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ABSTRACT

This thesis is a systematic presentation of Willaesmond'’s philosophical system
and an argument for its viability and superiorijative to dominant alternate visions,
here represented by that of John D. Caputo. Dedni@rgue, provides a viable and
preferable alternative to—and an alternative nargadf— the kind of late twentieth
century “postmodern” anti-metaphysical frame repntsd by Caputo. Desmond’s
vision isviablein that it answers Caputo’s critiques—showing that need not be
the case. Here Desmond shows how metaphysics(aing and religion informed

by metaphysics@scape€aputo’s narration/location. Desmond defeats Gapu
defeaters in order to make Desmond’s vision a ptesgiosition. On a deeper level,
Desmond’s vision is arguabpreferableinasmuch it can be used to critique Caputo’s
vision—Iargely in that it (Desmond’s vision) asén be seen to fulfill Caputo’s
motivating concerns in a more satisfying mannen f@aputo’s own vision. It does
this in two ways. First, from Desmond’s vision aran see how such a
“LeviNietzschean” vision tends to betray its owntiwating concerns. Second,
Desmond’s position shows how a metaphysical vistance/picture (like

Desmond’s) is, in fact, necessary for one to fiuffiese concerns (...or simply
necessary, as such). In this manner, Desmondavtatas the “postmodern”
“LeviNietzschean” position, showing Desmond’s gweferable position—as
possessing a broader and greater explanatory reach.
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Introduction

| encountered William Desmond’s work as a young M€ne Derridean. It
found me preoccupied, tracing the question—fronriDarto Levinas, Heidegger,
Nietzsche—of how metaphysics became such a peevasid malevolent force from
which thought is to be freed with strange stratagyeffimely, Desmond’s writing
struck me such as to loosen the fetters and bBrd#dre assumed answers and latent
liturgies—of these queer liberations so as to prese with an engaging and
surprising (curious, perplexing, astonishing) uisicopening another way to see, an
heterological speculum.

This work is intended to be an orienting openimg ithis other way—at once
a systematic presentation of William Desmond’sgdubhical system and an
argument for its viability and superiority relatit@dominant alternate visions, here
represented by that of John D. Caputo. The bremkeiaddressed is the status of
religion and/or God-talk in the context of “postneodity.” It attends to the question:
How think of religion and God today? How now—iretbontext of recent continental
(“postmodern”) philosophy—God? Within the broadlimes of this question, | wish
to address the more particular issue of the relakipp between religion and
metaphysics—and, secondarily, ethics.

With regard to this relationship, there is a broadsensus within
contemporary continental philosophy that someticaded “postmodern.” There is a
kind of post-metaphysical orthodoxy. The issu¢hefrelevance of metaphysics for

talk of God and religion is more often a non-issitas taken as given that



“metaphysics” is no longer a live option for sesdhinkers today, and that the task of
thinking about religion relative to metaphysic$agearn to think God and/or do
religion without or “after” it. Indeed, “metaphys’ seems to have become, in many
guarters of contemporary continental thought, anp¢ive term—a dirty word—
meaning something like “what’s been wrong with pedphy hitherto.”

Put more precisely, within the context of much eosmporary continental
philosophy thassueof the nature of religion and God-talk has be&eatedin a post-
or anti-metaphysicahanner being informed by a certain “postmodern” philosizal
framework This particular treatment of this issue is watidressing for several
reasons. First, the question of the relation ofapieysics to religion in the context of
postmodernity merits examination because of therpeal significance of thissue
of the nature of religion and God-talk itself. 8ed, it is worth addressing because of
the prevalence of a post- or anti-metaphydiestmentof/perspective on religion, as
is evidenced in various ongoing conferences antlgaiions in this vein (along with
those going against the flow, as it were). Thirds worth addressing because of the
prevalence of the informing philosophi¢deameworkof “postmodern” continental
philosophy on the contemporary philosophical scene.

It could be said that the vast majority of contenapyp so-called “postmodern”
continental philosophy of religion is post- or amtétaphysical. Beyond this, the
more explicitly deconstructive form of “postmodemtiilosophy of religion is
likewise more explicitly and stridently anti-metggical. Thus, any metaphysical
alternative that wishes to break into the discowitle any kind of plausibility should
be able to deal with the strongest objections aitidjges leveled against metaphysics
from something like this most skeptical of quartefsom deconstruction. Thinkers

that might fit in this dominant hitherto anti-mekggical frame would include the



likes of Mark C. Taylor, Gianni Vattimo, Jean-Luakibn and John D. Caputo who
largely take their point of departure from NietzscHeidegger, Levinas and Derrida.
For the purposes of this study, | will be largeigiting the scope of the discussion of
such a post- or anti-metaphysical treatment ofji@ii and God-talk to the particular
work of John D. Caputo as a representative of thader post- or anti-metaphysical
trend in contemporary continental philosophy ofgieh as well as its more strident
deconstructive form, incorporating and presentiegy the anti-metaphysical
religious ramifications of say Heidegger or Derr{tteough the readings of such are,
of course, a matter of contention).

Caputotreatstheissueof the nature of religion and God-talk in a pastanti-
metaphysicamanner being sanformedby a “postmodern” philosophicdamework
Why Caputo? Caputo is a prime representative@fReligion and Postmodernism”
discourse in that he has hosted the Villanova ‘tehi and Postmodernism”
conferences and edited the collections of essay$ttve come from them. He is also
a prolific and broadly read thinker who has edae@ader on religion and
postmodernismThe Religiousand has written works popularizing this posit{@n
ReligionandDeconstruction in a Nutshgll He has also written numerous scholarly
works, such aRadical Hermeneutic\gainst EthicandThe Prayers and Tears of
Jacques Derrida Further, Caputo has a position of prominendbénAnglo-
American continental philosophical arena as theesgntative of Derrida—especially
bringing Derrida's thought into the field of rebigis studies and/or philosophy of
religion.

Caputo can be seen as representing one preseenigi@nt way of answering
the question of how to think about God and religioocontemporary continental

philosophy—a way, in particular, that uses moreodstructive thought as a



framework. He eloquently represents a “religiaus'tin some postmodern
philosophy. This prevalent way of thinking turnstevo points, one negative and one
positive. First (on the more Nietzschean sidedrehs thaejectionof metaphysics
and of any metaphysical notion of God as express#tk pronounced death of the
metaphysical God and the critique of “onto-theolegheing use or
instrumentalization of the idea of God to functaman univocal explanation/
foundation that is primarily a projection of ourvper, a means of securing ourselves
in the world. All metaphysics are considered tahe form or another of “onto-
theology.” Second (on the more Levinasian sideSrd is an affirmation of religion
and God-talk inasmuch as thereasgluctionof religion/God-talk to one’s (largely
contentless) ethical obligation to the other. Talagether, these two points represent
a particular configuration of the relations betwesgtaphysics, ethics and
religion/God-talk in which religion/God-talk is divced from metaphysics (rejection)
and fused—without remainder—uwith ethics (reductitmproduce a kind of “Levi-

Nietzschean” religiousness.

That much said, in this work | will present a pmsitthat stands in contrast to
this kind of broad post- or anti-metaphysical pgosiin general and to Caputo’s
position in particular. | will lay out a dissidemetaphysical position on how to talk
about religion and God today. Toward this endilll@xamine the work of
contemporary philosopher, William Desmond. | wipresent Desmond as providing
a significantly different perspective—a dissideoice—in the contemporary
continental discussion regarding God and religibtare specifically, Desmond treats
theissueof religion/God-talk in a different, metaphysicahnner being informed by

his own particular philosophiclamework The result is an alternative configuration



of the relations between metaphysics, ethics aigiar/God-talk—an alternative
whose difference is owed to a different, more pasifyet different than other
metaphysical thinkers like Deleuze or Badiou) vigwnetaphysics than that of much

of continental philosophy today and of John D. Gapu particular.

The thesis of this work is that William Desmondjgeoach to thinking about
religion and God in relation to the domains of rpéigsics and ethics provides a
viable and preferable alternative to the like positepresented in the work of John
D. Caputo. To speak of the position representddiesmond’s work as “alternative”
implies a way for one today (in the midst of “postiernity”) to look at the same
thing (religion and God) differently (metaphysigallor at least post-post-
metaphysically). Beyond this main thesis—of thpesiority of a theistic
metaphysical frame (such as Desmond’s) over the &irlate twentieth century
“postmodern” anti-metaphysical frame represente@aguto—I suggest that
Desmond’s work can be seen as part of a largengingescholarly movement
advocating such a theistic metaphysical frame.

Indeed, it must be recognized that, as Caputo septs a broader field of
work, Desmond’s work stand in the midst (thougmpbejuite independent of) an
emerging ,though diverse, metaphysical field afkers. This field divides into (1)
very explicitly theistic thinkers, such as Desmamdl those under the (bold) banner
of Radical Orthodoxy, who all (Desmond and RO) dmimcipally from the
Christian, Platonic and Thomistic traditions (thbubey are quite eclectic) and (2)
very explicitly atheistic thinkers such as GilleslBuze and Alain Badiou, who
largely take their point of departure from Marx avietzsche (though they too are

eclectic intensively and extensively). Mindfultbfs, | address throughout the



following the resonances (and possible dissonatms)een Desmond’s thought and
its parallels in that of Milbank, Pickstock, et @uch subsidiary discussions suggest
the fecundity and relevance of Desmond’s thoughtHimking about God,
metaphysics and ethics in this early twenty-fiesttary. Part of the parallel here
between Desmond and RO is a retrieval of certampodern and counter-modern
voices® Beyond this, | consider briefly (in an admittediynimal and initial manner)
other presently ascendant (and either metaphysidakistic) theorists such as
Marion (a confessional anti-metaphysical thinkBgdiou and Deleuze. Through
these largely footnoted excurses, | occasionatigti® Desmond’s distinctive
metaphysical perspective relative to these othagepts.

The general strategy of the central argument ofuibuk is as follows:
Caputo, again as representing a kind of “postmddmthodoxy, is motivated by
certain concerns, such as wanting to avoid falsgities/absolutes (closure) and
wanting to be honest to the way things are andfitoraconcrete
actuality/reality/existence and genuine othernepsiriness). Caputo critiques
metaphysics, ethics and religion insofar as metsiphyin his understanding, stands
in opposition to his motivating concerns, and thlusuld be rejected and extricated
from ethics and religion. Caputo provides an aliéive, postmodern
LeviNietzschean vision (a radical hermeneuticsetiiics without ethics, religion
without religion) that he sees as addressing ms@ms.Desmond, | argue, provides
a viable and preferable alternative to—and an altdive narrating of—this
LeviNietzschean visioesmond’s vision igiablein that it answers Caputo’s
critiques—showing that they need not be the cétere Desmond shows how

metaphysics (and ethics and religion informed byapleysicsescapes£aputo’s

! See Thomas A. F. Kelly, eBetween System and Poetics: William Desmond and Philosophy after
Dialectic (Ashgate, 2006), pp. 4-5.



narration/location. Desmond defeats Caputo’s defeaas it were—negates
Caputo’s negations in order to make Desmond’s nigipossible position. On a
deeper level, Desmond’s vision is argughigferableinasmuch it can be used to
critigue Caputo’s vision—Ilargely in that it (Desntb® vision) as it can be seen to
fulfill Caputo’s motivating concerns in a more séting manner than Caputo’s own
LeviNietzschean vision. It does this in two waysrst, from Desmond’s vision one
can see how the LeviNietzschean vision tends ttadt) betray its motivating
concerns. Second, Desmond’s position shows howtaphysical
vision/stance/picture (like Desmond’s) is, in fastcessary for one to fulfill these
concerns (...or simply necessary, as such). Inmtlisner, Desmond out-narrates the
“postmodern” LeviNietzschean position, showing Desdis as a preferable
position—as possessing a broader and greater extpltgireach.

More concretely, | will follow following this metidological path in outline.
In the first chapter, | will systematically examidehn D. Caputo’s work to make
clear his positions regarding metaphysics, ethetgion/God and their interrelation.
I will also (in this first chapter) analyze Capugggosition relative to his critiques (of
metaphysics, ethics and religion), his motivatingaerns and his strong conclusions.
In the second, third and fourth chapters, | wilitgynatically lay out William
Desmond’s thought regarding metaphysics, ethicgeliglon/God, respectively.
After this (in each chapter), | will display how £rond’s thought can answer
Caputo’s critiques, address his motivating conceand critique his strong
conclusions. | will conclude this work by drawitagether the preceding results and
considering the significance of Desmond’s alterridieine hyperbolics” relative to
the question of how to think of religion and Godhe wake of postmodernity—

indeed in the wake of its passing.



This work is intended to contribute to the presamyoing scholarly
discussion by presenting the potential significamicBesmond’s work as providing a
theistic metaphysical alternative to (indeed a lahtest case for putting into question
the post- or anti-metaphysical “postmodern” “ortbrg’ of) a major strain in
contemporary continental philosophy of religioneveloping out of this more general
point, thespecific contributiorof this work is first and foremost its more syséin
and unified presentation of Desmond’s thought. ib@sd’s work can be complex,
dense, meditative and full of neologisms and, ak,stan sometimes difficult to
penetrate and understand fully. Thus, the preserk operates on a dual level of
presentation, as it were: first, there is my owntkgtic and systematic presentation of
Desmond’s thought in my own words; second, thecisompanied by representative
selections of Desmond’s own beautiful if sometiraegymatic idiom in the copious
(over 1,400) footnotes. Along with these quotethanfootnotes, there are references
to locations in Desmond’s corpus where the ideasgnted can be explored more in
depth in their original context. As such, the eysatic portions of chapters two, three
and four (which can stand on their own apart froméngagement with Caputo) are,
at once, a digest Desmond’s ideas and a seriesooivdys into Desmond’s texts.
Secondarily, this work makes the original contribaitof the specific confrontation of
Desmond and Caputo as presenting two emergeneésicigly popular)
yet conflicting voices in Anglo-American contempgraontinental philosophy that
are writing about the same kinds of things—as énrtations between metaphysics,
ethics and religion.

Regarding a preliminary assessment of this prgéctader contributiorto
scholarship, this project will contribute to sevetifferent discussions. This project

will contribute to the current “Religion and Posteonism” discourse within the



broader field of contemporary continental philospphVithin the context of this
discussion, Desmond advocates what has been (lipacgntly) the largely un-
entertained option of a metaphysical way of thigkatout religion and God that yet
resonates with certain basic “postmodern” concefiiies project will also introduce
and recommend Desmond’s still somewhat unknown \asrkuitful resource.

Finally, this project has the potential to conttito the fields of religious studies and
systematic theology (more particularly to whatatl §oundations” or “fundamental
theology” or “prolegomena” or “philosophical thegid) inasmuch as its subject
matter relates to the proper way—the ground rdeso speak—to talk about God

today.



Chapter One: Caputo

John D. Caputo’s philosophical work over the lastatle and a half can be
organized around the task of exorcising a “faitkil@setaphysics from our thinking.
Such a metaphysics is not faithful to life—to thetfcal reality of human existence—
losing the task of living in the labyrinth of spéative thought. It is not faithful to the
human other—Ilosing the particular person in thericed of universal laws. It is not
faithful to “faith"—Ilosing a properly religious fti and relation to “God” in its
fixation on crafting properly proportioned propasits about the divine, as a “thing”
to be examined. This entanglement with the diskignend “bad faith” of such a
“faithless” metaphysics—as it worms its way fromtagysics to ethics to religion—
is the nemesis against which a new and postmodayroithinking and being
struggles. This way, for Caputo, is a truly honestical and religious (and religious

most of all) faithfulness without metaphysics.

Caputo’s Critique of Metaphysics
For Caputo, the problem with metaphysics can bensanized as follows:
Metaphysics is not faithful to life insofar asstan abstract system that privileges
static unity in order to provide a stable foundatior life. Metaphysicendeavors to
lift one above (fnetd) the flux (“physis) of actuality—providing one with “a fast
way out of the back door of the flux."Such a metaphysics involves the elevation of
knowledge of reality to a kind of absolute knowledga privileged access to the real.

Caputo sees this metaphysical self-elevation as@mental tendency of philosophy

! John D. CaputdRadical Hermeneutics: Repetition, Deconstruction and thenidaeutic Project
(Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1987) pp. 3, 1.
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as sucH. Metaphysics is fundamentally a metaphysics ofgmee, bent on giving
“elegant assurances about Being and presence s\fant&al existence was being
tossed about byhysisandkinesis”®

Metaphysics, for Caputo, it faithful to lifein that metaphysics’ pretentious
self-elevation supplants factical existence. Miyajrs claims a privileged access—a
capitalized “Knowledge” of the fundament of reality ourselves, or whatever—of
the capitalized SecrétCaputo describes such metaphysics as an “ed@ntia-as
“the various claims to bie on The Secret and thereby to have surpassed tha liriit
offering a mere mortal interpretation.This pretentious claim, for Caputo, is
unjustified and ultimately dishonest to our sewefglite human situation. In fact,
metaphysics is a kind of code word for Caputo fist this arrogant philosophical
posturing® “The secret,” Caputo rejoins, “is that there as$ecret, no capitalized
Know-it-all Breakthrough Principle or RevelatioratHays things out the way they
Really Are.” We humans have to deal with existing in a siaratf “disaster’—of
the loss of “one’s stad{s-astrun),” of being “cut loose from one’s lucky or guiding

light.”®

2 “Philosophy is only possiblas meta-physics.” John D. Caputo, “Heidegger, Kierkegaardlnd
Foundering of Metaphysicslhternational Kierkegaard Commentaryol. 6: “Fear and Trembling”
and “Repetition,” ed. by Robert Perkins (Macon, GA: Metdriversity Press, 1993) p. 207.

® Radical Hermeneutics.

4 “We do not ‘Know’ ourselves or one another, that we dokweow’ the world or God, in some Deep
and Capitalized way.” John D. Capukdore Radical Hermeneutics: On Not Knowing Who We Are
(Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 2000) p. 5.

“We do not know who we are, not if we are honeRitical Hermeneutic288.

“We are not (as far as we know) born into this world hareavio Being Itself, or Truth Itself, of the
Good ltself, that we are not vessels of a Divine or défilstorical super-force that has chosen us as its
earthly instrumentsMore Radical Hermeneutick

® More Radical Hermeneutica

® “| use the word ‘metaphysics’ rhetorically to nail jugtat it is about philosophy that makes me
nervous. Just when philosophy gets to be transcendentalhjestit gets to be pretentious, just when
it thinks that it has things nailed down, that’s just whatdfter.” John D. Caputo, James Marsh and
Merold WestphalModernity and Its Disconten{®dlew York: Fordham University Press, 1992) p. 139.
" John D. CaputdDn Religion(London and New York: Routledge, March, 2001) p. 21.

“We have not been given privileged access to The Seddere Radical Hermeneutick

8 John D. CaputcAgainst Ethics: Contributions to a Poetics of Obligation with GamsReference to
Deconstruction(Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1993) p. 6.
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Metaphysics’ pretension and concomitant lack oflftgt to life, for Caputo,
largely arises out of metaphysics’ abstraction.tdyghysics, for Caputo, is an
essentiallyabstractenterprise seeking to achieve understanding thraiginterested
speculation. Taking (Platonic) recollection an@glian) mediation as the basic
forms of metaphysical thinking, Caputo sees theth be a turn toward abstraction—
“to pure thought and disengaged speculatforiThis, however, is metaphysics’
downfall—“the great mistake of metaphysics,” Capwtdes, is “to think that we can
come up with a pure, interest-free rationalty. Thus, the Western metaphysical
tradition, from its opening gesture to its consurtiom is a grand “intellectual
illusion.”**

Metaphysics, for Caputo, is an abstragstenthat, as such, entails a certain
fixation on universality. For Caputo, a philosagiisystem entails a fixed set of
universal rules? Such universals obtain to reality in a necessay that cannot be
otherwise—following “the rule of essence and neitgss® A system of necessary
and universal propositions presents, for Caputaglant hierarchy—being a set of
structures “that flatten out, and level off, andlegde, and marginalize, and silencd.”

What is “flattened out” and “leveled off” in thestgm is the particularity, singularity

and individuality that pervade and complicate ceteexistence. Such “ineffable”

° Radical Hermeneutic32.

%1bid. 262.

" bid. 19.

12«The desire of philosophy is to bring the flow to a haltie system, to confine the rushing river
within the fixed borders of its categories, to lay a@eystic grid over it to contain its movements and
allay our fears.” “Kierkegaard, Heidegger,” 207.

“The real obstacle to understanding human affairs liélsariendency to believe that what we
do...admits of formulation in hard and irrevocable rul&atlical Hermeneutic812.

13 Radical Hermeneutic32. “Thought can flourish only in the element of necesaity essence, and it
can appropriate becoming only at the expense of what is defifar it, viz., its very contingency.”
Ibid. 19.

14 John D. Caputo, "Metanoetics: Elements of a Postmd@eristian Philosophy,” Christian
Philosophy Today (New York: Fordham University Press9) 90 223.
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singularities constitute “a breach in the surfatphslosophy.™® Thus, metaphysical
systems seek to “contain what they cannot contathiatdis, the singular, the
individual, the fragment®

Such an abstract metaphysical system, fixated orergality, functions in
such as way that firivileges static unity Caputo claims that philosophy, as
metaphysics, from its beginning has sought intidliigy at the expense of movement
and differencé’ Metaphysics is the “metaphysics of presence” diefines reality in
stark terms as pure, present being and its negalimomuch as any movement
would call this binary opposition into question, vement as such is suppress&d.
With the suppression of movement, metaphysics rcguose an order that escapes
and/or arrests the chaotic flux of existehteBoth recollection and mediation are
examples of this movement against movement: Rextimleis a spurious

“backwards” movemerf while mediation is a more cunning yet ultimatélysory

15 Against Ethics73. It is thus that “classical metaphysics foundered opribielem of individuals.”
Ibid. 72.

“The universal never quite fits, can never quite be fittedtimtoconcrete. The individual situation is
always more complicated and it is never possible to ant&gipahave in advance, the idiosyncrasies of
the particular, never possible to prepare the univers#héodisruptiveness of the singular.” John D.
Caputo,Demythologizing Heideggé€Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1993) pp. 203-4.

16 “Metaphysics suffers from the systematic misfortuneasftaining what it cannot contain, of
harboring what it cannot protect...like a man who has swatlsseenething he cannot digesAfainst
Ethics73.

Metaphysics is “tossed back and forth between two impdisisii the failed universal and the
impossible singular.Demythologizing Heidegge04.

7 «parmenides set the stage for onto-theo-logic by so egivig unity, that multiplicity and diversity
have been suspect ever since.” John D. Caputo, “Beyond Mefstime Derrida's Responsible
Anarchy,”Research in Phenomenolo@ (1988) p. 69.

“Philosophy means meta-physics, the attempt to suppregsment, arrest the flux, stabilize the rush
of experience.” “Kierkegaard, Heidegger” 207.

18 Radical Hermeneuticg0, 34.

“Philosophy is scandalized by movement and has alwaysdiguwne way or another against it.”
“Kierkegaard, Heidegger” 207.

“Metaphysics is comfortable only with a world of preseanid absence, with Being and its negation.
And it has always had the greatest difficulty in focusingubhat is between them, on that movement
which neither is nor it not but somehow fluctuates betweetwtbé Ibid. 223.

¥ Radical Hermeneutics.

“The essential tendency of metaphysics to arrest tixg’flbid. 34.

%% pid. 14.
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movement in that it mimics movement under the gujdiand of a necessary logfc.
This privileging of static unity culminates in pbélophy-as-metaphysics’ drive toward
an abstract static system in which knowledge dityeia elevated to absolute
knowledge—a unified totality and a totalizing unity

Finally, metaphysics, presenting such a total keoge of reality, gives an
absolutelystable foundation for life Because of this, Caputo charges that
metaphysics effectively makes light of the diffigubf existence—it allays our fears
with the “assurances of the sanfé.The motivating concerns behind Caputo’s
critique of metaphysics and his seeking an alteraare twofold. First, Caputo—
seeking a properly humble way of thinking thatpp@priate to where we in fact find
ourselves—wants a way of thinking that avoids diegaknowledge of reality to a
falsely absolute status. Second, Caputo—wantifgtoue to life and to enjoin an
active engagement in life—seeks to avoid any waioking that ultimately
supplants the living of life (in the midst of thext of actuality) with the knowledge of
reality (so falsely elevated—against the first @mng. In Caputo’s understanding,

metaphysics fails on both scores.

Caputo’s Radical Hermeneutics: Metaphysics withouMetaphysics
Against such a metaphysics (and, for him, metapkyass such), Caputo
presents a radical hermeneutics as an alternatyegathink about reality and our
place therein. Radical hermeneutics is a wayiokthg about reality—a kind of
“metaphysics”—that intends to be otherwise thaditianal Western metaphysics —

“without metaphysics.” As such an alternative (f@taphysics, radical hermeneutics

%I Radical Hermeneutic$7-19; “Kierkegaard, Heidegger” 210-11.

2 Radical Hermeneutic; John D. Caputd;he Prayers and Tears of Jacques Derrida: Religion
without Religion(Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1997) p. 5.

“Metaphysics, from beginning to end, from Plato to Hegedtesmatically searches for a way to arrest
the play and allay our fears.” “Kierkegaard, Heidegger” 243-
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is faithful to life insofar as it is a way of thiimg that is involved (interested, in the
midst) in life in its particularity and differen¢eward the end of directing one toward
the difficulty of one’s existence.

The task of radical hermeneutics is to reexamirtkerathink the situation (and
situatedness) of human existence—-to reconstitut®ee radicalized notion of this

being ‘which we ourselves are”—to get a fix onéthadicality of the fix in which we
poor existing individuals find ourselve$:" This reappraisal of human existence
focuses on the necessity, the inescapability, teffmetatiorf* Further, Caputo
describes radical hermeneutics as “a hermeneutie adeeply construed” in that it
provides no grounding or foundation for interprietato guide it and ensure its
stability and fidelity?® But, on the telling of radical hermeneutics, thiscisely is the
fidelity of radical hermeneutics—for we have noesxto a reality outside of
interpretation. Thus, radical hermeneutics stasds kind of bulwark—a strange,
foundationless, slippery thing—against the asswsid traditional metaphysics that
are betrayals of factical human existefite.

Caputo’s radical hermeneutics takes its bearirgs tHeidegger and
Derrida—with continual reference to Nietzsche. Tirermeneutics” of radical
hermeneutics largely takes its meaning from Heidegg an examination of human
facticity and the “the groundless play of Beingisrings and goings®® However,

the increasingly dominant resource for Caputo’skweiJacques Derrida. Derrida,

for Caputo, is “the philosopher of the flux par etence.?® With Derrida, “radical”

23 Radical Hermeneutic289; More Radical Hermeneutick2.

4 More Radical Hermeneutic% On Religion21.

%5 Radical hermeneutics “has no standing and no position, amkiés no attempt to get behiplaysis
beyond the flow.'Radical Hermeneutic$47.

% Radical hermeneutics is “not an exercise in nihilisnut. &n attempt to face up to the bad news
metaphysics has been keeping under cover” Ibid. 6.

%" pgainst Ethic228. Sedradical Hermeneuticshapter 3.

?8 Radical Hermeneutic$16.
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hermeneutics takes on a Nietzschean affirmatidlugfand becoming, of the endless
play of signs and texts, that stands against mgsigdi stabilizing the flux and
stopping the plaﬁ? It is thus that radical hermeneutics “situatsslitin the space
which is opened up by the exchange between HeideggeDerrida. *

For Caputo, radical hermeneutics providesiaimalistunderstanding of
human existence. Recognizing that one cannot fidlgway with metaphysics
altogether, Caputo seeks a “minimalist metaphysidst it is best “to hold
metaphysics to a minimuni”A minimalist metaphysics does not overestimate the
status and scope of its knowled§elt is concerned with staying with modest “finite
facts” as they appear, if indefinitely, on the sgd of experience—not speculating
about founding depth¥. In order to accommodate this restrained posthee,
minimalist seeks a minimally restrictive or constiag idiom3* This minimalist
metaphysics follows “the logic of tteans that Caputo appropriates from Blanchot
and Derrid&® Thus, radical hermeneutics seeks to present gfrhgsics without
metaphysics”—the minimalist metaphysics of a “pattphysical rationality” that
acknowledges (contrary to traditional metaphysit® uncircumventable futility
involved in trying to nail things dowr?® This minimalist metaphysics without

metaphysics favors such constitutionally inadeqbatéc metaphorics as flux,

?% |bid. 116-18.

%0 bid. 5.

31 Against Ethic®3.

32 John D. Caputo, “God and Anonymity: Prolegomena to an AnkiRetigion,” inA Passion for the
Impossible: John D. Caputo in Fogled. by Mark Dooley (Albany: SUNY Press, 2003) p. 1-2.
$«God and Anonymity” 1, 3Against Ethics38.

% Against Ethics/1.

“The best sort of concepts are those which are intgretlictured to point to their own inadequacy.”
More Radical Hermeneutick30.

% The logic of thesansis that “according to which ¥ansX,’ is not a simple negation, nullification,
or destruction, but a certain reinscription of X, a éentaversal of movement of X that still
communicates with X.Prayers and Tear400.

% Radical Hermeneutic211.
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fluidity, movement, free play, instability, everatsd happenings as providing the best
vocabulary for talking about reality—if we mufst.

Whereas, for Caputo, the representative philosapfimon-)movements of
metaphysics are recollection and mediation, theesgmtative movement (and
movement indeed) of radical hermeneuticefetition Recollection, taken as the
exemplary movement of traditional metaphysics, segkoriginal and pure presence
that is uncontaminated by the arbitrariness ofatiuioo fluid human existence.
Repetition, however, sees every “presence”—ratem something “prior” to lesser,
shadowy copies or repetitions thereof that one rtmase back to their pure source—
as an effect of “repetition®® This is a break with metaphysics’ drive towarstatic
unity insulated from the vagaries of life and arbeacing of a creative and productive
movemeninto the difficulties of life** Repetition points to the fact that any unity,
identity or actuality in life is one that jgoducedand nofound*® With repetition
there is the possibility (contrary to metaphysifshovelty and movemefit.

Repetition is a movement that makes its way intanough and not out of the flux.
As occupying the core of a radical hermeneutigsetigon entails coping with the
flux of life without metaphysical “certification”rad facing up to the difficulty of
life.*?

A radical hermeneutics seeks tofaihful to life—to be honest about the
situation in which we find ourselves. As such,cathermeneutics is a “work of dis-

illusionment” that frees from illusory comforts alghves one exposed to the hard

%7 |bid. 257, 262Modernity and Its Discontents40; John D. Caputo, “On Mystics, Magi, and
Deconstructionists,” ifPortraits of American Continental Philosophgesl. James Watson
(Bloomington: Indiana University Press, 1999), 28.

% Derrida “shows that presence is the ‘effect’ of a psscof repetition, that re-presentation precedes
and makes possible the very presence it is supposed to repribdicepetition is ‘older’ than what it
repeats’Radical Hermeneutic4.

% |bid. 3; “Kierkegaard, Heidegger” 206, 210nt.

“0Radical Hermeneutic$7.

4L «Kierkegaard, Heidegger” 212.

2 Radical Hermeneuticg39; “On Mystics, Magi, and Deconstructionists” 28.
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(difficult) truth that there is no hard (solid) the—"“the cold, hermeneutic truth, the
truth that there is no truth, no master name whillds things captive’® Before
such a realization of our “poverty” as individualghin the limits of existence,
radical hermeneutics provides a “lesson in huniiliggarding the kind of finish we
can put on our ideas—not to put “too high a polish*a more sanguine gloss” on
our grasp of reality that we ought—for it “undersia the power of the flux to wash
away the best-laid schemes of metaphysitsThe modesty of this “ascetic ideal”
that is faithful to life revolves around a basiotrknowing” or “structural
blindness”—a lack (want) that gives rise to de@ivant)—that gives rise to a passion
driven by not knowing who we are or where we arag®

The faithfulness of radical hermeneutics to ous&xice counters
metaphysics’ abstraction, seeking to get abovdlulrewith a basidnterestednessn
the midst of the rush of things. “The existingrggi Caputo writes, “existsgssé in
the midst [nter) of time...in the midst of the flux. lsses inter-esseits being is
being-between, being-in-the-midst-8f"The repetition at the heart of radical
hermeneutics embraces this basic locatedness mitle of temporal becoming (this
passiventer, being-in-the-midst) and takes up the proper tddkrging ahead in this
situation (as an actiieeing essein the context of the betweeH).This repetition as
interestedness is “the way of the existing indialif® As aware of our being-
between, radical hermeneutics brings a new empbagilifference and otherness as

occupying a space of priority—as that of which el fourselves in the midst.

43 Radical Hermeneutict46, 192.

4 More Radical Hermeneutic 12;Radical Hermeneutic258; Against Ethic224-25.

5 Against Ethic®225, 230More Radical Hermeneutic 5.

“That if anything, iswho we arethe ones who do not know who they are, and whosedires
impassioned by the passion of that non-knowikgte Radical Hermeneutics

“We are left with nothing, but with the passion and the not-kngwiOn Religion127

46 «Kierkegaard, Heidegger” 220.

" Radical Hermeneutic33.

8 «Kierkegaard, Heidegger” 208.
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Radical hermeneutics counters metaphysics’ urgalbsume everything
within a singular, universal system with the awasesnof abidinglifference—it is “a
philosophy of ‘alterity,” with “a relentless attémeness and sensitivity to the
‘other.””* Caputo describes radical hermeneutics as a pipiflgsof difference in
terms of its being an “heterology.” This heterglagkes two forms: the heteronomic
and the heteromorphic. Heterology in the sendeetdronomisnviews difference in
terms of the particular and singular other thatdsaagainst metaphysics’ universal
system of sameness—it is the serious “Rabbi” vigijaon the look out for the
singular other? Here, humility takes the form of restraint towéhe singular.
Heteronomic heterology continues the minimalisjgxbof radical hermeneutics as
seeing reality as being made up of particularsuamtigestable singulariti€s. Such a
singular is “marked by its idiosyncrasy, its ididiody, its uniqueness, its anomaly,
its unclassifiability, its unrepeatability® Reality is to be seen in terms of concrete,
singular, idiosyncratic events happening to paldicundividuals (as the subjects of
particular events) without there being any deepectire>

Heterology in the sense béteromorphisnviews difference in terms of the
plural, the multiple, the diverse that stands asfaimetaphysics’ unity—it is the
exuberant “Dionysiac” celebrating alteration anel thany’>* Heteromophic
heterology continues the minimalist project of cadlihermeneutics as seeing reality

in terms of “a kind of felicitous nominalism” thiseeps things open-ended, celebrates

49 John D. Caputo, “The Good News About Alterity: Derrida &hdology,”Faith and Philosophy0
(1993): 453.

*0 Against Ethicst2-43, 59.

L “There isés gibtonly...the plurality of particulars.” Ibid. 71.

“The fact in all its ‘facticity,’ that is, in all itparticularity as a fact, can be relieved of its imadlity
only by being stripped of what is proper to it and liftetbithe heavens of eidosMore Radical
Hermeneuticgl.

*2 More Radical Hermeneutick79.

%3 Against Ethic94-95.

“To speak of what happens is to give up thinking thanév make sense all the way down” Ibid. 234.
“The sum and substance of events is nothing other than the gvemiselves.” Ibid. 235.

** Ibid. 42-43, 59.
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diversity and alteration, and happily greets urtimdited pluralities—it is a
“minimalism” that seeks to “maximize the possilid# and keep the door open to
results that have not come in y&t.Here, humility takes the form of caution so as “t
keep as many options open as possiteRadical hermeneutics as heteromorphic
heterology is liberating—for oneself as freeing tme multiplicity of option¥’ and

for the other as keeping the free-play of diversg ehanging reality free of the
closure of metaphysics’ urge to static uriftyAs a fundamentally “otherwise” way of
speaking, radical hermeneutics as heterology ih etheteronomic, “Rabbinic”
mode and its heteromorophic, “Dionysian” mode, itwCaputo calls a “jewgreek”
metaphysics without metaphysits.

Radical hermeneutics’ awareness of difference leads/ from metaphysics’
stabilizing function toward a proper understandhthe difficulty of life Factical
life—anxious because of its lack of hard truths-difficult, not made safe by a
metaphysical canopy. Life is difficult, for we poor existing individus have to
make judgments, but such judgments or decisionmarde against the backdrop of
“undecidability.” Undecidability—signaling the iseapability of the flux—is the

condition of the possibility of real decisi6h.Real decision is difficult precisely

°> More Radical Hermeneuti® Radical Hermeneutic206.

*% Radical Hermeneutic58.

" “Once we stop trying to prop up our beliefs, practices, anillitiens on the metaphysics of
presence, once we give up the idea that they are endoittesome sort of facile transparency, we find
that they are not washed away but liberated.” Ibid. 7.

*% |bid. 262.

% The term “jewgreek” is Caputo’s appropriation of Derridafgpropriation from Joyce Writing and
Difference 153. It is “a clustering of quasi-philosophical discoursegldvbave allowed what is Greek
to be inwardly disturbed by its other and what is othantGreek to find something of a philosophical
idiom.” Against Ethics36.

“Jewgreek thinking,” in contrast to metaphysics’ (Gref@tgtion on pure origin, greatness, presence,
“embraces contamination, impurity, miscegenation, and migsgion....the derivative, the non-
originary, the secondary, and the repetitive....the smalirtsignificant, the marginal, the low-down
and no-account...the time immemorial of justice and theaf¢asness and homelessness of the
outcast...the invisibility of what cannot manage to emergepresence.Demythologizing Heidegger
7

60 Radical Hermeneutics, 189;More Radical Hermeneutic Against Ethicst.

61 Against Ethic$3, 99.
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because we do not know the right answer in advénééving life and making
decisions in the face of the flux and undecidabbitings us back to radical
hermeneutics’ central (quasi-)concept of repetitidnich moves from thought to
existence—to the task of moving ahead as an egistitividuaf® and forging a
self—of seeing one’s self not as a thing to knoia (metaphysics) but as a t&ék.

Radical hermeneutics as a thinking about realtigrahetaphysics, a
metaphysics without metaphysics, moves in the dppdgection of metaphysics—
from an abstract escape from the vagaries of exdstéo an interested involvement in
the living of life. As such, radical hermeneutassan awareness of the difficulty of
life leads one from metaphysics (as thinking alveatity) to ethics (as regarding how
one is to relate to others)—from “what” to “ho#’."This much is evident in the
strong conclusions of Caputo’s radical hermeneutidse first conclusion is the
denial of the possibility (and/or propriety) anyust knowledge of reality (or
metaphysics) because such is a mask for absolotel&dge of reality—that the only
acceptable “metaphysics” is one that recognizesakado not (and cannot) know
who we are or what is going on or what is true—Harg “without metaphysics.” The
second conclusion is the denial of the importarficioh a robust knowledge

(metaphysics) for life—that metaphysics stands position of fundamental

62 Undecidability functions “to raise the intensity of tiecision, the ‘responsibility’ for the decision.
The more decidable things are, the more rule-governechtieegnd the more easily we can excuse
ourselves for what we have done by saying, ‘this is reeltymy doing, it’s the rule.” John D. Caputo,
“Postmodernism and the Desire for God: An Email Convensatith Edith Wyschogrod,Cross-
Currents48:3 (Fall, 1998): 304.

“Undecidability adds spice to life because it makes dmtispossible, and indeed constitutes the very
condition of possibility of decisiveness. The opposite afewidability, it must be insisted, is not
‘decisiveness,’ as the Defenders of the Good and the Truendomtgtprogrammability deducibility.

A real decision requires undecidability, requires being ituaton where the deck is not stacked in
favor of one option, where the only way a solution can baved is throughudgmentanddecision
Undecidability is an account of judgment, not an attack upbfGod and Anonymity” 7.

83 «Kierkegaard, Heidegger” 208.

64 Radical Hermeneuticg1, 29.

% |bid. 257.
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opposition to our living of life as it truly is, iall of its ambiguity and difficulty, and

we can and should (and ultimately cannot but) nmakenvays without it.

Caputo’s Critique of Ethics

While radical hermeneutics presses powerfully t@ethics as its goal and
consummation, Caputo admits that he has seriolsgms with ethics as well—so
serious that he could be said to be “against ethitse basic problem with ethics for
Caputo is that it is based upon metaphysics anctifums toward the same end—to
give (false) stability to life. In brief, Caput@mtends that not being faithful to life
leads to not being faithful to the human other.

For Caputo, ethics is fundamentadlgpendent on metaphysicgthics is “a
certainepistemé—-“a (certain) metaphysics (of morals), a metapbysiharged with
making obligation safe®® Ethics seeks to elevate knowledge of its sulsjetter
through metaphysics. Caputo sees the situationasotiie “end of ethic€” Ethics
as depending on failed metaphysics for its growamils up being groundless—as
being “without why.*®

As traditional metaphysics is not faithful to lfier Caputo, so ethics—as
building upon and complicit in such a faithless aptysics—igot faithful to the
other. Ethics, like metaphysics, ends up supplantitigi¢al) existence with a kind of
abstract knowledge. Caputo contends that lifecareds relation to the other is more
difficult and risky than ethics would allo%¥. Caputo writes regarding the difficulty of
ethical existence that “we always proceed in tliredbldivested of the sure guidance

theoretical seeing feigns to lend in advance asegotiate the ups and downs of

®®pid. 5, 73.

®7 Caputo describes “the end of ethics” thus: “The business akafisihics has given out and the
ethical verities that we all like to think are true...are rem@n to be in a more difficult spot than we
liked to think.” More Radical Hermeneutickr2.

®8 Against Ethic®4-25, 237.

* Ibid. 4.
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existence. As with metaphysics, ethics’ abstraction from eghiexistence entails a
preoccupation with unity, sameness and universality

Ethics, for Caputo, seeks to bsystem of universal rulesThe “mainstream
metaphysics of morals” must “invoke universal,onél, or natural laws’™ Ethical
systems, like and as metaphysics, privilege a &fratatic unity to make its
knowledge absolute—and this by finding a fixed poihreference to absolve ethical
reflection from the arbitrariness of existence.t thes belief “that what we
do...admits of formulation in hard and irrevocablkesli is an obstacle to
understanding truly ethical living. The problem with ethical laws and principles is
that they have to say something about individuad&ing particular choices in
particular situation&® but such ethical rules (1.) do not directly apalysingular
situations (they must be interpreted), (2.) dogeitaway from the internal instability
that shadows any universal structure, and (3.haravailable as fully understood
and fully justified in time for the individual tose then? Ethical existence is instead
entangled in groundlessness, singularity, partitylanovelty, transcendence and
incomprehensibility that resist any kind of univarethical rules? This focus on
unity, sameness and universality intends but failsrovide a stable foundation for
ethical relations.

Ethics, like and as metaphysics, setkprovide a stable foundation for life

but ends up making light of life’s difficulty. Etts seeks to make ethical relations

"9 More Radical Hermeneutick?3.

"L “Beyond Aestheticism” 66-67.

2 Radical Hermeneutic212.

3 Against Ethic¥/3.

" These three points are Caputo’s use of Derrida’s “apofijudgment.” Ibid. 104-5.

“If someone really demands a principle or a foundation g tivant a cognitive basis, a theory, or a
principle, before proceeding, they will, | fear, never gederway.” 1bid. 38-39.

5 Against Ethicsl4. More Radical Hermeneutick?73.
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“safe.””® “But judgment,” Caputo contends, “is not safé.Life (and obligation) is
more difficult and risky than ethics would allow—fim of undecidability creeps
quietly over the clarity of decisiong®

For Caputo, the (metaphysical) knowledge of ethicaims supplants the
difficulty of ethical living. Thus, the conclusiaf Caputo’s critique of ethics and the
motivating concerns behind his seeking an alteraatan be understood in terms of
the following: First, he wants a humble and re@liapproach to ethics that avoids
elevating the knowledge of ethical guides to adiglabsolute status. Second, Caputo
wants honesty and engagement that avoids the supglaenuine ethical existence
in all its difficulty with the knowledge of ethicguides (so falsely elevated).

Metaphysically buttressed ethics fail with regardboth of these concerns.

Caputo’s Post-Metaphysical Ethics: Ethics without Ehics

For Caputo, a post-metaphysical ethics—as an ethiasy of thinking about
relating to the other) without ethics (without angtaphysical ethical system)—is
faithful to the other insofar as it is a way ofrtking that is involved in the relation to
the other in its particularity and difference tod/éine end of directing one toward the
difficulty of such a relation.

A post-metaphysical ethics proceeds from the fotiodkess foundation of
radical hermeneutics—it takes place in the withddao? foundations, of any deeper
grounding, of any metaphysical certificatich Following radical hermeneutics, a

post-metaphysical ethics is ethical repetition—ttek of constituting, producing,

6 “Ethics makes safe. It throws a net of safety utidejudgments we are forced to make, the daily,
hourly decisions that make up the texture of our liveficEtays the foundations for principles that
force people to be good,; it clarifies concepts, sequdggments, provides firm guardrails along the
slippery slopes of factical life Against Ethicgt.

" bid. 97.

"% Ibid. 4.

" Against Ethics37; Radical Hermeneutic36, 239.
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forging, becoming oneself as an ethical self inrttiést of the flux of existence
without the knowledge of any prior guide or fouridaf® The ethical self that is
forged is a self in relation to the other withowttaphysics. With the end of
metaphysics comes “the end of ethics” which “cléaesway for a more ethical
ethics, allowing the ethicalness of ethics to breatk while insisting that most of
what passes itself off as ethics is an iddl.5uch an ethics after the end of ethics—“a
morals without a metaphysics of morals”"—is, asdwihg the project of radical
hermeneutics, a minimalism—seeking a maximally fopad undetermined” and
“weak and nonconstraining” notion of the GdbdSuch a post-metaphysical ethics
succeeds in being more faithful to the other theumietaphysical counterpart.

Post-metaphysical ethics seeks tddthful to the other The project of
radical hermeneutics, of seeing the fundament#dlnility of life, calls on the
virtue—not only of humility regarding our knowledgéreality, of a “generalized
Gelassenheitwhich lets “all things be what and how they &febut also the virtue
of compassion arising from our common, comfortfass with other§?* This
compassion fundamentally entails a sensitivity—ypdrbolic sensitivity or
hypersensitivity"—to the othéf. This sensitivity to and interestedness in the othe
entails a deeper awareness of difference—of ther @tk other.

An “otherwise” ethics, a post-metaphysical ethfos,Caputo, is an
heterology Caputo summarizes such an heterological etlsicglAugustine’s

dictum: “Dilige, et quod vis fde—“Love, and do what you will ¥ This dictum—as

80 Radical Hermeneutict7, 21, 28-30, 58; “Kierkegaard, Heidegger” 207, 209-10.

® More Radical Hermeneutick74.

82 Radical Hermeneutic857;Against Ethics33, 41.

% Radical Hermeneutic288.

® Ibid. 259.

8 “Good News” 266.

8 Against Ethicgtl, 121-22. Caputo cites the Augustine quote from Augustine’st@orary on the
First Epistle of John, in Migne, Patrologia Latina, ¥, B. 2033.
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a kind of “principle without principle” proposing“maximally weak and
nonconstraining notion of the Good”—follows the titrajectory of the heterology of
the project of radical hermeneutics, that of heternism (lilige) and
heteromorphismet quod vis fac®’

The first kind of difference, diieteronomismis the sober, self-effacing,
Rabbinical posture of being responsive to theafalhe other and the call to love
(dilige) the other—of placing one in the position ofrh-coercive heterononi{®
For Caputo, this ethical heteronomism—displayinguilg Levinasian overtones—
takes the form obbligation Obligation “happens to” one inasmuch as somgthin
some transcendent alterity—seizes and disrupt$ronewithout and demands one’s
responsé&’

Caputo reiterates thminimalismof radical hermeneutics in the “event” or
“happening” of obligation. “Obligation,” Caputo ites, “happens’—and this
happening is groundless, in a void, without anglent further “why.?® Obligation is
a “responsible anarchy”—a “perspective” tietmeneiathat grapples with the abyss
(being without any first principle arche in seeing or hearing in it the call of the
other upon oné&' Beyond this, we cannot—or, at least, Caputo althit he does
not—know what obligation “is® On this minimalist account of obligation, theusc
of the event or happening of obligation is simplg vulnerable and suffering “flesh”

of the other®

87 Against Ethicstl, 121.

8 Against Ethicsi2-43, 55, 61More Radical Hermeneutick36.

8 Against Ethics, 8, 14.

“Structurally, one is always on the receiving end of digabon” Ibid. 11.

% pid. 6, 14, 25, 192, 225, 237.

91 “Beyond Aestheticism” 60Against Ethic$5, 190, 238.

92 Against Ethicsl92.

% bid. 196, 209, 214.

“In the economy of obligation, the | is always strucliyran agent body while the other—which enjoys
a place of primacy—is structurally flesh.” Ibid. 213.
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This first kind of difference, dieteronomimbligation, finds expression in a
radical partiality to the singular, individual ottteat is before on&. Caputo,
following Derrida, speaks of this obligation to tiegular other in terms of “the
undeconstructibility of justice”—that the idealjoktice is to respond to needs of the
radical singularity of the particular oth€r.This ethical privileging of radical,
ineffable, unanticipated singularity in obligatisnstated—by Caputo, following
Derrida, in the “hyperbolic” statemenitiut autre est tout autre“every other is
wholly other.”®

A post-metaphysical ethics is an ethics of oblmati “Obligation,” Caputo
argues, “is what is important about ethics, whhtostcontains without being able to
contain.®” Obligation is the core of ethics that metaphylsithics is based upon and
betrays, that scandalizes metaphysical ethicstamndhich post-metaphysical seeks to
be faithful®®

The second kind of difference or heterology, tHateteromorphismis the
exuberant, carnivalistic, Dionysiac posture of bed¢ing differencedt quod vis fac
as multiplicity and diversity? Such an ethical heteromorphism is an “ethics of
Gelassenheitwhich enjoins humility and caution before theyptaf things—a
“letting be” that is maximally nonconstraining apgbceeds “in such a way as to keep
as many options open as possiBf&."This “ethics ofGelassenhéit(from the

Heideggerian side of radical hermeneutics) alsmspeward an equally

% bid. 191, 225.

% “Good News” 465Demythologizing Heidegg&00.

“Justice in itself,” Caputo writes, is “the uniquedgparticular justice that is cut to fit the particular
needs of the individual, that is subtly suited to each indivistuall individual’s most secret
singularity.” “Metanoetics” 203.

% More Radical Hermeneutick?5, 179Against Ethics74-75;Demythologizing Heidegge96-206.
“Obligations are our hyperbolic act of affirming infiaitvorth, of attaching hyperbolic significance to
the least among usAgainst Ethic®46.

97 Against Ethicsl8.

% |bid. 5.

% |bid. 42-43, 61, 121-22.

1% Radical Hermeneutic858-59, 264Against Ethic#i1, 121.
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heteromorphic “ethics of dissemination” (from therfBddean side). The humble
letting-be makes one a more active advocate ofatiban of plurality—of
nonexclusionary egalitarianism that seeks “to lanynflowers bloom **

For Caputo, such a heterological, post-metaphysitats—an ethics without
ethics that follows radical hermeneutics’ metapbysvithout metaphysics—
functions to place an accent on th#iculty of ethical relation. Post-metaphysical
ethics sees that we act lacking unshakable metaaihysundations and thus with a

heightened awareness of our insecurity—of our “gerat trembling.*%?

We are,
again, in a situation of undecidability, in whicle Wwave to make ethical decisions and
judgments without any sure guidelines that woulsinaT our questions ahead of
time 1%

Caputo’s post-metaphysical ethics effectively reenbes ethics within the
“repetition” of radical hermeneutics. In ethicapetition the individual seeks to
constitute, to produce the self (whose existeneeqttes its essenc®f. However, in
seeking to constitute the sal§ ethical ethical repetition presses toward a privilege
for the other that is also a de-centering of the $&thical repetition is in need of—
focused/centered around—the otHf&r Thus, ethical repetition deconstructs its own
project, in that in order to achieve itself it Hadbecome something else. Put

otherwise, if the other is only a function of ajeat of self-becoming, it is not truly

other—ethics is not ultimately about self-becomiegen this constructed stability is

191 0n Religion62; Radical Hermeneutic854-55, 260, 288Against Ethics39.

Ultimately, a properly heterological, post-metaphysitlios must come around to include both the
heteronomic Rabbi and the heteromophic Dionysiac. Heteromorphism is too pluralistic to exclude
grave and solemn keepers of the law from its premiseshetedonomism is too obliging to the other
to exclude these multicolor polymorphs from attending synogdgbey wish.” Against Ethic$4.

“If heteronomic piety without laughter makes me uneasyrbeatorphic gaiety without obligation is
no less disturbing.” Ibid. 65.

192 Radical Hermeneutic839; Against Ethics191.

103 Against Ethics3, 63.

104 Radical Hermeneutic30, 58; “Kierkegaard, Heidegger” 207.

195yt eventually the bravado of ethical repetition must coongrief. In the ethical, one needs only
oneself, and that is its illusionRadical Hermeneutic30.
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too stable). This “something else” is a “hyperbbéthics—a religious ethics—that

is even further purified of metaphysics. It isghiihat an awareness of the difficulty of
ethical life leads one to the use of religious lzage. Disentangling oneself from a
faithless metaphysics in order to be faithful fe &nd to the other brings one more
and more into the realm of “faith"—the domain obperly religious faith.

This further disentanglement of ethics from metapts/can be seen in the
strong conclusions of Caputo’s post-metaphysidatet(without ethics). The first
strong conclusion is the denial of ethics inasmaglit entails a metaphysical
knowledge of ethical guides—the only acceptabléstis one that operates without
metaphysics—that is, without the aforementioneditst” Following closely is the
second strong conclusion of Caputo’s post-metaphi/sthics—echoing that of his
radical hermeneutics—which is the denial of thenigigance of metaphysical

knowledge for truly ethical living.

Caputo’s Critique of Religion

Religion, for Caputo, is also susceptible to meyaal faithlessness. Such
metaphysical religion is detrimental to a propedlgious faith insofar as it is an
abstract system of certain propositions that prgels static unity in order to provide a
stable foundation for life that undercuts a propegligious faith.

Metaphysical religion elevates the knowledge of @Gpthe divine or the
absolute to an absolute level. Such metaphystigion inscribes God into an onto-
theo-logical (metaphysical) framework in which Gadctions as a highest being and
first cause. It forgets that religion is a humaagtice, and that all such onto-theo-

logical frameworks are never more absolute thain fiméte makerst®® This

196 Blackwell Readings in Continental Philosophy: The Religiedspy John D. Caputo (Oxford:
Blackwell, 2001) p. 2.
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metaphysical religion is detrimental to a propedlgious faith in that it supplants
religious existence with a metaphysical knowledgatéd on abstract propositions—
confusing “religious life with assenting to certqiiropositions.”07

Metaphysical religion’s fixation on abstract propiosis entails talking of God
in terms of a systematic universality and samenbkstaphysical religion absolutizes
propositions about God which are but contingent &i@rtifacts—it confuses the
infinite transcendence of God with human religielevating the latter to the status of
the formert®® Such religious systems present themselves asiaga rigorous and
certain status which is, in fact, beyond human ciiea’®® This kind of theological
system presents God as an ultimate static unitya—&od of the same”—that is
subordinated to Greek ontolod¥. For Caputo, such a systematically constructed
“God of the same” functions to privilege an exclist hierarchy:'*

Metaphysical religion’s fixation on conceiving ob& in terms of unity,
sameness and universality functions to give ligtadle foundation that makes light of
and thus undercuts the difficulty of a properlygieus faith. Metaphysical religion
seeks a “Secret” or a “heavenly hook” to “bail ws and lift us above the flux of

undecidability.**? The radically finite situation of human life inet midst of the flux

“Religion, which is a human practice, is always deconstilect On Religion113.

97 The Religiou®-3.

1% More Radical Hermeneutic55;0On Religion93-94.

1994 faith and theology understand themselves well, if/tiearn to speak of themselves and of God
well...then they understand that they cannot, that they aretstally unable...to close the circle,
finally and effectively to assure their own destinatioath, and validity."Prayers and Tear5§9.
“The faithful need to concede that they do not cognitikelgwwhat theybelievein any
epistemologically rigorous wayOn Religion111.

H0«Kierkegaard, Heidegger” 22®rayers and Tear§13.

“That very finite Hellenistic creature called ‘God’being cut to fit the narrow needs of Greek
ontology, of Parminides and Plato, who were scandaliydiiie and motion and changdtayers
and Tears336.

11 Against Ethics34; On Religion110.

H2More Radical Hermeneutick93; See alsBrayers and Tear834.
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that is recognized in the radically hermeneuticaloept of repetition severely limits
the kind of claims theology can make.

For Caputo, the metaphysical knowledge of God supplreligious life—
living religious faith. Thus, the conclusion of itdo’s critique of religion can be
summarized in that metaphysical religion (1) elesdahe knowledge of God to a
falsely absolute status and (2) ultimately supglanproperly religious faith. The
motivating concerns behind his seeking an alteradt this kind of religion are (as
with metaphysics and ethics), first, a desire for@erly/realistically humble regard
for our knowledge of God and, second, an intereptéserving the properly

existential/lived character of religious faith.

Caputo’s Post-Metaphysical Religion: Religion withat Religion
For Caputo, post-metaphysical religion, or “religiwithout religion,” is

faithful to “God"—is a properly religious faith—ingar as it denies the knowledge of
God and the significance of such knowledge fogrelis faith and thus opens the way
for a passionate love of God that is embodied enldive of the other. Post-
metaphysical religion, as a “more chastened” natioreligious faith, begins with the
death of the God of metaphysics—of onto-theo-logye-&od that is tailored to fit
knowledget'* This post-metaphysical religion consists of aperty religious faith
that is free from faithless (to life, to the othter faith) metaphysics. Such religion is a
“religion without religion” in that here one can€ldeeply and abidingly ‘religious’
with or without theology, with or without the reians”—that is, with or without any

particular or determinate claims to religious knesde'™

13 «Kierkegaard, Heidegger” 222-23.
14 Radical Hermeneuticg71; The Religiou®; More Radical Hermeneutick74.
50n Religion3.
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Experience and The Love of God

Properly religious faith is fundamentally concerndgth passion or, more
specifically, a “passion of non-knowing®—a passion for the impossible that
constitutes a (if not the) structure of experienthis structure of experience is a
passion for and affirmation of theut autre of a wholly other that breaks open the
present horizon of possibility—that looks forwaedsomething new and un-looked
for, to the impossibl&’” Caputo goes so far as to say that the religipughiat
constitutes experience as experience—in that oiily tive impossible does one truly
experience something néw. This “religious edge to experience,” Caputo vajte
“that notion of life at the limit of the possiblen the verge of the impossible,
constitutes a religious structure, the religiow®of every one of us** We can thus
see a similar movement in Caputo’s treatment aétigpn as a fundamental structure
of experience that is religious insomuch as gentepetition only occurs when one
sees that repetition is not possible for one toeaeh—when one sees that repetition is
impossible—and then opens to that beyond the gethe transformation of the
self!?° Following Derrida, Caputo names this fundamepéaision for the impossible
in human experience as “the love of God” —whicheligion?! For Derrida and
Caputo, “the name of God” is “the name of what wsick and love without question,

sans voir sans avoirsans savoir—"“God” is the impossible (without seeing,

18 More Radical Hermeneutics

"7 prayers and Tearsxiv, 202.More Radical Hermeneutic258.

8 0n Religion9, 11.

9 pid. 11.

120 Radical Hermeneutic30; “Kierkegaard, Heidegger” 217.

“Genuine repetition...occurs only when the individual does not seeheavan go on, when every
human resource is exhausteRadical Hermeneutic31.

21 0n Religionl, 113;Prayers and Tear832.
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possessing or knowing) we passionately dééfrélhus, the passion of life leads us to
the love of God.
From “God” to Love

The passion of life that is the love of God entaildeep attunement and
directedness toward “the other.” God, as “the iagtae,” is “the coming
(linvention) of the other.*?® For Caputo, post-metaphysical religion is toih(
radical hermeneutics and post-metaphysical ethig®rological. The heteronomism
of post-metaphysical religion is evident in that tBod of properly religious faith is
“an absolute heterogeneity that unsettles all #sei@nces of the same within which
we comfortably ensconce our selves”—in short, ‘8wl of the other?®*

At the heart of Caputo’s reflections on “God” arlble' other” is the close
relationship between religion and obligation. @ttbobligation and religion, there is
a bond between the singular individual and thewdargother. Following Levinas and
Derrida, Caputo recognizes a structural ident#yeen religion and obligation.
Religion is obligation to a singularity that is hiy than the univers&t® Religion is,

there-ligare, which means the one-on-one bond of the existing

individual with the Absolute, the absolute relatiorthe Absolute.

There-ligareis theob-ligare, the absolute bond, the obligation, but
without the shelter afforded by the univer$#.

122 \ore Radical Hermeneutic63 quoting (“sans...") Jacques Derridarages(Paris: Galilée, 1986),
25.

“The name of God has a special way of functioning as therdiwhat we love and desiréMore
Radical Hermeneutic258.

123 prayers and Tearg1-76.

2% 1pid. 5.

The God of the other is “the nametb&impossible, of novelty, of the coming of the Other, ofttha
autre, of what is coming with the shock of absolute surpris#h thie trauma of absolute
heterogeneity.” Ibid. 113.

The religious dimension is inherent in heteronomismfitesbfar as it is an “openness and
responsiveness to what comes to us from withaluiektrg, from on high, in short from the other.”
Against Ethic$H9.

125«The Other is not infinity but a partiality to which weeaunapologetically partial Against Ethics
19.

128 |pid. 18.

“The re-ligarein Derrida,...Kierkegaard and Levinas...is thtelibare, the bond of responsibility to
the singularity of the ‘wholly Other,’ the bond of the em@one of the self to the Other.”
Demythologizing HeideggeX10.
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In obligation and religion, one is subject to d,cah unconditional
solicitation. As religion reflects obligation, does obligation reflect religion, in that
with obligation we experience atherthat commands respect and has a mysterious
depth to itt?” In both, one is structurally “on the receivingdéh®® The “power” in
both obligation and religion is that of the catletappeal, not that of the ontological
(metaphysical) status of the caller. Thus, ingadiion and religion “something
unconditional happens, without sovereignty and eithbeing, without force and
without power’—“whose only power is the power gb@awerless but unconditional
appeal.*?® Caputo’s religious project can thus be seen afart to conceive of a
God “without sovereignty” in terms of obligation tioe other:*

At the core of Caputo’s conception of the relati@tween religion and
obligation is the Derridean understanding ofttng autre “Tout autre” Derrida
says, ‘st tout autré™®* In other (English) words, every other is wholther. The
relation that is obligation—that we have with eveygular, human “other’—is
identical with the relation that is religion—thaewave with a singular, “absolute,”
wholly “Other.”3? Caputo writes approvingly that for Derrida “itéeough for ‘God’
to be the name of the absolutely other, a placgendbr thetout autré—this is “the
work done by the name of God, the value of religidiscourse and religious

stories.*®?

27 The face of the other is “an intervention from withoutpanmand issued from the hidden depths of
the other....The respect the other commands plays on the mysteptbs we cannot fathom.”
Radical Hermeneutic276.

128 Against Ethicsl1.

129 3ohn D. Caputo, “Without Sovereignty, Without Being: Uncondaiity, the Coming God and
Derrida's Democracy to Com@dCRT4.3 (August 2003): 9, 26.

130«without Sovereignty, Without Being” 12.

131 Derrida,Donner la Morf p. 68.

132«The other isany other, God or someone or something else. So love nmanthe other as other,
any other, any wholly otherPrayers and Teard9.

%3 pid. 201, 202.
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Thus, religion—the kind of relation one has withdseis ahyperbolicway of
speaking of obligation—of one’s “hypersensitivity’ the demands of the oth&f.

This is Caputo’s understanding of Levinas’ “unlikstory” of the other and absolute
alterity*®> The absolutely Other is “a poetic and hyperbotime for the fact, as it
were, of obligation, of heteronomy...a way of sayiagtigation happens,
emphatic€ It is a way of speaking of “an extreme of respibility, of
responsiveness and sensibility to the demandsgéikirity.™*°

God or Love?

On the more heteromorphic side of this post-metsighy, heterological
religion, Caputo sees religious faith as an esanteven radically) hermeneutical
enterprise that deals with certain basic undecalaibliations. Religious faith for
Caupto is a kind of hermeneutié. As such, faith operates under the “disconcerting
conditions” of undecidability—with the reading ahaiguous traces that cannot be
absolutely tracked down—uwith making its way in therk flux of existencé®
Religious faith has to deal with the tragic sensife—the persistence of the abyss—
that perpetually throws it into question. Religisranxiously “co-constituted” with
its non-religious other that sees an abysmal, amomg nothing behind life—that

sees life and its suffering as an innocent and mgless becoming®® The tragic

view, in which flux rules all, cannot be excludetdsdenced. Faith must own up to

“The name of God is very powerful, full of force, ofjgmatic effect, ordering us to the neighbor,
directing our desire, le desir de Dieu, to the neighbdtdstmodernism and the Desire for God” 304.
1344Good News” 466.

135 Caputo sees the “impossible relation” of the “absdilelation to an absolute” as rather a way of
talking of the Other’s unconditional claim on us—the Otheglation to us “in a very powerful,
unconditionally commanding way” which calls upon us to oesl‘decisively and unequivocally.”
Against Ethics80.

“The absolute Other is nadtricto senspan ineffable alterity but a fabulous tale...one of th&t beays
we have of saying that something is not only such-and;suthvery much so, indeed quite
excessively, hyperbolically so.” Ibid. 82.

136 Against Ethics83; Demythologizing Heidegg&00.

13" More Radical Hermeneuticz36.

138 Radical Hermeneutic881;More Radical Hermeneutic200, 210Prayers and Tear§7-61.

1390n Religion120, 124Against Ethic245; Radical Hermeneuticg82, 288; “God and Anonymity”
16.
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it—include it in itself. Whereas Caputo, in his earlier work—upRadical
Hermeneutics—could resolve the tension, in a sense, by conegief religious faith
as a (quasi-Heideggerian) mystical experienceefltix, the abyss itself, in his
subsequent work he prefers a fundamental and tErsi®erridean) undecidability
between the religious and the Nietzschean tragiw1° Thus, the love of and
obligation to the other that constitute the he&e post-metaphysical religion are
themselves construals—seeing compassion as meahingh the face of an
anonymous and loveless force/flux/nothing/abiyss.

The other and, in his more recent work, more premtirundecidability
inherent in properly religious faith is that obtai between “God” and “love.” We
ultimately do not, and cannot, know whether “lov@an example of, a way of telling
us something about, God or if “God” is an exampleaavay of telling us something
about, love"*? This reflects the undecidability intimated abdeween the other and
God to whom we are absolutely obligatédl.Properly religious faith exists in the
“endless substitutability and translatability” beww “God” and “love ***

“God’/“Love”
A key point to which Caputo repeatedly returnshest undecidability is not a

recipe for indecision and inaction, for the abolitiof faith and deeds, but the

140 Radical Hermeneutic869, “On Mystics, Magi, and Deconstructionists” 28-29.

141 On Religion118; Against Ethic244-45.

1424To love God is to love something deeply and unconditionaBiyt it is also true...that to love
deeply and unconditionally is to be born of God, to love G@uh'Religion6.

“Is love a way of exemplifyingsod? Or is God a hame we have for exemplifyiogg?” Ibid. 25.
“God is the name of love. God is the name of what we Idip&d” 134.

143«The ‘other’ is an example of what is named with the nafm@od; the name of God is an example
of what is named by the ‘other.” God is the exemplawefry ‘other,” the other is the exemplar of
God.” Prayers and Tear52

144 prayers and Tear§2; On Religion126.

“How easily saying ‘God is love’ slides over into sayilove is God.” This slippage is provocative
and it provides us with an exceedingly important and provaeatinbiguity, opening up a kind of
endless substitutability and translatability between ‘l@ared ‘God.” On Religion5.
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condition for the possibility of faitfi*> The “post-metaphysical” non-knowing that
puts our knowledge of reality in a permanent sthtendecidability is what makes
post-metaphysical religious faith other to (all tnetaphysical) knowledge. For
Caputo, faith, as a decision in the face of undsaldy, is fundamentally tied up with
action.

In the end, the basic and inescapable undecidabéitween God and love
functions to elicit loving action and deed. Ultitely, it does not matter what is an
example of—what exemplifies—what. It ultimatelyed not matter which is
ultimate*® What does matter—what follows regardless of wiscivhich—is action.
Either or both call us to become different, actMeving people’ In fact, Caputo
goes so far as to say that “God” is a word th&ds a name of a “what” than a
“how,” an invitation to action, “the name of a déedvhose force is more pragmatic
than semanti¢*® Thus, in the end, it does not matter if a propeeligious faith is
“religious” (talking about God) or not, as longias Ioving.149 Properly religious
faith is reducible to loving obligation to the othwithout remainder. It is thus that
one can “be deeply and abidingly ‘religious’ withwathout theology, with or without

the religions.**°

145 Modernity and Its Discontentk92; Against Ethic244;Radical Hermeneutic881, 288More

Radical Hermeneutic220-21.

146 prayers and Tear838.

14741n the translatability of the love of God itvge who are to be translated, transformed, and carried
over into action.’On Religion140-41.

“So if we say ‘God is love,” that means that we arpested to get off our haunches atad

something.” Ibid. 115.

148 0n Religion 115, 135, 141; “Postmodernism and the Desire for God” 304.

149«Trye religion, genuine religiousness, means loving God, wiieans a restlessness with the real
that involves risking your neck; it means serving the widow, thiasrpand the strangemvithout
getting trapped by the claim to a privileged divine ratteh made by the particular religion©h
Religion114.

“What if the most religious thing you can do, service tortbighbor and the stranger, requires that we
not think or believat that momenanything religious at all, so that the religious dorithe thematic
religious content, would actually get in the way of thegieh? ... What if religion can be itself only if
it is a ‘religion without religion'?” “God and Anonymity” 178.

%0 0On Religion3.
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In sum, Caputo’s religion without religion is madkBy certain strong
conclusions. The first strong conclusion is theidleof metaphysical knowledge of
the absolute or God, in that such is a mask foolates knowledge. What is
emphasized instead is one’s fundamental positioonfknowing. The second strong
conclusion is the denial of the significance of apétysical knowledge for religious
life. What is important is the passion. A genuiekgious faith (or love) that is

dragged down by or hoisted up into a “faithless’tapéysics is thus betrayed.

“Faithless” Metaphysics or Genuine Religious Faith

In Caputo’s work, one is ultimately faced with aae between a “faithless”
metaphysics and genuine religious faith—true refigi This “bad faith” metaphysics
is not faithful or honest to life (to “who we aredihd, as such, leads to bad faith in
relating to others and to God. On the other siteaphysics without metaphysics,
ethics without ethics, and religion without religiooincide in a single way of being
that is faithful to existence in the flux and iglfiéul in obligation to the singular
other, which is the same as being faithful to “God.

This progression from metaphysics to its/the oth@nanifest in how Caputo
presents several positions, or rather, “deniatyarding metaphysics, ethics, and
religion. Regarding metaphysics, Caputo—motivdtdoncern about metaphysics’
elevation of knowledge of reality to a falsely aloge status and supplanting the
living of life (in the midst of the flux of actuayi) with the knowledge of reality (so
falsely elevated)—denies any robust knowledge alitse(or metaphysics) as well as
the significance of any such robust knowledge (piegaics) for life. Regarding
ethics, Caputo—motivated by concern about ethies/agion of the knowledge of
ethical guides to a falsely absolute status anglanfing genuine ethical existence in

all its difficulty with the knowledge of ethical gies (so falsely elevated)—denies
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any ethics that entails (metaphysical) knowledgetbical guides and the significance
of any such ethical knowledge for truly ethicaidiy. Regarding religion, Caputo—
motivated by concern about metaphysical religi@bésation the knowledge of God
to a falsely absolute status and supplanting agulppeligious faith—denies any
metaphysical knowledge of the absolute or God hadignificance of metaphysical

knowledge for genuine religious faith.

39



CHAPTER TWO: METAPHYSICS

This chapter will follow this plan: In Part Oneef@mond’s understanding
metaphysics (as “metaxological”) is systematicphgsented. In Part Two, this
vision of metaphysics is compared to that of Capuatso doing, Desmond’s
metaxological metaphysics is presented as a vaidendeed preferable alternative

to LeviNietzschean “radical hermeneutics.”

PART ONE: A PRESENTATION OF WILLIAM DESMOND’SMETAPHYSICS

Section |: Of Metaphysics in the Present Age
81. “Metaphysics”

Metaphysics asks the question of being. It inauinéo the meaning of
being—the significance of the “to b&* Metaphysics also asks the ultimate “why”
of being: why being and not nothinfg? William Desmond understands the “meta” of
metaphysics as double, as referring to how it iméalitate on both the “beyond”
(implicit in the question of the “why” of being) drihe “in the midst” of being as
intimately related—an “interpretive fidelity” to éhremergent happenings in the
middle that refer one to otherness and transceedéhdart of the being “in the
midst” that Desmond considers to be good meta-physiits awareness that it always

starts too late—imedia res—in the middle of thingd®* In this middle, the

1*1BB 3; MC 9.

12BB 4; HG 3.

13 BB xiii.

BB 44: “If metaphysical thinking, as | claim, takesphb in the milieu of being, the question of
transcendence has nothing to do with a leap out of lixgioghe void, but with the deepest mindfulness
of what is emergent in the middle itself.”

BB 44: “Metd is being in the midst;retd is also reference to what is beyond, what is transcendent.
Metaxological metaphysics must think the doubleness ofeéh&dn between being in the midsid

being referred by self-transcendence to the transcendémdeat is other, what is over and above.”
1*4BB 5; AOO 3.

BB 5: “Metaphysical thinking is precipitated in theween. We find ourselves in the midst of
being.... we have already begun”
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metaphysician encounters and struggles with anssxaiebeing—not merely
indeterminate but plural and “overdetermindtg2that gives rise to the astonishment
and perplexity that constitute abiding engine ofaphysical though?® This
excessive or gratuitous surplus of given beingscatllonce for a metaphysical
thinking that is an act of gratitude for such gitgtti’ and for a mindfulness that is
itself generous toward its objects, its othéPsSuch a generous endeavor to best
mindfully interpret the plenitude of being musty fdesmond, be itself plural—
plurivocal—it must take up Aristotle’s observatida:on legetai pollachs (“being is
said in many ways™>° As seeking to do justice to this fullness, meajts requires
a finesse that recognizes that being—and our hestigent understanding of
being—extends beyond the horizonsleferminatdntelligibility and so disquiets our
thinking and strains our languatf8. Given his view of the complex and difficult (if
not daunting) task of being true to the fullnesbe@ihg, Desmond sees metaphysical
thinking as entailing an awareness of inevitabieifa,'** that it is an uncertain
venture—a wager and a promi&e—and as such calls for humilit}> Metaphysics

never truly leaves behind the singularity of theklr for the anonymity of a system,

**BDD 761.

PU 25: “Repeatedly Kant laments the ‘mere random gropmhgietaphysics prior to his own putting
of metaphysics on ‘the secure path to science.’ | tthiskbeyond all determinate science there is a
groping that indicates a more radical metaphysicagsgte. This groping suffers from an essential
perplexity about the meaning of being that give the thinkeng of metaphysical migraine, or
insomnia.”

1%°BB 52, 204.

BB 46: “Perplexity gives us a kind of metaphysical raige”

157 BB 230-31.

18 BHD 267.

19 BB xiii, 34.

1%9BB 45; BDD 764.

BDD 735: “There may be indeterminacies or overdeterminatiest the ontological situation that
demand metaphysical finesse which does not conquer dstwms or perplexity but deepens and
disquiets thinking even more radically.”

161 BB xiii.

2B 46.

1%3BB 192.
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for metaphysics is always undertaken in a partidoddween (it “starts too late”) and
bears the singular existential burden of its urtenvager-®*

Granting his view of metaphysics, it is not difficto see Desmond’s rejection
of the post-metaphysical perspective. Desmondasdsa perspective as unfairly
totalizing metaphysics in terms of a rigid totaligiunivocity—a fascism of
concepts® There is no completion or realization or consurtioneor end of
metaphysics that brings it to a close and to an fendhe sources and tasks (ends) of
metaphysical thinking are perennial and exceed tetepeterminate
objectification*®® Metaphysics is not something to be overcome. Iddiee
Desmond, it cannot be; it is inescapable—for dleation is dependent on and
complicit in the question of the meaning of the &' that moves us to wonder and

167

perplexity.”" Metaphysics proceeds from an inherent exigencem-fsur need to

think it.1%8

1%4BB 13, 45, 188.

BB 12: “The call of metaphysical thinking is singularits idiotic origins.”

%5 BHD 45; BB 344; PU 24, 217.

BB 17: “l suggest that such deconstructions of metaphysitstaizing univocity themselves totalize
the nature of metaphysics. In claiming to be free ofirig thinking, they exhibit totalizing thinking
relative to traditional metaphysics. As they seenake the speck out of metaphysician’s eye, they
overlook any beam in their own. They do not do justichkelurivocal natureof metaphysical
thinking.”

Indeed, the critique of metaphysics itself becomes ametaphysics—the preference for the
finite as but another metaphysical preference. See Nilbank, Theology and Social Theqrg™ ed.
(Oxford: Blackwell, 1990, 2006) p. 106.

16 BB xvi, 15.

BB 15: “There is no such thing as the completion of metapfysio claim such a completion
indicates a complete lack of understanding of what isagtiplagapeic astonishment.... The true
consummating of metaphysics is not the overcoming of attor@nt, but the infinite renewal of the
opening to transcendence that comes first to us inntd tAere is no completion of this renewal.”
BDD 758: “There is no end of metaphysics, precisely beddessources of metaphysical thinking are
in a beginning that always exceeds complete objectification.

187 BHD 341; BDD 758.

AOO 2: “In our progress beyond ‘metaphysics,’ do we not draaphysics with us? This is what one
would expect if there is no escaping the fact that toumean is to be shaped by fundamental
orientations to being, and by implicit understandings oftwhaeans to be.”

MC 1: “l am not entirely sure what is meant by post-mieyajzal thinking, but if we think of
metaphysics as asking for fundamental reflection, raptess systematic, on the basic senses of the
“to be,” or of what it means to be, metaphysics will mehea practice we can put behind us.”

* NDR 48; MC 5.
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82. A Heterological Speculum

This conception of metaphysics lies at the corBegmond’s vision of a
different kind of practice of speculative philosgph‘a speculative philosophy of
non-identity” in which thought thinking itself isohthe destination (removed into
itself in contemplation of its union with the unigal) but a way-station on thought'’s
way to thinking what is irreducibly other to thougf? One need not be a Hegelian to
be a speculative philosophef. Such a suggestion of a speculative philosophy of
non-identity, however, appears against the backdfeyhat Desmond recognizes as a
certain ambiguity—if not ambivalence—uwithin the we¥s philosophical tradition
that is at least partially responsible for the eomporary phenomena of philosophy’s
becoming a problem to itself—for its “unsurenessttits own enterprise-** The
philosophical tradition is not simple and unilinedeading toward some
consummation, completion and/or exhaustitnThe tradition is mixed with such a
speculative philosophy of non-identity as Desmorappses and a certain reductive
tendency This tendency privileges thought thinking itselieothought thinking its
other, the abstract over the concrete and elememtizersal philosophy over the

singular philosopher’s philosophizing, the statiethe dynami¢’® Such a

AOO 271: “Despite the bad name metaphysics has had pfHateeed for metaphysics has not ceased.
Sometimes it takes forms that do not officially pregbemselves with the calling card marked
‘metaphysics.”

Milbank likewise recognizes this inescapability—thaehaveto say ‘how things are in
general’, to be able to say anything at all.” $&eology and Social Theqry. 300.
159 BHD 249: “Is there possible a speculative philosophy of dentity, a philosophical thinking that
lives in an uncompromising acknowledgement of the irreducitilers of self-thinking thought? |
answer yes. | answer also that a thinking through of selkitig thought leads us in this speculative
direction.”
OBHD 45,
PO 16-18.
2ppo 4.
PO 6; PO 272; PU 32; DDO 90.
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tendency yields an excessively narrow view of rea®“determinate cognition of the
determinate”—falling in the direction of scientimmpositivism*"*

Taking speculative philosophy in a different direotfrom this tendency,
Desmond suggests philosophy as a mindfulness of islaé work in the middle of
our existence—of our inescapable being in relatiowhat is other in terms of
determinate or indeterminate intelligible mediat{onintermediation}’> This
speculative mind would be a watching of the plaifefthat is more akin to ancient
theoriathat “contemplatively enjoys being as it is” andvhich one is open to being
in its othernes$’® True speculative philosophy for Desmond is aptce
contemplation that “introduces a rupture into haddiseeing”—that reawakens
astonishment before this otherness of béfAg.

As such an other-wise speculation—reflecting \aitid upon a heterological
speculum—philosophy has a double exigency (or ildper or requirement or
desideratum’® The first exigency stresses thought remaining teuits own form of
mindfulness with coherence and consistency—thersetfiation of thought thinking
itself}’® The second exigency stresses thought beyonansslfation that is open to
the otherness of being—open to finding “its selfdméons ruptured by forms of

otherness that its categories cannot completelyariasthe intermediation of

" BHD 271; PU 45; BDD 748.

° PO 11, 18; PU 22; AOO 4.

HT 25: “Philosophy is just the thoughtful engagement ofsthwerces of intelligibility immediately at
work in the between.... Philosophical thought is struck into &ttoment by the advent of what is other
to thought at home with itself. Moreover, the idealifgsophy as autonomous self-mediating reason
is of limited truth.”

®DDO 216; PO 163; BHD 43.

DDO 216: Speculation as “a rebirth of ancient theoria...need rayithe construction of idle
theories...but rather, a rational opennesdi¢oSache selbst

BHD 8: “The deepest openness of speculative mind is the iniyidgsdf the ultimate closure of
thought by itself and in itself.”

7pO 235-36, 242.

"8 BHD 8, 129, 248.

PO 6-7; BHD 8, 128-29.
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thought thinking its othe®® In Desmond’s thought, speculative philosophy itga
tendency to privilege and fixate upon the firstgexicy, progresses from the first to
the second—in that thought thinking itself (itsééfads to (opens beyond itself to)
thought thinking its othe*

This progression of speculative thought beyondfitsa process of breaking
down and breaking through. Speculative philosapbtyonly entertains but mindfully
safeguards irreducible perplexities that constigubreakdown—a self-debunking—of
thought’s claims of self-sufficiency and absolustelf-certain knowind®? It concerns
itself with the limits, the extremities of thoudfit. This kind of speculative
philosophy, as Desmond presents it, can then corfied a new kind of affirmation
breaking through its own breakdown—a festivity ahdh a speculative “yes” that
makes mind “agapeic:®
83. The (First) Ethos — The Between

The kind of metaphysics that Desmond proposeseafiective mindfulness of
the community of being. This community of being—aagslurivocal community that

sustains otherness in relation—is called “the étbosthe ontological ethos” and

%0 py 16; PO 6-7; BHD 9, 128-29.

BHD 9 : “Self-mediating thought must be genuinely opethe otherness of being, even in all its
forms dissident to complete conceptualization.... breaks opdaridency to closure on the part of
self-mediation. This second exigence is so importantihiaest speculative reflection may find its
self-mediations broken or ruptured on forms of othernesstsheditegories cannot entirely master.”
¥1pO 6; BHD 249.

Here, Desmond is presenting an alternative alteréithar the LeviNietzschean other whose
absolute otherness absolves and dissolves any possibilitatidémenor Deleuzie’s difference within
the univocal plane of immanence, nor Badiou’s pure (empt§fipticity, nor Marion’s given and
giving otherness with an allergy to mediation. As wé sék later, the question of the other, of
difference (ultimately, of community) and the questiofowk, desire, eros, agape—efation to the
other—are closely interrelated and together constitutbaps, the central philosophical issue for this
turn of the century. This issue is, as Desmond recogrszegroughly metaphysical.
2P0 242; BHD 43, 243; AOO 4.

BHD 243: “One of the supreme nobilities of speculative pregaics is its willingness to mindfully
return again and again to such ineradicable yet esspatialexities.”

183 BHD 42-43.

1% BHD 17, 137, 302, 341.

BHD 17: “There is a speculative laughter that issues ftanfestive celebration of being by agapeic
mindfulness. This speculative yes to the community of being way subordinates the otherness of
being to any conceptual whole constructed by the philosopiménts The yes of this laughter is a
festive gesture towards the metaxological openness of adagiaey.”
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“the between” in Desmond’s work> “The between"—“the middle’—is our given
place in being as between being and non-b¥hdt is the primal, primordial and
elemental ethos that is matrix or milieu of all subsequent (if always already
present) constructiortd’ Our dwelling in this most basic given ontologie#tos is
not neutral; the ethos manifests the worth of heting value inherent in the given, its
hospitality to the good® The ethos is charged with valtfé.

This charged ethos is the ontological context flooar self-mediations and
intermediations—for all of our participation in aretonfiguration of the ethos in
terms of our more specific presuppositié?“?s.lt is the overdetermined matrix from
and within which we make our more determinate juegts and valuations. Itis
because of a more excessive preexisting goodnessrtr in being that we can think
goodness or value or worth at all. We think ande@eterminately from the

overdeterminate resources of the ontological ethfodhe ethos/between is a prior

¥ py 12.

En 130: “This | call the between: the ontological ethfoglarivocal community of being in which the
self-mediations and intermediations of beings come to be determinately.”

¥ pO 18.

Such is “an ontological state which is fitting for somethivhich is receptive of being.” See Kelly,
Between System and Poetips6.

87 GEW 23; AT 235; En 130; EB 17, 37.

GEW 25: “The primal ethos is more mindfully approachesijdgest, if we think less of determinate
entities within the between as think of the between in itsgrdial ontological givenness: it is always
already given to be, before we understand it and reconfigtmeugh our determinate relation to it.
Its being given to be is never identical with any of thedeinate beings that are given to be within
it.”

188 EB 23, 177; AOO 292.

189 |n the work of Alain Badiou, true value always beginshein event, not with being, with being-as-
being. With Desmond, however, being itself is changitd value. This is due, as will be shown in
chapter 4, to the singulawentof the origin of being. Desmond’s theistic vision undes@rtd bridges
Badiou’s estrangement between being and event. See Bdaliou,Being and Eventrans. Oliver
Feltham (London: Continuum, 2005). Peter Hallw&aldiou: a Subject to TruttMinneapolis:
University of Minnesota Press, 2003) p. 78.

19 GEW 23, 25; En 130; EB 17.

Y1EB 17, 23.

AT 235: “The ethos is the basic milieu in which determénatlues come to form, but in itself it is in
excess of determination. Ethos is indeterminate in ardetenmined sense: not merely neutral, but an
equivocal medium of possibility or an in-between of promidere ethics and metaphysics cannot be
entirely divorced; changes in one are reflected in, dwenice changes in the other.”
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happening’? and givenness that is always already given ansuels, contains the
promise/potentiality/possibility of the fulfillmefmealization/actualization of
beings'®® As so overdetermined, the ethos is equivocal—itacfrecisely (and so
not precisely lacking) in its fullness—not redueilbd simple univocal
determination$®® The enabling resource then comes to look mordgmbs—a
chiaroscurothat makes us uneasy about the meagerness ohowirlg and valuing
and demands a more finessed, more artful dwelffhg.

Metaphysics, for Desmond, is to be just such a litvgel One of metaphysics’
great tasks is mindfulness of this primal ethos-eirg the contours of the between—
the community of being that enables our thinkind baing*®® Further, when
metaphysics tries to reflect upon the ethos istriereflect on its own source. Here
the between is the ethos of the intimate strangenielseing—as intimately present
yet overdeterminate, thus enigmatic—that occastomsstonishment and perplexity
and awakens us to mindfulness as si¢h.

84. The Second Ethos — The Present Age — (Post)Modiy

Desmond presents a further complication of thisupgcof the ethos. Within
the matrix of the first, primal ethos there is domsted a second, reconfigured ethos.
This reconfigured ethos is made up of the morergetate judgments and valuations
that we come up with to get a handle on the fulrighe between. This process

(call it hermeneutics?) naturally causes certapeets of the community of being to

192EB 21; MC 16.

18 GEW 25; MC 6, 9.

194 AT 250; EB 79, 123; BR 222.

195EB 123, 166, 169, 276.

EB 86-87: “The ethos wherein we find ourselves is equivoodlyae must learn the art of dwelling
with this. There are many ways of dwelling, but theofevery dwelling demands a truthfulness to
what is given and shown in the ethos. The equivocal is ngiiour defect, nor are we to wallow in
confusion. There is a truth of the equivocal but it is more th@mnivocal, not less, and other
approaches are necessary to reach it.”

1% GEW 27: “Metaphysics, at its most deep, requiresogbiphical mindfulness of the primal ethos of
being.”

" NDR 47; EB 21.
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come into focus while it throws others into rece$he problem, as Desmond sees it,
is that the dominant reconfigured ethos in thedastral centuries—the present age,
modernity—has functioned to cut off mindfulnesaiireome of the deeper,
overdeterminate resources of the primal ethohy@between, such that “the
constructed ethos tries to absorb the giving ethdiout remaindet®®

The modern ethos, as Desmond understands it,vageely instrumental and
pragmatic—seeking to have determinate knowledgettamsicontrol over being$?
This impulse comes to manifestation in the two-fmidcess of thebjectification of
beingand thesubjectification of valu¢ghat Desmond describes as tlletble faceof
modernity.?® Being is objectified in that it is neutralizeddevalued or evacuated—
emptied of any value or worth or goodness in itselhd made into a “merely
empirical” mechanismfi®* The subjectification of value comes about asetliea
“revaluation” of value in terms of human self-detémation’? that comes to see the
supreme value as freedom understood in terms oahwmatonomy—ultimately
flowering to reveal its core in the will to pow&F. The objectification of being serves
the purposes of the subjectification of value {fare is no other value but that
imposed upon the world by human power), while thigectification of value drives
the objectification of being (for humans cannotiogy autonomous if there is any

value or good other than that which they crealdje end result is an

18 EB 44-45; GEW 23; MC 9.
PO 228: “The order we make is grafted onto another ohéémte ourselves do not produce.”

See Radical Orthodoxy’s narrative regarding the post-13€@@ueation and evacuation of
being.
199BDD 760: “The general spiritual ethos is pervasivelygpratic and oriented to instrumental
problem-solving. We give our concern to things about whicleamedo something, where we seem
able to will it and bring them under some control.”
20 EB 41; HG 21-22; AOO 292; MC 3.
0L AT 235-37; NDR 46; EB 99; HG 21-22.
202 AT 235-37.
AT 248: “the absence of inherent good in the ethos is covgréy excessive noise about our
purported creation of value. We distract ourselves filwrdeath of the ethos with encomiums to our
self-proclaimed creativity.”
293 AT 233; EB 35.
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instrumentalized ethos in which being has valug ordofar as it serves human will
to power—theautonomia turanna&*

The result of this two-fold process and its instemmalization of the ethos is a
trajectory toward distrust, hostility, and ultimigta kind of nihilism. The
objectification of being makes the ethos into autnal medium of valueless
happening” yielding a “devalued soil of otherne¥s."Where the primal ethos does
not “fit” the purposes of autonomous humanity—wiltsrequivocity resists
determinate intelligibility—the modern ethos distisithis equivocal intransigence
and seeks to secure itself there agditfswvith this distrust of the equivocity of the
ethos comes the modern mind’s methodical doubsasgicion of being other than
itself, leading to a hostile, oppositional starmedrd the ethos of beirf§’ This
hostility of autonomous, value-creating humanityaod the valueless ethos moves
toward nihilism, in that the same humans who clrareate value participate
themselves in the valueless wh&lg. The end result is that the only value in the
universe is the product of worthless humanity’sei@mtly valueless valuations. In

this nihilism, there is made manifest the lossheffullness and the intimate

2% See AT.

Badiou’s work betrays just this objectification of beesythe purely empty and mathematically formal
domain of beingjuabeing and this subjectification of value as the instrumemtdlhistorical (though
intending a kind of universality) domain of the event, of trofithe subject. Badiou’s ontology
presents the evacuated ethos of modernity as describeednyddd—a sterile, neutral, empty
thereness that is no richer for its anonymous infiniteldifg. This stripped, evacuated being—as the
matrix of a pure instrumentality, being is only good fas thr that human project or truth-process—
extends to humans themselves. As goodness or value tbrig/eitrinsic to being so is it extrinsic to
inherently worthless human who only become subjectsoofhwelative to a particular truth-process
unfolding a particular event. See Alain Badi&thics: An Essay on the Understanding of Bvéns.
Peter Hallward (Verso, 2002) p.59. BadiBejng and Evenfpassim.

295 AT 237; EB 19, 27.

20 EB 23, 26, 41, 169.

EB 37: “In the main the ethos of modernity (and postrmitigrhas continued its wonted line,
interpreting it in terms of distrust vis a vis the equitypoif the given ethos, and in terms of a will to
power that begins to pass out of the power of the wlubbnomous selfhood.”

20T EB 24,

2B MC 14.
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strangeness (or strange intimacy) of the ethaseémtodern ethd®?

From this perspective, Desmond sees so-calledrfpmd#rn” thought as (at
least partially) diagnosing certain problems witbdarnity—such as its fixation on
excessively dualistic thinking and on univocal deti@ate intelligibility *°
Nonetheless, Desmond sees the postmodern as part#khe same modern ethos.
Postmodernism is perhaps more of a kind of “hypelenocism’—a self-
determination become self-laceratfdh.Postmodernism, for Desmond, is
modernism—a denizen of the same modern, reconfigetie$'*—but taken to an
extreme of deconstructing the sole constructionsaffe (human constructions)
allowed by the modern ethos. One can see how Dadmegects postmodern talk
about metaphysics as culminating in nothing moam ttisguised totalizing
instrumental reason as itself a totalization ofpegarom within just such an

instrumental framework. At the same time, Desmaoes recognize a totalizing

tendency of some (especially modern) metaphysidscéticizes it himself

2 NDR 47; EB 167.

21BHD 287; NDR 41-42.

' NDR 41; EB 169-70; AOO 276.

NDR 45: “To what extent is deconstruction a victim of teealuation of being in modernity? Are
deconstructive thinkers still in the same ethos which brsedguasi-deconstruction of modern self-
determination?”

12 Radical Orthodoxy makes this point, that the “modern” aed‘postmodern” share the same
nihilistic ontology, repeatedly. See Catherine Pickstmtthe nihilist aspect of the “immanentist
cities” in herAfter Writing: On the Liturgical Consummation of Philosofford: Blackwell, 1998)
p. 3.

18P0 237, 357; BB xvi, 17.

BB 15: “Relative to the view that | am developing, whas supposedly been completed in the so-
called realization of metaphysics is not metaphyskiaking at all.”

AOO 4: “Good philosophy is not merely ‘disguised somagtor other,” but honesty about the
inescapability obeing in relation to what is other in the very being clit$

PU 23: “I do not think of myself as a post-modern. If whedly has any relevance to what is going
on—and | would be disingenuous to deny that | think it does—ghist primarily because | keep my
ear to the ground to hear the muffled tramplings ofZdiggeist It is because I think there is a matter
to be thought which all the philosophers have tried to think.”
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Section II: The Fourfold Sense of Being
(The Fourfold)

Desmond begins his metaphysics with the “how” ofapbysics—how it
proceeds—how to go about talking about being. Thwsv” of metaphysics or being
takes the form of a “logic” reminiscent of—and iederelated to—that of Hegelian
dialectic but with important differences—regardihg nature and the importance of
difference. This “logic” (though Desmond does oall it such) intends to lay out a
plurality of ways of talking about and relatinglteing, taking a clue from Aristotle’s
“to on legetai pollachs’ —“being is said in many ways->* Desmond’s name for
this plurality is “the fourfold sense of being:® This fourfold sense of being
proposes a way to think about metaphysics, andedation to what is other to
thought, that is plurivocal and thus appropriatehwplural fullness or
overdetermination of given beify, Desmond write$*’

My claim is that the fourfold sense of being offarfiexible systematic

framework that allows us complexly and very compredively to

interpret the variety of possible relations, anglkry ontological

richness of what is at stake in each of the pefax
Such a plural and flexible framework is necessarmgrder to deal with the complex
interplay of many elements—unity and multiplicisgmeness and
difference/otherness, immediacy and mediation,rdetecy and indeterminacy,

immanence and transcendence—that is entailed ioralerstanding of being and in

being itsel?'® One moves through the fourfold sense of beingpglied by a

2P0 4-6.

215DDO 237: “the quadruplicity.”

BB xii: “fourfold understanding of being.”

?*DpO 5; BDD 762.

1" BB xiii.

?18BDD 762.

The fourfold sense of being is the basis for Desmond’s stateting of selves or ethical selvings (how
we relate to our selves), of human ethical commun(tiess we relate to others) and of God and
religion (how God relates to humans and the world in geaedhhow we relate to God).
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dunamis an immanent exigency, anoswhose orientation toward/desire for
wholeness and otherness drives thought throughréfekdown of less whole, less
true understandings of being until all of the sera® teleologically suspended in the
open whole of the metaxological community of beitgt is the true.
81. The Univocal

The first of the fourfold is the univocal sensebefng. The univocal sense
stresses immediate unity and simple sameness auéplcity, mediation and

difference®'®

There is a unity, sometimes an immediate ungywben mind and
being or between self and other. In this univeekdtion, there is a heavy emphasis
on determinacy such that all being is seen to berknately intelligible—“that to be
is to be intelligible, and that to be intelligiieto be determinaté® Thus, mind
can, in principle, know being fully and without ramder??* So the univocal sense
can be understood as a kind of “naive realist”tpmsthat holds forth an ideal of
“objective mind.?%?

The univocal sense of being is at once true andienb being—bearing an
indispensable role but intimating senses beyomidf.itesmond sees the univocal
sense as true to being, indeed as necessary talalk being, in that we need
determination to identify and distinguish in thepaning of the betweeR® Yet it is

when univocity is made the exclusive sense of b#iagone encounters problems,

namely that it cannot account for the complexith@i in the external

' DDO 6; BHD 6; BB xii; PU 12; BDD 762.

229BDD 734, 762; PU 12.

221 Badiou makes the basic, axiomatic decision to see being dsenamd thus ontology as
mathematics, mathematics as “being thought,” as thegtitf being as such. In this vision, nature
and number are substitutable, number is the ontological sotustwf nature. Here, in Badiou’s
mathematical ontology, thought is directly engaged with bagguch; there is no distance between
thought and being. Desmond makes another basic decis&ee teeing as an excessive, substantial
fullness other to thought not fully reducible to the deterreiyantelligible. See BadiowBeing and
Event pp. 140-41. Hallward3adiou pp. 51-55.

222ppQO 142; PU 105.

23BB 48; PU 12.
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object/other/being or in the internal subject/seifid or in their relation to each
other?®* Univocity in trying to fix truth determinately—iseeking to attain
comprehensive consistency and coherence—runs agjaiits that undermine its
claims to absolutene® Univocity, pressed to the extreme of making salobolute
claims, subverts itself in two principle ways. gtifon the side of the object/other),
univocity abstracts itself from the chiaroscurdefng and ignores what does not fit
into its determinate framework—thus equivocally tradicting itself by actually
ignoring that to which it intends to atteffd. Second (on the side of the subject/self),
the univocal sense of being cannot univocally antéar the will to univocity—the
desire to account for all of being in terms of deti@ate intelligibility—itself??’
§2. The Equivocal

The second of the fourfold sense of being is thevegal. The equivocal
sense stresses manyness over unity, differencesaweness, ambiguity over
clarity.??® 1t calls attention to unmediated (even un-medtae) difference—seeing a

sheer plurality and a fragmented dispersal thah@lne brought into any kind of a

?24DDO 6; BHD 6.

PU 110: “To objectify being is to univocalize it. Butgls to entrench dualism by rigid separation of
the subjective and objective. This entrenched dualism d@eripatible with the community between
mind and being which is presupposed by the truth of objectind.”

225 BB xiv-xv, 73, 81-82.

26 The manner in which Deleuze’s univocity of being generfglane of pure, unmediatable
difference between beings (a sameness without samerssisgoiato equivocity) and his insistence on
this thoroughgoing difference disables amgerstandingf difference (a difference without difference
reverting to univocal sameness) reflects how the univoosksgasses into the equivocal sense and
shows the kind of mad dialectical interplay that arisgBaut an understanding of mediation and
relation that enables any understanding of real differefideough, it must be said, there are different
ways to read Deleuze’s “univocity of being.”) Milbardcognizes just this generation of pure,
unmediatable heterogeneity from the univocity of being in [Bowtus. See Gilles DeleuZéhe Logic
of Sensgtrans. Mark Lester (Columbia, 1990) pp. 179-80. eSilDeleuzeDifference and Repetition
trans. Paul Patton (Columbia, 1995) passim. Milbahikeology and Social Theqrygp. 304-5.

**'BB 81-82.

BB 82: “The will to absolute univocity is self-subvegirand cannot evade its own opposite,
equivocity. This very insistence on univocity itself yes to be equivocal, for no univocal meaning
can be given to the univocal insistence.”

2 DDO 6; BHD 6; BDD 762.

BDD 762: “theequivocalsense accentuates diversity, the unmediated differdrmerg and mind,
sometimes to the point of setting them into oppositional ndses:”
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unity.??° There is such a stress on immediate differereetiere is little if any
relation between mind and being—there is no methdbetween self and other.
Otherness recedes into unintelligibility. Thus #guivocal sense of being stresses
indeterminacy in our relation to being—a doublirigyoices that cannot be brought to
a unity?®® This reflects a kind of “subjective mind” thaeseno community between
mind and being (and any supposed community beih@¥a subjective projection)
that one finds in a strong empiricism or skepticfém

The equivocal sense, like the univocal, is at dnee and untrue to being—
bearing an indispensable role but intimating sebsgend itself. The equivocal
sense of being, for Desmond, is truthful in thataints to the equivocity in being
itself—in being’s becoming. The equivocal sendisadtention to being as an
ongoing process (a “universal impermanence”) incllihere is often an
intermingling of opposites and in which univocateteninate labels thus have limited
staying powe?.32 However, the equivocal sense, taken on its ogvpeates a sheer
plurality that is merely fragmenting. Here beimglanind are set in opposition to one
another such that there is no relation but only edliated differencé®® Like
univocity, equivocity is a privative relation in weh there is only a negative sense of
separation. The univocal and the equivocal sesedwo sides of the same
orientation to the immediate” that sees all refatiosuch either/ors as total

presence/absence, total union/difference, totardenate-clarity/indeterminate-

229py 12-23.

>0BB 87.

1 py 105.

22EB 123.

BB 88: “Equivocity is not always just our failure whivocal logic, but is rooted in the character of
being itself.... Thus the ideal of the cut and dried ialastraction from this becoming, with a
provisional truth. Being as becoming, as flux, as tempasaprocess, as ongoing—in a word, creation
in the universal impermanence—undermines every effort coetplet stabilize being as an aggregate
of univocal substances, or units.”

%3 BHD 6; BB xii; PU 12-13.
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ambiguity>** The equivocal sense, again like the univocalystb itself in that
remaining with sheer equivocity means not onlydispersal of being but the
dissolution of mindfulness itself. There is nogeathe absolute claim of equivocity
should stand when all other absolute claims canfibe, as Desmond sees it, inherent
drive of mindfulness cannot stop with equivocityigre fragments; it calls for a
deeper understanding of the differences, othersess# ambiguities in the flux of
being?® This calls for the mediating work of the dialeafisense of being.
83. The Dialectical

The dialectical is the third of the fourfold serddoeing. The dialectical
sense, unlike the univocal and equivocal, stressiiser simple sameness nor simple
difference. Ultimately, the dialectical stressamday of the same and the different—
a unity produced from the side of the self to engass the difference of othernéss.
The dialectical seeks to recover or return to ttoenpse of the univocal sense beyond
the difference and dispersal of the equivécalThe dialectical sees the contradiction
of the equivocal not as a dead end for thoughtabwt source to drive thinking on to
seek a better determination of the significanceuch contradiction and ultimately of
the meaning of beintf® The dialectic dwells with otherness by placinmithe
context of—by subsuming it within—a deeper togetless, a larger whole, a more

embracing totality>° This greater unity is thought itself—thought tHainks itself in

>4DDO 6, 237.

*%°BB 132, 142.

BB xiv-xv: “The thinking of this other causes us to thinkérms of the equivocity of being. In turn,
the coherent thinking of this equivocity drives us beyond equivteidialectic. Equivocity
absolutized subverts itself, and calls for a more positivéiatiag mindfulness, in order to be true, not
only to the transcending of thinking, but also to the truthedfig as other to thinking.”

>°DpO 6.

>3"BB 143, 175, 178.

> BB 144,

Z9EB 124,

BB 445: “The dialectical sense of being tends to resofositions by subsuming them into a larger
subsuming whole, all the way to the whole of all wholesclvis the absolute absorbing totality.”
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thinking its othe*

The dialectical sense of being seeks to attairytihibugh mediation. The
mediation of difference is an expression of thésahscending dynamism of thought
which is itself internally differentiated and corap—itself a process of finding unity
in difference’®*! Mediation endeavors to think through the immeslguivocity,
difference and ambiguity of beiﬁéz. Dialectical mediation tends to see all mediation
in terms of self-mediation—difference and otherrissdtimately but an occasion for
the self to come understand itself—to return telitsto attain greater self-
consciousnes¥® With regards to determinacy, the dialectical sesees self-
mediation as proceeding through a process ofdetéirmination. The dialectical
sense agrees with the univocal in taking all béinge determinately intelligible, but
it also sees this as the fruit of a process in Wwhhe indeterminate is shown—or
made—to be determinate by the thinking $&IfThis self-mediation and self-
determining dialectical sense of being can be wstded in terms of idealism—an
“erotic mind” that strives to incorporate all othess into itself*®

The dialectical sense, like the univocal and thewegal sense of being, is at

once true and untrue to being. The dialecticasseri being, for Desmond, is truthful

249BB 175, 446.

> DDO 6; BB xii.

PU 13: The dialectical “recognizes the self-transcendimg@mism of thought in its restless surpassing
of limits, whether they be the fixations of being by univocaltit, or the dissolute, unmediated
differences of equivocal thought.”

%2BB 131; PU 14.

3 BHD 6-7; BB Xxiv-xv.

BDD 762: “Thedialectical sense emphasizes the mediation of the different, the retitegof the
diverse, the mediated conjunction of mind and beingmédiation is primarily self-mediation, hence
the side of the same is privileged in this conjunction.”

BHD 2: “The logic of dialectical self-mediation includeseference to what is other, but also always
ends by including that other as a subordinate moment véthiore encompassing self-mediating
whole.”

2 EB 117.

BB 161: “The dialectical sense, like the univocal, thitliet to be is to be intelligible, and that to be
intelligible is to be determinable. But unlike the uniaibioterpretation, this determinate intelligibility
is not a static state of affairs but a coming to deiteaicy in the very happening of becoming itself.”
#°DDO 142; PU 105.
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in that it points to the necessity of thinking thgh the ambiguity and instability of
partial truths and of coming to have some intdbligiunderstanding of being in its
becoming and its otherne¥$. The dialectical points to the immanent developimen
the inherent exigence—of thought as it developscamdes to further articulation and
determinatiorf?” However, the dialectical sense taken on its @mas to absolutize
itself and its self-mediation such that thoughbkimg itself becomes a univocal
totality that is deaf to any mediation but its owa-selipsistic circle that closes in on
itself 2*® The problem with self-mediation’s self-absolutigiis that it fails to take
otherness or genuine plurality—as that which i€otb thought thinking itself—
seriously?*® Reference to the other is always a subordinat@emoto the self-
mediating whol&>°

The dialectical sense of being, again like the océl and the equivocal,
ultimately (in Desmond’s view) subverts itself andmates the metaxological sense
beyond it—dialectical thinking is itsedfufgehobenso to speak. Desmond sees the
dialectical sense as subverting itself in its f@lto adequately pay attention to

othernesses—transcendences and infinities withthowt and above—that resist the

>°*DDO 124; BB 131, 141, 362.
*TEB 123, 125.
BB 134: “Dialectic has to do with the nature of thremanentdevelopment of mind and thought; with
the meaning and intelligibility of being @&gherentin being itself; with the conviction that the
immanence of the former development is intimately relaiete inherence of the latter intelligibility.”
#8DDO 124; BB xiv-xv, 163, 164; PU 14.
BB 164: “The insight of dialectic into the pervasive Wwof self-mediation can cause itabsolutize
this mediation as marking the community of being, the happeofithe between now call¢ide
whole”
#9DDO 118; PO 210; BB xiv-xv.
PU 14: Dialectical self-mediation reducesl ‘othernesgo a form subordinated to the putative
primacy of such absolute self-mediation.... Such a dialecnverts the mediation of self and other
into two sides of a more embracing and singular procetsgadfself-mediation. The thought of
everything other to thought risks getting finally redlite a moment of thought thinking itself. Thus,
Hegel's speculative unity is marked by, as we mightital kind of ‘dialectical univocity.”
BB 289: “If dialectic is exhausted in terms of a self-pbeting mediation, the eventuation of genuine
Esléjralism becomes a mere vanishing medium, devoured by thiesaltkang totality.”

BHD 2.
BHD 11: “Hegel counts to three, but in dialecticallyunting to three, he is finally counting to one....
Hegel does not finally count beyond one at all.”
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dialectical sense’s total reduction to immanentyuand remain sources of persistent
perplexity?®* By failing to account for these othernessesdihkectical sense fails in
its own project of total self-mediation and calts &another—an other-wise—kind of
mediation or dialectic that is not constrained oy dlialectical sense’s univocal
ambition. The breakdown of the dialectical sensieniates the metaxological sense
of being inasmuch as it presents another manngiatectic, one displaying an
awareness of other forms of mediation than selfiatigch and “a more discriminating
sense of otherness”—an openness to transcendancexain irreducible excesses to
self-mediatiorf>?
84. The Metaxological

The fourth sense of the fourfold sense of beirthésmetaxological. This
neologism of Desmond’s refers tdogos—word, discourse, account—of the
metaxu—the between, the middle, the intermediate. ‘laidiscourse concerning the
middle, of the middle, and in the middi&® The metaxological sense is a discourse
of andin the middle—a thinking that is between the totalizclosure of rigid
univocal “objective” thinking and the fragmentedabntinuity of equivocal
“subjective” thinking?®* The metaxological sense is also a discoceseerningthe
middle—striving to be mindful of what is at work ine happening of the ethos, the
milieu, the between of being as our given placebdattentive to the community of
being’s plurality of others in interrelatidi> Thus, the metaxological focuses on

thought in terms of interest ointer-essé—as being moved by wonder and

>*1DDO 4; BB Xiv-Xv.

»2pDO 4, 118-19; BB 137, 178.

%3 pDO 7; BB xii.

2*4pDO 28, 114, 207; PO 3-4; PU 108.

?°py 12; GEW 23, 25; En 130.

PO 18: “Philosophy is an attempt at mindfulness of what work in the middle, considered as the
metaxological community of being.”

MC 16: “The metaxu first is to be seen as a happening: theunti ethos of being within which we
find ourselves.”
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perplexity at the fullness of our being in the beéw—our interest inssearising
from ourinter-esse>®

The metaxological sense of being stresses pluratibubleness,” difference
and otherness over oneness and sameness whilageadkirm of unity that is a
being-with that is not reductive to otherness—nagreelcommunity. Desmond, in his
concept of the metaxological, advocates an “affirmeadoubleness”—a genuine
plurality—that takes thdia of dialectic seriously and resists the reductibthe
double—the plural—to a simulacrum of othernesfiagelf-division of the one in a
single, dialectical proce§§7. Such a view of genuine doubleness or plurality ggac
an accent on otherness (emphasizing Desmond’s @deequirement or exigency of
thought) even in the context of togethern@&sThus affirming otherness and
togetherness leads the metaxological sense of beimgsent the relation between
mind and being, between self and other, betweeditlegsity of beings as a
community—as a plurality of singulars in interplayan “open whole #*°

The metaxological sense of being also focuses alateal relations over the
immediate relations of the univocal and equivoealses. The metaxological is like

the dialectical in its affirmation that the selfdethhe other are neither absolutely same

nor absolutely differerf® However, unlike the dialectical, the metaxoloy&ees

?*BHD 137; BB 64, 452.

BB 452: “In a literal sense, being between israar-essewhere the interest is in the being of the
inter.”

PO 5; BHD 113, 114, 120, 274-75; BB 158, 163, 188, 196; PU 15.

BHD 117: “Dialectical doubleness is a misinterpretatibmetaxological doubleness. If not freed
from this misinterpretation, dialectic produces a simulacofineal otherness...and circles around its
own fetish of absolute self-mediation.”

BB 142: “Is it just the self-doubling of one voice, sriti the doubling and redoubling of a plurality of
voices, not reducible to one single overriding voice?... Traditipilectic has tended to the first
answer, while the metaxological offers the second,”

BB 163: “The doubleness of mediation is so affirmed azbtoate any temptation to the reduction of
pluralized interplay to a singular play of one power witlelit”

*®BHD 7, 81, 248, 272; PU 14-15.

BHD 272: “The question of otherness should be posed genuinelydfedettic, not from below it.”

> DD 127-28; BHD 129; BB 418, 451; PU 15.

?°DDO 7; BHD 23; BB 129.
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the difference between the self and the other aglmeediated from the side of the
other as well as from the side of the self. Tuoable mediatiorentailed in the
metaxological sense of being consists of Isetlfrmediatior(thought thinking itself

in thinking its other) anéhtermediation(thought thinking its othe?§* such that
dialectical self-mediation is limited in its trajecy toward the self-enclosure of total
self-mediation by the irreducible otherness ofdtteer in its own relating to and
mediating with consciousne&¥. Thus, the metaxological sense treats the middle i
which the self and the other meet gdwrally mediateccommunity in which the self
is but one mediating center of power and thus shbalhospitable to the mediation of
the other out of its otherne¥§. From a hypothetical third person perspectivehan t
happening of being in the between, there is atituaf generaintermediationin
which there is an open community of singulars, Iltagdity of centers of active being”
mediating out of themselves with their others—nmldtiself-mediating wholes
mediating with one another such that there is @egxto any single self-mediating

whole?®* From the first-person perspective of the involviedetestedinter-esse

**1DDO 7; BHD 8, 128, 278, 309.

Marion’s encounter with the flesh of another in which | beedl@sh, become myself is an example of
this kind of interdependence. Marion’s understanding ofr#iétionship as being without confusion
or mixing (not reducible to Desmond’s dialectical abgorgtand without separation or division (not
reducible to Desmond’s equivocal dispersion) resonates, htHdadhought is in tension with this
elsewhere, with the kind of reciprocity seen in Desmond&rimediated metaxological community of
being. See Jean-Luc Mariofhe Erotic Phenomenotrans. Stephen E. Lewis (Chicago: University of
Chicago, 2006) p. 127.

62BHD 130, 176-77; BB 162; PU 56.

DDO 108: “Both on the side of the self and the otherpwst grant a positive sense of identity and
difference.... For this ineradicable pluralization carm®understood in terms of dialectical self-
mediation alone. The form of mediation between two teaash of which is dialectically self-
mediating, cannot be itself dialectical self-mediatiort,requires the fuller form of metaxological
intermediation.”

PU 15: “The double mediation of the metaxological means #ratige speculative mind must be both
self-mediating and also open to the intermediation betweaught and what is other to thought,
precisely as other.”

3 BHD 7; BB xii; PU 14-15; EB 481.

BDD 762-63: The metaxological sense “puts stress omédiated community of mind and being, but
not in terms of the self-mediation of the same. ltscaitention to a pluralized mediation, beyond
closed self-mediation from the side of the same, and latdpito the mediation of the other, or
transcendent, out of its own otherness.”

%*DDO 115; BHD 129; BB 188, 196; PU 15; NDR 48.
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between-being) singular self there is, again,wtibn of double mediation, of both
self-mediation (of coming to intelligent self-adlation and self-understanding in
relation to one’s others) and intermediation (adkseg to come to terms with the
other in its otherness as it manifests itself {p &3 as to articulate our relations with
our others intelligently while preventing closure-hile obviating the temptation to
reduce all mediation to self-mediation in the nahiotal(izing) intelligibility.?°®
This intermediation of the metaxological sensessis surplus otherness—it calls
attention to and tries to find ways of intelliggnthlking about the overdeterminacy
(neither reductive univocal determinacy nor lackénmivocal indeterminacy nor
totalizing dialectical self-determinacy) that chaesizes the community of being—
the “between *°

The metaxological sense of being is a plurivocay wf speaking, in kind, of
the plural community of being. This can be seetwm ways: first in the way that the

metaxological sense includes or takes up the tiuthe prior senses of being, and

second in the way that the metaxological sensesvgamuine plurality, otherness and

DDO 8: “The intermediation of the metaxological relatisounds an open community of self and
other. Beyond mere unity, beyond sheer manyness, beyanghess within a single unity, it entails a
community full of unities, each of which is inexhaustiblanifold within itself.”

BHD 81: “Metaxological intermediation is simply respéat the richness, complexity and community
of Ownness and otherness that is going on, always aratlglré©wnness and otherness and
metaxological community escape beyond final encapsulation.”

BB 451: “This intermediation shapes tinéer such that it can never be closed by either side alone, o
even by both sides together, for the vietter is kept open just by the openness of the participants in
this community. The participants are in excess dfraeldiation, the interplay of the participants is in
excess of self-mediation, and yet there is mediation. i¥metaxological intermediation.”

?*DDO 116; BHD 8, 128; BB 163, 196, 418.

DDO 115: “Though there is a deep mutuality in intermedidbeveen self and other, there is also a
recognition of what might be termed a reciprocal asymniettyeen them. By this | mean that,
mediation notwithstanding, there remains an essential reealog, not only to the self, but also to the
other, which intermediation acknowledges and lets be. 3ymraetry is reciprocal because each side
recognizes the irreducibility of the other to itself.”

PU 203: “Our mediating is itself double: it is a sekdimting in which we ponder our own being; it is
also an intermediating with what is other, whereby vek $e come to terms with, metaphysically and
existentially, the meaning of being in its otherness.”

In DDO, Desmond writes of intermediation as itself includdogh of these mediations—thought
thinking itself and thought thinking its other—not just as #teet. See DDO 114-15, 117.

286 HT 28: “We need a metaxological approach to acknowledge thmaffire surplus of the
overdeterminate, beyond determinacy and self-determination.”
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transcendence in beingrirst, the metaxological sense of being is, forrbesd, the
truth of the other senses—it takes up their plpesspectives on being, which “is said
in many ways.**’ The metaxological sense (or “metaxological real)ss superior
in that it includes or reiterates or redeems tluenise of: the sense of unity and the
lived immediacy of our community with being, thense that we really do reach the
other, intimated by the univocal; the awareness cértain irreducibility to otherness,
difference, indeterminacy and rich ambiguity redagd by the equivocal; and the
rejection of simplistic dualism (between self arlder) and the sense of togetherness
in the midst of difference understood by the ditiad. It does this without
including: the fixation on determinacy and blindaés complex otherness inherent in
the univocal (or naive realism); the discontinuplusality of the equivocal (or
skeptical empiricism); or the totalizing, self-maititig holism of the dialectical (or
idealism)?® It is thus, in its plurivocity, that the metaxgloal is the fullest sense of
being—giving the fullest articulation of the ovetelenined middle&®®

The second way in which the metaxological sengéuigvocal is in how it lets
there be genuine plurality, otherness and transseradin being. The plurivocity of

the metaxological sense reflects the pluralityeihg in its character as an

67 PO 60; BB 33; BDD 763.

BB 34: “The plurivocity of metaxological metaphysickda up Artistotle’do on legetai pollacss.”

2 DDO 142-44; BB 178.

MC 16: “Then a metaxological metaphysics bears on ourtefforoffer a logos of the metaxu: this is a
mode of articulation of the happening of the metaxu. Inl#tisr task, the univocal, equivocal, and
dialectical ways of being and mind are each taken to be wfayying to articulate the metaxu. Each
exhibits characteristic emphases, characteristic undereegtsomething is expressed, something
recessed. A metaxological metaphysics tries to ttakeext step with a more faithful articulation of the
metaxu, in terms of the deepest definitions of samenekstharness, identity and difference, and the
forms of relation and interplay between self and other, amhsSo

BB 177: “The metaxological reiterates, first a sensetteérmess not to be included in dialectical self-
mediation, second a sense of togetherness not reacliee bguivocal, third a sense of rich
ontological integrity not answered for by the univocal, fmuaith a rich sense of ontological ambiguity
not answered for either by the univocal, the equivocal, thediehl.”

2P0 210; BHD 101; PU 12.

BDD 763: “The metaxological is the truth of the univocal, eqeivocal, and the dialectical. When we
try to articulate it, we are trying to find the right woifds what is given in the overdeterminacy of the
original astonishment. The other three senses help to atéidhk truth of the metaxological, but we
risk error when they are absolutized and claimed to cbeeentire milieu of being.”
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overdetermined excess made up of unrepeatablelaingf! Being is a manyness
that necessitates a finessed many-sided thinkinde-talvegard simplicity and
complexity, sameness and difference, clarity andiguity, stability and flux,
immediacy and mediation, determinacy, indeterminaelf-determination and
overdetermination—in their relations and in theffedence. In this facet (in its
preference for the plural) the metaxological israllof reinstatement of equivocal
difference (either/or) after dialectical unity (b&nd)—a both-either/or-and-both/and
that sees genuine difference in the midst of conitpdf® As such, the metaxological
sense acknowledges the “being beyond totality"estain irreducible transcendences
or infinitudes that cannot be reduced to a singig¢yuthe interior infinitude of the
self, the exterior infinitude of becoming, the stipeinfinitude of the absoluté’? In

its “letting be"—in its affirmation—of these irredible plural otherness,
transcendences and othernesses in community, tfexahagical sense of being

intimates a kind of “agapeic mind™®

Section Ill: A “Phenomenology” of Being-Between
In this section, | will lay out Desmond’s—for laok a better term—
“phenomenology.” Like the “logic” of the fourfolsense of being, this
“phenomenology” speaks of the “how” of metaphysittsconcerns how being comes
to manifestation in relation to thought and thegpession or development of this
relation between mind and being—between thoughttarather. As such, this

“phenomenology of mind” displays a complex correstence with the fourfold sense

BB 34, 88, 465; BDD 761.

2’1 BB 178: “I suggest that as dialectic tries to redéeerpromise of univocity beyond equivocity, so
the metaxological tries to redeem the promise of equivocitgrzkunivocity and dialectic.”

’2BB 201, 408.

"8 BHD 266, 302; PU 105.

See Milbank on charity as entailing a positive, gratuittregdom-giving relation to difference in
Theology and Social Thegry. 422.
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of being inasmuch as it relates to the progressiondividual consciousness. In
relation to the thought of the relation betweerutitd and being, Desmond’s work in
this area can be understood as a “philosophy @&’ lthat traces the fecund tension
betweererosandagapeas framed by his metaphysical (and ultimatelygrelis)
vision of being as a metaxological community (seeti®n 1V)?* The progression
here described follows a kind of chiastic structié&tBCBA) comprised of five
moments: first astonishment, first perplexity, osiy, second perplexity, and second
astonishment. In this progression, dgonbetweererosandagapecan be resolved,
inasmuch as other views can be seen as possessirgted scopes that focus on
different parts of the (restless if ultimately pefut) whole.
81. First Astonishment

Astonishment arises in response to—is occasioneetlhy enigmatic,
overdetermined excess of given being—of the etffohought is struck into
astonishment by the “that it is at all”: that thessomething rather than nothing, the
asymmetry between being and nothing, “the sheegtteiere of the world®® The
givenness of being in its otherness and fullnesmishes ué’’ This initial
astonishment at givenness is overdeterminate—areaess of an original
unarticulated plentitude prior to and exceedinglaterminate facts and definitioffé.
Not merely indeterminate or lacking, this overdetieied givenness of being is
recognized by astonishment as excessive—beindasedfto mindfulness as an

excess, a surplus, a “too much,” an overfullneép|uperfection.?’®

274 Kelly, Between System and Poetipp. 5-6.

275 BB xiii; EB 21, 51.

28 pQ 33, 229, 236; BB 192; HT 25, 30; PR 112; BR 229; NDR 393HG

*’"DDO 184-85; BB 8, 9; NDR 39; PR 112; EB 51.

**DDO 185; BB 8, 13, 179; BDD 736-38; EB 51; MC 11.

279BB 221, 480; BDD 734, 737; NDR 39-40.

BDD 736: “There is always an excess in astonishment. Samgeghboth given to mindfulness, and
yet is in excess of what mindfulness can grasp cleadydistinctly in that given.”
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This excess or fullness of being incites the astonent or wonder that, for
Desmond, is the origin of thought, the opening @idfulness.Astonishment names
this original wonder before being that is a joydetight or trust in being—even a love
of being?®® This astonishment or wonder is a reverence béfeirtg—an as-of-yet
ambiguous recognition of its value (of being’s goess) apart from & Such
wonder, such astonishment is the originating patiidsought, the opening of
mindfulness, the advent of metaphysical thinkinge-ghock or bite of otherness that
impels the self-transcending of consciousréss.

This first astonishment is encountered as an el&ahenmediacy—as an
intimate strangenessn astonishment, mindfulness is intimate with beifidpis
intimacy is a spontaneously lived immediate bondbeing-with” the othef®® It is

mind in communication or community with beiffj. In astonishment, being appears

NDR 45: “Return once more to thought as seeded in astoeighastonishment is original: being
given as too much, as overfull.”

%9 BHD 244-45; BDD 736; PU 137; EB 25-26.

PU 150: “Knowing is a delight in being. We see this itlea the wonder of the child. Our mindful
being is inherently a love of being and the light of truth.”

81 BR 225-26, 229; EB 40. See note on Badiou above. Vaéire the value of being as such) is no
mere relativistic projection, it is (in Badiou’s termispted in the event of the origin of being (so
fundamentally displacing Badiou’s terms). See chapter 4.

2P0 29; BB 8, 11, 13; PU 34; BDD 734, 763; NDR 39, 47; ML10-

BHD 244: “Wonder thaumazeipis the pathos of the philosopher, Socrates and Pdgtasd also its
arcle, as Aristotle reiterates.”

NDR 39: “An original astonishment stuns us, rocks us bagbelsran exodus of transcending towards
beings.”

MC 11: “Astonishment has the bite of an otherness, givendefbour self-determining thinking: it
opens a mindfulness that we do not self-produce. Astonishimargrecipitation of mindfulness before
something admirable, or loveable or marvelous, communiceteddn otherness that has the priority
in speaking to the porosity of our being. It comes to usiesoover us, and we open up in response. We
do not first go towards something, but find ourselves goingfoutirselves because something has
made its way, often in startling communication, irite very depths or roots of our being, beyond our
self-determination. We are struck into astonishment.”

One could see this astonishment as an at once universsingothrevent(in one’s own
consciousness) in a sense akin to Badiou’s that is the foonad an understanding of being
otherwise than Badiou’s—as full and not empty, agdgmad not neutral. In relation to Marion’s work
on love, Desmond can agree that love in the sense dfeey given is primordial with regard to
consciousness while seeing one’s relation to the other aspoiares than Marion who opposes “the
lover” and “the thinker.” As we are seeing, love—thategi—continually founds, funds, enables
thinking. Love, the agapeic, is thought's origin &lds Marion, The Erotic Phenomenopp. 6-7,

28.
%P0 63, 64, 295; PU 67, 76.
BB 201.
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to us as both intimate and strange—an otherneshith we are participating-
This dwelling in the intimate strangeness of bethgt is astonishment, is at once
idiotic—a private or singular existential happening (notexe abstract category) with
the individual f*®—andelementaa spontaneous and irreducible, essential and
perennial immediac§?’ As such, astonishment manifests a kind of untyesthe
lived, “rapturous” (‘perlapsariari) univocity of the “immediacy to our initial
immersion in being?®®

The excessive given being encountered as suchiarate strangeness is the
giving, agapeic beginning that enables and empotherself-transcendence of
mindfulness irdesire Desire has its roots in and grows from a furean
affirmative attunement to or rapport with an amtepresence—that is more primal
than lacké® In astonishment one finds an overdetermined resahat makes
possible the promise of further determinate becgt‘?ﬁ% Prior to the activeonatus
essendi-the urge, the striving, the endeavor to be—theagpassio essendithe
patience or pathos or passion or undergoing optedty of thinking that is its

agapeic astonishment before the fullness of b&hghis astonishment is called

PU 63: “The intimacy of being, while not completely eutable in determinate univocal fashion, is
communicable; it is communication itself.”

PU 66: “Elemental self-transcendence and communitynseparable, so much so that an elemental
‘being-with’ is constitutive of the idiotic | itself. Theature of the intimate self is ‘being with’: being
with self, and being with what is other to self.”

*®>NDR 47.

NDR 37: “Intimate strangeness refers to the middiedition of our thought of being: being is strange
because it has an otherness, indeed marvel, of whicheweathe conceptual masters; it is also
intimate, in that this very strangeness allows no stahtgnking ‘outside’ being—we are participants
in what we think about.”

%5BB 12.

87p0 271-73, 287, 295; BB 8, 11; EB 26.

PO 272: “The elemental is such that its expression istfusimple being. There is no disjunction
between expression and being.”

283 BB 47-48.

*DDO 19, 28, 34, 127, 142; BB 115, 406; BR 216, 223; EB 87.

29py 70, 73.

#1pO 29; BB 8, 9; EB 372; AOO 291.

BDD 736: “Astonishmenhames the original wonder.... There is a certain shobit®iof otherness in
astonishment. There is also a certain receptivity, sh@adience. The givenness of being is offered
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“agapeic” in that it is both the awareness of thvemgness from the other and the
spontaneous transcending of mind toward being—aljogelebrating, festive
mindfulness®? There is here a dual opening of transcendenstigithe other’s
transcendence opening to us in the overdetermingteate strangeness of givenness
(passio essenyisecond is our opening to transcendence—the dvext
transcendence” that is our active transcending idwee other seeking determinacy
(conatus essendi®® With this second opening of transcendence—ttfe sel
transcending of thought—the eros over the agapleonfght comes to the fore.
82. First Perplexity

The intimate strangeness of being gives rise niyttorastonishment, but also
to perplexity. In perplexity, the focus of mindfielss is drawn to the strangeness of
being while the intimacy of being becomes recesaethiguous, ambivalent.
Perplexity testifies to the infinite restlessnekdeasire within the intimacy of the
self—that within desire there is not only the exige to relate to the other as other,
but also the exigence toward self-development;adetiérmination and wholeness.

This tension between infinitude (regarding relatinghe irreducible otherness of the

for our beholding. We are patient to its giving in so favaglo not produce it, or bring it towards
ourselves only for it just to be cognitively possessed By us

En 131: “There is a being given to be, before the beinghgifiirms its own ‘to be.’... Put
differently...there is gassio essendnore primal than angonatus essenda suffering, opassia of
being more elemental than any endeavor to be, orrggria be.”

This priorpassio essendesonates at once with Milbank’s (theological) understandf our
primordial ontological receptivity (that even the “I"gsszen) and with Marion’s understanding of the
priority of the love of the other—of the question, “doegare love me?” See Milbankheology and
Social Theoryp. xviii. Marion,The Erotic Phenomengpp. 20-26, passim.
22p0 229; BB 9.

BB 11: “The first astonishment is simply a mindful joytiis overflow.... [There is] a primordial
being pleasedvith being, prior to all cognitive thematization and objeztiketermination.... Our
pleasure with simply being greets, and is greeted byelémental agape of being itself”

BB 179: “This overdetermination is the manifest transcaod®f being as original plentitude, as itself
the festive agape of being.”

?¥BB 5, 8, 11, 188; BDD 739; NDR 39.

BB 188: “Agapeic astonishment is from the outset an inagtieudoming towards us of the intimacy of
being, and a going towards it, on our part, in an openimgirod towards its otherness. This intimacy
of being rouses to itself in the mindful singularity of thaker struck into astonishment.”

2%DDO 25, 26, 165, 167; BB 165, 190.

PU 9: “Desire [is] a metaphysical opening to beingngeén its otherness, as well as the self-
development of the human being in its own ineluctable beardts own wholeness.”
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transcendent others) and wholeness reflects thatba thepassio essendind the
conatus essendh which theconatus essendan proceed in such a way that it forgets
or denies or puts-into-recess the dependence avtlibe implied in thgassio essendi
in order to give a greater emphasis to self-deteation, self-will and self-mastery—
while in reality it is the givenness of being feltthe passiothat makes theonatus
possible?®

There is a powerful equivocity to perplexity copenading to the equivocal
sense of bein’™® Desire is an equivocal thing insofar as it ieln by both fullness
and lack—seeing its originating fullness as privatias wanting—the “more” is seen
as lack. Perplexed desire is driven by both theesx and the lack of the ottféf.
Desire’s “want” is the will to power that arisesiin (is dependant upon) the lack over
which the will is powerless—the search for wholenissmade possible by the
otherness of being that is beyond the bounds o§¢tfedetermining wholé®® Not
only is there an inner equivocity evident in desihere is an equivocity in given
being—in the chiaroscuro of the ethos of béeitigPerplexity recognizes this
equivocity in the “outer” overdetermination of bgias it seeks determination—as
well as the equivocity in the “inner” conflict oedire at the root of self-determination
itself.

Desmond commonly describes perplexity as “eroticsaaelf-transcendence

arising from an infinitely restless desire to ovene lack®® Erotic perplexity carries

295 BB 324-26; En 133; EB 372; HG 135, 203-4.

2% BDD 762: “Theequivocalsense accentuates diversity, the unmediated differencéngfdred mind,
sometimes to the point of setting them into oppositional odss: Perplexity in its restless encounter
with troubling ambiguities can be correlated with this sesfghe equivocal.”

»"DDO 18, 23-24; BB 390, 401; EB 79, 87.

*®BB 115; EB 87, 89, 119.

BB 110: “The equivocal is nowhere more evident than in hudeaire”

299 AT 235, 250; EB 35, 41-42, 86-87, 123.

BB 189, 248; PU 32; BDD 738, 740; CWSC 39; EB 324.
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within it the dual exigency of desire—of self-flilinent or completeness or
wholeness on one hand and openness to otherngasszendence on the other.
This duality, as Desmond often notes, is refleatediotima’s myth of the parentage
of Eros in Plato’sSymposiuni®® Eros is the child dPeniaor poverty and drunken,
sleepingPorosor resource or plenitud® Thus, there is an inherent ambiguity in
perplexity evident in a duality between fullness #ack, poros and penia—between
the “agape” and the “eros” of perplexity, so toeﬂp@“ Despite this duality,
perplexity tends to be erotic as it is driven tadviire other in order to attain some
completion, wholeness or security of the self—ttleebis sought as something to be
attained or acquired or possessed as an occasisalfdulfillment3®® However,

perplexity like desire can be agapeic: driven bgmullness to transcendence—

BDD 739: “I call perplexity erotic because it arises oua dfoubled sense of lack and desire: as
ignorant, one lacks definite knowledge of the other thatisngio mindfulness in astonishment; and
%/éelt one desires to overcome that lack of ignorance.”

PO 55; PU 148; EB 324; 135.
DDO 126: Desmond describes Platoaios“as both a drive to self-fulfilment and an arrow to the
beyond.”
392 Symposium203a ff. cited on PU 131.
%3 BHD 330; BB 276, 404; PU 11, 131; MC 12.
BHD 329: “Eros, as a between, is a mingling of his fatbentrivance, resourcPpros..and his
mother, povertyPenia | take this to imply that for us mortals in the nieaeros as lack always
contains the promise of something more than lack.”
PU 135: “The trace of divine festivity is in the velgnception of eros, when Penia sleeps with
drunken Poros who has stumbled intoxicated from the fééisé @ods. The trace of the agape of the
gods is an origieforethe awakening of eros to its own beginning in lack.”
%Py 117; BB 6-7.
BB 7: “The eros of perplexity is driven to transcendenceittied initially by a sense of lack.... The
agape of perplexity is prior to the eros of perplexity abpse the lack of eros could not drive beyond
itself at all in the first place, were it not energizby an anterior power of being that cannot be
described in purely indigent terms.”
%% py 117; En 136; EB 323-24.
BB 249: “The other serves the reconstitution of fulfilletf-selativity on the part of erotic being.”
EB 354: “Eros is a mode of transcending in which we are inghbllyond self in order to attain some
wholeness of being beyond the initial lack. It cardel beyond itself from lack to wholeness, and
does so in relation to an other who serves to overcomeémhznent lack. | go towards the other out
of lack, but in coming to the other | come to some wholenisslfp and being whole can claim some
freedom of self-determining being. The surpassing of sefitdsvthe other comes back to the self, in
the fulfillment it seeks in possessing the other.”
BDD 739: “I call perplexity erotic because it arises oua dfoubled sense of lack and desire: as
ignorant, one lacks definite knowledge of the other thatvisngio mindfulness in astonishment; and
yet one desires to overcome that lack of ignorance. Tgieriag of perplexity is this indigence of
knowing, out of which indigence there is a movemenetftsanscendence towards the other. | also
call this movement erotic because the other sought is starghe sake of alleviating perplexity’s own
troubled mindfulness.”
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driven to be genuinely self-transcending—to genuétation to the other as other and
as worthy in itself®® The driving lackpeniaof eros, driven by theonatus essendi
can return/progress to the fullngssfosof eros that is at once the givgragsiq prior
excessporog and the ful-fillment of eros’ want.

Perplexity arises from (is roused by, is born sfpaishment before being’s
excessive otherness regarding the meaning of giea>°’ The excessive given
encountered in astonishment is viewed in perpleastyndeed too full, such that the
“too” of the “too full” of givenness is seen asagking—the overdetermined is seen
as indeterminate, lacking determinacy. Thus p&ifyleenergized by a prior
(over)fullness, is driven by the “lack” in the odetermined-come-indeterminate
“fullness” toward greater determinat3f. Indeterminate erotic perplexity—as an
equivocal and troubled mindfulness seeking peadeaesolution—is what makes us
urgent to determin&? The trajectory of this drive toward the deternainaf beings
can be a drive away from the astonishing givenoébging such that perplexity can

forget its source in such overdetermined otheraadgake itself to be its own

%%°BB 7, 86, 326.

%7pO 22; BB 14, 192; BDD 737.

%8 BB 6; NDR 40.

MC 11: “Perplexityfollows astonishment, in that the ‘too muchness,’ beingmicalls forth our
thinking about what it might mean at all. The thinkingkrplexity is sometimes troubled by its own
inability to be the measure of what gives itself as wofth thought. In perplexity we move away from
the primal astonishment and the beginning of our own detergnihinking emerges. For we try to put
the question now, more and more; and the more we seem tanfiadswer to our perplexity, then the
less the ‘too muchness’ seems to exceed the measowe ifinking. We allay the trouble of thinking
by both determining our thinking, and by seeking determinawers, and thinking we have the
determinate measure of all being as other.”

BDD 759: “Erotic perplexity is lacking just in its lack.he very restlessness it expresses is itself
grounded in a prior, more affirmative, energy of bdimg cannot be expressed in merely lacking
terms.... Lack becomes restless just because inhack ts an affirmative original energy driving lack
out beyond itself. This more original source is, from thetsbeyond lack.”

%9BB 13, 165; PU ix, 106, 180; BDD 737-38.

BDD 737: “Perplexity is not patience to the otherness afdii quite the same way as is the original
astonishment. In its troubled mindfulness there works a vet&elf-transcendence that would go
towards this otherness of being, and if possible overctsnmin perplexity. Perplexity is felt as a lack
of definite cognition, driving our beyond itself to overcothat lack.”

EB 53: “We cannot live indefinitely with perplexity. We wdn knowdefinitelywhat is good in the
between. We want to secure ourselves against vulnerdbility
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source—as mere indeterminate erotic lack seekitgrménate fulfillment® In such
as case, perplexity that ceases to be in commiomncaith astonishment ceases to be
perplexity—collapses into mere urge to determikai@vledge...but this brings us
well into the domain ofuriosity.*
83. Curiosity

Curiosityis Desmond’s name for the state of relations betwaind and
being in which the mystery of being is reduced seaes of determinate questions
with determinate answers whereby being is domestieacalculated and cut to fit
our purposes. So it can be seen that with therdadfecuriosity the intimate
strangeness of being is in the process of beingsed. Being lacks intimacy in that
it is seen as but a series of beings or objectsnd8s a mere strangeness to be
domesticated; beings are mere strangers over ageins be fixed and conquered—
strangers to be made, by us, no longer straHgat the heart of curiosity is desire
that has forgotten any prior enabling givennedsilimess and has become a
devouring willfulness seeking to incorporate andtoa and ultimately erase

othernes$™® This desire is wholly concerned with its own exgiag wholeness

without the second exigency of relation to the p®eother—seeing all goodness,

$19BB 13-14.

BB 16: “Let us not forget the crucial ambiguity in thartsition from agapeic astonishment to erotic
perplexity—namely the birth of the latter out of the fornimit the possible forgetting of the former in
the latter’s sense of lack or ignorance.”

$INDR 47.

$12NDR 40, 43, 47.

NDR 40: “As our perplexity becomes more focused intoniteficuriosity, thinking and the sense of
being turn more towards the determinate: being as detesrbeaigs, thinking as determinate thought.
Here begins the temptation to turn from the intimate strzegge Being becomes just strange—now
just beings: beings also seem as strangers over agaimsthait any intimacy, or intimation of
something beyond the determinate. Here surfaces knowing asaggessive curiosity: the
otherness is a strange thereness to be conquered; fixeeld pmade subject to my cognitive project.
Thus we find the process of domestication, of sedimentati

¥ DDO 165-66; EB 211.
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value or worth in the other (indeed, in all of lPias nothing more than functions or
projections of the self's desir&*

Curiosity is driven toward definiteness, determimaand univocityq’.15 Here,
curiosity is seen, in Desmond’s view, to provideegessary function: to seek out
further determinacy where it is availaBt&. But this function can be potentially
distorting inasmuch as curiosity fixates upon fimgddefinite answers about the
“what” of particular beings (over the more perptexi‘that” of being, for instance)
such that all being is considered to be determipateelligible 3" Curiosity thus
correlates to the univocal sense of b@ijr’?gCuriosity’s is an imperialistic,
“postlapsarian” univocity (in contrast to the m@assive spontaneous univocity of
astonishment) seeking to dominate otherness itf-apragected unity—to impose a
hegemony of the univocal in which being in allriésistant equivocity is reduced to a
rational univocity cut to fit human intereSt,

Curiosity’s imperialistic impulse comes to the fanevhat Desmond calls
instrumental mind Instrumental mind is a calculative expressioeratic mind—of
will to power over being’s otherness that is a wall manipulable univocity over the
uncertainty of what is not determinately intelligif?® There is a dualism of fact and
value that drives instrumental mind: on one side,“tdegraded” or “deracinated”

world as a valueless, inherently worthless thereoesstituting a universal

$14BB 402, 517-18; EB 24.

$1°BDD 737-38.

S8 MC 11.

" BDD 737; BR 229.

BDD 734: “We have this inveterate tendency to think tbdid is to be intelligible, and that to be
intelligible is to be determinate.”

$18BB 35; PU 205.

BDD 762: “Correlative to the univocal sense of being issenrch for determinate solutions to
determinate problems, impelled by specific curiosity.”

$19BHD 271; BB 48, 52, 64, 81; PU 205, 240.

%0p0 26, 121, 137, 158, 226, 306; PU 116; EB 46.

PU 195: “In our time the hegemony of instrumental mind sderbe completing itself inexorably. All
being is more and more instrumentalized. Our erotic smistending has reached out to being-other
and progressively appropriated its difference as other; we made it to be for the self, for ourselves
alone.”
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mechanism (the objectification of beintj};on the other side, the projection of value
onto the world so as to make what is “there” valasdiseful—an instrument—to the
self (the subjectification of valué}® This instrumental mind inherent in curiosity is
“an ungrateful child” in that it shuns or has foitgm its own birth in the
overdetermined and inherently valuable givennes®ofg beheld in astonishment
and contemplated upon in genuine speculative piplog—the granted (the given) is
taken for granted (neglected) in that it is noetakor granted (as giver§®

Curiosity with its instrumental mind is, in Desmd&ndeckoning, the principal
understanding of mindfulness as such in the moeléros®* This is so both in terms
of the devaluation of being and in terms of thérimsental construal of valué®
Such modern curiosity often issues in a scientlsh denigrates any understanding
falling short of the univocal standard of deternténiatelligibility and its instrumental
utilization of being®?® The result of this ascendant curiosity is thendigured
modern ethos described above (1.84.) with its @lemaof autonomy as the sole value
(and source of value), its devaluation and neutatithn of being and its suspicion,
distrust and, ultimately, hostility toward the athe

Ultimately, for Desmond, curiosity can lead toatsn self-destruction. First,
the end (or purpose) of curiosity, the total deieation of being, if achieved would

spell the end of curiosity—after all is calculatetd homogenized there is no room

$21pQ 158, 366; BB 71; BR 227; EB 46. See |. §4. above.

%2p0 333.

PO 353: “What is there, what ‘is,” has no intrinsic woktkgrth is merely an instrument of the
projecting self, already set in opposition to being. Ewt/Value distinction is an expression of this
ethical/ontological estrangement.”

BR 224: “If the world is worthless, we cannot stand a lless world, we must make it worthy,
worthy of us, and that means we must make it our instrument.”

$23pQ 242; BHD 20; BB 14, 202, 204-5; BDD 738; BR 224; MC121-

$24pQ 277, 306; BHD 49; BDD 738.

$5BB 72, 517-18; PU 172; NDR 47.

PU 226: “Being has been so thoroughly instrumentalizedddernity that the mind-set we inhabit is
sometimes a prison-house of assumption. Neutralizedyah&imsic value, being is made a means to
an end, namely, to serve our desire, flattened into songethat only is for us. The ontological yes of
the ‘It is good’ is silenced.”

%2°BB 82; BDD 748, 767.
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left for curiosity®?” Curiosity, if it is totally cut off from its soges in astonishment

and perplexity, ceases to be curiosity—it is menetgrumental manipulation of mere
therenesd?® In addition to the former hypothetical failuregarding the completion
of the task of curiosity), Desmond calls attentionhe latter reflexive and practical
failure of curiosity. Second, the reflexive faguof curiosity is evident in how the
urge to determinate intelligibility is itself noeterminately intelligible—the desire for
univocity, as with all desire, is itself equivocal. Third, the practical failure of
curiosity is evident in the continual failure ofroimg to complete determination—
there is always a residuum, a fragment that monkpeaesent claims to
completion®*® Finally, curiosity, whether it sees its failursnot, easily spawns
nihilism, in that the instrumental revaluation of valuelbsmgitself partakes in the
same ontological, root valuelessness as its objetis neutralization of being also
neutralizes the being of the projectors of valhastemptying out any so projected
value®*! These breakdowns of curiosity can also be thasion for the breakthrough

of a second perplexiti??

2T EB 40; MC 11-12.

328 On the manner in which positivistic science’s instrumemiabl cuts itself off from its own
indeterminate sources, see Milbafkeology and Social Thegrgh. 9.

$29BDD 747; EB 119, 212.

BB 64: “The originating ‘dream’ of univocity remains aduhat univocity cannot explain.... The
scientific love of truth as univocal is a love that is neglit univocal.”

BR 222: “The desire thus to make everything determindtebyvn is itself more than determinate.”

%0 BDD 740.

%31BB 71, 83, 508; PU 5, 39, 169, 171, 222, 227; AT 236; BR 2271KC

BB 509: “If the creation is valueless in itself, then thenan being as a participant in creation is also
ontologically valueless, so likewise his human construdsiaftimately valueless. Every effort to
construct values out of himself will be subjecthie same deeper, primitive, ultimate valuelessness.
Human values collapse ultimately into nothing, if there isanground of value in the integrity of being
itself.... Only subtle self-deception can avoid the collagfssur constructions into the ontological
nihilism that is said to affect the whole of being irits

PU 223: “In sum: if being itself has no value, we can give value, for our own being itself, and
everything we do, including our giving of value to being, ultehahas no value. The human giving
of value to being is finally without value.”

EB 46: “Will to power, as instrumentalizing of being, ialtg the nihilation of value as value in itself,
whether in the other as for itself, or the self assaliit’

MC 14: “We can claim to create value in the valuelessleytand so seem to save it from the
indifferent insipidity of mere thereness, but what happerenwte remember that we are also parts of
or participant in this valueless whole? We also exhlifgitdame valuelessness of the valueless whole —
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84. Second Perplexity

Second perplexitis the return of perplexity—a disquieted mind efo
overdeterminate, unmastered otherness—after omdetye determinate knowing of
curiosity>*® This second indeterminate perplexity arises feofailure, a “coming to
nothing,” a “being at a loss,” l@reakdowrin thinking** This is the breakdowof
the pretension of complete and absolute (erotitnsediation enclosing all otherness
within univocal categories in order to be instrutady utilized—the breakdown of
totalizing curiosity and instrumental mifitf. The curiosity’s totalizing and
univocalizing thought breakgoon(as it were) limiting, unmastered otherness that,
while unrecognized, still intrudes upon thought #maugh its closuré®® The
perplexity is induced by such enduring othernessésanscendences: by the outer
otherness and overdeterminacy of the givennesgamthess of being at &’ by
the inner otherness and excess—the inner abysdinsdng itself in its
overdeterminate capacities for freedom and inieiligy; **® by ultimacy—otherness
as transcendence itself, transcendence “as othes'theaground and/or horizon of
being and goodness, as the agapeic origin of B&ing.

After the breakdown of curiosity’s univocal andtmsnental mind, there are
three options that present themselves—three direxin which perplexity can be

developed corresponding to the equivocal, dialattiad metaxological senses of

from the standpoint of the whole — hence our claim to bedhece of value looks like self-serving or
special pleading.”

%32 BB 81: “Out of mathematicized univocity, scientific thgonight turn around again into
metaphysical perplexity about the enigma of being... In a whislacme of determinate knowing can
open up the possibility of the second indeterminate perpléxity

%3 BB 33, 35; PU ix-X.

334 PO 245-46, 248-49, 257-58; BB 204; PU 33; AT 248.

35p0 10, 46, 148, 210-11, 243; BHD 187, 263; BB 80, 192; PU 143,254, BDD 752.

PO 11, 243; PU 180, 255.

3" BB 36; BDD 735; GEW 26.

%8B 35; BDD 735; EB 118.

339BB 225, 268-69; PU 167-70, 209, 237; BDD 735; GEW 26, 291&B195; HG 3, 5; AOO 3, 287-
88.
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being>*° First, perplexity can move in the direction of a nitiiisequivocity. This is
a despairing and truncated perplexity that dwaellarid fixates upon the failure, the
breakdown, the coming to nothing of the searctufovocal meaning. Itis a
skepticism issuing from a self-lacerating dissatof univocal curiosity that rejects
the univocal and is left with only the equivoddi.Secondperplexity can work in a
dialectical direction. Here, the breakdown of wtial determinacy is seen to be
merely a part of the process of self-determinaivbich exceeds univocal
determinacy. The dialectical trajectory of perjthex-here truly “erotic”
perplexity—encounters resistant otherness as oésong to be, but yet to be,
incorporated within a larger dialectical whole.otix perplexity, as envisioning itself
as part of a process of dialectical self-completind self-determination, circles or
spirals towards a greater univocity and thus seeksturn to the full or total
determinacy sought by curiosity (“this system Wwi#l complete...tomorrow™*?
Third and finally, perplexity can develop in the directiof the metaxological.
Perplexity can mark a breaking of the circle of-se¢diation that is also an opening
toward otherness that exceeds self-mediation. @érglexity is a nihilism, a “coming
to nothing” that is not despairing but is a readsé patience, gassiq for the
coming of something, of a good or a fullness thdt@yond the self's instrumental
control. Itis a breakdown that is the possibibfya breakthrough of a renewed
astonishment, a remembering of a prior positive got

With this third trajectory, there is more of a teerond perplexity—an

equivocal place of tension between breakdown aedKkbhrough that is neither a

%0BB 204-5.

%1py 197, BDD 762; EB 47.

BB 131: “Equivocal thinking can turn into a skepticism, theinte a dissolution of all determinate
intelligibility, thence into an exultation in the power to negall mediations, finally hardening into a
dogmatism of nihilism that insists there is no sense tode and that no sense will be made.”
%2BHD 117, 240; BB 8, 30, 155; BDD 747.

BB 41; PU 25, 249; BDD 752, 760; MC 15.
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nihilistic collapse into nor a dialectical eclipsithe breakdown of determinate
curiosity. This tension is present in the intimsttengeness of being as the equivocal
presence of the otherness of being still strangg afiriosity—equivocally intimate,
principally strange in its intimacy/* The tension of second perplexity is manifest in
eros and desire not only seeking wholeness andletiopso emphasized in the
dialectical trajector§715 or collapsing into themselves as despairing itdifack as in
the equivocal developméft but also opening beyond self-mediation—beyond eros
and desire—an “ex-centricity” of eros and desimgand relation and participation
with otherness in its exce3¥. Second perplexity’s openness to otherness is
discernible in a readiness or a preparation ottianpae for the coming breakthrough
of second renewed astonishment and of agapeic #fini. this ground-clearing and
preparatory function, second indeterminate perpldoe@yond determinate curiosity is
not something to be allayed and set aside—it i&@physical “insomnia” or
“migraine” to be deepened and dwelt with as a @ditruggle approaching truth

beyond our measuré’

To take a brief (perhaps critical) step back: @©st fjlance, this
phenomenology, in particular in second perplexitgl the transition to second

astonishment, one can notice at this point a kfritt@ak in the consistent unfolding

*** NDR 40.

*°BB 204-5; EB 217.

%°BB 518; EB 214.

" DDO 24; BHD 333; BB 434; EB 88, 188, 355.

DDO 85: There is “a certain decentering of desire toward mdissy even in moments of wholeness; we
find the breaking open of any close circle of merely monselierelation.”

BHD 331: “How does the eratic drive of the philosopher fineglate to the other? | suggest that the
telos of this drive indicates a reversal of directigpalght at the end..... in finding its own self-
mediation more energetically and mindfully activatée, philosopher discovers the opening of this
self-mediation beyond self-mediation: openness to the otlsenies more accentuated the more deep
or high erotic self-mediation becomes.”

%*®BB 38, 42, 204-5, 543; BDD 752, 760.

BB 156: “Agapeic astonishment is renewed on the limit, in ¢hem metaphysical mindfulness of the
secondperplexity beyond all determinate knowing.”

%9 BB 492-93, 543; PU 25; MC 11-12.
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of consciousness. Before second perplexity, thb(sigmply?) pregresses/unfolds as
a kind of Platonieros(toward the other to thought) or Hegeli@rist(toward
determinacy). Atthe breakdown of curiosity thappears, for the first time,
options..implying that consciousness has a will, a chaicthe manner of its
progression. Was choice here before? If not, e/t it come from? (One may as
well ask where it goes, if it goes, in the tramsitto second astonishment.) By way of
a possible answer, one should perhaps see thedongalof curiosity’s self-enclosed
instrumental mind in the face of intransigent otigssis(es) is a unique crisis in this
particular (and particularly un-Hegelian) metaxatad phenomenology of
consciousness. For there is no clear way forwaralear (dialectical?) progress.
The unfolding desire of thought is brought—notutilment, not yet—but to
nothing. There are only so many things one cawittonothing—when one’s
supposedly sovereign self-mediations come to naamghtone is left stunned,
perplexed, at a loss. One can despair—see inréaktown the “appearance” of the
abysmal wind that makes all things flap emptilynean try to paper over the hole
(just short of the whole, almost there)—pretend (tas) nothing (n)ever
happened—shake it off and press on dialecticalkatd consummate, consuming
curiosity. Or one can recognize the breakdownveaitl The last sees this breach as
the end of self-mediation—of one’s erotic desireenal. Desire reaches beyond its
grasp—beyond itself—desire beyond desire—outsidside itself. There are
perplexities, tensions, paradoxes—Iliving deatti,ratition—here in the waiting
room, the antechamber of grace, of resurrectiue$ one attain it? Grasp it?
Receive it? See it? Remember it? Awake one mgrtfie same and yet

unspeakably different?)
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8§ 5. Second Astonishment

In Desmond’s thought, there is the possibilitytad teturn of astonishment in
the midst of second indeterminate perplexity. Saislecond astonishment is a re-turn
to or re-petition of first agapeic astonishment—aatonishment reborfi’ renewed>*
reawakened>? recalled®? refreshed> resurrected>” restored™® after the failure of
the quest for fully univocal determinate knowleddée wonder before given being
that awoke thought in the first place can returthatlimit of thought—where thought
seems to have come to nothifi§. This renewed astonishment before being is a kind
of “posthumous mind"—a mindfulness after the breakd of erotic mind>®

This second astonishment is a reversal of mind&sinét is a breakthrough of
the otherness of the energy of being in its goosi(lesspeaking something of an
ultimate origin¥>° calling forth our astonishment, our affirmationy @onsent, our
trust, our gratitude and our love of being—the éidvisdom” of our agapeic
festivity.>*° This breakthrough is a gift for which one carpbepared, for which one
can patiently and vigilantly wait in openness ia thidst of perplexity, but it cannot

be willed—one cannot choose to be gifted, to berashed®® Such breakthrough in

$9BDD 768; EB 169.

$1BB 159, 193; MC 13.

%2BpB 192.

BB 181, MC 12.

BB 41.

°BB 193, 204; BDD 760; MC 13, 15.

BB 181.

%7pUy 34: “It is as if the wonder that is said to be thiginating pathos of the philosopherappears
after he has done his best job in giving a determinate logles.indeterminate perplexity reappears,
wonder resurrects itself, in a different sense of beirzglass, now at the limit of logos i[t]self.”
%%BB 192-93.

Milbank observes something like posthumous mind from aadlgéxal perspective, of a
transfigured vision of the world in terms of gift informegithe belief in the resurrection of the dead.
John Milbank Being Reconciled: Ontology and Pard@rondon: Routledge, 2003) p. 151.

%9p0 92-93, 210-11, 253-54; BHD 187, 281; BB 543.

%0pQ 11, 254, 257-58, 296-97, 310, 365; BHD 250, 292; BB 192, 2046R-65, 252, 255, 257;
CWSC 51.

%1BB 192; PU 122, 144-47; MC 12-13.

BDD 760: “We cannot will astonishment. It is given. laigift. There is required preparation,
waiting, purified willingness, opening, tireless thinking. fehis a willingness beyond will to
power.... Something from beyond self must be allowed to givk, itsi will give itself at all.”
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the midst of breakdown is a reversal of mindfulrfessh lack/absenc®
fullnesspresence, from a self-mediating closure t@pening to otherness, from eros
to agape’® Desire is reversed from an erotic self-transaegdieking to fill a lack
with the acquisition of the other and to thus sedbe wholeness of the self (“desire
as lack”) to an agapeic self-transcending that opatyitranscends the self inasmuch
as it pours forth from a prior fullness and recagsiand affirms the other as good in
itself (“desire as goodwill"§°® In the former the desiring (self) and the desired
(other) are the same, forming a circle of self-veln@lss in which the other is reduced
to being a mere function of self-becoming, whildéhe latter the desiring (self) and
the desired (other) are genuinely different—prawgiior the possibility of genuine
otherness, relation and commuri®y. This reversed desire-as-goodwill is the “second
love” of agapeic relativity and openness to othssrtbat relativizes desire’s “first
love” of self-insistencé®®

In such a reversal is revealed the central elewfesgecond astonishment
described by Desmond in termsaafapeic beingragapeic mind Agapeic
mind/being is both constitutive of our being, outalogical reality and a regulative
ideal—our ontological participation in agapeic lze(as freely given) bears the

possibility and the promise (and possible betragbfur own active agapeic

%2DDO 19; PO 211; BHD 331, 333; BB 500; PU 214-15.

BB 261: “Agapeic being is a movement of creative origiorathat goes forth from itself, from its own
surplus, but it does not go forth for the sake of itsediffers the other being, for the sake of the other.
Its self-transcendence is truly self-transcending, dineee is a kind ofeleasing reversabetween self
and other: the self is othered such that the other is giferedom of being from the giving self.... The
self-transcendence that is a reversal of self is agiof genuine separateness to the other. Freedom is
this separation.”

*3DDO 19, 164, 166-67.

DDO 167: Desire as goodwill “reveals that desire maynbee than an erotic rush from lack to
wholeness, that it may be an agapeic pouring forth frarhaeness already real.”

$4EB 217: “If erotic sovereignty is tempted to close ¢hele of desire, and make self both desiring
and desired, by contrast, agapeic service cannot ayseirale, for the desired is not the same as the
desiring - when | desire | desire the good as other tdesire: the communal reference to the good as
other is in the dynamism of our self-transcending.”

%5 PO 188-89, 197, 254, 274, 310, 350; PU 155.
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participation in being—our own being agap&t Though the terms are largely
interchangeable in Desmond’s wodgapeic minccan be seen as this second more
self-conscious participation that entails a tramsgttion of mindfulness that in turn
entails a transfiguration of being for one—beintgdb see the ugly and hateful as
lovely and lovable, valuable, worti§/ This transformation of mindfulness arises
from a rebirth of agapeic astonishment, a recallind recognition of the excessive
gift of being that is the opening for an ethicgodtitude and generosity—qgratitude
for the agape (the given gift) of being calling dagh to become agapeic (giving) in
generosity**®

The agapeic mind emergent in second astonishmémens first, gratitude—a
thanking, a seeing the given as given, as a giftaraagapeic giving to 0&° There
is here, in the gratitude of agapeic mind, a rettagnof and remaining true to one’s
passio essendithe pathos, the “suffering,” the coming-upon-olnat tshows our
d.370

being, first, to be a gift—that we are not our ogvoun Agapeic mind’s gratitude

is a reverence for the goodness, the worthinebsiafy—that being is not only given

BB 338, 415; PU 157, 215; EB 162.

PU 119: “Agapeic mind expresses something that is baglyaative ideal and an ontological reality,
somehow constitutive of our most intimate being.”

%7puU 162, 221.

PU 163: “The question of the transfigurative power of agaméic concerns the transformation of self
such that it can love the hateful.”

¥ BB 260-61; EB 169, 504; HG 140.

PU 232: “The gift of agapeic being solicits in us the gifagapeic being. We, too, must be the release
of the divine freedom of generosity.”

EB 220: “The agape of being is first given to us, batase called to an agapeic being which is the
doing of living, in an ethics of gratitude to the origindaof generosity to self and other. The agape of
being intimates a fullness, but it is not being full of onegaife does nothing to merit it, and no
payment is exacted, for it offers itself simply aslifeeof the good, a life we are to live. It has no
reason, beyond itself, which is to be beyond itself, in bigsdf.”

%9BB 193-94, 506.

BB 202: “What is taken for granted can be what is acknowkbdgegranted; and hence there is the
grateful mindfulness that sees what is given just as\ga® a gift; to take for granted is to appreciate
the gift granted.”

$°puy 20, 254; EB 381.

BB 414: “There is a kind of return to the first, because eigagrcting, willing, creating, doing are
germinated in passion, suffering, imitation, patience. pdssion of being that is always already
spread out in the elemental |, returns in the end.”

81



but is also good’* Such reverent gratitude is a basic love of bémthat agapeic
mind appreciates and affirms the intrinsic goodrdszeing®’?

Agapeic mind is also generosity—a generous exdesyggout of the surplus
of one’s excess givenne¥s. This generous giving is a genuine/true self-
transcendence toward the other as other, not a funecgon of the self’s self-
mediation and self-determinatidfi. Generosity gives to the other and not merely for
a return to self. Agapeic mind, as such a genermiignce regarding otherne$s,
finds expression in the love of singular and patéic others in their singularity and
particularity>”® Singularity is the mark of otherness, of resiséato instrumental
self-mediation which subsumes under a universalnaakkes useful. Agapeic mind’s
self-transcending, this movement of going out efsklf to and for the singular

377

other;"" is expressed in service—in making oneself avalablserve, to give to the

other’”® The generous giving in agapeic service is arigea releasing’’ an

31 PO 131; PR 120; BR 223-25, 227-29; EB 40, 45.

BR 215: “What is reverence?...a worthiness beyond instruniEntal

BR 226: “Reverence is a happening in which the worth and thg-igere of the other are conjoined.”
EB 195: “It is with reference to love of this surplus o gift that all reverence, gratitude, respect,
dignity, obligation and consideration are alive. Reverendgwbrthy in itself.”

$2BB 37; PU 121, 149-50.

BB 509: “Agapeic mind is genuinely self-transcending, because love of being. What it reveals is
that being is worthy of affirmation as good in itself.”

BR 227: “Agapeic mind also beyond the ontological nihilismalihieduces being’s otherness to a
worthless thereness.... Agapeic mind is a love of being: athateknows that being is worthy of
affirmation as good in itself.”

S8 BHD 267, 292, 296-97; BB 407; PU 125-26; CWSC 51.

74 BB 498; PU 177, 250; BR 227.

BB 33: “We reach out to what is other in self-transceneghat there is in agapeic mind a
transcendence different to that of erotic perplexigt tvills finally and always to return to self.”

BB 206: Agapeic mind is “the self-transcendence of mind&sdres it goes towards the other as other,
and not just simply as a mirror of itself, or a mesmmediate with its own self. It is genuinely self-
transcending, for it is the thinking of the other in its atless.... It thinks beyond itself, thinks in
excess of its own self-mediation. And so such a commuwécatindfulness is the living
exemplification of a coming into the community of being.”

S BHD 137.

¥°BB 193; PU 124, 177, 239.

¥"7BB 253; PU 211-12.

"8 BB 490; PU 256; EB 161, 356.

$9BB 514; PU 141.

BB 261: “Agapeic being is a movement of creative origiorathat goes forth from itself, from its own
surplus, but it does not go forth for the sake of itsediffers the other being, for the sake of the other.
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abandori®>—an “idiotic” letting the other be apart from ong@mjects of erotic self-
recovery and self-constitutiofi* Agapeic mind gives to and affirms (and blessek an
celebrates) the other in and as its own distindtsangular being.

The generous “let it be” of agapeic mind is ingesdiin a broader, festive
“amen” to being in second astonishment—an affiroratf being as good. The
agapeic being in second astonishment gives riaekind of festivity—a festive being
and mind that greets the fullness and goodneswei dgpeing with affirmation and
celebration—with thought not only thinking but simg its other’®* This festive
mind bespeaks what Desmond calls “golden being rafasfigured vision that sees
the intrinsic worth in and of beinaﬁ.3 In this festive celebration of agapeic mind there
is a kind of speculative laughter that is the camgether of the failure, the “coming
to nothing,” of one’s best efforts to understanohd€in second perplexity) and of the
generous affirmation of the excess plenitude afidpé its otherness—of an
elemental “yes” to a plenitude that surpasses mspgnot in its absence and
emptiness but in its overwhelming (astonishing)nies and presené® Such a
festive affirmation of the goodness of being inag&tastonishment entails what
Desmond calls “posthumous mind”—a looking upon #éfed being as one dead, as
one without ulterior instrumental motive, so thaesees the astonishing worth and

goodness of being beyond its value and good “faf #fre

Its self-transcending is truly self-transcending, siheegd is a kind ofeleasing reversabetween self
and other: the self is othered such that the other is gifeedom of being from the giving self.”
$89BHD 131-36.

81 pQ 253, 266, 274; En 150.

¥2p(Q 168, 259-61, 300, 303; BHD 302, 342; BB 193, 206; PU 252, 258.

BHD 17 — “There is a speculative laughter that issues frenfestive celebration of being by agapeic
mindfulness. This speculative yes to the community of beimginway subordinates the otherness of
being to any conceptual whole constructed by the philosophérts nThe yes of this laughter is a
festive gesture towards the metaxological openness of adagiey.”

BB 42: “Festive being is an amen to the being in itsagifl largess.”

3P 37, 40, 261-68, 281, 373.

¥4 pQ 257-58, 372; BHD 17, 273, 292, 302; MC 12-13.

%P0 278-81, 300; BHD 115; BB 36-37, 192-93; PU 163-643E8.
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Finally, as such an agapeic and festive mind, Desfssecond astonishment
is a metaxological “idiot wisdom”—a singular minttiess of the overdetermined
intimate strangeness of being. Second astonishimantidiot wisdom in that it, as
agapeic mind, respects and affirms the enigmaticigess of being (“idiotic” in the
sense of affirming something strange, astonishiimtf)e singularity of beingdios as
singular as opposed to public), in the excessrangeness of beingd{os as outside
the sphere of the determinately accountable), mnlae intimacy of beingdios as
private)*®® Thus, this idiot wisdom emergent in second astunient and agapeic
mind is a self-conscious return to the intimatarsgeness of being—seeing the
excessive “strangeness” of otherness not as ainde®rminacy to be overcome and
mediated but as an overdeterminacy that is alwagady with us, that is at the origin
of mindfulness, and that is greeted in astonishimeabhewal beyond the breakdown
determinate thinking®’ Second astonishment greets the overdeterminaoging—
the excess, the plenitude, the reserve of givemgbeas something to be affirmed, not

as merely something to be dealt with, as a sighefrustration of the attainment of

PO 278: Posthumous mindfulness is “a thinking fronftitere when we are dead, about the
ontological worth of the present, imagined from beyond death gsastf

BB 37: “l suppose that | am dead, and can look at being frgoridethe fret and fever. | would have
nothing to gain, nothing to lose. | would look at being withdtérior motivation. | would not look
upon it for myself. | would want to see its othernes®ther.... Such would be entailed by
posthumous honesty: a willingness to let the truth of dile@rg emerge for itself.... Since | look on
being from beyond death, and look on it for the truth of its ods,nmight not my mind be agapeic?
For | am imagining that | behold being from its otherness; togvards its otherness as other, and |
have no reason to interfere with it.... As thus posthwsnagapeic mind would be love of being in its
intrinsic good.... If being would so appear from beyond, is itoetso from within, as we live it,
though now we cannot see it s0?”

BB 192: “Suppose one were dead and came back to one’daimk@)g for the things of time, the
beings and companions and happenings of the middle that shapsdeing here with a sense of
intrinsic worth of value. Posthumous mind is this spamneaof agapeic mind looking on the
happening of the between, beyond the lies of life and beyontktisivity of death.”

8 BHD 292; PU 163-64, 197, 251, 257.

BB 186: Idiot wisdom is “a mindfulness that respects the atiyrof being, its idiotic being, in all the
gift of its thereness, and indeed its transcendence ty determinate science we construct to remake
it in the services of our categorical structures.”

87 NDR 47-49.

NDR 48: “We need to think of being in terms of surplusrdegerminacy rather than as empty
indeterminacy—the evacuated sense of being.... The itgisteangeness means rethinking being as
full. This might be called to a kind of hyperbolic thoughtthe sense of what exceeds all complete
fixation in determinate categories.”
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the ideal of total determinad§® Perplexing breakdown and astonishing breakthrough
is the proper functioning of thought—not an aberratidor contraunivocal curiosity
(which sees all being as intelligible and all ihggbility as determinate)
metaxological second perplexity and astonishmertgeizes that overdeterminate
and other-wise being can exceed intelligibilityirmelligibility can exceed
determinacy.Second astonishment (before the overdetermindimdte strangeness
of being) as idiot wisdom is thus metaxologicathat it is a mindful return to the
overdeterminacy of the givenness of béfignd an affirmative acceptance and
maintenance of otherness (being is strafigéat is yet in community
(“metaxological community”) with otherness (thesstge is intimaté*—a
community that is plurally mediated and not redlectio a single overarching (erotic,

dialectical) mediatior®?

Section IV: Transcendences
With the conceptual groundwork of the fourfold sei$ being and the
“phenomenology” of mindfulness, Desmond moves ftbm“how” of metaphysics to

the “what” of metaphysics. As thought is openedtteerness it seeks to understand

¥ DDO 152-53; PO 260; BDD 759-63.

BDD 766: “The excess of overdetermined manifestation pravbs ever drawing thought, ever daring
to extend to the extremes, ever renewing it when itiegaredoubling it beyond self-determination
and all its putative completions. It strikes us into astonent again, disturbing the complacency of
our conceptualizations with a perplexity that may be deepbuenever will be totally dissolved.”
*¥9BDD 763; EB 51; HG 70.

BB 181: “The metaxological seeks to restore mindfulneskethat it is given to be at allMoreover,
this restoration is shaped in a recall of the agapeinm$tment that is prior to all perplexity and
determinate thinking about being.”

BDD 763: “The metaxological is the truth of the univocal, eéheivocal, and the dialectical. When we
try to articulate it, we are trying to find the right woffds what is given in the overdeterminacy of the
original astonishment. The other three senses help to atédbk truth of the metaxological, but we
risk error when they are absolutized and claimed to cbeeentire milieu of being.”

HT 28: “We need a metaxological approach to acknowledgaftimmative surplus of the
overdeterminate, beyond determinacy and self-determination.”

$9pQ 253, 300; BB 35, 333.

$¥1pQ 211, 310.

%2BB 8, 205.
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this otherness—these others. This section wilblatythe “what” of Desmond’s
metaxological metaphysics in broad outlines.

Metaphysics, in Desmond’s understanding, triesetdalthful to the emergent
happenings in the middler(ietd as in the midst) that refer one to otherness and
transcendence ifietd as beyond, transcendent}. Such a meta-physics that is
concerned with thinking otherness and transcendianeour situation in the midst
of plural othernesses and transcendences is metagal. A metaxological
metaphysics is a speculative philosophy of nontitlethat investigates the
intermediation with thought’s others (as opposemhéwe self-mediation) and the
overdetermination involved in trying to make ingilble the happening of being (as
opposed to mere self-determination). (This issaef/en the self of dialectical self-
mediation and self-determination contains a tramdeece that is beyond mediation
and determination—a transcendence that also mhkesetf-transcending in
mediation and determination possible.) Metaphysieaditation upon the excess,
overdeterminacy of being (that gives rise to therdeterminate astonishment,
indeterminate perplexity and determinate curiodégcribed in the previous section)
requires a likewise overdeterminate language thatstaphoricaf* and
hyperboli¢®*—carrying thought, indeed thought throwing itsekyond itself in a
vector of transcendence toward transcendence.“olijects” to be considered by

such a metaphysics are then the plural “otherg’dbastitute the metaxological

393 BB 44: “Metd is being in the midst;rhetd is also reference to what is beyond, what is
transcendent. Metaxological metaphysics must thiekdbubleness of this tension between being in
the midstandbeing referred by self-transcendence to the transcendémdeat is other, what is over
and above.”

BB 101-2, 208.

BB 45: “Metaphor is a carrier in the between; it ferjiserein to carry) us across a gap; or it is the
carrier of transcendence; it is in the midstreetg and yet an image of thmeetaas beyond, as
transcendent.”

BB 218-19.

BB 218: “We are thrown towards transcendence by our beingaasetaphysicaéxigency’
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community of being®® Desmond examines these “others” in terms of three
transcendences: the exterior transcendence ofb&intature, the interior
transcendence of the self, and the superior anat# transcendence of God.
81. Exterior Transcendence (T1)

The first transcendence, which Desmond refers td a3 is the
transcendence of beings as other in exteridtityThe beings in the exterior world or
nature are transcendent in that they are not theugt of our thinking® The
otherness of the world precedes and exceeds akirilgiof it. This “exceeding” is
the overdetermination of outer being that resistsfall reduction to univocal
determination—there is always a reserve of othatfiésThe transcendence of the
world to our determinate thinking is due in paritsobeing self-transcending—its
being as becoming, a universal impermanéfit&xterior being as becoming does
not easily conform to the univoé® but displays equivocity in its a double coming to
be and passing aw&¥—a process of differentiation in which things cotne
determinacy in a kind of dialectical procé%%.The equivocal flux and becoming of
the world for Desmond is not merely equivocal, metrely a formless and
indeterminate dispersal inhospitable to any irgddllity— becoming is
metaxological, a dynamic and intermediate happewingre there is room for both

the persisting equivocity of being and the positybdf intelligibility, determinate or

3% BB 448.
*"DDO 154; BB 206, 231; HG 2.

This understanding, of a distance between thought and beingédrntadn other-than-
univocal understanding of this relation, distances Desnfrand Badiou who sees thought as directly
engaged with being. HallwarBadioy 55.
$BHG 3.

AOO 268: “The transcendence of such beings consists inrtbelreing the product of our process of
thinking; their otherness to us resists complete reglu¢t our categories, especially in to far as they
simply are, or have being at all.”

%9BB 13.

BB 88, 90, 143, 237, 256, 279-80.

401 BB 50, 238.

“02pp 88, 90, 291.

493 BB 237, 284.
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indeterminate—a being-between a totally determinatyy and an unintelligible
mass:** Desmond describes this first transcendence aéxternal world of

becoming as amfinite successior-an open, never completed plurality or series of
particular beings in time and spa€@.This first transcendence (T1) opens onto the
other transcendences inasmuch as the overdeteenfiappening of external being,
first, gives rise to astonishment and a vectoretfftsanscendence (T2) toward this
external other in human mindfulné¥sand, second, suggests a more radical sense of
the infinite as a ground or an origin (T3) whichk®s possible the possibility and

actuality of the world of being®’

82. Interior Transcendence (T2)

404 BB 57: Desmond observes that even with Heraclitus “the flisappening is shot through with
logos... Becoming...is intermediate, as the happening of the betitderzetween form and
formlessness, indefiniteness and determination.”

BB 88: “Equivocity is not always just our failure whivocal logic, but is rooted in the character of
being itself. Being is metaxological, hence plurivocBhe process of becoming provides the dynamic
ground of univocity. Thus the ideal of the cut and drgedn abstraction from this becoming, with a
provisional truth. Being as becoming, as flux, as tempasaprocess, as ongoing—in a word, creation
in the universal impermanence—undermines every effort caetpl® stabilize being as an aggregate
of univocal substances, or units.”

“95DDO 149-51; BB 207, 408, 448.

BB 256: “Finite beings are differentiated in a process obbeng that, as open-ended, does have its
indefiniteness. Finite beings partake of the originatdditnfle of endless succession and the
universal impermanence. But that derivative infinitpds the underived infinite.”

In Badiou’s understanding, being as being is infinite—natuae isfinity multiplicity.
Desmond parts company with Badiou with Badiou’s asseftiandne is forced to choose between an
infinite God and a finite nature, on the one hand, and awhaisl an infinite nature, on the other. In
Desmond’s understanding, an infinite nature is not inconsistémthe existence of an infinite God.
God need not be the erotic One that Badiou assumes. Onetsubpatifference here is, in part, one
of theologies—of understandings of God—as much as of philosophies of nattine infinite. Again,
Badiou’s understanding is based on an axiomatic (militant) idacgainst God (as what Desmond
would call the erotic origin, the absorbing God) and forinfieity of being. Desmond makes another
axiomatic decision that includes an infinite God and anitefworld. See BadiolBeing and Event
pp.142-45, 148. Hallwarddadioy 81.

“%BB 179.

BB 11: Astonishment “comes frotranscendence as other. Yet in opening the self, it initiates the
vector oftranscendence in the salfd its going towards being-other with express mindfulhess
““DDO 152; PO 138; BB 207, 231, 291; HG 3.

BB 293: “Creation as universal impermanence, as it weeehes beyond its open wholeness to its
own transcendent ground.”

AOO 268: “What makes possible both their possibility, ab agetheir actuality?... Why beings and
not nothing?...The possibility of transcendencetagrto their transcendence is opened by such
guestions.”
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The second transcendence, which Desmond refess"it?d’ is the
transcendence of the sé&if. There are here two interrelated senses to this
transcendence: first, the transcendence of this gelfard reserve of otherne¥s;
second, self-transcendence or the self’s activestending as a vector of
transcendence—as the restless power of humanwsglissing’® The inward
otherness of the self is the overdetermined souréaliness that enables self-
transcendence—the agape at the root of the eros.

First, there is an intimaé}* and an idioc$**to the self—an inward
othernes&?that is marked by an irreducible, absolute ancticlisingularity*'* The
givenness of the singular thisness or “thatnessgh®fself is overdetermined—it is an

excess, a “too muchness,” a “more,” a plenitudé ¢banot be exhausted or fully

mediated in entirely determinate terfi.This overdeterminacy of the inward

B HG 2.

409 BB 201: “Thisbeing beyond totalityefers to the beyond of innerness to totalization, thesabfy
idiocy in the immanence of self-transcendence.”

“19BB 5, 7, 231, 407; HG 3, 203; AOO 268.

“1BB 383; PU 161, 202-3.

BB 374: “There is a certain intimacy of self-relatitihat is not included in a determinate system, not
even a self-determining system, since it is the soursedt...system.”

“2p0 367; BB 187, 397; PU 55.

BB 384: “The idiocy of the self in this inwardness isogrening to otherness within itself. Indeed its
excess suggests the promise of an inexhaustibility.”

PU 61: “By the idiocy of singularity | intend no privatstitomism, though | do mean a privacy of the
intimate. |intend it also in this sense: there is a teetacess of being characteristic of what it means
to be a self, which can never be completely objectifieh entirely determinate way. This is an
affirmative overdetermination.”

“1°BB 189, 384, 417; PU 202-3.

BB 187: “The metaxological sense differs from the dialetfic denying that the innerness of the
singular is entirely determinable in terms of self-raédn. This innerness is what I called the
intimacy of being of the singular. And while it is self-riathg, it is not a closed self-sufficiency, but
opens inwardly into its own idiocy.”

HG 190: “Is there an inward otherness, even in the mtatsive self-mediation, without which the
self-mediation would not be possible, but which itself caneduby self-mediated?”

HG 190: “If we are talking about thefinite inwardnes®f self, there is this immanent otherness which
is most intimate to the self and yet is not owned bly aall can never be. Its most intimate being is
other to its own self-possession; something exceeds seliation, this inward infinity, even in the
most intensive of self-mediations.”

*14BB 532; PU 55, 57; EB 171, 186.

“°DDO 151, 154; BB 13, 115, 188; PU 59-61, 73, 144.

PO 361: “Original selfness cannot be exhausted bydaterminate what; as a this, it is a
singularization of the power of being whose unity is not uniyacghows a certain indeterminacy, in
the sense of being overdetermined and hence not exhaustigtensof univocal predication.”
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otherness of the self is the transcendent resdme singular individual that is the
funding source of the self's (self-)transcending.

The second facet of the self’s transcendenceits lreing self-transcending.
Desmond links self-transcendence with the infirgstlessness of human desire. The
self-transcendence of desire is an intentionahinfde which, in its dynamic
restlessness, is not satisfied with any finitegtif§ Thisintentional infinitudeof
human desire in the midst of oneistual finitudé*’ is a continual going-beyoftf
that is the expression of the excess of the seffisr infinitudé'°—the outpouring of
the reserve of the self’'s overdetermined deptlessgnouting forth from an infinite
root. This excessive self-transcendence is alsctor of transcendence toward an

excessive and transcendent other—it is an urgehglfimacy moving from

BB 183-84: “There is something in the singular that is educible to univocal predicates nor
dialectical universals or concepts, that is not a mere ecatieocin relation to determination, that is
not exhausted by being an instance of a universal nor dissgltbk system of universals. This is so
because the singular exhibitthatnesghat is the show of excess.”

BB 187: “The metaxological sense differs from the dialetfic denying that the innerness of the
singular is entirely determinable in terms of self-maéidn. This innerness is what | called the
intimacy of being of the singular. And while it is self-riathg, it is not a closed self-sufficiency, but
opens inwardly into its own idiocy.”

HG 190: “There is the overdetermination, the ‘too muchthefsingularity in the recess of the
intimacy of being. The soul is too much even for itdmlt, its too muchness is not only its own.”
“°DDO 12, 73, 85, 150-51; EB 212, 215.

BB 189: Regarding the infinitude in the intimacy of the singsédf, it is “only because of this, does
our characteristic desire exhibit an infinite restlessnéVe transcend ourselves again and again in
desire; we are satisfied with this determinate thingy tsmfind dissatisfaction resurrected on
satisfaction, and another search initiated; and there sedmesio determinate limit to this restless self-
transcendence.”

“"DDO 12, 75; BB 185; HG 203.

BB 230: “We are self-transcendence that will not riesgntionally infinite even in being actually
finite, an opening, not just to this being or that, butdimgpsimpliciter, and the community of being.”
EB 215: “Infinite desire emerges in finite being.”

“18BB 156; PU 205.

“19BB 206-7, 230, 448, 527; EB 215.

BB 401: “The excess of the self...is the source of ititdirestlessness.”

EB 190: “The infinitely restless desire attests to'the muchness’ at the idiotic source.”

For Badiou, we are infinite inasmuch as we think inflgjitas we can think mathematically
about being qua being which is infinite. This is an “ordihanfinity that has to do with being as such.
One becomes extraordinary, Immortal, when one becomes (agstdp truth—when one becomes a
militant for a particular if universalizable truth. Foe&nond, the infinity of the human is not of two
distinct orders—one necessary, formal and abstract, otieytar, accidental. The distinctive co-
existence of the infinite and the finite in the human fesmond is intrinsic, metaphysical, constituting
a genuine philosophical anthropology. HallwaBddioy 67. BadiouEthics ch 4.
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transcendent fullness to transcendent full#&smtentional infinitude, as intentional,
enables articulate mediation with the multituddeings in the world (T1) so as to
form a wholeness—however provisional and “open’hsaievhole may be as existing
in tension with the self's whole-exceeding infin{tr however prone to forming an
instrumental totalityf?* This wholeness, the more determinate relatinth@felf to
itself and to the world and God, Desmond describésrms of differenethical
selvings*?® Finally, this self-transcending is an outreactamg an opening toward
the metaxological community of excessive otfférstoward other intentionally
infinite but actually finite, inwardly transcendeartd outwardly transcending selves
(T2), toward the infinite succession of the extetianscendence of the world (14)

and toward the actual infinitude of superior tramtence (T3y* The more

“0pQ 111; BB 155; EB 215.

DDO 24: The infinitude of desire testifies to the fact thiee are always oriented to something more”
in “an incessant process of going beyond limited satisfactions.

EB 215: “The anomalous being of the human is revealédsrfreedom of infinite desire. Infinite
desire emerges in finite being - excess of being risés @ human being as selving: transcending as
more, and towards the more. This "more" means enigrodt@ness in inwardness itself: the very
interiority of being is the coming to show of infinjthe transcending power of the being, the
transcendence towards infinity of the human being.”

21 DDO 26; BHD 44; BB 446; EB 188.

DDO 150: Intentional infinitude “helps to rescue the infinite esson of becoming from being solely
a scattering or equivocal process. Intentional infatet specifically refers to the power of and open
dialectical self-mediation displayed in the articidatof human desire.”

DDO 151: “Intentional infinitude...refers us to the indeternénaower disclosed in original selfhood,
which enables us to mediate between unity and multipliciur search for wholeness.”

BB 157: Intentional infinitude “is intentional to the extent tthet restlessness of self-transcendence
can be directed through the self-mediating powers okihg itself.”

Milbank likewise understands (again from a theologicadpective) the desire at the core of
human nature as wanting to be both at home (toward wéssgiand abroad (toward infinite).
Milbank, Being Reconciled?210.

422 See below: Chapter 3, Part One, Section Ill.

23BB 230, 448; PU 205.

BB 408: “The metaxological space between self and ottenigldle between infinitudes. As well as
the self's inward infinitude, there is recognized thenitdide of the other. This other infinitude can be
the infinite succession of external becoming, the universalrmmgugence; it can be the self-mediating
infinitude of an other self; it can be the actual infinitwfi¢he absolute origin.”

“4p0 23; BB 7.

*DDO 152; PO 111; BB 155, 207, 231, 378; PU 11, 250; EB 113-14, 2148, 7; AOO 268-69,
288, 291.

BB 182: “The vector of self-transcending is an infinitedgtiess seeking of unconditional
transcendence.”

PU 204: “Our transcending being is unfolded as the questiofacy. The field of being and our
being in that field, both point beyond themselves.... [Viflithe self-transcending urgency of desire,
we find an opening to the ultimate other. We arenterior urgency of ultimacy, this other is ultimacy
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determinate shape of this kind of human dwellingava laid out in terms of
Desmond’s differenethical communitie®® Indeed, this metaphysical understanding
of human being is, for Desmond, the foundationtbios—how weare in relation
(ontologically) to the other of the self is the fmlation of how were to relate
(regulatively) to the other.

83. Superior Transcendence (T3)

The third transcendence (T3) is that of the divin€&od**’ Desmond often
refers to God as “transcendence itself"—not ingbese of an abstract category of
“transcendence” but as the original transcenddmaiei$ the “possibilizing source” of
the other transcendenc®8. Third transcendence is actual infinitude (inidision
from the infinite succession of becoming in T1 émel intentional infinitude and
actual finitude of the self in T2) in the senseaafualitative inexhaustibility in excess
of all finitude#*® This transcendence itself or actual infinitudeasmscendencas
other—it is not reducible to other transcendences (@®pgction of our self-
determination, for example) although it is spokémanetaphors drawn from inner
and outer transcendent®. One such metaphor that Desmond sees to be partjcu
apt is that of height, such that third transcendas@vertical transcendence: a higher
transcendence, an ultimattother “beyond” all finite beind&>—a transcendence

superiorto exterior (T1) and interior (T2) transcendefite(Other metaphors of

as the superior.... The point is not to appropriate thenat# in its transcendence to human self-
transcendence, nor yet to depreciate the energy of humaressi¢ending.”

26 See below: Chapter 3, Part One, Section IV.

427BB 231; HG 2-4; AOO 269.

428BB 231; EB 219; HG 3; AOO 269.

“2DDO 151; BHD 181; BB 408, 448.

BB 255: “We must think of infinity here as other than ifinite succession or series. We must think
of qualitative inexhaustibilityather than quantitative accumulation and summation. In a,ssnsh
gualitative inexhaustibility is more than humans can think.”

#9BB 231-32; PU 230; HG 3-4, 200.

“31BDD 763-64; EB 219.

“32pDO 198; BB 201, 208.

*33BB 201, 231; HG 3; AOO 269.
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Desmond’s that will be introduced presently andagxjed upon in chapter four
include: ground, origin and agapeic giveFdr Desmond, this “above” of third
transcendence is theipertoward which human self-transcending thinkinghi®wn
in contemplation of itself (T2) and the externalrielqT1)—thought about God is
hyperbolic, thrown beyond itself toward a liffiif. However, such a hyperbolic
thought of divine transcendence is not of a medeterminate or empty beyond but
of an overdeterminate fullne$¥.

One of the chief characteristics of third transeue (like first and second)
for Desmond is its overdetermination. As overdataate, God is neither an empty
indeterminate idea nor simply a determinate b&iAdghe overdetermination of
divine transcendence is the excessive, surplustpéEnof the origin of beind’’ This
excess/surplus/fullness/too-muchnessrisserve—a persisting otherness, a holding
back in a mystery beyond conceptual encapsulatidreay holistic imnmanend¢é®

The infinite excess of the overdetermined resefthial transcendence in its

434BB 231: “T3: The transcendence of iégin—this would beranscendence itselfiot as the
exterior, not as the interior, but as the superior. Waigld be thehuper, the above. The way of
transcendence as hyperbolic throws us towards it.

BB 256-57: “The way of transcendence is hyperbolic. Jeanding thinking finds itself thrown
upwards at an ultimate limit. Any metaphysical arrogaiscentirely out of place, for this hyperbolic
thinking is marked by a paradoxical humility. It isdtun into the face of the absolutely superior, a
face of excessive dark, as much as a face of exceggié |

BHG 7.

43¢ BB 19: “We have to recall the overdetermined excessiginal being. This agape of being is
manifested in the determinations of beings, but it is metarminate being simply, not even the
highest being in the sense with which God is often idedtifiaamely, theens realissimurt

HG 7: “l would speak of divine transcendence as overdetatsjinot indeterminate. In excess of the
determinacies of things and our self-determining, thissttandence (T3) could not be defined as a
merelyindefinite beyondo finite being.... Third transcendence is not an empty indefbut
overdetermined in a surplus sense: God as hyperbolicthislis so, God could not be comprehended
under any finite category of the possible or retilvduld be abovehuper, Gbetthem, and yet be the
original power to be at its most ultimate.”

“3"BB 182; HT 34; BR 226; HG 7, 136.

BB 330: “God thought metaxologically would be...the overdeterminedssive plenitude of the free
original power of being.”

AOO 269: “Transcendence itself would be in excess of deterendhgs, as their original ground,; it
would be beyond self-transcendence as its most ultiptasibilizing source.. In excess of
determinacy and our self-determining, it would be ovemeined transcendence which, as other,
would not be a merely indefinite beyond to finite being.”

3 DDO 153; BHD 177; BB 495; HG 139, 187-88, 199ff.

HG 197-98: “The hyperbolic full is always excess, whethéts communication of itself and to what
is other, or in terms of what remains reserved as alessluplus even in its self-communication.”
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otherness is the ground of its transcending—ititsod the fullness of its reserve of
otherness that the third transcendence createsnaoivates and is open to its
others* It is the overdeterminate and excessie@scendencef third
transcendence that enablegiigscendingn the sense of its transcending itself in
creation (originating being as other to it) anddlating to creation.

The preeminent metaphysical metaphor that Desmeesl for this third
transcendence is that of thegin—more specifically, thagapeicorigin.440 God as
the original transcendence is the origin of thaviow) to be” of being—an answer to
the question of being-at-all, why there is somagtiitstead of nothin§’* As the
origin, God is the possibilizing source and sustaimground of being—not only
bringing into being the other transcendences (B} bt doing so in such a way as to

enable their own possible self-transcenditfgsThe origin for Desmond is an

“9HT 31; HG 200.

BB 502: “There are two sides to this ontological truthhef origin as other. The first is its open
wholeness, the side of its communicative being that is dutoweards finite being. The second is the
excess of its infinitude, which is really the ground sfubmastered openness, and which remains other
and in enigma, ‘dwelling in inaccessible light which no one has secan see’ (1 Tim. 6:16). This
side is theeserve of its othernespreserved as other, remaining beyond and transcentieatside
turned towards us is in community with finitude, though,hess, it gives an inkling of what remains
in reserve. This hiddenness of the ultimate trutlireigaokes our need of images and metaphors,
themselves both true and untrue, double.... This reserigniiGant because it unequivocally reverses
our anticipation that we can reduce the truth of the otaiur truth, be on a par with it in our
conceptual mediations.”

*9BB 208, 231, 330; PU 230; HG 3.

4“1 HT 34: “Coming to be is hyperbolic happening. What is suggestan overdetermined source of
origination out of which coming to be unfolds. To speak afator,’ | suggest, is a way of putting us
in mind of this other source.”

*42BB 263; AOO 269.

BB 231: “T3: The transcendence of thégin—this would beranscendence itselfot as the exterior,
not as the interior, but as the superior. This would béatbper, the above. The way of transcendence
as hyperbolic throws us towards it. Since it is inesscof determinate being, as its original ground, it
would be beyond the doublet of possibility and reality. It wdaddvhat we might call the

possibilizing sourcef both possibility and realization; but it could not bstja possibility, nor indeed

a determinate realization of possibility. It would havééaeal possibilizing power, in a manner more
original and other than possibility and realization. ¢i¥d have to be ‘possibilizing’ beyond
determinate possibility, and ‘realizing’ beyond all detemérealization.”

EB 219: “Transcendence itself possibilizes all transcendi

HG 3: “T3: Here | refer to original transcendence as stherto the above two senses. What might
this be? Can we speaktofinscendence itsélf Rather than the exterior transcendence or the interio
can we speak of treuperiof? How superior? Transcendence itself would be in excessesfrdeate
beings, as their original ground; it would be in excessuofself-transcendence, as its most ultimate
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agapeicorigin in that it gives being its own being in ethess—whereas an erotic
origin, such as Hegel's, is involved in (or just™ia process of self-becoming, of
self-othering and re-incorporation into self, iniefhthe created other has only a
provisional or illusory otherned$® Such a metaphysical understanding of ¥big
the foundation for our proper relating to this Gimdreligion**> This God as agapeic
origin is the ground of the metaxological commumtyeing.
84. The Metaxological Community of Being

These three transcendences—of beings in the ekteonl (T1), of selves
(T2) and of God (T3)—constitute the metaxologiaaienunity of being. This is a
genuine community in that there are others ini@iab one another—transcendences
transcending themselves toward each other. Eaai dverdeterminate fullness
funding and impelling it to go out of itself towaitd others. This metaxological
community is neither a univocal monism (sheer ymtyr an equivocal dispersal of
unrelated beings (sheer difference) nor a dialeltyiself-becoming and self-relating
totality (unity including and absorbing differenséhin itself—difference as merely a
vanishing moment toward unity). Communityédation between othersBoth
othernessndrelation are equiprimordial and irreducible: fothaut otherness there
can be no relation (there is only the same, ttaitptthe one), without relation there

can be no otherness (the other disappears, “whier?’)**® Desmond’s vision is of

possibilizing source. It would be beyond the ordinary doublpbssibility/reality, as their possibility
source; it could not be just a possibility, nor indeed a déteterealization of possibility.”

43 BB 495; AOO 287.

HG 136: “The agapeic origin does not produce itself in giciggtion. It is always already itself—
superplus power of origination, overdeterminate, not in ‘neéfihite determination. Finitude is not
its own determination, but is a released happening thatéhdte own promise of being creative. This
God gives the being of creation.”

444 See below: Chapter 4, Part One, Section Ill, §2.

44> See below: Chapter 4, Part One, Section IV.

4% One suspects that the fundamental preference for uni@tiBeleuze and Badiou) will ultimately
undercut, on one side or the other, any possibility of tataeding the nature of community and,
therefore, of understanding the nature of otherness (gliféer, plurality) or of relation. The univocity
of being flowers into a nihilistic equivocity, in which &y and relation disappear. In Desmond’s
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many different unities (transcendent others) ifedént relations (transcending
mediations) with each other. Here genuine singidarare let be within an open
whole—uwith (“cum”) one another. This plurally matkd metaxological
community—this interweaving matrix of intermediatie-is “the between®’
Metaphysics is the endeavor to behold and undatgtamd affirm and celebrate)—to

mindfully dwell within—this community of others tnacendent and transcending.

terms, this debilitation of our thinking of the communitytioé between (indeed of community and
between-ness as such) is due to the entrenched thinkingrabttern ethos that has constricted and
deracinated the primal and enabling (whence this strarggeto univocity? To understanding?) ethos
of the metaxological community of being. On the roothf tinivocal modern (post-modern?...post-
post-modern?) ethos, see Pickstasker Writing passim.

Desmond’s work, indeed, resonates with some of Deleuz®icerns. Both Deleuze and
Desmond argue for the priority of relation, of an operrinégliation that avoids any closed static
whole or equivocal dualism. Both also present a fundaresgard for difference, singularity and
plurality. One might argue, however, that Desmond’s radtgical community of being better
provides for relation and singularity (otherness) tharelad’s ontological univocity/monism.

Deleuze maintains the univocity/monism of being in orderéawide for difference and becoming such
that difference operates within a more basic static uridysmond presents a community of
othernesses/transcendences in dynamic non-reductérer@tation. Here unity/identity is not needed
to found difference. (Also, while Deleuze sees suchiogl@nd singularity as being devalued by the
idea of a transcendent God, Desmond sees all of tfiglasompatible with his understanding of God
as agapeic origin, see ch. 4.)

447 Milbank presents such as community of difference imiuary and ultimate ontological peace again
from a theological perspective. Distinctly opposed te tiimately harmonious vision of community
is Badiou’s militant subjects in eternal struggle adaitfisrcing” into (themselves ever creating
anew?) the totalitarian state(s) of the situation. Bd#l@ank, Theology and Social Theqrgp. 434,

440. BadiouBeing and Eventop. 93ff.
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PART TWO: METAXOLOGICAL METAPHYSICS AND RADICAL
HERMENEUTICS

Having summarized William Desmond’s conception etaphysics, | will
now turn to examine how this conception providegahle and preferable alternative
to that represented in the work of John D. Caplesmond’s position can be seen as
a viable alternative in that it two ways. Firsgdbnond’s position is able to answer
Caputo’s critique of metaphysics by showing thatwhderstanding of metaphysics
represented in Desmond’s work is not guilty of ¢éneors that Caputo levels against
metaphysics as such. Second, Desmond’s posit@plésto genuinely address the
motivating concerns that can seen to be inspiriagufo’s treatment of metaphysics.
Beyond this, Desmond’s position can be seen ag@aiate inasmuch as it presents a
broader perspective from which the LeviNietzschgasition can be seen to betray its
motivating concerns and from which these conceamshe better addressed. Finally,
this more capacious narration can be used to weti@aputo’s own (de)constructive
proposals regarding how to think about reality had to think about thinking about
reality.

Section I: Desmond as answering Caputo’s critiquefanetaphysics

81. Abstraction

Caputo’s first critique of metaphysics regardsaltstraction “The great
mistake of metaphysics,” Caputo writes, is “to kihat we can come up with a pure,
interest-free rationality**® The grand “intellectual illusion” of the Western
metaphysical tradition, from its opening gesturég@onsummation, is its conception
of thought as (at least ideally) disinterestechteriest-freé*® Metaphysics, for

Caputo, is an essentialpstractenterprise seeking to achieve understanding tiroug

448 Radical Hermeneutic262.
449 Radical Hermeneutic9.
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disinterested and disengaged speculation—aloegg the flux that is our actual
existence. Taking (Platonic) recollection and (elem) mediation as its basic forms,
Caputo sees metaphysical thinking as a turn toahstraction—-to pure thought and
disengaged speculatiofr®

Desmond’s conception of metaphysics can be seanswer this critique in
several ways. First, part of what Desmond consittebe good meta-physics (here,
metaas “in the midst”) is its awareness that it isriadia res—in the middle of
things—in the midst of the excess givenness obtlerdetermined community of
being?>* Second, Desmond’s view of metaphysics as suctmdfuiness of what is at
work in the middle of our existence—of our inesdapaeing in relation to what is
othef*2—presents a speculative mind that would be a wadcbf the play of life akin
to ancientheoriathat “contemplatively enjoys being as it is” andvhich one is
open and receptive to being in its otherrf83sThird, far from being disengaged and
passionless, true speculative metaphysics for Dadrnsoborn of our involvement
with being—with what is happening—uwith being initsimate strangeness. This
excess or fullness of being incites the astonislimed the perplexity that, for
Desmond, is the origin of metaphysical mindfulne8stonishment is a wonder

before being that is a joy or delight or trust &irfg—even a love of beiftf—while

perplexity develops out of a perplexity that tessifto an infinite restlessness of

450 Radical Hermeneutic32.

“51BDD 761; BB 5; PU 25; AOO 3.

BB 5: “Metaphysical thinking is precipitated in the beéme We find ourselves in the midst of
being.... we have already begun.”

“52pQ 11, 18; PU 22; HT 25; AOO 4.

“3DDO 216; PO 163; BHD 43.

BHD 8: “The deepest openness of speculative mind is the iniggsdf the ultimate closure of
thought by itself and in itself.”

54 BHD 244-45; BDD 736; PU 137; EB 25-26.

PU 150: “Knowing is a delight in being. We see thisitlem the wonder of the child. Our mindful
being is inherently a love of being and the light of truth.”
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desire*® Fourth, metaphysics concerns a finessed and drtfeiling in the given
ethos of being—a dwelling whose tasks include mitrdfss of the intimately given
community of being in which we are involved and g¥henables our thinking and
being#*® Finally, on Desmond’s accounting, metaphysicstah a dwelling is not
neutral nor is the ethos in which it dwells. Médtgsics is trying to make intelligible
our involvement in and being in the midst oitér-essg the given ethos of being
which is encountered as charged with excessiveev@uwhich the metaphysician is
interestedy®’
82. Universal System

Caputo’s second critique of metaphysics concesisaing asystem For
Caputo, a philosophical “system” entails a fixedafeuniversal rules and indeed a
certain fixation on universalitf’® The universals involved in such a metaphysical
system are to correspond to reality in a necessayy>® Such a system of necessary
and universal propositions presents, for Caputiglant hierarchy that “flattens out”
and “levels off” the particularity, singularity amadividuality that pervade and
complicate concrete existent®8.

Desmond sees such a critique as unfairly totalimegaphysics in terms of a
totalizing univocal system—a fascism of concéptsThe kind of thinking that is

fixated on systems of necessarily obtaining prdpms applies not to metaphysics as

**pDO 25, 26, 165, 167; BB 165, 190.

“5°EB 86-87, 123, 166, 169, 276; GEW 27.

*STEB 17, 23, 177; AOO 292.

458 u«Kierkegaard, Heidegger,” 207: “The desire of philosophtpibring the flow to a halt in the
system, to confine the rushing river within the fixed bordéitsaategories, to lay a systematic grid
over it to contain its movements and allay our fears.”

Radical Hermeneutic812: “The real obstacle to understanding human affairs ligmitehdency to
believe that what we do...admits of formulation in hard iar/ocable rules.”

459 Radical Hermeneutic9, 32.

%% Demythologizing Heidegg&03-4;Against Ethics72-73; “Metanoetics,” 223.

“*1 BHD 45; BB 344; PU 24, 217.

BB 17: “l suggest that such deconstructions of metaphysitstaizing univocity themselves totalize
the nature of metaphysics. In claiming to be free @flitnng thinking, they exhibit totalizing thinking
relative to traditional metaphysics.”
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such, but more to the univocal sense of being irchvthere is a heavy emphasis on
determinacy such that all being is seen to be chétertely intelligible—"that to be is
to be intelligible, and that to be intelligibletis be determinate’®® While Desmond
sees the univocal sense as useful, even necessatigative need determination to
identify and distinguish in the happening of thenserf®*—it is when univocity is
made the exclusive sense of being that one enasuhie problems that concern
Caputo, namely its inability to account for the gdexity either in the external
object/other/being or in the internal subject/seifid or in their relation to each
other?®* Caputo’s criticism can also be seen to apphhéodialectical sense of being
inasmuch as it agrees with the univocal in takitheing to be determinately
intelligible, though as the fruit of a more compksif-determining process
culminating in a full systematic understandingha tvhole of reality (in its more
ambitious idealist versionéﬁ.5 However, Caputo’s critique does not apply to
metaxological metaphysics in that such a way afiimg about reality strives to think
in terms of an “open wholeness” rather than a cps#alizing system. Such an
“open whole” is a community of a plurality of sirlgts in interpla§®®—a plural
intermediation in excess to any single self-medéatihole?®” The plurivocity of the

metaxological sense reflects the plurality of bemgs character as an

“2BDD 734, 762; PU 12.

“%3BB 48; PU 12.

““DDO 6; BHD 6; PU 110.

*>DDO 142; PU 105; EB 117.

BB 161: “The dialectical sense, like the univocal, tkithat to be is to be intelligible, and that to be
intelligible is to be determinable. But unlike the univac&érpretation, this determinate intelligibility
is not a static state of affairs but a coming to deitesicy in the very happening of becoming itself.”
“°DDO 127-28; BHD 129; BB 418, 451; PU 15.

6" DDO 115; BHD 129; BB 188, 196, 451; PU 15; NDR 48.

DDO 8: “The intermediation of the metaxological relationunds an open community of self and
other. Beyond mere unity, beyond sheer manyness, beyanghess within a single unity, it entails a
community full of unities, each of which is inexhaustiblanifold within itself.”

BHD 81: “Metaxological intermediation is simply respéat the richness, complexity and community
of Ownness and otherness that is going on, always aratlglré©wnness and otherness and
metaxological community escape beyond final encapsulation.”
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overdetermined excess made up of unrepeatablelaisdf The metaxological
emphasis on genuine plurality, rather than levetinfiattening, provides space for
the singularity, for the “idiocy” of individual begs and selves—these including the
singularity of the metaphysical thinker, for metggibs is always undertaken in a
particular between and bears the singular existelmtirden of its uncertain wag®r.
Metaxological metaphysics, seeking to do justich&overdeterminacy (neither
reductive univocal determinacy nor lacking equivacdeterminacy nor totalizing
dialectical self-determinacy) of the surplus otlessof given being, requires a finesse
that recognizes that the chiaroscuro of being—amdest intelligent understanding
of being—extends beyond the horizons of univocétmeinations and so disquiets
our thinking and strains our languag®.Desmond himself presents a critique similar
to that of Caputo’s in his discussion of the instemtal mind (rampant in the modern
ethod”) which seeks to impose a hegemony of the univiocahich being in all its
resistant equivocity is reduced to a rational uaityocut to fit human intere¥—in
which being is a mere strangeness to be domestieaid made determinately
intelligible.*”®
8§3. Static Unity

Caputo’s third critique of metaphysics concerngixation on static unity.
Caputo claims that metaphysics seeks intelligibditthe expense of movement and

difference?’* It does this by suppressing movement and subsudifference into an

%5 BB 34, 88, 465; BDD 761.

4%9BB 13, 45, 188.

BB 12: “The call of metaphysical thinking is singuiaiits idiotic origins.”

470BB 45; BDD 735, 764; AT 250; EB 79, 123, 166, 169, 276; BR 222.

HT 28: “We need a metaxological approach to acknowledgaftinmative surplus of the
overdeterminate, beyond determinacy and self-determination.

*1pQ 277, 306; BHD 49; BDD 738.

*2pQ 26, 121, 137, 158, 226, 306; BHD 271; BB 48, 52, 64, 81; PU 11622058 46.
“3BDD 737; NDR 40, 43, 47; BR 229.

474 «Beyond Aestheticism” 69.
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absorbing unity”® With the suppression of movement and differenetaphysics
can impose an order that escapes and/or arresthalogic flux of existenc&® This
privilege for static unity culminates in metaphysidrive toward an abstract static
system (previously noted) in which knowledge ofitgas elevated to the totalizing
unity of absolute knowledge.

Desmond’s conception of metaphysics can be seanswer this critique in
several ways. First, Desmond, again, sees sught&éoh on static unity as not being
indicative of metaphysics as such but as descrithiagind of stress on unity evident
in the univocal and dialectical senses of beingth@univocal sense’s stressing
immediate unity and simple sameness over multiglaind differenc&” and in the
dialectical sense’s stressing a mediated unith@fsame and different produced from
the side of the self to encompass the differenasttwrness’® Second, regarding the
subsuming of difference, Desmond’s metaxologicatiapleysics advocates an
“affirmative doubleness” that resists the reductdthe double—the plural—to a
simulacrum of otherness in the self-division of time in a single, dialectical process
S0 as to envision being as a plurality of singuiansterplay in an “open whole”™—a
community of being whose “being-with” is not redvetof othernes$’® Third,
Desmond’s own metaphysics sees external beingiiftéyms of a self-transcending
becoming, a universal impermanence in which theeniequivocal coming to be and
passing away in a process of differentiation thatdnetheless intelligible, if not in a

fully determinate mannéf® Finally, the plurality and becoming of being sdibr a

“Philosophy means meta-physics, the attempt to suppregsment, arrest the flux, stabilize the rush
of experience.” “Kierkegaard, Heidegger” 207.

475 Radical Hermeneuticg0, 34; “Kierkegaard, Heidegger” 207, 223.

476 Radical Hermeneutics.

“The essential tendency of metaphysics to arrest the' flloixl. 34.

*"DDO 6; BHD 6; BB xii; PU 12; BDD 762.

‘8 DDO 6; BB 143, 175, 178.

“79DDO 127-28; BHD 129; BB 418, 451; PU 15.

“%0BB 88, 90, 291.
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plurivocal and flexible (finessed) metaphysics imieh “being is said in many
ways.”®! Desmond’s fourfold sense of being is presentesliak a plural and
flexible framework that is able to deal with thengaex interplay of many elements—
unity and multiplicity, sameness and differencedotiess, immediacy and mediation,
determination and indeterminacy, immanence andtemdence—that is entailed in
our understanding of beirf§?
84. Not Faithful to Life

Finally, Caputo sees all of these critiques as stpm his fundamental
critique of metaphysics, namely that it is nottiut to life. Metaphysics is dishonest
to our severely finite human situation by makirgitiof the difficulty of existence. It
does this as an abstract system privileging stediity with which it gives an
absolutely stable foundation for life—allaying daars with the “assurances of the
same.*®3 Metaphysics claims to provide a total knowledfiara privileged access
to reality— it claims “to ben on The Secret and thereby to have surpassed the limit
of offering a mere mortal interpretatioff”” Such arrogant philosophical posturing is
dishonest about the fix in which we find ourselaes thus supplants factual
existence?®®

Desmond sees such a critique as not justifiedridi at metaphysics as such
and metaxological metaphysics, in particular. freaof metaxological metaphysics
IS never just a “beyond”; it arises “in the midas an “interpretive fidelity” to the

emergent happenings in the middle that refer omgherness and transcendefite.

8L BB xiii, 34.

“82BDD 762.

“83 Radical Hermeneutics; “Kierkegaard, Heidegger” 213-1Rrayers and Tears.

484 Radical Hermeneutics, 288:More Radical Hermeneutics; 5.

8% Modernity and Its Discontents39.

% BB xiii, 44.

BB 44: “If metaphysical thinking, as | claim, takespk in the milieu of being, the question of
transcendence has nothing to do with a leap out of lixgioghe void, but with the deepest mindfulness
of what is emergent in the middle itself.”
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While seeking to be a mindfulness of what is atknorthe middle of our existence—
to be true to and to give the fullest articulatairihe happenings in the middle—
human metaphysical thinkers cannot escape the eniddiain a view from nowhere,
a privileged viewpoint on realif}?’ Far from providing the assurances of such a pure
access to reality, metaphysics as Desmond concefvedisquiets our thinking and
strains our language—metaphysics is an insomniggame-courting encounter and
struggle with the excess of being that gives wsthé astonishment and perplexity
that constitute the abiding engine of metaphyghalight*®® True speculative
philosophy “introduces a rupture into habitual sgéiand engages with the
irreducible perplexities that constitute a breakdeva self-debunking—of thought’s
pretentious claims of self-sufficiency and absoke#-certain knowing such as one
finds in totalizing curiosity and instrumental mitfd Within the overdetermined
ethos of being, life is difficult due to the lackimple univocal determinatioff&—
due to the meagerness of our knowing and valuinigtlams demanding a more
finessed dwelling in thehiaroscuroof being?®* This metaphysical finesse that the
metaxological sense tries to articulate is a pboal saying arising from and dwelling
with astonishment and perplexity before the pemhnstrange, enigmatic,

overdetermined excess of given beff.

“87pQ 11, 18; PU 22; HT 25; AOO 4.

88 BB 45; BDD 735, 761, 764.

PU 25: “This groping suffers from an essential perpleatigut the meaning of being that give the
thinker a kind of metaphysical migraine, or insomnia.”

*9PO 10, 46, 148, 210-11, 235-36, 242-43; BHD 43, 187, 243, 26808B92; PU 148, 243, 254;
BDD 752; AOO 4.

BHD 243: “One of the supreme nobilities of speculative plegaics is its willingness to mindfully
return again and again to such ineradicable yet esspatialexities.”

490 AT 250; EB 79, 123; BR 222.

“91EB 123, 166, 169, 276.

EB 86-87: “The ethos wherein we find ourselves is equivoodlyae must learn the art of dwelling
with this.”

BDD 735: “There may be indeterminacies or overdeterminatiest the ontological situation that
demand metaphysical finesse which does not conquer dstwis or perplexity but deepens and
disquiets thinking even more radically.”

*92pQ 22, 210; BHD 101; BB xiii, 14, 192; PU 12; BDD 7383; EB 21, 51.
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Section II: Desmond as Addressing Caputo’s Motivatig Concerns

Behind Caputo’s critique of metaphysics and hiserositive alternative to
metaphysics, there can be seen to be certain niogweoncerns. First, Caputo is
concerned to avoid elevating the knowledge of te&di a falsely absolute status.
This is a counsel for humility—for not putting tbagh a polish on our all too human
determinations. Second, Caputo is concerned tinl @upplanting the living of life
(difficulty, flux) with the knowledge of realityThis is a counsel for relevance—for
not getting lost the abstractions of thought anddtiing where one lives. By
avoiding these two negatives, Caputo seeks, | thinddress a more basic positive
concern. This is a concern to be honest and tditbflife—and to do so by having a
way of thinking that is involved (interested, iretmidst) in life in all its particularity
and difference toward the end of directing one tavthe difficulty of one’s
existence. Caputo’s own alternative to metaphysissadical hermeneutigss
intended to be just a way of thinking that is harsesl faithful to life.

Desmond however addresses these concerns fronmagmygsical perspective
at least as well as Caputo does. First, Desmamsien of metaphysics avoids
elevating knowledge of reality to a falsely abselstatus. With regard to
metaphysics’ (univocal and dialectical) claims bs@uteness—its pretension of
fixing truth determinately so as to attain selftagr and comprehensive consistency
and coherence, such as is found in totalizing sityi@nd instrumental mind—
metaxological metaphysics lives not in its completibut in its inevitable
breakdown, in its self-debunkifg® There is no completion or realization or

consummation or end of metaphysles Metaphysics, for Desmond, is an uncertain

48P0 10, 46, 148, 210-11, 242-43; BHD 43, 187, 243, 263; BBWi\:3, 80-82, 192; PU 148, 243,
254; BDD 752; AQO 4.
4% BB xvi, 15; BDD 758.
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venture entailing a certain inevitable failure, d@imgs calling for humility and finesse
in the face of the meagerness of our knowltigln fact, Caputo can be seen as being
complicit with a high-handed dismissal of metapbgstitself a totalizing gesture:
metaphysics is reduced to the function it fulf{tise tyrannical order—against which
we are the brave and virtuous transgressors) idebenstructive system. One
suspects there is lurking here an uncannily mogestence to (“radical’?) newness
and its concomitant prejudice against that whichdane before.

Second, metaphysics in Desmond’s view avoids sagipiathe difficulty of
life with the some kind of abstract knowledge. Wf#tysics never truly leaves behind
the singularity of the thinker for the anonymityasystem, for metaphysics is always
undertaken in a particular between (“starts toe")adnd bears the singular existential
burden of its uncertain wagéf Metaphysics is a mindfulness of what is at work i
the “middle” of our existence, the happenings afgiven place in bein’ This
mindfulness is to enable a more artful dwellinghia given ethos of being—a
dwelling whose tasks include mindfulness of thamately given community of being
in which we are involved and which enables ourkinig and being®

Finally, Desmond’s metaxological metaphysics seekse faithful to the
emergent happenings in the middle and thus to bedt@and faithful to life. Itis
involved/interestedilfter-essgin the living of life (see §1. above). It is séive to
and particularly mindful of particularity, singuigrand difference (see 83. above). It
is honest with regard to life’s difficulty (see &bove). Metaphysics is to be an

“interpretive fidelity” to the plural and overdetginate happenings emergent in the

4%5 BB xiii, 46, 192; EB 86-87, 123, 166, 169, 276.
4% BB 13, 45, 188.

7pQO 11, 18; PU 22; HT 25; AOO 4.

498 EB 86-87, 123, 166, 169, 276; GEW 27.
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middle, not an escape from thém.

In fact, one suspects a certain abstraction argffuiness in any perspective
so reticent to attend to the most recurring humaestions and perplexities: What is
thinking? What is being? What is the relationNmtn them? For Desmond, the
speculativaarises from existential involvemento say it is always (or even
primarily) an attempted escape from life is to bedst neither to life—to the

existential fact of wonder and perplexity—nor t@splation.

Section Ill: Desmond’s Metaphysical Alternative toCaputo’s
“Metaphysics Without Metaphysics”

In addition to answering Caputo’s critiques of npétgsics and addressing
Caputo’s motivating concerns, Desmond provides tapigsical alternative to
Caputo’s alternative to metaphysics. Desmond’'saptetsics is preferable to
Caputo’s radical hermeneutics, his “metaphysiciout metaphysics.” Beyond
answering Caputo’s central concerns arguably b#tear Caputo’s own system,
Desmond’s thought can be used to critique/locateynad Caputo’s main points and
strong conclusions.

81. Radical Hermeneutics: Minimalism

Caputo’s radical hermeneutics addresses what afuiynking that is faithful
to life should be. Radical hermeneutics stands laswark against the assurances of
metaphysics, seeing no grounding or foundationnii@rpretation to guide it and
ensure its stability and fideliﬁ?.0 It affirms flux and becoming against metaphysics’
stabilizing of the flux—“the uncircumventable futiyl involved in trying to nail things

down.”®®* Thus, the post-metaphysical rationality of a catlhermeneutics entails a

499 BB xiii, 44.
500 padical Hermeneutics, 147.
%01 Radical Hermeneutick16-18, 211.
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minimalism that stays with the modest “finite fdcs they appear on the surface of
experience and neither speculates about depthsideymr overestimates the status
and scope of its knowledg® Instead it seeks a minimally restrictive or coaising
idiom by favoring such constitutionally inadequatetaphors as flux, fluidity,
movement, free play, instability, events and hajpmsr®

Desmond'’s work shows that one can have a grandnmaayxision that still
has place for irreducible singularity—perhaps hastter place for it. The
metaxological “grand narrative” is maximal withdbe pretence to legitimate or
found itself by appeal to some neutral, univeresasbpn—without being an incredible
meta-narrative For Desmond, metaphysics is not in the businegsaviding the
assurances of a pure access to reality—it entailslgxity, disquiet, struggle, strain

and failure®®

Metaxological metaphysics is a discoun$andin the middle—it does
not overestimate its grasp by envisioning an estrape the middle to gain a view
from nowhere® Instead of nailing things down, metaphysics istiending to
astonishment and perplexities that rupture andtitotesa breakdown—a self-
debunking—of thought’s claims of self-sufficienaydaabsolute self-certain
knowing®®® Metaphysics is an “interpretive fidelity” to aadnindfulness of the
emergent happenings in the middle, the betweenhetdfinite facts” on the surface

of life—a being attentive to the community of bégpglurality of others in

interrelation>®’ Thus far, Desmond and Caputo agree on what tiin{dalled radical

*924God and Anonymity,” 1-3Against Ethics38.

*%3 Radical Hermeneutic857, 262 Against Ethics71; Modernity and Its Discontenfis40; “On
Mystics, Magi, and Deconstructionists,” 28pre Radical Hermeneutick30.

%94 BB xiii, 45; PU 25; BDD 735, 761, 764.

%%5pDO 28, 114, 208; PO 3-4, 11, 18; PU 22, 108; HT 25; AOO 4.

%% pQ 235-36, 242; BHD 43, 243; AOO 4.

BHD 243: “One of the supreme nobilities of speculative plegaics is its willingness to mindfully
return again and again to such ineradicable yet esspatijalexities.”

97 PO 18; BB xiii, 44; PU 12; GEW 23, 25; En 130.

MC 16: “The metaxu first is to be seen as a happening: theunoiliethos of being within which we
find ourselves.”
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hermeneutics or metaxological metaphysics) shogldto and how it should carry
itself, as it were.

Desmond’s vision, however, does differ on someiBgmnt points. These
“finite facts” in the middle are not merely lacking indeterminate—and thus calling
for a minimalist description—but overdeterminafithe metaphysician encounters
and struggles with an excess of being as plural‘everdeterminate” that gives rise
to the astonishment and perplexity that constitugeabiding engine of metaphysical
thought®®® The modesty and humility of finite and all toonhan metaphysician does
not demand the abandonment of the deepest quesfiphdosophy—of being, of the
self, of the world, of God. In fact, a fidelity tbe surface happenings of the middle is
what raises these perplexing questions about depithd&eyonds in the first place.
The “beyond” and the “in the midst” of meta-physare intimately related—such that
trying to be faithful to the emergent happeningthm middle (fmetd as in the midst)
refers one to otherness and transcendemeté as beyond, transcendentf. Such
a metaphysical meditation upon the excess overdatacy of being requires, not a
metaphorics that is content to ask little of itsblit a likewise overdeterminate
language that knowingly asks too much of languagée form of metaphor and
analogy and symbol and hyperbole, for such is #st bope for naming (if always
imperfectly) the fullness of the transcendencessheround us in the metaxological
community of being—of the beyonds in our micfSt.

§2. Radical Hermeneutics: Repetition andnter-esse

8 BB 46, 52, 204; PU 25; BDD 761.

99 BB xiii.

BB 44: “If metaphysical thinking, as | claim, takesphb in the milieu of being, the question of
transcendence has nothing to do with a leap out of lixgioghe void, but with the deepest mindfulness
of what is emergent in the middle itself.”

BB 44: “Metd is being in the midst;retd is also reference to what is beyond, what is transcendent.
Metaxological metaphysics must think the doubleness ofehi&on between being in the midstd

being referred by self-transcendence to the transcendemd®bfs other, what is over and above.”
*19BB 207-22.
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Over and against metaphysics’ escaping the fluoutdin abstraction and
fixation on static unity, radical hermeneutics emlgihes being in and forging ahead
in the midst of the flux in terms of repetition ainter-esse Radical hermeneutics
breaks with metaphysics’ drive toward a staticymsulated from the vagaries of
life. Caputo sees the exemplary movement of i@t metaphysics as a
recollection seeking an original and pure presemo®ntaminated by the arbitrariness
and indeterminacy of our all too fluid human exmste. Instead, radical hermeneutics
emphasizesepetitionwhich represents how any unity, identity or preseim life is
one that igproducedand nofound—every “presence” as an effect of “repetition™”

As such, repetition embraces a creative and productovement into the difficulties
of life where there is the possibility of noveltgdagenuine movement—against some
eternal, preexisting, static unity? This is the way of livingnter-esse—in the midst

of the rush of things. “The existing spirit,” Capwvrites, “exists €ssé in the midst
(inter) of time...in the midst of the flux. ltsssasinter-esseits being is being-
between, being-in-the-midst-of*® The repetition at the heart of radical hermemsuti
embraces this basic locatedness in the midst qideshbecoming (this passiveater,
being-in-the-midst) and takes up the proper tadbmfing ahead in this situation (as
an activebeing essein the context of the betweettf. Radical hermeneutics thus
presents this repetition as interestedness asvdlyeof the existing individual™®

Desmond, again, sees such a fixation on statiy asinhot being indicative of
metaphysics as such but as describing the kinttegsson unity evident in the
univocal and dialectical senses of being. Regardietaphysics’ (particularly in the

form of recollection) fixation on pure presencessiond sees there to be

°! Radical Hermeneutic4, 17.

*12 Radical Hermeneutic3; “Kierkegaard, Heidegger” 206, 210nt, 212.
*3«Kjerkegaard, Heidegger” 220.

°14 Radical Hermeneutic33.

*15«Kjerkegaard, Heidegger” 208.
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(particularly in the phenomenon of astonishmentpegrdeterminate presence that is
not the foundation of a static system, but the amass of an original unarticulated
plentitude prior to and exceeding all determinatgd and definitions that gets
thought moving in the first placé® This first astonishment is encountered as an
elemental immediacy—not as an immediate determkradgv/ledge but as an intimate
strangeness'—the lived, “rapturous” (berlapsariari) univocity of the “immediacy
to our initial immersion in being>*®

Regarding the unity or identity or presence tharagluced by repetition,
Desmond would see this as only half of the stdrigis kind of unity produced or
constructed by the self in repetition maps ontotvid®smond describes as self-
mediation. There is for Desmond however, frompgbespective of the involved
(interestedinter-essebetween-being) singular self, a situation of deubediation,
of both self-mediation and intermediation, so aartewulate our relations with our
others intelligently while preventing closure—whdbviating the temptation to
reduce all mediation to self-mediation in the navhtotal(izing) intelligibility.>*°
Thus, second astonishment can be seen as a @pétiit is not produced by the self.
Such a second astonishment is a re-turn to ortréepeof first agapeic astonishment.
This repetition of the prior overdeterminate preseaf astonishment is a
breakthrough—it is a gift for which one can be pneul, for which one can patiently
and vigilantly wait in openness in the midst ofgexity, but it cannot be willet?°

(This is actually close to the description Captmtiowing Kierkegaard, gives of

*1pDO 185; BB 8, 13, 179; BDD 736-38; EB 51; MC 11.

1P 63, 64, 295; PU 67, 76.

18 BB 47-48.

*19DDO 115-16; BHD 8, 128; BB 163, 196, 418.

%20BB 192; PU 122, 144-47; MC 12-13.

BDD 760: “We cannot will astonishment. It is given.isla gift. There is required preparation,
waiting, purified willingness, opening, tireless thinking. fehis a willingness beyond will to
power.... Something from beyond self must be allowed to givk, itsi will give itself at all.”
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religious repetition as a movement that is impdesib bring about on one’s own and
is ultimately a gift—as will be seen in chapterrfdu

Desmond’s metaphysics also gives an alternativaudson of the possibility
of genuine movement and novelty. As was recogniimddre, Desmond’s own
metaphysics sees external being (T1) in terms ioigb&s-becoming, as a universal
impermanence that does not easily conform to tioaalP? but displays equivocity
in its double coming to be and passing av/ay-a process of differentiation in which
things come to determinacy in a kind of dialectjpaicess*® For Desmond, the
equivocal flux and becoming of the world is not glgrequivocal, not merely a
formless and indeterminate dispersal inhospitabkniy intelligibility—becoming is
metaxological, a dynamic and intermediate happewingre there is room for both
the persisting equivocity of being and the positybdf intelligibility, determinate or
indeterminate—a being-between a totally determinatty and an unintelligible
dispersal (such as one has a hard time not seeig suggested by Caputo’s radical
hermeneutics)** Regarding the notion of novelty that repetitierid defend,
Desmond would hold that it is not a choice of aithiegin or novelty but it is the
nature of origiras agapeidhat enables, possibilizes novelty. It is pregise
Desmond’s metaphysics of agapeic origination theltes genuine novelty (and

plurality and singularity and uniqueness) possible.

°21BB 50, 238.

°22BB 88, 90, 291.

°23BB 237, 284.

‘BB 88.

BB 57: Desmond observes that even with Heraclitus “the flisappening is shot through with
logos... Becoming...is intermediate, as the happening of the batitde between form and
formlessness, indefiniteness and determination.”

2 py 48.

BB 294-95: “The fecundity of creation gives rises [$&lhe newness of the ‘once’ that is infinitely
pluralized in the marvel of singularity. Such a pluraiian is a repetition that never repeats itself, that
never reiterates the univocal same. Creation is anfeagdr, never-diminished origination of
singularity.”
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Finally, Desmond’s metaxological metaphysics presan alternative to
radical hermeneutics’ vision of human existencantes-esse Metaxological
metaphysics is “a discourse concerning the midifléie middle, and in the
middle.”®?® The metaxological sense is a discowfandin the middle—a thinking
that is between the totalizing closure of rigiduatgal “objective” thinking and the
fragmented discontinuity of equivocal “subjectihinking®?’ The metaxological
sense is also a discoursencerningthe middle—striving to be mindful of what is at
work in the happening of the ethos, the milieu,libeveen of being as our given
place—to be attentive to the community of beindigality of others in
interrelation>”® Metaphysics attempts to make intelligible ourditvement in and
being in the midst ofifter-essg the given ethos of being which is encountered as
charged with excessive value (in which the metaigiyrs is interested?® Thus, the
metaxological focuses on thought in terms of irgece “inter-esse’—as being moved
by wonder and perplexity at the fullness of ounigean the between—our interest in
essearising from ouinter-esse*°
83. Radical Hermeneutics: Heterology

Radical hermeneutics counters metaphysics’ urgalbsume everything
within a singular, universal system with the awasenof abidinglifference—it is “a

philosophy of ‘alterity,” with “a relentless attémeness and sensitivity to the

*2pDO 7; BB xii.

%27 pDO 28, 114, 207; PO 3-4; PU 108.
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PO 18: “Philosophy is an attempt at mindfulness of vidat work in the middle, considered as the
metaxological community of being.”

MC 16: “The metaxu first is to be seen as a happening: theunoiliethos of being within which we
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*29EB 17, 23, 177; AOO 292.
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‘other.””**! Caputo describes radical hermeneutics as a pipihysof difference in
terms of its being a “heterology’—both a heterorermiand a heteromorphism.
Heteronomisnviews difference in terms of the particular andigestable singular
other as “marked by its idiosyncrasy, its idiomiaidts uniqueness, its anomaly, its
unclassifiability, its unrepeatability”—as standiagainst metaphysics’ universal
system of samenesa? The heterenomist sees reality in terms of thgudar and
idiosyncratic without there being any deeper strect®® Heteromorphisnviews
difference in terms of the plural, the multipleg ttiverse, the changing and is
concerned to keep the free-play of diverse andgihgrreality free of the closure of
metaphysics’ urge to static unﬁ§/4. It keeps things open-ended, celebrates diversity
and alteration, and happily greets unanticipatadafities—seeking to “maximize the
possibilities” and “to keep as many options opepassible.”®

Desmond likewise considers his way of thinking éoabheterology but in the
sense of a different kind of practice of specuaphilosophy—*a speculative
philosophy of non-identity” in which thought is inftately engaged in the task
thinking what is irreducibly other to thoughf. Metaxological metaphysics is a
heteronomisneonsidering being in its character as an overdeteunexcess made up
of unrepeatable singularities—as a general inteiatied in which there is an open
community of singulars®’ The ideal that Desmond puts forward in termsgafpeeic
mind in particular is a heternomic vigilance regagdotherness, finding expression in

the love of singular and particular others in tieigularity and particularity—in

31«The Good News About Alterity” 453.

%32 Against Ethicst2-43, 59More Radical Hermeneutics 179.

%33 Against Ethic94-95.

Ibid. 71: “There isés gibtonly...the plurality of particulars.”

Ibid. 234: “To speak of what happens is to give up thinkiveg events make sense all the way down.”
Ibid. 235: “The sum and substance of events is nothing ttharthe events themselves.”

°34 Radical Hermeneutic862; Against Ethicst2-43, 59.

°% Radical Hermeneutic206, 258 More Radical Hermeneutic

% BHD 249.
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giving to and affirming the other in its own disttrand singular beinty®

Metaxological metaphysics (as an “idiot wisdom3pects and affirms thdiocy of
being in the singularity of beingdfos as singular as opposed to public), in the excess
or strangeness of beiniglips as outside the sphere of the determinately accbla)ta
and in the intimacy of beingdjos as private§>°

Desmond parts with Caputo’s heteronomism inasmsdhe@emphasis on
singularity precludes any kind of deeper being-witltommunity in being. Here
Caputo can be seen as representing Desmond’s eglisense of being, which
subverts itself insofar as remaining with sheerempity means not only the dispersal
of being but the dissolution of mindfulness itselihe, as Desmond sees it, inherent
drive of mindfulness cannot stop with equivocitgigre fragments; it call for a
deeper understanding of the differences, othersess® ambiguities in the flux of
being>*

Desmond’s metaphysics is also heterological imtbeeheteromorphicsense.
Metaxological metaphysics advocates an “affirmatieebleness” that resists the
reduction of the double (the plural) to a simulaerof otherness in a single,
dialectical proces¥.' This is a kind of reinstatement of equivocal etiénce
(either/or) after dialectical unity (both/and)—atlb@ither/or-and-both/and that
envisions being as a plurality of singulars iniptay in an “open whole"—a
community of being whose “being-with” is not reduetof othernes&*? The
metaxological also takes us the truth of the equaleense of being in its recognition
of the equivocity in being itself—in being’s becamgias an ongoing process (a

“universal impermanence”) in which there is ofteniatermingling of opposites and

538 BHD 137; BB 193, 253, 490; PU 124, 177, 211-12, 239, 256; EB 161, 356.
53 BHD 292; BB 186; PU 163-64, 197, 251, 257.

540 BB xiv-xv, 132, 142.

%1pO 5 BHD 113, 114, 120, 274-75; BB 158, 163, 188, 196; PU 15.
%2ppO 127-28; BHD 129; BB 178, 418, 451; PU 15.

115



in which univocal determinate labels thus havetiuhistaying powet** Again, the
fixation on static unity that makes Caputo jusbfianervous is not, for Desmond,
indicative of metaphysics as such but as descritiadind of stress on unity evident
in the univocal and dialectical senses of béffig.

From Desmond’s perspective, Caputo’s notion of teet@rphic heterology
takes the notions of plurality’s free-play and fiem from closure to the extreme of a
sheer equivocal diversity. The equivocal sendgeoig taken on its own presents a
sheer plurality that is merely fragmenting. Heeénlg and mind are set in opposition
to one another such that there is no relation blyt anmediated differenc®&®
Desmond, however, envisions a community of pluradars rather than mere
equivocal dispersal. The difference is the diffebetween equivocal difference
and metaxological difference where the latter idekithe former’s (heterological)
emphasis on singularity and plurality while alseisg this plurality as an (at least
potentially) intelligible community of complex réians. Metaxological metaphysics
is a way of thinking about reality which strivesthink in terms of an “open
wholeness” rather than the kind of closed, totagzsystem that rightfully concerns
Caputo. Such an “open whole” is a community ofuaigdity of singulars in
interplay*®—a plural intermediation in excess to any singlésediating whole’*’
The plurivocity of the metaxological sense reflgbis plurality of being in its
character as an overdetermined excess made upegeatable singularé® The

metaxological emphasis on genuine (heteromorptiglity, rather than leveling or
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flattening, provides space for the singularity, thoe (heteronomic) “idiocy” of
individual beings and selves. Here Desmond pravadanified and complementary
picture of the heteronomic singular and the heterpimc plural whereas in Caputo’s
work these two (the Levinasian Rabbi and the Nadtean Dionysius) are in deep,
perhaps unmediatable tension with one another.
84. Critiquing Caputo’s Conclusions

For Caputo, being faithful to life—being honest abthe situation in which
we find ourselves—nbrings one hard upon certain lesimens. First, there is the
denial of any robust knowledge of reality (or ménggics)—that the only acceptable
“metaphysics” is one that recognizes that we doaod cannot) know who we are or
what is going on or what is true. Radical herménsuwlemands the humility to
recognize the hard (difficult) truth that there apehard (solid) truths...such as
metaphysics claim $9 Caputo’s radical hermeneutics is then a basia-no
knowing”—not a metaphysical knowing but a passidaeh by not knowing who we
are or where we are goiit. Thus our understanding is always in a state of
undecidability—of flux—in which we can never reaigy what is going orr

Second, there is the denial of the importance aapteysics for life.
Metaphysics, as Caputo understands it, standpasidion of fundamental opposition
to our living of life as it truly is, in all of itambiguity and difficulty, and we can and
should (and ultimately cannot but) make our waytheuit it. Thus, radical
hermeneutics as a thinking about reality after ptgtaics, a metaphysics without
metaphysics, moves in the opposite direction taaptetsics—from an abstract

escape from the vagaries of existence to an irtegteisvolvement in the living of life.

*¥9 Radical Hermeneutic$46, 192, 258Against Ethic224-25;More Radical Hermeneuticz 12.
%50 Against Ethic®225, 230More Radical Hermeneutic 5.

On Religion127: “We are left with nothing, but with the passion grenot-knowing.”
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Factical life—anxious because of its lack of hawdhts—is difficult in that we are not
made safe by a metaphysical canopy and so havake decisions against the
backdrop of “undecidability®®? Finally, radical hermeneutics as an awarenesiseof
difficulty of life leads one from metaphysics (agking about reality) to ethics (as
regarding how one is to relate to others)—from “tha “how.”>*3

Desmond’s work stands to critique these strong losians of Caputo’s “post-
metaphysical” alternative to metaphysics. The gaErwitique is that radical
hermeneutics’ denials are too radical and that gueto unnecessary extremes
(specifically, the extreme of a false either/orpmder to address its motivating
concerns. Desmond questions the rejection of rmgtags as expressed in the
critigue of “onto-theology”—of all metaphysics bginonsidered to be one form or
another of “onto-theology.” Regarding Caputo’sidénf any “hard truths” (in the
first conclusion) Desmond grants the scarcity o€ tunivocal determinations insofar
as such cannot account for the complexity eithénénexternal object/other/being or
in the internal subject/self/being or in their tia to each othet’* Moreover,
Desmond would argue, this scarcity is not a prodi@nmetaphysics as such, nor is it
a reason to deny that metaphysics ever produces knawledge of reality.
Speculative philosophy not only entertains but rfufig safeguards irreducible
perplexities that constitute a breakdown—a selfutdéing—of thought’s claims of
self-sufficiency and absolute self-certain knowingerms of univocal

determinations>® It concerns itself with the limits, the extreragiof thought®® The

%52 Radical Hermeneutics, 189;More Radical Hermeneutick Against Ethicst.

°53 Radical Hermeneutic857.
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PU 110: “To objectify being is to univocalize it. Butglis to entrench dualism by rigid separation of
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mind and being which is presupposed by the truth of objectind.”
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lack of “hard truths” is more of the condition fike possibility of metaphysics—the
perplexity that gets it off the ground—than itsdimation. Or rather: The common
frustrations of metaphysics are not its utter d@Nridut a possibly seminal, fecund,
fruitful going to ground—an undoing, unraveling tladlows an other-wise
reweaving. In fact, it is the post-metaphysicabkpective, such as is found in
Caputo’s radical hermeneutics, that is too totagjzi-itself totalizing metaphysics in
terms of a rigid totalizing univocity’

Regarding the “non-knowinghgredient in the first conclusion of Caputo’s
radical hermeneutics, this can be seen, in Desmdadns, as a despairing second
perplexity. This is a perplexity become nihilissiguivocity—a despairing and
truncated perplexity that dwells in and fixates miplee failure, the breakdown, the
coming to nothing of the search for univocal megnitt is a skepticism issuing from
a self-lacerating dissolution of univocal curiodityat rejects the univocal and is left
with only the equivocal®® In Desmond’s metaphysics, however, there arer othe
possible trajectories after the breakdown of thgehaf total determinacy (lll. §4.).
One can recognize the breakdown without giving ojpeh(despairing) of any other
understanding of the overdeterminate givennesgioigb Here radical hermeneutics
unnecessarily closes down possibilities beyonceitier/or of full univocal
determinacy or total equivocal indeterminacy.

Likewise, radical hermeneutics’ assertion of “uridability,” is an expression

S BHD 42-43.
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BB 17: “l suggest that such deconstructions of metaphysitstaizing univocity themselves totalize
the nature of metaphysics. In claiming to be free @flimng thinking, they exhibit totalizing thinking
relative to traditional metaphysics. As they seemake the speck out of metaphysician’s eye, they
overlook any beam in their own. They do not do justicképlurivocal natureof metaphysical
thinking.”
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BB 131: “Equivocal thinking can turn into a skepticism, theinte a dissolution of all determinate
intelligibility, thence into an exultation in the power to negall mediations, finally hardening into a
dogmatism of nihilism that insists there is no sense tode and that no sense will be made.”
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of what Desmond calls the equivocal sense of beihgalls attention to unmediated
(even un-mediat-able) difference—seeing a sheealitjyand a fragmented dispersal
that cannot be brought into any kind of a ufty.Desmond’s critique here concerns
the question of how to think otherwise than in tewhunivocal determinacy (or of
dialectical self-determination which has the forrasiits telos). Desmond suggests
that a proper understanding of being should be xo&ggical, not equivocal—should
think of being as overdeterminate, not merely iadatnate. The equivocal
conclusion of radical hermeneutics points to agfaligher/or (univocal/equivocal)—
for as the univocal tends to break down into th&\exgal, so does the equivocal (as a
strong conclusion about the un-knowability of therld) tend, if it is honest, to
breakdown and demand a more complex view of intromships in the community
of being. The equivocal sense, again like theasay, subverts itself in that
remaining with sheer equivocity means—not onlydispersal of being—but the
dissolution of mindfulness itself. There is nogeathe absolute claim of equivocity
should stand when all other absolute claims cannot.

Desmond'’s thought can also be used to critique ©&psecond conclusion
about the insignificance of metaphysics for exgimdividuals. For Desmond, meta-
physics is to take up residence “in the midst’ifegf &and questions about the “beyond”
are not a function of wanting to escape the betvbegmof being faithful to the
transcendings and transcendences that intermetexe® Desmond suggests
philosophy as a mindfulness of what is at workhi@ imiddle of our existence—of our
inescapable being in relation to what is otheemmits of determinate or indeterminate

intelligible mediation (or intermediation)—and thinsimately related to the living of

0 py 12-23.
%80 BB xiii, 44.

120



life.>®* Metaphysics is inescapable as our mindfulnesseohappening of life; it
proceeds from an inherent exigence—from our neekiiné it—for all reflection is
dependent on and complicit in the question of tleammg of the “to be” that moves

us to wonder and perplexity? Furthermore, metaphysics as Desmond understands i
does not skirt the difficulty—the irreducible amdrusive perplexity—of life but
deepens it.

From the perspective of Desmond’s metaxologicainegreutics the
conclusions of Caputo’s radical hermeneutics casdes, not as a (postmodern)
break with modernity, but as in basic continuitghwmnodernity—particularly in terms
of what Desmond calls the objectification of beargl the subjectification of value.
Desmond describes this as thmtible faceof modernity.®®® Being is objectified in
that it is neutralized or devalued or evacuated—terdmf any value or worth or
goodness in itself—and made into a “merely empiticeechanisnt®* The
subjectification of value comes about as there“rewealuation” of value in terms of
human self-determinatiofi° This disjunction of being (knowledge of which is
metaphysics) and value (the stuff of life and ethrcins through radical hermeneutics
like a great fissure: we poor, existing individuaisthe side of (valueless) valuing—

on the side of factical, equivocal existence—andthaigysics on the far unreachable

1pQ 11, 18; PU 22; AOO 4.

HT 25: “Philosophy is just the thoughtful engagement ofstheces of intelligibility immediately at
work in the between.”

**2BHD 341; BDD 758; NDR 48; AOO 2; MC 5.

AOO 271: “Despite the bad name metaphysics has had pfHateeed for metaphysics has not ceased.
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‘metaphysics.”

MC 1: “l am not entirely sure what is meant by post-mieyajral thinking, but if we think of
metaphysics as asking for fundamental reflection, motessrsystematic, on the basic senses of the
“to be,” or of what it means to be, metaphysics will néxeia practice we can put behind us.”
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purported creation of value. We distract ourselves ftemdeath of the ethos with encomiums to our
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side of being—on the side of abstract and univertalizing systems.

Along these lines, Caputo can be seen as rightiytifying the problem with
the totalization of instrumental mind but wronglientifying instrumental mind with
metaphysics as such—as the objectifying metaphysidbe far, inaccessible side of
the fissure. This instrumental mind—as a will tmanipulable univocity over the
uncertainty of what is not determinately intelligly>—easily spawns nihilism, in
that the instrumental revaluation of valueless dpéself partakes in the same
ontological, root valuelessness as its objects—r¢hdralization of being also
neutralizes the being of the projectors of valhastemptying out any so projected
value®®’ Caputo’s critique of the modern ethos ultimatdes not escape modernity
but retains its nihilistic conclusion regarding hamity’s inherently worthless
valuations as the sole source of value (the Nib&ae metaphysics without
metaphysics of his Levi-Nietzscheanism). Radieshteneutics does not go far
enough—its postmodernism is modern, all too mod&esmond here sees the
postmodern as partaking of the same modern ethostmpdernism as more of a
kind of “hypermodernism,” a self-determination bewoself-laceration®®
Postmodernism, for Desmond, is modernism—a derozéme same modern,
reconfigured ethos—but taken to an extreme of d&tcocting the sole constructions
of value (human constructions) allowed by the moaghos. Thus Caputo, in
divorcing life and values from any thought of wigateal, can be seen as perpetuating

a hypermodern and ultimately nihilistic dualismvibe¢n being and goodness, while

%6 pQ 26, 121, 137, 158, 226, 306; PU 116, 195; EB 46.

*7BB 71, 83, 508; PU 5, 39, 169, 171, 222-23, 227; AT 236; EBR6227; MC 14.
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ontologically valueless, so likewise his human constonds ultimately valueless.... Only subtle self-
deception can avoid the collapse of our constructions into tieéogical nihilism that is said to affect
the whole of being in itself.”
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deconstructive thinkers still in the same ethos which brsedguasi-deconstruction of modern self-
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Desmond wants to reexamine more deeply the relattween being and goodness—
the charge of and hospitality to the good in gitseing. But this has already taken us

well into the realm of ethics...
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CHAPTER THREE: ETHICS

This chapter will follow this plan: In Part Oneefmond’s understanding of
metaxological ethics—of his understandings of ethiselvings” and communities in
particular—is systematically presented. In ParbTthis vision of ethics is compared
to that of Caputo; in so doing, Desmond’s metaxia@igethics is presented as a
viable and indeed preferable alternative to Levidiehean ethics without/against

ethics.
PART ONE: A PRESENTATION OF WILLIAM DESMOND’SETHICS

Section I: Being and Goodness, Ethics and Metaphys

The modern ethos provides the background for modederstandings of
ethics in that it molds not only our values but canception of value itsetf.
Desmond sees a dualism or estrangement betweem dringoodness flowering into
the fact/value distinction and into the absencetinsic worth that is one of the
chief characteristics of the modern etAoShis dualism in the reconfigured ethos
produces a neutralization of the ethos and an et@cuof worth from being that
leaves the human to dwell as in a valueless whdlae modern “good” or value is
good or valuable because it is valued for a hummajept—the good is good because

human desiring makes it $§oThus being is instrumentalized—made the raw matte

L AT 235; EB 19.
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surplus of otherness; stripping it of the charge of thelgae have also stripped it of the signs that

point towards the ground of the good. As we saw, being there lBsosorthless. In tandem, we set

ourselves up as ground of value who impose on this valublesess values of our construction.”
This estrangement between being and the good—of the objdmiificd being and the

subjectification of value—is very much present in Badiauiderstanding of human'’s as inherently
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for human manipulation—totalfy. Yet, Desmond argues, if being is valueless then
humans are ontologically valueless as well, asheaie valuations—there is no bank
to cash the check of their bestowal of value um&ingp6 This total collapse of value
(when the check bounces, as it were) issues ifigmihibe it hidden or oveft.

This modern ethos provides, for Desmond, the backgt for modern
conceptions of ethics particularly as it influent®s meaning of the central concept
of freedom. Freedom, in western modernity, is usid®d in terms of—if not simply
as—autonomy or autonomous self-determinafiofihis freedom-as-autonomy is
grounded in the “devalued soil” of the modern efhivsthat its relation to being in its
otherness is ambivalent, equivocal—or rather itesmo see otherness itself as
equivocal: valueless in itself but useful in outcaowmous value-constructing
projects™® Because of the lack of any inherent goodnessioievin being or
otherness, the autonomous subject is the seee asiyrpossible source of value.
And once autonomy is installed as the ideal it wddkmaintain its autonomy as
freedom from otherness. For the self-determining self to secure itselfraly
autonomous it alone must be the source of valués-tite source of what value there

is in being in its otherness. Otherness is vakidbtause it is valued by an

worthless and of ethics (his “ethics of truths”) as notrgigiom what is, for what is is nothing more
than neutral pure multiplicity. Badiokthics pp. 28, 59. On the problem of the estrangement of
being and goodness, see MilbaBkjng ReconciledL7.
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autonomous self. This reinforces the dualism bemleeing and goodne¥s.
Desmond contends that there is, however, a walyioking of the relation between
being and goodness other than the modern dualisna aray of thinking of freedom
(and thus ethics) other than modern, absolutizéshamy™

Desmond’s conception provides an alternative tffatres the inherent value
of being in its otherness—a close interrelatingp@hg and goodness. Desmond sees
the “modern” view of the relation between being &atlie as being based on a
contraction (or an “evacuation” or a “neuteringf)tioe given ethos of being—on the
modern ethos’ overly determinate and univocal gartgin of the overdetermined
“between.™ Whereas the “modern” view sees the good as egistily as projected
and defined by human desire, Desmond sides moretindt“ancients” who saw
desire as seeking the good becaugegbod—that there is good in being that is not
fully reducible to our desirinf. Being and goodness, for Desmond, are related to
each other—not in terms of any simple univocal idieation or equivocal
separation—but in terms of such metaxological i@t or intermediations as the

promiseof goodness in being (especially regarding huneing)® being’sintimacy

12EB 137.

NDR 43-44: This is related to what Desmond calls, “thenantiy of autonomy and transcendence”:
“Absolutize autonomy and you must relativize transcendentéf tstanscendence cannot be so
relativized, autonomy must itself be relativized.”

*EB 138, 158; HG 22.

“NDR 46; EB 99; AT 235.

AT 236: “Suppose such an ethos of ‘neutralization’ islftan ontological contraction of the given
milieu of being as saturated with value.”

(N.b.) The “phenomenological” experience of this ethos waseaddd more specifically in the first
and third sections of the first part of the previous chapter.

15 AT 235.

BB 517-18: “When the ancients said that desire sdekgdod because it is the good, they were
superior to the moderns who said that the good is good becailesdeks it. The vector of
transcendence of desire is ethical love of the good.”

EB 248: “[S]ome say: the good is the desirable; it is vihdesired; desire defines the good, not the
good desire. This is a widespread modern view, from Hobbward. The ancients took the other side
of the ambiguity: the good is the desirable, it is desiedesirable, but it is desirable because it is
good; the good is desired because it is good, not good beataudesired. | take the second view to be
the truer, but the first has its partial truth.”

*pyU 192; EB 17, 162.
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with the good’ and being'$ospitalityto the good® Such an understanding of the
interrelatedness of being and goodness issuediffeaent view of freedom: an
ontological freedom that one has in being givebae-the prior “coming to be” that
makes our free becoming possible, that possibitizegossibility*—a freedom not
just “from” foreign or external domination but “t@fecome a more excellent self and
then giving beyond the self “toward” the ot/3&r.

This bringing together of being and goodness inraterstanding of the value
or worth of being likewise brings metaphysics atidas into a closer, more intimate,
relation” Ethics and metaphysics, for Desmond, are insefmemd should not, and
indeed cannot be, divorced from one anofﬁelvletaphysics cannot be divorced from
the ethical in that metaphysics entails an ethiahling of being and desire for, even
love of, truth®® Neither can ethics be divorced from the metaaysiEthics, for
Desmond, is metaphysical—is dependent on metapwysicthat it entails an

understanding of the relation between being andigess, of what it means be

PO 160: “The ethical is an articulation of being as gtivel,charge of being in us that we become,
actualize, the given promise of the good.”

AT 235: “Ethos is indeterminate in an overdetermined serenerely neutral, but an equivocal
medium of possibility or an in-between of promise.”

EB 51: “The ethos is one of promise, and so open tordiffeshapings in terms of the plurality of the
potencies of the ethical.” See Section Il below.

" NDR 44; EB 21.

BB 535: “The immanence of the good concerns its working imntireacy of being itself. This
intimacy refers both to the idiocy of the self, andni® ¢community between ethical selves that sustain
each other with respect for their inherent worth.”

18 AT 235.

NDR 44: “One of the richest ways of speaking of [beinglid be to say: it is hospitable to the gift of
the good. It is enveloped by a light of worth. The mleyaical milieu, the ontological ethos of our
philosophizing, requires reflection in terms of this|eetion on this hospitality of being to the good.”
BHD 80, 182.

29EB 317.

See Section Il below.

2P0 161.

PU 39: “The question of the worth of what is, the very hiogss of being...[t]his question points to a
convergence of metaphysics (as asking about the meamdrigugh of being) and ethics (as asking
about the goodness of being).”

2 py 87, 223, 227; AT 235.

»PpuU 87, 108, 149, 177.

PO 163: “All being mindful is ethical.”

PU 109: “There is an existential ethical side to dibjedknowing as participatory in a community of
mind and being. Obijective knowing counsels detachmenntelisst. But these are ambiguous
counsel, since they seem to deny\hkieof objective inquiry itself.”
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good®* Ethics entails articulating what is good or valiesor of worth in being—
particularly when it comes to that of human beiffgs.

Finally, Desmond’s conception of the deeper intatien of being and
goodness, of metaphysics and ethics, suggestsatiedibn the ground of the
enigmatic value and goodness in being and thugrthend of ethicd’ The error of
more modern conceptions, for Desmond, is the emmadavground goodness and
ethics solely in the autonomous self's groundleailsnimg.28 In opposition to this,
Desmond sees the more proximate ground of ethibe taetaphysics as it presents a
conception of the ethos as a metaxological commuafibeing—particularly when it
comes to the understanding of the being of humiwesé community (see the
sections belowj? The more ultimate ground, however, is the grooithis
grounding community of being. The agapeic origithie ground of being and

goodness as the one that gives forth being to bead in itself°

**PU 39; EB 18.

PO 344: “Being ethical is a way of being of desire: meis an articulation of being that is always
already charged with value.... Ethics is the hermeneafitsis charge.”

BB 509: “The human being is a living nihilism masqueradimgthical, if there is no ontology of the
good, if the good is not grounded in being itself, or if besnigat primally good.”

PU 223: “Again metaphysics and ethics are inseparabiéhout proper metaphysical ground, ethics is
groundless.”

*PO 160-61, 183, 189.

PO 160: “The ethical is an articulation of being as gtivelcharge of being in us that we become,
actualize, the given promise of the good.”

PO 161: “We value according to an ontological sense ofjbdie self-knowledge of which we often
lack.”

26 py 227.

PO 160: “The ethical, as care for the good, is a wayifg) articulating what we are in a manner that
from the outset shows a configuration of being alwaysdireharged with the good. The ethical is an
articulation of being as good, the charge of being in ustbdiecome, actualize, the given promise of
the good.”

more specifically, the value of the other human being

PO 187: Respect for the other “follows from what we mightn the metaphysical worth of
personhood.”

" EB 18-20.

28 EB 45: “This is nonsense, of course, since the ground, ekide giving growth, must always

remain other; the flower is only relatively self-grogriand never self-grounding. The self-grounding
flower is folly. But we will ourselves to be thus bloargi”

29 EB 199-200: “There is a transcendental/ontological measfingetaxological community which is
the ground that makes possible determinate formations caéttummunity such as we find in definite
forms of ethical selving and communal intermediation.”

% EB 17, 20, 201.
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Section II: The Plurivocal Promise of the SingularSelf

Key to Desmond’s understanding of ethics’ relatmmetaphysics is his
philosophical anthropology—the way in which a métggcal understanding of the
self serves as a basis for a more concrete unddmstpof ethics in terms of different
“ethical selvings” and ethical communities. Towé#nd end, | will summarize (in
81.) Desmond’s conceptions of: the idiocy or siagity of selfhood, the infinitude
and inward otherness of selfhood, the promise igiral selfhood, and the freedom
and development of the becoming self. | will tloertline (in 82.) what Desmond
identifies as the ethical potencies of the humdfn se
81. The Metaxological Self

The human self, for Desmond, is characterized higiatic singularity*>—by
a felt irreplaceable uniqueness or originality—regsiar integrity>> This singularity
is a “rich ‘univocity.”** The idiot self is an “elemental settthat has a non- or pre-

objectivé5 mindfulness of its being for-itself. The self senses, feels, is aware of this

PU 225: “How can we speak of such value as intrinsietog? The language of ‘creation’ points in a
direction which cannot stop short of metaphysics, indezgttain theology. Creation is good because
to be is to be a value; to be a value is to be so beomasis valued; but who is the one that values the
creation? The most radical answer is that the origasdo

* PO 361; BB 397; EB 170-71.

BB 383: “This elemental self is idiotic, again in the Gesense of thaistes: the private, the
intimate—what is on the edge of, or outside, or othar-thaore publicly available generalities or
neutral universals.”

%2 BB 380, 397; EB 186.

BB 380: “This elemental self is itself and nothing hsglf. Perhaps we may speak of its simplicity
and indivisibility, though this will have to be further qualifieWe might say that to be a self is to be
an original unto oneself.”

BB 381: “The human self—and this is felt singularly by esiclgular self—has an ineluctable sense of
itself as itself and itself alone.”

**BB 383.

BB 380: “The univocal sense offers us a first approadhit singularity of self. A self is itself and
nothing but itself.”

% BB 381-84, 397.

% BB 381: “This nonobjective selfhood is a singular mindfakef the original power of being that
senses and feels itself as a unique becoming that isdtriitshe vast enigma of the universal
impermanence.”

EB 171: “Idiocy" also names an indeterminate pre-objectivepagdubjective "awareness" that is not
any definite awareness, and that floats with a pre-uhete sense of "self" that is no definite self, and
that yet precedes any definite formation of self, andbbuthich crystalize different formations of
selving.”
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idiotic singularity intimately and elementafl{. Such mindfulness of the singular self
entails a concrete awareness of the self's inte§r@ind worth as a singular beifiy.
But this singular, idiotic self is also communal-wals already in relation to
otherness whether in the self’'s own inward othesifgs transcendence) or its
intimate relation with others (its transcendifi).

The human self, in Desmond’s understanding, is esoacterized by its
infinitude. Selfhood is the emergence in finite being ofrdimitely restless
desiré™—of an intentional infinitudé? The source of this infinite restlessness and
intentional infinitude is the excess of the self-e-thward otherness of the self as an
inner infinitude and as source of transcendth@his transcendence of the human self

(T2)—as both an inward otherness/excess/infinithdéis its transcendent source

% BB 377, 379-80.

°" BB 381-83.

BB 381: “The human self—and this is felt singularly by esicigular self—has an ineluctable sense of
itself as itself and itself alone.”

BB 397: “It is this sense of idiotic integrity, incompate singularity, that is felt by the primal,
elemental I.”

®EB 186.

BB 397: “It is this sense of idiotic integrity, incompdate singularity, that is felt by the primal,
elemental I.”

% EB 188.

EB 200: “The idiot self concretizes the infinite valuehie bntological roots of human being as given
to itself by the origin.”

“°EB 170-71.

BB 384: The elemental self is “as idiotically my ovamd as never possessed even while my own, it is
never owned by me. Itis an inward otherness, momaété to inwardness [than] all its own self-
possessions. The idiocy of the self in this inwardneas pening to otherness within itself.”

EB 170: “The intimacy of the idiocy is both a self-intingaand also an unthematic mindfulness that
self is with others always and from the start. Thlagical definition of the intimatesbld' is always
to be with the other, even when not knowing this, andeddehen not knowing itself.”

“1DDO 75; BB 401.

EB 215: “The anomalous being of the human is revealddsrfreedom of infinite desire. Infinite
desire emerges in finite being - excess of being risés @ human being as selving: transcending as
more, and towards the more. This "more" means enigo#t@ness in inwardness itself: the very
interiority of being is the coming to show of infinjthe transcending power of the being, the
transcendence towards infinity of the human being.”

*2pDO 75.

“EB 215.

BB 384: “The idiocy of the self in this inwardness isogening to otherness within itself. Indeed its
excess suggests the promise of an inexhaustibility.”

BB 401: “The excess of the self...is the source of itsitdirestlessness. A pure whole is never
restless with itself; it is perfect and needs nothorgt is perfectly at home with itself. Not so the
human self as original.”
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and a self-transcendence that is its transcenditigjtg—has to do with the self's
freedom and possibilitf# The possibility of the self is the possibility @évelopment
both in its relation to itself—becoming a more @utated and determinate whole—
and in its openness and relation to otherfiess.

Desmond brings these elements of the being ofelie-sf singularity and

self-transcendence—together in his concept obtignal self*°

The self is original

in two senses. First, the self is original in se@se of being unique, singular, original
unto itself*” Second, the self is original in the sense of gpaisource of

origination?® In this second sense, there is an original pawenergy of being in the
self—an overdetermined ontological excess or pheleitor unmastered depth to the
self's inward othernes8. As such, the original self (as constitutive af theing of the

self) is the “indeterminate locus of selving” (bktself as becoming and

developing?® Thus Desmond writes of tiomiseof the singular sett—the way in

* BB 231; EB 215.
HG 3: “T2: Here | refer to the transcendenceself-beingsuch as we meet especially in the self-
surpassing power of the human being. The meaning of passdaiii here be defined immanently
rather than just determined externally. There is poggibi# freedom, perhaps even as the promise of
free finite creativity.”
“>DDO 75; BB 384.
DDO 189: “As an intermediate original, the self reveatsdl as double—that is, both as a desire for
immanent self-relation and as infinitely open in teohis exodus into what is beyond. It desires to
be whole; yet, as infinitely open, it may become atyieeiginative in relation to otherness.
Wholeness and infinitude in this sense can be seen as tmatels defining man’s deepest relation to
himself and otherness.”
“6 See regarding original selfhood: DDO 35-67.
*"PO 361; BB 380-81.
BB 380: “This elemental self is itself and nothing hself. Perhaps we may speak of its simplicity
and indivisibility, though this will have to be further qualfieWe might say that to be a self is to be
an original unto oneself.”
“° BB 380.
PU 78: “If there is an indeterminacy to the idiot | treoiiginal, ‘original’ does not imply atomic
substance but source of origination. The original indetetinia free as an originative source of
being.”
“9PO 51, 361; BB 401; PU 60.
BB 380: “To be a self is to be a distinctive center ajioal power of being.”
PU 60: “...an indeterminate power that is prior to any detgation and that exceeds every
determination, whether effected by the self itselfypthe social networks of relations which
goonsolidates its communal identity. This is the ontaalgbower of original selfness.”

BB 381.
*1 BB 377: “In sum: the promise of singularity, concretimethe being for-itself of creation, selves
through things and intelligibilities, and begins to be rfiflg realized in the human self.”
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which the self both is itself and becomes itSelfsuch that its being can be described
as inexhaustible excess (its transcendence) arsibjiitg (its transcending)® The
promise of the self is the possibility of its selinscending; be it in the direction of

its self-becoming/realization (erotic) or of itdating to others (agapeit).

The self’s (selfdranscendencasfreedomdevelops through a process of self-
determination and self-mediation that is the beognoif the ethical self. The
transcending power of human being comes to exanessiits being as possibility—
its perplexing and indeterminate freeddhiThis transcending of the self is a self-
surpassing in which the self is self-determinind aalf-originating’ As such, the
self's transcending/surpassing/originating/detemgns a process through which the
self becomes ethical in coming to relate to itéatfderstand itself) and shape itself

(form itself in practice) in different ways—in déffent “selvings® In this process of

52 py 57: “We become ourselves, but we are already ourselndsye become the selves we already
are, because we are not the self we might be, given the proffiging that is given to us as being this
person.”
> BB 384.
PU 192: “Possibility as creative is ontological. Ifiers to the promise of being as concretely offered in
the between, a promise that is given, but that is not ceetplactualized in its givenness. Promise
may be a gift that has to be actualized, or actuakaf in freedom. Ontological promise is especially
evident with the human being as free. Creative poggib#lveals the transcending energy of being
istfelf; in the promise of human freedom, the original powdredfig becomes freely self-transcending.”
BB 378.
5BSB 397: “Thedynamism of self-transcendersggecifies the promise of this original self.”
PU 78.
BB 390: “[T]his self is...an affirmative openness to wisabther to itself, and to the to-be-realized
realization of its own promise of being.”
PU 70: “There is both erotic and agapeic promise in theaay of being, in the idiocy of selfhood.”
°® BB 231; PU 191; EB 215; AOO 268.
HG 3: “T2: Here | refer to the transcendenceself-beingsuch as we meet especially in the self-
surpassing power of the human being. The meaning of passdaiii here be defined immanently
rather than just determined externally. There is pogyibi freedom, perhaps even as the promise of
free finite creativity.”
PO 361; HG 3.
BB 380: “The indeterminacy of the original self is to belerstood affirmatively as a source of
origination. As a power of determining, we can alsoitallsource of spontaneity and freedom.”
BB 392: The self is “original of itself to the extehat its doing of itself also makes it to be the kind of
being that it is.”
*® BB 378, 397, 525; EB 52.
PO 164: “Ethical mind in its fullness...[is] an achieveehe product of a process of
development...we mustecomeethical. Here we have the risk of soul-making: beihicat involves a
poie  siof selfhood, the self-becoming of the human being in praitisrespect to its ideal
perfection.”
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selving (of the self's indeterminate ontologicaddom/possibility forming itself in
various ways), the self comes to understand iisele light of different

understandings of freedoth.But this selving is also (and, as Desmond arguese
basically) an intermediation with otherness beythmsl self-mediation—seen in the
way the higher forms of selving consist of comiagdite in the midst of community

with the othef’

The indeterminate original self then comes to amtkugoes plural mediations
and determinations. Within and out of the singtyasf the self there is a plurality.
Desmond describes this plurivocal promise of thgwar self in two ways ik&thics
and the Betweernin terms of the more abstract account ofdtiecal potencieand in
terms of the more concrete account ofehi@cal selvings Desmond then goes on to
describe the different kinds ethical communities1 which selves come to dwell.
First, | will deal briefly with the ethical poteres before moving on the ethical
selvings in the following section (Ill) and the el communities in the section after
that (IV).

82. Ethical Potencies

Within the singular self there is a plurality ohieal potencies—a plurivocity

of the good—for the good too is “said” in many wayhese potencies refer to the

plurivocal ontological promise of being in the humself—the dynamic endowment

BB 379: “Selving, like being, is plurivocal.”

EB 223: Ethical selvings (which are dealt with in ParoflEthics and the Betweghave to do with
“the self-mediation of the good from rudimentary desire t@agafreedom beyond autonomy.”

% The different selvings and concomitant freedoms wikkkanded upon in Section 11l below.

EB 269: “If the freedom that ferments in ethical sehigmgot univocal but plurivocal, it follows that
there are different freedoms, corresponding to diffei@mbations of self-transcending.”

60 EB 223: “Of course, we cannot separate the self-mediatibaing good from intermediation with
the other. But for purposes of clarification, self-méddiatan be correlated with a more dialectical
slant, intermediation with a more metaxological. In truthical selving is intermediated through and
through, and hence metaxological. The intermediate sustaisslffraediation.”
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out of which the self develops. These potencies are the basic sources out ohwhic
the self comes to reflect more determinately oninldeterminate show of value—out
of which ethics comes to dwell with the both theigqcities and the constancies in
the etho$? The potencies are: the idiotic, the aesthetie dianoetic, the
transcendental, the eudaimonistic, and the tranéogn

The first two potencies are the idiotic and thetteetgc. Thediotic potency
has to do with the self's elemental and yet indeieate (or overdeterminate)
intimacy with the good of beind. This potency names the simple and (as mentioned
above) singular pre-objective and pre-subjectivarawess of the community of being
as good on a primal and elemental level within eli€8 Theaesthetigpotency,
however, has to do with the showing of the wortlheihg in the body and to the
senses—often expressed in terms of beXufjhere is an indeterminate excess in the
aesthetic display of value that issues in an eautiyohat calls for constancies in our
understanding of the go8a.

Thedianoeticpotency seeks intelligible regularities or constas in the midst

of the ambiguities of polyvalent showings of thed8’ This potency names the

1 EB 10: “The ontological promise of the power of the ‘to beeiees such plurivocal articulation in
terms of what | will call theotencies of the ethical

EB 10: “We are plurally endowed with the ethical prond&diverse potencies of the original power to
be.”

®2EB 79, 191.

®3EB 10-11.

EB 170: “Idiocy’ names the initially unarticulated intimyawith the good.”

*EB 170-71.

EB 171: “The community of being as good comes to indeterminatefatness in thénnerness of
selvingthat is the mysterious coming to self in primal selfakening to the ‘to be.”

EB 171: “I connect this with the elemental, non-determingtedfulness osimply being This
indeterminate awareness/non-awareness of simply besagusated with the value of being, but we
cannot uninterruptedly endure this value.”

®EB 11.

EB 177: “The worth of being is shown aesthetically ingtteos—given to our senses and our bodies.”
EB 179: “The more standard contrast of aesthetics anckatannot be finally upheld. We think of
beauty as an aesthetic category, but it is also étfdeauty is the singular formation of harmonious
integrity of being within the ambience of value pervadimgethos.”

®®EB 189-91.

°"EB 11, 191.
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drive to identify patterns of integrity and commbtya—intrinsic values that

command moral respet®. Such patterns or constancies would include péaand
elemental human concerns—that the gift of beingfdife, in oneself and in the

other, is something to be valued (for it is hasneimt worth), honored, protected—not
taken for granted but taken as granted, as &%gifhis potency retains a necessary
place in being ethical even if there can be no detapunivocal determination of the
constancies (and such is to be guarded agdthst).

The next two potencies, the transcendental andutaimonistic, mirror on a
more sophisticated and abstract level the dianaeticaesthetic potencies. The
transcendentapotency names the power to name certain constati@e occupy a
special position in that they are necessary fopthsibility of ethical life’*
Desmond identifies two such conditions for the gmbty of ethical being in the
between: first, the metaxological relation or comityibetween self and othérand,

second, the metaxological relation between thee&igapigin and the community of

%8 EB 192: “Ethical mindfulness is intensive attunement to the glaameness and difference in the
ethos, where insistent and subtle constancies emethe flux of impermanence.”

EB 192: “The constancies reflect dynamic patterns ofjiitieand commonality in the changing flux

of the ethos. They are forms of ‘being together’ thagaaly at work, make a call on humans to realize
more fully their given promise.”

9 EB 196: “What do we find is the constant? We approach Vesg ¢o the elementals: worship and
thanks, reverence and honor, love, birth, marriage, deaktousness and liberality, possession and
hospitality”

EB 196: “I think theten commandmentsdfer a succinct codification of the constancies as passing f
God's absolute constancy, and the gift of the "to be,Utlirahe other more qualified constancies
related to self and other: mortal life, family, mage, birth, death, one's place in the sun, what one may
possess and what one should not usurp; the elementals abowk fT@@@oint is not mindless
submission to dead law. The constancies formulate deepleméntal exigencies of human being,
formulate them often as tasks, but tasks based on whaewiawhat we are is an openness to
become what we are and answer the exigencies immaneunt being.”

"OEB 11, 196.

EB 11.

EB 199: “What | mean by transcendental here is not angdbgi epistemological possibility; it is
ontological as pertaining to the constitution of what it mearet and what it means to be good.”
"2EB 11, 199-200.

EB 199: “But do we find constancies so insistent as twalled transcendental in the general sense that
without them determinate ethical living would not be palesi | think the agapeic relation between
origin and the ethos is transcendental in that senseglhas the metaxological relation between self
and other within the ethos. Both relations condition the poggibilimore determinate possibilities of
selving and being together.”
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being. Theeudaimonisti€® potency, however, names value in terms of thedsk of
human flourishing and resumes the idiotic and atistipotencies inasmuch it seeks
to come to terms with the more indeterminate mataigons and embodiments of
value in human beinf’. This potency has to do with an ethical dwellihgttis less
science than finesse—with more attentiveness tageiand ambiguity—seeing
excellence in terms of a feel for the whole of.[ffe

Finally, thetranscendingpotency has to do with how the indeterminate or
overdeterminate excess within the human exceedswapdsses itself toward
othernesg® This restlessness points to an infinite dimensioiie human being—a
desire that is not satisfied by any finite gootitrdnscends us toward something
transcendent of any finite godd.This transcending takes various formations: be it
equivocal transcending driven by unchecked desitack toward mania and
boredom’® or erotic transcending seeking to affirm onesetf be one’s own
master’’ or agapeic transcending consenting to the gifteifig (gratitude) and letting
go of what is one’s own for the other (generosit@)desire as openness to the other

that is a true self-transcendiffy.

3 Sometimes Desmond has the eudaimonistic follow the diannet&nuence to accentuate the

gjalectical to and fro between the more stable/constant/uadieod the more fluid/variable/equivocal.
EB 12.

S EB 203: “The needful discernment is neither a fixatiomigid principles nor a lax yielding to every

passing impulse. It is principled and yet ever vigilartheonuance of situation. It isliging constancy

in the midst of the passing.”

"°EB 12.

""EB 209.

EB 212: “A restlessness emerges that testifies tofaite dimension to human desire. We cannot

force all desire into the mould of finite appetite. Telin terms of that forcing is to deform ourselves.

The infinite restlessness must be given allowance to He #dlewing it so, however, risks futility on

one side, our coming into something more transcendent, atHée”

"®EB 215.

""EB 216.

0 EB 217.
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Section llI: Ethical Selvings and Agapeic Selving

The human being, in Desmond’s understanding, besa@tiécal through a
poiesisof selfhood—through the process of the progressifelding of the self*
This process of self-becomitgoadly follows the lines of human developmentniro
infancy and childhood through adolescence to adatitand maturity®> The
development of these different “ethical selvingssdribes the development of will
and desire from root indeterminate urge/willingotlgh various self-mediations and
transformations toward a (perhaps paradoxicaljngland desiring beyond willing
and desiring® As such, the ethical selvings are the plural enent of freedom—
different kinds of freedom, different kinds of se#inscendenc¥. These plural
ethical selvings are the self-mediations of thedgas the dialectical development of
the self and its understanding of the good—as tin@ireg to greater self-
consciousness and a greater level of self-detetinméegarding its will, desire,
freedom, etc.?:r’ But this self-determination is also intimatelynoected to,
dependent upon and relating to the intermediatiibin the other in the broader
community of being (as will be explored in the nsa&ttion: on ethical
communitiesf® In this section, | will present Desmond’s undamsting of these

plural ethical selvings, giving particular attemtito the differences with regard to will

81 PO 164; BB 415.

82 EB 223-24.

8 py 70; EB 223-24.

* EB 269.

EB 269: “If the freedom that ferments in ethical sejvis not univocal but plurivocal, it follows that
there are different freedoms, corresponding to diffei@mbations of self-transcending.”

8 BB 525-26; EB 223.

EB 223: “In Part lll, | consider the self-mediation bétgood from rudimentary desire to agapeic
freedom beyond autonomy.”

8 EB 120: “Ethics entails a process of selving in community,aapbcess of communication between
selves. Ethical self-mediation occurs within the interntéatieof the ethos.”

EB 223: “Of course, we cannot separate the self-mediaf being good from intermediation with the
other. But for purposes of clarification, self-mediatt@m be correlated with a more dialectical slant,
intermediation with a more metaxological. In truth, ethggving is intermediated through and
through, and hence metaxological. The intermediate sustaisslffraediation.”
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and desire, freedom and relation to othernesoy@)! For the sake of simplicity, |
will organize the seven selvings (frdathics and the Betwegmto the four more
general categories of selving used in Desmond’sratlorks and paralleling (more or
less) the different forms of ethical community el as the fourfold sense of being).
81. Idiotic Selving(first ethical selving

The first of Desmond’s ethical selvingsdot selving Idiot selving names
the private and intimate elemental or original af discussed aboV¥).This selving
is a richly “univocal” self—the self that is intirtedy aware of itself as itself, its
mineness—the singular and unique becoming of tlié€%sediot selving is grior
selving—prereflective, preobjective, pre-explicikigown—a “Self Before Self” that
is the “root” self presupposed by all subsequelviregs®® This prior, root, idiot self
is also the indeterminate and excessive sourcegfation of further selving®’

This particular, idiotic selving can be understasdlistinctive in terms of its
relations to desire, will, freedom and otherneBise idiotic self is the immediate and
spontaneous eruption désireas the self's elemental, urgent and emergent ptaver

be? Desmond describes the energy of this desirerastawill from which the self

%" BB 380-83.

% BB 379-83.

BB 382: “This nonobjective sense of self suggestsitdreducibility of the inner feeling of
mineness.”

BB 383: “This elemental self is idiotic, again in the Greense of thaliotes: the private, the
intimate—what is on the edge of, or outside, or other thare publicly available generalities or
neutral universals. This idiotic singularity points taci funivocity’ that is not subsumable in any
system of categories.”

% BB 381, 384; PU 63, 65.

% BB 381-84; PU 65.

BB 380: “The indeterminacy of the original self is tolrelerstood affirmatively as a source of
origination. As a power of determining, we can alsoitallsource of spontaneity and freedom.”
BB 397: “Thedynamism of self-transcendergjgecifies the promise of this original self. The risk
here is always that of self-distraction, or self-lassself-betrayal, or self-deformation; though again
the self that loses itself is still the primal integffior itself; it has, however, betrayed the promisgof
own originality.”

PU 60: “This inexhaustibility of selfhood, exceeding deti@ation, conceptual or social, is the idiocy
of its being.”

*L PO 159; EB 223-24, 227.
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unfolds>—a double willingness that includes both self-itesise (the self's
spontaneous affirmation of its own beiffg@nd an intimate relation to othernéss.
This first selving is characterized by an ididtieedomas elementally given to
itsel”>—a freedom to be itself—that is indeterminate iathcannot be determined
for it is a source of determination but not totallytonomous in its determination for it
does not give itself to be. It is indeterminatétsnboth being (relatively) and not
(absolutely) being its own source/origh Finally, idiotic selving is characterized by
a certain intimacy both with itsélfand withotherness-an elemental being-with the

other, the always already being-present of therdththe self?

PU 70: “Desire erupts in the idiotic self, it surges up inflsgh, elementally and unbidden. It comes
to be shaped in a process of selving. Instead afifs®lution of determinacy, there is the fuller
unfolding of this power to be into a distinctive self witplarality of determinate self-manifestations.”
EB 223: ‘First selving the idiocy of root will surges up as spontaneous desieel—elemental self-
insistence.”

92EB 227-27; BB 415.

% EB 227.

EB 228: “The root will is always at work, even when selfedenination mediates it. There is goodness
to this root will: the self-insistence is the very aein which the unique self-being of this being gives
expression to itself. Every being is thus, simply as aghef dynamic energy; this is the spontaneous
affirmation of its own being, of this being as good, and ofgitbed of this being.”

% PU 80; EB 227-28.

EB 228: “The root will is in the idiot self: sheer idiogyasy in one sense, but in another sense it is the
intimacy of being, and hence the happening of deep presencesatfiand to others. The truth of
community, of communicative being with a uniquely personaiation, is already there in the root
will.”

% py 78-80.

EB 270: “First freedom is given to us as the release igitogdfor ourselves.”

% pU 78: “Freedom cannot be reduced to a determinate povi be free in itself, the source of
freedom must be beyond univocal determination; for it cannfikéeé. And it cannot be fixed because
it is a fixing or source of fixing, a shaping and not at frshaped product.”

PU 78: “Freedom is not ultimately erotic, nor simply foe self. Put otherwise, the indeterminate
freedom of the idiot | is not autonomy. For the intimacheihg is double, hence its being for itself is
also heteronomous.”

" BB 383; EB 228.

PU 161: “There is a truth to tleegito argument—the self in being denied or deceived cannot be
denied to be. | see this as the ineradicable intimacgiafjbthe idiocy of self-being.”

% Py 63-76.

PU 66: “Elemental self-transcendence and communitynseparable, so much so that an elemental
‘being-with’ is constitutive of the idiotic | itself. e nature of the intimate self is ‘being with’: being
with self, and being with what is other to self.”

PU 76: “Is the idiotic | just thought thinking itself? Nor fts intimacy with the other is always
already there from the outset.”

EB 171: “This idiocy is an awakening. The community of beingax comes to indeterminate
mindfulness in thénnerness of selvintpat is the mysterious coming to self in primal seifakening

to the "to be" - a coming that is of the essence to singalthood and yet irreducibly communal, at
once a relation to itself and a relation to what is other
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82. Aesthetic, Equivocal Selving

After idiotic selving is aesthetic or equivocahdel. Aesthetic selving—as
having to do with the body and the relation betweeer and outer, subject and
objects—is a more determinate, more manifest eggme®f the idiotic self as
fleshed, located and positioned in a world of atfierThe aesthetic self is a
between—the fleshed site of passage between tke amu the outer—an elemental
community with otherness inasmuch as the self guds, suffers in its inwardness
the “press” of being in its otherne®8. However, this community, as arising from a
kind of vulnerability, is equivocal, for we need aths in the world and what we need
can either be acquired or not, the latter conditionstituting a threat to d&' It is in
relation to this ambivalence about the “outer” thesire asserts itself—transcends
itself—seeking to maintain itself by acquiring wilitateeds from what is other to
itself. Thus desire as lack seeking to overcosafibecomes will as self-will—
becomes a self-affirming and self-insistent wilffe$s:°? It is an equivocal,
“devouring” love—loving the self and consuming thitber—Iloving/hating the other
as necessary/threatenitf§. Under this more general category of aesthetic or
equivocal selving, Desmond describes two more Spethical selvings (irEthics

and the Betwegnthe second ethical selving of “the redoublingnilf’ and the third

% BB 384: “In certain respects, the idiot self is ptimaesthetic selving, because the latter is already
‘objectified’ in the body, positioned, ‘posited,’ there,’noe more determinate than the idiotic 1.”

PU 66: “This idiotic self comes to more manifest esgien with theaesthetic+aesthetic in its

ancient and widest connotation concerning sensible andiser®ing. Being-there as other is given
as aesthetic presencing; so also the sense of seleigent as aesthetically intimated. By the aesthetic
self | mean the self in the prereflective and preobjed&eéng of itself as fleshed.”

1%°BB 385-87.

BB 386: “The aesthetic self is a site of flow and pgss in and out. In the element of the flesh it is
already a between.”

101 BB 388, 390.

The other as t(h)reat?

12ppO 165; BB 385, 415.

193 BB 389; En 136; HG 39.

DDO 166: Self-will's “devouring willfulness...cannot endure tiehos, the suffering, of difference.
Indeed, in that it hates what it cannot control, themeally a despair, both of itself and of otherness, in
its defiance of finitude.”
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ethical selving of “the becoming of freedof?*
second ethical selving

Desmond'’s second ethical selving of the redouliitne will has to with the
way that will comes to direct desire more deternglya—a transformation of desire
into a more decisive, directed self-mediation agiétsecoming:®® Desire values
what fills lack and thus fulfills it°® Desire becomes more determinate as it seeks and
focuses on a particular outcome or object—but ddsids it cannot find univocal,
definite satisfaction, for desire is excessi¥elt is from this equivocal situation (the
dis/satisfaction of desire) that desire is elevaied broadened, seeking not merely
after this or that particular object, but afterestain state of being—a kind of
wholeness to the self—willing to be a certain kirigpersont®® This happens with a
redoubling of will—the will comes to stand abovself to judge itself, to be

answerable for itself to itself® With this redoubling of the will, there comesant

being the consciousness of failure in terms of fuelgt—of one will (the judge, as it

104 EB 245, 269.

195EB 126, 245,

19°EB 248,

197pO 159; BB 392-93.

EB 249: “Desire is indeterminate as simply desire,daterminate as oriented to this particular
outcome. It is always both: indeterminate/determireate, yet again more than any determinate desire.
There is a univocity to the process: | desire this, this,- and the "this" can often be determined with
strong univocity: food, drink, shelter... Yet this univodigds to this good, this good and soamh,
infinitum. It is thismultiplicationthat introduces thmorein equivocal formThe excess of desire
meets the excess of things, always more than desiret #melsame time desire is more than they.
They are more than it can possess; it wills to possessthearehey can give. There is a double
"more," on both sides. Thad infinitumof desire suggeststility: ad nauseamlt is the same damn
thing again and again, in every different object. And asd#nee, it is now not anymore the more that
desire seeks. An orgy of satisfaction comes to sinditiges of dissatisfaction.”

198 EB 245: “Hence desire is not just for this and thatasn forits ownfulfillment. This appears with
will: not just the will to this or that; but the will toe such and such a person. Not only do | will to
have, or do, or be, such and suchill myselfto be such and such, in having or doing or being such
and such. This is a more decisive self-mediation thanrametiate happening of desire.”

199 EB 245: “Will thus is always implicitly an answerabilityr self. To will is to be answerable: to be
open to acknowledge that what has been willed has beedwithis self, as the original dhis

willing. This answerability means the root will that meriglsists on itself here decisively steps in the
direction of ethical responsibility. The will thatamswerable for itself is more than the will that $tsi
on itself. Answerability lays itself open to judgmentile self-insistence calls for attention to itself,
announcing its being there as a claim on the other.”

141



were) judging the other will (the judget}. In this situation of failure and judgment,
there can be a “refusal” in which the self refuseslentify with the judged and
exclusively identifies with the judge, the highehus identifying with only one part
of the redoubled wilt™* This ends up canceling the doubling, leaving ahé/will
willing itself, affirming itself*?
third ethical selving

Desmond’s third ethical selving, described as tibeoming of freedom,”
takes up where the last one left off—with an “ado&nt upsurge**® This self-
affirming of the will and desire comes to thinkitsf relation to the other in terms of
its freedom—in particular, in terms of fi‘kedom fronthe objects of its desire. The
desiring and willing self is free from what it dessi in that it is beyond them—it
always exceeds its objectd. It exceeds them while also needing them—theiself

independent and free for itself and yet also depetndpon the others than one would

be free from. Thus, thiseedom fronis an equivocal liberty*®> Yet, in this third

HMOER 247.

11 EB 248: “So the intrepid self-doubling, redoubling of wi#, risks being the refusal whereby the
self falls into evil, even as it elevates itselflme treiteration of its own self-infinitizing. Will wilhg to

be itself absolute, to be itself the absolute: thigisne sense, a natural development of the root will;
in other sense, it is the result of a perversion of thibldoess that necessarily emerges in the self-
unfolding of the root will.”

12 EB 249: “What of thawill willing to be itself absolute This is a self-doubling that expresses the
root energy of our being as self-transcending. But thassislf-transcending that doest transcend

self. The self-doubling is no doubling at all; it is the irei$treiteration of the | as alone to be affirmed,
and as | alone. This is a will to self-reiteration: geffistent solitude in the absolitude of will willing
itself.”

13 ER 223-24

14 EB 280 “In its upsurge, desire discovers freedom both fpoitger to possess this thing and that,
and in its dissatisfaction in excess of all these possesdts knowing of this ‘more’ about itself
means it is ‘free from’ these things: it is beyonditheven though it needs them. Its dissatisfaction
paradoxically is inseparable from gaperiority. it tastes the unlimited range of its self-transcending,
and sees this lack of limit as revealing its poweruiisappiness shows its power, even though as it
ages more it will know more from this the meaning ofritpotence. Now here the virgin freshness of
desire, new to its own restlessness, is intoxicating.r®esdesire affirming itself as desire. Its
drunkenness consists in its own self-intoxication, evefreesdom from’ takes form out of the will
willing itself, or self-affirming affirming itself.”

"5pO 167.

EB 271: “This first freedom opens equivocity: equivocity kesw our dependence on the other origin,
our relativity to other things and persons in creation,amddwn integrity of being for self. | said that

142



selving,freedom fronthe other is held to as an end—as establishingdadf
wholeness or integrity to the self—such that désitkaffirms itself over anything
desired. The self-affirming will’s dissatisfactianth the possessed other is seen as
indicative of its superiority—I am more than thisndahis...and thi¢*® Desiring
self becomes self-enjoying, self-seeking, selftrig; self-intoxicated —and would
be self—generatinibl.7 Yet, in this self-circling, desire cannot “filitself, cannot “feed
on” itself. Desire as “freedom from” becomesraving a would-be self-
consummation (as self-completing) that is a seffsconing, a self-devouring that is
ultimately despairing—an emptiness instead of sbiigimess, an enslavement
instead of sought freedom (from the othéf) So faced with the self-willing will's
desire becoming nihilistic craving, it can becompearent that some kind plirpose
is needed to constrain or tame desire if the seibt to dissipate itself. This entails

another kind of freedom and another kind of selyitig

my being is an affirmation of the ‘to be’ in the selfiahing of my being for self. This affirmation is a
freeing of the original power of the ‘to be.’ It is arpordialontologicalfreedom.”

18 EB 280: “Its knowing of this ‘more’ about itself meanssitfree from’ these things: it is beyond
them, even though it needs them. Its dissatisfaction paradlgigcaseparable from itsuperiority. it
tastes the unlimited range of its self-transcending, agsltbés lack of limit as revealing its power. Its
unhappiness shows its power, even though as it ages mallekitow more from this the meaning of
its impotence. Now here the virgin freshness of desire, aéts bwn restlessness, is intoxicating.”

1 EB 289, 291.

EB 280: “Desire is desire affirming itself as deslte.drunkenness consists in its own self-
intoxication, even as ‘freedom from’ takes form out ofwhk willing itself, or self-affirming

affirming itself.”

EB 297: “Desire would be self-generating; self would geteesalf. Any releasing of desire into
freedom as itself given to it, will be redefined in terohshe circle of the self-generating, self-seeking
self-enjoying self. There is no gift.”

118 EB 289: “Despite appearances, this self-circling esoitadf desire desiring itself is not fulfilled
desire. Desire fills itself with itself. One is ‘fulff oneself,’ we say. Is this fulfillment: ‘being fulf o
oneself'? Is it the plenitude of agapeic generositywmatld give beyond itself? Is it the power to
bestow itself on the other? No. It is the self-consutionahat consumes itself and only itself, and in
its own self-consumption finds the bitter taste of its awthingness.... Despair here is an empty self
full of itself, circling on empty in its own lacking fullnegsth self.”

EB 299: “What is craving? A hunger that gnaws at itsefraemptiness that is never replete, that must
be infinitely fed, even as it ceaselessly devours elrgrgt Craving: desire that is mine and that is not
mine anymore, for | am not free in my craving. Cravimy desire is freed but so freed that it is the
prisoner of necessitation, hence not free at all.”

19 EB 289: “Without some purpose desire dissipates itselft®bave some purpose is to be more
than ‘free from’; it is to be ‘free towards..." Ifashave made our settled abode in ‘freedom from,” we
are in trouble. Why? Because purposestrainsdesire. If | have a purpose | am not ‘free from’
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83. Erotic, Dialectical Selving

Erotic selving (overlapping with what Desmond cé#isotic mind”) has a less
overtly antagonistic relation with the other as piier “equivocal” selvings. Erotic
selving is dialectical in the sense that it is feedi on becoming something for itself
through the other-it mediates with itself through the possessioampropriation of
the othe?® The dynamic of erotic mind moves toward mediatelfipossession and
self-completion*—a self-relativity served by its other-relativi§?. Here desire has
become a directed self-becoming oriented towardéifes self-mediated wholeness
or integrity?® The erotic self intends to be a master, a soyerebf both the other
and the self—this is both its glory and its hubeigeril as there is the temptation to
close the circle of desire making the self bothrdesand desired without an
openness to the other as anything other than asimecfor self-becomintf* The

erotic sense of freedom is thus closely relatatiécautonomy celebrated in

anymore, and have to direct, discipline desire towdraisdbjective. This means placing restraint on
desire.”

EB 290: “Purposes may serve to arouse desire initialiysince freedom is ‘freedom from,” purposes
must now serve to deflect the energy of desire back to disste The particular purpose arouses
desire, desire energizes itself towards it, but ileedom towards’ is again overtaken by ‘freedom
from.”

120BB 402: “The self-transcending restlessness of desieedeeks wholeness but it subordinates the
other to the goal of its immanent self-satisfactione €lotic self finally tries to appropriate the other
to itself and make it serve the riches of its own immanelfisatisfaction”

EB 358: “Eros returns the self to itself through the othe

HG 40: Erotic love is “a kind of self-mediation in and throtigé other. | come to myself more fully
in and through the other, the other gives me to myselfdrittller form beyond initial lack.”

121 BB 402; En 136.

PU 70: “The self of erotic transcendence surpassdbtitgeards the other, but mediates with the other
to mediate its own self-completion; the other is finatlythe self; hence erotic self-transcendence is
never entirely released from the self-insistence otence.”

PU 113: “The dynamic of erotic minding follows this sture: from the experience of lack, through
the quest for an appropriate object to requite the lagipssession or appropriation of that object, and
thence to fulfillment and the overcoming of lack; in thppropriating of the object, there is a return of
mind to itself, both as completing itself and as being detad, through possession of the object.
Hence, erotic possession is mediated self-possessibppsskssion mediated through the other.”

122 py 105: “By erotic mind | will mean a relativity of mind what is other to self, but a relativity that
subsumes what is other into the self-relativity of the nsimeking its own self-satisfaction and self-
certainty. Erotic mind goes to the other beyond itselfjtsigelf-transcendence is impelled by its own
lack which it would fill by appropriating the other. tativity to the other serves this fulfillment of
its own initial lack. The truth of the other affordettruth of self-fulfillment.”

123pQ 159; EB 126.

124BB 402; EB 217.
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modernity*>—to a more mature, adult, self-actualized autoréhtizat bears within
it the seed or the promise or the possibility éfe@dom beyond autonont§’
fourth ethical selving

Desmond’s fourth ethical selving is a dialecticaicenomy in which the self
comes to further self-determinatidhseeking to appropriate the equivocities within
itself and between itself and othéf8.Here the more adolescent “freedom from” is
disciplined, tempered, and directed throughwioek of making something of
oneself—which involves a calculating and a seltigikned negation or denial that is
foreign to base self-assertibit. Dialectical autonomy’s work is that of the adolbl
of the will—of willing to be a certain self and thtranscending itself toward from
what is other (upon which one is dependent) in oiadecome such a séfft Thus,
this autonomy involves not only the negative freadd “freedom from” the other
but the more positive freedom of a “freedom to” dome a certain kind of seff?
There is, however, in dialectical autonomy the bekt from “freedom from” of the

equivocal position of the other—that the otherasaed, but needed as the object for

125 AT 233; EB 160, 169, 326.

126 py 191: “Erotic freedom is ‘for-self’; it is autonomguto-nomoslaw of the same.”

EB 224: ‘Fourth selvingbeyond an equivocal liberty ethical selving works for an adutireomy, not
least by dialectically seeking to appropriate its own pswe negationFifth selving adult eros seeks
its sovereignty (there is ‘autonomy’ and mature autonomy).”

127py 118, 191; CWSC 40; EB 160, 165.

EB 161: “Dialectical freedom as erotic sovereigntgligady in seed beyond autonomy, because its
community with the allowing other is already immanentsrself-determining.”

128ER 309, 320.

129 EB 309: “The root self-insistence is to be further tramsid in a willing of self thageeks to
appropriate the multiple ambiguities of its own internal eqcityp and the recalcitrances of resisting
others”

1%9EB 310, 316.

EB 309: “Autonomous self-determination is indeed sedfstent, but now the naivete of my own self-
affirmation has been tempered: | have tasted the despairundirected intoxication of desire; | have
known the dubious fidelity of others who stand more agaiesthan with me; coming to myself, |
must calculate for myself and not be prodigal; | must veortt not spend, and work for myself; and
work for myself aone works to make oneself be somethimgust climb out of the sty of the hired
hand and be my own master, owning not only my own propertynpwwn life. | see my further
freedom is closely connected with negation and work, becganato autonomy as a dialectical
freedom, and perhaps the further selving of erotic sovereignty.”

131 EB 316, 320.

132 EB 3009-10, 316-17, 320.
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the self's impositiort>® With this equivocity at the heart of dialectieaitonomy—
the equivocity that autonomy (for the self) regsiheteronomy (for the other)—there
is the possibility within this selving of the tyramus and the monstrot¥.
fifth ethical selving

Erotic sovereignty, Desmond’s fifth ethical selvjtpims to deal with these
equivocities in a higher form of “freedom t5 The “sovereignty” of erotic
sovereignty entails the higher autonomy gainethéndonfirmation and affirmation of
one’s powers of self-transcendffigin relation to one’s being with others (the
“erotic” of erotic sovereignty}.37 The erotic sovereign transcends itself toward the
other, impelled by lack, and finds in this expecemhat the transcending desire is a

power (a transcending potency) that is more tharerack—it returns to itself in

133EB 318: “If its own self-determination is the meanitigreedom, the other cannot be completely
fitted into the seamless circle of its own self-meadiatSomething is here inherited from the ambiguity
of ‘freedom from.’ For the latter, to be free for sslto be free from the other as a restraining curb;
hence the latency of hostile relations: the ‘fromslgped by the negation that springs up with the ‘no’
to the other standing in the way of my freedom. But since fhere escaping the other, the other must
be ‘put in its place.” Autonomy continues ‘freedom from’ itfteedom to,” and in terms of the will
willing itself. And it is this continuity of the will williig itself that inevitably places the other in an
equivocal position.”
EB 320: “Dialectical self-mediation, as autonomy, subjdwdsother to its own becoming subject.”
1% EB 319-21.
EB 317: “Autonomy risks always the return of its owreddom from’ in the shape of the self as a unit
of power, indeed as negative power turned to predatory ptvetiis, as implicitly tyrannical in the
idiocy of the heart, there where the monstrous slumbers.”
EB 319:“Withinthe freedom of autonomy, the absolute willing of itbgithe tyrannical will comes to
arise. This tyranny is not the opposite of autonomy; hiésmonster that has always slept in the cellar
of will willing itself and that now crawls out triumphant undiee mask of self-legislation to proclaim
itself finally as the absolute work.”
EB 321: “What is tyranny but the most powerful will williftgelf in relation to the other? This means
that autonomy, as this tyranny, is exattbteronomyThe logic of the one willing itself is that there
but beone absolut@utonomous self-determination. Short of that there Wilhgs be others to
relativize the absolute autonomy. This logic of autononugt become totalitarian, and hence produce
the most tyrannical heteronomy, relative to all othergpixthe all-devouring one. Some of this we
have seen in modernity.”
15 ER 321,
1% CWSC 38, 40; EB 323, 338.
137 EB 323.
BB 439: “The coming of the self to itself, in its outggitowards the other, is erotic sovereignty. It is
erotic, because the self proceeds through its transcendingtéromn lack to self-fulfillment; it is a
sovereign because its togetherness with others gives thmsklto itself, with a confirmation of itself
and its powers. The community of erotic sovereignty givegseb themselves as autonomous.”

One can see a similarity between Badiou’s subject’s paation in a truth procedure that
incorporate and expands the domain of a “truth” Desmond’s esotiereign.
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affirmation of its free power as, at once, finieggéndent (in its lack and need of the
other) and absolute/independent (in the exceds sElf-transcending power to any
Iack).138 Erotic sovereignty is a “freedom to” become a derkand of self, not in
terms of a simple selfishness, but in terms of giagsa great purpose—a purpose
greater than itseff® Thus sovereigns can be heroes, exemplars of heratience
and purposé?’ Yet, there is still in erotic sovereignty the ihetanger and
temptation of fixating upon oneself and one’s glewyf thinking that one has
achieved the highest freedom—such that one camieto the other a tyrant and a
monster**" There can be in erotic sovereignty, as willindpéoabsolutely

autonomous, an ingratitude toward the other thaemane’s own being possibié.

18 EB 324, 328,

EB 323: “Finite beings mix the exigence to be and lack.dlamental self-insistence of a being is
inseparable from its lack of its full self. It insistsitself in face of its own lack, and to overcome its
threat. The becoming of desire shows the urge to be fre¢o &redfree as self-affirming, in such a wise
that the lack internal to finitude is met and mastéred.

EB 329: “Erotic self-transcendence goes out of itself tde/éine other. It goes out needing the other to
fulfill its lack, and finds its own desire to be more thask|dor how else could it surpass itself, were it
not already an affirmative center of transcending being.”

139 EB 323-34, 316, 338-39.

EB 324: “What does it mean to ‘come to itself’ (again fhtatase)? It is not any simple selfishness.
Sovereignty is pursued in view oparpose greater than the particular sdfecall the fanaticism of
purpose mentioned before: it takes over the whole selfps¢o be greater than one. So with
sovereignty: the search is to overcome the shabby conditimme's present limits.”

140 EB 339: “It seems to be your passion to demonize erotiersignty. But No. Erotic sovereignty,
qualified by openness to transcendence as higher than d@elshow us the glory of the world. In the
upbuilding of communities of justice, sovereigns who have cormeimaturity of self-possessed
freedom, are essential. They are essential to show wetlsiog of the realized promise of immanent
excellence: such are heros and exemplars - originals taténparagons to emulate.”

1“1 EB 217, 330, 332, 339-40.

EB 329: “Is there a fatal flaw risked by this erotiwereignty? This. Just in its glory it risks losindf se
in its affirming of itself, as glory turns to selfaglfication, turning the circle of eros into a ‘higher’
autonomy that hiddenly is an autism of spirit, a soétadrved back into itself: freedom thankless,
even though counting itself king of infinite possibility.”

EB 339: “The tyrant is what one is, as willing all beiode for one, as willing the good as my good,
as will willing itself as the absolute will, for which eyéhing other serves. There is no service of the
other in all this, and no true release of self.”

12 EB 327, 330.

EB 206: “Erotic sovereignty hides gratitude for the gerigrag the gift. And the hiding can be
double, either a denial or pushing aside, or somethingrtiag shyly, will not coarsely claim as
owned the gift of great powers.”

EB 344: “The matter was not only a lack of nuanced mindfslaésut the temptations of erotic
sovereignty, but a clear minded choice for a sovereigntyeéffiased or willed to exclude the divine
gift, for every gift makes one other than absolutely momaous.”

EB 335: “The erotic sovereign...alone is unable to utter thggy of consent that follows on the lips of
Job: Blessed be the Lord forever. God gives, God takegitt is lifted into being over nothingness; it
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Likewise, erotic sovereignty also contains withself the possibility of remembering
the other in thanksgivird®—the possibility of abdication of its sovereignhgat can
lead to a freedom beyond autonomy such as is fosuadapeic selving**
84. Agapeic Selving

Erotic sovereignty has within it hints of a furtlesiving that transcends it and
yet realizes its promise—a self-transcendence legatonomous sovereignty, In
agapeic selving, the closure tempting the erotfdseerforated and opened .
The agapeic self is a self that has been decenteasdindergone an “unselving,” and
has been re-centered within community—it is a $elf is “being-at-home in its not
being-at-home with itself**” This decentering of the self is due to the doefieess
or otherness to which agapeic selving is openedchtedds—to the inward
excess/otherness of the original self in whichgbléis given to be by another (as not

self-generatindf® and to its willingness to be for the other, toshiject to the needs

is taken out of finite being. The sovereign is tempteefiose this taking, and hence the coming to
nothing that is the mortal pathos of the gift.”

13 cwsc 40.

EB 330: “Erotic self-transcending that comes to selvé wimeasure of sovereignty can retain its
memory of the way the other has given one back to oneself.”

Y4 EB 344 “It is only when our unease about the other as bdsetaken on conviction, that we
seriously think about the abdication of erotic sovereignty. Adtidin does not here mean an abject
giving up, though there is a giving up; does not mean adéedarrender, though there is a surrender;
does not mean a submission to impotence, though there is a clangewerlessness. Abdication has
to do with the reticence of power, and the reserve gboheer of freedom beyond autonomy.”

1“°BB 411, 413-14; PU 191.

EB 347: “Erotic sovereignty seeks a freedom beyond auntgnbut it is still not released beyond its
own self-mediation, and the will that wills its own gloHow might it be given over, give itself over
more fully to this freeing beyond autonomy?”

EB 353: “Autonomy is not the sovereign it takes itselbéo but itself the issue of an origin or source,
enigmatic just in its intimacy. Autonomy as self-tramsgt@nce opens into, or up to transcendence
beyond autonomy.”

EB 365: “Suppose one touches a measure of erotic soveretigaty can be a fulfilling, but alsonew
unrest Our infinite restlessness can only come to peaceyood itself infinite; we cannot be that
good, though we have an infinite promise; and this oulessstess hearkens back to our first selving. It
is impossible to rest with one's own fulfillment.”

1°BB 407.

1“7 BB 409.

BB 453: “The agapeic self is centered beyond itself.”

CWSC 41: “Agapeic selving is a being beyond self aBukind as willing itself; hence it implies a
kind of unselving, if you like, but...with a willing beyond Willness and beyond will to power, and
indeed beyond good and evil, in so far as these are defineddigraninate human measure.”

1“® BB 406, 410.
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of the other, even to the point of sacriffé& This agapeic willingness is a giving out
of surplus to the other for the other—exceedingamscending the self (from the
excessive surplus of the self) toward the otfitiits desire for the other is an
openness to the other in terms that are beyondissifing™* In the midst of this
openness to double otherness, the agapeic selbetwaeen” as its love is an
“interest’—aninter-esse—an affirmative being-between the excess of whgtisn

to one and the other to whom one giV&sThus, agapeic self is both an ontological
reality—in the sense of being freely given to beifeelf and for others—and a
regulative ideal—in the sense of an ethical cafutbll the promise of our being in
giving to the othet>® Agapeic selving also realizes the promise of o$iedvings: the
recognition of the worth of the singular (self atter) intimated with the idiotic self,
the affirmation of the goodness of being in itsestfess intimated with the aesthetic

self, and the more complex interrelationship wité bther in the midst of one’s self-

1“9BB 414; PU 70.

BB 408: The agapeic self is “doubly stressed in thevben: between the excess of its own original
power, and the willingness to suspend that power in the intefetsts other....a middle between
infinitudes”

PU 144: “The overdetermined power to be of selfhood is agapéiese two ways: agven to itself to
be out of an origin other to itself; and as the poweagit@ itself over to beingeyond itself in its own
self-transcendence.”

0Py 70; En 144; EB 358.

En 136: “Agape [is] a love out of surplus that gives todtier but not with the intent to secure a
return to itself, but simply gives goodly for the good of ¢iiger as other.”

HG 40: “A going towards the other but not from a lackhia lover but from an excess or surplus of
good that gives from itself, gives beyond itself to the othdiris beyond self-mediating love,

affirming beyond proportionality, a disproportionate relatidieing good for the other.”

151 EB 217: “If erotic sovereignty is tempted to close ¢irele of desire, and make self both desiring
and desired, by contrast, agapeic service cannot clgsdrate, for the desired is not the same as the
desiring - when | desire | desire the good as other tdesire: the communal reference to the good as
other is in the dynamism of our self-transcending. Detsiedf is a primal openness to the other and the
beyond.”

152BB 413: The agapeic self “is not lacking in interestheaits interest is in the other for the other....
In fact, its very being is simply interest. #ésseis interestjnter-essewhere the stress is on timer.

In other wordsinteresseputs the self into thimter, puts it outside itself, beyond self-interest, makes it
disinterested in that regard.”

18 py 157-58, 195.

PU 119: “Agapeic mind expresses something that is batuaative ideal and an ontological reality,
somehow constitutive of our most intimate being.”

EB 197: “Finite being is given for itself and given asdjabis given for nothing; but as being, it is the
promise of agapeic self-becoming and self-transcendbeoege being in metaxological community.
This promise reflects what we are and what we abetome. Relative to what we are to become, we
come to understarromise as command relative to inner exigehce
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becoming intimated with the erotic sélf.

This agapeic selving entails a conception and ematt of freedom that is
different from that of prior selvings. Agapeicddom is a freedom beyond or higher
than autonomy—a freedom that both recognizesgivisn from the other and uses its
powers to give to othefs8®> Agapeic freedom is not a freeddrom or to buttoward,
toward the other in a true self-transcendences Treedom toward” is angapeic
releasé® in which the self is released toward the other-rgeible to affirm and
consent to the other as having value and wortlxéess of the other’s usefulness for
the self>’—and the other is released from the $&fHere, the will becomes
goodwill, a willingness beyond willfulness to be put in th&ative position and to be
vulnerable in service to the oth&F.

sixth ethical selving

Desmond’s sixth ethical selving is that of agajseiozice and friendship. This

service entails a difficult laying of the self openthe other and to the reality of the

metaxological between—as saturated with giving edit(immediate) returt®® This

1*BB 410-11.
1°EB 34, 161.
BB 199: “The freedom beyond self-determination is a §ift of the other, thefor the other.”
CWSC 40: “There is an agapeic freedom that is releaggzhli¢he higher autonomy of erotic
sovereignty. Itis released in a being for the otherighi@tr the other and not for any return to self.”
1%°BB 410; PU 191, 196; CWSC 40.
7P 202; PU 193; EB 137, 201.
158 BB 261: Agapeic being’s “self-transcendence is truly-saliscending, since there is a kind of
releasing reversabetween self and other: the self is othered such thattike istgiven a freedom of
being from the giving self.... The self-transcendence thatéversal of self is a giving of genuine
separateness to the other. Freedom is this separation.”
PU 147: “Agapeic mind makes a welcome in the manrepares the wafor the other to come to
self-manifestation. Preparing a way is making a spadesimiddle, a space for the freedom of the
other.”
*¥DDO 164, 167, 190; CWSC 41, 51; EB 169, 192, 217-18.
DDO 164: “Goodwill may reveal a nonobjectifying recogmitof otherness, which responds to the
appeal of the other with a nonpossessive solicitude.”
190ER 217-18.

In a sense, the “return” of the other’s giving to one prexadd enables one’s giving. This
complex interplay and enabling is more fully explicated éghction on community.
EB 161: “We are returned to the ethos in terms of itsgeiiss-crossed by the agapeic relatjdoy its
being from the origin the promise of the agapeic commuwiiigh, given the internal complexity of its
participants, is quickly stressed this way, that way,iadeed stressed into a distress where the agapeic
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opening to the other includes both gratitude anegesity. The agapeic self has
gratitude ultimately to God for its being as a gaodl original power in itself* This
gratitude, for the agapeic self, in turn generatgisin one, charges one with, a
generosity toward the otH&#—recognizing our giftedness, our givenness from the
generous other, we in turn give to the other abawe been given to—with a self-
transcending creativity giving to the other and asking for a returi®® With this
generosity, the will in the selving of agapeic seg\becomes a willingness—a
willingness to help, to be available to the ottfr.

Desmond sees friendship as involving this kind dlingness'® In

friendship, there occurs a mutual giving, a reaifiyoor symmetry in which the self

gives to or serves the other and the other gives serves the self® One could say

relation becomes incredible. We need metaxological ethiceak® sense of the service of the other in
the agapeic relation.”

181 EB 220.

EB 115: “There is an ethics of gratitude: a living ofithe heed of deepest gratitude for the good of
being. Gratitude to whom? The blue of the sky, the enastthe ocean deeps, the voice of quiet and
silence, thanks to God.”

192EB 177, 220.

EB 168-69: “We are grateful for the generosity of the gdpamd we respond to this with thanks, and
with thanks lived as a form of existence. For it is noyohé generosity of the giver that is important
but the generosity of the receiver. We are the recgiaerd, strangely, it is the generosity of the other
that possibilizes our comportment of generosity towardstther. Generosity entails no servile
reception or abjection before the other. In fact, the otherigrosity does more than occasion our
gratitude; it charges us with the living of generosity.

EB 217: “Affirming is consent tgift. Generosity is born of a primal gratitude. Ethics springsfr
gratitude. This is lived in ethical and religious servicedmglyautonomy. What is this service? It is a
willingness beyond will, beyond will to power, beyond my walpower.”

1%3BB 407; EB 355-56.

EB 354: “Agapeic self-transcendence arises from an owrdated source of origination, and not
from a deficient condition or a merely indefinite possiilits power is the very definite power of
generosity, an excess of original being which is als@xpeession of the primal freedom of the self.
Rather than being our assertion of power over againsiaibeless absurd, real creativity reveals the
generosity of being, the free power to give itself to whatler to itself. Agapeic self-transcending is a
giving of being to the other, and for the other. Themoisnsistence on a return to self.”

164 EB 347-48, 358, 506.

EB 348: “I can say: ‘| am at your service,” and mean lay thy willingness to be there for the aid of
the other, beyond any external imposition, but just becalusee been freed beyond myself into
another relation of generosity for the other.”

EB 363-64: “There is asked a willingness beyond wilkilingness that is a new will in us, but a will
that cannot be described as self-willing, or any kindetifdetermining willing; it is a willingness
beyond self-determining.”

1%5EB 364.

1%°EB 356, 358; HG 40.
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that one’s service (one’s giving to the other)esessary but not sufficient for
friendship—there needs to be a mutual “servingt agre. (A service without
symmetry, reciprocity or mutuality would be suffegj as will be seen below.)

Finally, agapeic service entails a transformatibfteaedom. While service is
often thought of as below autonomy in terms of sdimation or servility, agapeic
service sees that it is in fact autonomy that &ngai enslavement of other and self to
self1¢’ Agapeic service, however, is a freedom—a “freedowards” the other as
good in itself and for itself—it is a creative fokem that gives freedoi® In this
freedom toward the other in generous agapeic sethigre is a true self-
transcendence that is not exhausted by autononetfuseserminatiort®

seventh ethical selving

Desmond’s seventh and highest ethical selvingasdhsuffering. This
suffering is the pathos of accepting and affirmtimg other, of letting the other be,
that expresses thpassio essendif human being in its primal receptivity—its

suffering the giverd’® This suffering is a return to the first idiotelemental setf*—

17 EB 347; HG 181.

EB 351: “One would rather not be in any debt to another. Thigiautonomy that finds it hard to say
thanks. And what about self-mastery? Does this make segsada certain point? Is one servant on
one level, and master on another? What is one masteringameemasters oneself? Is it just one's base
side, say one's body? But then just the so-called autonoinyg than is not at all free from the self
that has been mastered. The autonomy of self-masteryl@avement to oneself. Is there a freedom
beyond self-mastery? What about the coherence of the roftamif-service?”

188 ER 347, 510.

EB 362: “It is another ‘freedom towards’: there is a dii@ in its transcending not only to itself in its
own self-becoming; its self-becoming moves it towardatvithis not, and not what it will become, but
what it would love, as a good that is itself and forfitsend not at all product of our self-becoming,
and without which no self-becoming on our part would lav@lpossible. It is a freedom beyond self-
determination, in whiclproximatelywe are released to being with others differently.”

EB 508: “As there is an autonomy beyond servility, thegedsrvice beyond autonomy and servility,
and this service is releasing of freedom beyond autonomgudjelction, beyond the instrumental
domination and subjection of serviceable disposability, beyonsifiaffirming dominion of erotic
sovereignty. This service is release into community in whieliive from the good of the absolute
other, and towards the good of ourselves and finite otseathers, and again through them live
towards the good of the absolute other.”

199 EB 353-54.

°p0 286; BB 6; PU 20, 255; En 131; EB 219, 367-68.

"' EB 367-68.
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a return to an intimacy with the other as géGdHere, suffering is a kind of
askesis—a breakdown that strips the masks of false sedvitigat would be self-
originating in their self-determination, to thestioriginal self that is a self given from
an origin beyond the self?> With the awareness of this origin comes a communion
with the ultimate in the suffering, in thrassio essendof the self that opens beyond
the merely ethical and into the religious.

As with agapeic service, thesiffering of the give(in gratitude) is the seed of
giving (generosity) to the other—our suffering titer helps us give to the other and
understand those who suffér. One’s new awareness of one’s “freedom from” (here
given from another, from the origin) spurs onehia direction of a more radical
“freedom towards*"® This “freedom towards” the other to the pointtué suffering

of giving (suffering the giving) is a new willingneégsthat is intimate with the

BB 414: “[T]here is a kind of return to the first, besawagapeic acting, willing, creating, doing are
germinated in passion, suffering, imitation, patience. gdwsion of being that is always already
spread out in the elemental |, returns in the end.”

12 EB 367-68, 370.

EB 367: It is “suffering that returns willing to an intiy with the good deeper than its intimacy with
itself.”

' EB 110.

EB 367: “It may well be the case that the new willoannot become itself without some kind of
askesis: not the askesis which simply denies or negates;the suffering that wears away, strips the
masks of false selving; the suffering that mediagdfsiis its most elemental love, as well as loosing it
to its being free beyond itself; suffering that returndimglto an intimacy with the good deeper than its
intimacy with itself; embarking it on a voyage of lovewhich its harbor lies in the transcendent good
beyond finite measure. Infinite depths, infinite restiess: desire turned to the abyss of inwardness,
desire turned to the height of transcendence.”

"4 pO 370; EB 367-68.

EB 370: “If the idiocy of suffering brings us back to the arjghis means it is bound up withe

sacred Because suffering is thus idiotic as well as univealosophy does not always deal with it
well, since philosophy's universals are often such asuo e idiotic.”

15 py 255; EB 111-12, 365.

176 EB 365: “We must join the meaning of ‘freedom from’ ané&dom towards.” The ‘from’ is from
the origin as giver, but as freeing us, and into gratitodéhe gift, even in suffering. This is not
‘freedom from’ the other which wants to be outside of camity, but freedom given from the agapeic
origin, and hence a ‘from’ that founds elemental commuitg here too ‘freedom towards’ is
beyond ‘freedom to’ be oneself, since in certain suffgr there is an excess to self-transcending that is
freed beyond itself and towards the good as other. This ‘fre¢dwards’ has a vector that is
ontologically intimate: both selfless and the deepest sel@ng.goes towards the good, sometimes
sightlessly, in agapeic selving.”

17 EB 365: “Can suffering be at the origin of a new willingnéseaking one open, asking one to
understand the others who suffer (even tormented soveygigns
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othet’®and is willing to suffer with and for the otheresvin the absence of
reciprocity. The suffering of the highest selviagompassion—a suffering with and
for the othelr™® Here, the highest selving is shown to be opemgdid itself—a
post-self, a “self-less” selving—toward the othed ahe commundf® At the same
time (as mentioned above), this highest selvingato the limit of ethics as
regarding selving and moves toward the religiouse-g#lf is opened horizontally

toward others in community as it is opened verjcmward the agapeic origi¥*

Section IV: Ethical Communities and the Community & Agapeic Service
Ethics, for Desmond, is a process of selving inltfteader context of and

toward the forming of different kinds of commun#i&” Community has to do with

different modes of togetherness, of being-with, difigérent social embodiments of

value®® The different kinds of ethical communities congé different determinate

EB 367: “The new willingness can be called will-lesghyifwill we mean the will that wills itself; but
in truth it is a transformation of willing that is hereissue.”

"8 EB 365, 498, 500.

179 BB 450, 454.

PU 151: “What is this compassion? It is a pluralized passir patience, or pathos. Itis an
undergoing, and a going out of self, and an inwardizing obther’'s suffering. It is a community of
passion, a community of suffering.”

1% EB 365-67.

Desmond'’s understanding of suffering as the highesingglas a selving that opens beyond
selving toward communitysuch that suffering is neither the primordial enabling gift ther
consummate communal end of our selyieflectsMilbank’s recognition (for all of his uneasiness
regarding agape’s apparent lack of reciprocity and @aation) of the presence of agapeic suffering,
of an always apparently unredeemed sacrifice in oueptdallen world—a suffering that is enabled
by a prior fullness. Marion (like Desmond here regagdhe agapeic self but missing the broader
enabling and teleological reciprocal community emphasizediipahk and Desmond...in the next
section), in seeing that the true lover “decides to lowdivance,” proposes in a manner parallel to
Desmond that the willing giving of the agapeic self isecpndition to a kind of reciprocal gift-
exchange. See MilbanBging Reconciledop. 155-57. MarionThe Erotic Phenomenppassim.
¥1DDO 174; EB 367, 377-78.

BB 415: The process of ethical selving is “the unfoldingedf from the elemental | of idiotic
inwardness is thus from the aesthetic passion of immedizoythe self-insistent | of self-will, through
the self-mediation of ethical will, to the religious passin which the | radically gives itself back to

the between and its origin.”

EB 377: “Ethics brings us to the limit of the ethjca$ determined by autonomy and erotic sovereignty.
At this limit a witness to something more is solicited.

18288 409; EB 120.

3P0 162; BB 417; PU 81.
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formations, diverse articulations of ethical comiu®* These different determinate
kinds of community derive, for Desmond, from theegi metaxological community
or ethos that is prior in the sense of a transaaatlenetaphysical ground that makes
possible these different formations of ethical camity.*®> As the highest selvings
are those that best understand and live out thigyrefithe self (as given and self-
transcending), so do the higher ethical commundhesll in a closer relation to the
primal ethos, the metaxological community of being.
81. The Community of Intimacy, Idiocy, Family

The first of Desmond’s ethical communities is tbhthe intimate and idiotic
community of the family. The community of the fdyns an idiotic, elemental, prior
being-with that forms and nurtures (or fails totnue) the young self’'s potencies.
The family mediates the intimate sense of the gifdtie idiot self and shapes its
impression of aesthetic good—of beauty and pleastine family provides a context
in which one comes to understand and accept cetiaioetic norms—be they tacit
or explicit—along with a transcendental sense eftthconditional in one parents’
love. In this first, intimate community, thereimstilled respect for the self's seeking
after excellence, one’s eudaimonia, in the spetiahtion and reverence for the
singularity of the child. Finally, it is within eéhfamily that one is oriented toward the
infinitudes of human transcending—in the encourag@no press on and seek the

highest—and divine transcendence—imaging one’sioels of reverence toward,

184 EB 196-97, 199-200.

¥5pDO 127.

EB 197: “Community with the good is not a subsequent conginjdhere is a primal community with
the good that emerges into diverse articulation and mor&xpimation of ethical community in the
between.”

EB 200: “There is a given community of self and other thatigds the doing of the good in the ethos.
We do not first create metaxological community. It is givehatve are given in its given
betweenness is the freedom to realize more fully theisof agapeic transcending, in self-integrity
and forms of community that concretize its truth in thelevd
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dependence upon and intimacy with the divitfe.
§2. The Community of Distracted Desire and Servicdde Disposability

The second of Desmond’s ethical communities itmmunity of distracted
desire and serviceable disposability. This commyuridriven, at least initially, by a
desire for self-preservation and self-perpetuatférithe world is seen as a web of
utility, of serviceable disposability, in which om®rks to acquire and exploit other
beings as “goods.” This results in the dominiomstrumental use-values, in that the
community of the between has value or worth onlselation to its use for human
desire—in itself, it is useless and thus worthf&8sThe desire that drives this
community of serviceable disposability is deeplyiggcal—it gives communal
expression to the equivocity of human desire. dther is the valued object, but it is
not valuable for itself. The other is desiredttoe satisfaction of desire, which is
never satisfied and continually desiritfg. The other is only thought of as for the self,
for the self's consumption and exploitatiti. There is, in this kind of ethical

community, no point or purpose save the multiplarabf satisfactions of desire—

186 EB 385-86. See EB Chapter 13.

87 BB 435.

1%3BB 437.

EB 416-17: “The commons | most want to consider now carsciére web of utility in the world of
work. This web, delicate and entangling, is yet an iot@necting, driven by the exchange of
instrumental goods and services. A dominion of use-valuesgeshe ethical milieu, and infiltrates
all the levels of ethical intermediation. This dominiomfigvoidable; but it is not finally sufficient,
indeed it is pernicious when totalized relative to th@gth

EB 443: “Intermediation in the web of serviceable disposabfitominated by the dianoetic
exploitation of the aesthetic, through an instrumental uniigoalThis use-full intermediation cannot
attain a fully ethical comportment vis a vis the good efdther, or indeed of self, despite the surface
pervasiveness of self-interest. Its necessity viis @nagmatic affairs is governed by useful expedience
rather than excellence beyond expedience. Its relafiwizaf the good to use values is dissembling,
since a complete occlusion of inherent ends would precigtateexorable slide towards nihilism.”
189 BB 435; EB 416-17, 444.

BB 434: “The community of distracted desire emerges fituerfrustration of any univocal formation
of human self-transcendence.”

BB 434: “Desire excites itself beyond univocal satisfactmn,perplexes itself in this self-activation.”
19EB 416-17.

BB 435: “What if we pluralize such restless beings?...lilhgs serve desire’s satisfaction, but since
there is no real satisfaction, they really do noteeatisfaction but the endless arousal of
dissatisfaction. Each member of this community istielH, but for itself in a manner that does not
really take the other as other into account, except inagfthe other is for the self.”
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while there is no satisfactidii* In the end, the empty and craving self in thetexn
of such a community—seeking but not finding satisém in the otherwise worthless
and purposeless others in the community—can ol desersion or distraction from
itself 1% Thus, the community of serviceable disposabitifyin the end, a community
of distracted desire.
§3. The Community of Erotic Sovereignty

With the community of erotic sovereignty comes engaunity that values
excellence beyond utility—there are self-justifyiexcellences to be sought that are at
once supreme and uselé¥%.This seeking after higher (“sovereignty”) excetie is
also a seeking for self-fulfillment (“erotic** In the community of erotic
sovereignty, such a seeking results in a commufisglves seeking to achieve
wholeness through an ascent to self-mastera community that gives selves back
to themselves as autonomdd$.In this kind of community, there is a respecttfoe
other—a companionship with other sovereigns (orld/be sovereigndj—such that

one comes to oneself through the other's recogritfoThus, the community of

191 BB 437; EB 443.

192EB 443,

BB 436: “The selves of distracted desire are the fnostd beings, for our diversions reach an empty
satiation where we know ourselves simply as disgust witfi se

193 EB 444: “To be sovereign is to approach the supreme aelsss beyond serviceable
disposability. It is useless but as such more supremelylugefives use the self-justifying
excellences the network of serviceable disposabilityslagnd without which the whole seems finally
pointless.... This worth beyond serviceable disposabilitytake different forms. Examples: the worth
of a work of art, beyond the instrumental work ruled Bglaema of means: there is something
sovereign about the great artist or work.”

194BB 439.

19°BB 440, 544.

BB 441: “Our self-relating sociability must win through to @hiaved integrity of self in the between.
There it is together with other selves, also engaged iadbenture of integrity. The community of
erotic sovereignty is the community of such achieving whbles

195 BB 439, 448-49.

197 BB 440: The sovereign self “breathes freedom in the emiopship of other such sovereigns.
Self-assertion is not the point, nor is domination. A seiga self is at home with itself and at home
with other sovereign selves.”

198 BB 439: “Self-transcending comes to rest on the othatshare comes to look at itself from the
point of view of the other. Put differently, the othemtithe self mindfully back to itself, offers it a
way to be at home with itself.... Through the other | comeecognize myself; through the other’s
recognition | come to self-recognition.”
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erotic sovereignty is, at its best, a communitjusfice that celebrates immanent
excellences—often in the person of the H&foThe gains of the community of erotic
sovereignty over the community of serviceable digiility and distracted desire
include the recognition, first, of the infinite e¥ge of worth in the human self and,
second, of the co-implication of the self with titber—of self-relation as being
dependent on other-relatié?. However, there is danger implicit in the commyiit
erotic sovereignty—namely the danger of a dialettiatalism, a larger wholeness as
absorbing, subsuming, and thus forgetting otherrssgularity, infinitude, exces8*
Ultimately, erotic sovereignty in itself cannotlfuincorporate the religious extremes
of the idiot self (in its intimacy with the divirether) and the religious community of
agapeic servic®? The community of erotic sovereignty does, howekaxe the

potential (in recognizing singularity, othernessdinitude and religious ultimacy) to

199BB 453.

EB 339: “Erotic sovereignty, qualified by openness to tandence as higher than itself, can show us
the glory of the world. In the upbuilding of communitiegustice, sovereigns who have come into a
maturity of self-possessed freedom, are essentialy @le essential to show us something of the
realized promise of immanent excellence: such are lrerexemplars - originals to imitate, paragons
to emulate.”

20 BB 443-45.

201 BB 445-49.

BB 446: “In the most inclusive of communities, there Ww#l no real other at all, only the absolute
whole mediating with itself in its other, which is ornigelf again in its otherness.”

BB 447: “The essential danger of dialectical totalisra,might say, is in giving a wrong priority to the
notion of the whole over the excess of the infinite.”

EB 479: “Sovereignty is inseparable from the bewitchméidals. Social power casts its spell of self-
mediation in the other: the sovereign as ‘other’ is invkgtith social power's own self-fascinating
infinity, the implicit infinite self-love of social wilvilling itself, rival to God in its general eros to be
causa sul’

EB 481: “The metaxological view demands a plurality of mediatemgers of power to prevent the
social intermediation of erotic sovereignty from the progseeking to become the one absolute
center that seeks to ingest all others, subjecting thétsetbas mirrors of itself.”

202 EB 481: “What cannot be absolutely incorporated into the pofvite ascendent sovereign? At one
extreme, there is the idiot self - the void, you mightsapetimes, the indeterminate source of
innerness that is never exhausted by any determination, titsudgterminate existence be in bondage
to them. The idiot is not absolute solitude, but is interntedigrior to determinate mediation: God is
in the immanence of the soul....This idiot extreme pointsaather religious extreme, namely, the
community that tries to live in the between in lighttsfacknowledged metaxological relation to the
divine: in light of the generous finitude of its being, gitka goodness of the "to be," out of nothing
and for nothing but the good of being. This is the religimmraunity of agapeic service that enacts
the intermediation of the good beyond erotic sovereigntymethically likening itself to the
generosity of the agapeic origin. If at the first extreametic sovereignty gives way to mystical
consent, at the second extreme the festival of a commumioyees a sacramental drama.”
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open onto a different, agapeic kind of community-theesdialectical to the
metaxologicaf®®
84. The Community of Agapeic Service

For Desmond, the ethos as the intermediating contynahself-mediating
wholes, is full of, “criss-crossed by,” agapeicatein—given to be and giving to
others?®* The ethos as the community of being (metaphylgicahsidered) holds
within it the promise of the human community of pg@& service (ethically
considered§® In this highest of ethical communities, thera igenerous serving—a
giving of oneself beyond self-interest, even togbent of sacrifice (here service
includes the possibility of suffering) to the ottasrworthy or good in itséf®—in
which the self is centered beyond itself, decedtereex-centered, so as to result in a
fundamentally other- or community-oriented S8If.

In his understanding @fgapeic communitipesmond presents an
understanding of communigs metaxologicalas at once exceeding and preserving—
teleologically suspending, transfiguring—the eretif a closed dialectic) that

includes both disinterest and interest, agape eos] sacrifice and reciprocity. The

23 BB 443, 448-49; EB 161, 506.

BB 490: “When sovereignty does not close on itselfp@aer can become releasing rather than
domineering....This is the fulfillment of the original powédibe@ing that reaches its richest truth to
itself in the service of agapeic being.”

204BB 451; EB 476.

EB 161: “We are returned to the ethos in terms of itsgxiss-crossed by the agapeic relatjdoy its
being from the origin the promise of the agapeic commuwiiigh, given the internal complexity of its
participants, is quickly stressed this way, that way,iadeed stressed into a distress where the agapeic
relation becomes incredible. We need metaxological ethiceak® sense of the service of the other in
the agapeic relation.”

2°EB 161.

EB 162: “The agapeic relation suggests a promise alieady work in order for community, in a more
overt, determinate sense, to be constituted. The ethospsaimése of the agape of being.”

HG 181: “The spirit of agapeic community seeks to be tioube promise of the given goodness of
being in creation and history.”

205 BB 450-53; HG 39.

207 BB 453: “Agapeic self-transcendence into the betwsemi a decentering so much as an
excenteringpf self. For the self is still a center, even whemakes its original energy of being
available for the other; it is centered eccentricaltyen within its own inward centering, it is
eccentric, since the inward otherness points beyond thelfaowards the other origin. The agapeic
self is centered beyond itself.”
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community is thus more fundamental than the indigidthough in a way that
specifically preserves the singularity, othernadiscy of the individual) both
ontologically and ethically. The genuine agapeiwisg is a selving beyond selving,
a potentially sacrificial giving from and unto comnity. Thus the unilateral moment
of the gift is to be but a momefit

This community of agapeic service is a communitfreédom, of agapeic
release—a community in which freedom is beyond dpenerely hoarded as
autonomous freedom for-self but is given to theepoéts (divine and human) others
have given one freedoffi’ This kind of community also entails in its agapsérvice
and release of the other a twofold idiocy—first,ilsimate and elemental community
with otherness even in idiotic inwardn&8snd, second, a love of the other as
irreplaceable in its idiotic singularity?

The community of agapeic service, for Desmond,digrsificant religious

resonances—such that such a community is seerylangerms of religious

298 |n this broader vision of agapeic community, Desmondiges resources to answer Badiou's
critique of agape and ethical consideration of the “other’tthgBadiou) levels against a Levinasian
position. Desmond provides an alternative account of sirigyldifference and relation in terms of a
metaxological community of being as the promise of agapginan community. See Badidtthics
passim.
299 BB 199, 448-90; PU 191.

Milbank likewise sees charity as giving forth anditgftbe freedom and singularity—but also
a sharing and blending in the midst of otherness—a relatithe midst of otherness. See Milbank,
Theology and Social Theqry. 422; MilbankBeing Reconciledpp. 121, 168.
21°BB 385, 456, 535.
EB 171: “This idiocy is an awakening. The community of beingasl comes to indeterminate
mindfulness in thénnerness of selvintpat is the mysterious coming to self in primal seifakening
to the "to be" - a coming that is of the essence to singalfirood and yet irreducibly communal, at
once a relation to itself and a relation to what is othéncludes a relation to self given to itself, not by
itself, but by the agape of the origin; and given tofitselt solely for itself, but in relation to all that is
other. The idiocy awakens to the agapeic relation. iShtse relation of community in which self-
relation and other-relatedness are always in togetherndsgeairreducible to each. The idiocy of
being good shows the agapeic relation coming to mindfslokgself in the irreducible singularity of
human innerness as itself, always from the origin, in itiyrwith what is other to itself.”
?11BB 542.
BB 456: “Agapeic service is a certain love of singijarWe do not see singularity as the opposite of
community. Instead love of the singular is the corcegtactment of agapeic community, which is a
being together with the goodness of the this, this beingiag,libis being in its being for itself. Put
otherwise, the community of agapeic service alone candlicg to the idiocy of selfhood. The latter
signals the radical intimacy to singularity that is tHenite worth of the human self.”
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community. As agape, as the divine gift of craatienables ontological community,
so does agape enable our agapeic service, ouripatibn in the broader agapeic
community. The agapeic generosity of the commuofitggapeic service is born of
gratitude to the origin for its generosf¥?,such that there is in agape a double service,
both ethical and religiou®?® Religious community consists in how the togetkesmn

of the divine and human transforms human comm@tityinstilling it with a
generous trust and patience (as one gratefullygrezes the origin’s trust and
patience in its creative release) that is not gjwip on the promise of the good in the
other?®® The love of the other in the community of agapseitvice—the giving (and
trusting and waiting on) even to the point of stiffg—is, in Desmond’s reckoning,
so difficult as to be not sustainable on our owths first, that it feels called forth by
superior transcendené¥ and, second, that we need help from beyond owsétvbe

equal to its calf*’ The end result of this kind of community is itstiphs a witness

?12EB 171, 220, 365, 507.

EB 217: “Generosity is born of a primal gratitude. Edh8prings from gratitude. This is lived in ethical
and religious service beyond autonomy. What is this serviéea willingness beyond will, beyond

will to power, beyond my will to power.”

EB 489: “A fundamental gratitude is resurrected, exprgdsself in an ethics of generosity towards
the frailty of beings in the between, human and nonhuman.”

23 EB 509: “Double service: God service, religious servigghbor service, ethical service. Service is
the word for the enactment of this love. The word too duigkthers into sentimentality, or into
cynicism under the leer of those grown old with jaded erdigihient. This is loss. Only love lives the
agape of being.”

24EB 171

EB 486: “Religious community binds togethes{igare - Augustine) the human and divine, and out of
this transforms the bonds holding humans together. dineas of social power undergo a
transformation which carries human power to the edge bfiitsanness. We understand power as
given all along, a gift from motiveless generosity, welttss goodness beyond the goodness of the gift,
rousing in community the vision of humans together living arcetbi generosity in finite image of the
ultimate generosity.”

*15BB 455; EB 510.

21°EB 197, 218.

EB 220: “The agape of being is first given to us, butanecalled to an agapeic being which is the
doing of living, in an ethics of gratitude to the origamd of generosity to self and other. The agape of
being intimates a fullness, but it is not being full of oife§#ne does nothing to merit it, and no
payment is exacted, for it offers itself simply ks tife of the good, a life we are to live. It has no
reason, beyond itself, which is to be beyond itself, in bitgsdf.”

2ITEB 217-19.

EB 217: “Is it possible for humans to sustain an ethiegapeic service? Extremely hard. We are
always drawn back into the being of selving as for-itself.”
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to and as a finite image of its agapeic originGofd’s agapeic generosity—this
divine service as lived out in ethical service tadvhe other and as enacted in divine

festivity, in religious celebration, in the agap}fleast*®

Desmond’s understanding of the metaxological natfisgapeicommunity
as embracing eros as well as agape sheds ligetcentrdiscussions of the nature of
the gift, of love and of reciprocity. Marion, folving a broadly Levinasian trajectory
(in a manner similar to Derrida and Caputo), regeetiprocity inasmuch as its
“economy” cancels out the agapeic gift as an exiperewithout returrf*® Milbank
(and Pickstock) advocate a kind of erotic recifggeeia gift-exchange that is more
true to the nature of the gift and of love. Agapaltimately fulfilled in a community,
apolis?*

The highest ethical selving for Desmond is thaagdpeic service and

suffering—here Marion (and Levinas and Derrida @aguto) would agree.

EB 219: “The life of agapeic service is impossible & are alone, and without the sustaining power of
the good as other. As | suggested before, the famibtiad and | think best word) for transcendence
itself is God. The fullest community with the good ifleeted in the openness of the metaxological
way towards God as ultimate other.”
EB 494: “Religious community is itself the appeal to the gawdHat help to be good. We cannot do it
on our own, as we cannot free ourselves from bewitchmeotioawn. To ask to be free from the idols
is to ask for the spiritual strength of a divine service.
218EB 452, 491, 495.
EB 165: “What is intimated in the arche here becomes comynariitumanity, itself now called to be
a concretion of agapeic community, and witness to the ultiaggtpeic source. This end is
participation in community with the arche, and hence idiliite form of the community of agapeic
service. This is the good we must seek to be, failinghaagad again, and beginning again and again, as
we must.”
EB 486: “We understand power as given all along, a gifofmotiveless generosity, motiveless
goodness beyond the goodness of the gift, rousing in cortyrtheivision of humans together living
an ethics of generosity in finite image of the ultimate gesigy.”

On religious community as imaging the agapeic origin, sitealik, Theology and Social
Theory p. 416; MarionThe Erotic Phenomenppp. 221-22.
219p0 168: The agape feast is “the essence of human $#lipiv—-the realized promise of the
metaxological community of being.”
EB 512: “Genuine feast days, days of festive being gperplic gifts of the agapeic good. The
consummate community is one of celebration, of our sotidaith the ultimate power, despite evil, in
our own good in its many forms, in our struggle to be sglddrom evils into which we fall,
celebration of the sweet gift of life, as well as tleage we seek facing the terrors of death. Rebirth to
the good of the elemental things is now celebrated.”
220 5ee MarionThe Erotic Phenomengpassim.
221 see PickstockAfter Writing passim; MilbankBeing Reconciledop. 153.
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However, this is not the end of the story for Destho.not is it the beginning of the
story. For, first, the enabling “beginning” or abtion for the possibility of such
agapeic selving is the given matrix of the metagimlal community of being in
general and the original self in particular, aretand, the end of agapeic giving,
service, suffering is beyond itself—it is the agap@mmunity of (mutual) service.
Love or charity is ultimately gratuitously receivedchange. The enabling
reciprocity of the intersubjective (ontological)emunity (the metaxological
community of being) is a precondition for the gift the gift (from the individual
perspective) is for reciprocity. Desmond’s workees Milbank’s observation that
one must think in terms of ontology, of metaphysiossee this—thus Marion’s more
restricted, though correct as far as it goes (whiaiot far enough), vision of
individual gift-giving as enabled by a prior ag&pe The unity of agape and eros that
appears in Marion’s work involves not as much treader (“erotic”) reciprocities of
the community but the fulfilment and pleasure tisgbart of the “one love”™—the
latter, however, if one thinks metaphysically, opento the former as its wherfé@.
In seeing the unilateral moment of the agapeicagiftiot theéelosof ethical
being (or being as such) but a moment within tleaber and more fundamental
reality of the agapeic community, Desmond recognias does Milbank, that the
internal, individualpsychemust be properly oriented within the exterpalis—agape
must be oriented beyond egotism and self-sactifisard the communal (agapeic)

“feast.” Thus, genuine agape (viewed from the teogerspective of the

222 5ee MilbankTheology and Social Theqry. 416. Milbank, “Can the Gift be Given?” p. 137. See
Marion, The Erotic Phenomengpassim.
223 Marion, The Erotic Phenomenppp. 220-21.
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metaxological community) is not a pure gift butwaifsed gift-exchange. Here,
human community is realizing the promise of thenaii community of being**

Milbank describes this broader, genuine agapeiawonity in terms of an
asymmetrical reciprocity or an “aneconomic econoimyhich gifts are given and
returned non-identically (asymmetrically). Marigives a qualified affirmation of
this kind ofnon-identical reciprocity, “a reciprocity that istoof phase *°

Speaking theologically, between Fall and Consunonatiin our fallen
state—the present human embodiment of true comgnwilit as not yet perfected,
be saturated with giving without returning, witimgee that is a suffering (in the
present), yet it is precisely this willingness teeg to serve, to suffer that is necessary
for (is a condition for the possibility of) truemonunity. In this between-time, alas,

theecclesiais born (cannot be born but) through a cross.

224 see MilbankTheology and Social Theqrpp. 408-9; MilbankBeing Reconciledpp. 148-49.
Milbank, “Can the Gift Be Given?” p. 131, 145.
%5 see MilbankBeing Reconciledop. 46-7, 148, 152; MariofThe Erotic Phenomengpp. 204-5.
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PART Two: ETHICS WITH/OUT METAPHYSICS

Having summarized William Desmond'’s conceptiontbics, | will now turn
to examine how this conception provides a vialtierahtive to that represented in the
work of John D. Caputo. Desmond’s position casden as a viable alternative
based on three points. First, Desmond’s posigabie taanswerCaputo’scritique
of ethics by showing that the understanding ofosthepresented in Desmond’s work
is not guilty of the errors that Caputo levels agaethics as such. Second,
Desmond’s position is able to genuinaydresshe motivatingconcernghat can
seen to be animating Caputo’s treatment of ethitsrd, Desmond’s position is able
to be used taritique theconclusionf Caputo’s own (de)constructive proposals
regarding how to think about ethics.

Section I: Desmond as Answering Caputo’s Critique foEthics
81. Dependence on Metaphysics

Caputo’s first critique of ethics regards its degemce upon metaphysits.
The basic problem with ethics for Caputo is tha thased upon metaphysics and
functions toward the same end—to give (false) btaho life. Ethics seeks to
elevate its knowledge of its subject matter throoggtaphysics—it is “a (certain)
metaphysics (of morals), a metaphysics chargedwiking obligation safe*®’
Caputo thus sees ethics, as dependant on faildds(inew) metaphysics for its
ground, to end up being groundIé&s.

Desmond'’s conception of ethics can be seen to artkigecritique. Whereas
Caputo sees (true) ethics and metaphysics as tdfiyrdistinct and thus sees their

intermingling in terms of ethics being infecteddpecessarily suspicion-arousing

226 5ee Chapter One, Part Two.
227 Radical Hermeneutics, 73.
228 pgainst Ethic®4-25, 237.
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foreign (onto-theological) agent, Desmond seesdttats and metaphysics are
inseparable and should not, and indeed cannotivbeced from one anothéf® As
metaphysics cannot be divorced from the ethicalmemphysics entails an ethical
valuing of being and desire for, even love of 1ftft—so ethics cannot be divorced
from the metaphysical as ethics is dependent oaphgsics, in that it entails an
understanding of the relation between being andigess, of what it means be
good®' and of what is good or valuable or of worth inrtgéi>—particularly when it
comes to that of human beinjs. Being and goodness, for Desmond, are related to
each other—not in terms of any simple univocal idieation (the elevation of ethical
knowledge that Caputo wants to avoid) or equiveeglaration (that Caputo
advocates)—hbut in terms of such metaxological i@lator intermediations as the
promiseof goodness in being (especially regarding huneind)*** being’sintimacy
with the good®® and being'shospitalityto the good>®
82. A System of Universal Rules

Caputo’s second critique of ethics concerns itgiageo be a system of
universal rules. Ethical systems, like and as pistsics, privilege a kind of static
unity—finding a fixed point of reference to absobkthical reflection from the
arbitrariness of existence so as to provide aetaindation for ethical relations.

Such ethical system-making thinks that ethicalterise permits formulations in hard

229py 87, 223, 227; AT 235.

29pQ 163; PU 87, 108-9, 149, 177.

31 pQ 344; BB 509; PU 39, 223; EB 18.

#2p0 160-61, 183, 189.

PO 160: “The ethical is an articulation of being as gtivel,charge of being in us that we become,
actualize, the given promise of the good.”

PO 161: “We value according to an ontological sense ofjbédie self-knowledge of which we often
lack.”

2% pQ 160, 187; PU 227.

%P0 160; PU 192; AT 235; EB 17, 51, 162.

2% BB 535; NDR 44; EB 21.

20 AT 235.

NDR 44: “One of the richest ways of speaking of [beinglild be to say: it is hospitable to the gift of
the good. It is enveloped by a light of worth. The mleyaical milieu, the ontological ethos of our
philosophizing, requires reflection in terms of this|eetion on this hospitality of being to the good.”
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irrevocable rules—in “universal, rational, or natiuaws.”*’ The problem with such
ethical laws and principles is that they, in Cajsugstimation, cannot speak to
individuals making particular choices in particuituations> for ethical existence
is entangled in such a situation of groundlessrsdsgularity, particularity, novelty,
transcendence and incomprehensibility that reaisgskind of universal ethical
rule?*®

Desmond’s conception of ethics can be seen to aritigecritique in several
ways. First, Desmond’s conception of ethics does not advazaiemple, static unity
but a dynamic plurality—a plurivocal ethics. Thesea plurality of ethical potencies
referring to the plurivocal ontological promiselb®ing in the human self—the
dynamic endowment out of which the self devef8sDesmond’s conceptions of
ethical selvings and ethical communities are plaractments of freedom—different
kinds of freedom, different kinds of self-transcende®** Secondethics for
Desmond is not about formulating hard irrevocahbles as much as it is about
naming the constanciesdthe fluidities that are operative in ethical esiste.
Certain ethical potencies focus on the intelligitdgularities or constancies (such as
the dianoetic and the transcendental) while otfuenss on the more equivocal
fluidities (such as the aesthetic and the eudaestionof life such that there is a
plurivocity describing the complexities of our ethi situatior?**> Even within this
plurivocity, there can be no complete univocal dateation of the constancies (and

such is to be guarded agairf$). Third, Desmond’s ethics gives special attention to

237«Beyond Aestheticism” 66-6 Radical Hermeneutic212.
238 Radical Hermeneutic38-39, 104-5Against Ethics73.
239 pgainst Ethicsl4. More Radical Hermeneutick73.
9B 10.
241 EB 269: “If the freedom that ferments in ethical selvimgat univocal but plurivocal, it follows
that there are different freedoms, corresponding to difféoemtations of self-transcending.”
242
EB 79, 191.
*%EB 11, 196.
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the singularity—to the idiocy—inherent in ethickhe human self, for Desmond, is
characterized by an idiotic singularity, a singufgegrity, an original unto itseff* It
is out of this singularity that the plural promisiethe self—in terms of potencies,
selvings and communiti#&—unfolds toward the highest (agapeic) selvings and
communities in which the singulatheris valued and loved in its unique and
irreplaceable singularit§°
8§3. Faithful Neither to Life Nor to the Other

Caputo’s third critique of metaphysics concerngaikire to be faithful to life
or to the other. First, (metaphysical) ethicsasfaithful to life in that it gives a false
stability or safety to life and thus ends up makKight of life’s difficulty.?*’ Second,
ethics, as building upon and complicit in faithlesstaphysics, is not faithful to the
other. Within metaphysical ethics, ethical exiseewith and toward the other—in all
of its risk and difficulty—is supplanted with a kirof abstract knowledge. Life (and
obligation) is more difficult and risky than ethis®uld allow?*®

Desmond’s conception of ethics can be seen to arkigecritique in several
ways. First, regarding the charge of not being faithful te libesmond presents the
descriptive goal of his ethics not as making fabsity and “safety” in our ethical
decisions as much as intelligently dwelling in étkos as it is—with all of its
ambiguities and equivocities—with the aid of metagaal metaphysicsSecond
regarding the same charge, the more prescriptileecdi Desmond’s ethics (in his

understanding of the “higher” selvings and commas)tsees the better ethical

>*4pO 361; BB 380-83, 397; EB 170-71, 186.

>>BB 377, 384; 57.

2°BB 410-11, 542.

BB 456: “Agapeic service is a certain love of singtyjarWe do not see singularity as the opposite of
community. Instead love of the singular is the comcegiactment of agapeic community, which is a
being together with the goodness of the this, this beingiag,libis being in its being for itself. Put
otherwise, the community of agapeic service alone candlicé to the idiocy of selfhood. The latter
signals the radical intimacy to singularity that is tHeite worth of the human self.”

247 Against Ethicst, 97.

248 pgainst Ethicst.

168



dwelling as precisely that which is the most difftcand least safe—agapeic service
to the other even to the point of suffering thagadifficult as to be unsustainable on
one’s own?*® Third, regarding the charge of infidelity to the otH2esmond’s ethics
is shot through with precisely the ideal of relgtio the other as a good in itself. The
process of selving is ultimately oriented towardrgermediation with otherness
beyond self-mediation—seen in the way the highen$oof selving consist of being
opened beyond oneself toward the other and the eorahmn a compassionate
willingness to suffering with and for the otté?. In the highest of ethical
communities, there is a generous serving—a givireneself beyond self-interest to
the other as worthy or good in its8ff—in which the self is centered beyond itself so
as to result in a fundamentally other- or communitented self>* Fourth,

Desmond recognizes the abiding difficulty of raigtio the other in the way in which
the other keeps getting co-opted in human selumgc@mmunity. Desmond’s
metaphysical ethics gives some explanation of hadwehy this is difficult in terms

of kinds of willing, freedom and desire dominantlifferent selvings and their

concomitant communities.

Section II: Desmond as Addressing Caputo’s Motivatig Concerns
Behind Caputo’s critique of ethics and his moretpasalternative to
(metaphysical) ethics, there can be seen to baigeriotivating concerns. First,

Caputo is concerned to avoid elevating the knowdeafgethical guides, norms or

#9EB 197, 217-20.

EB 217: “Is it possible for humans to sustain an ethiegapeic service? Extremely hard. We are
always drawn back into the being of selving as for-itself.”

>0 BB 450, 454; PU 151; EB 223, 365-67.

1 BB 450-53; HG 39.

52 BB 453: “Agapeic self-transcendence into the betwsemi a decentering so much as an
excenteringpf self. For the self is still a center, even whemakes its original energy of being
available for the other; it is centered eccentricalEven within its own inward centering, it is
eccentric, since the inward otherness points beyond thelfaewards the other origin. The agapeic
self is centered beyond itself.”
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laws to a falsely absolute status. Second, Capuoncerned to avoid supplanting
genuine, difficult ethical existence with such egliguides, norms or laws (falsely
elevated). By avoiding these two negatives, Capeéks, | think, to address a more
basic positive concern. This is a concern to beekband faithful to life and to the
other—and to do so by having a way of thinking tkahvolved in the relation to the
other in its particularity and difference toware #nd of directing one toward the
difficulty of such a relation. Caputo’s own altative to ethics, hipost-metaphysical
ethics “against ethics,’Is intended to be just such a way of thinking tkdaithful to
the other.

Desmond, however, addresses these concerns frostepinysical
perspective. First, Desmond’s view of ethics asatbvating knowledge of ethical
guides to a falsely absolute status. Desmonddellaconcerned with seeking to be
true to the given situation in its complexity arldrplity. There are, again, both
constanciegand equivocities/fluidity in our ethical existené®. Beyond any simple
gesture of fluxiber alles Desmond suggests more of a true plurivocity inctvh
different potencies focus on the constancies anerston the fluidities. Even when it
comes to his more prescriptive agapeic ideal, Deshmnot focused on ethical rules
as much as a more holistic vision of better/higledvings and communities. One
wonders how to envision a LeviNietzschean communiiynpossible
responsibility—of groundless, nihilist pure givinG:an one even think of it as a
community?

Second, Desmond’s view of ethics avoids supplargeruine, difficult
ethical existence with such ethical guides/lawssulDesmond likewise wants a

vision of ethics that tries to deal with life irs itthical fullness. He wants, and

33ER 79, 191.
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presents, not a set of laws but a more holistiorisf multiple potencies, selvings

and communities that describes our ethical reality gives us some direction toward
a better way of being and relating to those araxsidDesmond’s ethics has a similar
view of the degree of difficulty involved in geneirthical existence as that of Caputo
inasmuch as it has the same high ideal of agapeitce and even suffering for the
other. One wonders if, within Caputo’s framewaathical existence so bereft of any
funding source or community is so difficult as ®impossible. How can one think

of one’s ethical existence as impossible withoetligps through a strange, subtle
deconstructive yet abstractly speculatghebuny abandoning it, or at least
abandoning any thought of it?

Third, Desmond'’s view of ethics is a way of thindiabout ethical existence
that is faithful to the other. In Desmond’s visi@gapeic love of and giving to the
other as good and valuable in itself is the higheshe ideal. Agapeic selving
realizes the promise of the other selviftjsHowever, this agapeic service and
freedom toward the other in its singularity as Wwgrand good is, for Desmond, based
on a certain metaphysical understanding of the muse# and of the metaxological
community of being. Our agapeic being is both atological reality—in the sense
that one is freely given to be for oneself anddibrers—and a regulative ideal—in the
sense that there is an ethical call to fulfill gremise of our being in giving to the
other?®® Agapeic being toward the other is an ethical tngkhat is in harmony
with the metaphysical understanding of the comnyuniitbeing as metaxological.
There is a “why” for Desmond’s ethics rooted in tfaure of the “others” around
(within, above) us. In comparison, it seems thayp@o’s “why” is emptied, is as

empty as the “other” about whom/which we can sagtéphysics) only enough to

54BB 410-11.
35pyY 119, 157-58, 195; EB 197.
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demand our utter obligation. One can reasonablydeoif this saying is truly

enough to make (reasonably) such demands.

Section lll: Desmond’s Metaphysically Informed Alternative to Caputo’s
“Ethics Without (Metaphysical) Ethics”

In addition to answering Caputo’s critiques of ethand addressing Caputo’s
motivating concerns, Desmond provides a metaphlyaltanative to Caputo’s
alternative to metaphysical ethics. In other wpBssmond'’s ethics can be presented
as a viable and indeed preferable alternative mués post-metaphysical “ethics
without ethics.” Beyond answering Caputo’s moiivgtconcerns arguably better
than Caputo’s own system, Desmond’s thought caumsbd to critique/locate many of
Caputo’s main points and strong conclusions.

81. Heterology

Post-metaphysical ethics—as an ethics (a way okifgy about relating to the
other) without ethics (ethical systems)—seeks ttatibful to the other Caputo
describes such a faithful ethics in terms of aroétgy. Caputo summarizes such a
heterological ethics using Augustine’®ilige, et quod vis fde—“Love, and do what
you will.”?®® This follows the dual trajectory of the heterotayf the project of
radical hermeneutics, that of heteronomislitige) and heteromorphisne{ quod vis
fac).”>’ Heteronomisnis the sober, self-effacing posture of being respe to the
call of the other and the call to lowgil{ge) the other—of placing one in the position
of a “non-coercive heteronomiy>® Ethical heteronomism takes the form of
obligation, such that a post-metaphysical ethics is an etiiobligation.

“Obligation,” Caputo argues, “is what is importattout ethics, what ethics contains

%6 pgainst Ethicgtl, 121-22. Caputo cites the Augustine quote from Augustiiemmentary on the
First Epistle of John, in Migne, Patrologia Latina, ¥, B. 2033.

57 pgainst Ethicgil, 121.

%8 pgainst Ethicst2-43, 55, 61More Radical Hermeneuticks6.
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without being able to contaif>® Such heteronomic obligation finds expressionrin a
“hyperbolic” sensitivity to the oth&t’—a radical partiality to the singular, individual
other that is before orfé" This privileging of radical, ineffable, unantieiged
singularity in obligation entails a deeper awarsr&fdifference—of the other as
other?®? Heteromorphisnis the more Dionysiac posture of celebrating déffee ét
quod vis fagas multiplicity and diversiﬁ?S—a nonexclusionary egalitarianism that
seeks “to let many flowers bloori® Caputo describes ethical heteromorphism as a
letting be, a “generalize@elassenheitwhich lets “all things be what and how they
are” and seeks to be maximally nonconstraining—procegtin such a way as to
keep as many options open as possifﬁ%.Ultimately, a properly heterological, post-
metaphysical ethics must come around to includk tia heteronomic Rabbi and the
heteromorphic Dionysiat.

Desmond'’s ethics is likewise a kind of heterolagg/uding both heteronomic
and hetermorphic elements. Desmond’s ethics dis@dmetaphysical) ethical
heteronomisnin several waysFirst, Desmond likewise sees love in terms of an
agapeic service that is something beyond autonomiyeealom that both recognizes
it is given from (dependent upon) the other and liisepowers to give to othef®
SecondDesmond likewise sees an agapeic, heteronomsiquefor the other as the

core of ethics, but this is based on his metapbysite agapeic decentering of the

self is due to the double excess or otherness ichvagapeic selving is opened and

259 Against Ethicsl8.

2604Good News” 266.

261 Against Ethicsl91, 225.

62 More Radical Hermeneutick?5, 179Against Ethics74-75, 246Demythologizing Heidegger96-
206.

263 Against Ethicsi2-43, 61, 121-22.

%64 0On Religion62; Radical Hermeneutic854-55, 260, 288Against Ethics39.
2% Radical Hermeneutic288.

266 Radical Hermeneutic858-59, 264Against Ethic#i1, 121.

267 Against Ethics$4-65.

%3 BB 199; CWSC 40; EB 34, 161.
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attends—to the inward excess/otherness of thenatigelf in which the self is given
to be by another (not self-generatitffgrand to its willingness to be for the otfiétits
willingness to be put in the relative position @aade vulnerable in service to the
other®’* Third, Desmond'’s conception of agapeic selving and conityentails a
love and a recognition of the worth of the otheirgeplaceable in its idiotic
singularity?’? This valuing of the singular is based on Desmsmaétaphysical
conception of the genuine plurality and the unigugularity and inherent worth of
selves as beings within the community of béifig.

Desmond'’s ethics displays an ethibateromorphisnin several ways as well.
First, agapeic selving and agapeic community entairicefreedom and release.
Agapeic “freedom toward” is a creative freedom thiges freedom—a true self-
transcendence that is not exhausted by autononetfudeserminatiort’* It is an
agapeic releas€ in which the self is released toward the other-rgeible to affirm
and consent to the other as having value and vimeRkcess of the other’s usefulness
for the seff’>—and the other is released from the §€lfSeconglthis agapeic release
is a “letting be”—a kind of Gelassenheit?’® This letting the other be expresses the

passio essendif human being in its primal receptivity—its suffe the giverf’

Third, there is, again, a plurality entailed in Desmarzbnception of the ethical

259 BB 406, 410.

2’BB 408, 414; PU 70, 144.

' DDO 164, 167, 190; CWSC 41, 51; EB 169, 192, 217-18.

2"2BB 410-11; 542.

BB 456: “Agapeic service is a certain love of singijarWe do not see singularity as the opposite of
community. Instead love of the singular is the corcegtactment of agapeic community, which is a
being together with the goodness of the this, this beihgiag), this being in its being for itself. Put
otherwise, the community of agapeic service alone candlicg to the idiocy of selfhood. The latter
signals the radical intimacy to singularity that is tHite worth of the human self.”

73 BB 188; EB 186-88.

2" EB 347, 353-54, 362, 510.

2’>BB 410; PU 191, 196; CWSC 40.

2P0 202; PU 193; EB 137, 201.

2’ BB 261; PU 147.

2’8 BB 410; PU 191, 196; CWSC 40.

2P0 286; BB 6; PU 20, 255; En 131; EB 219, 367-68.
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potencies, selvings, and communities. This is,dw@s, not sheer plurality—at least
with the selvings and communities there is a kihdierarchy such that the
heteronomic (the agapeic) guides and structurekagtexomorphic (the plural selvings
and communities). The higher, heteronomic agagelidngs realize the promise of
the plural other selving®® Such an hierarchy is necessary if one wants\e hay
(agapeic or heteronomic) ideal. This sort of higlg (of the heteronomic over and
maintaining the heteromorphic) is supported by D&si's metaphysics in that the
highest selvings and communities are those thatupekerstand, live out and dwell in
the reality of the self (as given and self-transiieq) and the metaxological
community of being.
§2. Post-Metaphysical Ethics: Minimalism

Caputo’s post-metaphysical ethics is also a mirishathics. A post-
metaphysical ethics proceeds from the foundatisrii@sndation of radical
hermeneutics—it takes place in the withdrawal of d@eper grounding or
metaphysical certificatioff> Such an ethics is, as following the project cfical
hermeneutics, a minimalism—seeking a maximally fopad undetermined” and
“weak and nonconstraining” notion of the GdB88.The one regulative principle, that
of obligation, is simply an “event” or “happeningf obligation. “Obligation,”
Caputo writes, “happens’—and this happening is gdtess, in a void, without any
evident further “why.?®3
Desmond parts with this kind of minimalism insolfer sees metaphysics as

being valuable, if not necessary, for ethics. dadtof seeing ethics and/or obligation

to the other as being foundationless, Desmond sig¢fee foundation of a

20BB 410-11.

281 Against Ethics87; Radical Hermeneutic36, 239.
282 Radical Hermeneutic857;Against Ethics33, 41.
283 pgainst Ethics, 14, 25, 192, 225, 237.
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metaphysical conception of the self and of comnyuest providing a guide for seeing
which selvings and communities dwell in a closdatien to the primal ethos, the
metaxological community of being. The agapeic sedin ontological reality, in the
sense of being freely given to be for itself anddtihers, andecause of this reality
is also a regulative ideal, in the sense of ethdadlto fulfill the promise of our being
in serving or giving to the othé# This service entails a difficult laying of thefse
open to the other and to the reality of the metagichl between—as itself saturated
with giving without returrf®> One’s generous agapeic regard for and obligatidhe
other does not happen without a why, but becaligeatitude. Gratitude generates
within one, charges one with, a generosity towhedctthe?%—recognizing our
giftedness, our givenness from the generous o#met inetaphysics for Desmond
endeavors to map this communal and ontologicaitygalve in turn give to the other
as we have been given to—with a self-transcendiegtwity giving to the other and
not asking for retur®’
83. Post-Metaphysical Ethics: Ethical Repetition

Central to Caputo’s post-metaphysical ethics isdba of ethical repetition.

This ethical repetition is the task of becomings®eieas an ethical self in the midst of

%py 119, 157-58, 195; EB 197.

%5 EB 217-18.

EB 161: “We are returned to the ethos in terms of itsgxiss-crossed by the agapeic relatjdoy its
being from the origin the promise of the agapeic commuwiiigh, given the internal complexity of its
participants, is quickly stressed this way, that way,iadeed stressed into a distress where the agapeic
relation becomes incredible. We need metaxological ethiceak® sense of the service of the other in
the agapeic relation.”

?%°EB 177, 220.

EB 168-69: “We are grateful for the generosity of the gdoamd we respond to this with thanks, and
with thanks lived as a form of existence. For it isordly the generosity of the giver that is important
but the generosity of the receiver. We are the recgiaerd, strangely, it is the generosity of the other
that possibilizes our comportment of generosity towardstther. Generosity entails no servile
reception or abjection before the other. In fact, the otherierosity does more than occasion our
gratitude; it charges us with the living of generosity.

EB 217: “Affirming is consent tgift. Generosity is born of a primal gratitude. Ethics springsfr
gratitude. This is lived in ethical and religious servicedmglyautonomy. What is this service? It is a
willingness beyond will, beyond will to power, beyond my walpower.”

?87 BB 407; EB 354-56.
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the flux of existence without the knowledge of amipr guide or foundatiof£® In
ethical repetition the individual seeks to constifuo produce the self in relation to
the othe®® Ethical repetition also presses toward a priilégy the other that is at
once a de-centering the self. Ethical repetitimineed of the othéf® Thus, ethical
repetition deconstructs its own project, in thadider to achieve itself it has to
become something else. This “something else™g/perbolic” ethics—a religious
ethics—that is even further purified of metaphysits thus that an awareness of the
difficulty of ethical life leads one to the userefigious language.

Desmond likewise sees ethics as entailing a sirbédaoming of a self as
Caputo describes in his ethical repetition but inithe context of a metaphysical
understanding of the selFirst, Desmond describes the self in terms of selving—of
processes and projects of becoming. The self megsagally understood in
Desmond’s terms of “original selfhood” is an origiimg or becoming self. The
original self (as constitutive of the being of gwdf) is the “indeterminate locus of
selving” (the self as becoming and developifig)Thus, for Desmond, the
metaphysical conception of the self is not in opmsto the thought of a self that is
in a process of becomingecondthe agapeic self is a self that has been deazhter
has undergone an “unselving,” and re-centered witbmmunity?®> This
decentering or “unselving” that is at the summietfical selving comes about
through aragapeic releas&® in which the self is released toward the other-rgei

able to affirm and consent to the other as havalgezand worth in excess of the

288 Radical Hermeneutic7, 21, 28-30, 58; “Kierkegaard, Heidegger” 207, 209-10.
89 Radical Hermeneutic30, 58; “Kierkegaard, Heidegger” 207.

290 padical Hermeneutic30.

291 BB 381.

292 8B 409, 453; CWSC 41.

293 BB 410; PU 191, 196; CWSC 40.
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other’s usefulness for the s8ff—and the other is released from the §&IfThird,
this decentering involved in the process of ethisaloming suggests the advent of a
religious ethics in Desmond’s work as well. Thed@f the other in the community
of agapeic service is, in Desmond’s reckoning,iffecdlt such, first, that it is
manifest as needing to be called forth by superirscendence?® and, second, that
we need help from beyond ourselves to be equés wall>®’ Here, agapeic suffering
can be a kind ohskesis—a breakdown that strips the masks of false sedvititat
would be self-originating in their self-determiraatj to the first original self that is a
self given from an origin beyond the s&f. This highest selving comes to the limit
of ethics as regarding selving and moves towarddhgous—the self is opened
horizontally toward others in community as it isopd vertically toward the agapeic
origin.2%°
84. Strong Conclusions

For Caputo, being faithful to the other—being haradsut the situation in
which we find ourselves when it comes to our ethiektions—brings one hard upon
certain conclusions. THest conclusion is the denial of (the possibility of)

metaphysical knowledge of ethical guides. Thihésdenial of ethics inasmuch as it

2P0 202; PU 193; EB 137, 201.

295 BB 261: Agapeic being’s “self-transcendence is truly-saliscending, since there is a kind of
releasing reversabetween self and other: the self is othered such thattike istgiven a freedom of
being from the giving self.... The self-transcendence thatéversal of self is a giving of genuine
separateness to the other. Freedom is this separation.”

PU 147: “Agapeic mind makes a welcome in the manrepares the wafor the other to come to
self-manifestation. Preparing a way is making a space imithdle, a space for the freedom of the
other.”

2% EB 197, 218, 220.

2T EB 217-19.

2% EB 110, 367.

2DDO 174; EB 367, 377-78.

BB 415: The process of ethical selving is “the unfoldingedf from the elemental | of idiotic
inwardness is thus from the aesthetic passion of immedigoythe self-insistent | of self-will, through
the self-mediation of ethical will, to the religious passin which the | radically gives itself back to
the between and its origin.”

EB 377: “Ethics brings us to the limit of the ethicat determined by autonomy and erotic sovereignty.
At this limit a witness to something more is solicited.
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entails a metaphysical knowledge of ethical guiddse-enly acceptable ethics is one
that operates without metaphysics—that is, withbataforementioned “ethics.”
Post-metaphysical ethics sees that we act lackisgakable metaphysical
foundations and thus with a heightened awarenessrafisecurity—of our “fear and
trembling.®® We are, again, in a situation of undecidabiiitywhich we have to
make ethical decisions and judgments without ang guidelines that would answer
our questions ahead of tim¥. Thesecondconclusion is the denial of the possible
significance of metaphysics for ethical knowled@.en if one could have
metaphysical knowledge, it would be of no valuetfaly ethical living. Obligation
(true ethics) and metaphysical (not true) ethiesiacompatible. Obligation is the
core of ethics that metaphysical ethics is baset and betrays, that scandalizes
metaphysical ethics, and to which post-metaphysitats seeks to be faithfti?
Desmond’s work stands to critique these strong losians of Caputo’s “post-
metaphysical” alternative to ethics. The generigéibce is that the denials of
Caputo’s post-metaphysical ethics of obligationtateradical and that they go to
unnecessary extremes (specifically, the extrenzefalse either/or) in order to
address its motivating concerfstst, regarding the denial of the possibility of
metaphysical knowledge of ethical guides—regardimgimpossibility of ethics, for
Caputo, as following from the failure or impossilyilof metaphysics—Desmond
provides a powerful challend® Regarding the descriptive side of ethics demied i
this first conclusion: when it comes to the difliguand complexity of thinking of the
metaphysical foundations of ethics, Desmond sagslfiles of elements to be dealt

with, but this is complexity, not impossibility. Bmond’s “metaphysical guides” are

390 Radical Hermeneutic839;Against Ethics191.
301 Against Ethics3, 63.
302 Against Ethics, 18.
393 See Chapter Two, Part Two, Section Ill, §4.
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not determinate, univocal, metaphysical princifdesare metaxological—a
description of ethical life in terms of the pluptencies (some necessarily
indeterminate and some more determinate) and thialmoncrete descriptions of
projects of selving and being in community in theterrelation. Metaphysics is
involved, for instance, in seeing how there is witte singular self a plurality of
ethical potencies which refer to the plurivocaladogical promise of being in the
human self®* These potencies are the basic sources out ohwinécself comes to
reflect more determinately on the indeterminateashbvalue—out of which ethics
comes to dwell with the both the equivocities amel¢onstancies in the eths.
Regarding the prescriptive (the more properly ail?icside of ethics in this
first conclusion: It can be seen that, for Capuatetaphysical guides are supposed to
make the ethical life easier to navigate. Butesmond, his explicitly metaphysical
ethics entails as high a demand and difficultyhasideals in Caputo’s own vision
inasmuch as it has the same high ideal of agaperce and even suffering for the
other. Desmond'’s ethical ideal of agapeic beirgégh and difficult one, and
Desmond’s metaphysical ethics gives some explamaftilbow and why this is
difficult (regarding the various tensions and inaveded tendencies in the doubleness
of human desire and will coming to expression ffedent conceptions of freedom in
relation to the other). The love of the otherlia tommunity of agapeic service—the
difficult laying of the self open to the otf&tand the giving (and trusting and waiting
on) even to the point of suffering—is, in Desmon@eskoning, so difficult as to be

not sustainable on our own resources, such tfetlg called forth by superior

304 ERB 10.
305FR 79, 191.
306 ER 217-18.
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transcendenc€’ and that we need help from beyond ourselves &xbel to its
call 3°®

SecondDesmond likewise challenges Caputo’s denial efsignificance of
metaphysical knowledge for ethical life. Againistfudgment about the uselessness
of metaphysics for genuine ethical existence iethas how Caputo sees the two as
being fundamentally at odds. Caputo denies th@fgignce of metaphysics because
he has defined metaphysics in such a way thatatimig, or any serious engagement
with lived existence, would be allergic t6'$f. Ethics and metaphysics, for Desmond,
however, are inseparabf®. A metaphysical understanding of the self serges a
basis for Desmond’s more concrete understandirghaés in terms of different
“ethical selvings” and ethical communities. Thdgéerent determinate kinds of
selving and community derive, for Desmond, fromghen metaxological
community or ethos that is prior in the sense waascendental, metaphysical ground
that makes possible these different formationgtital community’** These
metaphysical foundations are significant for tHaaatl life in that Desmond’s
metaphysical understanding of community and ofse#lécoheres with and supports
precisely the kind of high regard for the othert tGaputo wants (extracted) from
ethics. For Desmond, a metaphysical understarafingality and the high and
difficult demand of the agapeic ideal are of a pie¢hey cohere harmoniously.

While for Caputo these two stand in stark contta&ach other, such that he and his

view of ethical obligation is “against ethics” imasch as ethics partakes of the

%7 EB 197, 218, 220.

S8 ER 217-19, 494.

39 See Chapter Two, Part Two, Section Ill, §4.

$19py 87, 223, 227; AT 235,

*'DDO 127; EB 197.

EB 200: “There is a given community of self and other thatigds the doing of the good in the ethos.
We do not first create metaxological community. It is givehatve are given in its given
betweenness is the freedom to realize more fully theisof agapeic transcending, in self-integrity
and forms of community that concretize its truth in thelevd
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poisoned well of metaphysics. But, in the en@aputo’s critique of metaphysics as
such, and any ethics tainted thereby, does notl-stas it does not in relation to
Desmond’s metaxological metaphysics and ethics—tihere is no good reason to
accept Caputo’s extreme, either/or, severanceimfitiy (about being, about reality)

and doing (good unto the other, as one ought).

182



CHAPTER FOUR: GOD AND RELIGION

This chapter will follow this plan: In Part Oneefmond’s understanding of
God (and of the nature of our understanding of Gwd) religion is systematically
presented. In Part Two, this vision of God and religion snepared to that of
Caputo; in so doing, Desmond’s conception is preskas a viable and indeed

preferable alternative to LeviNietzschean religigthout religion.

PART ONE: A PRESENTATION OF WILLIAM DESMOND’ S PHILOSOPHY OF
GoD AND RELIGION

Section I: God and the Modern Ethos

81. The Modern Ethos

Modernity has made religion and thought about Gadblematic. Clues to
this difficulty can be gleaned from an understagahthe modern ethos. The
modern ethos, for Desmond, is a reconfiguratiothefprimal etho$. This
reconfiguration has resulted in a “contraction”euation”/“neutering”/“degrading”
of the given ethos of being—an overly determinaig anivocal constriction of the
overdetermined “between” that has lost a feelierfullness of the ethds—that has
come to cut off mindfulness from the deeper, ovienaeinate resources of the primal

ethos, or the betweénThis modern deracination of the ethos finds essiom in a

! It should be noted that at time of the writing of this cegesmond’s definitive statement on God
and religion, hisSod and the Betweghas yet to be completed and published. What is hesemped
is, to the best of my understanding having read draf@oof and the Betwegenonsistent with this
forthcoming work.

2 AT 250.

®BB 71; NDR 46; EB 99, 167; AT 235.

AT 236: “Suppose such an ethos of ‘neutralization’ islfitan ontological contraction of the given
milieu of being as saturated with value.”

* EB 44-45; GEW 23; MC 9.

PO 228: “The order we make is grafted onto another ohdémte ourselves do not produce.”
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dualistic opposition between fact and value—a diirgy of being and goodne3s.
The modern instrumental mind—a will to a manipudabhivocity over the
uncertainty of what is not determinately intelligibseeking to have determinate
knowledge and control over beings—is driven by thialism® The dualism of fact
and value that drives instrumental mind comes toifestation in the two-fold
process of thebjectification of beingnd thesubjectification of valu¢ghat Desmond
describes as thelbuble faceof modernity.” On one face, being is objectified—the
“degraded” or “deracinated” world is a valuelestdarently worthless, “merely
empirical,” thereness constituting a universal na@i$m?® on the other face is the
subjectification of value that comes about as tieee“revaluation” of value in terms
of human self-determination and a projection ofieabnto the world so as to make
what is “there” valued as useful—an instrument—h@ self’ Thus, the instrumental
mind of the modern ethos is, for Desmond, “an uteguh child” that shuns or has
forgotten its own birth in the overdetermined amideirently valuable givenness of
being beheld in astonishment and contemplated irpgenuine speculative
philosophy—and has also, as a not at all unrelaaedllel, shunned and forgotten

God?°

® PO 158; BB 72, 103; AT 236, 248; BR 227; EB 24.

® PO 26, 121, 137, 158, 226, 306; PU 116, 195; EB 46.

BDD 760: “The general spiritual ethos is pervasively pratic and oriented to instrumental problem-
solving. We give our concern to things about which wedmasomething, where we seem able to will
it and bring them under some control.”

"HG 21-22; AOO 292; MC 3.

EB 41: “Modernity's shaping of the ethos grows out ofrd#tof equivocity, expressed in the
univocalizing mentality of dualistic opposition that produces aliévwy objectification of being on
one side, and a subjectification of value on the other.”

8 PO 158, 366; BB 71; AT 235-37; NDR 46; BR 227; EB 46, 99, H&2.

° AT 235-37; PO 333.

PO 353: “What is there, what ‘is,” has no intrinsic woktkgrth is merely an instrument of the
projecting self, already set in opposition to being. Ewt/¥alue distinction is an expression of this
ethical/ontological estrangement.”

BR 224: “If the world is worthless, we cannot stand a lless world, we must make it worthy,
worthy of us, and that means we must make it our instrument.”

PO 242; BHD 20; BB 14, 202, 204-5; BDD 738; BR 224; MC 11-12.
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§2. God and modernity

Modernity’s instrumental mind, with its dualistibjectification of being and
subjectification of value, leads to the problematetus of God in modernity. Divine
transcendence has become problematic and devalureddernity—such that there is
a modern “allergy to transcendencé.n the wake of modern fact/value dualism—of
its lost attunement to the richness of the betwese-world is stripped of signs and
traces of the divin& Desmond writes of the problem of God in moderititterms
of anantinomy of autonomy and transcenden@e relation between the two is an
antinomy such that in absolutizing one, one woaldtivize the othet® Modernity
has largely opted for absolutizing of human autopdgaving the strange animal of a
relativized transcendené®. Thus taking upon itself the mantle of absolutentee
modern self is made to be a double—as Desmond veayida false double—of
God’ What God remains is a relativized transcendemaesurvives as but a
projection of our own power—yet another inheremttyrthless instrument to be
wielded by us strangely diminishing sovereigns (@edosing our clothes? our mantle

borrowed from our fiction?) in our little war witheing® How then to speak of God

See Milbank’s understanding of the secular a modern invertsoan invention of pure power
with humanity functioning as a false double of God. Milharheology and Social Theqrghl
passim, pp. 13, 18.
'HG 4; AOO 271-72.
2 PR 108; GEW 16.
EB 167: “The loss of the ethos takes the form of the Heetdeath of God. And this is correct in that
this is the loss of the elemental good of being in the @iwieis not primarily a matter of finding the
arguments for God unconvincing, or finding oneself living fividhout God, or indeed even of turning
against God. It is a loss of the mindful attunement betweeimtleterminate openness of elemental
expectation in us and the goodness of the source.”
13 EB 32-33, 353; HG 22; AOO 275.
NDR 43-44: “Absolutize autonomy and you must relativize tandence; but if transcendence cannot
be so relativized, autonomy must itself be relativized.”
EB 33: “Can one serve two masters as god? Is there ndbimemtinomyof autonomy and
transcendence? For both cannot be absolute together tertteeproposed by the priority of
autonomy. Absolutize the first, you relativize the set@bsolutize the second, you relativize the first,
and hence put a strain on the proposed priority of autonomy.”
“EB 353; HG 4; AOO 269, 283.
5 AT 250.
6 PR 109: “Can God be thus used? Have we taken a fateathbstep outside fitting reverence,
when God is thus used? And is not the self-projection of oarpmwer not then the superiority we
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again upon this disenchanted earth of modernity?

Section II: Ways to God
§ 1. Religion and Philosophy (and Religion)

The task of thinking about God in the wake of moitgris, for Desmond, one
to be shared by religion and philosophy. Desma®s philosophy and religion as
independent (at least to a certain extent) andreltged integrities such that
philosophy can be regarded as a separate disctpitean think about religion and
that to which religion refers. Philosophy and religion are interrelated in tath
can change as a result of dialogue with the othditegophy (as metaphysics) and
religion display a certain porosity between ead¢teoand thus should not be divorced
from one anothef®

However, within this relationship, religion is fdiesmond closer to “the
ontological roots of things®—it is the deeper and more intimate matrix (thehsot
tongue) of our thinking, especially our thinking®bd?® Desmond'’s primary

configuration of the relation between philosophy agligion is not as much

project? Not God as the superior, but our selves asmgeairselves at a higher level as superior
being.”

1 BHD 84-85: “Philosophy and religion are not necessarity @ssentially instrumentalities.... Both
are what | would call finalities or integrities: finaéi, not in any sense of bringing the dunamis of
mind or being to a dead closure, but modes of mindfulnes&tigage what is ultimate, ways of being
mindful that themselves try to approximate ultimacy; intéggj as embodying something of the
realized, yet open promise of human wholeness.”

BHG 8.

HT 24: “Surely, philosophy can think about anything; impiple, everything can be the occasion of
thought, especially our most basic notions. This alsailgsjtphilosophy’s willingness to reformulate
its own characteristic ways of reflection under the impéthose dissident others, like religion and art,
that contest and challenge it.”

AOO 294: “Religionreflectedin its truth is (metaxological) philosophy which understahdsto be is
to be religious namely, to have one’s being in the happening of the betiyeeintue of the ultimate
giving of the agapeic origin.”

¥ BR 213-14, 226.

2OHG 17.

AOO 290: “After long consideration, | see that religion pawer that neither art or philosophy has: it
is most intimate with the primal porosity, thassio essengand the urgency of ultimacy.”

HG 187: “We need to reconsider the religious matrix in Wigkilosophical thought is grown, and a
new mindfulness of what that matrix communicates.”

BR 211: “Religion is closer to the mother that makes us wh are.”
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(indeterminate, religious) faith seeking (deterrténghilosophical) understanding as
it is philosophy’s coming to show an opening toimkvtranscendengkand religion
after itself coming to a standstill, to nothing,atdreakdown (all of sorts) in

perplexity before the astonishing excesses in B&ir@ne can see even at the outset
how this follows Desmond’s “phenomenology” fromranmal, enabling religious
astonishment (as intimate matrix) to philosophpiplexity and curiosity to
philosophy’s second perplexity opening toward asdg¢reborn, religious
astonishment.) This going-beyond-itself of philolsp, Desmond describes as a
different poverty of philosophy—its fulfillment ibeing called, from within itself,
beyond itself*

Desmond’s work on religion and God is then an endeto think
philosophically in a religious register. It invels contemplation and meditation upon
worthy otherness, upon the ultimate and transcerfdefhe philosophical perplexity
induced by enduring otherness breaks the circgelbfmediation and leads to the
thought of ultimacy. Speculative philosophy, irsttnode, not only entertains but

mindfully safeguards irreducible perplexities aothcerns itself with the limits and

' BDD 766-67.

22 HG 191.

HG 70: “Intellectusdoes not speculatively surpdites but rather finds that, in dialogue with religion,
or perhaps in the secret communication between thinkingh@nditine source, it has to seek beyond
itself, for the origin and ground of its own confidence, andithé&econ-fidingfrom a source not itself
the product of our thought. The confiding ididés ‘ con, a ‘fidelity’ ‘with’: our faithful thinking is
‘with’ (con) what it does not produce through thinking itself. ™ésfind then: not that philosophy
speculatively surpasses religion; but that philosophy swgtass its speculative idealistic form, just in
its being true to the excess of religion.”

HG 97-98: “It is not faith seeking understanding; it istfaifter the effort to understand that does not
now dispel the mystery but finds itself more wrapped ihantever, more deeply struck into perplexity
and praise and love at the being greater than the greatastthioughts.”

2 HG 191.

HG 76: “What if there is a different poverty of philosgpbne where philosophy comes closer to a
fulfillment, not at the point where knowing no longer gbegond itself, but just the opposite—where
knowing is called upon to an exodus beyond itself, aboe#,itato the darkness of the divine?”

** GEW 21; BR 223.

PO 235: “The contemplative attitude epitomizes our highestlbm, the freedom to mind what is of
ultimate worth.”
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extremities of though This kind of philosophizing is a speculative watca—
wakeful watching for signs of absolute othernediittude and a guarding watch
against ascribing the absolute to the fifftdt is in this watchful tension that one

must find ways to speak of God (whose ways ar@apbwn).

By way of brief excursus, one would be remiss tesgday at this point without
mentioning a certain tension or ambiguity betwesason and faith or philosophy and
theology in Desmond’s thought. To be more spegdificould be observed that
Christian theology informs his philosophy pointsaes thinly veiled Christian
concepts, such as creation, agapeic sufferingcefmitatio Christi), needing divine
aid (grace) for higher selvings and community, tie@lconsummate agapeic
community of religious service (church). To dasthiithout an explicit theology
could leave one with an overly effective “apologstithat may threaten to make
theology redundant—if philosophy alone can yielelsth theological concepts. There
is a possible logic of dualism here, where philbgopn its own can perform such that
theology is redundant, unnecessary, rejected. apsrbesmond would benefit from a
more positive account of revealed, confessionalltdgy. Indeed, Desmond might
need to “come out of the closet” as a theologiawels—to be able to give a more
robust accounting (and so remedy a kind of incotepkess in his present accounting)

of the indeed necessary relation between, notgmilpsophy and religion, but

° PO 242; BHD 42-43, 243; AOO 4.

BHD 81-82: “But one does not, one cannot cease, one will asede think speculatively.
Philosophy’s reasonable dream of the ultimate otherness remsoalhtatalizing hubris. In this
renunciation, speculative philosophy is renewed as thtsugstless exigency to still think otherwise
what is other to thought, to think what we can hardly thih&:absolute original as the absolute other.”
?® BHD 81-82.

BHD 136: “Philosophical mind negates our ascription of albepkss to the relative yet it is on
speculative watch for the appearances of the absolute ielttive. It detaches and distances the self,
but in the distance it may involve mind deeper withdtieer. Its speculative watch is vigilant towards
the togetherness of the self and the ultimate other.spéeulative watch is the openness of mind to
this togetherness.”
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philosophy and theology. Such would only bendifitgsophy and theology and the
metaxological community between them. Though istie said that Desmond’s
reticence about confessional theology is understaled—especially insofar as he has
made his career speaking to a philosophical fiedd tends to be (especially earlier in

Desmond’s career) suspicious of, if not hostilectmfessional theology.

82. How to Speak of God

How then speak of God? Desmond’s answer is thatheeld speak of God
metaxologically. This needs to be unpacked bejoreg on to look at the various
signs of and “ways” to God in the between. Layiog how to speak of God (in
Desmond’s thought) we will follow a course thatgptogressively more concrete:
from speaking in terms of the middle generallyttose of indirection to metaphor to
hyperbole.

From the Middle

In speaking metaxologically, we should speak of Goch the middle—
speaking as from the middle. Speculative philogaphfor Desmond, a mindfulness
of—an attending to—what is at work in the middtee midst of our existenéé. We
cannot name God (or anything for that matter) barnfthe middi€® Thus, there can
be—for our eyes that cannot clearly or fully seetileginning or ending or depths or
heights of being from our often ambiguous locatiore-+#mmediate, direct access to
God, who is to us more an enigfaFrom our intermediate position God cannot be

determined directly or (in Desmond’s terms) uniulycdbecause humans cannot be

2P0 11, 18; PU 22; AOO 4.

HT 25: “Philosophy is just the thoughtful engagement ofsthaces of intelligibility immediately at
work in the between.”

> DDO 181.

2 DDO 206.
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on a par with God (as the transcendent other) qinaby3° Because of the middle
position of humanity with its attendant ambiguityere is need for us to speak of
God, if we so speak, by means of indirection.
Indirectly

Speaking of God metaxologically entails speakinthwhages and
representations that involve a certain doublenéss.Desmond, to speak indirectly is
to speak imaginatively—in terms of representatitrg are intended to do the work
of imag(in)ing an originaf® In the case of God, no finite determinate (unatpc
intending to be direct) category will do, for theginal that is to be imaged is at the
boundary of human understanditfgThus, if one is to talk of transcendence one must
live with the risk of equivocity” for such talk is necessarily representational and
indirect—able to conceal in its revealiffy.

This indirect speech entails a certain doublen&= is the ultimate
transcendence that is beyond all images/names wbi@gmage can exhaust, and
because of this the naming of God risks a fundaaheidlence of objectifying God—

of turning the infinite into a finite objet¥—and of producing an idolatrous

%P0 136; EB 79; HG 8.

*IHG 9-10.

%2 pyU 207: “Metaphysical metaphors are responsive to wispedacalls ‘boundary questions.” Within
the boundary, we make intelligible sense of things bynmeé determinate finite categories. But at the
boundary, and relative to the boundary, no such finite determiasggory will do. Here we ask about
the ground of determinate categories that exceeds comptetgodcal determination.”

¥ GEW 22.

BB 218-19: “Equivocal language may have tariskedif we want to affirm the absolute difference of
the transcendent. Here the equivocity is that to speakathecendent, equivocally or otherwise, is
already to bring it out of its absolute difference, ameisher not to name it, or to imply that there is no
absolute difference. | think this equivocity has tdibed withdynamically; it cannot be resolved into

a univocal or dialectical determination.”

* PO 111, 136.

¥ PO 157.

PO 134: “Do we not rob God of mystery, power, ath$cendence? The name seems then to be the
fundamental violence on otherness.”

PO 135: “By directly naming the divine we objectify it,riut into a finite object, turn it into

something it is not.”
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counterfeit double of Gof. However, this risk is inevitable, for we need—ioat
but need”—images and names to speak of God 3t &lle are thus in the tension of
a double situation where naming and imag(in)ing ddabthnecessaryotherwise
God is to us a nameless nothing) angossiblg(in the sense that all names/images
fall short of univocally determining the transcentlether to which they refeff. The
best names then, for Desmond, are those that reeirefdilure to be The Narie—
that exhibit iconic speech in naming metaxologicll In this manner of speaking
about God—in its caution, reticence, diffidencewthnaking claims about Go&—
God can remain other in our thinking about (namimgging) God. There is in
indirect speaking a space of difference—a degresgjoivocity—that can be
maintained between the name/image and God anduoatidn to guard the threshold
of the enigma of transcenderiGe.

Metaphorically

For Desmond, such indirect speech about God ise specifically,

% BHD 103, 174; HG 8-9.

PO 140: “No religion is free from the risk of idolatbgcause none can continue without the sacred

image.”

PO 113; HG 8.

*¥ PO 133-35.

PO 135: “If we name, we miss; if we do not name migs.... We must live in this tension, mindful of

its stress.”

¥ PO 135-36.

PO 135: “We have to name otherness in a way that nameasilowe to name otherness.”

PU 210: “The image images the original, it is not thgioal. No name is the name, and the best

?oames name themselves as other thamame. The best name names its own necessary failure.”
PO 135.

HG 127: “Iconic speech is needed which incarnates in fisgtithis confession of its own finitude, and

its witness to what exceeds finiteness. Its doublesgsstiits being on the boundargtween finitude

and infinity.”

*1 Py 189; HG 8.

42 BB 219: “The equivocal is thiareshold of enigmaa subverter of every claim to have encompassed

the enigma of transcendence. It has, so to say, the gnshijp of this threshold. It is a suitor in love

with the ultimate beloved that it does not know.”

PU 183: “God remains other to our thinking in our thinking ofiGo

HG 69: “If, as | think, the doubleness of the representationestggather aimagistic hyperbolén the

finite that communicatesetweerfinitude itself and God, then for that representatiobedrue to God,

and to be true to itself, it must always keep open theespladifference between itself and God.”

191



metaphoricaf® Metaphysical metaphors are speculative categ(ie$mageless
images”f*—such as original selfhodd,agapeic and erotic beift§creation?’ the
absolute original® and the agapeic origffito name a few. Such metaphysical
metaphors are intermediating names that entaihaymg between’rhetaphereip—

a carrying across a gap—a speaking of the “beyondfanscendences “in the midst”
(metd of our actual finitud&® A metaphor is a way to articulate what is beyond
univocal determinatioh—an “as” (or metaphorical “is”) that identifies arcessive

(ontological) “is® but resists (the seduction of) reducing (or eliegitthe likeness

43 PU 207: “One needs to speak also...of analogies, symbolsypatbbles. My use of ‘metaphor,’

in the present instance, tends to telescope these differeds.”

Thus, Desmond’s use of “metaphor” is somewhere betweereatidin generally (above) and the more
particular way of indirection that he comes to focus oahyperbolic (below).

*DDO 26; BB 504; PU 208.

“>DDO 39, 186.

°puy 211.

“"BB 269; HG 131.

““DDO 13, 179, 182.

“9BB 166, 211, 251, 261; PU 230.

*DDO 182; PU 208.

BB 45: “Metaphor is a carrier in the between; it fer(jiserein to carry) us across a gap; or it is the
carrier of transcendence; it is in the midstreetg and yet an image of thmeetaas beyond, as
transcendent.”

PU 209: “The conjunction of the two meanings points to aesefhthe ‘beyond,’ the ‘more’ as also
moving in, and through, and between the middle. The metaph@scasrthrough the middle to a
beyond that is not the mere beyond of a dualistic oppaositt is a ‘more,’ a plenitude as other to the
middle, but with an otherness that marks a community, mahéthesis, with the middle.... The
metaphor may bespeak some sense of the beyond in the betivesean image that mediates an open
sense of the ‘more.”

1 DDO 27; PU 99, 207-8, 250.

DDO 39: “Exploiting this double sense, we see that a rhggpal metaphor may not be a fully
determinable concept in any limited, finite sense. Y#&haeneed it be wholly indefinite. It is like an
articulated image, which points to a meaning that cannpirtseed down or fixed absolutely, but which
nevertheless manages to genuinely articulate what is imameany particularized determination.”
DDO 182: “Metaphor may be a creative act of naming thatctes language beyond ‘literal’ univocal
determinacy, yet at the same time always reseheedgght to call itself into question and to dissolve
any pretension to unsurpassable absoluteness regarding tbehaaiih has uttered in the middle. This
subversion of claims to mastery in the very act of adtoan opens the space of irreducible difference
once again.”

PU 208: “The metaphor carries us beyond univocity and equyydicied determinacy, and inarticulate
indefiniteness. The sense of determinacy is opened toisvbtiter than rigid univocity; the sense of
indeterminacy is guarded from a merely privative indefimgtss.”

°2BB 310.

BB 210: “The metaphorical ‘is,” as | understand it, geéself open as an identification of otherness,
hence is never the encapsulation of transcendence, but insteetbratowards and beyond the circle
of self-thinking thought.... [M]etaphor is metaphysicatlanetaxological. It defines a complex
mindful intermediation between us and what is ultimately otltenffers no direct possession of the
ultimate. Rather its indirection is respect for the enigithe ultimate, expressed in the openness on
the metaphorical ‘is’ itself.”
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(the “as”) to a univocal identity (an “is”) suchetithe result is a complex identity, “a
certain identification> A metaphysical metaphor, when used of God, srerEte
saying of perplexity that preserves referencelieyond, to an otherness, and respects
the enigma of the ultimaté.
Hyperbolically

Desmond further focuses the indirect saying invdlvemetaphor in his
concept of thdwyperbole A hyperbole is a thought (image, name, etc thats
attending to certain phenomena, has an immanegeeey that propels one to the
thought of the transcendent. With the hyperbalies is “thrown,” propelled “by our
being” beyondlfuperballeir) ourselves and beyond the hyperbole toward thealée
and transcendent—from our being between towardlbieg above” of
transcendence. Hyperbolic thought has to do with how somethimgxperience
(immanence) suggests somethb@yondexperience (transcendence)—uwith
something disproportionate or asymmetrical to didé in the midst of finitude®. The
hyperbolic is, for Desmond,\da eminentiae—a way of exces$that brings one to

the thought of that which exceeds determinate caizagion>® This overdetermined

%3 BB 209: “In living metaphor there is a certain identfion of otherness.”

PU 210: “Metaphysical metaphor must dissolve the pretarfgially to have uttered the final word,
for every word of our is in the middle, and hence cathiedrace of inevitable untruth.... Metaphor,
under the skeptical shadow of this speculative suspioijects the seduction whereby a likeness is
turned into an identity. Thus, it rejects the consotatf univocity, without losing all articulacy in
nameless equivocity.”

> BB 209; PU 209.

°>BB 218, 222.

BB 218: “We are thrown towards transcendence by our beittyperbole “throws mindfulness into
thehuper, the beyond.”

BB 256: “The way of transcendence is hyperbolic. Trandmng thinking finds itself thrown upwards
at an ultimate limit.”

® HT 30; BR 227.

This should be contrasted with Deleuze’s vision of a rigjedf transcendence in order to
affirm immanence. Desmond sees transcendence and enoeas interrelated such that immanence
is not devalued by transcendence but is indeed valued lir-tbés value bespeaks a broader
community of the transcendent and the immanent. Ontologisadlaking, the immanent is suspended
in the transcendent. Phenomenologically speaking, the immanenbblpalty refers in itself beyond
itself to the transcendent. SRadical Orthodoxyn “Suspending the Material.”

' BB 219, 221.
¥ HT 23; NDR 48.
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talking about overdetermined reality involvesadfirmative equivocity-a

constitutive ambiguity, a persistence of paradagnffying such a saying’s ultimate
failure to univocally identify, “pin down,” ultimattranscendence) that obtains when
one comes to think transcendence, to think thathvisi beyond thoughf. As such

as a way of excess, the hyperbolic is connectdd avieborn, second astonishment
and agapeic mind (a breakthrough after breakdowrthin&ing akin to praise (if not
simply that) that names the worthy other in a manimat affirms its otherness and
worthines$? Here there is for Desmondeversalinvolved in the hyperbolic, in that
there is a coming to see the finite measures (osgtihat we employ to refer to the
ultimate as lesser reflections of the more fundaaieand prior reality of the ultimate
as an infinite measure that is beyond our meassgenmetrical to us and oufis.
Whereas a common conception (perhaps not forei@aputo’s) sees talk of the
ultimate as but “hyperbolic” (as exaggerated, fadive, “unreal”) talk about the finite

(reality), Desmond’s idea of the hyperbolic is wemsal of this—it is how our

BB 217-19; HG 69.
BB 218: “Excess is the way twperousiabeyond being, above being, being above being. Being
beyond being is a double saying: paradoxical languageagoidable.”
BB 219: “The equivocal is thiareshold of enigmaa subverter of every claim to have encompassed
the enigma of transcendence. It has, so to say, the gnshijp of this threshold. It is a suitor in love
with the ultimate beloved that it does not know.”
HG 127: “Iconic speech is needed which incarnates in jis&tithis confession of its own finitude, and
its witness to what exceeds finiteness. Its doublesgsstiits being on the boundargtween finitude
and infinity.” In this way, “the asymmetrical difference is kepen.”
BB 219.
BB 221: “Hyperbole offers gia eminentiagin a metaxologically reformulated sense. The hyperboli
is a way of excess that throws beyond finitude. Butuiaiss by way of agapeic mind; hence the point
is not to proceed from lack to perfection, but fromf@etion and plenitude, indeed from perfection in
the between to pluperfection in transcendence. AgapeiniaStent intimates the pluperfection that
is always already more, always is and will be morernally more. The hyperbolic way will pile up
perfection on perfection, knowing it will always not beagh to do justice to transcendence. WMwes
eminentiaevould be the hyperbole of praise.”
61 BB 221: There is “@eversal, relative to ultimacy itselWe do not have its measure; the measure is
beyond measure. The hyperbolic measure beyond our measteaimeasures us. We are not going
from perfection here to ultimacy there; but there isguitn here, because there is ultimacy.
Perfection here is an image of an ultimacy whose perfeatoays exceeds immanence. There is a
reversal into an asymmetry; finite perfection is a m@@mage of ultimacy. There is no ‘It is good’ in
the between, but for the ultimate ‘It is good’ that carls®encompassed or mastered.”

See here Milbank on the infinite shining through the finite andidgthe finite to itself, to
the infinite. MilbankBeing Reconciledp. 77.
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understanding of finite realities impels or prop@tgves rise to”) our thinking toward
something more than the finite which is not suéfidiunto itself. Such suggestive,
impelling finite happenings (to which we will tubelow) are what Desmond calls the
“hyperboles of being"—these excessive happeningsians pointing beyond

themselves (in various ways) toward ultim&ty.

We now turn to the various hyperboles of beingr Besmond, these are
sundry ways to God—signs of God in the othernesté®e betweefi* We will
consider these ways under the broad categoridgeaiverdeterminate transcendences
in the between—the exterior transcendence of heingture (T1) and the interior
transcendence of the self (T2)—that point to a sap&anscendence beyond the
between (T3). These signs in these othernesses dimie to a perplexity—that God
does not quell as a univocal answer to a determiqagstion—but that points to God
as an intimate stranger, who utterly transcendmdsvhose indeterminate signs and

traces utterly surround and indwell Us.

®2PR 113-15; HG 7.

BR 227: “It is in thehyperbolic dimensionsf disproportion that finesse is needed to read @aepin
being for signs of the ultimate excess, the unsurpaskaptend, beyond which nothing can be
thought—God.”

HG 138: The hyperboles of being “point beyond themselves, rotwole that includes them all, but
to an ultimate power that is hyperbolic again to the aeas a happening of contingency.”

HG 187-88: “When we return to the ontological matrix or etlthsrein being religious and
philosophical come to articulation, we come on certappbkaings that are ‘too much’, certain
hyperboles of being that occasion, on our part, deep reservatimut claims made for holistic
immanence as the last word or the ultimate horizon.”

3 PO 343; GEW 24,

EB 219: “We do not understand the mystery of God. Metaicdd mindfulness mulls over the signs
of God in the between, alert to what comes to it flmyond itself. Traces of transcendence are
communicated in many ways to the twilight or dawn of theédbe.”

4Py 188: “I do not think we need to take God as an ‘explamaif we mean some determinate
univocal reason why things are thus and thus. God as ayrnerebcal explanation would be a ruse
by which reason uses the idea of God to shirk the deepsbgitial perplexity about God. Reason
then uses God to allow itself to go back to sleep agai@odfis an ‘explanation,’ there is a sense in
which this answer is darker than the question it answecguse the answer involves a certain
extraordinary compleacknowledgemermdf the mystery of the ultimate. This mystery is dnswer,
but this answer is no answer in the more normal serseatatively self-transparent, rational
demonstration. God deepens our perplexity about being,shmaikel sleepless”
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83. Ways to God from Exterior Transcendence

The hyperboles of being are happenings experieinciaite being that point
beyond themselve$. In this section, we will look at the hyperboldsbeing that are
encountered in Desmond’s first transcendence (e infinite succession of
beings in the external world of becomitfgGenerally, these hyperboles consist of the
encounter with external transcendence as suggestimgmating a transcendent
ground or origin—the world’s ultimate ground in argin.’” This is the hyperbolic
thought of creatiof® It is in the following ways that finite being imes, in its
intermediate being, an ultimate ground or origin.

The givenness of being
The first hyperbole of external being is the hypdelof the givenness of

being. The phenomenon from which this hyperbalkeearis the finitude of creation

85 HG 138: “Hyperboles of being...point beyond themselves, nowtbale that includes them all, but
to an ultimate power that is hyperbolic again to the aeas a happening of contingency.”

°® DDO 149-51, 154; BB 206-7, 231, 408, 448; HG 2.

BB 256: “Finite beings are differentiated in a process obbeng that, as open-ended, does have its
indefiniteness. Finite beings partake of the originatdditnfie of endless succession and the
universal impermanence. But that derivative infinitpé$ the underived infinite.”

AOO 268: “The transcendencelzdings as othein exteriority. The transcendence of such beings
consists in their not being the product of our process dfitigntheir otherness to us resists complete
reduction to our categories, especially in to far as #iply are, or have being at all.”

" PU 205; HG 7.

BB 207: The infinities of outward infinite succession (beawhiand inward intentional infinitude
“suggest a more radical sense of the infinite that ixdess of either, and reducible to none, even as it
gives them their being for themselves. The astomgshiiddle rouses the thinking of radical
transcendence as itself an agapeic origin.”

BB 506: “Finite transcending points beyond itself to theohlis origin as the primal giver of the
promise of creation, and as the sustaining ground of itsxolegical milieu. As giver and sustaining,
the origin is immanent in the metaxological milieu.”

DDO 152: “These two forms [intentional infinitude and infensuccession] point to a more that is
more absolutely original, relative to which they are taden as images, as ontologically derivative,
despite the originative powers of being that they exhikiéir own right.”

8 BB 267; AOO 5-6; HG 131.

HG 127: “Suppose creation...is what one might call a hyperiodiught. Suppose creation were more
like ametaphysical hyperbal¢he thought of something hyperbolic, and in excess définnivocal
determination, or our self-determination.”

AOO 5: “The idea of God as creator suggests, by csth@amore recalcitrant notion of origination. |
call creation a hyperbolic thought, in that it exceeddetiérminate intelligibilities.”

%9 PO 138: “Finite things have being but are not ultimatebephite; they image in their intermediate
being the ultimate ground. They shimmer in their lackxefd self-subsistence and make a dance of
symbols that tells of something other or more. In thigefiwe divine the infinite—the religious cipher
is the middle agency spanning their divide.”
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in its being given to be at dfl. Thought is struck into astonishment by the “ihat
at all”: that there is something rather than najhiithe sheer being there of the
world.””* The perplexity that arises from the givennesseifig has to do with the
more basic “coming to be” of being—the questionvbiy there is being rather than
nothing’? There seems to be an ontological dependencyité fheing as a
whole”®—a sense of the whole as a universal impermanancepen whole, that
points beyond itself—and thus “presents itself as something originafadThis

hyperbole of the givenness of being suggests onatés an origin that makes

"°DDO 184-85; BB 8, 9; NDR 39; PR 112; EB 51; HG 203.

BB 473: ‘That they are at al-this is the metaphysical splendor of simply being. Thexcessive and
occurs in a reference to the origin of being as creétion.

HT 30: “We are naturally struck into astonishment befbiglbeing there at all, and wonder about its
source.... Indeed, there is something astonishing in thehi@cive have such hyperbolic thoughts at
all, thoughts such as concern creation and nothing. aieeglearlydisproportionateto our finitude as
things in nature.”

HT 34: “In every finite being that becomes, which is alhigsi there is intimated this prior coming to
be which is not a finite becoming: ‘that it is at alltisre in question, and that it has come to be this at
all.”

HG 3: “I would say that there is somethihgperbolicabout the being given to be of beings: not what
they are, but that they are at all. Hyperbolic in thaistenishment aroused by this givenness of being
is not a determinate question seeking a determinate griswtesomething exceeding determinate
thinking.”

PO 33, 229, 236; BB 192; HT 25, 30; PR 112; BR 229; NDR 39; HIBJ,

HG 3: “What makes possible the possibility of their beinglat @his is the metaphysical question:
Why beings and not nothing? The possibility of a transeecel as other to their transcendence is
raised by such a question. This is a major source ofgxégpabout God as the origin of being.”

"2 HT 28, 34; EB 192-93; HG 131.

GEW 26: “The ontological perplexity concerning primaleginess concerns our appreciation of
finitude not first as becoming, but esming to benot becoming this or that, but its coming to be at all.
This is extremely difficult to approach, for it lies a¢ thoundary of determinate knowing”

HT 34: “Coming to be is not identical with becoming. Fob&toming, one becomeslaterminate
something... Coming to be, by contrast, is prior to becoming thighat; for one must be, and have
come to be, before one can become such and such.... In everpéing that becomes, which is all
beings, there is intimated this prior coming to be which taarfimite becoming: ‘that it is at all’ is here
in question, and that it has come to be this at all.”

3 HT 39: “The notion of God as creator gives some artimnab this ontological dependency of finite
being as a whole, even as it also tries to name sorgeathihe originative being of God, originative in
a radical unique way.”

BB 293; PU 225; HT 39; GEW 28.

BB 291: “Creation as universal impermanence is an immigmmeness of ontological transcendence
that points beyond itself to its metaphysical ground irotfigin itself, but the gap between the two,
even in their community, is always kept open.”

HT 38: “Our sense of the whole seems to point beyond the wholethe coming to be and the passing
out of being ar@ot events within the whglbut the originary issuing of the between as the finite
whole.”

> DDO 184: “The world, in the thereness of things, presese#f ias something originated. As
originated, it is not identical with its origin, eventifloes image it.”
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possible (possibilizes) the possibility and actyaif being at all® The coming to be
of being—that it is at all—suggests the metaphydigperboles of creatidhand of
an absolute original that gives the givén.
The plural community of being

The community of being, not only in its sheer givess, but in its plurality is
another hyperbole of being that intimates a pasickind of ground and origin. The
community of being is experienced as a plenitiides a genuine pluraltyin which
there is true, irreducible otherness and singylamiinterrelation and

intermediatior’" Such a community as plural plenitude of finiténgesuggests a

®DDO 152; PO 138; BB 207, 231, 291; HT 36; HG 3; AOO 268.

HG 3: “What makes possible the possibility of their beinglat @his is the metaphysical question:
Why beings and not nothing? The possibility of a transeecel as other to their transcendence is
raised by such a question. This is a major source ofgxépabout God as the origin of being.... |
would say that there is somethihgperbolicabout the being given to be of beings: not what they are,
but that they are at all. Hyperbolic in that the astomient aroused by this givenness of being is not a
determinate question seeking a determinate answer, butrsogiexceeding determinate thinking. An
approach to God via this hyperbole of being suggests a sourcednotble to being in the sense of the
whole of finite being.”

HG 203: “One might argue that the finitude of creationtdrbeing given to be at all, points...to the
reserved difference of divine infinitude as exceedirgténms of holistic immanence.”

"THT 23-25.

HT 23: Creation is “anetaphysical hyperbagléhe thought of something hyperbolic, and in excess of
finite, univocal determination.”

HT 34: “Coming to be is hyperbolic happening. What isggsted is an overdetermined source of
origination out of which coming to be unfolds. To speak afator,’ | suggest, is a way of putting us
in mind of this other source.”

"®DDO 181, 188; HT 39-40.

DDO 184: “The question is what gives the given, what thergnight be like in terms of what appears
as and in the given.”

In resonance with this understanding of the givenness of beihgprbolic, Milbank sees
faith as possible because (against Heidegger) the gisgmhdeing can be read “as the trace of a real
donation"—thus with wonder and gratitude. See Milbank, “€#&ift Be Given?” p. 152.

BB 264, 514.

8 py 238.

BB 338: “Only with the agapeic origin as ground of pbgity do we try to make sense of the other as
other, and hence genuine plurality, and not just self-phatédn.” — ground of plurality

PU 212: “Without this overfull, freely originating grouncetie would be no community of plurality.

As originated from agapeic excess, the community affity does not collapse into the ground as into
an absorbing god.”

DDO 180: “Ground of plurality in the ultimate origin of refifference, a ground that supports and
preserves plurality.”

1 BB 330; HT 39-40.

BB 263: “This metaxological community is not the ultimabut rather is grounded in the ultimate
origin that makes relations of true otherness possittlee middle, communities that absolve and
release their members to their own freedom and relativibghters. In this real plurality there is both a
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particular kind of “giving” that originates suctgiven.”®® In Desmond’s terms, such
an origin would be aagapeic origir—an origin that gives finite otherness to be, lets
otherness be other and sustains it in its otheffiess
The intelligibility of the world

Another external hyperbole of being is that of ititelligibility of the world.
The external world is experienced as orderly, dem@d, as exhibiting an integrity
and a harmony that makes it intelligiBfe This intelligibility of the world, as
structured and orderly, exhibits design as a dighsuggests an origin that is the
ground of our epistemological triSt. This epistemological grounding is in
astonishment and perplexity before the manifesteroof the world, not a univocal
determinate grounding that (onto-theologically)dtions to stabilize the world for
our instrumental manipulation—for we are not egoahe enigmatic ground

(intelligibility exceeding our determinate undersiang bespeaking an origin also

community that allows a release of singularity, amel@asing of singularity into the promise of
solidarity.”

BB 338: “Only with the agapeic origin as ground of pbgity do we try to make sense of the other as
other, and hence genuine plurality, and not just self-phatédn.”

PU 238: “The plurality of finite entities comprise ataological community of being. The ground of
that community as agapeic gives the other its irreducihlerness, but the metaxological interplay of
self and other is ultimately grounded in the agapeic rofigi

82p0 8, 39, 113; BB 511; EB 195.

8 pu 137, 220, 238.

PU 238: “The ground of that community as agapeic givesttier its irreducible otherness, but the
metaxological interplay of self and other is ultimatgtgunded in the agapeic origin.”

BB 263: The agapeic origin “is the ground that sustains thaxoegical community of the self and
other, as being given in finitude. This metaxological comtgusginot the ultimate, but rather is
grounded in the ultimate origin that makes relationswa# otherness possible in the middle,
communities that absolve and release their members totheifreedom and relativity to others. In
this real plurality there is both a community thatabla release of singularity, and a releasing of
singularity into the promise of solidarity.”

8 BB 339, 510; PU 227.

% BB 359, 514; PU 225

PO 228-29: “There is manifest a community of mind andsiseetial other, being. The ground of this
community of logos and being is the metaxological communibeaig.”

BB 345: “Creation intimates an origin prior to the dragvof the line that makes it possible for us to
think of the emergence of intelligibility”

BB 356: “The notion of the agapeic origin suggests a grofifmuading trust.... The agapeic origin
incites thought to conceive the basis of ontological and epidtgical trust in intelligibility as going
all the way down and up in being.”

PU 246: “Determinate reason cannot be completelyrsetfiating but points beyond itself to a ground
of reason that is not determinate. This ground is whatt ¢alling the agapeic origin.”
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thus excessive, if not beyond our intelligible giag)®® Intelligibility itself begs an
explanation—whence intelligibility? The questioyplrbolically suggests the idea of
a trustworthy and ordering origin of the woffd.
The goodness of being

The final hyperbole of external being is that af ftoodness of being. We
experience the ethos of being as charged (if imaetately) with value—as bearing
an inherent or intrinsic wortff. It is because of this more excessive preexisting
goodness or worth in being that we can think gossme value or worth at &f. We
encounter this overdeterminate and indetermina®ign goodness of being with
astonishment and perplexity.Such astonishment is a genemlerencebefore
being—a recognition of being as being worthy ielitsbeyond any instrumental
valuation®® This general reverence for being is a sign aflace—of a more primal
giving and affirmation as good from an origin todiavhich a deeper (or higher)

reverence is du¥. Desmond understands this source that is intimatedr

8 pU 170: “The ultimate might be other than the groundedajt ima certain sense unground the
grounded. It may be an enigmatic abyss, relative tonihd in thrall to restricted categories of
finitude. It may unsettle all self-satisfied finitudBut this would be an agapeic incommensurability,
one that does not induce the slumber of mind, but energiirge renewed restlessness.”

87 HT 28-29: “What grounds determinate intelligibility? eranswer cannot notherdeterminate
intelligibility; for that too would be in question. If theresach a ground of determination, it mustbe
determining in excess of determinate intelligibilésuggest we link creation to such an
overdeterminate grounding. If, then, we call creatiogetintelligible, this would be to say that it
concerns the beyond of intelligibility that sources thesfide intelligibility of the determinately
intelligible.”

8 puU 5, 225, 228; EB 23, 75-76, 177, 219-20; AOO 292.

BB 277: “In the elemental the trace of the agapeic oiggnevealed imatter as good for itself
Sensuous being is charged with value. Its very beirrg tkean ontological good.”

BB 510: “The harmony of the community of nature pointth®integrity of creation, which manifests
an inherent worth that is to be respected.”

BB 513: I want to say that the prior ‘It is good’ meandifferent understanding @festhetic value
Aesthetic value means the worth of the therenessyan @i its sensuous manifestness. In this
ontological meaning, aesthetic value is the show of théwadrbeing.”

% py 228; GEW 23, 25; En 130; EB 17.

BB 36; BDD 735; GEW 26.

L BR 215, 225-26, 229; EB 40.

EB 195: “Reverence: it is worthy in itself.”

BR 226: “Reverence is a happening in which the worth antehmg-there of the other are conjoined.”
%2BR 222-26.
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encounter of the goodness of being in terms ofgapeic origin that, in creating the
world as good in itself, is the ground of the unifybeing and goodnes3.The
agapeic origin is the ground of being and goodasgke one that gives forth being to
be as good in itsefft With this final hyperbole of external being—redjag
goodness and the ground of the good—we are all@adging a threshold into the
hyperboles of internal being that are the waysdd @Gom human being.
84. Ways to God from Interior Transcendence

In this section, we will examine the hyperbolesnofer being. The
phenomena here under consideration are thoseltisé¢icaround Desmond’s second
transcendence as the transcendence of the selésdrreserve of otherné3sind as

self-transcendence or the self's active transcenalina vector of transcendence—as

BR 221: “Reverence, properly understood, can give signs #imgburce.... These signs suggest that
this source cannot be contained within the circle of thoughthivéts itself; for again the release to a
superior otherness of reverence is a granting that isaffeproduced by us; it is a happening, in which
we are as much gifted, as we are carried by a transgebdiond ourselves. Reverence for the
superior other is always a being given of release fronotther towards which we are released.”

BR 227: “It is in thehyperbolic dimensionsf disproportion that finesse is needed to read @aepin
being for signs of the ultimate excess, the unsurpasbaktend, beyond which nothing can be
thought—God. Reverence already places us in this hypedisi@nsion of being: it is not the abject
degrading that reduces us to the ‘below.’ It has evergtto do with elevation and the dimension of
height. When we revere truly we are carried by our lowb@Euperior to a higher level.... reverence
is a release, a being freed to the superior”

BR 229: “The wonder that is closer to reverence is insdyb@from the good of being, and not only its
intelligible order. This reverence is closer to teemingof the goodness of being, which puts us in
mind of God in Genesis, who consents to creation: It is gotdyery good.”

% BB 208; PU 226, 230; EB 200.

BB 511: “But who prizes the creation for itself?islinot the human being. The answer already
suggested is the agapeic origin. And this view does notldiggiaphysical astonishment. It deepens
it.”

PU 225: “How can we speak of such value as intrinsietog? The language of ‘creation’ points in a
direction which cannot stop short of metaphysics, indesgftain theology. Creation is good because
to be is to be a value; to be a value is to be so becaess valued; but who is the one that values the
creation? The most radical answer is that the origis.tioe

PU 227: “The value of being, and indirectly the valuehefhtuman being, has to be thought in relation
to an other origin of value.”

EB 493: “What gives the goodness of being? What origini#®et is not self-grounding by the
between itself. For the between as double is not atedplself-originating. It too is involved in an
intermediation with what is other to it. This is the seubeyond it. This other is the origin. The ground
of the goodness of the between is the origin that gives the éetWhis original ground must itself be
good to give the goodness of the between.”

% EB 17, 20, 201.

BB 201.
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the restless power of human self-surpas&inGenerally, these hyperboles consist of
the encounter with internal transcendence as stigge® intimating a transcendent
ground—a transcendent other that is at the origdt@osof the self's idiotic
transcendence and of human self-transcending.interd, intentional infinitude and
actual finitude of the self suggests a more radieake of the infinit&’
The infinite worth of the idiotic self

The first hyperbole of interior transcendence & tf the idiocy of the self.
With the idiot self there is an infinite value reded in the ontological roots of the
human being® We experience as a givenness the phenomenoe afttmsic,
infinite value of the person—both within ourselhaexl in relation to other singular
individuals®® With this singular infinite worth there is no ifi@ measure—there must
be another infinitude, an infinite measwtber thanthe human, to be on a par with it
and to make sense of the infinite wooftthe humart®® This suggests that there is a
relativity to the ultimate that grounds the worfttlee singular self—as singular and

free, as an original self* There is then, in the intimacy of the idioticfsein its

% BB 5, 7, 231, 407; HG 3, 203; AOO 268.

9" BB 207; HG 190.

%P0 143.

EB 200: “The idiot self concretizes the infinite valuehie bntological roots of human being as given
to itself by the origin.”

% BB 527; EB 138.

190 EB 138: “We sometimes speak of the infinite value of thegre But what could ground such an
immeasurable value, an infinite worth? It exceeds eveécyledion, and there could be no way to
objectify it. Were we to have a bank cheque of itdinvialue, there is no way we could cash it; for there
is no bank with the resources to deal out what is needeg ¢o a par with it. What is this strange
value? And what source could be on a par with making séritsegiven reality? For it is a given
reality; we do not produce or create this end; it is whaare, constitutive of our being.”

EB 188: “How do we measure this worth? It seemsetigro finite measuresince each is a singular
infinite, and there is no common whole which would place @&aih status relative to the others. The
measure of the infinite must itself be infinite. Theasgre of the infinite value of self must itself be
infinite, more than the infinite restlessness but acuafinite. This is not a human measure.”

EB 190: “Without relation to a source of infinite wortther than the human, the infinite worth of the
human hardly makes sense.”

191pO 186; PU 241; EB 496.

EB 201: “In the metaxological ethos, relativity to thegor as the ultimate other grounds the infinite
value of self, but beyond the inadequacy of more Iuduglistic categories. Original good is being
agapeic, as giving the self its infinite value, out diah it becomes itself, with a freedom first given to
the person, before directed and appropriated by that person.”
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singular “thisness”—a being in relation to the miite—a sense of God as the
(exceeding and transcendent) origin of the excessirth of the singular seff?

The following hyperboles of internal being concdasire. Desire’s self-
transcending is an outreaching and an opening tbtha metaxological community
of excessive othel¥ and toward the actual infinitude of superior t@eTglence
(T3).2* There are here two sides to desire: in its urgatreaching toward and
transcending and in its porous opening to the alt&other.

Self-transcending desire: the urgency of ultimaleg,conatus essendi

The anomalous being of the human is that of irdidiesire in finite beindf>
This desire is a self-surpassing toward transceredangeneral and more radical
“transcendence as other” in particul¥t.Such a self-transcending has a hyperbolic

vector of transcendent®—an excessive drive toward an excessive, “Unequal,”

1924G 5, 188-89.

HG 93: “It is there in the deepest intimacy of thalgd2) that the more radical sense of transcendence
(T3) and excess of the divine is communicated.”

PU 100: “The intimacy of being, we might say, is the ragnof God’s creative breath that sustains
every being as a singular ‘this.”

PU 101: “Augustine said that God wiasimior intimo meo This is the intimacy of being beyond the
ego, and beyond the intimacy of self. It is the idiotod. Of God we are made mindful in an idiot
wisdom.”

En 138: “In the original idiot the seed of being in relatioiod is there”

HG 190: “There is the overdetermination, the ‘too muchthefsingularity in the recess of the
intimacy of being. The soul is too much even for itdalt, its too muchness is not only its own.”
193BB 230, 448; PU 205.

BB 408: “The metaxological space between self and ottenigldle between infinitudes. As well as
the self's inward infinitude, there is recognized thenitfide of the other. This other infinitude can be
the infinite succession of external becoming, the universalrimmgo@ence; it can be the self-mediating
infinitude of an other self; it can be the actual infinitwfi¢he absolute origin.”

1%DDO 152; PO 111, 204; BB 155, 182, 207, 231, 378; PU 11, 250; EB 123448; HG 5, 7;

AOO 268-69, 288, 291.

195 EB 215: “The anomalous being of the human is revealdusrreedom of infinite desire. Infinite
desire emerges in finite being - excess of being tipaa the human being as selving: transcending as
more, and towards the more. This "more" means enigrott@rness in inwardness itself: the very
interiority of being is the coming to show of infinjthe transcending power of the being, the
transcendence towards infinity of the human being.”

1% BB 155; AOO 268.

BB 208: “Are we not driven to think about the origin wihe, and the ground wherefrom, and the
matrix wherein, and the goal whither of the passage otrsgl§cendence.”

BB 231: “Is this self-transcendence merely an anomalouseahing into emptiness, or a genuine
self-surpassing towards transcendence as other?”

17py 182.
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other!®® Desmond describes this desire or eros as thefigygof ultimacy’—as an
absolute, infinite restlessness for the absoluta@ultimaté® that is not satisfied by
any finite good'® Such a restlessness is an infinite needinessfiaite lack, not
needing or lacking itself but another good beydseli*'* Desire’s urgent, self-
transcending restlessness for an ultimate gootffesuiggests a more radical,
disproportionate sense of the infinite, an “actofihitude” in excess of its own
infinity—an infinity which coexists with the desng human’s actual finitude and is

thus not what it seek$® Desire’s intentional infinitude as something tisaabsolute

BB 378: “The vector of self-transcendence in the humargbegdens universally, at least in promise, to
all the community of being in its otherness, as the setfiaien of this being deepens beyond measure
towards infinity. Put otherwise, infinite inwardness gband in hand with a certain promise of
inexhaustible transcendence.”

18 ER 213,

BB 540-41: “This hyperbole of the Unequal is echoed in thetbgle of our self-transcending, the
excess of our infinite desire that will not reach and drat. no end will ever match its reaching, except
an infinite end; but an infinite end is beyond all determinatis;gorecisely as infinite, it is beyond all
determination, and hence, in another sense, it is somela@nge finite middles can never completely
reach. We live in the light, or the shadow, of this ndedve-dispelled enigma.”

HG 93: “This immanent otherness to thought thinking itsetftrikingly communicated in the measure
that the infinitude of selving strikes home: its exdesfinite determinability and its own complete
self-determination. This excess, or excess in immanerggéerbolic, and perhaps also says
something about the hyperbolic being of God beyond the whole.”

199BHD 44; BB 155, 182; EB 74, 324.

PU 204: “Our transcending being is unfolded as the questiofacy. The field of being and our

being in that field, both point beyond themselves.... Withe self-transcending urgency of desire,
we find an opening to the ultimate other. We arenterior urgency of ultimacy, this other is ultimacy
as the superior.”

10py 11; EB 209.

EB 212: “A restlessness emerges that testifies fofante dimension to human desire. We cannot
force all desire into the mould of finite appetite. Tvelin terms of that forcing is to deform ourselves.
The infinite restlessness must be given allowance to He #dlewing it so, however, risks futility on
one side, our coming into something more transcendent, atHée”

" EB 367; AOO 287.

EB 214: “An abyss breaks open within, bringing terror el as excitement. What is this abyss? An
infinite neediness gapes in our desire.... The abyss is bdiydteddetermination; the neediness is
beyond finite alleviationlt is not an infinite lacking that stands in need of itsetir what would its
neediness do to itself except close a circle of insuffigieaeen though it presents the face of absolute
self-sufficiency to the world? It stands in need of whatleer, the good that is other: not this good or
that good, but the good as other. The infinite need of the apother seeks another good that, to meet
the lack, must itself be infinite. Short of this our des# a futile passion. Transcending would be our
absurd overreaching into the void. Without an infinite good that sante relation with our
transcending, desire is an emptiness that must end inregsgtia void that calls and must call to void.”
"2DDO 197; BB 229.

BB 208: “Are we not driven to think about the origin wihe, and the ground wherefrom, and the
matrix wherein, and the goal whither of the passage otrsgl§cendence.”

13BB 207; PU 204; HG 3.

PO 111: “The urgency of ultimacy reveals the self-trandicgy of human desire, as a restless
intentional infinitude in search of actual infinitude in otress itself”
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about the self images and refers beyond itselfrtmee original source (as the
absolute original of our original selfhood}. It is thus that thought thinking itself
becomes thought thinking its other, thinking théhimkable, that which is
transcendent to thought. This self-transcendence in the urgency of desiasis an
opening to ultimacy, and this opening shows a beiith transcendence (@ssio
essendithat is prior to and enabling the self-transcagdirgency of ultimacy'°
Self-transcending desire: porosity, the passio rdise

Another hyperbole of internal being, another hapmgthat brings to the
thought of God, is a primal porosity—an intimatencoun(icat)ion with God in the
interior depths of the selt! In human self-transcendence, there imssio essendi
a passive suffering and givenness, a gift fromother—that is prior to theonatus

essendi-to our striving endeavor to B& There is a prioagape a prior fullness, a

EB 215: “Our doubleness comes back: finite and infinite; birtitefrestlessness emerging in and
beyond our finitude, and thrusting for something more; aficitie restlessness teaches us our finitude
in a deeper sense, since we come to despair if we detther than finite goods. The infinite
restlessness throws us back upon finitude in a way that apethe possibility of another sense of the
infinite, an infinite not at all defined by the mediatiorfioftude and infinity in our self-mediation: an
appearance of the infinite into the middle and in a relaif®uperiority relative to our infinite
restlessness.”

EB 365: “Our infinite restlessness can only come t@eéaa good itself infinite; we cannot be that
good, though we have an infinite promise; and this oulessstess hearkens back to our first selving. It
is impossible to rest with one's own fulfillment.”

M HG 3, 7; AOO 6, 269, 288.

DDO 152: Intentional infinitude and infinite succession “poind more that is more absolutely
original, relative to which they are to be seen as imaag ontologically derivative, despite the
originative powers of being that they exhibit in theimosight.”

H5BHD 255: “Does thought thinking itself open to the strangeghbof the unthinkable, the thought
of the unthinkable, the thought of the ultimate other? Dimgsisr mediation of dialectical mind open
to the double mediation of metaxological mind, and philosophy becamgiah thought thinking itself
but thought trying to think the ultimate other that extsethought?”

HG 93: “In self-knowing, knowing knows an excess in its own anance: something other to thought
thinking itself that enables thought to think at all butas ecompletely determinable through itself, nor
a matter of thought's own self-determination. This ment otherness to thought thinking itself is
strikingly communicated in the measure that the infinitude lofregstrikes home: its excess to finite
determinability and its own complete self-determinatiohis Excess, or excess in immanence is
hyperbolic, and perhaps also says something about the hypdrbiolicof God beyond the whole.”
opy 11; EB 74.

7 A0O 292.

HG 97: “In the primal porosity of the intimate communicatimiween God and humans, there is no
absoluteselfelevationwe determine; there is gift that elevates the sgbfassiothat lifts the soul, not a
conatusin which it lifts itself.”

181G 97, 203-4; AOO 288.
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prior being-in-relation to transcendence that esghound of self-transcendentke—a
divine festivity poro9 that is in the idiotic roots of self-transcendemys'?® Here,
more basic to desire is an openness, an openipagtience to the other—here, to the
ultimate othet:?! In thispassidopening/patience self-transcendence is ruptured by
called forth by and released toward transcendesicgter'?> A sense of divine
transcendence is communicated in intimacy of tife'$& Desmond describes this

intimate commun(icat)ion between God and the selié self as a porosity—an

HG 130: “Being given to be’ here is gift: not self-detenation. This ‘being given to be’ ispassio
essendbefore it is a&onatus essendiAnd this is not necessary, either with referendéstoriginating
source, or in itself: it is but in might not be. To bese?] this gift—this is contingency as created
good. lItis the good of the ultimate ‘to be’ that ishet source of this givenness as gift.”

AOO 291: “We argpassio essendiefore we areonatus essendpassion of being before striving to
be. We are first created, before we create. ,Ifvmat is the more ultimate source of originality? The
issue at bottom is the interpretation of originality andndty in terms of human self-transcendence or
in terms of transcendence as other, or the communicationdretivese two.”

19BB 208, 221; PU 250.

BB 5: “The vector of transcendence, | want to suggeatréady a relation to transcendence, and in a
sense not reducible to human self-transcendence. Transceadeastber to us works along with
human self-transcendence.”

HG 203-4: “Thispassio essendignifies our disproportion to ourselves, hence source of doiténf
restlessness and inadequacy to complete self-possessiothaBdisproportion and inadequacy points
us beyond ourselves, above ourselves to an other infinitDdeinfinite restlessness points above
itself to this other infinitude whose difference cannoabeogated speculatively.”

120py 135; EB 157.

121BB 5; EB 217.

BB 160: “In the abyss of its own inward otherness, it cobedsre itself and opens to a sense of the
infinite that exceeds its own self-mediation. Yet in #eston between its own excess as
transcendence and the transcendence of the other, it gsferiected, made whole, never closed even
in the radical innerness.”

PU 11: “The pursuit of the ultimate itself testifiesa positive power of being in the self; it cannot be
mere lack that drives desire beyond lack; it is thgimal power of being that constitutes the self as
openness to what is other to itself; the dunamis of ensmals a self-transcending openness to
transcendence as other to desire itself.”

PU 204: “Within the self-transcending urgency of desirefingan opening to the ultimate other. We
are the interior urgency of ultimacy, this other isralicy as the superior.”

122EB 113-14.

EB 113: “There is a release of self-transcending towardscendence itself, because something of the
possibilizing power of transcendence itself has been reléadaiman self-transcendence, making
possible what is impossible in human terms alone.”

EB 218: “Transcending desire discovers that, in being ftdglf, it is more than itself and called forth
by transcendence as more than itself, transcendence amstpdr’

123py 83; EB 481; PR 108; HG 97.

BB 414: “The name ‘God’ arises in the inward othernesb@tleepest intimacy of our being.”

PU 101: “Augustine said that God wiatimior intimo meo This is the intimacy of being beyond the
ego, and beyond the intimacy of self. It is the idiotod. Of God we are made mindful in an idiot
wisdom.”

HG 93: “The sense of the superior other appears in theimances of interiority; but it is there in the
deepest intimacy of the soul (T2) that the more radmade of transcendence (T3) and excess of the
divine is communicated.”
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experience of being-with or dwelling with that segts a transcendence beyond or
superior to self-transcendenté.
The call of the good: agapeic selving and community

The final hyperbole of internal being is, broadhat of the call of the good.
The call of the good that is experienced in beithical refers one to a ground of the
good—a good beyond finite goods-kaperagathoshat must be so disproportionate
in order to be proportionate to the exorbitant ga@dexperience in the between—in
the experience of the goodness of being and irgh=giied to agapeic beir&> The
human good refers to more ultimate good as a dondibr the possibility of ethical
being!®® This experience of the call of the good is a heiammissioned, being

constrained by ultimacy in relation to the otffér As such, the call of the good

124 EB 362-63; PR 108; AOO 290, 292.

BB 447: “Man is not God, man is never identical with Godn and God may be together, but the
space of transcendence is never obliterated, even in thentimstte communion of the two. God is
more inward to inwardness than inwardness is to itsedf;y&t this more intimate inwardness, this
radical immanence of God, is God’s absolute transcendsince, it is immeasurably more
unmeasured that the unmeasured infinitude of inwardneds’itsel

PU 83: “In the beginning and in the end, the intimacy of ‘beWith’ inseperable bring being religious.
The wordreligio itself communicates this in its naming of a bond of eelaéss and a tie of trust. The
intimacy of sacred communion is in the depth of the ididdyeing. Were this depth entirely
desecrated, the distinctive personal ‘being with’ of human aamitsnwould wither at the roots.”

HG 97: “In the primal porosity of the intimate communicati@iween God and humans, there is no
absoluteseltelevationwe determine; there is gift that elevates the sepassiothat lifts the soul, not a
conatusin which it lifts itself.”

125EB 20, 93, 200, 493

EB 502-3: “What grounds the good? It is not nature simply: tisegeddness to nature, and yet this is
disproportionate to the good as we come to know it, bdtlwinan life, and in our response to all
being....Is the ground human freedom? It seems not. Our freisddreadyin communion with the
good, and is given to be as a good from a source otheitsktn.. If the human is a source of good,
there is a more primordial source of good not human....Since huemaendowed with the promise of
freedom, this other source must be adequate to the pharalisingulars without determinate number
that constitutes the many humans that have come and passgdcad will yet come and pass away in
lines of succeeding generations that are beyond all hunmari ke ground of the good must be
proportionate to, indeed in excess of this. The prospect stathgemind, beggars the imagination. We
either say there is no ground; there is nothing; and thecketig the ultimately void space where
humans come and go, brief flares of inexplicable life itmetplicably bind themselves to a sense of the
good, as if it were absolute, and yet the flare is snudftedand the singular proven to be a nothing in
the cosmic void. Or we say, there is a ground but it must beiapate to the sense of the good we
experience in the betwedfiso, this ground must be disproportionate just to be propoate... A
ground less than the living God does not ground the erathipod that comes to manifestation in the
between, does not do justice to what is communicated to b#iiaal in the between, does not itself
enable communication between itself and that very between.”

126EB 170.

127 BB 414.
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beyond the self is the ground of agapeic selvirdg@mmunity—a good beyond the
self to which one is called even to the point dfesing, of service without
reciprocity.128 Thus, when this call is answered and embodieddommunity of
agapeic service, such a community can be a witogbe agapeic source—likening

itself to the generosity of the agapeic oritfin.

Section Ill: The Metaxological God
81. Counterfeit (univocal/equivocal and dialecticgldoubles of God
Thinking about God, for Desmond, entails a vigikamt discriminating false
doubles of Gotf®—a guarding against counterfeit doubles presertifgd that is
not God**! Such counterfeit doubles mimic the original theypmut to image—
reflecting only a part of the original but so fomgson that part as to distort its

imaging of the original** Avoiding such counterfeits also involves guardagginst

PO 159: “In being ethical we are constrained by ultimaagiation to the other as a self of inviolable
worth. Aesthetic and religious respect for othernessvédter than this, not so directly focused on the
other self as moral.”
128 EB 495: “What is the ground on which we are willing to eittexgapeic service with the earth and
fellow humans? If this service, as a kind of pietyhaf between, lives in light of the good of the other,
that goodness is not from us.”
129EB 165, 502.
EB 481: “This is the religious community of agapeic ssr\that enacts the intermediation of the good
beyond erotic sovereignty and in ethically likening itselthe generosity of the agapeic origin.”
EB 486: “Religious community binds togethes{igare - Augustine) the human and divine, and out of
this transforms the bonds holding humans together. Timree® of social power undergo a
transformation which carries human power to the edgs bumanness. We understand power as
given all along, a gift from motiveless generosity, melegs goodness beyond the goodness of the gift,
rousing in community the vision of humans together living an gtbfigenerosity in finite image of the
ultimate generosity.”
101G 10.
HG 7: “In truth, there is nothing but deep water when we can@&@od. The question of God, for the
philosopher as well as for the religious person, concenndiscrimination of the false doubles of God,
nglt is, idols. No one escapes the need for finess# toealifference here.”

HG 2.
HG 9: “Much hangs on whether there is any original to whierence can be made to sustain the
claim to be true, or false. If there is no originkkre is no counterfeit; there is not even an image,
since any image, without an original, images nothing, éénao image.”
132HG 8: “The problem of the counterfeit double is that thegienaill mimic as well as show the
original, and mimic by presenting itself as the origihal.
HG 9: “A counterfeit double is an image that is almost #ydi&e the original, but something has been
altered that vitiates its claim to be true.”
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the idolatry that “stalks thought®® Such idolatry often involves an instrumentalising
of God—a reducing of the overdeterminate, transeehohetaxological God to a
manipulable univocity®* These counterfeit doubles, these idolatrous geelsiead
gods amounting to little other than the human twilpower that projects théfii—a
God that is not God. In Desmond’s work, the codfatedoubles of the
metaxological reality of God are presentations ofl@s contracted into the univocal,
equivocal, dialectical senses of being.
The univocal God

The univocalization of God entails an objectifyimigGod that is also an
absolutization of univocity®® The univocal God is the static, univocal eterrity
absolute in its immutability and stasis beyond teme becoming—that has been, as
Desmond recognizes, pervasive in the western miglusal tradition™>’ This
univocal God is exemplified in tHens Realissimur-a static eternity that is a self-

thinking thought fixed outside of timf& The univocal God can be seen as an

18 py 229.

134 BHD 102: “Idolatry is an ontological inversion that reducesdbubleness of the sacred middle to
manipulable univocity. It cannot the constitutive ambigoitsacred presence/absence, but substitutes
a domineering univocity for what it sees as an intoleraljuivocity.”

BHD 103: “Instead of the festivity of participation in thecess of the sacred, idolatry reveals the will
to totalitarian ascendancy over the infinite.”

135BHD 104: “The god of idolatry, whether the archaic fesshiof premodernity or the instrumentally
enlightened fetishism of modernity, is a dead god.... Idolatdysheer profanity thus come to the
same thing. Both are related outcomes of the same icollbstween an anthropocentric will to power
over being’s otherness and the will to univocalize beingeantirBoth are indifferently different
avenues to the same dead god, a god dead equally in time etednity, and dead whether we call this
god, god or man.”

1%°BB 96; PU 110.

1¥"DDO 89-90; PU 171.

DDO 90: “Absoluteness, in fact, tends to be identifiethwhnmutability....Time, because always
becoming, amounts almost to a defective condition afdyein unreal succession of shadows, all
without abiding substance. The philosopher, however see&biding reality beyond time, a realm
not cursed by change.”

¥ py 202.

PU 200: “God as the ultimate is the univoEalk Realissimurautside the openness of the dynamic
middle. Here we find the idea of an eternal God who stawd$ fabm time, absolutely fixed, outside
time, never in the midst of what is in process here and noWhe. ultimate becomes the circular self-
mediating absolute.”
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expression of onto-theology—as an idealized prigjeaif objective min® that can
become an instrumentalization of God, a mere umivegplanatiort’® Such a use of
God as a foundation—as a means of securing oussgitbe world, as a self-
projection of our powéf’—is, in the end, a use of God makes God uselé¢ssales
God redundant, dispensable when the order of thklwad the self (to which God is
utterly transcendent) is taken as self-sufficféhtThus, the univocal conception of
God can be seen as generating an oppositionakdualequivocal difference

between God and the world, the betw&gn.

139 py 111: “The idealized projection of an absolutized objectiveimiGod’ is the absolute voyeur,
though a strange voyeur, since he does not seem to taldeasure in watching.... This is the ‘God’
of a kind of dead mind, a mind that really minds nothing.”

PU 202: “the idea of God as self-thinking thought, am itlesome respects the metaphysical and
theological apotheosis of univocal logic. In God as self-thipkihought there would be no
contradiction, only the absolutely pure self-consistenayiofl at one with itself.”

140py 188: “I do not think we need to take God as an ‘exqilan,’ if we mean some determinate
univocal reason why things are thus and thus. God as ayrnerebcal explanation would be a ruse
by which reason uses the idea of God to shirk the deep@Ebgicial perplexity about God. Reason
then uses God to allow itself to go back to sleep agai@odfis an ‘explanation,’ there is a sense in
which this answer is darker than the question it answecguse the answer involves a certain
extraordinary compleacknowledgemenmf the mystery of the ultimate.”

1“1PR 109.

EB 44: “We turn around the God who would be for us into a Gatwe make to be for us, according
to terms we dictate, terms not true to the fullnésh®ethos. This instrumentalization means that God
is not for us as an agapeic origin, but as a means lhwie again secure ourselves in the world. This
is an idolatrous use of God. Nor is God tausedto "secure" ethics.”

PU 171: “The dualistic opposition of time and eternity miggem to suggestumivocaleternity as a
complete determinate answer for the equivocations &f.tim

142BB 96: “The absolutization of this mathematical univotéigds eventually to the dissolution of
God as the universal geometrical maker: the clock-makingitinof the clock-work world is made
redundantwith respect to the working of the made clock. Thgipél dispenser of intelligibility is
made dispensable with respect to determinate intellityibilow taken as self-sufficient.”

EB 42: “| think Descartes has use for God, but his us&tml eventually made God useless. The use
he had for God was as a necessary means to furthegwiproject. He needed God to guarantee the
ontological import of his cognitive powers.”

EB 44: “God as useful becomes God as useless, onca ¢heeof our self-generating power gets under
way and works up enough steam. God as a means will be dispeith for other means more useful.
The self using God will now use itself, where before #du&od.”

143 BB 58.

PU 217: “The danger with any defense of eternity as timisr, which wants to preserve the real
pluralism of the ultimate and finitude, is that itbenes entrenched in a dualistic opposition. This, in
turn, tends to produce and equivocal difference betweenand eternity without the possibility of
mediation. This equivocity itself springs from thinking etgrim univocal terms. Eternity is the
unsurpassable stasis of univocal being, beyond the eqlivoatability of time.”

On the manner in which the univocal generates the equivethlufaloes itself) see
Pickstock’s discussion of how Soctus’s univocity of beingit produces an unsurmountable
guantitativedifference between humans and God (God is brought onto our plargebiilion miles
away from us). See also Conor Cunningham’s understandihg afdic of nihilism in which
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The equivocal God

The univocal understanding of God begets a dualistderstanding of God
and the world. This dualism—this fixation of Gasleternal outside of the world of
becoming—Ileaves the world devalued and degraded,tfeere is a dualistic
opposition between God and the world, God cannohéground of goodness or
value in the world—there can be no relation betwidertwo** The God intended as
a ground, in the end, cannot function as a groundg-€relation to the world
becomes equivocal. What this theological dualismsdground is the fact/value
dualism so pervasive in the modern ethos—suchathat the dualistic conception of
God has torn asunder (being and goodness), no hwitidre able to put together.

This equivocal dualism between God as and the wadrleings in the
between is problematic in several wa$s The conception of God as a static eternity
is equivocal inasmuch as it is self-frustratinge @annot seek to have any relation to
it; it cannot act in relation in relation to the rieh it cannot have originated the world;
and it cannot be the ground of that to which &rsithetical**® On one hand, God as
a static eternity is a nugatory transcendence—ulad@ for any relationship with

the world or humans—for God is defined only negasivin opposition to the

world**" On the other hand, the only kind of relationskipften left in a dualistic

(alienating) dualism and (ultimately empty) monism diedectically intertwined. Pickstockfter
Writing, 122-23; Conor Cunninghar@enealogy of NihilisniLondon: Routledge, 2002), passim.
1“EB 20; GEW 16.

EB 24: Dualistic opposition “opens an abyss between oreatid the good as ground. But if this abyss
can only be defined by dualistic opposition,immanent mediationf the presence of inherent good is
communicated to creation. It is in this last line tiat dualistic opposition of creation and God (as
ground of good) isebornin the human being, as itself in opposition to equivorsdtion.”

EB 25: “Simply put: if the dualistic transcendent Gedyround of good, as opposing othecannot

be the ground of the good in creation.”

“*PDO 108.

“°*DDO 96-99; EB 25.

“"DDO 99.

BB 240: Dualistic thinking of transcendence “has the paiadbresult of making the transcendent
unavailablefor divination in the world of given being. The dualism sundiene and eternity,
becoming and the origin. But the whole matter concdmamterplay of these two, not their mutual
repulsion. This interplay requires a notion of each go@s beyond a reductive sense of their
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conception of God—that of the eternal origin anougud of the world of becoming—
that ultimately serves to make God redund&hiGod as static eternity does not serve
the intended use of securing the world, for suckraity, by definition, cannot
originate or ground the entities in the world beawrto which it stands in
opposition.
The dialectical God

Finally, this equivocal dualism can lead to a dititml conception of God. In
the long run, the oppositional relation of duatisipposition and equivocal difference
in dualism tends to undercut itself and issue kind of dialectical monism?*®
Desmond describes this dialectical god aalasorbing god-a closed whole which
subsumes all parts, all otherness within itselfhiniits onenes¥® Desmond (with
Hegel in particular in mind) also describes sucliegectical god as a@rotic origin, a
god that originates the world with the goal of resttuted self-relativity—in order to
achieve absolute self-mediatiti. This idea of an erotic origin can come to

expression in the conceiving of God in terms of hardivine sovereignty—of a

togetherness and an antagonistic sense of their differédee must say that eternity as origin is here
asserted purely in the mode of negation: eternity is titnatis not; the ‘not’ speaks the gulf of
difference and transcendence....The negation produces, ithiacgnrelatednessf origin and

creation. For if the eternal origin is purely in anditself, then its power to originate what is other,
and its relativity to what is so originated as otheundermined.”

“®*DDO 99; PU 170; EB 24.

“9DDO 204.

BHD 80: “Dualism begets an essentially oppositional relatetween two terms or realities, and in the
long run an oppositional relation generally tends to undetself.”

PU 14: “Dualistic opposition and equivocal difference subtennselves, as does mere univocity, if
we think the matter through. The possible togetherness opthesites, indeed the passing of one side
into the other, is opened up by the dialectical sense.”

*°DDO 202-4; BHD 128.

DDO 28: The absorbing god entails “a principle of completiorciyhpurporting to be absolute
wholeness, subsumes all parts within itself andhi; ¢ngulfment absorbs their distinctiveness.”

151 BB 242, 245,

BB 246: “Theexitusof the origin into otherness will be seen rather as tidellmterm by which the
initial origin, as indefinite, mediates its own indefeness, and hence mediates with itself. In this, and
finally, the origin will be seen to return to itsélfproperly articulated self-relation....Theditus of

the production to the source is the self-mediation of the spimavhich the source, in its reconstituted
self-relativity, produces itself as absolute self-raéidn, or as the self-mediation of the absolute.”
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social will willing itself *>?

Desmond sees several problems in this dialectmateption of God. The
dialectical (absorbing, erotic) God subsumes andissplves the difference between
God and human$? This again makes divine transcendence redunttarthere is
ultimately no divine (ultimate) other to the wotff. In fact, with the dialectical God,
all otherness is ultimately temporary, provisionéiere is no true plurality or
irreducible othernes$® The originating and the originated entailed ia énotic
origin is ultimately illusory—there is only selfignation!*® Finally, the dialectical
God as an erotic origin is an empty, indetermimgigin. Its originating is driven by
a lack—needing to become determinate—and not pdingeut of a fullness’

82. The Metaxological God

The metaxological sense of being is a vision ofgp¢hat entails genuine
otherness, transcendence and difference in thd ofid@mmunity. Central to this
vision is the way in which divine otherness or Geldtes to this metaxological
community. If being is an overdetermined excesden#p of unrepeatable singulars
that constitute genuine difference in the midstahmunity, does this have a bearing
on how we are to talk about God? Toward this erthtis, thinking God
metaxologically—Desmond uses two principle termsrioapsulate his conception of
God: those of superior transcendence and the agapgin.

Superior Transcendence
One of the key elements in understanding God méigiaally for Desmond

is that of seeing God in terms of a superior trandence. In Desmond’s

152EB 25, 474,

*3pQ 135, 310.

HG 6.

155BB 247: The erotic origin “denies plurality to be ultimlgt‘outside’ the origin. If there is plurality
‘outside’ the origin, this ‘outside’ is only provisional....&lly, there is no irreducible otherness.”
1%ppO 202-4.

15" BB 247-48.
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metaphysics, there is, in addition to the transeand of the being of nature (T1) and
the self-transcending transcendence of human lf€Rjg athird transcendence (T3)
which is identified with the divine or Gdd® Desmond, following in the tradition of
the great monotheistic religions, is concerned wéfending God’s genuine
transcendence—over against the potent(ial) cowiter-as a non-negotiabte’
Desmond often refers to God as “transcendencéd”itsethe ultimate and
foundational transcendent®. This divine transcendence is spoken of in terfns o
metaphorics of height and depth, of “the extrenfespace.*** God is the depth of
the world as its immanent (though different), irdia (though reserved), originating
and supporting ground? Of more significance in the present context, the
metaxological God is described in terms of heigh& dvertical transcendence”™—an
infinitude that ishuper, “beyond” or “above” all finite being®® This “vertical” divine
transcendence is a superior transcendence (begtartbr and exterior
transcendence)—an absolutely superior othetffetbmt has an essentially
asymmetrical relationship with humans and the wtfidThere is a “divine
disproportion”*®® Desmond describes this superiority of God in eafthe

ultimate®® —God is “the Unequal Itself:®®

18 BB 231; HG 2-4, 7; AOO 269.

19py 189; HG 9.

180BB 231: PU 230; EB 219; HG 3; AOO 269. This transcendentfelindational” in the sense of a
prior possibilizing origin. See below.

*1ppO 198-99.

12ppo 199.

**DDO 198; BB 201, 208; HG 7.

DDO 198: “The sublimity of the originative source of wig the infinitude sensuously suggested by
the overwhelming majesty of being, which towers above usshiyaihscendence of finitude.”

184 BB 201, 256-57; HG 3, 59.

151G 49.

HG 59: “If God isthe superior (than which none greater can be conceived), theorelats an
asymmetnpuilt into it: the higher as above the lower relatehélvwer differently from the way the
lower relates to the higher.”

16 BHD 182.

157 BDD 763-64.

¥ BHD 182; PU 235.
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Desmond characterizes this superior and ultimatestendence, not as an
empty “beyond,” but as an otherness characteriggdemitude—as actual infinitude
and as overdetermined, excessive reserve. Thindéendence @therto the other
others, the other transcendences—not reduciblertera projection of the
transcendence of the becoming of the world or ofituu self-determinatiott® God,
in the metaxological conception, is not a proddgirojection but of hyperbolg.0
That is to say that the metaxological God is notariByperbole”—an exalted way of
speaking about something else (say, ethics)—bhiparbole in the sense of a
thinking that finds itself beyond itself, on a &ejory toward an infinite other, an
actual infinitude that cannot be fully subsumedermal comprehended in terms of
finitude (or of lesser infinitudes like the infieisuccession of external becoming (T1)
or the intentional infinitude of original selfhod®)).}’* Desmond describes the
otherness of God as a “reserve”—as in somethinggheeld back, that retreats, that
withdraws'’? Superior transcendence, in itself and for itselfpains for us an
enigma, a mystery that retreats beyond the veilishe limits of human
comprehension and mediatidfi. The reserve of divine transcendence is a pargisti
otherness that remains beyond, exceeds the bofiady dolistic immanenc¥?
Concomitant with this reserve is the necessity thatspeech about God be indirect,

{7

metaphorical.”” Desmond describes this “reserve” not as an indefor

199BB 231-32; PU 230; HG 3-4, 200; AOO 6.

17°BB 256-57; HG 4.

' DDO 151; BB 408, 448.

172BB 495; HT 31.

13 BB 258.

BHD 177: “the reserve of the sacred other, its mydbesond all conceptual encapsulation.”

HG 200: “Transcendence is shown and reserved, and so irampeand forbears beyond, the unfixed
boundary between mediation and mystery.”

" BB 495, 502; HG 187-88, 199ff.

175 BB 502: “This hiddenness of the ultimate truth agaimkes our need of images and metaphors,
themselves both true and untrue, double.... This reserigniicant because it unequivocally reverses
our anticipation that we can reduce the truth of the ot@iwur truth, be on a par with it in our
conceptual mediations.”
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indeterminate or empty othernéé8but as an overdetermined plenitddée Divine
transcendence is a qualitatively inexhaustible €& it is the “reserve of the
full.” t7®

Desmond’s metaxological presentation of divinegc@mdence is not merely
utter transcendence, transcendence without releditme world and to humans—thus
collapsing into an equivocal dualism between Gadlthe world that ultimately
erases first the “between” and then God altogetMetaxological divine
transcendence is amiginal transcendence—not merely “beyond” but also “before
It is “original” as first and as originating. leserdetermined
excess/fullness/plenitude is the reserve that gisits power of originatidfi° out of
which transcendence originates genuine otlérés such, it is the “possibilizing
source” of the other transcendences—a transcendé&Byéhat begets, that is the
original source of transcendence (T1, ) The overdeterminate and excessive
transcendencef third transcendence enablestitgiscendingn the sense of its
transcending itself in creation (originating beawyother to it) and in relating to

creation.

e HG 7.

'""BHD 181; BB 19, 182; PU 230; HT 34.

BB 330: “God thought metaxologically would be...the overdeterminxedssive plenitude of the free
original power of being.”

18BB 19, 182, 255.

BB 208: The between’s “original ground is the transcenderated too much, always more, always
beyond, and always giving beyond itself as an agapejindti

194G 198.

¥9ppO 188; HG 3, 136.

181 4T 34: “What is suggested is an overdetermined sourcagihation out of which coming to be
unfolds. To speak of ‘creator,’ | suggest, is a way ofipgitus in mind of this other source.”

182BB 231; EB 219; HG 3; AOO 269.

BB 231: “T3: The transcendence of tiegin—this would beranscendence itselhot as the exterior,
not as the interior, but as the superior.... Since it exgess of determinate being, as its original
ground, it would be beyond the doublet of possibility and realityould be what we might call the
possibilizing sourcef both possibility and realization; but it could not bstja possibility, nor indeed
a determinate realization of possibility. It would havééaeal possibilizing power, in a manner more
original and other than possibility and realization. diNd have to be ‘possibilizing’ beyond
determinate possibility, and ‘realizing’ beyond all deteatérrealization.”
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One metaphysical metaphor that Desmond has udad presentation of this
“original” aspect of divine transcendence (and veeeare already moving into the
next section) is that of trebsolute original Desmond describes the absolute original
in terms of wholeness and infinituf&. The absolute original @bsolutein that it is
whole—an ultimate unity in itself, neither lacking farlfillment and needing nor
dependent upon the world for self-completion (ahwhe erotic origin, the dialectical
God). Itis its own (self-originating) whot&* The absolute original isriginal in
that it isinfinite, for it is its infinity (its transcendent reservettherness to the finite)
that grounds its power of originatidf. Inasmuch as wholeness alone yields an
univocal God®® and infinitude alone yields an equivocal G8thoth of these
incomplete options leave one with a God that care Im® possible relation to the
world as other. Within the absolute original, heee wholeness and infinitude open
onto each other so as to yield an “open wholen¥8sits “absoluteness” is not its
absence of relation but its giving in relation (@ther, thenannerof its giving, as we
will see below):?* Its infinitude is not an escape from finitude Euthe ground of its

openness to finitude as a power to origirale.

%3 DDO 188-96; HG 8.

¥ DDO 189, 192.

DDO 192: “As an originating whole, the absolute original If@gginating; as creative infinity, it is
the ageless origin of the finite world.”

DDO 196: “Between the absolute original and the originateddiies a discontinuity between

the absolute original as its own whole and the worldeedyf created and other.”

¥*DDO 192; BB 502.

DDO 189: “The idea of infinity may help us make sensesoflifference and its power of creation in
relation to otherness.”

DDO 195-96: “Even though we speak of the absolute originatede and infinite, there is a sense in
which the metaxological view means that a sense of thenepsrof infinity is more primordial than
any form of wholeness.”

188 DDO 192: Such would “falsely fix the boundary of the whole.”

187 DDO 192: Such would “let being dissolve into a bad indefiniteries

%8 BB 502.

No other being possesses the characteristics of wholenedstabhsss and
infinitude/originality in this way. However, all being (T1, T@)ssesses lesser, dependent analogues
of these characteristics.

189 BB 263: “The agapeic origin is absolute by absolvimgftnite creation it gives. It absolved in
freeing from itself. It never functions as an absorbing goda®at God who releases finite otherness
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The Agapeic Origin
“Origin”

The central metaphor for God in Desmond’s workdteds that ohgapeic
origin.*®* Before examining the agapeic dimension, | wilitfiexplicate the
original/originating dimension. God, for Desmoigicentrally the original
transcendenc&—the origin and creator of the world that is otheEanscendent to the
creation, to the becoming of the wotfd. There is, in the metaxological conception
of God, a clear (and distinctly monotheistic) aitgive to the “holistic self-creation”
of the dialectical God™ The transcendence of the origin—of God as thquei
singular, “first” and “primal” givet”>—entails a radical sense of origination, a
“genuine” origination that is absolute and uncoiodial**® Such creation is a
hyperbolic thought, a metaphysical metaphor forething that exceeds determinate

intelligibility. **” God's origination is creatioex nihilo**—bringing being into being

for itself, and as other to its own absolute othernesst r8tains its own otherness, even while in
relation to the otherness of the finite creation.”

°ppo 189; BB 502.

191 EB 495: “We name that source in many ways, "God" beiregas the names, and in many ways the
best. | call that source the agapeic origin.”

923G 3.

1°BB 447; PU 187.

AOO 6: “l am interested in the metaphysics of originatiod the relations implied therein. Most
basically, there is theanscendencef the divine: arothernesgo the origin that cannot be assimilated
to any worldly process of becoming.... There is the differeficgigin as (one might say) creating as
creating and the world as creation created, and theeiiferof origin and world not only names the
otherness of the former, but releases the latter imtmah being for itself.”

¥HG 8.

HT 32: “If there is one absolute source, our major che@mms to be between holistic self-creation and
creation from nothing, that is, if we are intent on affing the One as absolute source.”

195 BB 506; EB 202, 505; HG 136; AQO 6.

*DDO 197; AOO 6, 288.

HT 39: “The notion of God as creator...tries to name sometfitige originative being of God,
originative in a radical unique way.... Creating is a néon¢hat absolutely unique originating.”

HG 129: “Creation as the act by which this God brings beitg tooints in this direction of
unconditional origination.”

197BB 269; HT 23; HG 131.

HG 127: “Suppose creation...is what one might call a hyperbmiaght. Suppose creation were more
like ametaphysical hyperbagl¢he thought of something hyperbolic, and in excess défionivocal
determination, or our self-determination.”

AOO 5: “The idea of God as creator suggests, by csti@amore recalcitrant notion of origination. |
call creation a hyperbolic thought, in that it exceeddetiérminate intelligibilities.”
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from nothing. The nothing so names the “qualimatiNfference” between the radical
origin and the radically originated and the “hypdithasymmetry” between the
creator and the creation such that the lattersgomi utterly dependant on the
former®® Thus, as created from nothing, as coming to Emionconditional
origination that is bound by nothing, the creatatverse is “shadowed” by the
nothingnessrihilo) from which €x) it was madedreatio—nothingness is
ontologically constitutive of finite creatidii®

The agapeic origin is the possibilizing source @hg-at-all. The origin’s
originating of finite being (creation of creatiomy a radical creation out of nothing,
has to do with the primakbming to beof finite being®®* God here is an answer to

the question of why there is something rather tiathing, the question of being-at-

all, and as such is presented as the ground offdtttatself’—the fact of given finite

On the hyperbolic thought of creation, see Milbank’s urtdeding of creation in terms of an
ontology of the impossible—of the excessive thought ddtava (that anything exists outside of God),
of its outcome exceeding its occasion. MilbaB&ing Reconciledop. 62-63, 70.
98pDO 242; BB 262.

199 BB 262: “This ‘not-being’ God also means that the meaoingpthingness is not that of
determinate negation. The nothingness between God anbereauld not be a negation that would
negate itself and so prove dialectically affirmative.”

HG 136: “The nothing again names the qualitative differenceigihcand creation, since this absolute
absolving act is not creating itself in creating creati®he nothing names the hyperbolic asymmetry
of the God who creates.”

See CunninghanGenealogy of Nihilisipassim.

2 BB 269; HG 129-30.

BB 269: “Creation comes out of an origin, but that comingsuggests a doubleness: at once a giving
of the plentitude of being, for creation is there; andayeoming out shadowed by nothingness. For
creation would be nothing, were it not for the giving of thgiorf

HG 130: “The originating is by God from nothing, in tktzé finite being is brought to be, and it
would be nothing at all were it not brought to Béhe nothing is constitutive of its finite being, not by
constituting it, but by qualifying the mode of its ontologiatstitution, such that, by its very being, it
is not God and cannot be Godhe ‘not’ is not only between it and God, but is in ittasibthingness
without the most radically intimate ontological origimetithat always now sustains it in being.”

On this constitutive nothingness, see the vision presentedIbgr¥d (et al) of a participatory
ontology—in which the finite exists inasmuch as it parti@pah the infinite—of the natural/immanent
suspended in the supernatural/transcendent—suspended over the eatytiging (save God) would
be without God. MilbankBeing Reconciledp. 179.
211G 128-31.

HT 24: “A creator as origin is notfast beingwhence other beings become: the ultimate source of
coming to be cannot be a being in that derive determsmatse.”

HG 128: “Creation has to do withe coming to bef finite being. How think, how can we think, the
ultimate origin of coming to be? We cannot think it abslu as creations of the origin, we ourselves
are derivative, hence not on a par with the origin.”
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being at alf’® The agapeic origin is the “possibilizing sourcétie primal and
ultimate power of creative possibilizing,” the gnolof possibility that makes being
able to be at afl®® It is the original power of beiR% that is the sustaining (and thus
relatively or rather relationally immanent) grousicheing and thus human
origination and creativity®®

The origin of the world is not an empty transcerideryond or an erotic lack
or defect seeking fulfillmerf® but an always-already-full-ness. The agapeidmwgg
origination issues from a “superpld$”surplus—a plenitude that is “an excess of
completion and wholenes8”® Creation does not come from a compulsion, from a
desire to remedy a defect, but from an alreadygotesompletion, a perfection or
“pluperfection.”®® The origin’s wholeness beyond lack, far from lyetime basis of

God’s merely (univocal/equivocal) insular, stagdf-€£njoyment, is a surplus out of

22ppO 180-81, 188.
HG 129: “Creation is not self-determination, but the giim@e of what is not the origin in itself:
creation is the origination of the happening of being asitite between; the happening of finitude is,
but it might not be, were it not that is were given tdpé¢he absolute original.”
293BB 231, 335, 338.
BB 336: “We might think of this primordial power as fiirst possibilizing in contrast to theecond
possibilizing which refers to the determinate realization of a pagicpbssibility. This first power of
the possible is a creative possibilizing.”
HG 3: “Transcendence itself would be in excess of determimgings, as their original ground; it
would be in excess of our self-transcendence, as its mwsatdtpossibilizing source. It would be
beyond the ordinary doublet of possibility/realitg,taeir possibility source; it could not be just a
possibility, nor indeed a determinate realization of {pigy.”
204 BB 330, 335.
2% AOO 288.
BB 506: “Finite transcending points beyond itself to theohlis origin as the primal giver of the
promise of creation, and as the sustaining ground ofetaxological milieu. As giver and sustaining,
the origin is immanent in the metaxological milieu.”
2%°ppO 193; HG 139.
271G 139.
2% ppO 193; BB 166, 255, 330.
2 DDO 193; BB 215.
BB 255: The origin’s “perfection’ would be, so to say, aujpérfection.” It would be pluperfection,
not just in the sense of always having been perfected, but fdapas now being, and as always being.
Such pluperfection would not be reducible to any or alheftenses of time. It would be the beyond of
time as always already more than any process of becontinmguld be the surplus of eternity.”

See Milbank on God’s being more than God, on God’s fullres§od’'s goodness as prior to
any evil as lack. MilbankBeing Reconciled. xii, passim.
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which it transcends itself in asymmetrical creatiaareation of the other that is not
merely a function of self-relation (as with theldical, erotic origin}°

Finally, the agapeic origin is the source of themmowinity of created being as
plural, singular and good. The agapeic origirheariginating and sustaining ground
of the metaxological community of beiff. As such, it is the ground (the source and
sustainer) of the genuine, nonreductive pluralftgreatiorf"*—a true community of
plurality made up of unique (idiotic) singularitisBCOmmunicative relation to one
another™® This created plural yet singular community ofrigebears a certain
doubleness—at once independent of and dependent@pd as agapeic origin. Itis
independent of the agapeic origin in that the ar@iginates the othexs truly other
and thus as given to itself, freely released imtimd for itsel?* In giving being to
the other, God gives the gift of free otherneshéoother. Finite being is
ontologically dependent upon the origin in thatré¢his yet an asymmetrical

relationship between them as finite being has baditally originated from nothing

219BB 215, 255.

BB 215: “There is an asymmetry in agapeic creationijtiisinot the asymmetry of nonrelatedness.
Agapeic asymmetry is asymmetry per se, in that théaalé for the other as other, and not for a
return to self-relation.”

2P0 113; BB 263.

?2DDO 180; BB 264; AOO 293.

BB 338: “Only with the agapeic origin as ground of pb#isy do we try to make sense of the other as
other, and hence genuine plurality, and not just self-phatidin.”

PU 221: “Plurality itself becomes the generosity of tioga the irreducible gift of the agapeic
origin.... The agapeic origin is thus the ground of a betvlestns genuinely nonreductive of
plurality, even while it allows the intermediation betwéle® one and the other.”

“Bpuy 48.

BB 330: “The community of creation is the ontological bohdreplaceable singulars, freed into their
singularity by the excess of the agapeic origin.”

HT 40: “Creation need not generate oppositional dualism, bdtemedit sense of plurality, a
communicative enabling of others as others. That the worldt God need not mean the ‘not’ yields
destructive negation.”

214py 187; AOO 6.

BB 270: “The doubleness of creation then would seemmpby a tense coexistence of independence
and dependencdndependencen that the outcome of origination is not the self-origorabf the
origin: the creation is other.”

PU 218: “Agapeic creation would be the giving of beingh®dther that lets that other-being be as
other. Finite being is let be as irreducibly other.”

EB 202: “The primal giving of the beginning, as creation, isgilieng of freedom as the release of the
finite being into its own being. Its own being is iy given to itself, and hence is gift.”
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by the origin—its being as finite, as having corads€, points back its origination
and to its origirf*> Finally, finite beings are given to be themselasgood in
themselves—as bearing inherent value from butarathie sake of the origin (so as to
make the value of finite being extrinsic, instrur@or divine self-fulfillment)*®
Here we are already moving into the “agape” of Desd’s agapeic origin.
“Agapeic” Origin

The agapeic origin, as Desmond's preeminent mem'q:iﬂynetaph&iL7 or
“hyperbole™® for God, designates the particular character af’§the origin’s
creation/origination aagapeic As intimated above, agapeic origination is dogat
not from lack but from surplus or plenitutf®. Here, the agapeic origin is to be
understood in contradistinction from the erotigoriwhich, because of some lacking

in itself (some indeterminacy or lack of wholenessompletion), seeks to

produce/fulfill/completatselfin the production of creation—a creation always

215BB 270: “The doubleness of creation then would seeimply a tense coexistence of independence
and dependence..Dependencen that the creation is not absolutely self-supportinigovers over

the nothingness out of which it was called into being, anehioh again many of its forms of being,
perhaps all of it, will eventually return.”

HT 39: “The notion of God as creator gives some articulatichis ontological dependency of finite
being as a whole.”

HG 164: ‘Between God and creatidthere is “an asymmetry between eternal, unoriginated
overfulness and finite, originated fullness.”

*1°BB 186, 511-12; PU 196; EB 44; BR 229; HG 140

BB 448: “The origin as agapeic gives creation its otieing for itself, for the goodness of creation,
and not just mediately for itself as origin. This goodradseing-other for itself reaches its richest
ontological expression in creation with the human beinghand of infinite worth.”

BB 512: “God’s astonishing saying on beholding creation: it is godglyery good. God does not
say: | am good. God does not say: It is good for this parppthat purpose. Nor again does God say:
It is good for this being or that being—say, the human being—mdexd is offered dominion by God.
There is a prior original yes: It is good. It is not goodifoman beingdt is good, good for itself. The
giving of being is itself the gift of being as gootihere is no other reason for it, beyond the fact that
creation as being is good.”

PU 226: “It is as if the Creator, in giving being hetcreation also gave it its value for itself. Arigth
we humans do subsequently follows in the train of thi$ &ibsolute amen to the goodness of being.
To comprehend the meaning of this amen is almost impossible

1" BB 208, 231, 330; PU 137, 207, 230; HG 3.

218 4T 39-40.

219 py 131: “An origin that from the beginning is articulatedérms of plenitude rather than lack
simply, | call an agapeic origin. Such origination doesproceed simply from lack to plenitude, but
from plenitude to plenitude, or from plenitude/lack to plergtiid

HG 135: “Agapeic origination is a way of speaking of thigiriging to be’ from surplus good rather
than from initial lack.”
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provisionally other. The agapeic origin does rextehto produce itself in its
origination—it is “always already itself?’ The agapeic origin is insteagkenitude
that freely originates out of a fullness and noklar internal necessit§*—a
“creative excess” out of which genuine creationgeays>>>

Agapeic origination generously gives forth genwitteernes$® It lets the
other of creation be as other (as other to theeigapiginf**—as an irreducible
otherness® “in itself"#?® and for itsel??’ The being of the world is “released”—
given as free from the origin—into being for its&ff Thus, agapeic creation cannot
be reduced to self-mediatiéf?

In giving otherness, the “agapeic One” gives resenbre than one, to a
genuine plurality>® Desmond describes this in terms of an affirmativelding or
redoubling that is not the self-division of the Ome a “real Secondnes$® Thus,

agapeic creation is the source of difference anthjity’**—the excessive generosity

201G 136: “The agapeic origin does not produce itself in giviegtion. It is always already itself—
superplus power of origination, overdeterminate, not in ‘neéfihite determination. Finitude is not
its own determination, but is a released happening thatéhgte own promise of being creative. This
God gives the being of creation.”
221 BHD 79-80; BB 166; PU 188, 207, 231; HG 135.
22BB 256, 261.

On this excess, see Milbank’s understanding of God’srgegsdas genuine and non-
reactive—as an original plenitude. Milbameing Reconciledy. 149.
223 py 196.
HG 136: “God gives the being of creation.”
?2BHD 80; PU 216-18, 231; HG 70; AOO 288.
PU 218: “Agapeic creation would be the giving of beingh® ather that lets that other-being be as
other. Finite being is let be as irreducibly other.”
2 BHD 90; BB 261-62.
>26BHD 80, 116.
21 BB 262, 448; EB 164.
PU 100: “The ultimate origin is an agapeic source ¢inas the finite other its being, not for the origin
itself, but for the finite being as other in its own rigfthe finite entity is let be in its thisness as other
and its own.”
28 BB 257, 263-64; EB 164, 200; HG 136; AOO 6.
2298HD 80; PU 218-19; AOO 287.
201G 138.
¥ BHD 120; BHD 80-81, 116; PU 220.
HG 138: “The agapeic One redoubles its giving, but it doesadmuble itself here to give itself to
itself, but frees the finite into its being for itself.”
#2DDO 242; PU 238; EB 502; HG 70.
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that gives rise to plurality> The plurality of the created world is composed of
singulars—finite beings that are not only otheGtd but other to each othef. The
agapeic origin is thus the ground of singularitg @enuine (“idiotic”) selfhood as
well. As creator of this plurality of singularbgtagapeic origin is the giver of “the
between,” “the middle” as the “space of open béfig.God is the original
(originating) ground of metaxological commmunitybsing?3°

In all of this, the “agapeic” character of the agiaprigin’s

creation/origination is best described in termthef“gift.” God'’s creation, the giving

PU 221: “Plurality itself becomes the generosity of ttoea the irreducible gift of the agapeic
origin.... The agapeic origin is thus the ground of a betwlegtnis genuinely nonreductive of
plurality, even whole it allows the intermediation betw#enone and the other.”

AOO 293: “The agapeic origin sources the pluralism ofted

2% BHD 81.

BHD 116: “Agapeic creating is not a fall into self-digsiof the erotic One, but the overfull generosity
of the original power of being that grants plurality.”

PU 221: “Plurality itself becomes the generosity of ttoea the irreducible gift of the agapeic
origin.... The agapeic origin is thus the ground of a betvilegnis genuinely nonreductive of
plurality, even whole it allows the intermediation betwdsndne and the other.”

#34BB 184-87, 193, 263, 330, 496; PU 48, 100, 239-41; EB 164, 502; HG 136.

BB 184: “The singularity of the thing in its unigtleat it isis its nonequivalence to anything other....
There are no univocal or dialectical equivalences f@rsthgular sense of thieat it isthat exceeds
every equivalence.”

BB 187: “Only God is on the level of this absolute enigmarafidarity: singularity as being at all by
virtue of its being valued for itself in its singularity..The singular being is the great art of God.”

BB 294-95: “The fecundity of creation gives rises [s@cilie newness of the ‘once’ that is infinitely
pluralized in the marvel of singularity. Such a plurdl@ais a repetition that never repeats itself, that
never reiterates the univocal same. Creation is anfeagdr; never-diminished origination of
singularity.”

>°BB 262.

PU 234: The agapeic origin is the “giver of the middlé&s being; giver of the middle as the space of
open being, keeping its openness open, and keeping its opd¢ongsod; keeping it open for the good
of the other, as it dissolves its own ‘dominance’ oflieangs within the relativity. This self-dissolving
keeping is the agapeic renunciation of the origin’s ‘feelf,” in order to let the ‘for-itself’ of the finite
creation come into its own.”

2°DDO 242; PO 8; PU 137, 234, 238.

PO 113: The absolute original is “the unstated ground ahtiteaxological community of being.”

BB 263: “This metaxological community is not the miéite, but rather is grounded in the ultimate
origin that makes relations of true otherness possibleeimiddle, communities that absolve and
release their members to their own freedom and relativibgtters. In this real plurality there is both a
community that allows a release of singularity, amel@asing of singularity into the promise of
solidarity.”

PU 212: “The agapeic ground as overfull grounds the communityitef 6thers, in the sense of letting
the community of others be as free. Without this overfidkly originating ground there would be no
community of plurality. As originated from agapeic excéss,community of plurality does not
collapse into the ground as into an absorbing god.”
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of being to be as other and for itself, is a’dffa true gift of love’*® It is a giving

that gives the given as a gift. Agapeic creatsa gratuitous origination, a6n-
possessive dispensatjtfi® an act of pure generosity exceeding itself forsélee of

the other—not merely givingomethingo the other but giving the other to be as such,
giving the other itself*® There is a disproportion and asymmetry in theadionality
of giving—God'’s creative gift is something that tduaot ever be returned; it would
ever exceed any attem?ﬁil. It is difficult for us to think this excessivefgito think
agape—it is foreign, other, transcendent to ouit@al erotic) conceptual
economie$??

Creation as agapeic gift implies a certain freedocreated being. Beings

and human beings in particular are given, are &sse” into®*® an ontological

237 pU 133, 144, 196, 216-17; EB 505.

See here Pickstock’s understanding of God as ecstatmalbgcupied, as displaced in His
concern for the other—in creation situating sites kfack,After Writing p. 229.
238 py 221: “The agapeic origin casts its bread but asksdiing in return, constrains nothing, but
lets it be, lets it be in its promise, loves it to bét$ real otherness. Its cast of being is from s jo
flows forth from its agape.”
PU 231: “God does nothing for Himself; everything is dondtierother. There is a sense in which
nothing isfor God. God lets be, since everything given by God is forttiiag), given for that thing
itself.”
PU 232: “A giving without the expectancy of return is beyondmeasuring. This is pure gift. God
demands nothing.”
»9DpDO 191.
HT 41: “There is nothing jealous about agapeic originatibhe image ohon-possessive dispensation
is more appropriate.... Like creation as hyperbolic generasifgpeic dispensation transcends
possession. Its richness is its own willing povertyiiling to be nothing, that the genuine other may
be endowed as something as good.”
#9BB 418, 501; HT 41; BR 224; EB 207.
BHD 80: “Doubling, redoubling would be the creative geneyasiitthe ultimate origin as an agapeic
absolute.”
PU 230: “This is the original meaning of the givenness ofde generosity of being that gives for no
reason beyond the goodness of giving being.”
241 BHD 182: “Thedirectionality of its giving of being out of excess or plenitude is all intpnt.”
HG 137: “If the first absolute relation we call creatismsymmetrical in radically giving being to be, it
exceeds the economy of the interplay of beings in the figitereen.”
*2BB 410, 542; PU 195.
PU 221: “The metaphysical difficulty of thinking the agapaiigin stems from our disability of being,
our own being as the living lack of agapeic generodit fail to understand an unconstrained gift.
For us its excess is too much, something for nothing, purpwsitepurposelessness beyond all our
finite purposes.”
PU 231: “Since our minds and being are so insistenttyceuch absolute agapeic being seems hardly
conceivable, much less believable.”
#3BB 257, 264; AT 250.
BB 264: “The releasing of creation is with the viewHe tnconditional gift of free being.”
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freedom, a freedom to be for themselves as Sthea freedom “given from,” a being
given free(ly) from, the agapeic origift In creating, the agapeic absolute “absolves”
itself from its creation—makes it other and ffé&.In so doing, the agapeic origin
allows creation the freedom to absolve itself frilv@ origin such that there is a
permitting, a “letting be” of evil—a patience toilé’—that can be horrifying to

us?*® Yet there is a conceptual consistency betweerxtstence of the agapeic

origin and the existence of evil, for a creatiothout the possibility of evil is not the

result of agapeic creation, not truly other to ¢heator, not released, fré€.

2*4BHD 182; BB 79; EB 138.

BHD 80: “Agapeic creation gives an irreducible otherriedbe being of finite creatures. This is an
ontological freedom that may always shatter the dialeatleshs of a singular, totalized self-
mediation.”

AT 250: “The promise of freedom is a being free, but befloagit is being freed. Being freed, we are
free. The agapeic generosity of the origin frees testie freedom of being for ourselves. But being
free(d) is not originally the product of freedom but the giffreedom.... This giving is not our own.
This giving gives us to be ourselves.”

245 EB 365: “This is not ‘freedom from’ the other which wantéooutside of community, but
freedom given from the agapeic origin, and hence a ‘froat fibunds elemental community.”

246 BB 263: “The agapeic origin absolves itself fromréativity to the creation in the sense that, while
remaining in relation, it allows the creation for itselfatbsolve itself from the relation, even to the
point of turning against the origin, such as we find in human @Vie agapeic origin is absolute by
absolving the finite creation it gives. It absolves in frgdom itself.”

47BB 263; AT 250; En 150.

BR 224: “We are in the gift of the agapeic origin thas les be to be free in our own difference, even
to the oblivion of mindfulness of the generosity of the souoss: of reverence goes with this
oblivion.”

En 150: “There can be nmecessaryedemption of the evil, this enemy. Tledting beof evil, as free,

is entailed by the agapeic love.”

PU 249: “This patience is perplexing and horrifying. Tibathe freedom of finitude given by the
agapeic origin lets be even demonic possibility. Theeenity of spiritual nihilism as a free possibility
is allowed by the agapeic origin.”

28 py 249.

PU 221: “God’s generosity is horrifying to our rational prnde; relative to our prudence it seems
purposeless; there is no determinate purpose to beingimattgenerosity is ‘purposeful’ beyond
every finite purpose.”

BB 545: “It isbecausd5od exists, that everything is permitted, even radical &\iis does not mean
that evil is loved. Freedom is loved, freedom to be the goeeldom as the good. Absolutely nothing
is asked of us, yet absolutely everything is being asked.offhe hyperbolic asking in the face of the
terror of divine permission resides in the fact that freedbapirit alone can restore the freedom of
being.”

249p0O 348: The “defense of perversity as a defense afdreenight be turned into a ‘proof’ of God
from evil”

One can see a difference of emphasis here between Desmbitillaank. Desmond focuses
on how God lets the world be, is patient with evil, and tlets be something like a “secular” realm—
of that which has quit God. This though is not the deepetity, for even evil is thoroughly
dependent on the agapeic origin for is being. Agapeicioreigtsuch that one given to banturn to
evil.

226



As agapeic, the origin for Desmond, is good oregtthe Good>® The
agapeic good is not extrinsic to God; God is “agapanscendence,” the “free
identity of being and the good™ And, as the agapeic origin gives forth being, so
does it give goodness to beift§. God creates being as good for itself, as valuiable
itself. God creates the world and says “It is gb@d As such, the agapeic origin is
the original ground of goodness in be?ﬁ@.And, as such, it can provide both a way
out of the nihilism of instrumental mind and a gndudor our trust in being and
knowledge?>®
Agapeic Sustaining

For Desmond, God as the agapeic origin is not péinel source of being, but
has a continuing relationship with created beimbis relationship, with regard to

humans at least, is an intermediation, a doublaatied between creation and

29BB 71; EB 281.

PU 135: “I call the Good the ‘agapeic origin.™

»1py 195.

2BB 71; PU 195, 216-17; EB 495, 503.

BB 71: “The good of creation for itself is given by tbisgin. We greet it in the primal agapeic
astonishment, which is an echo of the primal ‘It is good.”

BB 448: “The origin as agapeic gives creation its otieing for itself, for the goodness of creation,
and not just mediately for itself as origin. This goodradseing-other for itself reaches its richest
ontological expression in creation with the human beinghand of infinite worth.”

?3BR 224.

BB 512: “God’s astonishing saying on beholding creation: it is godglyvery good. God does not
say: | am good. God does not say: It is good for this parppothat purpose. Nor again does God say:
It is good for this being or that being—say, the human being—mdexd is offered dominion by God.
There is a prior original yes: It is good. It is not goodhfoman beingdt is good, good for itself. The
giving of being is itself the gift of being as gootihere is no other reason for it, beyond the fact that
creation as being is good.”

PU 242: “God’s ‘It is very good’ names the superlativetivaf being, the issue of perfection from the
pluperfect.”

**EB 200, 496.

This can be compared to Badiou’s understanding of being and vRlue value, for Badiou,
arises in relation to an event, not being-as-being. Desrhomcver, sees value as indeed related to an
event—but to the event of the origin of being, to creatidhus, for Desmond, being is valuable, and
there are not two orders: one of the subjective, of tlemEand one of the objective, of Being. See
Badiou,Being and Evenpassim; HallwardBadioy p. 78.

?°BB 71, 359.
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Creator”>® Here we will briefly set out God's side of thisntinuing relationship; we
will look at the human side in the next section:“aligion.”

God’s continuing relationship with being, with tbeeation, arises out of
God’s continuing agapeic regard for being. Godaolieing, loves it for itself,
continues to see it as good in its8ff. God “lets the sun shine equally” on all—loving

even the evil, the hateful, as yet possessing amttgroodness—with what is to us a

“reckless,” “terrifying,” “monstrous” generosify® This loving God is “absolutely
interested” in being—Iloving being all the way “dowai the unique and irreducible
singularity of created beirf§? God's agape, as the creative source of difference
otherness and singularity in being, persists—Gambuaditionally loves the singular
as something of infinite wortf® Out of this abiding love, God calls and re-create
and sustains the metaxological community of beiniget an agapeic community.

Creation is given as good, yet is given with thenpise (not the necessity) of freely

entering into agapeic community with God and oth&k&e humans are called forth

2% py 204.

>TEB 491.

PO 285: “God simply loves being, but we do so on and off.”

HG 140: “God’s seeing [being as good] is sabbatical. Gtabléng with love on the creation as itself
good, and good in itself, and for itself.”

*%BB 544.

PU 241: “God lets the sun shine equally on the wicked landighteous.... God does not hate the
hateful; God loves the evil, the hateful, the enemy. Fsanmoralistic standpoint the idea of God as
agapeic is monstrous.”

PU 242: “God’s agape seems to be an insult to our justiceckless generosity exceeding the measure
of our rational self-mediating morality.”

259 BB 452: “True interest suggests a limitless expanseetéxological mindfulness. In that regard,
only God is truly interested in being, in communitylwlteing. Only God loves all being down to the
ontological intimacy of singularity. We humans are ngiatde of that absolute pitch of interest, of
being between.”

2%9BB 193, 200, 259, 277, 542; PU 239; EB 188.

BB 200: “The singular ‘I' is loved as a singular absolate community before God, the absolute
original.”

BB 330: The agapeic origin is “reflected in the creationrmifjue singularity; the being of the thing is
loved unrepeatably for itself, and hence has its beingsrotitological generosity that is absolute—
unconditionally for the singular thing itself, in the ontologiwarth of being.”

PU 84: “God who is not an absorbing Moloch, but an agapewdwtbsvho does not dissolve the
differences of creatures, but loves them in the singulafitlyeir singularity.”
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into this community, called to realized the proms$@gapeic communit§?* We
freely fail, however, to answer this call, to realthis promise.

God’s love, however, persists. God, in Desmonddeustanding, is less an
erotic sovereign compelling obeisance than an dgapevant®? who is
compassionate, involvesith our sufferingd®>—who suggests eom-passio essendi
vulnerable, open, patient, in communication with weaknes$®* This agapeic God
acts with a “condescending” love, entering intoithidst of the community of the
beloved®®® Seeking to save us—to redeem defection from divel gto renew, to re-
create “in place of de-creatic’i>*—God, for only God can do it, acts to bear the

burden of evif®’ In the bearing of this burden, God offers yetthapagapeic

*1EB 218.

BB 414: The agapeic self is “not quitelamandof the agapeic origin, for this origin makes no
demands; not demand but promise, hospitality, welcome,dicdisle.”

EB 195: “The origin is the ultimate giver of the gifttbke good of being in the between. Self and
others are recipients of the gift in the between, andibatbmmunity by their being and called to
realize the promise of community.”

EB 220: “The agape of being is first given to us, batase called to an agapeic being which is the
doing of living, in an ethics of gratitude to the origindaof generosity to self and other.”

252 EB 476-77: What if the power of God is not to be imaged orsthisreignty, this imperial power to
command without controversion? What if there is a power hitjia® such sovereignty? God as the
agapeic servant who does not determine but frees? | takeakesuggesting this, in his life and death,
in parables like the prodigal son. The tension of the highed @nd sovereignty can lead to a struggle
between the ‘prince of the world’ and God. The prince efwrld is the erotic sovereign thinking
itself the last absolute, and hence having to stand oversagadd in spiritual agon.”

263 py 235-36; EB 371.

EB 207: “But the divine, like the human, is not the goodedfsufficient perfection, but as generosity
that exceeds itself... [This] is the God that enterstimomidst of suffering and that comes to suffer
with the despised others; that communicates the truth @fghpeic relation in the willingness to suffer
with and for the other.”

814G 137; En 150.

25 BB 544; EB 207.

2%°BB 531; En 150.

HG 194: “Re-creation involves the absolving offer, opening agagwabeginning. And because of
the rupture between the old and new creation, this ‘bebngade’ cannot be fully worked out in terms
of self-creation, self-making.”

67 BB 531: “As we cannot give the primal goodness, so waatagive this renewal of ontological
goodness; only a God can save us.”

PU 245: “Who can bear the unbearable burden of evil? Yhaér of good would not be crushed by
evil? Not a human power; no human being can bear it witheing crushed. Only a God. The
agapeic origin means: bearing the infinitely crushing bucdevil, and yet not being crushed. How
couldwethink this? Howdarewe think this?”

EB 115: “The crushing weight of evil is carried, and wengarcarry it. Who carries it, if not God? ...
We cannot completely answers extreme evil; the ansaather to us. The answer is the goodness of
the good, a power of living good that exceeds us. If God doemahow bear evil, the whole thing
comes to nothing. Do we perish at the thought? (Why do gouns?) If only God can redeem evil,
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asymmetrical relation to human beings, that ofif@gess®® Thus a continuity is
joined between agapeic creation and agapeic réi@néd’ We cannot but be brought
to think here of the incarnation, the sufferingvait, the cross, resurrection,
reconciliation.

God also works to sustain agapeic community. Tapeic service and
community to which God calls us is not sustainddyl@ur will alone but requires
God’s gracious, forgiving, re-creating, sustairnimgver.270 Our agapeic service

needs a willingness, a goodwill, a new will beysedf-will—it needs gracious

help—a release to reverse the gravity its¥2llGiving this help, God is our secret

then God too must die. The good must embrace its own most exbigposite, and recreate its
perverted power.” This is the kenotic power of thedyas passing over, and passing away, it is a
passing into finitude. God is passage of that good.”

8 4G 64-65.

?%9En 150.

HG 194: “If there are continuities between creation r@adreation, it is the promise of the good of the
‘to be’ in the first instance that finds its promise iead. This promise we do not first produce,
though we do participate in its redemption or betrayal.”

270 EB 218-19: “Hence our laying of ourselves as open séi&ma constant striving, or like a pathway
through a wilderness that often vanishes, making us thirtkaddeen fooling ourselves, only then to
reappear suddenly further along, and hearten us thaaituiirf the good, faith without certitude, is not
without unexpected fruit. The life of agapeic servicenpossible if we are alone, and without the
sustaining power of the good as other. As | suggested beiferigrmiliar word (and | think best word)
for transcendence itself is God.”

21 DDO 174: “To gain goodwill, self-will would have to regerits fall and leap upward; but this,
ensnared as it is, it cannot do by itself. It requinesimgression of something from above, rain to
water its droughted roots. We would never return homegdtered, unless we were called home,
loved.”

EB 218: “Acting on the call of agapeic service is not snatde by our will alone. It is not enacted by
autonomous will deliberately setting out to be beyorelfiia service for the other. Transcending
desire discovers that, in being fully itself, it is mdnan itself and called forth by transcendence as
more than itself, transcendence as superior to it. Thésalbustaining that is prior to the hearing of
the call. The hearing is sustained by the call that, in mngded, opens up the middle of
communication, even before the middle serves as the mediitsitigihsmission and reception.”

EB 363-64: “This release comes to one, it is given @ @ne can await it, one can purify oneself in
advance in hope. One can pray. One can struggle withasraans, and the struggle is somehow the
gift itself, as well as the preparation. One can wikmber the struggle, but the willing cannot make the
gift be given. One can knock and knock on the door but the knockndbepen the door, for the door
is opened from the other side, and hence the opening coroes,teven though one has roused the
night into noise that the gods themselves seem unable to igin@@pening is a simple elemental gift
that cannot be commanded. There is asked a willingngssithavill; a willingness that is a new will in
us, but a will that cannot be described as self-willorgany kind of self-determining willing; it is a
willingness beyond self-determining.”

230



partnef’?>who provides needed help in sustaining agapeicmamity?”® Religious
community exists partially as recognizing its degesmce upon God for the fulfillment
of agapeic community and appealing to God for ﬁé"IpThus, with the sustaining
power (grace) of the agapeic God, human commuaitypecome an agapeic
community that is the finite image of, that hypditally points toward, God as

agapeic origin and sustainer, creator and re-aré&to

Section IV: Metaxological Religion

81. Religion

In the context of Desmond’s metaxological metaptg/dhat sees the world as
a community of being given by the agapeic origto,l5e” he says “is to be
religious.”?”® For Desmond, “religion” (against the common modesage) is not a
dimension, a discrete part, of life, but has tandtth our dwelling in being as such—
our being (T2) in relation to the origin and suséai(T3) of the community of created
being (T1, T2). The between, ethos of being, ise@ret commons” between creation
and God’’’ The self that has (re)awakened to second astoeishis a
“metaxologically open self’ that has become ingghinto “being religious’—to a

celebration, a reverence, a sense of the saceethhhrently good, in the between that

2’2EB 75: “God is the most secret partner, the most anonyhepsr, the most intimate prompter, the
good that asks nothing for itself, for its nature asgthed is simply to broadcast the good to the other,
broadcast itself to the other as other, sustaining thatratks.”
213 EB 217-19, 486.
274 EB 494: “Religious community is itself the appeal to the goodhat help to be good. We cannot
do it on our own, as we cannot free ourselves from bewitchameatir own. To ask to be free from the
idols is to ask for the spiritual strength of a divine Vi
275 EB 486: “We understand power as given all along, a gift frwtiveless generosity, motiveless
goodness beyond the goodness of the gift, rousing in coityntiia vision of humans together living
an ethics of generosity in finite image of the ultimate gesigy.”

On God as agapeic sustainer, see Milbank’s discussiaeatfan’s participation in God.
Milbank, Theology and Social Thegngp. 429-31.
278 AOO 294: “Religionlived is our being in the porous happening of communication betwéerate
transcendence (T3) and finite transcendences (T1, T2). Refalectedin its truth is (metaxological)
philosophy which understands thatbe is to be religioysiamely, to have one’s being in the
happening of the between by virtue of the ultimate givihdp® agapeic origin.”
?""EB 506.
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hyperbolically refers beyond the between to itspei@origin®’® There is, in the

28015 an intimate

singular intimacy of the religiously awakened $€l& “porosity
communion with, the divine. This intimacy, thisrpsity is connected with our
passio essengiour “being given to be” that “signifies our dispartion to
ourselves” by pointing us beyond ourselves to wiith gave us to b&* In the
depths of the singular idiotic self, there is aicatintimacy?®? an “absolute” or
religious community or “being-with” the ultimat&® Being religious has to do with
this intermediation, this ultimate relationshipween ourselves and G6Y.

In Desmond’s work, being religious comes to expass two principal
ways: gratitude and generosity. Recognition ofdifis of the agapeic origin

“solicits” in us the “hyperbolic life” of agapeiceing®® This agapeic religious being

2’8 BB 41-42.

PO 158: “Being religious, as recollected in the imverss of the metaxologically open self, may help
midwife the reemergence of sacramental earth. Othiad inwardness, it will issue its charge: renew
reverence for being; recall a sense of the sacredndifs, oéactivate a proper piety of being there.”
29 HG 188: “Being religious has to do with a community of humaitis the divine, but also with a
certain singularity that is reserved to, in the sendeiofg more intimate than, any merely general
relation to God.... This is an ontological intimacy to singtyahat is, in truth, fulfilled in
participation in community, and most of all community whd, but that community and singularity
cannot be described in the standard dialectical languagesafeatotal inclusivity.”

291G 10, 97.

AOO 294: “Religionlived is our being in the porous happening of communication betwé&eraté
transcendence (T3) and finite transcendences (T1, T2).”

*81BB 415.

HG 130: “Being given to be’ here is gift: not self-detémation. This ‘being given to be’ isgassio
essendbefore it is aonatus essendiAnd this is not necessary, either with referendéstoriginating
source, or in itself: it is but in might not be. To belas gift—this is contingency as created good. It
is the good of the ultimate ‘to be’ that is at the soufdéie givenness as gift.”

HG 204: “Thispassio essendiignifies our disproportion to ourselves, hence source ohfinité
restlessness and inadequacy to complete self-possessiothaBdisproportion and inadequacy points
us beyond ourselves, above ourselves to an other infinitDdeinfinite restlessness points above
itself to this other infinitude whose difference cannotbeogated speculatively.”

224G 188-89.

83 EB 500; HG 188.

PU 83: “In the beginning and in the end, the intimacy of ‘peiith’ is inseparable from being
religious. The wordeligio itself communicates this in its naming of a bond tdteziness and a tie of
trust. The intimacy of sacred communion is in the depthefdiocy of being. Were this depth
entirely desecrated, the distinctive personal ‘being wittiuwhan community would wither at the
roots.”

%4 EB 486; HG 9, 188.

25 py 232.

HG 140: “We humans are to live the ‘It is good’ also, retato the finite, and also a hyperbolic life
beyond holistic immanence, relative to God.”
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is “sabbatical’—seeing and celebrating the goodnésseation as the gift of the
Creator’®® This gratitude for the gratuitous and generoestion of the agapeic

origin also inspires “a different ‘return’ of ttgft of creation in the co-creation of
agapeic community with God and with oth&ts.Being religious is being in
community with God—responding to God’s agapeitgith gratitude (recognizing,
celebrating and thanking for the gift) and geneyodiecoming agapeic ourselves in
giving to others in community).
82. Gratitude

Religion as our being in relation to God, as ospomse to the gift of God,
entails our recognition and appreciation of Godfsand our becoming gift-giving
ourselves. Religion involves the agapeic mind geetrin second astonishment—
agapeic mind as gratitude—a thanking, a seeingitte® as given, as a gift—as an
agapeic giving to u¥® It is closely connected with becoming an agapelt—a self
attending to otherness in two areas. First, tlag@eig self attends in gratitude to the
excess/otherness in which the self (and the waddral it) is given to be by another,
by a superior divine otherne®¥. Second, the agapeic self attends in generostheto

human other in its willingness to be for the othemive to the other™® In this

88 4G 140: “God's seeing [being as good] is sabbatical. Gambldrig with love on the creation as
itself good, and good in itself, and for itself.... We eadled to being as sabbatical, and to be as
sabbactical.”

287 pyY 230: “The metaphor of the agapeic absolute would riginas excess plenitude,
transcendence itself as other; creation as finite cterees, but not for the return of the origin to itself;
the ‘exitus,’ if we call it such at all, is for whatgéven as other in the middle; and while there may a
different ‘return’ in the metaxological middle, this istmictated by the logic of a circular erotic self-
becoming; it is gratuitously emergent in the createdraadétself trying to be agapeic being; ‘return’ is
the cocreation of community by the finite other.”

%3 BB 193-94, 202, 506.

289 BB 406, 410.

29BB 414; PU 70.

BB 408: The agapeic self is “doubly stressed in thevben: between the excess of its own original
power, and the willingness to suspend that power in the intefetsts other....a middle between
infinitudes”

PU 144: “The overdetermined power to be of selfhood is agapéiese two ways: agven to itself to
be out of an origin other to itself; and as the powegit@ itself over to beingeyond itself in its own
self-transcendence.”
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section, we will attend to the first attending.rtRer, in Desmond’s understanding of
religion—under what | am here describing with therengeneral category of
“gratitude”—there seems to be a progressive (frodirect to direct) unfolding: from
a breakdown of erotic mindfulness and a breakthrdogan awareness of genuine
otherness, to a recognition of the goodness ofghéinan affirming celebration of the
goodness of being, to thanksgiving to God for thedygift of being, to worshipping
and praising God as the Good, the origin, the soper

Religion, for Desmond, as operating within secosi@shment involves a
breakdown and a breakthrough—one might call ipmversion—uwithin the self.
This breakthrough is described as a gift, as a@atien for which we can prepare, as
something that cannot be willéd. This religious breakthrough comes beyond the
breakdown or failure of self-wff>—its precondition is a reversal of self (such as in
Desmond’s second perplexity)> It comes to us as an expression of @assio
essendi~our primal receptivity and intimacy with othert i$ an exalting blessedness
(in that one has been blessed, given a good gifed up}®* that sustains and is
sustained by a radical humility before the giftigyy Other (for the good | have, | am,
| have received}®® The religious opening in the self is a breaktigtoto appreciating
(and so affirming, celebrating and trusting in) ¢fi of the origin—in short, to

gratitude®® Opening beyond oneself, one may see the goodiidéssng in itself.

21 BDD 760; CWSC 51.

292p(Q 254, 257-58, 296; EB 181.

%P0 211; BB 500-3.

2% EB 126.

EB 110: “Being blessed is an exalting gift; one is liftgxto the superior; but the exalting is often,
perhaps always, matched by suffering. It is cursesiosow. The gift is too much, and to be up to it,
we have to undergo breakdown, to let its breakthrough or inlbgga&me. No breaking in, without
breaking down.”

2%°BB 221-22; CWSC 51.

BB 222: “This is the movement of agapeic mindfulness ratical humility before transcendence
itself. Itis also a movement of exaltation into the sigpé&

BB 543; PU 252; CWSC 51.
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Being religious progresses in recognizing the gesdrof creation beyond
one's merely instrumental good. We meet beingaa@omething neutral, neutered,
but with reawakened (second) astonishftéatwith a sense of reverence before the
inherent or ontological worthiness or goodnesseifidp “beyond
instrumentalizing2®® This reverence is connected with a reborn agapid—a
transformation of mindfulness, of visioRin which being is transfigured as saturated
with goodness—the world comes to be seen as tlediseental earth®*° In this one
comes to see creation more as God sees it, thisalgtatical lenses as it were—one
says,mitatio dej “It is good.”**

Beyond simply recognizing the goodness of being réverence of being
opens onto a religious festivity—a “festive beirlgat celebrates of goodness of
being°? This celebration of being is agapeic, the agafesitvity of agapeic
mind®***—whose idiot wisdom affirms, consents to the gossn& being® This

affirmation/consent entails a kind of trust in i a metaphysical faith “in a

goodness not of one’s making® Being religious in celebration laugfsbefore and

»7pQ 158; BR 225-26.

2% BR 215.

BR 225: “Reverence grants the worthiness of being.”

BR 226: “Reverence is a happening in which the worth and thg-igere of the other are conjoined.”
EB 195: “Reverence: it is worthy in itself.”

29py 162, 221; EB 492.

PU 163: “The question of the transfigurative power of agaméicl concerns the transformation of self
such that it can love the hateful.”

30 p0 158: “Being religious, as recollected in the inwassnef the metaxologically open self, may
help midwife the reemergence of sacramental earth.ofdbat inwardness, it will issue its charge:
renew reverence for being; recall a sense of the saceedhkfe; reactivate a proper piety of being
there.”

%01 BB 545; HG 140.

%2pQ 260, 300.

%93 BHD 302; PO 300; PU 252, 258.

%P0 297, 303; BB 193; EB 479.

%P 127-28; BB 473, 455.

S EB 377-78; BB 545.

%97 BHD 302, 342; PO 257-58.

BHD 17: “There is a speculative laughter that issues fl@nfdstive celebration of being by agapeic
mindfulness. This speculative yes to the community of beimgiwnway subordinates the otherness of
being to any conceptual whole constructed by the philosaphend. The yes of this laughter is a
festive gesture towards the metaxological openness of iadagieg.”

235



speaks to being, as good and as gift, and sayst‘het"—yielding to the goodness in
unmastered otherné$$—“yes,"—affirming and welcoming and consenting iy
in its plenitude as god—+“amen.*°

The celebration of the gift naturally opens towgratitude to the Giver.
Being religious is, more deeply, gratitude to Gedtee generous origin of being, as
the ground of good, for the goodness of béi‘r]lgl.t seeks to “return goodness in the
'yes' to its origin®**—to be a largess, a generous giving in the fathefift>** a
“being agapeic” toward the agapeic origtfi. Seeing the goodness of being as a gift,
we seek to thank the giver. Gratitude for the g@sd of being ultimately makes no
sense without Gotl® At the least, our ontological gratitude is a tsthat doesn't
know who to thanR*® Gratitude shows that true festivity, true cel¢ibraof the
goodness of being, is impossible without the satrefr to thank is to grant an
excessive asymmetry to the giver, to divine gerigrd¥’

The festive gratitude for the goodness of beinlgaimg religious finds its

fullest expression in worshi}? Reverence, seeing the good in being as gooilsis f

%8 pQ 253.

$9BHD 17, 302, 342; PO 253, 303; BB 194; PU 258.

98B 42, 206.

$'BHD 95; PU 258; CWSC 51; EB 479.

$12EB 195,

*3BB 193.

314 BB 194: “We make thankg(atias agimuys Thanking is a doing of being, a being agapeic, a
saying yes to the other for its otherness.”

$15CcwscC 51.

31 EB 510-11: “Alternatively, we can live with this beyoafitime with a thanks that does not always
know whom it thanks, yet it knows it is under the need to tlimeks. There is a thanks in excess of
singulars who can be thanked, and the excess spills ova lifit whose seedbed is thanks. One gives
thanks to and for a giver one cannot name always, and yedeteiminate thanks is asked by the
goodness of what is come to us. Such thanks is likigiaus trust which wakes to itself as entrusted
with the gift of coming to be, entrusted by a giver it doesdet¢rminately know.”

ST EB 479.

318 4G 55: “Thanksgiving which grants the excess generositjvirie transcendence, and the very
asymmetry calls forth the ultimate gratitude.”

319 One thinks here of Josef Pieper’'s bobgisure, The Basis of Cultyre. Gerald Malsbary (South
Bend, IN: St. Autustine’s Press, 1998). “Leisure,” ing@ir's sense, is a receptive/passive stance of
appreciation, of affirming, the non-instrumental goodnes®ifgh Leisure thus understood is closely
linked with gratitude, festivity, worship, and generosity.
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due to the origin of the good and befiy.Worship is this reverence as a hyperbolic
and liberating relead8—freeing us from ourselves and being propelled hdyo
ourselves—toward the superior otR&r.In worship, one transcends oneself and
places oneself before the transcendent, the uktiatich that one's pretense fades to
praise of the other without demand, to communicasvithout temptation to
dominion®*® In worship, one confesses that God alone is ge&lpremely good, is
the Good that is the source of the gé%)“d.‘l’his doxological height of being religious
joins together the absolute otherness of God wighabsolute intimacy of the singular
self3® This joining, this porosity, this community isthing less than the intimate
and hyperbolic communication of prayer—as the idiahd elemental being-with
God, an agapeic proximity with the transcendentgetdescending agapeic origin of

the world and of the self so intimately baréd.

$20EB 195,

%21 BR 216, 221.

BR 216: “Reverence is beyond autonomy, but is not a @draffirmed integrity. Reverence is beyond

autonomy, but is not a form of servitude: it is a frgeenbeing free in relation to the superior other. It

always has some relation to the superior in it”

BR 227: “Reverence already places us in this hyperboliewion of being: it is not the abject

degrading that reduces us to the ‘below.’ It has evergtto do with elevation and the dimension of

height. When we revere truly we are carried by our lowd@Euperior to a higher level.... reverence

is a release, a being freed to the superior.”

%22 14G 59.

323BB 41: “The transcendence of self involved in religisusshipor adorationis a placing of oneself

before the ultimate, praise of the other without demand, a joy in the glory of the diviAgain the

closed circle of immanent selfhood and thinking dies; onehisrn to a different mindfulness in the

space beyond self, the space of the middle between hiyraadi the divine.”

PU 183: “The thought of God may cause to fade the preterskhofman thought. It fades, not always

into nothing, but sometimes into praise.”

HG 58-59: “Worship in a purer register might be said te fre of finite desire that seeks and grasps

something from the other; to purify our sense of the divinea needing anything from us, being a

freer being; to purify the difference of its latent hlitgtis; to purify the communication of the sly

temptation to dominion.”

$24EB 197, 217.

325 HG 138: Worship “is love in the dimension of the hyperalihere the God loved is absolutely

other in absolute intimacy. Only in worship are absobiherness and absolute intimacy at one.”
Likewise, Pickstock sees liturgical space as beingthis kind ofmetaxs—opening up a

place of relation between ourselves and God that transfigiieeworshiping community. (See below

on worshiping community as image of the agapeic origin.ksRick,After Writing p. 232.

2°BB 460; EB 177; BR 213-14.

PU 101: “Prayer may be the deepest enactment of tinesicy of being; for the praying self is the most

idiotic. It is senseless and yet divines sense beyoneé.séins given over, yet it is the audacity of

trust.”

237



Grateful worship joins together reverent apprecigtfestivity, and
thanksgiving in a celebration of “the ground of therld” in gratitude for the gift of
being®?’ This holistic doxological being religious enaatsd instantiates a solidarity,
a participation between the human and the divieayben the profane and the
sacred??® Worship is an agapeic feast—a festive celebraifand in the midst of
community of being, of and in intimate communioriwiGod—that looks around to
the gift of being and looks up to the Giver, cedging the former, thanking the latter
for the former, praising the latter as the latférin genuine gratitude, one freely
gives praise in “return” to God. Here we see thmpglex interweaving of gifts and
gift-giving in religion: gratitude (as recogniziagd celebrating God’s gift) is itself a
gift—God’s gift begets a non-identical reciproaitiygratitude to God and generosity
to others, building an agapeic gift-giving commuinit the midst of the agapeically
given metaxological community of being, as we argt@ned by the same
community, by God’s gift of and through the communiln being thus gratuitously
giving, the worshiping community becomes a witnesand a finite image of its

agapeic origin, of God’s agapeic generodify.

HG 198: “If praying is a love that knows God, or is known ld@hen it lives a communicative
porosity between God and us that could not be exhaustedriwndekige either fully determinate, or
claiming to be fully self-determining. Such claims wbfalsify this religious knowing, this porosity,
this loving, this praying. Prayer is the friend of aguioxical poverty of philosophy that loves the
reserve of the full.”

327 BHD 95: “To worship is to celebrate the ground of theldidhe festivity of cultus may be
gratitude for the gift of being this ground gives.”

2 BHD 101.

BHD 96: “Worship ... claims to return the human being tdipigation in the divine order of the
cosmos.”

EB 512: “The consummate community is one of celebratibauosolidarity with the ultimate power,
despite evil, in our own good in its many forms, in otggle to be released from evils into which we
fall, celebration of the sweet gift of life, as wedl the peace we seek facing the terrors of death.
Rebirth to the good of the elemental things is now celebtated.

%2 BHD 98, 101; EB 512.

Milbank and Pickstock see in the Eucharist the paradigihis agapeic feast, indeed of the
gift as such, as gift-exchange. For in the Eucharistineget God’s gift with surrender and reception—
we offer, give ourselves as gift in return. See Milbd@#ing Reconciledbp. 149, 161; Pickstock,
After Writing Part 1.

S0EB 452, 481, 491, 495.
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§3. From Gratitude to Generosity

In Desmond’s understanding of religousness, giditio the divine Other
gives rise to generosity toward the human otherant@agapeic community.
Gratitude for the (agapeic) gift of being callstfiprcommissions, (agapeic)
generosity—“the gift of agapeic being solicits mthe gift of agapeic being**
Gratitude—recognizing and celebrating that onerbasived the gifts of being and
goodness within and without, thanking and praisirggGiver, the agapeic origin—as
if it cannot do justice to, cannot contain, theessive gifts it receives, itself
generates, gives forth, charges one Hfthn ethics of generosity born of, springing

from, incarnating gratitud®> The gift calls for repetition—for a different uen>3*

EB 165: “What is intimated in therche here becomes community in humanity, itself now calldakto
a concretion of agapeic community, and witness to the ultiaggtpeic source. This end is
participation in community with the arche, and hencefitséhite form of the community of agapeic
service. This is the good we must seek to be, failinghaagad again, and beginning again and again, as
we must.”

This tracks with Pickstock’s Eucharistic theology in whigdin worship, in offering to God,
enter into the perpetual offering within the Trinitarian God-+tipgoating “in the self-giving flow of
life between the persons of the Trinity.” Picksto&ker Writing pp. 242-43.

EB 486: “We understand power as given all along, a gift fruotiveless generosity, motiveless
goodness beyond the goodness of the gift, rousing in coityntiia vision of humans together living
an ethics of generosity in finite image of the ultimateegesity.”

%1 py 232; BB 414.

EB 220: “The agape of being is first given to us, batare called to an agapeic being which is the
doing of living, in an ethics of gratitude to the orighmd of generosity to self and other. The agape of
being intimates a fullness, but it is not being full of onegaife does nothing to merit it, and no
payment is exacted, for it offers itself simply ks tife of the good, a life we are to live. It has no
reason, beyond itself, which is to be beyond itself, in bigedf.”

$2EB 177, 220.

EB 168-69: “We are grateful for the generosity of the groand, we respond to this with thanks, and
with thanks lived as a form of existence. For it is not didygenerosity of the giver that is important
but the generosity of the receiver. We are the recgiead, strangely, it is the generosity of the other
that possibilizes our comportment of generosity towardsttier.oGenerosity entails no servile
reception or abjection before the other. In fact, the otherisrosity does more than occasion our
gratitude; it charges us with the living of generosity.”

EB 217: “Affirming is consent tgift. Generosity is born of a primal gratitude. Ethics springs from
gratitude. This is lived in ethical and religious seevieyond autonomy. What is this service? It is a
willingness beyond will, beyond will to power, beyond mylwel power.”

333EB 217: “We affirm the good as the source of this goodi. @dfirming is consent taift.
Generosity is born of a primal gratitude. Ethics spriingsh gratitude.”

CWSC 51: “An ethics of gratitude can be called forth, limsda life of generous offering. Thanks is
incarnated as a form of life.”

Milbank likewise observes that the giving of oneselfesrisom a fullness, a “plenitude of
vision” such that doxology and charity, the gift thankfublgeived and given, become inseparable.
Yet it is the enabling gift of God and our grateful redtign of this gift that comes first—as Milbank
writes: “Festival, first of all.” The mirror imagd this is the way in which suspicion disables the

239



It is as if the first commandment, to love (thapigise) God (as the agapeic origin)—
to enter into agapeic community with God—givesHdrom its (gratuitous) excess
and sustains the second commandment, to love thkbwe, to become an agapeic
(serving even unto suffering) self opening towamar{icipating in, contributing to the
creation of) agapeic community? We love God by being agapeic to the other and so
liken ourselves to the origiti® Here the agape (the excessive gift) of the origin
recognized and celebrated in gratitude, breaksifirehe closure of the erotic S&lf
and effects a reversal from lack to agape—issuimg fa prior fullness and seeing the
other as good®® This is the union of divine and ethical servibeth agapeic
communicatior®® where the latter arises from the forni&.

Here, as gratitude become generosity (thanksgiveupme giving), being
religious involves agapeic being as ontological seglilative. In gratitude, we

recognizing our ontologically agapeic being (asfia & generously given).

reception of the gift and therefore generosity. Herejdvas in agreement, inasmuch as the priority
of the question, “Does anyone love me?” holds it fundaretaee. MilbankBeing Reconciledp.
150, 157, 180-81; Milbank, “Can a Gift be Given?” p. 154ribta The Erotic Phenomenppassim.

%4 |n Pickstock’s powerful analysis, receiving and returrngintimately intertwined. The gift is
contagious, ever overflowing into more giving, into repeatadtidentical return. Ultimately, the gift
(God's gift, out being) is truly received by being “offddeumbly back” in gratitude and then “handed
on” in generosity. Pickstocldfter Writing pp. 246-48, 250.

335 EB 498: “How love God? By enacting in life the truthtisé agape of being, and this most
concretely in service of the neighbor.”

CWSC 51: “The depth of generosity is sustained by huniilitglation to the ultimate.”

S EB 498.

BB 536: “To give ourselves up means that we consefhietdetct that our being and all of being is a
gift. The giftis first a giving over by the agapeiigin. And when we give ourselves up, we liken
ourselves to the origin in its ontological generosity.”

$7DDO 19; PO 211; BHD 331, 333; BB 500; PU 214-15.

*¥DDO 19, 164, 166-67.

DDO 167: Desire as goodwill “reveals that desire maynbee than an erotic rush from lack to
wholeness, that it may be an agapeic pouring forth frerthaeness already real.”

339 EB 505: “And of course, you cannot separate the divine anethiwl service. Divine service is
agapeic communication in relation to God; ethical sefg@gapeic communication in relation to
creation and human others. There is not one without the dtleeigh there may be an ethical service
that does not comprehend its ground in divine service, asrtieyrée a love of God so caught up in
this love that itsingular formof ethical service is just to show to others the folithat love which is
holiness’

%40 EB 505: “Ethical service arises from God serviceptsh it be ofterincognitq ethical service is
enacted God service. God service itself is liturgicathe sense that liturgy is a public service for the
people, a feast in service. Moralities are ethicalises that, so to say, suffer from amnesia about their
liturgical origin. Without God service, ethical servicetmes a moral ritual of duty without joy, like a
festive drama that has lost the festivity.”
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Generosity is our active participation in being@gja, our seeking to be true to the
(regulative) agapeic promise of our given beiffgSeeing our being as a gift “given
over” by (freely given from) the agapeic origin spus to “give ourselves up” (to
freely give) towards the othé&f This agapeic giving to the other then can gise tb
the community of agapeic service as arising, tHémately, from gratitude (as
religious community}*® The human agapeic metaxological community is then
grounded in the ultimate—as ontologically, so ethjc®**
84. Generosity

In religious gratitude, one becomes aware of afebcates and thanks and
praises the agapeic origin for its generosity—dfienes what God is like, one
beholds God’s agape. In religious generosity,lm@mes what God is like—one
becomes agapeic. From this perspective, religioatitude involves a certain
metaphysical speculation—a wonder before the ekeegsodness of being become

religious regard for God. Generosity is then thed, living ethically, in light of this

"1 BB 338, 415; PU 157, 215; EB 162.

PU 119: “Agapeic mind expresses something that is brelyuaative ideal and an ontological reality,
somehow constitutive of our most intimate being.”

342 BB 536: “To give ourselves up means that we consefietéect that our being and all of being is a
gift. The gift is first a giving over by the agapeitgin. And when we give ourselves up, we liken
ourselves to the origin in its ontological generosity.”

EB 365: “We must join the meaning of ‘freedom from’ amg&dom towards.’ The ‘from’ is from the
origin as giver, but as freeing us, and into gratitudehfergift, even in suffering. This is not ‘freedom
from’ the other which wants to be outside of community, but fseediven from the agapeic origin,
and hence a ‘from’ that founds elemental community. Ané ey ‘freedom towards’ is beyond
‘freedom to’ be oneself, since in certain sufferings tlieen excess to self-transcending that is freed
beyond itself and towards the good as other. This ‘freedonrdsiMaas a vector that is ontologically
intimate: both selfless and the deepest selving. Onetga@asds the good, sometimes sightlessly, in
agapeic selving.”

$¥EB 171, 220, 365, 507.

EB 217: “Generosity is born of a primal gratitude. E$h8prings from gratitude. This is lived in ethical
and religious service beyond autonomy. What is this serviéea willingness beyond will, beyond
will to power, beyond my will to power.”

EB 489: “A fundamental gratitude is resurrected, expredsset in an ethics of generosity towards
the frailty of beings in the between, human and nonhuman.”

Again, Pickstock, meditating on the Eucharist, seess#ine agapeic being as ontological and
regulative. Our giving is enabled by our receiving—not qustreceiving some discrete gift to our
selves, but our receivingf ourselvesn our transformed humanity. This gift transformed hunyainit
Christ enables us to offer gifts, yet it is only by givthat we truly receive our transformed humanity.
Pickstock After Writing pp. 240-45.

BB 263.
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regard. In religious gratitude one has a transéigumetaphysics; in religious
generosity, a transfigured ethics. (However, istrhe noted that this
distinction/pairing should not be taken too styictbr gratitude is already ethical, a
right way of being before God, and generosity igagis metaphysical, regarding the
excessive metaxological community of being anaiigin with agapeic mind.) In
beholding the excess of the metaxological commuofityeing, of agapeic creation,
we revere, thank, praise the agapeic origin. Trhissfigured mindfulness, agapeic
mind, calls us to agapeic being, to become agasdves, to make agapeic
communities—to be agapeic after and with God.

Religious generosity, the being agapeic of beitigiceis, begins with the
agapeic mind in which beheld being is transfiguiedne3*® Agapeic mind, in
consenting to seeing being and one’s being ag afgienerosity, solicits generosity;
it is the turning from grateful beholding to genesdecoming?® Our all too
common lack of agapeic mind, of agapeic generosity erotic selfishness, requires
gratitude’s awakenindf.’ In agapeic mind, we are called beyond our setfesure to
agapeic being;® called by an “immanent exigence”—something immanethin

being and within us, its being an agapeic giftt dals us from beyond, from on high.

¥ pU 162, 221.

PU 163: “The question of the transfigurative power of agaméicl concerns the transformation of self
such that it can love the hateful.”

348 py 144: “Our being is itself the gift of the generosifycreation. To consent agapeically is to
create beyond oneself out of this generosity.”

PU 232: “The gift of agapeic being solicits in us the gifagapeic being.”

On agapeic mind as seeing the self's being as agapedcsetf as a gift that is given and for
the giving—see Milbank’s discussion of how reception, grdé and return constitute the creature
itself. Milbank, “Can a Gift be Given?” 135.

37 py 221: “The metaphysical difficulty of thinking the agapefigin stems from our disability of
being, our own being as the living lack of agapeic gengrodVe fail to understand an unconstrained
gift. For us its excess is too much, something fohingt purposive in its purposelessness beyond all
our finite purposes.”

%48 EB 220: “The agape of being is first given to us, butavescalled to an agapeic being which is the
doing of living, in an ethics of gratitude to the origindaof generosity to self and other. The agape of
being intimates a fullness, but it is not being full of one<eife does nothing to merit it, and no
payment is exacted, for it offers itself simply ks tife of the good, a life we are to live. It has no
reason, beyond itself, which is to be beyond itself, in bigedf.”
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We are constrained by ultimacy as the agapeicrodfjbeing and our beinf® This

call of the good ultimately only makes sense iel@ious register, by thinking the
source of being, of the primal eths for we ethically consider humans to have
inherent value because they are part of, the cafwan inherently valuable creation.
God is the origin (original ground) of both thisngeal and this more particular human
being and valué&*

Agapeic mind opens onto agapeic being—a transfijbeseng in the face of
transfigured beingAgapeic being, as a more general orientation insdmeing, is a
generous giving out of one’s excess givenfigsggapeic mind become agapeic
being is a genuine self-transcending toward therpténbeing with the other that lets
the other be as otH&f—a giving beyond self, not seeking a retéith This agapeic
being finds expression in service—in making oneaetfilable to serve, to give to the
other®®®

For one to actively incarnate this agapeic beirtg {garticipate in agapeic
selving, to become an agapeic self. Agapeic sglagthe highest selving is a selving

beyond selving. Itis beyond itself “verticallys a religious selving, a becoming of a

¥9pO 159.

GEW 27: “Within the immanent exigence of the ethicalohlte, we find ourselves exceeded by the
call of an absolute we do not produce ourselves.”

0 GEW 26-27: “The call of the good is such that we carenbe its master but are always called to
an obedience to what is absolute. How make sense of thisabe@i Only by thinking the source of
the primal ethos: if the primal ethos indicates its tthtbugh the power of the ethical, something
about that source is communicated as inseparable from the good.”

%1 pUy 227: “The confluence of ethics and metaphysics resjairaetamorphosis in our thinking....
The value of being, and indirectly the value of the humamgpéias to be thought in relation to an
other origin of value.”

$2BHD 267, 292, 296-97; BB 407; PU 125-26; CWSC 51.

%33 pQ 253, 266, 274; En 150.

BB 498; PU 177, 250; BR 227.

BB 33: “We reach out to what is other in self-transcenegehat there is in agapeic mind a
transcendence different to that of erotic perplettigt wills finally and always to return to self.”

BB 206: Agapeic mind is “the self-transcendence of min@fséras it goes towards the other as other,
and not just simply as a mirror of itself, or a mesmsediate with its own self. It is genuinely self-
transcending, for it is the thinking of the other in its atless.... It thinks beyond itself, thinks in
excess of its own self-mediation. And so such a commuwécatindfulness is the living
exemplification of a coming into the community of being.”

%°BB 490; PU 256; EB 161, 356.
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subject (subject to and) in community with G88.1t is also beyond itself, is a being
beyond oneseff’ “horizontally"—decentered in willingness to be father>*® The
agapeic self is commissioned, called beyond itsedervice, to “giving itself” to the
neighbor’>® and so likens itself to (imitates) the agapeigiorin its agapeic
generosity**°

Being religious reaches its fullest expressioagapeic community—in what
Desmond calls the religious community of agapeiwise>®* This is a community of
agapeic selves before God existing in mutual serwctrue community. Itis a
community serving God and the neighB%r.The religious community of agapeic
service is the consummate community in that itgmésthe apotheosis of the bond of

trust that exists in all true human community (ieding togetheme-ligare).*®* One

%*DDO 174; EB 367, 377-78.

BB 415: The process of ethical selving is “the unfoldingedf fsom the elemental | of idiotic
inwardness is thus from the aesthetic passion of immedigoythe self-insistent | of self-will, through
the self-mediation of ethical will, to the religious passin which the | radically gives itself back to
the between and its origin.”

EB 377: “Ethics brings us to the limit of the ethjca$ determined by autonomy and erotic sovereignty.
At this limit a witness to something more is solicited.

%57 EB 220: “The agape of being is first given to us, buaveecalled to an agapeic being which is the
doing of living.... It has no reason, beyond itself, which ibedeyond itself, in being itself.”

%8 BB 414; PU 70.

BB 408: The agapeic self is “doubly stressed in thevben: between the excess of its own original
power, and the willingness to suspend that power in the intexfetsis other....a middle between
infinitudes”

PU 144: “The overdetermined power to be of selfhood is agapéiese two ways: agven to itself to
be out of an origin other to itself; and as the powegite itself over to beingeyond itself in its own
self-transcendence.”

%9BB 414; EB 498.

%0BB 536: “To give ourselves up means that we consethietfact that our being and all of being is a
gift. The giftis first a giving over by the agapeiigin. And when we give ourselves up, we liken
ourselves to the origin in its ontological generosity.”

This selving beyond selving parallels Pickstock’s undedihg of the liturgical negotiation
of identity—of the manner in which worship opens up and challemigesenters one’s identity—
unselves in its selving. Pickstodkiter Writing p. 199.
°LEB 481, 483ff.

%2 EB 509.

EB 506: “In the double, redoubled service of agapeic comtyiithie God service in which human
service, neighbor service comes to be. Religious setvices to be ethical service. Beyond sovereign
power this is living the life of gratitude and the ethaf a generosity that gives what good it has and
is.”

%3 EB 485, 510.

EB 486: “Religious community intermediates humans to thenaté power, albeit imaged or
represented in the available terms the human commiiastyterms that are never the best, and often
are mixed in with much that is idolatrous or potentiatlyReligious community binds togethee{
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could say that, as human community as such is b@segaching beyond the self in
trust and self-giving, so the religious communityagapeic service entails a
comprehensive “reaching beyond”: “down” to the ot being as good (as
trustworthy) and as gift, “up” to God as the agam®igin and sustainer of being and
human community, “in” to the self as an inhererféligd excessively) valuable and
freely given donation, “out” to the neighbor asehise valued and worthy to be
served. With God's sustaining & the community of agapeic service participates in
the work of God in community with G8%: in likening itself to the agapeic origin in
agapeic service (in giving sustaining &ffjand in becoming a finite witness to, image

or, revelation of the agapeic origin in its loviggnerosity*°’

ligare - Augustine) the human and divine, and out of this transftmenbonds holding humans
together.”

%4 EB 494: “Religious community is itself the appeal to the doodhat help to be good. We cannot
do it on our own, as we cannot free ourselves from bewitohoreour own. To ask to be free from the
idols is to ask for the spiritual strength of a divine/ser.”

355 EB 508: “This service is release into community in whihlive from the good of the absolute
other, and towards the good of ourselves and finite otseathers, and again through them live
towards the good of the absolute other.”

366 EB 481: “This is the religious community of agapeic sertliee enacts the intermediation of the
good beyond erotic sovereignty and in ethically likeninglfit®o the generosity of the agapeic origin. If
at the first extreme, erotic sovereignty gives way ystinal consent, at the second extreme the festival
of a community becomes a sacramental drama.”

%" EB 286.

EB 165: “What is intimated in the arche here becomes comyniartitumanity, itself now called to be

a concretion of agapeic community, and witness to the ultiaggtpeic source. This end is
participation in community with the arche, and hence igdiliite form of the community of agapeic
service. This is the good we must seek to be, failinghagad again, and beginning again and again, as
we must.”

EB 507: “That it is at all is ultimately a gift of tlipergenerosity of the origin. Being as nothing
brings us to an extreme where ethical service may imageething of this giving. To treat the nothings
with the love which affirms the good of their being is to imdgegenerosity of the origin. This
generosity is both before and points beyond the instrumegntélihe network, and the dominion of the
sovereign.”
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PART TwO: METAXOLOGICAL PHILOSOPHY OF GOD AND RELIGION VS.
RELIGION WITHOUT RELIGION

Having summarized William Desmond’s conception oid@&nd religion, |
will now turn to examine how this conception praesgda viable and preferable
alternative to that represented in the work of Joh@aputo. Desmond’s position
can be seen as such an alternative based on thirgs. pFirst, Desmond’s position is
a viable alternative in that it is ableanswerCaputo’scritique of metaphysics by
showing that the understanding of God and religepresented in Desmond’s work is
not guilty of the errors that Caputo levels agamstaphysical understandings of God
and religion as such. Second, Desmond’s posisi@wiiable alternative in that it is
able to genuinelpddresshe motivatingconcernghat can seen to be inspiring
Caputo’s treatment of God and religion. Third, Bead’s position is an arguably
preferable alternative inasmuch as it narratesscdout-narrates,” Caputo’s
position—showing Desmond’s as possessing a breadkgreater explanatory reach.
Along these lines, Desmond’s position can be shimapossess the possibility of

fulfilling Caputo’s own motivating concerns bettban Caputo’s own vision.

Section I: Desmond as Answering Caputo’s Critique foReligion
Desmond'’s vision is giable alternative to Caputo’s in that it answers
Caputo’s critiques of religion and God-talk, shogvthat his critiques need not be the

case. Here Desmond shows how a conception of Gaddedigion informed by
metaphysicescapeLaputo’s narration/location of “metaphysical” ceptions of
God and religion, as such. Desmond’s position ansWaputo’s critiques, and thus

is a possible, viable position on Caputo’s terms.
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81. Elevating the knowledge of God to an absolutevel

Caputo critiques traditional metaphysical undemditags of God and religion
as promoting an absolutely stable onto-theo-lodreahework in which God is a
highest being and first cause that functions tagjuiae or stabilize such a stabilizing
framework. These onto-theo-logical frameworks, beer, are never more absolute
than their finite makers—are always thus “decorsible.”**® Metaphysical religion
makes absolute pronouncements about God, but secteaer more than contingent
human artifacts—it confuses the infinite transceweeof God with human religion,
elevating the latter to the status of the forfiérSuch religious systems present
themselves as attaining a rigorous and certainsstahich is, in fact, beyond human
capacities—they are falsely absoltite.

Desmond’s metaxological metaphysical conceptioBad and religion can be
seen to answer this critique in several ways. Deghs metaphysical meditations on
God and religion have to do with what are, for himgducible perplexities—that
which lies at the limits and extremities of thougHt It explicitly guards against
ascribing the absolute to the finité. When it comes to God, we have no direct
access. From our intermediate position God cabeatetermined directly, for we
cannot be on a par conceptually with a God thataroe or image can fully

373

capture’” We always speak of God “from the middfé*thus speech about God

%8 The Religiou®; On Religion113.

%9 More Radical Hermeneutic®55;0n Religion93-94.

3704 faith and theology understand themselves well, if/ttearn to speak of themselves and of God
well...then they understand that they cannot, that they aretstally unable...to close the circle,
finally and effectively to assure their own destinatioath, and validity."Prayers and Tear5§9.
“The faithful need to concede that they do not cognitikelgwwhat theybelievein any
epistemologically rigorous wayOn Religion111.

S PO 242; BHD 42-43, 81-82, 243; AOO 4.

$2BHD 81-82, 136.

3P0 134-36, 157; EB 79; HG 8.

$*DDO 181.
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must be an indirect attempt to name an overdeteunafenitudé’> The best names
for God are not absolute (utterly univocal detemtions) but are metaphysical
metaphors, indirections that name their failureeol he Namé’® that carry with
them an affirmative equivocity—the ambiguity andamox (signifying such a
saying’s ultimate failure to univocally identifypih down,” ultimate transcendence)
that obtains when one comes to think transcendeémdBink that which is beyond
thought®’” Such sayings of perplexity do not elevate theweselo a falsely absolute
level, preserving reference to God as that whidieigond our ken, so respecting the
enigma of the ultimat&’®

§2. God of the same

Caputo critigues metaphysical understandings of &wtreligion as fixated
on universality and static unity. This happenthatexpense of canceling out a proper
regard for the singular, the fluid, the differefthis kind of theological system
presents God as an ultimate static unity—as a “@dde same”—that is
subordinated to Greek ontology.

Such a critique misses with regard to Desmond’'saraébgical metaphysical
conception of God and religion. Central to Desm®rdnception of God as agapeic
origin is the manner in which such a God gives tisa genuine pluralitf?® God as
agapeic origin is the source of the metaxologicahmunity of beind* as a

community of difference, plurality and singularif{f. The plurality of the created

$75BB 502.

$°pO 135-36; PU 210.

377BB 217-19; HG 69, 127.

378 BB 209; PU 209.

39 «Kjerkegaard, Heidegger” 22®rayers and Tear$13, 336.

¥OHG 138.

1 DDO 242; PO 8, 113; BB 263; PU 137, 212, 234, 238.

*¥2DDO 242; PU 238; EB 502; HG 70; AOO 293.

PU 221: “Plurality itself becomes the generosity of tioga the irreducible gift of the agapeic
origin.... The agapeic origin is thus the ground of a betvlestns genuinely nonreductive of
plurality, even whole it allows the intermediation betw#enone and the other.”
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world is composed of singulars—finite beings areaordy other to God but other to
each othef®® God, for Desmond, functions as first the grouflorality and
singularity—of the different—before the Same.

In Desmond’s metaphysical understanding, God istatic unity. This is
what Desmond explicitly rejects in his own critiquiethe univocal God. The
univocal God—which has been, as Desmond recogrpeegasive in the western
philosophical traditioff*—is a static, univocal eternity that entails aneakifying of
God that is also an absolutization of univoéfyan instrumentalization of God, a
mere univocal explanaticfﬁfs This univocal God ends up being self-frustratisg,
equivocal inasmuch as it is a transcendence wittedation; it cannot act in relation
to the world; it cannot have originated the woddd it cannot be the ground of that
to which it is antithetical®” Desmond’s metaxological metaphysical conception o
God as an intimate stranger, who utterly transcesdand whose indeterminate signs
and traces utterly surround and indwell us, isiekfy other to such a God of the
Same.

83. A falsely stable foundation
For Caputo, metaphysical religion functions to difea false stability. It

makes light of and thus undercuts the difficultyagiroperly religious faith. It seeks

%3 BB 184-87, 193, 263, 330, 496; PU 48, 100, 239-41; EB 164, 502; HG 136.

BB 294-95: “The fecundity of creation gives rises [$icthe newness of the ‘once’ that is infinitely
pluralized in the marvel of singularity. Such a plurdl@ais a repetition that never repeats itself, that
never reiterates the univocal same. Creation is anfeagdr; never-diminished origination of
singularity.”

% DDO 89-90; PU 171.

%5BB 96; PU 110.

386 py 188: “God as a merely univocal explanation would hesa by which reason uses the idea of
God to shirk the deeper ontological perplexity about God.sétethen uses God to allow itself to go
back to sleep again. If God is an ‘explanation,’ ther@ $ense in which this answer is darker than the
guestion it answers, because the answer involves arcext@aordinary compleacknowledgemerdf

the mystery of the ultimate.”

¥’ DDO 96-99; EB 25.
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a “heavenly hook” to “bail us out and lift us abdte flux of undecidability 3®
Metaphysical religion and the metaphysical God magtd of the radically finite
situation of human life in the midst of the flux.

Desmond’s metaxological metaphysical conceptioBad and religion
escapes this characterization and critique. Femoad, God cannot be determined
directly and is to us an enigma to which we havelinect access and is only thought
indirectly, with a degree of irreducible ambigLﬁfﬁ. Our perplexity is deepened, not
guelled, by the hyperbolic thought of God. Thfine is to talk of transcendence
one must live with the risk of equivocit for such talk is necessarily
representational and indirét. The thought of the infinite God is not an escipm
finitude but a transformed mindfulness of finitude, affirmation of the finite as good
in all its heteromorphic plurality and singularit@ur religious dwelling with this
God, far from making things easy, begins with eakd®wn, a failure, a reversal of
our attempts to control life, to subject it to eational power for our manipulation

and easé?

Section Il: Desmond as Addressing Caputo’s Motivatig Concerns
Behind Caputo’s critique of religion and his mogsipive alternative to
(metaphysical) religion and God-talk, there carséen to be certain motivating
concerns. First, Caputo wants to avoid elevatimegkihowledge of God to a falsely

absolute status—he wants thought about God (agdneral) to be properly humble.

388 More Radical Hermeneutick93; Prayers and Tear834.

%89 DDO 206; PO 136; EB 79; HG 8.

30 GEW 22.

BB 218-19: “Equivocal language may have taiskedif we want to affirm the absolute difference of
the transcendent. Here the equivocity is that to speakahscendent, equivocally or otherwise, is
already to bring it out of its absolute difference, ameither not to name it, or to imply that there is no
absolute difference. | think this equivocity has tdibed withdynamically; it cannot be resolved into
a univocal or dialectical determination.”

¥1p0 111, 136.

%2pQ 211, 254, 257-58, 296; BB 500-3; EB 181.
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Second, Caputo wants to avoid supplanting a prgpelibious faith. Behind both of
these concerns is a desire to avoid being depengenta faithless metaphysics—a
metaphysics that is an abstract speculation thetsteps the boundaries of human
thinking and distracts one from genuine religioxistence.

Desmond’s work can be seen to address Caputo’soote avoid elevating
the knowledge of God to a falsely absolute stafs stated above, Desmond’s
version of metaphysical speculation about God kntia¢ meditating on irreducible
perplexities and enigmas—a speaking from the midtiteat to which we have no
direct access. This chastened metaphysical thpalyvo aware of its lack of
absoluteness in its thought of the absolute, engisaginecessity that our speech about
God who is qualitatively inexhaustible excE3be indirect, metaphorical? Such a
metaxological understanding of God is a sayingespfexity that refers to divine
otherness while respecting the enigma of the utéffa It guards the threshold of
transcendence, consciously and cautiously maingiaispace between the image and
God who remains other to our thinking about G&dIf anything, a robust denial of
the possibility of knowledge of God would be a g&l absolute) grasp beyond one’s
reach.

Desmond’s work can also be seen to address Camatotern to avoid
supplanting a properly religious faith. For Caputetaphysical religion exchanges

religious life in all of its difficulty (embodiechia passionate love of God embodied in

393BB 19, 182, 208, 255.

$94BB 502.

$95BB 209; PU 209.

3% py 189; HG 8.

BB 219: “The equivocal is thiareshold of enigmaa subverter of every claim to have encompassed
the enigma of transcendence. It has, so to say, the gnshijp of this threshold. It is a suitor in love
with the ultimate beloved that it does not know.”

PU 183: “God remains other to our thinking in our thinking ofiGo

HG 69: “If, as | think, the doubleness of the representationestggather aimagistic hyperbolén the
finite that communicatesetweerfinitude itself and God, then for that representatiobedrue to God,
and to be true to itself, it must always keep open theespladifference between itself and God.”
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the love of the other) for a fixation on abstrant @ertain propositions so as to give
life a stable foundation. Generally, Desmond’sarelogical speculative philosophy
is a mindfulness of what is at work in the middte midst of our existent€—in
particular, of the hyperboles of being as happenindinite being that point beyond
themselved® It is from this perspective that Desmond seegt@rological
metaphysics as contributing positively to genuigl@gious faith and thought about
God. Desmond’s metaphysics arises from a seekibg faithful to life—a seeking
to get beyond the modern deracinated ethos thatdrae to cut off mindfulness from
the deeper, overdeterminate resources of the pdthak, or the betweéf’ The
relation between philosophy or metaphysics in paldr and religion need not be one
of the former’s domination and contamination of kuger. Indeed, if one
understands religious belief—inasmuch as religlmelgef always has some kind of
content—in anything short of an anti-intellectuarhe, some kind of (even minimal)
thoughtful reflection seems to be necessary andflwéal. In this kind of posture,
philosophy, for Desmond, can refer beyond itselfe gvay, yield to religion—such
that his primary configuration of the relation beem philosophy and religion is that
of philosophy’s coming to show an opening, a pdyosi divine transcendené®’
Metaphysical philosophy finds its fulfilment inibg called, from within itself,
beyond itself’* For Desmond, metaphysics actually contributes pooperly
religious life—a life of gratitude and generosipyMard God and one’s neighbor. The
difference between Caputo’s and Desmond’s conaeptid God and religion can

largely be traced back to their respective undediteys of metaphysics.

%97p0 11, 18; PU 22; AOO 4.

HT 25: “Philosophy is just the thoughtful engagement ofsthaces of intelligibility immediately at
work in the between.”

398 HG 138.

39p0 228; EB 44-45; GEW 23; MC 9.

400 BPD 766-67.

401HG 76, 191.
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Section Ill: Desmond as Providing an Arguably Prefeable Alternative to
Caputo’s “Religion Without Religion”

In addition to answering Caputo’s critiques of ethand addressing Caputo’s
motivating concerns, Desmond provides a metaphlyaitanative to Caputo’s
alternative to metaphysical religion. Desmond’saphysical understanding of
religion and God is not only a viable alternatiseCtaputo’s “religion without
religion"—as shown in how Desmond’s understandiag answer Caputo’s critiques
and address his concerns—but is a preferable atteeninasmuch it can locate and
critiqgue, can “out-narrate,” Caputo’s position ibr@ader vision.

81. Denial of knowledge of God

Caputo’s post-metaphysical “religion without retigi’ operates in the wake of
the death of the God of metaphysics. Post-metagdly®ligion begins with the
death of the God of metaphysics—of onto-theo-logye-&od that is tailored to fit

knowledge’®?

Such religion is a “religion without religion” &t can live with or
without any particular or determinate claims tagieus knowledgé®® Caputo
ultimately denies the possibility of metaphysicabledge of the absolute or God
and rejects it as a mask for absolute knowledge.

Desmond is likewise critical of such an onto-thgidal instrumental
understanding of God, while maintaining some kih#rmwledge or understanding
of God that is not reducible to onto-theology. Desd’s understanding is concerned
with guarding against counterfeit doubles, deadsgodounting to little other than the
human will to power that projects théfif. The univocal understanding of God as

static, univocal eternity—absolute in its immutélpibnd stasis beyond time and

becoming—that has been, as Desmond recognizesgpes\vin the western

402 Radical Hermeneutic871; The Religiou®; More Radical Hermeneutick74.
403 0n Religion3.
“BHD 104; HG 2, 9.
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philosophical traditiof®® This conception of God as a static eternity—aseans of
securing ourselves in the world, as a self-projectif our powef’®—self-destructs in
that it ultimately serves to make God redund8htSuch a God is unavailable for any
relationship with the world or humans—for God idided only negatively, in
opposition to the world® God as static eternity does not serve the innde of
securing the world, for such an entity, by defomti cannot originate or ground the
entities in the world of becoming to which it stand opposition.However, this
univocal-become-equivocal metaphysical understanidimot the only game in town
for Desmond. His metaxological understanding ofl Gakes robust claims to
knowledge about God—as agapeic origin, as theroagd creator of the world that is
transcendent to the becoming of the wéfftes a singular, “first” and “primal”
giver*'®—without aspiring to absolute knowledge.

For Desmond, God (as mentioned above) cannot leendieied directly,
univocally. When it comes to God, we must speakattly. No finite determinate
(univocal, intending to be direct) category will,dor the original that is to be imaged
is at the boundary of human understandiigWe must speak indirectly, but speak
we must. There is an inevitable risk in naming Gwdve need images and names to
speak of God at all while understanding that athes/images fall short of univocally
determining the transcendent other to which thésrfé?> Metaphors are such
intermediating names beyond univocal determinationrerete sayings of perplexity

that preserve reference to a beyond, to an oth&eraad respect the enigma of the

45ppO 89-90; PU 171.

46 py 171; PR 109; EB 44.

7ppo 99; PU 170; EB 24.

408 PO 99; BB 240.

409BB 447; PU 187; AOO 6.

410BB 506; EB 202, 505; HG 136; AOO 6.
“lpy 207.

412p(Q 113, 133-35; HG 8.
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ultimate®'® More specifically, Desmond sees his naming of (Bagrms of

hyperbole. Such is a thought that, in its attegdancertain phenomena, has an
immanent exigency that propels one to the thougtiietranscendent—it is
something in experience, something disproportionasymmetrical to finitude in
the midst of finitude, that suggests something beyexperience, a transcendefite.
Desmond’s claims to knowledge about God arise fifeese happenings in our
experience—from the hyperboles of being. Thesgfardesmond, indirect signs of
God in our midst, in the between. Desmond’s hyplexbof external being
(encounters with external transcendence as suggestintimating a transcendent
ground or origin—the world’s ultimate ground in arigin*9) are:the givenness of
being of the world’s being given to be at all, thatréhés something rather than
nothindg™® the plural community of beiras a plenitudé!’ as a genuine pluralit{?
that intimates a particular kind of ground and iorighe intelligibility of the worldas

orderly, ordered, as exhibiting design as a sigh $hhggests an origin that is the

ground of our epistemological trd§ andthe goodness of beinthe ethos of being

“3BB 209; PU 209.

44T 30; BR 227.

“5pDO 152; BB 207, 506; PU 205; HG 7.

“1°DDO 184-85; BB 8, 9, 473; NDR 39; PR 112; EB 51; HT 35; HG 203.

HT 30: “We are naturally struck into astonishment befoieliking there at all, and wonder about its
source.... Indeed, there is something astonishing in thehi@tcive have such hyperbolic thoughts at
all, thoughts such as concern creation and nothing. dteeglearlydisproportionateto our finitude as
things in nature.”

HG 3: “I would say that there is somethingperbolicabout the being given to be of beings: not what
they are, but that they are at all. Hyperbolic in thaistenishment aroused by this givenness of being
is not a determinate question seeking a determinate gnswesomething exceeding determinate
thinking.”

“1"BB 264, 514.

“8py 238.

BB 338: “Only with the agapeic origin as ground of pbgity do we try to make sense of the other as
other, and hence genuine plurality, and not just self-phatédn.”

PU 212: “Without this overfull, freely originating grouncetie would be no community of plurality.

As originated from agapeic excess, the community afpty does not collapse into the ground as into
an absorbing god.”

DDO 180: “Ground of plurality in the ultimate origin of refifference, a ground that supports and
preserves plurality.”

9P 228-29; BB 359, 514; PU 225, 246.
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as charged (if indeterminately) with value—as begen inherent or intrinsic
worth*?° Beyond the external signs of God in our midstsiend identifies certain
hyperboles of internal being, such = infinite value of the idiotic séff; desire’s
urgency of ultimacyan absolute, infinite restlessness and desiogriinite being for
the absolute or the ultimate that is not satisfig@ny finite goot?* desire’sporosity
or the passio essendis a deep openness, an intimate communion withitGine
interior depths of the séff: andthe call of the goadthe call into agapeic being,
selving and community refers one to a ground ofgthed—a good beyond finite
goods?**
82. Religion as the passion for the impossible astiucture of experience
Caputo sees religion as a passion for the impas#ilatt constitutes a (if not
the) structure of experience. As a passion foirtipossible, this religious passion

looks for the new, the unexpect‘gcr].This structure of experience is the “religious

side” of everyond?® Caputo sees this passion for the impossibleabtte of God—

BB 345: “Creation intimates an origin prior to the dragvof the line that makes it possible for us to
think of the emergence of intelligibility”

BB 356: “The notion of the agapeic origin suggests a grofifslading trust.... The agapeic origin
incites thought to conceive the basis of ontological and epidtgyical trust in intelligibility as going
all the way down and up in being.”

#20BB 227, 510; PU 5, 225, 228; EB 23, 75-76, 177, 219-20; AOO 292.

BB 513: “l want to say that the prior ‘It is good’ meandifferent understanding aefesthetic value
Aesthetic value means the worth of the therenessyas @i its sensuous manifestness. In this
ontological meaning, aesthetic value is the show of théwadrbeing.”

“21pQ 143.

EB 200: “The idiot self concretizes the infinite valuehi bntological roots of human being as given
to itself by the origin.”

“22BHD 44; BB 155, 182; PU 11; EB 74, 209, 215, 324.

EB 212: “A restlessness emerges that testifies fofante dimension to human desire. We cannot
force all desire into the mould of finite appetite. elin terms of that forcing is to deform ourselves.
The infinite restlessness must be given allowance to e Adlewing it so, however, risks futility on
one side, our coming into something more transcendent, onhiée”o

23 AOO 292.

HG 97: “In the primal porosity of the intimate communicatimiween God and humans, there is no
absoluteselfelevationwe determine; there is gift that elevates the sgbfassiothat lifts the soul, not a
conatusin which it lifts itself.”

“24EB 20, 93, 200, 493, 502-3.

425 prayers and Tearsxiv, 202;More Radical Hermeneutic258;0n Religion9, 11.

426On Religion11.
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“God” that is the impossible we passionately desivehich is religion®?’ The
passion of life is interchangeable with love of God

For Desmond, passion as an structure of experemdeeligion are closely
connected as well. Human being, for Desmond, psssean infinite desire in the
midst of finite being. It is a self-surpassing tvd transcendent®&—a hyperbolic
vector of transcendent®—an “urgency of ultimacy”—an infinite restlessnéssthe
absolute or the ultimafg® This impossible passion (actually finite but irttenally
infinite***) suggests a more radical, disproportionate sefte dnfinite, an “actual
infinitude” in excess of its own infinit}** For Desmond, there is alsgassio
essendin human self-transcendence prior to tbeatus essendihe urgency of
ultimacy)*®® Thispassio essends a porosity more basic to desire—an openness, a
given opening to the oth&# This intimacy, this porosity—our “being given to

be”—*"signifies our disproportion to ourselves” bgipting us beyond ourselves to

that which gave us to B2 It is an intimate always-already-being-in-comnmumi

427 0n Religionl, 113;Prayers and Tear832;More Radical Hermeneutic258, 263.

428 BB 155, 208, 231; EB 215; AOO 268.

*29BB 378; PU 182.

“3°BHD 44; BB 155, 182; EB 74, 324.

PU 204: “Our transcending being is unfolded as the quasdtiofacy. The field of being and our
being in that field, both point beyond themselves.... Withe self-transcending urgency of desire,
we find an opening to the ultimate other. We arenterior urgency of ultimacy, this other is ultimacy
as the superior.”

**1DDO 152; HG 3, 7; AOO 6, 269, 288.

“32p(Q 111; BB 207; PU 204; EB 215, 365; HG 3.

“3HG 97, 130, 203-4; AOO 288, 291.

“3BB 5; PU 11; EB 217.

BB 160: “In the abyss of its own inward otherness, it cobedsre itself and opens to a sense of the
infinite that exceeds its own self-mediation. Yet in #neston between its own excess as
transcendence and the transcendence of the other, it gsgefiected, made whole, never closed even
in the radical innerness.”

3 BB 415, HG 204.

HG 130: “Being given to be’ here is gift: not self-detémation. This ‘being given to be’ isgassio
essendbefore it is a&onatus essendiAnd this is not necessary, either with referendéstoriginating
source, or in itself: it is but in might not be. To behas gift—this is contingency as created good. It
is the good of the ultimate ‘to be’ that is at the soufdéis givenness as gift.”
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with God in the depths of the self—a more passa&sypn, something given, opened
prior to our striving*®

There is, however, a critical difference betweepua and Desmond (we will
return to this again below). There is a differebheeveen saying thatigs y—that
“God” is the impossible part of our impossible passthe infinity of our desire—and
that x leads to, or entails y (goes beyond itseifard something other). “God” is not
merely the impossible that we desire, keeping tlses on the present passion of our
experience. “God,” for Desmond, is the other taclitthe impossible (in/finite)
passion of human being points, refers, is throt®od,” for Desmond, is not a
hyperbolic way of speaking of our excessive degsire new, the impossible of
experience)—fully reducible to a generic placehofde the otherwise indifferent
object for our uncannily infinite desire. For Desmd, such experience and desire is
itself what is hyperbolic. Such a hyperbole thrdyegond itself; it moves from
experience to something beyond experience, fronbeung between toward the
“being above” of transcendent¥. It is an exigency that cannot remain fixated foa t
experience, the happening itself. Such happenthgperboles of being,” refer
beyond themselves toward ultima€. The impossible infinity of human desire and

passion is a sign that is not a sign of itself, dfianothe*°

3 A00 292.

HG 97: “In the primal porosity of the intimate communicati@wiween God and humans, there is no
absoluteseltelevationwe determine; there is gift that elevates the sepassiothat lifts the soul, not a
conatusin which it lifts itself.”

3" BB 218, 222, 256.

BB 218: “We are thrown towards transcendence by our beittyperbole “throws mindfulness into
thehuper, the beyond.”

*¥pR 113-15; HG 7, 138, 187-88.

439 BR 227: “Itis in thehyperbolic dimensionef disproportion that finesse is needed to read our place
in being for signs of the ultimate excess, the unsugésdeyond, beyond which nothing can be
thought—God.”

258



83. Heterology
Heteronomism: tout autre

The God of Caputo’s religion without religion i=thGod of the other®°
This God is the “the impossible,” “the comidtrivention) of the other*** Thus,
true religion for Caputo is closely related to tila to the other in general. In fact,
religion is structurally identical to obligation—blkigation to a singularity that is
higher than the univers&l? Religion is the absolute bonlkibére) with the
Absolute?*® In obligation and religion, one is subject toadl,can unconditional
solicitation. The relation that is obligation—tive¢ have with every singular, human
“other"—is identical with the relation that is rgion—that we have with a singular,
“absolute,” wholly “Other.*** Every other is wholly other, such that the narhe o
God is a “place holder” for the oth&. Religion and God are thus hyperboles of
obligation, of ethics—religion is layperbolicway of speaking of obligation, of one’s
“hypersensitivity” to the demands of the otA&t.

For Desmond too there is a close connection betwadigion and ethics—
between one’s relation to God and one’s relatioothers. Desmond likewise
meditates upon the experience of the call of theelgoto agapeic community, of a
being commissioned, a being constrained by ultiniacglation to the othe’

Desmond thinks of the ethical call of the goodedernring one to a ground of the

40 Against Ethic$9; Prayers and Tear§, 113.

41 prayers and Tearg1-76.

442 Against Ethicsl9.

443 Against Ethicsl8.

Demythologizing Heidegg&10: “There-ligare in Derrida,...Kierkegaard and Levinas...is thie

libare, the bond of responsibility to the singularity of the ‘whdllsher,” the bond of the one-on-one of
the self to the Other.”

444 prayers and Teard9: “The other isany other, God or someone or something else. So love means
love the other as other, any other, any wholly other.”

44> prayers and Tearg01-2: “It is enough for ‘God’ to be the name of the abstjutther, a place
holder for thetout autré—this is “the work done by the name of God, the valtieeligious discourse
and religious stories.”

446 «Good News” 466.

*“7PO 159; BB 414.
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good—ahuperagathoghat must be disproportionate in order to be priiquate to
the exorbitant good we experience in the betwWé&esmond also defends God's
otherness, God’s genuine transcendence—*vertisapérior transcendence—an
absolutely superior otherné$that has an essentially asymmetrical and
disproportionate relationship with humans and toel@**° This divine
transcendence is to be guarded over against paitentinterfeitd>*

However, again, the religious for Desmond is not@y reduced to another
phenomenon (desire above, here obligation). Relig not mere hyperbole—an
exalted way of speaking about something &§eDbligation or ethics in Desmond'’s
vision, instead finds itself beyond itself, on @ajiéctory toward an infinite other—
obligation points to something more than obligatidm Desmond’s hyperbole, again,
one is propelled from experience to something beyoperiencd> Desmond’s idea
of the hyperbolic is a kind of reversal of Caputiaikk of the ultimate as but
“hyperbolic” (as exaggerated, figurative, “unreat)k about a concrete finite
experience or reality, here human obligation—ratbar understanding of the
concrete finite realities impels or propels (“givese to”) our thinking toward
something more than the finite that is not suffitiento itself.

In Desmond’s conception of religion in which thégm®us and the ethical are
connected but not identified, related but not #ae, the love of God gives forth

from its (gratuitous) excess and sustains the @dtbe neighbof>* We love God by

“48EB 20, 93, 200, 493, 502-3.

“49BB 201, 256-57; HG 3, 59.

“0BHD 182; HG 49, 59.

**1py 189; HG 9.

**2DDO 151; BB 408, 448.

53 BB 218, 222, 256.

BB 218: “We are thrown towards transcendence by our beittyperbole “throws mindfulness into
thehuper, the beyond.”

454 EB 498: “How love God? By enacting in life the truthtiosé agape of being, and this most
concretely in service of the neighbor.”
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being agapeic to the other and so liken ourselvéiset origin®> The general shape
of the relation between religious regard for God athical regard for the human
other is that of the latter arising from the forpise it explicitly or implicitlyf156 For
Desmond, love or generosity arises out of, is &eti¢ called forth by, gratitude for
the agapeic gift of bein§’ Our being called to love the other—to obligatioorly
makes sense, for Desmond, in a religious regi&ieit calls us to regard humans with
an inherent valu&® Whence this value? Ethical obligation, treatmg’s neighbor
as a being of inherent value, only makes senshibkihg the source of such value in
an agapeic origif>®
Heteromorphism: undecidability

The heteromorphism involved in Caputo’s post-meyaaal understanding of
religion has to do with the fundamental, constiitindecidability attendant to
religious belief'®° Religious faith is undecidable inasmuch as dosconstituted
with, must include, the anti-religious tragic (igt) sense that sees a persistent abyss,
an anonymous nothing behind life—that sees lifeigmguffering as an innocent and

meaningless becomifi§® The tragic view, in which flux rules all, canrim

55 EB 498.

BB 536: “To give ourselves up means that we consefhietdetct that our being and all of being is a
gift. The gift is first a giving over by the agapeiigin. And when we give ourselves up, we liken
ourselves to the origin in its ontological generosity.”

456 EB 505: “Ethical service arises from God serviceuth it be ofterincognitq ethical service is
enacted God service. God service itself is liturgicathe sense that liturgy is a public service for the
people, a feast in service. Moralities are ethicalises that, so to say, suffer from amnesia about their
liturgical origin. Without God service, ethical servicetmes a moral ritual of duty without joy, like a
festive drama that has lost the festivity.”

5Py 232; BB 414; EB 220.

8 pQO 159; GEW 27.

459 GEW 26-27: “The call of the good is such that we carenbe its master but are always called to
an obedience to what is absolute. How make sense of thisabe@i Only by thinking the source of
the primal ethos: if the primal ethos indicates its tthtbugh the power of the ethical, something
about that source is communicated as inseparable from the good.”

460 Radical Hermeneutic881;More Radical Hermeneutic00, 210Prayers and Tear§7-61.

61 0n Religion120, 124:Against Ethic®245;Radical Hermeneutic82, 288; “God and Anonymity”
16.
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excluded or silenced—there is undecidability bemi¢@and the religious viewf?
Caputo’s religious obligation to the other is thws a construal on the face of the
abyss'®® Inhabited by this fundamental undecidabilityigiein without religion will
always be other to knowledge.

For Desmond, a valueless anonymous nothing isakentfor granted, as a
given. Such a nihilistic vision is rather, for Desnd, the product of the modern
milieu of instrumental mind come to self-conscicessnin Nietzsche. Modern
instrumental mind is manifest in the two-fold pres@f theobjectification of being-
yielding the “degraded” or “deracinated” world asadueless, inherently worthless,
therenes$*—and thesubjectification of value-the “revaluation” of value in terms of
human self-determination and a projection of valow the world so as to make what
is “there” valued as useful—an instrument—to tHé ¥8 Desmond recognizes with
Caputo that this modern nihilistic vision is selgoblematic to religion such that
Desmond writes of a modern “allergy to transcend&fi&in which the world is
stripped of signs and traces of the divifle But this, however, is not the end of the
story. The goodness of being is, for Desmond, domehtally evident in our
experience of the world—it is the very openinglafught in astonishment. Likewise,
in Desmond’s understanding of God and religion,tboeight of God arises from

one’s experience of the “hyperboles” of external amernal being—it is not

462 Radical Hermeneutic869, “On Mystics, Magi, and Deconstructionists” 28-29.

463 0n Religion118;Against Ethic244-45.

464pQ 158, 366; BB 71; AT 235-37; NDR 46; BR 227; EB 46, 99, H&2.

%5 AT 235-37; PO 333; BR 224.

PO 353: “What is there, what ‘is,” has no intrinsic wortlorth is merely an instrument of the
projecting self, already set in opposition to being. Hut/¥alue distinction is an expression of this
ethical/ontological estrangement.”

*°HG 4; AOO 271-72.

**"PR 108; GEW 16.

EB 167: “The loss of the [primal] ethos takes the forrthefso-called death of God. And this is correct
in that this is the loss of the elemental good of beingerbetween. It is not primarily a matter of
finding the arguments for God unconvincing, or finding oneselidi fine without God, or indeed even
of turning against God. It is a loss of the mindful attnaat between the indeterminate openness of
elemental expectation in us and the goodness of the source.”
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reducible to a mere projection (whether of the b@og of the world or of the human
self) 468

Desmond, in fact, proposes or affirms another mgthianother cosmic
nothingness. As created from nothing, the creatikrse is “shadowed” by the
nothingnessrihilo) from which €X) it was madedreatio—nothingness is
ontologically constitutive of finite creatidfi’ However, this nothing does not stand
in a tension of undecidability with the religiougw. It makes sense in the religious
narrative. The between of the religious view @smond) is not the undecidable
and disjunctive between of faith/nihilism but tHé&renative, metaphysical between of
the community of being suspended between God gseagarigin (as the origin and
sustainer of being) and nothingness.

Likewise, Desmond offers another religious hetergrhism—one not so
much an undecidability as a fundamental affirmatbthe community of created
being as plural, singular and good. The agapéginois the source of genuine
difference and pluralifif®>—of a true community of plurality made up of unique
(idiotic) singularities in communicative relatiom one anothef’* This affirmation of
the plural community of being as good is otherrip #thought of being as a

meaningless or anonymous abyss. Thinking the grofithe good in the agapeic

%8 BB 231-32, 256-57; PU 230; HG 3-4, 200; AOO 6.

“%9BB 269; HG 129-30.

HG 130: “The originating is by God from nothing, in tkiz finite being is brought to be, and it
would be nothing at all were it not brought to Béhe nothing is constitutive of its finite being, not by
constituting it, but by qualifying the mode of its ontologmastitution, such that, by its very being, it
is not God and cannot be Godhe ‘not’ is not only between it and God, but is in ittasibthingness
without the most radically intimate ontological origimetithat always now sustains it in being.”
“7°DDO 242; PU 238; EB 502; HG 70.

PU 221: “Plurality itself becomes the generosity of tioga the irreducible gift of the agapeic
origin.... The agapeic origin is thus the ground of a betwletnis genuinely nonreductive of
plurality, even whole it allows the intermediation betw#enone and the other.”

AOO 293: “The agapeic origin sources the pluralism of ayedt

"1 BB 330; PU 48; HT 40.
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origin can provide a way out of the nihilism oftinsnental mind'’?> Against any
basic undecidability, Desmond’s religion beholds gimodness of being and affirms
it. (This affirmation, indeedny affirmation, trumps undecidability. An affirmatio
in the face of risk, uncertainty, even a fundamemmaecidability is no longer
undecidable. The affirmation is a decision—"beimgood,” “God is real,” “God
loves us”: these may be false, but they are no¢ciddble for one who has affirmed
them. Confession and undecidability are mutuallylesive.) Being religious
recognizes the goodness of creation beyond one&dyriestrumental good. Religion
is a “festive being” that celebrates of goodnesseifig®’® In religion, God is
affirmed and thanked and praised as the grouna@loev—the origin of goodness in
being** It is a gratitude for the gift of being that mak® sense without God>
Religious worship, as with all being religious f@esmond, is not undecided; one
confesses that God is the Good that is the sotrte good'’®

84. “God"/“love”

For Caputo, there is also an undecidability betw@ed and love. They are
subject to an endless substitutability/translaigBil’ such that one cannot know
whether “love” is a way of telling us something ab&od or if “God” is a way of
telling us something about lo¥& Caputo concludes that “God” less a name of a
who or a what than a “how—whose force is more pratic than semantft’?

Ultimately is does not matter what, God or lovesrayplifies what—only loving

472BB 71, 359.

3 PQO 260, 300.

414 py 227.

75 CWSC 51.

“°EB 197, 217.

4"’ prayers and Tear§2; On Religion126.

On Religion5: “How easily saying ‘God is love’ slides over into sayirayd is God.” This slippage is
provocative and it provides us with an exceedingly impmoréad provocative ambiguity, opening up a
kind of endless substitutability and translatability betwémre’ and ‘God.™

4’8 On Religiond, 25, 134.

4 On Religion 115, 135, 141; “Postmodernism and the Desire for God” 304.
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action matteré® It does not matter if a properly religious faigHreligious” (talking
about God) or not, as long as it is loviti§.One can “be deeply and abidingly
‘religious’ with or without theology, with or with the religions.**? Any kind of
knowledge of God is thus insignificant for religietit (religion) can do without it
(knowledge). The undecidability between God/lav¢hus meant (by what? whom?)
to elicit deed. As religion is reducible to obligea without remainder, so “God” is
reducible to love without remainder.

For Desmond, the “religious” and the ethical arermxted but not identified.
There is a kind of union of divine and ethical s$eswvhere the latter arises from the
former®®® God, for Desmond, is fundamentally loving, is #gapeic origin. God
loves being all the way down to the unique andlimmgble singularity of created
being*®* God's love is persistent and compassionate—caeteling and in
communication with our sufferings, our weakn&SsWe love God by being agapeic
to the other and so liken ourselves to the or‘l@‘?nThis likening is not a simple
identification but a complex relation. Our lovirayr being agapeic is a finite witness
to, an imitation, image or revelation of the agap®igin in its loving generosity.
Love, agapeic selving—a giving beyond self, noksega returfi®’ that finds its
expression in servié&®—is for Desmond the highest selving, a selving Inelyo

selving. For Desmonde-ligare andob-ligare are not interchangeable (the former

“80prayers and Tear838.

81 On Religion114; “God and Anonymity” 17-18.

82 0n Religion3.

83 EB 505.

484 BB 452: “True interest suggests a limitless expanseetéxological mindfulness. In that regard,
only God is truly interested in being, in communityhwliiteing. Only God loves all being down to the
ontological intimacy of singularity. We humans are ngatde of that absolute pitch of interest, of
being between.”

%5 BB 544; PU 235-36; EB 207, 371; HG 137; En 150.

*%°EB 165, 286, 498, 507.

BB 536: “To give ourselves up means that we consefhietdetct that our being and all of being is a
gift. The giftis first a giving over by the agapeiigin. And when we give ourselves up, we liken
ourselves to the origin in its ontological generosity.”

87 BB 498; PU 177, 250; BR 227.

%8 BB 490; PU 256; EB 161, 356.
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disappearing into the latter), but both are presmggther (the latter issuing from the
former) in the religious community of agapeic seevi-the consummate community
that presents the apotheosis of the bond of thastetxists in all true human
community?*8°

Here as elsewhere, the central difference betwesmibnd and Caputo has to
do with the place or status of metaphysics. Capugbigion without religion is a
religion without metaphysics that need amount tgtleing other than ethics, thus it
naturally follows that any talk about a supremenbeir object of religious devotion,
God, would shift into the supreme ethical valuggeloReligion “without religion,”
without metaphysics is a religion of love with (&mauch as largely identified with
love itself) or without (as metaphysical) God.Oasmond’s work, however, a
metaphysical discourse about God (as superiordesntience and agapeic origin) is
maintained. When Desmond speaks of God, he ikspmpaf something other than
something we “do.” What's more, and quite contr@araputo, Desmond sees the
metaphysical dimension of religion as positivelyiributing to the ethical dimension
of religion. Agapeic generosity is our active pap@ation in our gratefully
acknowledged ontologically agapeic being and oakisg to be true to the
(regulative) agapeic promise of our given beltfgGenerosity is the ethical living in
light of what one beholds and affirms in gratitude.religious gratitude one has a
transfigured metaphysics; in religious generositsiag from gratitude, a transfigured

ethics arising from transfigured metaphysics. Ldwes not arise out nothing. Even

“89EB 485, 510.

EB 486: “Religious community intermediates humans to thenatg power, albeit imaged or
represented in the available terms the human commiastyterms that are never the best, and often
are mixed in with much that is idolatrous or potentiatlyReligious community binds togethee{
ligare - Augustine) the human and divine, and out of this transftmebonds holding humans
together.”

“99BB 338, 415; PU 157, 215; EB 162.

PU 119: “Agapeic mind expresses something that is baglyuaative ideal and an ontological reality,
somehow constitutive of our most intimate being.”
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as lovers, we do not creag nihila To be honest to love, we must think its
whence—out of the excess goodness of being givapeacally (thus our
ontologically agapeic being) by the agapeic orfgin.

The place of gratitude is telling. The idea oftiguale is largely lacking in
Caputo, for God as giver is deemed unnecessarywat would one be thankful?
One is to give to the other in obligation, but bas received a gift? No gift, no
Giver. For Desmond, however, religion as our bémnglation to God is our
response to the gift of God, and entails our reitmgmand appreciation of God'’s gift
and our becoming gift-giving ourselves. This sgdiring as gift, and thanksgiving
for it as such, makes no sense without G&dGratitude shows that true (Dionysian?)
festivity, true celebration of the goodness of geis impossible without the
sacred'® for to thank is to grant an excessive asymmettiecagiver, to divine
generosity"™*

For Caputo’s religion without religion, all that ttexs is that one loves the
other. Yet, in Caputo’s schema, how can the dinegry other) come to us as if from
on high demandingb-ligare, re-ligare? Is not, must not, this recognition of inherent
worth and goodness happen within a broader ethasobader story about the
goodness of being as such? Does the restricted #tht will say nothing of being
cut one off from the deeper resources that fundesailen and nurture our obligation

to the other? (Can the LeviNietzschean be sumgbmgeen one sees the other as

“91BHD 267, 292, 296-97; BB 407; PU 125-26; CWSC 51.

492 CcwscC 51.

EB 510-11: “Alternatively, we can live with this beyondtiofie with a thanks that does not always
know whom it thanks, yet it knows it is under the need to tlimeks. There is a thanks in excess of
singulars who can be thanked, and the excess spills ovex lific whose seedbed is thanks. One gives
thanks to and for a giver one cannot name always, and yedeteiminate thanks is asked by the
goodness of what is come to us. Such thanks is liegiaus trust which wakes to itself as entrusted
with the gift of coming to be, entrusted by a giver it doesdet¢rminately know.”

93 EB 479.

494 HG 55: “Thanksgiving which grants the excess generositjviriie transcendence, and the very
asymmetry calls forth the ultimate gratitude.”
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inherently worthless, as worthless as anythingearatything? Does one’s surprise
and shock and disgust at cruelty, far from confilgndne’s nihilistic vision, demand
something more than such a vision has to offer@yoBd this Desmond recognizes
that an infinite worth other than human is needechfike sense of, to give one reason
to believe in the singular infinite worth of therhan individual’®> Beyond bare
obligation, Desmond sees creation itself, the givwhbeing to be as other and for
itself, as a gif’®>—a true gift of love, demanding nothing in retdth.We are
empowered, inspired to give by the great gifts oflGMetaphysics is central to this

empowering. Only with metaphysics can one says'‘ithgood,” “this is a gift,”
“God is the Giver.” Gratitude says what and whenthere is no non-metaphysical
gratitude. And if we are not grateful how can wed? How can we give without
first receiving a gift? How would we know what #is?

We need help to love. We are helped to love. @eno place for this for
the LeviNietzschean—the brave lover making otheswwlueless evaluations of the
other on the face of the abyss. But is s/he I®itiigso, how? Caputo’s vision, in the
end, is neither dark enough (why do we so lack?pver light enough (does love not
surround us?). For Desmond, God'’s giving not ahigws us what love is but funds

and encourages our own generosity. It is diffiboitus to think love, the gift,

agape—it is foreign to our erotic, selfish thoudfifswe need God'’s help to be

95 EB 188-90.

EB 138: “We sometimes speak of the infinite value of tiies@n. But what could ground such an
immeasurable value, an infinite worth? It exceeds evécyledion, and there could be no way to
objectify it. Were we to have a bank cheque of infimakie, there is no way we could cash it; for there
is no bank with the resources to deal out what is needeg ¢o a par with it. What is this strange
value? And what source could be on a par with making séritsegiven reality? For it is a given
reality; we do not produce or create this end; it is wheaare, constitutive of our being.”

499py 133, 144, 196, 216-17; EB 505.

*97py 221, 231-32.

98 BB 410, 542; PU 195.

PU 221: “The metaphysical difficulty of thinking the agapaiigin stems from our disability of being,
our own being as the living lack of agapeic generodit fail to understand an unconstrained gift.
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agapeic. In Desmond’s vision, God works to susagi@peic community with God’s
gracious, forgiving, re-creating, sustaining po&érGod is our secret partner in
loving the other, in creating agapeic communify Gratitude recognizes our
dependence and God’s excessive gift. Beyond tpessible agonistics of Caputo’s
religious vision—of ethics versus metaphysics ookl versus God, of generosity
without gratitude—is the metaxological communityDdsmond’s vision—a religion

that is gratitude and generosity, God and loveaptetsical and ethical and more.

For us its excess is too much, something for nothing, purpwsitepurposelessness beyond all our
finite purposes.”

PU 231: “Since our minds and being are so insistenthjogiguch absolute agapeic being seems hardly
conceivable, much less believable.”

499 EB 218-19: “Hence our laying of ourselves as open séi&a constant striving, or like a pathway
through a wilderness that often vanishes, making us thirkagdeen fooling ourselves, only then to
reappear suddenly further along, and hearten us thaaituirf the good, faith without certitude, is not
without unexpected fruit. The life of agapeic servicenpossible if we are alone, and without the
sustaining power of the good as other. As | suggested beferiamiliar word (and | think best word)
for transcendence itself is God.”

S0 EB 75: “God is the most secret partner, the most anonyimepsr, the most intimate prompter, the
good that asks nothing for itself, for its nature asgibed is simply to broadcast the good to the other,
broadcast itself to the other as other, sustaining thatratks.”
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Conclusion: Divine Hyperbolics, Two Visions, Four Erors

| see in the representative positions of DesmomldGaputo two
“postmodern” ways of thinking about religion. Tkesvo ways diverge
fundamentally and severely on the question of thegr relation between religion
and metaphysics. They also represent, in thetesddifferent understandings of the
“hyperbolics” involved in religion. My contentigihroughout has been that
Desmond’s positively metaphysical vision of religgobelief is a viable and indeed
preferable alternative to Caputo’s deconstructpdst-metaphysical” vision of
religion.

Summary

On the way to seeing Desmond’s alternative to Gapwision of religion, |
have presented Desmond’s distinctive understarafimgetaphysics. Desmond’s
metaxological metaphysics is an account of (ora@oanting by way of) the
metaxu—the between, the middle, the intermediate—an fpretive fidelity” to the
emergent happenings in finitude that is open toss@f the beyond in its midst.
Situated between the totalizing closure of rigidvanal thinking and the fragmented
discontinuity of equivocal thinking—metaxologicaktaphysics works from the basis
of a vision of being as a community, as a genulampty of irreducible singularities
in interplay.

For Desmond, the best attempts to speak of Godpimgsdacally are likewise
metaxological. Speaking from the middle, from mtermediate position, we find
that we must speak of God indirectly. More speaify, Desmond’s sees his naming
of God in terms of hyperbole. Such is a thought,ths attending to certain

phenomena, has an immanent exigency that propeltosrard the thought of the
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transcendent—something disproportionate or asynicaéto finitude in the midst of
finitude—something in experience that suggests saimg beyond experience, a
transcendence. Desmond’s claims to knowledge abodtarise from these
happenings in our experience—from the hyperboldseafg—from these indirect
signs of God in our midst, in the between.

Reflecting on these hyperboles of being, Desmomsdriges a metaxological
God that is a superior transcendence—an otherhathds an essentially
asymmetrical relationship with humans and withwloeld. The central metaphor for
God in Desmond’s work, however, is that of agajpeigin—the source, through a
radical and gratuitous origination, of the worldsasue community of plurality made
up of unique singularities in communicative relatto one another.

For Desmond then, being properly religious is bémgommunity with this
God—with this agapeic origin—by responding to Gaamapeic gift with gratitude
(recognizing, celebrating, thanking for the giftidegenerosity (becoming agapeic
ourselves in giving to others in community). Grade for the generous creation of
the agapeic origin inspires “a different ‘returof the gift of creation in the generous
co-creation of agapeic community with God and witiers. Desmond’s
understanding of God and religion, and the undedstes of metaphysics (of our
metaxological relation to being and of the metagimal community of being) and of
ethics (of agapeic selving and agapeic commurtig) it entails, is a viable and
preferable alternative to that of Caputo.

Hyperbole

These two visions—these two ways of thinking abetligion in relation to

metaphysics and ethics—can be seen acutely inuhderstandings of the

“hyperbole” involved in religion. In Caputo’s LeéVietzschean understanding of
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religious hyperbole, Levinasian ethical religiodiiys undergone the Nietzschean
hammer such that no positive (metaphysical) raligibelief can remain—"religion”
remains as but an exalted way of speaking aboigsethGod” is here a “place
holder” for the human other. Religion and Godlayperbolicways of speaking of
one’s “hypersensitivity” to the demands of the oth€his non-metaphysical
hyperbole keeps to the surface of experience al¥ee.allowing the surface alone,
the surface ultimately disappears. The deconsthilty and yet persistence of the
surface, of the phenomena, points to that beyoadtiface—to a needed height or
depth. The surface/phenomena then becomes afssgmething other, propelling
one to think beyond it.

For Desmond, hyperbolic thought has to do with lsowethingn experience
(in immanence) suggests somethiiyondexperience (transcendence). With the
hyperbolic, we are “thrown,” propelled beyond olwes and our present experience
toward the ultimate—thrown from our being betweandrd the “being above” of
transcendence. Whereas Caputo sees talk of thetdtas merely “hyperbolic” (as
exaggerated, figurative) talk about the finite (aboeality”), Desmond’s idea of the
hyperbolic is a reversal of this—it is how our uredanding of finite realities cannot
remain fixated on the experience, the happeniedf ibait entails an immanent
exigency that drives or impels our thinking towaainething more than the finite—
the finite is not sufficient unto itself. “God,bf Desmond, is not a hyperbolic way of
speaking of obligation or our excessive desire—fualbf reducible to a generic
placeholder for the strange call to love or theeotlise indifferent object for our
uncannily infinite desire. For Desmond, such eigmere, such obligation, such desire

is itselfwhat is hyperbolic.
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Postmodern Theology

In looking at Desmond and Caputo with an eye towhedproject of a
“postmodern” theology, we come upon a kind of iror§ne might say that Caputo’s
postmodern theology is, in the end, quite modénnts broad reductionist project, it
is nothing terribly new—yet another apology togain’s cultured despisers. One
hears in the LeviNietzchean dithyrambs the coobestof the Enlightenment
Religion Project to “help” religion—to rehabilitatan old chum that has fallen on
hard times. Here one identifies a given domaihwhan experience as “religious.”
One therrendersreligion in the terms of that human domain. Tigasin human
being and experience of a divine other undergcstrarntation—a reductive reversal—
such that the divine is now merely a hyperbolingfithe human. Religious
language is retained as a cipher. This rendehapis the essence of modern religion
is a kind of procrustean bed. God stretched ahtbdit—a holy sheet (shroud?) for
the now hollow (now hallowed) naught-but-human b&a. Caputo’s “postmodern
theology” is neither all that postmodern (its pobjis modern) nor all that concerned
about God (its object, in the end, need not behamgtbut finite humanity).

Desmond, however, takes these signs in human immoaras. signs—as
pointing to something that exceeds them, to aneigapigin, to God. Desmond,
though, would disclaim the label “postmodern thggld He is simply a philosopher,
a religious philosopher at best, not a theologidnd the “postmodern,” for
Desmond, is little more that modernity’s nihilisthickens coming home to roost.
And yet...Desmond’s metaxological understanding ofaplkeysics and religious
belief perhaps provides us with a more robust, fleayard—a return beyond spent,
cynical modernity to a constructive and affirmatognception of belief and

metaphysics that could be construed as truly,iteqiifferently, “post-modern.”
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Four Errors

In closing, | would like to suggest that Desmonatark can be seen as
presenting the relation between metaphysics amgloelin terms of an affirmative
“both/and”—by way of a “neither/nor/nor/nor.” Mogpecifically, by looking at
Desmond’s thought through the concerns of postnmotieyologians like Caputo, one
sees four errors to avoid when it comes to thinkihgnd relating to GodFirst, one
must guard against the dubious and unwarrantediti@mfrom knowledge of the
absolute to absolute knowledge—the triumphalistigrdatism that mistakes truth
about the divine as a truth that is divine and sassailablé. Secongdone must guard
against the dubious and unwarranted transition konowledge of divine truth as
necessary for religious existence to seeing suolvlatge as sufficient to constitute
religious existence—one mistakenly moves from theessary to the sufficient, as if
assenting to certain propositions was all theretwding religious.Third,
recognizing the first error, one must avoid perfioigra reverse conceptual slippage
from the impossibility of absolute knowledge to thpossibility of knowledge of the
divine—that if we cannot thines God (as God thinks), that we may not thailGod.
Fourth, recognizing the second error, one must avoidvarse conceptual slippage
from seeing knowledge of the divine as insufficientonstitute religious existence to
seeing knowledge of divine as unnecessary foriceigexistence.

Caputo, and those like him, rightfully exhort ugduen from the two former
errors only to fall squarely into the two latteras. In Desmond’s understanding of
God and religion, we have a way to affirm some lohénowledge of the
absolute/divine (against the third error) while ylag absolute knowledge (against

the first error)—a way to affirm the necessity o€k knowledge for religious

! Merold Westphal calls this “cognitive transubstantiatiowestphal Overcoming Onto-Theology
(New York: Fordham University Press, 2001), 289.
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existence (against the fourth error) while denytagufficiency (against the second
error). Thus, Desmond’s metaxology proposes aphgtacal way of talking about
God that is possible (through the hyperboles afidpelbut not absolute (because of
our middle position)—in which metaphysics is vallgaginforming the content of our
ethical and religious being) but not sufficientolking toward a more holistic life of
community between metaphysics, ethics and religion)
Desmond'’s thought—of religion, being-between, miyagcs and the

postmodern—denies and avoids all four of these®and so opens a way forward

toward an affirmative conception of God and religio
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