing.’ This, accordingDerrida, would be a weak but

unconditional force which would have to be non-présince whatever is present is
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contingent, conditioned, and thereby deconstruetibhe issue is how we can at all speak
about the event if it is always not present. How & all related to our lives in the
present? This is where Caputo, and Derrida befiongihtroduces the term 'trace.’

Derrida came up with this term "while strugglingadiculate howdifférancecan be
responsible for the production of differences, gadnot a cause in the classic sense
(because it has no being in itself, no fullnesspresence)? This problem is symmetric

to how the event, which is without being, fullnesgpresence, can produce a difference
in our present predicament. The notion of a ’'tracegrder to accomplish the linking of
the event to come and the present, indicates "sontgeabsent that has never actually
been present,” and which "indeed constitutes tleegmt by its very relation to what is

t.2” This description fits the event nicely, as it ebhk described as a felt absence,

absen
the absence that makes us hear the call and th@garoAnd, of course, the absence is
constituted by deliteralization and deontologizatilh there is no absence, no trace is
found. So deconstruction is meant to follow thedraf the event. Derrida might even
contribute to this endeavor when he speaks of thenige inscribed in language, and says
thatthatis what is called God in theolod¥.

Even as the trace makes it possible in the preésespteak of the event, it is the
bridgehead to a criterion for distinguishing thestn@romising hames from the less
promising ones. Thereby Caputo is able to poithéndirection of (always keeping in
mind that it cannot be identified) the undecondtble as what he with a common name
calls 'weak messianic forces’ and 'something undimral without force.” The trace of
the event remains as, we could call it, a unifypegspective that makes sure that
deconstruction does not fall into complete differgncomplete nihilism, even as it

remains as a haunting specter; we cannot denyhths also a possibility.

The Scriptures
We have so far seen how Caputo situates his thgatog radical unknowing, but also

that this unknowing contains a trace of the eventiwwe pursue by means of

deconstruction. This quest will lead somewhere,efgarto the weak force of God and the
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sacred anarchy of the kingdom. But allow me befdregin that presentation to do a
short sidestep and look at how Caputo treats thipt8res. The Scriptures are central to
the Christian faith and any theological 'system’stiave a clear way of handling them.
Caputo begins by saying that in his way of reading,
"[tlhe Word of God, the Scriptures, undergo whatmight entitle a
methodological transformation into an event. Tlegresents a leading-back
(reductio) of the sacred text from its status #seei(a) a document to be
studied in a historical or comparative Religionse&isschaft, which does not
as such engage my existence or passion, or (bjlizea revelation to be
meditated upon by a scientia divina (a strong sargb theology), which
engages me but also definitively identifies itsyamance, to (c) its pure

hermeneutic-phenomenological content, to the eskappeal or claim or
call that issues from it

Caputo wants to get away from readings that arexistentially engaged and readings
which "identifies its provenance.” In Caputo’s viewe bring authority to the text and
cannot a priori accept any text’s claim to autlyoflthe hermeneutic-phenomenological
reading that he proposes is similar to the mettiddetdegger irBeing and Timgin

which the text reveals itself. 'Revelation’ is ttext’s self-revealing, a disclosing of itself
to an "authentic’ reader, which in Caputo’s paradigould mean the event’s self-
revealing, and 'transcendence’ is the call thaiés from the text and addresses me.
Connecting back to what | said about the tracéldidegger’s system the forgetting of
Being belongs to Being itself in such a way thattitace, the absence, is a feature of the
thing that is absent. The trace in language whietiollow by means of deconstruction,
is a feature of the event which is not there (yet).

All this being said, Caputo sums it up by sayingttha]s a cognitive matter, [the
Scripture’s] truth is symbolic and not the truthcofrespondence or the correctness of
propositions.®° On that background he states that “[t]he cruaifixand the resurrection
are deep and overarching symbols of the rhythnitb bind death and rebirth that we call

31 Underlying is the notion, inherited from Derridlat there are narchés

our lives.
only archives We cannot get back to the beginning of a textabee the first edition was

not an arché either. The only arché there is i®ttemt. But the event cannot be caught in
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words. What Caputo is after in the Scriptures,dfee, is not authorial intent or original
‘meaning,’ but rather the event of the call. Butnasrecall, the truth of the name is the
event and itgapabilities its unforeseeable future and uncontainable piisgilCaputo
states, "I treat the New Testament as an 'archavdgpository of memories, which
present a certain way to be, a certain 'poetigsdta politics or an ethics or a church
dogmatics — that | like to call a 'poetics of thagdom,” which lays claim to us and
which calls for a 'transformation into existencé’”

Therefore, the text must be ‘reduced’ to a cali] #irat call ‘reduced’ into
existence. This is the twofold reduction of Caputth regards to any text, also the
Scriptures. The ‘reduction’ that Caputo undertakebowever, not really a reduction:
“my ontological reduction is an existential magesfiion [...] and ‘realism’ is the really
reductive force that reduces the name of God tdaidyGod is in Caputo’s paradigm
not reduced to a human projection or a metaphtiveraGod is raised up from below
being and entity to what Caputo calls the hypemgvehe inner heart or driving force in
things.”®* And in the same way that the ‘reduction’ of theiftares releases the event
within the name, the ‘reduction’ releases the taftthe Scriptures. Releasing the call
stirring in the name of God and Scriptures is alogical reduction that turns into an
existential magnification. Caputo calls it a prosais/ reduction, “from presence to
promise, suspending the oppressive presence pfésent and taking up the name of

God as a promissory note>”

The Weakness of God
We have shown how Caputo follows the trace by meé&dgconstruction, in chase of the

event within the name of God. Caputo describes dlinas crawling on the ground,
moving below the "firepower of metaphysics,” lisiteg closely to the poetry of the
Scriptures, and there finding that what is astithim name of God, which "rings true to
experience,” are the twin ideas of the "weak favt&od” and the "sacred anarchy”
called the kingdom. We begin with the weaknessad,&n idea which is actually two

ideas: “First, the name of God is the name of antrather than of an entity, of a call
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rather than of a cause, of a provocation or a ppemather than of a presence. Secondly,
and this follows from the first, we will do better think of God in terms of weakness
rather than of outright strengtf®1 follow suit and first present God as an event an

call, before proceeding with the notion of God &alvrather than strong.

Call and Caller
The event is, according to Caputo, closely tieth®event, "[t]he event that is going on

in the name is the event otall, of something calling and of something being chfta
by the name* Maybe we can say that the call is aligned withtthee, making them
interchangeable, so that the call is the call ohtvt absent which was never present. But
beyond being in tune with the philosophical hertad the trace, Caputo’s model of God
as a call has another heritage:
"the name of God is to be thought in terms of tiebidic model of the call
calling rather than the Hellenistic model of a @uosusing, of covenant
rather than of causality, of undying loyalty to tierd rather than of eternal
being, of a primordial promise rather than a prmwver — or if a mover,

then one who moves by a motivating call or a pratioo or a promise rather
than by the strong force of an efficient cau¥e.”

This experience of the call, again harking bactheoradical unknowing we are all veiled
in, is an experience basic to human life. Caputedas "[t]he basic presupposition of
[his study] the experience of the promise or tHe"d&e are, he says, "always already on
the receiving end of an address, overtaken byvaetef a promise® The call does not
issue only to the believers or the fidels, it issteeeverybody.

There are two things which constitute the callsFaf all, on the side of the
‘called,’ "[t]he call is itself constituted by begrheard, and its being heard is in turn
constituted by our responding, by our heeding atsimply hearing, or by our hearing
as heeding® The call is not a call until we experience it asal, and the order of the
call is not only to be heard, but to be heeded. Sdwand side, of the side of the 'caller,’

"[tlhe hiddenness of the source is actualnstitutiveof the call.** That is, in order for
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the call to be a call we cannot know who or whatalling. It is a condition for the call to
be heard as a call that we do not know who isralliFor if we knew who was calling
and precisely what the call was, we would masteyet out of the accusative into the
nominative and thereby stop being existentiallyechby it. The call would not be
excessive but containable. "But to the extent ¢imet actually knows or can identify the
caller, the sender of this mail, one getstop ofthe call and can juddger oneselfabout
the validity of what is called for. And to that ert one is less under the call and more in
possession of one’s own faculties, more autonorfifuaputo likens this to the "caller
ID’ functions on telephones, whereby the called sa® who is calling before picking up
the phone, and thereby overtaking and masteringateThe structural non-knowledge
of the caller is ampochea suspension, of the question "whether thisisailes from
someone identifiable or something entitative; whethe call has an ontological footing
in some real being, power, or entif{f.Rather than treating the call as issuing from an
identified someone with an identifiable contentp@a treats the call as a "trace of a

voice,” a faint voice, which we are unable to tieanh identifiable entity or being.

Power and Weakness
Theology, says Caputo, is bipolar, "vacillating diyl between the heights of power and

the depths of weaknes$.'Caputo believes this is due to the unrecognizstindiion
between the name and the event, where the nanentass power and a swelling bank
account, gather an army and a following, but thenéis at most a power of
powerlessness, a call without an army to enfor@eweak but unconditional force. What
Caputo wants to pursue further is the weak sidbexlogy, the weak force of God,
"which is, if not the centerpiece, at least thecally decentering and disruptive short
circuit of a theology of the event>The event astir in the name of God, contends
Caputo, is the event of a weak force, at most agp@ivpowerlessness which is quite
different from the traditional image of the sovgreever-present omnipotent highest
being representing the ontological power sourcalidhere is. Rather, the event astir in

the name of God is what disturbs the present otdemrder of the world, not what
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founds it. Rather than thinking of God from on higé should think of God from below,
for God chose what is lowly in this worlda‘me onta*° to confound the powerful and
mighty: "God chose what is weak in the world torsleathe strong; God chose what is
low and despised in the world, things that aretaseduce to nothing things that afé.”
Following this re-thinking of God’s power, we wouddy that it is "the power of a call, a
word/Word, of an affirmation or promisé®The name God which Caputo takes as his
object of study, does natpriori have any more power than a word. The word God is
limited by the power of language, a power, it sddug added, which can be quite
significant, but only as a weak but unconditiormatk, at most a power of powerlessness.
Religion and theology all too easily forget thiglanstead offer themselves and their
‘object’ to whatever "discourse of power” is avéile. According to Kierkegaard,
Christianity should be "in permanent structural ogifion to this world.*® It is rouged
theology, a decadence on part of Christianityjttd@vn to make peace with the world,
with the powers that might be. Then Christianitsngiinto Christedom a worldly
kingdom. Sitting down to strike a deal with the mos/ithat may be, theology betrays its
call, betrays the event within.

Caputo’s concept of God as a weak force changesoineept of God’s
transcendence. According to Caputo, the sovereaphsating on top of the food chain,
the "transcendent super-essential hyper-being,riog/@ver other beings” is an idol
image. This image blocks the event simmering imidwme of God. Rather, "God’s
transcendence is that of a call, of an addresswhmale arising from the hinter regions
below being, lays us low® God'’s transcendence is found in the existentiabanter, an
encounter which like the epiphanies recorded irBitwe leaves us praying on our knees.
This way of perceiving God'’s transcendence is @idifferent from metaphysical

theology’s casting of God as the highest beingathpowerful and sovereign being.

46 1. Cor 1:28. All Bible quotations taken from Totaew International Version.
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Caputo points to the danger imminent in this vibat the sovereignty of God might be,
and in fact is, translated by some into a God-givamdate for worldly sovereignty.
What is not worth doing if the almighty sovereigndshas commanded it? Though many
religious traditions relativize worldly sovereigrand power in relation to the absolute
sovereignty of God, the remnant talk about Godigeseignty alone is dangerous: "The
model of sovereignty is contagious. It spreads frooghed theology to blood in the
streets. The sovereignty of God is readily extertdetie sovereignty of men over other
men, over women and animals, over all creatin.”

Another point to consider is that if we keep to toacept of God as almighty we
might, though we intend to exalt God by not compedng God’s power, end up
compromising God'gjoodnessCaputo suggests moving away from the Hellenistic
image of God to the Hebrew image of God, a modétkvi@aputo thinks more truthful,
closer to the evenit. According to the Hebrew religious paradigm, "Gedot the one
who is utterly responsible for everything becailmd is an element of indeterminacy in
things that frustrates us all, God, human, andttéa&od is not the almighty power
source for everything that is. God is rather the who pronounces the verdict ‘'good’ on
the things that are. God calls and promises rdti@ar causes and moves.

A related question is who is responsible for dwilCaputo’s view, investing
omnipotence in God makes God responsible for eienytthat happens and everything
that is not avoided, so that

"the massive omnipresence of natural destructighiswworld as well as of
unjust death and innocent suffering — violencedften committed in the
name of God, or in the name of someone else’s Gddmented to have

transpired ’in the absence of God’ — is testimoggiast this omnipotence. It
is not a mystery but a mystification and a concalptuistake.>

In Caputo’s view, God is not responsible for elilf is constantly calling forth the good
and calling us to countersign Elohim’s ‘good’ wahbr ‘good,’ even in the midst of the
presence of evil. Thinking of God as a transcengestector, capable of intervening for

the safety of ourselves and our loved ones is densd “an unworthy way to treat God;
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it is unworthy to think of God in terms of his powte deliver the goods, which is like

loving a cow for its milk, as Meister Eckhart s&y3Even more,
"beyond obfuscation and mystification, it is in ted an outright blasphemy
to say that God has some mysterious divine purpbs® an innocent child
is abducted, raped, and murdered. That is not aemyylsut a misconception
about God and about the power of God. [...] That raursinot part of a
long-term good, a more mysterious good that wegastt understand. The
murder is a violation of the 'good,’” a contradictiof God’s benediction,

which strains and stresses God’s word, puts héaést, puts us to the
test.’®

God is completely on the side of the good, askmpyoin in by countersigning God’s

fundamental inscription on creation; ‘good, gooehywgood.’

Theology of Creation
The most obvious argument against the weaknesedhtght be the creator God. If

God is not omnipotent, did he then not create tbgd¥? Caputo goes to Genesis chapters
one to three, and finds the story of how Elohinhfased what was already there, the co-
eternal matter of the earth and the deep watea$tilfashioned theohu wa-bohunto
meaning, into goodness. God is not the reasongtang there, but the reason things are
good Elohim inscribes a fundamental goodness in aseadven as Yahwe in the next
chapter takes a more realistic view as to the dasuge the evil which is also present. But
nonetheless, God'’s inscription of the good is whatope for and believe in, even in the
midst of evil. God is calling us to countersign lyiss’ with our 'yes,” God’s verdict

being at the same time a call and a promise, doteveé are called to countersign even in
the midst of evil, when we hope against hope. Gambntinually out to re-create, that is,
continuallymakethings good, evoke goodness, remind us of andusdiack to the
primary intention: “the creation narratives telltbé ‘inscription’ [...] of a fundamental
goodness in things [...] Creation is not a finisheedibut an ongoing process of re-
creation. The originary act inserts things wittie tall, within the word ‘good,’ letting

the wordgoodembrace and encompass them, but it does not ialglstabsolutely

w7

fast.”" This ongoing act of recreation in which God cédith the ‘good’ inscribed in
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things is not the omnipotent pantocrator God whaetnteke responsibility for both good
and evil, but the God who is not responsible fangh being there in the first place; God
is rather the one who made thirgggod “Elohim thus is the reason that things goad
Creation is not a movement from non-being to bemgch makes the heart of the
metaphysician skip a beat, but from being to thedgbeyond the muteness of being to
the speaking of the good, which is the heart ofritetpoetry.®® It is this process which
Jesus takes part in, assisting in “the reversdkath into life.” He is sent by his father
(Abba) to do so, and this reversal of death irfeo*is what constitutes coming of the

b9

kingdom.

A Weak Theology of the Cross
Having shown how the notion of God as a weak babaditional force plays itself out,

Caputo recasts the question in terms of a theadbgjye cross. The question is: could
Jesus have come down from the cross had he sod®a@tewas he really nailed to the
cross against his will and with no possibility ofestling lose? Was Jesus holding back
his power so that his weakness was a voluntary messk a camouflaged strength?
Caputo’s answer is to see Jesus’ divinity not divine holding back of his
infinite power, but rather in his helpless cry dmslforgiveness. Jesus does not operate
with brute power, but with the power of powerless)e¢he power of the call, "the call
that cries out from Calvary’”the protest against innocent suffering and thegudo
suffer with this innocent suffering; the cry of "n8od, my God, why have you forsaken
me?” Jesus is crucified, not because of the withefFather, "but against his will, against
the will of everything that is good and just, huntardivine.®® As Caputo points out,
"[h]is suffering was not a coin of the realm in taeonomy of the kingdom.
The kingdom is not an economy, and God is nottenaiance at this scene as
an accountant of divine debts or as a higher pove¢ching the whole thing
from up there and freely holding in check his iftBrpower to intervene.

That is more rouged theology, weakness fantasaiayt an orgasm of
power — if not power now, then power latét.”
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But for Paul, as Caputo rightly observes, the weakrof God is cast in a larger
economy of power where the weakness of God is gémothan human strength, and
God'’s foolishness in the long run turns out tolredupreme wisdom. Paul’s notions of
weakness and foolishness are good long-term ineegtmall we need is to know the
secret as to which alternative will lead to the tpzs/-off in the long run, much like the
inside knowledge of a stock broker. Paul thinks th@mately God is all-powerful and
sovereign. Against Paul’s view, Caputo arguesdldbong as we think of God as
sovereign and almighty, the top-down authorityt@dl easily transfers onto the use of the
name of God on earth. It is not enough to relagiimman sovereignty and power in
relation to the ultimate sovereignty and power otiGyve must rather rethink our view of
the power of God. This we do, according to Capytemphasizing the event of a call
without sovereign power: "[n]ot all ‘power and aathy’ (exousig, but every
unconditional appeal is from God, and no autharifyy be rightfully exercised except in
response to the call for justice for the least agnas®* The focus should be on the
structure of the call and the response to it, paese to the call to goodness, "beyond or
below or without being. God is an event, not in ¢inger of power or being, but in the
order of the good® Therefore, concerning the cross-event, "the pai&od is
embodied in the helpless body whose flesh is nailetle cross® Concerning the cross
event Caputo concludes that “[i]t was the ‘wotltat made Jesus pay — not God — for
contradicting the world. It is the world that thinka terms of paybacks. In this sense
Jesus died because of the sinfulness of the woldn sacrificial exchange for wiping

out the debt of sin or to offer the devil a ransSh.

The Kingdom of God
I now turn to the second part of Caputo’s theolofjthe event, namely, the sacred

anarchy called the kingdom of God, what Caputcscéiie phenomenal field in which
the name of God gets filled in and acquires a pimamal but weak force®® Theology is

"the logos of our passion for God,” and this passar the name of God directs us to the
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kingdom of God, which is where the name of God @st8esh and bloo&’ But like God
is God in a weak mode, so the kingdom is also gdam in a weak mode. It is not
governed by "a ’logic of omnipotence,’ which hagtmwith entities, but by [...] poetics
of the impossiblewhich has to do with event§>The kingdom is not the way of the
world, of economy and power, but is seen in thermiption and contradiction of the
world, whatever calls the world and its ways beyisgelf.

The world is constructed so that whateigezould have been otherwise and might
become otherwise, even as things come undone, doyak and wither away, or become
alive, are transformed, born again. This radiaat #ind indeterminacy does not represent
a loss but a gain, because rather than being sptrdlent we are now continually
dependent on God as our giver of being, time arahng. These we do not 'possess,’
but long for them to be there also in the future:

“In ousiology, presence means a kind of subsistémateoffers resistance to
God, that stands on its own, that is opposed todtieal createdness of
things, of a world that arises as an answer to &odll. Ousiology is
foundationalism, a philosophy of self-security [In]the kingdom, things do
not have their own independent subsistence, theirability to fend for
themselves, but they remain deeply created, fashifresh from théohu
wa-bohul[...] Their being and time are from Go#-'God is continually out
to re-create the world, to fill it with life and meing. The kingdom is
intimately associated with this dynamic of re-ciaat“[e]ven as the creative
act of Genesis is a movement from a lifeless vald tvorld teeming with
life, the work of Jesus is to assist in the revasfdeath into life. That is

what he has been sent by Aisbato do; that is what constitutes the coming
of the kingdom.*?

The kingdom is described by Caputo as slightly emar a holy hell, because it
stands in opposition to the world and its strucutthe kingdom comes to loosen the
grip of the world, to dislodge the rule of being rélease the event that the world would
prevent, which is the whole idea behind what | @ffirgy a sacred anarchy*The world
and its economy, its system of exchange, is inedapWe cannot but live in it, but it
must continually be interrupted by the kingd6hwe see that the kingdom is treated,
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like ‘God,” more as a ‘how’ in time than a ‘what’ here’ on the plane of being, “[tjhe
kingdom of God is a certain excess in the world,amimmaterial world hidden behind
the material one. God is a temporal recess, npatias transcendencé>There is no
afterlife, rather, “[tlhe ‘kingdom of God’ [refersd a way of reigning or ruling, a way of
being in time when God holds sway rather than tiradn will or even Satarl®As a
‘how’ in time, the kingdom of God means a re-intetption of our situation, “it gives us

faith in the face of evil

Our lives, therefore, consist in moving in and oithe
kingdom, moving between the world and the kingdemembering that "[tjhe kingdom
comes to contradict the world and contest the i®rays, and it always looks like
foolishness to the world’s good sense, moving deéis between logic and passion, truth
and justice, concepts and desire, strategies aye@s, astute points and mad stories, for
it can never be merely or simply the one or theotf In this tension we all live and as
a consequence “[w]e are enjoined both to work forlivead and to trust God to give us
our bread, to plan for the future and to realiz the future is in God’s hand®

By proceeding with a poetics instead of a logic @aps emphasizing the
"symbolic discourse of the kingdom” over the "laédiscourse of the world® Caputo’s
poetics deals with the 'poor perhaps’ that haseind(ousia) nor authority (exousf).
This poetics is a poetics of the impossible, natrahipotence. The experience of the
impossible, which Derrida thinks is the least bafinition of deconstructioff does not
denote the intervention of an omnipotent being upature and its laws, but rather "the
possibility of something life-transformind®Caputo reaches to Derrida’s explanation of
the impossible as not simply ” any wild or crazeetuality, however bizarre, mean, or
violent. The event begirts/ the impossible.” What Derrida means by this ig ttiee
event is moved and driven by a desire forgtiebeyond economy, for thasticebeyond
the law, for thehospitalitybeyond proprietorship, fdorgivenesdeyond getting even,

for the coming of théout autrebeyond the presence of the same, for [... pibed
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beyond being® In a poetics of the impossible as opposed to i& lmgomnipotence "the
natural/supernatural distinction also comes apgardistinguish a natural order into
which is injected some supernatural influx, someesoatural empowerment of our
natural faculties, is, | think, to believe in magi€aputo really wants to get away from
thaumaturgy ad asserts that "[t]o think clearly wlreligion you have to clear your head
of supernaturalism and magic. That is our permadebt to Tillich.”® The rule of God,
the kingdom where God rules, is governed not bydgie of omnipotence but by the
poetics of foolishness. It is a kingdom in whick 8hepherd risks the safety of the 99 in
search for the lost one, where the first are teedad the weak are blessed; it is a
kingdom full of reversals and paradoxes. The wtmes its own, but “[ijn the kingdom,
the mark of God is on the face of the strangettheriother,’” not the ‘same %

According to Caputo, “[t]he idea of one true radigior religious discourse or
body of religious narratives makes no more seree tie idea of one true poem or one
true language or one true cultufé Treating the distinction between the kingdom drel t
world in this way enables Caputo to draw the liseAteen them right across the borders
between theists and atheists, Christians and dilesvers: "[tlhe project of a theology
of the event [...] is to describe an event thas agross the distinction between
confessional beliefs and unbelief, this life anel tiext life, and goes to the heart of a life

8

worth living, a life of passion, which is structdrkke a religion without religion® In

this religion,

“whether one is a Jew or a non-Jew, master or staaée or female, none of
that makes any difference. The kingdom is everylody..] The kingdom is
in the midst of all of us, and we are all in thedstiof the kingdom all of us
—and it is just a question of saying yes to it] [ndeed, one can even go
further: when it comes to getting into the kingdadhere is actually a certain
privileging of the outsider, a strategic reversalamt to make a point about
the kingdom.’®*

Whether Christian or other-believing, the pointagemain true to the call of the

event and let the kingdom come. Letting the kingaame is not hardwired to religious
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affiliation. Nothing is safe. Even priest crafthiitking in terms of rigorous sacrificial
exchange, is sheer and utter worldliness (econgneesn though it is engaged in
celestial commerce in the exchange of heavenlys&?@hat is, ‘selling’ eternal

blessedness, a future reward for obedience noggoBsomics.

Called to be a Translator
We are all situated in the radical unknowing thap@o describes, left with only a trace

of the event. Caputo performs a quest for the ewetite name of God and finds that the
events astir in that name is the weak but uncaditiforce of God as a call and of the
kingdom in which God gets flesh and blood. Capute goes on to describe the
response and responsibility on our side, as tHedccdlle says,
"[w]e must, as Deleuze says, make ourselves watlilge events that befall
us. [...] [I]n the theory of the event, 'truth’ nesawhat is trying to come true,
which points to our responsibility to make it adlpaome true — let us say,

to give it a Pauline twist, to fill up what is miisg in the body of this
name.®*

And further, "[i]t iswewho have to make the weakness of God strongerttfsapower

of the world.® We could say that "[the name of God] is the nanoeef a potency

than a power [...] while the actuality or the reation is assignetb us as Bonhoeffer
claimed.®® We are "to mak&odhappen, to give God body and embodiment, force and
actuality.” The word ‘God’ must be translated, asta semantic translation but as a
pragmatic translation. The name of God must bestaded into a deed, into facere
veritatem. As Caputo says, “the name of God mustdmslated into hospitalitybut this
translation takes place in an entirplpgmaticorder, not asemantioone [...] The name

of God must be translated into an event, and teatawust be translated into a deed.”

This translation does not imply a loss of origicahtent, because there is no original

content:
“Translation is downgraded by hierarchists (likedégger) who make a
profitable living out of degrading the derivativisaa-vis the original. But
that is not the case with Derrida, who thinks thatorigin is always
deferred, that tharchehas always already slipped away in favor of the
0 CaputoWeakness234.

°1 CaputoWwwJn 61
%2 CaputoWWJD 88
%3 Caputo,Spectral Hermeneuticé4.

27



archive, so that everything is a translation obeaginal that was never
present and is possessed by no one. For Derradesldtion is an elemental
demand of hospitality, requiring us to adopt a m&#am, to speak in a new
tongue that can be understood by the stranger [.e.L#not translate —
something idiomatic is always lost — but still west) and furthermore, it is
no loss, because a translation is an expansiothandcoming of something

W4

new.

Response

The Messianic

Différance, Positivism, and Reason

Allow me to begin this section called response \aitbrief sketch of the grid within
which Caputo’s thought takes place. The main ggidioncept is that afifférance the
spacing of signs. In a poststructural philosopkg {Caputo’s (Derrida’s) the spacing of
signs takes place in a changing system (vis-ahe@structuralist closed system), meaning
that the context of the sign is always changingctvin turn leads to any meaning being
a temporary unit. Unknowing therefore emerges aguhdamental epistemological
feature; like Caputo says, repeating Foucault, igdteose who do not know who they
are. Any sign is a sign by the separating spaca dther signs, and this separation is
constituted by another sign. This other sign, wisctihe necessary structurally other of
any sign, once we get down to the 'primordial’sfirsign, goes by the name kifora

That is why, Caputo says, when we enter the allysgs is not only the possibility of
God there, but also the possibilityldfora Khora is always there as a specter which
haunts whatever name we give the abyss, whateveame as the utmost. This utmost
goes by the name of God in Christianity, and byrtée of justice in deconstruction.
The utmost is what Derrida calls the undeconstoletihe impossible, the event, what is
structurally never present but always to comepttject of our passion, our prayers and
tears. That is because whatever is (present) gitimmal and hence deconstructible. The
haunting specter of khora means that we can net#e $or a determined name as the
absolute 'beginning,’ 'abyss,’ etc. This leads t@dical undecidability; where we to

identify the abyss as God, this would be an idmatiion taking placafterthe fact of an

% CaputoWeakness266-267.
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undecidability between God and khora, i.e., itngdentification byfaith. Caputo here
builds on Kierkegaard’s notion that undecidabiigyhe condition of faith, which in turn
is the condition of making a decision. The undeuilityt of God, khora, justice, or
whatever name one would like to elevate, issueghiat Caputo labels 'exemplarism,’
meaning that we do not know if God is the name loftwve love, or if what we love is
the name of God.
This all amounts to what Derrida calls his (and @ajs) quasi-transcendental.

Rejecting "hard or full-blown transcendentals,” Qapsays that

"we always needomeaccount of why we cannot havémmal account of

things are, otherwise non-foundationalism is jusaprice of someone having

a bad day. Such an account is what Derrida catjaasi-transcendental.’ [...]

If challenged, Derrida can always point to theatintial play of traces and

the constitution of provisional unities of meanthgough the endless process
of iterability.”*®

The quasi-transcendental works in two directiomsth@ one hand it elevates the
transcendent to such an altitude as to become wrkr@n such an account it could be
called a transcendence of the transcendent. Outliee hand, since this unknowing is to
be embraced — "we know that we should not know’ap@o does not mind being
associated with Foucault’s "happy positivism.” Capuwvith Foucault, is both a
nominalist and rejects the hermeneutical circleeggimizing absolute knowledge.
Hermeneutics is hermeneutics all the way down,aanBoucault points out, there is
therefore no necessary need to go all the way dbwtead, "what you see is what you
get.” In Caputo’s view, following Derrida, we aieus situated in the here and the now,
here below with broken bodies, without any metapgaydack-up, none that we know of.
In this situation they both follow Levinas in plagijustice over truth, and sees us as
released to 'praxis,’ to the call issuing from fhee of the other. As Kierkegaard says,
the results of the system will never be in, anthenmeantime we should let justice flow.
Separating our situatedness here below in whidicgus to reign from the
transcendent 'up above’ in which unknowability resgDerrida (and Caputo) retain the
distinction between faith and reason. 'Solving’ i@y of traces, halting the play,

identifying the abyss with a determinate name, iamthe business of faith, even as faith

% John D. Caputo, “Achieving the Impossible — RastiReligion: A Response to Dooley,” MPassion for the
Impossibleed. Mark Dooley (New York: State University of Ne&terk Press, 2003), 230.

29



does not extinguish the haunting perspective of&ht is preciselpecause athe
undecidability introduced by khora that faith rengfaith. Reason, on the other hand, is
understood as a deep structural faith. Faith aasrg therefore, share a somewhat fuzzy
boarder in which they color each other. With regaadreligion, Derrida has introduced
the distinction between the messianic and messisnik seems Derrida intended the
messianic to correspond to reason whereas theatffenessianisms where the matter of
faith. However, Caputo has convincingly shown hoerrizla’s concept of the messianic
is not without content, does not remain pure, ansugh is another messianig.
Caputo’s move is to inscribe the messianic asugtsiral role embedded within any
messianism, as the representative of khora makmgiessianic a haunting perspective
for the messianism from which is ’originates.’ Tinessianic keeps the determinate
religions open to the possibility that they cou&ldiherwise. Inscribing the messianic in
khora also means that the messianic, as khorajag-glace, is not a place that can be
inhabited, and that the pure messianic remainmanssibility (ergo placing Derrida’s
messianic with the messianisms): "[t]he pure messig a formal indication of a
concrete structure which deconstruction is tryméormalize, but which it is also at the
very same time concretizing in an account of rddiemocracy.?” The grid that | have
sketched out thus does not, in Caputo’s mind, sgriethe pure messianic; it contains at
least what Heidegger called 'formal indicatorshdt outright material content. It is not a
pure structure, if ever there was such a thing.dtlogless, as an attempt to describe the
pure structure of the messianic (within the donwdireason), it points in the direction
beyond itself to the pure messianic which wouldaalsvhaunt any messianism (any
faith).

Preference for Khora?
Now, there have been some questions raised techiegrata that Caputo presents. The

first is concerned with the role of khora. "[l]snbt possible,” Shane Cudney asks, "to

think otherwise than dthoraas the condition for im/possibility?Why do we have to

% CaputoPrayers and Tears.
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be haunted by something as faceless as the khangh¥ think of what haunts us as a
loving countenance seeking a personal relation usthThe context of Cudney’s
guestion is the association Caputo and Derriddosteeen the concrete messianisms and
violence. Cudney points out, as Caputo has admitted Derrida’s messianic is yet
another messianism and therefore caught in the saonetural (possibility of) violence
as the other messianisms. But Cudney goes onéustbpr and asks whether we have to
keep the khora at all, for when a messianism igrijiged of its aggressive, violent
tendencies, the problem is that this docile, moa@ageable messianic is also stripped of
certain very human, gonadian features, which dhikees me as violent™
In retracing Caputo’s answer, let me begin withdasfirmation of

"the truly dangerous idea that religious peoplewalto get inside their heads,

viz. that God has singled out a particular peaple, particular time and

place, and given them (well, in all modesty, usuals’) a privileged access

to a divinely revealed truth to which other peogidp do not or did not live

in that time or place, or share that language, mhg have never so much as

heard of that religion, are denied. God has pitdtisdent among 'us,” while

the others, the Canaanites, are just going to twakearn to deal with that. Or

else! In support of their privilege, the believefter their belief — and their
swords.*®

Whereas Derrida tackles this idea by means of actexh of messianisms to the pure
messianic, which he notes "smacks of Kant, andittieersal ethical content,” Caputo
argues that the messianic "is simply a finger ppgat the moon, what Heidegger called
a formal indication, not a universaf’® Turning to the role of khora, and the possibitify
making it a friendly face, "already primed towahe tgood“? like Olthuis proposes,
Caputo points out, first of all, that khora is eetl. It is rather the name of what Caputo
would call an irreducible experience of human lifegt of emptiness, being unsure, etc.
This perspective is made particularly haunting ley&ting it to Nieztschean heights, that
we are but speck in a universe that simply yawnsnalie invent words like 'truth’ or

justice.” In Caputo’s view, if Cudney and Olthwisnt to replace khora and
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undecidability with a loving countenance, then theke undecidability out of the
equation and deprive faith of one of its constitgtfeatures.

Conceding that khora has a rightful place in thestanic, another question
emerges. In his piece entitlelora or God?” Richard Kearney sets out his assertion
that deconstruction "appears to express a markefénence fokhora and its allies, over
its opponents?®® This assertion rests on the premise, as Kearn&gsrexplicit, that
"[t]here is, after all, and in spite of what Jac&plito sometimes seems to suggest, a
fundamental choice to be made betwkkaraand God.*** Kearney does not argue
against the mere presencekbbrain the messianic, but rather that deconstruciom (
by extension Caputo) is not able to maintain timsiten and undecidability, but rather
chooses in favor d¢hora

Caputo’s answer is thghorais a surname fadifférance which again "is that
condition in virtue of which whatever meaning westitute is made possibleé<hora
has the mark of a condition, it is the differensiggn in lack of any other signs, itself
having no being at all, neither non-being, not pogto any signified or signifier beyond
itself. It is the co-abyss, the abyss of the betaworing the excess of the beyond, "the
mirror-image effect of the Platonagathonandkhora, in the way that the beyond-being
and below-being mirror each othéfto the extent that as a phenomenological matter
(as opposed to a conceptual) we experience "aic@dafusion (Levinas), a kind of
bedazzlement (Marion), or what Derrida and | wazddl an 'undecidability,” which |
think can only be resolved Hgith.”*°® Caputo thinks Kearney mistakes undecidability
for indecision, whereas undecidability is the cdiodifor any decision, thus leaving
undecidability on the 'reason’ side of the fencbeweas any decision belongs to faith
without extinguishing khordWithout khorathere is ndaith, because then God would
have plainly and unambiguously revealed Godsethait any possible confusioh®

| side with Caputo in keepirighorain the system as the silent companion to

whatever we call the abyssyen ifwe say that God is the one who spread tings out.
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Khoraremains as the very condition for the meaningfidredssuch a sentence.
Inscribingkhorain the 'system, as a condition, plad¢®raon the side ofeason taking
the faith-reason distinction as a graded scalehiclwreason is more permanent, and
plays with the stakes not so quite so high. Faithr@ason are interconnected, they are
both trying equally hard to stay away from fideiffaith proves). Cudney asks if we
cannot be haunted by something else that khorainalegd we could be. In fact, if we
say that khora is always there as the emptinessisuding the conceptual pyramid, there
is always another name there, naming the abyss.néme could be 'nothing,’
'emptiness,’ 'abyss,” 'God,” whatever. It could eviee khora. We could have the explicit
- the named - khora as the counterpart to thetdilgora, which in effect is what Kearney
is attributing to deconstruction; khora againstrgh@and no place for the living God. To
the contrary, what | see Caputo accomplishing,aking explicit the possibility in
deconstruction for allowing God at the top of tlyegmid, not just as an aporia on the
way to the khoral desert.

However, once khora, the silent khora, is takemase than a structural role, as a
name which cannot be translated, we have brokedirtie of undecidability. Therefore,
khora also has to be translatable, to go under otmaes. Ecclesiastes, for example, has
a good way of describing what could otherwise bmetkhora. Even understanding the
figure of the devil as the opposing counterpaGtal might be a proper translation of
khora. Khora cannot be as hard as a master nayea®Boft as a perspective, though a
founding perspective. There is no metaphysical g for this perspective - hence the
description of it as quasi-transcendental — whsclwhy we are inevitably brought to
experiencemaking Caputo’s theology a form of phenomenol@guasi-
phenomenology, or, as Caputo says, a phenomenuolibigyan extended reach, pushed to

its limits and beyond.

Inferior to Apophatic Theology?
Another question, which in many ways is a repatiti the question directed at

Derrida’sdifférancein the 1960’s, is whether the "the irreduciblesien and
undecidability between the determinate, concretesimaaisms and the indeterminate,
decertifying structure of the messianic in Capusgproach to religion without religion

[is] a repetition, translation, or example of trezitlation between the kataphatic and the
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apophatic modes of theological discourse in a rogithinking and writing like that of
Dionysius and his heirs® This is what Thomas Carlson thinks, but he haspafse,
readThe Prayers and Tears of Derriga which Caputo argues for the difference
between deconstruction and negative theology. HeweéVarlson thinks Caputo has
missed an important point which would put negatheology in a much better light:
"The weakness of this [Caputo’s] reading is thaloés not acknowledge the sense in
which a theological tradition like that of Dionysiin fact insists, with some complexity,
that negation is finally no more adequate thanrattion; both are equally insufficient,
and neither ever 'drops anchor’ or 'touches bottotff

Caputo owns up to his critique of negative theolagyhigh ousiology,’ "that
throughout the darkest nights of negative theoltigigughout all its profound
renunciation of concepts, judgments and argumemtatiGod is neither this nor that’ —
there persists a still more profound movement dtfyusith God.”™° The core of the
issue is that "mystical writers in thdirst or dominant voice, precisely insofar as they
write from out of an experience of divine thingati diving are not 'lost,” however long,
wide and deep the string of renunciations theygewf|[...] That is how the mystical
economy works. We are lost for words, but we atdast.”** Again Caputo ends up
with pointing to the necessary inscriptionkbiorafor the sake of faith. As he says, "I
would have the mystical theologians treat this kharght not as a provisional
renunciation, a station on the way of the crossipdtical union, but as an inescapable
aporia.™*?In the end, the charge of 'high ousiology’ remaitending, because "the
things that Neoplatonic mystics say about the [Eeaise or the Godhead are meant to
transcendothapophatic and kataphatic discourse. That is exadibt | think high
ousiology is and what it always does: it transcehdssphere of propositional discourse,

both affirmativeand negative**®
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Caputo charges the mystics with the task of bedsgds a demand of khora. He
reminds us that the only thing 'transcending’ +ather situated in between — the
apophatic and the kataphatic is undecidability,clvhin turn faith is not able to transcend.
However, | do not think (I hope) that Caputo sdest” as anything but a perspective,
level with 'found.’” Lost and found are equally \éhls long as the possibility of the other
is not extinguished. That is, being completely Iesto more possible that being
completely found. Différance makes sure that theedways a difference, a glitch, even
between the silent khora and explicit khora (it ilsghe preferred choice), and through
this glitch we do not know what might shine.

Maybe what is bothering Caputo is not so muchtfaimystical theologians talk
about the First Cause or the Godhead transcendidgeourse, but theireasondor
doing so, which ultimately goes back to the inctamain Christ and the biblical
testimony associated with it. Caputo accepts thtghatic theology is biblical, not just
an Hellenistic import!* but nevertheless remains critical of a strong wiéwnevelation
and incarnation to the extent that Smith label's@a’s theology an augustinianism
without revelation and incarnatidft. Here, in the domain of biblical criticism, which
Caputo would willingly say is a domain to be re@rfrom modernism, Caputo seems to
side with John Dominic Crossan and the Jesus Senairdnoice which should be up for
discussion. As Kevin Hart says, after biblicalicr#dm theassensusf faith cannot be left
out of the equation (pace Bultmann). Bar the imgmn and fine tuning of khora, the
disagreement between Caputo/Derrida and the niystatogians is likely to revolve

more around the way to read the biblical testimony.

Unable to Differentiate Good from Evil?
Some, like Cudney, have voiced the fear that Capuatessianic is left unable to tell

good from evil. Cudney asks, "if justice is alwdagscome, always 'impossible,” how is it
that evil and violence are not conflated with goestand thereby put on equal

footing?™'® Kearns raises the same concern when she pointkaiut
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"there are encounters with darkness as well asuertecs with light. The
emphasis on the complete newness, the total urgpabdity and extra-
schematic singularity of the apocalyptic momerDerrida and Caputo, and
on the futility of attempts to anticipate or domeste it, tends to discount the
schooling effects of cultural tradition, ethicalustture and religious
observance as aids to discernmént.”

Beyond that, the stakes are so high, she saysa¢hapting and dealing with the
indeterminacy of 'exemplarity’ is too much to leaatethe lap of an individuaf® Kearns
while raising the question simultaneously pointa f@ossible ’solution,” nhamely "cultural
tradition.” By doing so she aligns herself (in tharticular issue) with Ward as he points
out that "for Job and Augustine, the other is regiflast otherness nor, in being alterior,
ever wholly other. For the relationship to be atiehship, a history of practiced
believing is required, the memory of past engagenpast epiphany, past
revelations.*' In other words, Caputo is being criticized for deing himself of the

very tradition which is his teacher in matters obd and evil, right and wrong.

The answer | construe on behalf of Caputo, is $gedion (in which he distances
himself slightly from Derrida) that there is no 'ssganic’ without the messianisms, that
there is no such thing as the pure messianic exxeptformal indication. Situatedness is
a given, which shows up in his description of thefold moment of deconstruction in
which "[t]he first moment [ishistorical associationDeconstruction should be viewed,
first, as a work o&ssociatingourselves with, or of being already associated ,vaith
being lodged and installed within, the powerful @othpelling words that have been
handed down to us® As he says, "[w]e do not begin randomly, indiffettg, because
that would not be to begin at aff?* But, Caputo points out, tradition can become vigle
it can lose the love that originally set the tratitin motion and become ’empty’
tradition, "sustained by violence.” Therefore, imer to keep the ’first love,” the second

moment of deconstruction "[ishessianic dissociatignvhich thus prevents these names
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from freezing over, from hardening and contractimgmselves within their present
limits.”*?> The distinction between good and evil is takemfteadition, which portrays
Caputo’s nominalism. The named abyss with its aaset cultural tradition supplies a
guideline, whereas khora is silently there as tieifralizing’ possibility that it is
possible to think otherwise. One’s tradition, whaduld have clear pictures of what is
right and wrong, will inescapably at some pointiaeinted by the silent khora under

whatever name it might emerge.

Dissolving Pluralism?
Ronald Kuipers has a question to Caputo concethiagelation between identity and

plurality. "[H]ow,” he asks, "[can] deconstructi@ifirm cultural and religious pluralism
without at the same time allowing determinate comities to retain a certain sense of
unique identity.*** The question is raised on the background of Daisidream of "a
community without identity, of a non-identical coranity that cannot say | or we, for,
after all, the very idea of a community is to fiyr{imunis, munerjsourselves in common
against the other** In Kuipers view, this attitude is taken up in Cipsi treatment of
the concrete messianisms, seeing them as somehevenily violent. Kuipers points out
that "[i]t is in the name of peace that deconstarctvishes to think the structural
possibility of the religious without getting tocosk to any particular religiort?® In

short, Kuipers asks how there can be true pluraditer all, if there is not a way of
having a unique identity, having something which tithers doesot have.

Caputo begins his answer by pointing to deconstm'stemphasis on thiension
between the messianic and the messianisms. Theeoe Aaifhebung,’” no happy
synthesis. As he says, "[o]ne the one hand, a etebut too determined and local faith;
on the other hand, an open but too empty formalfsmal. it will never be possible to

choose between ther?® The messianic is based on the premise that "[wjreatwe

122 caputoWhat Do | Love When | Love My Go@D4

123 Ronald A. Kuipers, “Dangerous safety, safe dafigerReligion with/out religioned. James H. Olthuis (London:
Routledge, 2002), 23.

124 3ohn D. CaputdThe Prayers and Tears of Jacques Derrida: Religidthout Religion(Bloomington: Indiana
University Press, 1997), 231.

125 Kuipers,Dangerous safety, safe dangel6.

126 CaputoHoping in hope126-127.
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hope for, we are always hoping in hope itséif.The tension between hope itself and
hope with a content must be kept, for, as Capute,sa
"l do not see how anything is safe, how any bodpelifefs or practices, how
any institution, of any sort or whatever sort,ages unless it exposes itself to
the danger of deconstruction. For [...] the madtiestsdrives 'people of

God'’ to kill in the name of God, the giver of life.] is a far greater danger
than deconstruction or dissent®

Further, "[tlhe messianic in the messianisms isptegouncement that our credo, the
several credos of the many faiths, are never theitiee word, the last word, that we are
all more or less children of the cosmic moment molr we have been born and are
unable to lift ourselves up and out of that cosaginstraint.**® The messianic is the ™it
could be otherwise’ in any specific messianist.However, Caputo concedes that in
Prayers and Tears he has failed rhetorically tg kiee tension. For, he ends, "even as the
community must take the risk of hospitality, must pself at risk by opening its doors to
the other, so deconstruction, if there were suttting, must take the risk of

community.*3*

The Messianism — Caputo’s God

A New Song to the Lord
Moving from the messianic, the structure or th@fgmar’ of the languages of faith

(remembering that each grammar is unique and cemégdded, exists, only in actual
languages, even as it is a haunting perspectiggesting the reasonable and more
universal dynamics at play behind the surface ajppea of contingent and singular
forms), to the surface structure of Caputo’s messi, we hear Caputo singing a song to
the Lord which might raise a few eyebrows in thevpeCaputo’s reimagining of God as
having at most the power of powerlessness, of beicgl rather than a causeh@win

time rather than whaton the plane of being, means that the doctringextio ex nihilo

is opposed, the interpretation of Lazarus’ restiwacas a body being resuscitated

127 caputoHoping in hope127.
128 CaputoHoping in hope127.
128 caputoHoping in hope128.
130 caputoHoping in hope128.
131 CaputoHoping in hope128.
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rejected™*? and there is little, and at most in the shape refrsterpretation, talk of
incarnation, revelation, and transcendence. Andntiagie of a God who halts a landslide
or heals a cancerous tumor is rejected, even gshttaese 'this is the word of God’ is
assessed as far too bold. The recognizable intenaat God in the dual sense of talk and
act, is not part of Caputo’s theology. We are natbi with the trace in language, with
the dream, the passion, and the prayer for thet@heays to come, and there is always a
great 'unknown’ placed next to our beliefs, maksuge they remain faith and not
knowledge.

What are we to make of this? If we think of religgoand languages, and
denominations as dialects, does Caputo’s particdi@liect portray such a heavy accent
that he belongs with the Unitarians (Heltzel's msg®3), with the deconstructors in
need ofmetanoiafrom nihilism (Radical Orthodoxy’s suggestion),are we to accept
Caputo’s self-identification with the Catholics? d®beyond placing the right tag on
Caputo’s forehead, to what extent are we to inaagoCaputo’s theology as a
contribution to the life of faith and the church?

Let us begin with understanding Caputo’s own religilocalization. In order to
do so, | stick to the imagery of religions as laages, intending later on to expand the
notion to a full-fledged metaphor, in other wortlsating language as a metaphor for
faith. This also, | believe, goes along with Cafgit;mderstanding of his self-
identification. For, for all Caputo’s rejection suspicion of the traditional creeds and
dogmas, the fact remains that he keeps the voagth#geonce learned, he still speaks as
someone who grew up speaking 'Catholicism,” whiatheled he did, and he even learned
it from the Catholic masters, like Aquinas, for winde still keeps a place in his heart (he
even has a spacious place fandheranthere in the shape of his 'first (academic) love,’
Kierkegaard). Along the way he has learned frortiriuals’ like Heidegger, who with
time left his Catholic speech as a silent memany, lzevinas, the great translator of
Judaism into philosophy (the Greek dialect), anéven found Derrida speaking words

1824n the kingdom, death turns into life, but thatazing transformation should not be confused wistrang
theology of magical resuscitations or supernatmtalventions upon natural processes. For that dvouét the
kingdom to the order of being instead of releasimgevent that invites — and an invitation is akveace.” Caputo,
Weaknessl5.

133«The conspicuous lack of reference to the Tritiilgoughout the volume exposes a Unitarian tendenGaputo’s
doctrine of God.” Peter Goodwin Heltzel, "The Weeks of God,” review ofhe Weakness of Gadly John D.
Caputo,Journal for Cultural and Religious Theaqryol. 6 no. 3, Fall 2005, 98.
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he could understand (very well!), but Caputo hasedso without forgetting his mother
tongue. We all have our tradition, our inheritaGaputo says, and his is the language and
culture of Catholic faith. He sticks with its voeasry and gestures, but of course in a
very conscious way, always receiving tradition vattspicion and always thinking
consciously before he speaks, his question beihgt 8 the most truthful way to speak
this language and to act out this culture thatviehaherited?

Like an inner city teenager (a hip-hop’er maybgp@o speaks in a new way
unrecognizable to some within the same languagereonity. The question is where we
are to draw the line between one language and andthe question is important because
if Caputo does not speak Christian faith, why stow take him as a point of reference
for the church? Continuing with the notion of faiths languages, we might say that
Christianfaith is associated with Christ in some way, givivagne to the faith in
question. And this association must take the fofmepeating forwards the words of
Christ, entering some form of 'dialogue’ with Cltriis the language of Christ. Caputo’s
language, his faith, is clearly associated withi€shbased on a 'conversation’ and
negotiation, identifying the language of Christlasroughly Jewish, and taking up the
words of Christ, like forgiveness, metanoia, kinggdospitality, and repeating them.
However, Caputo speaks mostly with the historidali€t of biblical criticism (which is
why he leaves some words out, and reinterprets®th®t so much the ’living Christ’ of
today nor the Christ who is coming to judge thélivand the dead. Though if we take
this dialogue to take place in the mode of pra@aputo is right there with us, on his
knees, except injecting a whole lot more unknowimbis address than most would. In
fact, Caputo says that his whole interest in thgpls based on his interest in prayer. All
in all I would count Caputo among the speakershuigiian faith, he is there with those
that believe "that we are not alone,” repeatingvitoeds of Christ, looking forward to the
coming of Messiah, even as | recognize that Capugpéech would sound like nonsense
(quite literally) to some Christians.

Ultimately, languages function in relations, andhféanguages function mainly in
our relation to what ibeyondeveryday life. That is, with the inherited vocadnyl
structure (grammar), and culture associated witlanguage, we interpret, express

ourselves, and act, in the case of religion withghrt of existence which goes beyond
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the everyday language, making the languages ¢f $aitne kind of 'metalanguage.’ This
is not to say that the language of faith does agtranything to do with everyday life

and languaculture; faith might perfectly well tres itself ('incarnate’) into everyday
language, even as everyday language might trantdetkinto faith language. Caputo’s
'beyond’ is a whole lot more unknown and wholly ettthan the 'other’ of the creeds and
dogmas, which is associated with historical actsparticular words. There is a strong
sense of unity associated with the creeds and degmoatrayed in the perception of their
relatively unproblematic translation into otherdaages: the words are vehicles of
meaning expressing truths about reality (the really reality). Caputo would, in the
name ofdifféranceemphasize the lack of unmediated experienceshanidtk of any
purearché the lack of any safe harbor for meaning, makirggdreeds and dogmas
themselves, and their translations, exposed tesgaid losses which does not leave them
untouched, in virtue of their lack of an unmediabeigin. Meaning is, in Caputo’s view,

a temporary unity which might disperse in time ¢one, which is why Caputo introduces
the event as the 'truth’ of the name, indicatingraporal concept of truth in which only
the eschatological end of history might halt theypsf trace<>* When | now turn to
Caputo’s reconceiving of God as the weak force cdlh | therefore turn first to the
guestion of Caputo’s relating dffféranceto unity, and with that asking for the
possibility of a non-violent manifestation and ceqeent identification (at least partly) of

the unknown, the beyond, the wholly other.

God Confounding God?
Going back to Plato’'Simaeudialogue, the question is whether there is funddaily a

unity in which all things participate, differentiatioeibg a virtue of partaking more or
less in the unity, or whether there is fundameytifference unity being violently

imposed from outside onto matters which are whedlgarated (wholly othetj> Now,

134 Similar to Pannenberg’s eschatological understandf reason, but with less of a belief in the bty of
historically authenticating the sayings of Jesusuathe eschaton on the basis of his resurrediaputo would leave a
whole lot more room for doubt in that regard, whighvhy he believes the future is more open thamBaberg would
say.

13%Caputo would say that “the inevitability of spacing] constitutes an archi-violence, a structuraidition. [...]
indeed, being on the alert to the constructibaitygl contingency of our beliefs and practices, wisdhe reminder that
‘archi-violence’ serves on us, is just what cart Ipestect the peace.” (Caputdpping in hope146-147). The
structural archi-violence should be a remindehtok twice before we commit “violence toward diss&(Caputo,

41



for all its talk of difference, | do not takifféranceto imply a radical metaphysical
difference, effacing or rejecting unityholly. If nothing else, there must be, as Deleuze
says, that things have a unity in the singularftsheir difference'*® Rather, in their post-
structuralist attitude, deconstructors want to moeygondhe closed system of
structuralism with its strong emphasis on a deteatvlie unity (hardwired to theystem
to the radical openness of a quasi-system whicbnstantly being constructed and
deconstructed in virtue of the play of traces, Whimuld not halt until time ends. An
open system works as an infinite regress (deféerddifférancg and the unity, if there
is one, is thus elevated to a very transcendems¢endental, the wholly other so other
that of it we can only say that we do not knowiaghThere is, to be sure, emphasis on
difference at the expense of unity, but some canaepnity is allowed. The point of
Derrida and Caputo, however, is that we cannoube af this fundamental unity, it slips
away from us, moves out of reach. This assertishares with negative theology. The
difference is that in negative theology the unityought of as God — whereas Derrida
and Caputo want to keep the unknown even whenrthy ig identified (in faith!) as
God. Unity has no metaphysical back-up. The paitihat difference and unknowing
plays a bigger role for Derrida and Caputo withenatsing unity and knowledge. We all
participate in some unity, for example @mammon situatedness unknowing. We are,
all of us, those who do not know who they are.rcpical life, however, once the voice
of these philosophical musings fade, we are |eti fécing différance, lacking a strong
epistemology, facing up to undecidability whichlthe condition of making a decision.
At the beginning of this theology, Caputo puts keds around the question
whether God exists or not in order to get to thecstire of the event, closing in on the
messianic in relation to which he believes evergsranism needs to be held in tension.
Caputo therefore proceeds from language itselin fsomething accessible to anybody,
thenameof God, rather than the speaker, émity of God, whose existence is not
obvious to everybody. Working his way on the hedlhe trace in language, Caputo

suggests that we are better off thinking of God aall rather than a cause, that what he

Hoping in hope130) of which the religious institutions havhistory. In that regard we should respéiftéranceso
that we do not commit violence in the name of unitkiich is not an unlikely possibility but happeaikthe time.

136 | mean something like Deleuze’s univocity of bginvhat all things have in common is the singuyeoit their
difference.” CaputoAfter the death of God 29.
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finds astir in the name of God is the event of wieakunconditional forces like
forgivenesshospitality andthe gift, seeing in these weak messianic forces the akality
break the circle of economics and confounds thegpsihat might be. A question which
emerges when we locate in God the ability to condotlhe powerful is what we are to
make ofreal power and strong forces, then. Where do they doome? Since they are

not God’s, are we then in the hands of strong iigiec?) forces other than God, forces
which, unlike Godgcauseand not onlycall, forces which threaten to make the concept of
the weak God uninteresting? Is it not inherenhimtery concept of God to be a cut
above the rest, to be theostpowerful?

Caputo’s answer is to say that there are powergands which aréghereand
which are not God, like thimhu wa-bohuat the beginning of Genesis, but that these
forces areonfoundedand in that sense 'ruled’ by the weakness of Glmdvever,
someone might ask back; if God does not found byt confound the powers that may
be, is not God only a response, always caughtwsenic dance in which God might be a
step behind, up against something unknown whicthtpgtentially overcome God? This
is a question that Caputo neither has been askeahswered as far as | know, but |
think it is possible to give an answer which igjlely Caputoan, but with an addition.

| begin with the addition, which is to introducethuther’s twin concept of the
'hidden God’ and the 'revealed God.” Relating #uisCaputo’s theology we could say
that the hidden God corresponds toekient to the answer to the question put in
brackets. The revealed God would correspond todnecof God, to what is present and
contingent, a hermeneutical key, conditional ardi@dar. Of the 'hidden God’ we do
not know a thing, it might not even be God; as kutbays, it could be God or the devil;
more precisely we could call it 'hidden x’ or simphidden.” Among the things hidden,
in Caputo’s system, is the origin of the world dhel cause of everything there is. Thus
the powers that God confounds, and which mightri@tly overcome God, have an
unknown origin. Indeed, their possibility of unsieti God might justify the inclusion of
‘God’ behind ‘hidden,” since whatever ‘beats’ Gadely has earned the title ‘God.’ In
Caputo’s view, since we cannot know a thing abbetitidden God — the hidden God is
structurally alway$eyondknowing or unknowing — we can say that the only @Gud

we know of is God as the weak force of a call withthereby necessarily subordinating
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our God to an unknown stronger power. God confotinepowers that might be, we
hope! We hope and pray that God’s ‘good’ wins ouhie end, for of the outcome
nobody knows, not even God.

So in a similar move to Luther’s theology, Caputms away from the question
of the hidden God, leaves the question in the latscknd thinks wehouldleave it that
way, and turns from this transcendent transcendiniife as it is here and now. The
difference, and the main question in the curreatice, is that for Luther we flee from
the hidden God to the God revealed in Jesus Chnst;Jesus heals, prophecies and is
raised from the dead. The revealed God of Luthbotk an identifiable somebody and a
causal agent. This would surely break with Caputotons of the unknown caller and
the weak force of a call, not a cause?

The answer to this question has two parts, botadans the relation between the
revealed and the hidden God. The first is concewitddthepossibilityof God’s
interaction, both in terms of identifiable speeadk action. It seems, based on Caputo’s
rejection of the ‘miraculous’ in the New Testamaruding the incarnation and the
resurrection, and in line with his understandingsold as one who is not responsible for
evil because Godannotintervene, that Caputo argues in favor of a God ndtoonly
does not interact, but whzannotdo so. This, in my mind, is underestimating thedliul
God, and moving beyond the structural undecidalitd asserts that God did not raise
Christ from the dead, and that neither does Gaatawct today. Not onlgoes ngtbutcan
not It is not possible. Faith in an interactive Gedrade impossible. That, to Caputo,
would again make God the strong, causal God, wighhjiist as well have created ex
nihilo and be the sovereign power plug for all éhes; the God who now is responsible
for all that happens, for better and for worse. @Gdalack as a cause rather than a call,
and violence in the name of God is at hand; Ggubwerful and sovereign and | through
my knowledge and association with this God is gleaerful and sovereign.

My response would be that even if something hapdehas say someone is
healed in a ‘supernatural’ way, and attribute tgaling to God’s action, or, to take
another example, if someone takes the story ofeberrected Christ to be a true story in
the sense that Christ was actually risen from geddif something happens which seems

to counter the notion of God as simply the weakdaf a call, nevertheless the structure
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of the hidden God, the hidden x, the glitch betweennamed abyss (for example the
revealed God, or justice) and the silent khoragtieenal recess, remains. Even if the
revealed God seems to be both an identifiable sodyefe.g., Jesus Christ) and in
possession of real power, the hidden x is stiltehand there is no way we can identify it
with the revealed God. If we did, the hidden Godildacease to exist.

Rather, even if, and | safy God were to interact, what would then remain aidd
is why there would still be suffering, death, eaihd silence from God. All these
‘events,” which on the face of it should not takege after we have gotten to know a
good and powerful God, these ‘events’ which nowcas in the role of ‘impossible,” are
now the ones who confound the image of the goocpameerful God we know. We
could say that the revealed God is unhorsed bjitlden God, the hidden'%’ If, after
having conceived of God as a strong God able &yact, my expectation, the ‘possible,’
is that God will interact in the future in a sinmil@ay. This is, however, flooded out by
the impossible, which is that God wilbtinteract. For, how could Gaabtinteract? But
this isexactlywhat happens; ifift) in the one moment someone is healed, in the next
many are not; if in the one moment God speaksiemext God does not. And even the
one who had been healed will eventually die, exsetiha one who heard the word of God
might forget it. Therefore, even the interactiorGafd could be said to be ‘doketism,” an
interaction which is not followed up on and whickght even lead us with time to doubt
whether what happened was God interacting at aliybd it was something else? In that
sense the weakness of God reoccurs. The revealdi@@oefore, even if in some
moments perceived as a personal and powerful Godldwetain a certain weakness.
Thus, though structurally God does hatveto interact, it is a possibility. And further,
the weakness of God can be maintained even witpdhsibility that God might interact,
if God where to interact.

There is another perspective which sheds lighhersame problematic. To begin
with, related to the messianic, Caputo is on atjieeshe structure of the event, which in

turn supports his quest for the event taking pladee name of God, which makes up his

187 We expose the name of God, not to the coming e god, but to the coming of something otherhss God,
something new in which the name of God may be dégal, and this just in virtue of the event harbdrgthe name of
God. That is what the deconstruction of the nam@ax would come down to. That is what the weakoésseology
would come down to. Nothing is safe.” Caputdeakness293.
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messianism. As such Caputo is out to establishgtlaenmatical features’ of faith which
he in turn usebothto show how deconstruction shares the same traitsthat
deconstruction can be thought of as a religiougdage among otherandas a specter
in his analysis of the name of God.

Now, part of Caputo’s analysis of the name of Gotbitreat it as a word, not as
an entity, and since it is a word, with an intetimeepower. In that sense, God is a weak
force, what Caputo calls the weak but unconditidoade of a call. In other words, the
trace of the event is that of a call, a passiaiream, and the trace takes place in
language. From the weak force of a eadlare called tanakeGod strong; we are to give
God flesh and bones in the sense that we ararnslatethe name of God into deed, a
translation which marks the constitution of thegdom of God.

Caputo is very much focused on the side of tignifier,” focused on the sign,
pointing out that the very achievement of the s&io point to something which is not
there, and which might not be at all. This is hbe word ‘God’ functions for Caputo, as
a sign, and a very important sign indeed (not teobg save the name!). Signs might be
both written and spoken, we could even make afoaisggns functioning as thoughts,
and therefore God might be a word that fundameangilbpes our lives. It might function
as the most foundational ‘perspective,” the mostiamental hermeneutic of all.

What | would like to challenge Caputo on, is on plossibility ofactsfunctioning
as sings. Let me give an example. If somebody m&k& shut the door and |
subsequently do so, could we not think of the &ctasing the door as a linguistic sign?
This would of course presuppose the power of onversation partner to do so, but the
guestion of an identifiable entity would not hagebe settled anymore than in the case of
hearing a call. Based on this | would ask if weldaot think the possibility of the sign
of ‘God’ as amact Could we not, just as we might identify the tracéanguage, identify
the trace in acts? Could there be acts which h@ed"spelled all over them?

Based on this we might say that the translation@aguto suggests of the name
of God into deed might work both ways, that deedshiralso function as signs which
could be translated into words. This could in thenthe basis for a less critical attitude
towards the Scriptures, not only looking in thainguage for the trace of God, looking

for the symbolic truth, the event within, but alsoking at theactsthe Scriptures
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describe and taking these as traces of God. Lgtaim out, again, that throughout all of
this there is no problem of keeping the bracketsitad the question of the existence of
God. God may perfectly well exist or not, | am heteby deciding that issue. All | am
doing is inscribing the possibility of acts of Galde deeds of God, the interactions of
God, within the ‘grammar’ of faith.

| said there would be two parts to the answer eéagirestion of how to relate
Luther’s concept of the revealed God as an idetié somebody and a causal agent to
Caputo’s concept of the unknown caller and the weste of a call, not a cause. In the
first part | criticize Caputo for not even allowifigy thepossibilitythat God might
interact, that there might be interactions ascriime@od. In this second part | wish to
highlight the fact that evelhwe were to we were to identify the revealed God asrtain
somebody with a certain power, and even if thealdeGod were to say that the hidden
God is such and such, in other words, if the reask@8od is revealing to us who the
hidden God is, the structure of the hidden God dsstill be there. For, taking God’s
word for it, believing God, is a move madeaith, being made on the background that
we cannot knowthat it is undecidable whether God is speakimrgtithth or not. If we
think that identifying the revealed God in, for exae, Jesus Christ, and allowing that
God interacts, settles the question of who thedndd@od is, we are mistaken. That would
also amount, in my view, to an underestimatiorhefhidden God. In that respect |
believe Caputo has a very good point in requikihgrato always remain next to God as
apossibility, as a haunting specter, without ever letting the ar the other get such an
authority as to break the tension. We are all @d/ib make a move in favor of one or the
other, but that move can only be madéaith, and without canceling out the other
option! Therefore, even to those who believe Gadtg)khoraremains in place as the

very condition for that faith in the first place.

The Messianism — Caputo’s Kingdom

At the Boarder
If Caputo is something of an unorthodox composesonigs to the Lord, his reputation as

a boarder patrol officer raises eyebrows in equedsure. For, says Caputo, the kingdom
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is everybody’s, regardless of religious traditidfieven as it is nobody’s and is not a
kingdom in which one might file for citizenship,nst to be inhabited, but only to be
visited on day-trips (or probably more on nighp#). We all move in and out of the
kingdom, regardless of our theology and our religiaffiliation, courtesy of our hearing,
our hearing as heeding (or non-hearing/heedinghegvent of the calf® And this call,
says Caputo, does not issue from an identifiableesme, but is constituted by the caller
being unknown, leaving the call to stand on its ®haky legs without the force of a
metaphysical backup. In other words, the kingdomiisout a king giving New Year
speeches to the people. If there is a king it i$, imore like the unknown heir to the
throne being dressed in rags and living on theestAnd what is more, neither is the
kingdom in possession of treasures of the valuldbl® of an eternal blessed state.
Salvation is here and now, the kingdom is hereraavd, and of what awaits beyond
death nobody knows. Such is Caputo’s ‘minimalistSition, acting like a postmodern
version of the apostle Thomas - the prototype pisit sticking to what he sees with his
own eyes. Again the question is whether Caputodsassured in rejecting the afterlife, in

rejecting the possibility of a salvatidimen not only now.

An Eschatological Kingdom?
To try to file an answer, let me go back to thdatiic of the revealed God being

confounded by the hidden x and the reoccurren¢&odf as the weak force of a call. Let
me this time add one more notion, nantetye as the horizon for this dialectic. There is
an inherent temporal dimension to any dialecticluding this one. To halt the dialectic
there cannot be anything less than the end ofrigistoe end of time. Now, add to the
horizon of time the dialectic (which to be surasés in motion only by perceiving God as
an identifiable someone interacting, and if notjardegins but remains with the notion
of God as a weak force), and we see that if tinte end, the dialectic is to be halted in
the notioneitherof God as weak or strong. In order for God to rensiong beyond

eschaton, which is the possibility explored hereans that there must be an end to all

138 «The idea of one true religion or religious discsior body of religious narratives makes no meres than the
idea of one true poem or one true language orroieeculture.” Caputd/Neaknessl18.

139 “My hypothesis is that making the truth happeoing hospitality, is whatonstitutesnembership in the kingdom.”
Caputo,Weaknes268.
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tears, to all suffering, to all evil, all death,short to everything which confounds God'’s
strength.

In such a perspective we might note two thingsstFthis all falls in line with the
Messianic structure in which the coming of Messiaans the end of history; even
Caputo admits this much. Messiah is the figurectvimaugurates the new era in which
“death will be no more.” Second, by allowing for &t remain strongeyondhe end of
time, we have identified the power of the strongiGpecificallyin overcoming death,
evil, suffering and anything else which might beasated with confounding the
revealed God who interacts. In this way we see piole that real power is not
‘neutral,’ ‘cold’ power, but rather that power asitength is associated with a fight
against evil and everything that counters Elohiv@glict of ‘good.’ In that sense the
power of God does not representomercomingof the weakness of God, but an
affirmation of it. We could say with the words of Caputo tfjhe transcendence of
God is not at odds with the weak force of Goi the weak force of God*

Now, if God at the end of time turns out to be istrodoes that mean that God
through history has been a bipolar figure in wiitoh revealed God has been confounded
by Godself? First of all, all this talk of the reaed and the hidden God i€anceptual
way of interpreting reality from the viewpoint ofam; it is more than anything a
hermeneutic, a way of interpreting. Second, andeswe have not yet explained where
evil comes from, we must remember that the hidded &n benany that it can bdéoth
God and the devil. In that sense, it is possiblestep the distinction between the revealed
God and the hidden ‘God’ here in time, while natylag the possibility that the hidden
Godmayturn out to be a strong God inaugurating a kingdayond time.

A Kingdom Now?
Thepossibilityof an eschatological kingdom affects the percepbiotihe kingdom now.

First of all, we have to consider the relation kestw kingdom and salvation. If salvation
is not only now but also then we would all wantriake sure we are saved for eternity,
and salvation is easily associated with bemtpe kingdom. Caputo, however, does not

handle out citizenship in this kingdom but rathgksaus to embody it by heeding the call.

140 caputoWeakness38.
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For, in Caputo’s view we do not need to be in timg#om at all to be saved, va#l get
saved. Many believers and churches, however, thifdrently, and truly, as Caputo
points out, this is one dfiemost important questions to be sett&d.

It is not the intention to discuss this dogma itadebut let me briefly sketch a
possible response. Taking Christian faith as aldagg and culture we can say that its
tradition and its Scriptures clearly has a conoépeing eternally lost, of eternal
damnation away from God’s presence, courtesy aofgoenjust, unholy, unforgiven or
unbelieving.. At the same time, Scripture exphcgtates that God wants everybody to be
saved. Taking up the distinction between the reaceahd the hidden God we could say
that to the extent that Christ is the incarnatib®od, we see his mission as one of
salvation, seeking what was lost and redeemirig that sense we could associate the
redeeming intention indicated in Scripture with theealed God. Other texts and streams
indicating otherwise, which would be a serious caxdiittion to a good, redeemer God,
we could leave with the hidden God, hoping agdiogte that there will turn out to be no
eternal damnation for anyone. However, this wollld@a particulafaith, and with faith
comes the possibility of faith’s negation beingetrlt might be otherwise. In that sense,
we are not to treat easily texts which seem toredittt the revealed God, the concept we
carry of God. The possibility of the eternal danmabf the lost is a specter that haunts
us, just like Nietzsche’s terrifying vision of hunsabeing small animals inhabiting a
planet without anyone watching or caring, humankmention words like ‘morals’ and
‘God,” while eventually the planet will fall backto the sun while the universe yawns.

Second, the possibility of identifying a revealed anteracting God in time
means the possibility of having God among us, Bacenow, not only among the
speakers of the language of faith, but among alispfalong the lines of Luther’s
panentheism. In that sense, God could be the tchegsed in rags, asleep on the side-
walk, maybe God couldspeciallybe the tramp, since most of us tend to hear agron
call issuing from a tramp than a well-off stock k&trbroker living in a nice house in a
settled neighborhood. Beyond seeing the world thindhe interpretive filter of ‘God,’

translating the name of God into deed, which isu@ap suggestion, we would be open

141wWho is in and who is out? That is one of humadisrmost pointed, poignant, and painful questio@aputo,
Weaknes266.
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to consider the presence of God among us suclGibcinight be there giving God flesh
and blood, and th&odmight be there translating the name of God intaldee vice
versa). In this sense, we might say that our lagguw faith is open to change, like any
language, through the lived experience of God.

I would like to make a sidestep for a second amicker the word ‘translation.”’
There are many theories as to what is actuallystadéed in translation, even as there are
many who would sign on the impossibility of theargit; it simply happens. The
question could be phrased like this: with what dbestranslator cross the boarders
between languages? Meaning? No, meaning is nat@ # determinable object. The
‘dynamic equivalent’ or Heidegger’s original pheremon? No, those are impossible to
reconstruct. The event? Well, that is maybe thé ©agggestion so far, but the event is not
(yet) and is therefore difficult to carry across.\@hat crosses the boarder? | would
suggest that what crosses the boarder in translatiiirst and foremost thteanslator.

The act of translating is a relational act wherabglation is established or extended. |
would therefore argue that to the extent that Garbuinted among the language
community of Christian faith, God is there offeriagelationship (we could add, through
his Word which was indeed a translation of sortsileed, Kearns seems to suggest a
similar move when she points out that what Capatmanplishes throughout all his
‘translations’ of Derrida into theology is to “dothis affirmation to his friend and
colleague, Jacques Derrida himséff”

The kingdom of God, thus, might not only be a kioigdin which we are called
by the event of a call issuing from, among othenes, the name of God.rttightinclude
the interacting God among the speakers of its laggulf God were to identify himself
through his interaction, this might mark the shifim thinking of ‘the word of God’ as
‘the latest rumor of God’ to thinking of it as therd spoken by Godself.

142 Kearns, Impossible, 294.
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Weakness

In the introduction | set myself the goal of loagifor a perspective which could be
helpful to people of faith, both in an individualdaa communal perspective. Throughout
the last chapter | have repeatedly reached fomggtaphor of thinking of faith as a
language, a metaphor Caputo himself mentions icanéext of his theology of religions.
I intend, however, to expand on this particularapibr to see if it might function as a
rather holistic and concrete way of approachingotien abstract and theoretical
theological arguments, thereby hopefully offeritegif as a model which might function
among a wider audience. This makes up the firgtgdahis chapter.

The second part will be an attempt to gather orbdses of Caputo’s theology
some thoughts for how we can do ‘church developrhkemtentioned the growing
interest in the field among churches in Norway, #mslis my small contribution to this
field, presenting itself as a friendly critiquethmat it affirms much of the passion within
the movement yet sees a need to balance the Bagsto’s theology of weakness

should be a useful challenge in that regard.

Language As Metaphor for Faith

First of all, since using language as a metaphoiaith is intended to function in a wider
audience, | would like to point out that I thinkabrks well as a common ground
accepted by people with differing beliefs and tbhgas. This might especially be so with
people who do not attend church often, but stiisider themselves believers or are
members of a church. The church’s vocabulary anguage, the name it keeps, the
heritage it guards, the tradition it keeps alivkofthis, for all the talk of decline in
numbers, is still very much a part of the commornithge of the people in Norway. Of
course identifying the common ground in the languaffaith is not in opposition to
identifying ‘the Gospel’ or ‘Jesus,’ or whatevesewould be filed missing in my
assertion, as the common ground; the Gospel is mar@y of living, a culture, than a
book, and Jesus is the most fundamental wbedyord/Word, of the vocabulary of the
Christian church. In that sense this particularaplebr is able to downplay theological

differences, even as it shows that our heritagé ke weak kind; as with language
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death, it only takes a few generations for our leagge, our faith to be lost; every
generation must learn it anew.

Though not primarily a vehicle for negotiating thempcal differences, but rather
emphasizing the relational and prayerful aspe&itt, language as metaphor for faith
necessarily conveys certain theological affiliatipand Caputo supplies much material
for such a metaphor. The relational aspect is lggtéd by Caputo when he asserts that
“God’ is not an object but the other end of pray#f Faith as language might thus be
associated with our address to God, faith is thguage we speak to God, even as faith
as language gives us the eyes to see God; “Gadyigjiven in prayer.** Another
aspect of Caputo’s theology relevant for languaymataphor for faith, is Caputo’s
awareness of our situatedness, working our way fibrerever we are, hard on the heals
of the trace, even as with the notion of the ti@aputo has already inscriblEthguageas
a fundamental part of his theology. He says, "[éginwith the tracewithin the trace,
within a set of traces, in the text of a contexichithas us before we have it [...]. We
being wherever we are — in the midst of a languafja,tradition, a heritage*® The
same notion is reflected in his discussion of tlessranic, of the archi-messianic, of the
archi-promise in language:

"The other promised to us in and by language alwagsains out-standing,
still to come, still promised, structurally, for g as we are speaking,
rather like a Messiah who does not show up. Tolspe® succumb to
messianic longing, or rather to embrace and affiridow does the promise
issued in and by language arise? Who is makingat® is it authorized?
What authority does it have? Why should we belig¥&ur language’ is not
ours, not if that means our private possessionmarition. If our language is
ours, it is not because it belongs to us but bexasbelong to it. We are

delivered over to our language and its mode oflasseg things. We grow up
within it, inherit its presuppositions*

This text might be a basis for speaking of faitlaagft, ultimately originating from God
who is behind the language - “God is responsihieife ‘word,’” the work of language,

meaningsensin the dual sense of both sense and directifiahd handed over to us

143 CaputoWeaknes<285.
144 CaputoWeaknes<286.
145 caputo. Questioning. 301
146 Caputo. Questioning. 200.
147 CaputoWeaknessl77.
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through our community and our tradition. The largguaf faith in turn shapes the way
we see the world, and hear, for as Caputo suggitek of faith, like creation, as an
acoustical event. It gives us the ears to heanaieat voice.**® In that sense the faith
that we inherit tunes us in to the voice of Godkjrsg us up for a relation to God, even as
language carries us in the felt absence of Gofairifjuage is the promise of things which
also slip away from its grip, their absence beiogstitutive of a sign or a trace.
Language is the memory and hope of things thaner@ow present*

Further, what Caputo brings to the language ofgs@ilan faith is the vocabulary of
the weakness of God, Caputo extends the vocabasaiyin a way ‘filling out what is
missing on the body of Christ;’” he is in many waysending the fullness of the Church'’s
life. Not only strength but weakness also has ttabked about in a conscious way,
maybe that is the best way of understanding stheaiier all. The hermeneutics that a
language is, in this case Christian faith, sup@ié&rmeneutics that gives a vocabulary
in the face of whatever life has in store for usisTlanguage has its origin in its
association with the God to whom we direct our she€or example, Elohim
pronounces the word 'good’ on creation, and thitésbasis of our interpretation as long
as we have learned the language of Elohim. Qu&isigert W. Jenson, we could say that
"it would not occur to creatures to call things égh unless God had antecedently done
so in our hearing®®What Caputo has done, is listening in on othecemiJesus in
Gethsemane and on the cross, and learned some orels thiat might fit in our language
of faith.

The Church As a Language Community
I now turn to the question of how we are to thifikhe church when using language as a

metaphor for faith. First of all, we can say theg Church is a language community,
gathered around the language of Christian faitle. different denominations can be
taken, to pursue the metaphor, as dialects, anfaitheof individuals as idiolects. No one
idiolect will be exactly the same if examined clgsé&till, there is enough similarity

among the speakers of Christian faith to say thata visible community gathered

148 CaputoWeaknessl81.
149 caputo. Questioning. 300.
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around a specific name, that of Christ Jesus. Vép kee name alive by both
remembering its past and keeping its future opeliowing the hermeneutics of Caputo,
the name of Jesus loses its meaning, its evahisihot kept open in order to release the
promise or call within. The Church is thus livingder two imperatives: save the name,
and look for the event everywhere save the namis.Ward-play, originating in Derrida,
plays with the ambiguity of the word 'save.” TheuEth is to live to save the name, keep
it, while at the same time living as if does notdéa name, thereby keeping its senses
open for the event coming under whatever other rexoept the name it has been
entrusted. The Church does its task of keepingémee of God even as it keeps the
'divine dialogue’ going through the use of the laage of faith in prayer, testimony, and
witness, always listening for God in the dual sevfsthe revealed God associated with
the name and the hidden God associated with th&.eve

The Church can further be seen as a language ¢opuisiishing 'grammar
books,” and deciding in matters of orthography emttrporation of new words, another
way of sayingheology Let me point out that language councils tencetlesmatters
afterthey have arisen, and oftentimes simply confirmatid already in use among
people. In this way, young people with fresh eyegemple capable of finding new words
for extraordinary events help keep the language atach new generation and each new
lived experience must make its mark on languag®fifit is in danger of dying out. New
events and changing surroundings call for new wardknew ways of expression.
Closely associated with the notion of language citine Church is also a language
school in which the language taught gives a 'filtlerough which God can be 'seen’ or
'heard.” The grammar of faith, theology, is workaat and taught. Another perspective
from language learning is that in order to leatargguage properly we must ‘become like
children,” we must be ‘born again’ and explore Weld like a child. Maybe we could do
catechetics as we teach language, in other wagds) Inethods from linguistics?

Lastly, the Church is to act as a translation ggeptace where people can come
and get their lives translated into 'faith’ througieaching and pastoral care. This
conforms nicely with the notion of persons asvéanlj human documents.’” Another focus
of translation is the welcoming of the other, tlsitality of translation that Derrida

talks about. Translation is a way of letting theusger in on what is happening, making
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the other feel welcome. Both ways of translation lsa seen as a form of "incarnational
translation’ in as far as the language of 'faithtiahe language of, say, Norwegian,
temporarily becomes one, making the human speakieo@dy the kingdom (and thereby
God) such that what is spoken is not only humardetut at the same time the word of
God. We have to keep in mind that translation isamby a translation of words, but also
a culture in which acts and deeds have their nigjiptice. To translate the languaculture
of faith into everyday languaculture involves narhal linguistic signs, like sharing
with those who are in need.

I now turn to the issue of language and salvativat, is, can we be ’bilinguals’ of
faith and identify God in both languages; does Goehk more than one faith-language?
From a human point of view, similar to languaghsytconvey communal norms,
whatever people actually speak. We could on thisshargue that it belongs to Christian
'grammar’ that Christ is the only way (though sodi@ects would disagree). However,
the language community of Christianity does noyamvolve humans, it also involves
God. If we are to locate a linguistic center of iBtian faith, like conducting a socio-
linguistic survey of a particular language groug,would locate it in the Trinity, both in
their inner dialogue and their dialogue with creatie humans listen in on an ongoing
conversation, like listening (and copying) our pdse What we hear is not normative in
the sense that we are forced, it is rather whaawtematically copy, and how we
naturally speak when we speak to God. Listeningnitod’s language is, following
Derrida’s notion of language, like listening to GodromisesIndeed, God has given his
word (Word). We are listening with interest, for @ all living at the hands of Messiah.
Further, the Bible, tradition and church historyike the history of a language; it is the
etymological well that we can go to in order to ersfand the richness of the language of
today. Another yielding perspective stems from Diars difference/indifference
distinction, meaning that precisely because heismlifferent to the other, he must be
indifferent (at least that is the obligation of sorence) in treating 'his own’ and the
stranger. That is, why feed only his cat if theroatt door is also hungry? | am heading
in the direction of Hegel, when he says that whenévwere are two persons — which we
could recast as a conversation between two peopte/o communities — there is always

the danger of becoming a master/slave relationshig,struggle for lordship. We are

56



always in need of a third-person liberating uss titieration also taking the shape of
demanding the preferential treatment already gieehe other. The other and the
another other. When we speak of faith as a langaadehe Church as a language
community, in order not to make the Church lord #redrest of the world slaves, we can
say that God is always present by a third persenSpirit, liberating us from the master-
slave struggle, even as the Spirit 'speaks’ toommscience by presenting itself as

another other.

Deconstruction and the Construction of the Church

How are we to relate deconstruction to the chugspecially if we conceive of the
church as wanting to be ‘constructed,” as in chaehelopment methods? We can begin
with Caputo’s distinction between name and everd.rifight think of the church as
having been entrusted the name; the task of thelehsi to keep the name safe. The
event, however, represents the ‘truth’ of the nagwen as the event represents the
kingdom, so that “the church is '"deconstructiblayt the kingdom of God, if there is such
a thing, is not. [...] [T]he kingdom of God is thatvirtue of which the church is
deconstructible** The kingdom is the event of the church, and decocison happens

in order to release the kingdom. But the eventjzethdent on the name the church keeps.
In that regard the church is concerned with memwith the past, with past events now
sheltered within the name. The Church is a mnemomiemunity (“do this in
remembrance of me”); as Caputo says, "the conceditgons are attached to the
specificity and propriety of their own proper nartiee name transmitted to them by their
traditions.™?

Deconstruction plays itself out as the constanbhatjon between the name and
the event simmering in the nartié Deconstruction, therefore emerges as a name for
what the church is, or should be, doing alreadyelg, keeping what it has been
entrusted even as it keeps it alive and at worklevdiways awaiting the future eagerly,
making sure it does not close in on itself. Accogdio Caputo, “[a] theology of the event

is inevitably a work in progress, an interim theplpa theology for the interregnum
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between what has been called God in theology arad isttoming, for which, of course,
we have no name beyond saying that it is ‘to catfé.This could be a good description
of all theology, not only Caputo’s theology of teent.
The church is, for all the talk of the kingdomusited in the world with its ways.

How is the church to deal with that when its dresard passion is of the kingdom come?
First of all, the church must not act segregatitimi§&od created the world and God
sustains it, and God is visible also in the wathefworld. As Caputo says, "we are never
simply going to walk away from economy. [...] Indeas Derrida says, it is the gift that
creates economies to begin with and keeps thenggbinBut still, we are not to forget
what is most important:

“We require economy, and there is no simple stapdintside economy, no

simple exterior to economy. We are enjoined botiwadk for our bread and

to trust God to give us our bread, to plan forftitare and to realize that the

future is in God’s hand. Both together, not onénhauitt the other. BuGod

first. We trust Godirst. Seekfirst the kingdom of God and then these daily
supplements will be added to yotr®

The church is therefore to put the kingdom firstt &#lso to remember to do its economic
tasks, and do them well, to plan ahead, make bsdget investments, all the while not
forgetting that what the church is aboub@t economics.

If we want to help in 'constructing’ a church, toild it up as a community of
believers, how are we to reconcile that with theaidyic of deconstruction which is at
play? First it must be said that deconstructiomosout to “level institutions [but] to open
them up, to keep them just, to let justice reigH fheaning that for all its suspicion and
search for weak points, deconstruction hasrastructiveaim. Deconstruction has much
in common with the part of church development éitare which emphasizes the
necessity of understanding the context of the ¢hbefore proceeding to build it up. The
difference is that deconstruction does not prode®d a retrieval of the ‘essenc& of
the church, but rather proceeds with caution,ngtiveakness and différance right into

the center of things. If not, church developmerghhivork with theories which has “the
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fundamental mark of idealizing, epistemologicall asychoanalytic fantasy, that is, the
removal of all the limits imposed by reality, camy out an action in an ideal space
where there is absolutely perfect control and rtoaee of resistance from the re&l®
Weakness is going to be with us right until the,eamdl we better understand it and
account for it in our theories if we want themastl Another feature of deconstruction is
to lift justice, hospitality and forgiveness upasever-present demand, regardless of
time and place. Even when working on a churchHerftiture, we are never to forget that
we areherg now, and that this moment demands justice, a justlielwcan not be
sacrificed in the name of a future achievement.

Caputo locates a certain ‘weakness’ and unknowtinigesheart of human
existence, that is, Caputo’s appropriation of &'s generalized apophatics calls for
faith to be precisely faith, which structurally indes a non-knowing. This locates an
‘epistemological weakness’ at the heart also ois@ian faith, which in turn calls for
humility; we could be wrong. The event which is theéh of the name is unavailable in
its purity, the only version of it available to lbsing a conditioned and interpreted (and
therefore deconstructible) one. Caputo’s eventdis ¢or deliteralization, which in a
messianism like Christianity means leaving a spieateeen the potentially dangerous
Secret which nobody knows and the secret thaielieve We need to remember that
next to the abyss of God is the abyss of khoratla@i is a holy undecidability between
them. Deconstruction inscribes a humbleness idagt of each and every one of us.

Caputo distinguishes the future present (whicmigly an extension of the
present) from an absolute future of which we cdy bope and pray, and the inherent
weakness portrayed by the church consists of iistent attempt to do the impossible,
namely to flesh out the kingdom in a world whereréhis no outside economy. Again,
the church cannot escape having to plan for theduwith budgets and long-term plans
while at the same time relying solely on God a# g@vider. The task is impossible and
the church can be forgiven for never finding aestdtperfect handling of the issue,
because there is none, only the constant tensmegotiation.

Another structural weakness which haunts the chigr€@aputo’s notion of ‘all is

hermeneutics,’ of there being no unmediated expeeeThis complicates finding a

159 CaputoWeakness30.
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‘core’ or ‘essence,’ a safe foundation upon whiahighty church can be erected. Caputo
is countering this by inscribing weakness not fnstl foremost in our out-working of a
plan or a ‘vision’ which is without weakness ineilis(it is perfect in an idealistic sense)
but rather inscribing weakness within God. Thiofszourse, in itself a hermeneutic, but
one which consequence is a respect for ‘non-batigdnce they are not simply the
ones on whom God has obviously not acted, butttieatinknowing that haunts us all
leaves us with a great deal in common, though thigit talk of trace and event instead
of incarnation and the personal God. Further, Gapitermeneutics of the weakness of
God puts emphasis on the inscription of Elohimief'ood’ and ‘yes’ in all things,
leaving God as the one responsible not first anehfiest for things being there, but for
things being good. We are thus called to counter§igd’s yes, which leaves us with
looking for the positive in our fellow human beinggher than drawing the line between
us.

Putting emphasis on the weakness of God leavesspsmsible for making the
power of God and God’s kingdom stronger than thegymf the world. This responsible
remains even if we identify the possibility of Gdintervene directly. We are to draw
our power and strength towards making the kingdomez We are called to translate the
name of God into deed, which makes our faith balfitipal and social, in other words,
makes faith embrace our whole life.

Inherent in this is the possible agreement witleothelievers about the
messianicwhich should be followed by humility as to onparticularmessianism
without giving up one’s patrticularity. Again, thén@ch should not too boldly claim to
embody the kingdom; there is more to the kingdoamtthe Church. Rather, the Church
should institutionally seek to become one withkimgdom, become the body of God, all
the while knowing that this would exceed the mepagsible. Caputo lays out nicely the
anarchic nature of the kingdom, which should peraiét disturb the Church with its

settled institution from within; the Church sholld aware of its deconstructibility.
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