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UNINTERESTING TRUTH?   TEDIUM AND EVENT  IN POSTMODERNITY
Catherine Keller, Drew University

Truthiness Triumphant


On the first airing of his fake news show, The Colbert Report, comedian Stephen Colbert offered a now-classic alternative to old-fashioned, factual truth-claims: the word “truthiness.”  Truthiness, declared Colbert, wearing his satiric persona as television commentator, is a kind of unquestionable truth of the heart.  The left doesn’t get it; they are “all fact, no heart.” “Face it, folks,” he announced; “we are a divided nation. Not between Democrats and Republicans… no, we are divided between those who think with their head, and those who know with their heart."  Of an infamously underqualified nominee for United States Supreme Court, he said, for instance: “If you 'think' about Harriet Myers, of course her nomination's absurd.  But the president didn't say he 'thought' about his selection.  He said this: 'I know her heart.'” "And what about Iraq? If you 'think' about it, maybe there are a few missing pieces to the rationale for war.  But doesn't taking Saddam out 'feel' like the right thing?"

The punch lines may lose their punch in the post-Bush era, but not their philosophical pertinence.  Whiteheadians will recognize that the trope of truthiness answers to the diagnosis that introduces Process and Reality.  The political abyss between the so-called heart and the so-called head may provide a monstrous example of the “life tedium” produced by the “differences of tempo between the mere emotions and the conceptual experiences.”  In the spectacle of superpower aggression justified by presidential ‘gut feeling’, did we witness an epistemological return of the repressed?  
Politically we may have been stunned at the hardness of the ruling hearts and the consummate truthiness wherewith truth can now be gutted.  Yet we who are stunned have been worryingly slow to expose the lies as such and to mount effective public alternatives.  Let me suggest that this paralysis, or truth-lag, has something to do with our postmodernism.  For the very concept of truth turned tedious on us.  The inflated certainties of modernity, themselves mimicking the theological absolutes they meant to supercede, continue quite unceremoniously to collapse. Truth has indeed seemed not only elusive but uninteresting--or rather, merely interested. So the tedium seems to have been characterized among thinking people (I want to say, it “feels like”) by a boredom tinged with cyncism as to the possibility of telling truth.  The tedium has intensified   over a century of the death of God among the head-people.  Arguably the entrenchment of cultural secularism has helped to provoke (in the US at least) an ever more organized reaction among the heart-folk.  Nietzsche--never bored or boring--recognized with celebration and with foreboding that God’s death expresses a rigorous truthfulness directed against delusion.  
He also knew that it pulls Truth itself with it—in God’s wake.  Poststructuralism 
can be said to theorize that wake.  If  continental thought in the Nietzschean heritage comprises the cutting edge of postmodernism,  Whiteheadians, less cutting and   edgy in style, claim a deeper postmodernism, never dissociated from either truth or God, for which Nietzsche might count as an uncle rather than a progenitor. Whitehead finds in religion “an ultimate craving to infuse into the insistent particularity of emotion that non-temporal generality which primarily belongs to conceptual thought alone.” In other words he has diagnosed the tedium as the break-down of that “supreme fusion.” And so process thought comes by its theology honorably.

In this exercise, I do not propose to analyze the political media of truth. But the current state of truthiness may offer a concrete vantage point upon theshared project of this volume, For our project threatens to turn paternalistically (not to say tediously) abstract: that of conceptualizing the terms of a possible rapprochement, a contrast in the technical sense, of  poststructuralism and process thought. Yet such an interchange has become a part of my own ability to theorize anything.  So I am grateful for the opportunity to make one more methodological pass at what Deleuze might call its “convergent divergences.” 
 To caricature the difference of head versus heart truths, even if process thought thinks more about feeling and the problem of the binary, would return us to comedy.  Nor is the divergence political, per se.  Deconstruction is preoccupied with questions of justice--the “indeconstructible” that is mobilized against all forms of totalizing power.
 while process theology comprises a theological counter-imperialism growing in texts and effects.
    
I am wondering, however, what a possible poststructuralist evolution of process thought signals for our capacity to make truth-claims: whether they are factual, political, cosmological or, yes, theological. To make claims, claims that lay claims upon ourselves and upon others, that commit us to high fidelity in language and a coordination of tempo in life. We have been accustomed within the process paradigm to a modest, fluid theory of truth as correspondence.
  The defense of correspondence as such is not part of Whitehead’s argument or priority.  On the contrary, his oft-cited claim-- that “it is more important that a proposition be interesting than that it be true”-- undoes the flat realism associated with most correspondence theories of truth.  Yet Whitehead nonetheless considers every proposition, whether or not it gets interesting, either true or false.  It refers to a world beyond the language of the claim. And this referentialism swells in Adventures of Ideas into the definition of Truth as the conformity of Appearance to Reality
.
 Whiteheadians today minimize these capitalized Ideas; eighty years later, we have read Foucault; we attend to the delusions and the legitimations of Power producing Truth.  How shall we speak truth to power when truth is already power? 
Truthiness today, with its folksy Christian feelings lubricating the power drive of an empire, seems unlikely to be answered by simply unmasking its falsehoods.  Yet for both poststructuralists and process thinkers, the capacity for truthfulness, which is to say honesty in the address of our shared world, would seem to be at stake.”  “Those who, like us, confess the humility of our condition should not be left to shiver through the night of truth all alone.” 
   Thus  John B. Caputo, as  he supplements  Foucault’s “truth of truth.” Yet poststructuralism renders us habitually self-conscious when we wish to speak of the reality of that world, and the truth or untruth of claims about it.  Judith Butler, reading the later Foucault, who disavowed any “self-satisfied form of constructivism,” thus encapsulates the dilemma: “Insofar as we do tell the truth, we conform to a criterion of truth, and we accept that criterion as binding upon us.”
  I’m going to suggest--in conversation necessarily with a variety of poststructuralisms that will allow me to address a cultural mood rather than an author’s idiosyncracy-- that while this bind may worsen the tedium, it also can fuel Whitehead’s salubrious critique of abstraction. 
Conformation and Deconstruction

The incompatibility between process thought and poststructuralism belongs to that wider antagonism that can be framed in terms of realism and anti-realism. Epistemologically, it could be caricatured as a war between the troops of Truth and the guerillas of anti-Truth.  These crass binaries do highlight real difference.  Whitehead occasionally makes himself an easy target of anti-realism:  “Apart from blunt truth, our lives sink decadently amid the perfume of hints and suggestions. The blunt truth that we require is the conformal correspondence of clear and distinct Appearance to Reality.”
  This is a clear and distinct reassertion of a theory of truth as correspondence.  So we might ask (blasphemously) whether his true/false propositionalism actually contributes to the tedium.  He sounds here almost as if he is defending Truth against that relativism, the heir of which is deconstruction. 

Derrida early defined deconstruction as: “the de-sedimentation… of all the significations that have their source in…the logos.  Particularly the signification of truth.  All the metaphysical determinations of truth.”
  Down another branch, Deleuze and Guattari insist “philosophy does not consist in knowing and is not inspired by truth.”
   While in the same book they signal a surprising solidarity with Whitehead, they remain firmly aligned with a third branch (pardon my arborealism), that of Foucault.  The latter announces that “truth is a thing of this world: it is produced only by virtue of multiple forms of constraint.  And it induces regular effects of power.  Each society has its regime of truth…”
  The political meaning of “constraint” may shed troubling light on Whitehead’s notion of “conformation.”  Whitehead could seem to be exemplifying, not deconstructing, a regime of truth; he would seem to advance a notion of truth as the agreement between a proposition and its referent, based on a realism that seems epistemologically conservative today.  

We Whiteheadians, however, hear irony rather than pomp in his capitalized Truth and Beauty, Appearance and Reality:  what he calls the “truth-relation” lies “below the stale presupposition of verbal thought.”
  After all, he has already dissolved the substantial subjects and objects between which the standard correspondence of truth could take place at all, offering instead a polyrhythmic feedback loop of complex interrelations between the proposition and its logical subject.  His truth, with its process of con-formation, is precisely not a conformity of verbal statements to objects in reality, let alone an otherworldly donation.  It is a subtle medium for the mutual participation of the becoming subject and select prehended objects of its emergence. 
 The knowing is at base a feeling: wherein may lie the truth that truthiness apes and manipulates.  
“A propositional feeling is a lure to creative emergence in the… future.”
  As such a lure, the truth-relation cannot support claims of certainty. It does not refer to an already settled world. Whitehead’s truth concept does, however, entail a certain fidelity to the given, a conservation that will appear conservative when progressive thought has lost its moorings in the actual world.  But that actuality in Whitehead is always as such emergent; only as past rather than as actual is it given.   When the given reality has been transmuted into a propositional feeling, in which the possible truth of that proposition gets interesting—it has undergone the complex mediations that require the constant critique of abstractions.
  

Philosophy as “critic of abstractions” entails “an analysis of their origination” according to which “spoken language is merely a series of squeaks.”
  Such critique of the “fallacy of misplaced concreteness,” of abstractions confused with actualities, of the delusions of speech as a mirror of origin, approaches as a procedure the radicality and purpose of deconstruction.  Both process and deconstruction  perform a de-sedimentation that undermines the privilege of the spoken logos.

So Whitehead’s insistence that it is more important that a proposition be interesting than ‘true’ may after all resemble the general poststructuralist boredom with ‘truth.’  It is the judgment of true versus false that Whitehead finds in itself uninteresting—except when conjoined to a lure, an eros, when summoning up “new resources of feeling, ” indeed ultimately of Beauty.  Mere truth versus falsehood is for him no more inspiring of philosophy than it is for Deleuze and Guattari; it remains incapable of the deconstruction of its own political and metaphysical determinations.  He does not thereby put truth under erasure.  But neither does a serious poststructuralist.

Foucault, for example, does not, contrary to rumor, merely debunk truth as power.  In fact he protests--against a tedium he has himself intensified?--that he is “no theoretician of power. The question of power in itself doesn’t interest me.”
  On the contrary, he insists: “My problem never ceased to be always the truth, speaking truth, wahr -sagen--that is, the speaking of truth--and the relationship [le rapport] between speaking truth and the forms of reflexivity, the reflexivity of self on self.”
  Butler, reading him closely while resisting any truth-language of her own, notes humorously: “When he claims that he has always had at the forefront of his mind the problem of truth-telling itself, he may or may not be telling the truth.”
  For truth-telling remains a problem, a problem set by the terms of any regime in which truth can be told.  But he does strain mightily, within the terms of his own problematic, to prevent the paralyzing effect of his own concept of truth-regimes.  Thus he concludes that the “essential political problem for the intellectual [is] that of ascertaining the possibility of constituting a new politics of truth.”
  Foucault was here transposing Nietzsche into the context of the 20th century European science and state. 
When we transpose Whitehead into the same context, we might think he too was reading Nietzsche.  Just after the diagnosis of the tedium, and the importance of philosophy as the bridge between science and religion, crucial to healing the supreme fusion, Whitehead asserts that, “in the demand for intellectual justification of brute experience,” European science is only a “ variant  form of religious interest.   Any survey of the scientific devotion to ‘truth,’ as an ideal, will confirm this statement.”
  Similarly, Nietzsche had argued that “it is still a metaphysical faith upon which our faith in science rests—that even we knowers of today, we godless anti-metaphysicians, still take our fire, too, from the flame lit by the … Christian faith which was also Plato’s faith, that god is truth, that truth is divine…”
  He does not worship at the altar of that flame,but he hardly calls us (“we” godless anti-metaphysicians, we deconstructors avant la lettre) to extinguish the fire.  On the contrary,  the will not to deceive, not even to deceive myself, which he calls “this unconditional will to truth,” drives his thinking.

Whitehead’s parallel relocation of science to the history of Christianity smacks of the Nietzschean irony.  But at the same time it recapitulates his stated faith:  “to know that in being ourselves we are more than ourselves.”
  That more opens the self into its boundless world, never captured in language, never absent from language.  In the excess of a multi-tempoed universe, that irreducible, never quite nameable ‘more’--of our self and every other--claims of us a cosmopoitan politics in the fullest sense, in precisely the sense of the Whiteheadian/Deleuzian philosopher of science Isabelle Stengers’  neologism, or verbal rhizome, cosmopolitique.
 But in terms of the present problematic, is it not a work of truth, or of truthfulness, that opens any given self into its fullness--its more? 
In methodologically divergent, but not necessarily antagonistic ways, religion and science may both be said to dis/close that opening into the more. According to Whitehead  both infuse “conceptual generality” into “the insistent particularity” of experience—either of the emotion of the experiencing subject or of the “detailed facts” of the  “objects” of experience
. Whitehead toward the traces of theology drives an internal deconstruction—like any deconstruction, not a destruction--of Christianity and of the science it provoked.  It does not however mean to expunge truth of its divine traces.  To the contrary, already in the opening of Process and Reality, truth shows its theological colors.  “The truth itself is nothing else than how the composite natures of the organic actualities of the world obtain adequate representation in the divine nature.  Such representations compose the ‘consequent nature’ of God, which evolves in its relationship to the evolving world…”
 
Analogously, Whitehead translates power into “the principle that the reasons for things are always to be found in the composite nature of definite actual entities--in the nature of God for reasons of the highest absoluteness, and in the nature of definite temporal actual entities for reasons which refer to a particular environment.”
 In other words, God, power and truth are de-sedimented and reconstructed in the same motion of thought, the very motion by which a relationalism of composite events takes the place of the changelessly unifying simples.
The deity thus proposed breaks up from within any theology--let alone ontotheology-- of a changeless apathetic logos.  For God as the “fellow sufferer who understands” emerges as a paraphrase for the infinite sensitivity, indeed vulnerability, unfolded in the theology of that composite, consequent nature.  Such a theology does perform propositions, if not creedal ones.  More precisely than any secularism ever can,  its theological propositions may be helping, here and there, to untie the “tied imagination”
 of the propositions of an omnipotent providence and supernatural reward that pump the born-again heart of US truthiness.

If Whitehead uses the name of God as a name for the widest space and perspective of that more, he does so in resistance to the entire tradition of a static self-identical omnipotence.  The space of that more, when it registers as the place of composition in and so of God,   might be read of the surface of the Johannine locution “in spirit and in truth
.”  To speak or to act “in truth” is not to possess a truth, but to participate knowingly in that excess—in a fullness that exceeds the sum of its own finitudes. The “death of God” no more captures its infinite complicatio than does any proposition about God.


Truth-event

Still, this sort of theological truth-work might seem to suck process thought far from the poststructuralist tradition.  But this would only be true if (a) Nietzsche were not from the start recognizing the insoluble dilemma of the fiery truth drive that shatters the idol of God and yet burns with a divine fire; and, (b) if the poststructuralist tradition were not outgrowing its own dead God and its near proscription of truth-talk. 

This latter hope I find embodied in John D. Caputo’s recent  work, The Weakness of God.
  This text, the event of a Derridean philosopher turning constructively to theology, performs one long deconstruction of the omnipotence of God, riffing on the creation from chaos from one testament, while leaning on Paul’s “strength made perfect in weakness” from the other.  As to the truth regimes of divine power, he writes: “How in God’s name are we going to settle these wars over the name of God?  That belligerence, that mundane militancy, arises from reducing an event to a name, from trapping the truth of the event inside a name, which is what happens in a strong theology.”
  Process theologians will no doubt persist in our arguments for an alternative strength, a different concept of power—a relational peace-making potency—rather than acquiesce in the weakness of which the process God has always already been accused
.

Nonetheless the Caputan weakness 
does not resemble certain troubling theologies of the cross, which, to the horror of feminist theologians, ipso facto idealize suffering
.  It does not inflate a salutary divine vulnerability into salvation by sadomasochism.  It is attempting to claim a truth--or as Caputo prefers, to be claimed by a truth--embodied in resistance to the truth regimes of Power.  It is of course thinking through Foucault, not Whitehead.  Yet perhaps because of its passion for theological questions, it would not stop, for instance, where Foucault does:  “the subject is capable of truth, such as it is, but the truth is not capable of saving the subject.”
 Nor would it stop with Butler’s Foucaultian affirmation that such irony “does not preclude the possibility that some change may happen along the way.”
 It does not stabilize the real possibilities of change into a metaphysics of presence, however--as Whiteheadian eternal objects might tempt us to do.  It lets them emerge at the edge of the impossible.There the “event harbored in the name of God” becomes--possible. 
  The truth of that event may not save us--but neither can it rule out the event designated by the symbols of salvation.
The Weakness of God  is, as it turns out, one of the rare poststructuralist texts to make overtures both to Whitehead and his theological heirs . His sense of  “event” would bear serious comparison to Whitehead’s “actual occasion,” especially in that earlier, less atomist version that Deleuze, in a chapter entitled “The Event”, proposes for his own neo-Leibnizian philosophical chaosmos.
 Caputo’s theology of the event converges upon the Deleuzian event, the very meeting point with Whitehead in The Fold.  Yet his terms are drawn largely from Derrida, with overtones of Paul—the power made perfect in weakness.  Nietzsche, Kierkegaard and Levinas form the chorus. Precisely because the ‘causal efficacy’ to which his own project conforms carries the poststructuralist tradition in undiluted form, its  porosity  toward process theology is all-the-more promising.  Porosityhere signals its possible shift from the  aporia of mere disjunction,from the merely impossible, to a possible rapprochement
.
In terms of the possibility of a deconstructive theology, Caputo has long challenged “a/theologian” Mark C Taylor’s definition of deconstruction as the hermeneutics of the death of God.
  For Caputo a radical hermeneutics passes through the death of God by way of a certain Levinassian ‘adieu a Dieu.’: “to stay in tune with the event that happens in the name of God, writes Caputo, we may need to suspend that very name. For it is only by loving and welcoming the stranger, by responding in the name of the God who loves the stranger, that God can be God.  I pray God to rid me of God”—citing a great moment in Christian apophasis.
  But he doesn’t stay there:  “The name of God,” writes Caputo, “must be translated into an event, and the event must be translated into a deed.  This is a translation into justice that precedes truth
, or a translation into truth in the Augustinian sense of facere veritatem, ‘in spirit and in truth.’”
  Whether that justice strictly speaking precedes truth or rather actualizes it, the space of the event, like that of the more, hosts the Johannine theologoumenon.  In the face of the truthiness of postmodern politics, such uninhibited truth-talk is good news: if deconstruction is not gospel, the gospel’s deconstructive edge may be translating its way toward an effectual theopolitics. 

Caputo’s  buoyant style,  charged with a playful rhetoric at once passionate and confessional, may contribute as much to a non-tedious truthfulness as does his argument: “I have been haunted and unhinged by the love of an event that is harbored by this name, by desiring and being desired by this event, hoping and praying to be visited by the truth of this event.” 
  Such a confession, postmodern in its Augustinianism to be sure, unsatisfying to any nostalgia for a God once made fully present, may offer a discursive balm for the postmodern tedium.  “I am shaken by the uncontainability of the event that the name of God contains, by the trauma of the truth promised under the name of God.”
 This ethico-mystical poststructuralism— deconstruction with heart-- performs its own version of the “supreme fusion.”  It thereby circumvents, sans metaphysics, the nihilism to which its own tradition is tempted. Or perhaps more precisely, it deepens the nihilism, until the nihil opens into the deep, the tehom of its own more--
- . With its apophatic theology of divine vulnerability this poststructuralism opens itself to its own downright kataphatic affinities with process theology.  In this Caputo’s work surfaces, I suspect a repressed depth of poststructuralism itself.  For in the naming of that more with names resistant to both the positivist claims of heady atheism and a heart-felt religion,  a fresh event and process of truth may be in the works. 
Truthworks

This exercise means only to outline new relations forming within a truth-process,  a doing of truth that is a work in process.  Such truth-work is characterized by attention to the limits of its own language.  Those limits harbor the oceanic “more.” They cannot contain or exclude its depth.  For that tehom appears on the very face of our relations to each other.  It surfaces in our politics.  The truth-process takes place where the particular conveys its intensity to a conceptual generality, in Whitehead’s sense--and thus exposes itself to limitation and correction by that excess of its own relevance.     That relevance is releve, lifted into attention, felt by much more than a mind. We feel our propositions are truthful to the extent they dis/close the fullness itself: as articulated in the subject’s interdependence with its others, its neighbors, strangers, enemies, its world.  That fullness need not be infinitized theologically in order to find formulations that support a process theological version of the truth-process.  For instance, Butler’s developing relationalism of mutual recognition--read from Hegel and Foucault--opens into this interdependence that resists every closure. “I cannot muster the ‘we,’” she writes, “except by finding the way in which I am tied to ‘you,’ by trying to translate but finding that my own language must break up and yield if I am to know you.”

Such truth-work requires both epistemic humility and connectional courage —from coeur, heart.  Its epistemology would attend less to how we know what we know and more to how we do not know what we know; and how we know that we do not know: de docta ignorantia.  The apophatic depth surges uninvited into the most secular of poststructuralist politics: for “we must recognize that ethics requires us to risk ourselves precisely at moments of unknowingness, when what forms us diverges from what lies before us…”
 For the truth-relation always precedes and exceeds any correspondence of my knowing and your being, of proposition and reality. It does not, however, exclude correspondence but precisely requires it: as an event of knowing, of fluent, passing co-responsiveness between your words and my reality-- as between correspondents who are already different by the time their letters arrive, only to change each other further.  
Nor does the truth-work preclude such conformation as we cherish under the banner of ‘facts.’  Indeed factual truth, Arendt warned all too astutely, is always an early victim of totalitarianism.
  Truthiness is a folksy face of totalizing power.  In the face of the current conformity of the US media to corporate and political propaganda— fortunately being mocked at the comic edges of the media themselves, we are surely challenged to outgrow any callow relativism.  We need trusty propositions, faithfully narrating what has been in order to keep open the democratic space in which the shared future is negotiated. 

In that space we do not forfeit, but rather enlarge, a fidelity to the real, to the given, that allows truth to be tested.  The freedom of the future, with its becoming-truths, is only proposed for a world that includes,in the jargon, the proposition’s logical subjects of physical feeling.
  The trustworthiness of truth takes place, if it does, when a present event makes of itself a space of relation that we might as well call an inter-becoming.  In its always frail and finite opening into the boundless--always intimate, always cosmopolitical--the unknowable future emerges from the felt past. A conformation of appearance to reality is the least interesting baseline of trusty propositions. Truth gets interesting only as the multiple media of appearance propose to reality some barely possible future.  

Might we transcribe the language of “true proposition” to that of a trusty proposal?  A proposal lures.  It makes erotic proposals.  Every truth-claim proposes a possible future: even if it is just to commend a proposition as worthy of credence.  Lure and trust, eros and agape, work synergetically in the event of the truth-process. Be it the uninteresting probability of the sun setting tonight or of the interesting improbability of the messianic age; the truth-relation, in Whitehead’s language, is a “pledge for the future.”
 This language of commitment comes far closer than that of true versus false propositions to the biblical vocabulary of truth, emet/ emunah, trustworthiness; as truth in English shares the root of troth, trust.  We used to “pledge our troth.”  Truth then is not certainty or conformity but the pledge of trustworthiness within the field of the relation; the more interesting is the truth at hand, the more it opens into the unknowable future; and the more its trustworthiness must prove itself, come true, make free, take place in that opening.  It is not conformity but con-formation, the forming-together of the future by its universe of participants.  If our hearts are in it, if we pledge our truth, our troth, for that future, we do so within the space of the more.  Coram deo. 

As Caputo puts it, sounding almost Whiteheadian, “the truth of the event harbored by the name of God triggers the potencies that stir in things, releasing their pent-up charges of divinity.”
  If a true proposition is not after all merely the opposite of false, but is always More—the More is surely harbored by the specific eco-social, and always political, context in which the terms of either/or facts are negotiated-- along with  “the Truth of supreme Beauty.”
  The regimes of truthiness will not be answered by more strident critique or more absolute counter-Truth: but they might get offset, if not displaced, by the coordinated tempos of a truth-work that is by definition a work-in-process; truth in process and in relation, that is, in interesse, the inter-being that is as such inter-becoming.  

Process thought will energize more possible trustworthiness and more cosmopolitics within the flux than does poststructuralism. Poststructuralism will continue to unhinge and undo us withmore difference, indeed more messianic impossibility, within the event.  To open process thought to a more “interesting” notion of truth than even Whitehead’s, a notion after all more Whiteheadian, will at least permit more vital cultural collaborations in theory.  But it might also put in practice more coalitional cures for that tedium.  Of course the explication of the terms of such coalitions will undo prior rhythms of discourse.  As Butler says of the ethics of our interdependence:  “our willingness to become undone in relation to others constitutes our chance of becoming human.”
 And our chance of becoming human may hinge now on our willingness to become undone in relation to all the other species.  

In the face of the terrifying odds against this all too interesting truth-work, we interbecoming creatures are invited to pledge our troth. 
 To get our hearts and heads together, in truth, for the sake of that more that we so becomingly, and never quite, are.  
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�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  �Page: 3���Came a bit out-of-the-blue for me (poststructuralism sentence), and sort of hanging there all alone.  Elaborate, give example, or maybe we’re coming to this soon.


�Or the opposite? check


�Get quote


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  �Page: 11���Two comments, one about each of the 2 preceding sentences.  First sentence in the paragraph:  interesting to note your selection of “opposite”—not a common choice.  As someone who has read a fair amount of your writing, I’d almost have to ask for more.  And not sure precisely what “opening” you mean here.  Second sentence in the paragraph:  please revisit/I’m lost.


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  �Page: 12���Some gentle weaving of this into the foregoing truth materials—especially earlier in the paragraph--might be helpful to smooth transition here.


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  �Page: 13���I’m likely misreading, but here goes….Is Caputo arguing for a weak theology, for a theology that doesn’t trap an event into a singular name?  I didn’t understand that from reading through the first time; I just got that he is arguing for a weak God/nonomnipotent God.  So when I got to “strong theology” I read “good theology” “sound theology” “well-assembled theology”.  But then the next sentence sets me off balance—moving to talk about power when that’s not what I read in your description of Caputo // the strong bit.


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  �Page: 13���Of God? Or of what? (otherwise it can read like a critique of Caputo)


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  �Page: 13���It’s a more elegant sentence as it is than the alternative I’m about to propose, but I fear that, as is, if a reader misses that little comma after “feminist theologians,”she would read something just awful.  So, I suggest:  “Nonetheless the Caputan wekness [fixed] does not resemble certain troubling theologies of the cross, which, ipso facto, idealize suffering to the horror of feminist theologians.” Then I begin wondering about the necessity of adding that general a statement to the end of a sentence.


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  �Page: 15���This sentence doesn’t quite make sense.  Rather its possible is the part I suspect is off.


�PAGE \# "'Page: '#'�'"  �Page: 15���Is it?  When I read it, my response was: “more likely a truth (name of God) that precedes justice “(deed).  But maybe I’m missing something, or you’re not talking about chronological precedence.  If you mean precedence in terms of importance—I dare not say ontological precedence--I think the problem is solved if that is specified.
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