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FOREWORD

Yahu Vinayaraj’s work brings the deepest concerns of Dalit theology into
creative, constructive, and critical engagement with recent developments
in hermeneutical, poststructural, ecofeminist, and postcolonial theory.
With rare erudition and lived pathos, he engages in critically interac-
tive dialog and interrogation with a variety of disciplines. Rooted in the
pathos of Dalit experience and passionate about the transformation that
Dalit theology can effect in the lives of those who for millennia have been
treated as ‘untouchables,’ lacking in human dignity, this work breaks new
conceptual and theoretical ground in moving the field of Dalit studies
forward, never forgetting the context from which this call to liberative
praxis emerges. This is undoubtedly one of the most creative pieces of
writing I have seen in the last several years on Dalit issues and beyond. It
has the potential to be #he standard work when it comes to the question
of the marginalized in contemporary discourse. It displays a superb level
of familiarity with complex thinking, and functions to mediate this with
both a sharp critique and attentive interaction. Thus, it constitutes a very
significant contribution to the field of postcolonialism and religions, and
related disciplines.

For me, personally, going through Vinayaraj’s work and being part of
the process that has led to this publication has been extremely gratifying.
Before leaving my position as Professor in the Department of Theology
and Ethics at the United Theological College in Bangalore, India, and
coming to Philadelphia, I was part of a team that organized a consulta-
tion ‘Revisiting and Resignifying the Methodology of Dalit Theology,’
which was a project jointly organized by the Department of Theology
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viii FOREWORD

and Ethics, United Theological College, Bangalore, the Centre for Dalit/
Subaltern Studies, New Delhi, and the Christian Institute for the Study
of Culture and Society, Bangalore, at the United Theological College on
the 13th and 14th of July 2007. This conference provided an opportunity
to take stock of, and talk about, possible directions for the enterprise of
Dalit theology, and the substantial papers coming from this were collected
and published in James Massey and Indukur John Mohan Razu, eds.,
Revisiting and Resignifying Methodology for Dalit Theology (New Delhi:
Centre for Dalit/Subaltern Studies and Bangalore: United Theological
College, 2008). My contribution was entitled: “‘Can We Now Bypass
That Truth?” —‘Interrogating the Methodology of Dalit Theology,”” and
this has now been published in multiple venues.! The question that all
researchers, writers, and teachers have asked themselves at some time or
another weighed on me: ‘Where is all this going?’ ‘Is anyone out there
listening?” This may be an egotistical way of looking at things, but I’m
sure that many of those reading this will echo my sentiments. Basically, in
looking over the field of Dalit studies and Dalit theology, I offered four
theses and I continue to use them in my subsequent writings and ongoing
interaction with the field:

1. Insofar as Dalit theology has systematically questioned all attempts at
theological veductionism, the ongoing challenge is that of continuing to
Searlessly speak the truth’ to power, without succumbing to the dictates of
mere fashion, without simplistic mimesis, without pandering to the
desives of the dominant, and without overlooking the intra-Dalit dynam-
ics. Apart from this via negativa, Dalit theology should affirm what it
has always been—a way of living, of praying, of velating, of questioning,
a way that is not a bypass, but o way that is itself the way of truth.

2. Dalit theology, which at one stage was accused of being a narvow theo-
logical “ism’, of velevance only to those who had the ‘pathos’ experience,
or were in empathetic or sympathetic agreement with it, dvaws its
strength from the vich and complex inter-connections with the method-
ological possibilities thrown up by epistemological inquiry in the spec-
trum of fields of knowledge. In other words, the strength of Dalit
theology lies precisely in the possibility of its inter-disciplinarity, some-
thing that needs to be acknowledged and fostered.

3. Dalit theology is & theology that is in constant quest of defining, refin-
ing, interrogating, forming, and re-forming/veforming the identity
question. Rather than mervely affirming simplistic and essentinlist
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myths of origin, Dalit theology constantly searches for that existentinl
yet elusive element, identity, which offers a fertile possibility of under-
standing the self, leading, in turn, to the interrogation of those forms
of self-understanding that, very often, have been constructed or
imposed.

4. the traditional understanding/s of religion, veligious practices, the
‘why’ of conversion, religious ‘objects,” the instrumentality of worship
and the liturgy, the importance given to the mediation of priests and
those believed to have access to the numinous, have to be investigated
using methodological tools that recognize that so-called academic
‘respectable’ modes of inquiry not only have sevious in-built shovtcom-
ings and overt and covert ‘prejudices,” but that such modes of inquiry
are deliberately skewed against the knowledge-praxis of the modes of
inquiry of those marginalized communities whose very marginalizo-
tion was actively promoted by such ‘scholarship.”

Among his multifarious accomplishments that we celebrate, Vinayaraj’s
work has succeeded in lifting the weight of wondering where all this went
from my shoulders, since it’s clear that these, and related questions, have
indeed been taken up in ways that I never imagined or dreamt of, and
opened to a wider conversation, frank discussion, open debate, and knowl-
edgeable questioning, something that will lead to the ongoing flourishing
of Dalit theory and theology in the world of subalternity, religious inquiry
and public life, and for this, we all must be truly grateful.

J. Jayakiran Sebastian

Dean of the Seminary

Lutheran Theological Seminary at Philadelphia
October 2015

NOTE

1. J. Jayakiran Sebastian, “‘Can We Now Bypass That Truth?’—Interrogating
the Methodology of Dalit Theology,” in James Massey and Indukur John
Mohan Razu, eds., Revisiting and Resignifying Methodology for Dalit
Theology (New Delhi: Centre for Dalit/Subaltern Studies and Bangalore:
United Theological College, 2008), pp. 93-115. [Also published inTrans-
formation: An International Journal of Holistic Mission Studies, issue on
‘Methodologies,” Vol. 25, No. 2-3 (April/July 2008), pp. 80-91; Dharma
Deepika: A South Asian Journal of Missiological Research, Issue 29, Vol. 13,
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No. 1 (Jan.—June 2009), pp. 75-83; David Emmanuel Singh and Bernard
C. Farr, eds., Christianity and Education: Shaping Christian Thinking in
Context, Regnum Studies in Global Christianity (Oxford: Regnum
International, 2011), pp. 263-275; and in Archivio Teologico Torinese, Vol.
18, No. 2 (2012), pp. 225-239]



PREFACE

Each of my writings is a part of my biography.
Michael Foucault (1988:16)

The question of ‘othering’ is part of my biography. I was born in a
Dalit family and thus experienced the pain of ‘othering’ as part of the caste
practice. The “distant space,” whether it was to state the sense of distanc-
ing, or to affirm the otherness, created a theological crisis in me. I always
had a problem with Christian theology in its liturgical discourses that offer
sanctification of Dalit bodies and an ethics of love for the other. I found
it problematic since it conceived of Dalit bodies (or any other body) as
inherently sinful, as the casteist knowledges had been believed and propa-
gated while offering Dalit bodies the possibility of ‘salvation’ through its
incarnation theology. Dalit bodies, for Christian theology were a ‘theo-
logical possibility’ through which its theology of redemption could be
offered and legitimized. I perceived it as a functional issue of theology and
the church at an earlier phase. Later, I have come to understand that it is
a foundational issue of Christian philosophy and theology in terms of its
understanding of the dialectics between the divine flesh and human flesh.
I tried to address this theological dilemma in connection with Dalit theol-
ogy in my first book, Theology of Dalit Experiences (Thiruvalla: CSS 2000).

During my student days, I was fascinated by the Left party politics in
Kerala. I soon realized that even the Left parties represent the middle
class and Dalits are rendered as just ingredients of their power politics.
Liberation theology became prominent in the early 1980s in connection

xi
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with the emergence of ecumenical theology in India. Liberation theology,
on the other hand, proclaimed its solidarity with Dalit bodies. Dalit bod-
ies found their locations in the liberation struggles within, and outside of,
the churches. Liberation struggles envisaged progressive movements for
Dalits and visualized separate reserved spaces for Dalits within the church
and society. Those identitarian spaces reversely legitimized the ‘othered
space’ of Dalits. Thus the process of challenging the ‘othering’ later
became affirmed spaces of otherness. In liberation activities, every asser-
tion of identity, in turn, becomes affirmation of caste. The basic question
before me was how to reject the notion of ‘othering’ embedded in caste
knowledge and practice within and outside of the church? It was out of
this question that I wrote my last book Re-visiting the Other: Disconrses on
Postmodern Theology (Thiruvalla: CSS 2011).

My interrogations continue. What does God have to do with the ques-
tion of othering? God has been used in Christian philosophy and theol-
ogy to reimagine the other. God as the ‘transcendent Other’ envisaged a
qualitative distance between God and the creation in the classical period.
In the modern period, this qualitative difference is addressed in terms of
a dialectical process. Liberation methodologies positioned the poor in the
place of the ‘marginalized other’ through whom the ‘transcendent God” is
revealed or unveiled. For liberation models, the margin is eschatological.
Postmodern theology, as a critique of humanisms and immanentist philos-
ophies, positioned itself in a radical otherness of God who comes to us as
the face of the other as a ‘Gift’ or ‘bedazzlement.” Lucky other! The other
has been elevated to divine, or the divine has been brought to the dirt of
the world. Will this ‘rhetoric of ascent or descent’ be a sufficient answer
for the immediate context of necropolitics (Achille Mbembe defines it as
‘the neo-capitalist political process of the material destruction of human
bodies and populations’) in the “Third World’? What does it have to offer
to the agonistic politics (Mark Lewis Taylor defines it as ‘socially imposed
sufferings on the marginalized’) of Dalits in India who still endure the cru-
cial experience of ‘othering” and banishment in the name of their ‘deroga-
tory origin’?

In Dalit knowledges, God or divine, is not a ‘transcendent Other’;
rather, it is an embodied, enmattered, and multiple experience.
Questioning the elitist Indian philosophical traditions of both monism
and dualism, Dalit knowledges emerged as a materialist philosophy that
deny God as a ‘transcendent Other.” Indian materialist philosophies like
Lokayata/ Carvaka spoke about life which is materially contended and
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internally transformative. Indian Christian Theology desperately needs
an ‘immanent turn’ in order to address the ‘poetics of the thingness of
the tortured bodies’ (Achille Mbembe) and the ‘theopolitic’ (Catherine
Keller) of their ‘revivifying practices’ (Judith Butler) in the Indian social
body. Is it possible for Dalit theology to erupt into that ‘theopoliti-
cal turn’ in Indian Christian Theology and the Christian philosophy at
large based on the early Indian ‘indigenous’ materialist philosophies like
Lokayata which have no perceptions of transcendence?

Arvind P. Nirmal, the pioneer of Dalit theology, envisioned this even
in the early 1990s. According to Nirmal, Indian Christian theology has
to look into the forgotten materialist philosophy of Lokayata in order to
envisage its future and relevance in the changing socio-political and reli-
gious Indian context (Nirmal 1991:106). This study is a humble effort
to listen to this particular vision and to envisage a radical turn in Indian
Christian theology—a turn towards immanence. The turn towards imma-
nence enables Christian theology to become political and polydoxical
(Keller and Schneider 2010), as it accepts the embodied divinity of the tor-
tured bodies in the post-colonial world. Focusing on the question of the
political becoming of the Dalit body, this volume tries to re-locate Dalit
theology as an immanent theology and to re-position Indian Christian
theology in a postcolonial epistemological context.
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CHAPTER 1

Introduction

Abstract The introduction explains the hypothesis of the study. The
hypothesis of this study stems from three specific questions: (1) Do the
Continental philosophies of the ‘transcendent Other’ attend to the ago-
nistic politics of the ‘other others’ in the “Third World’? (2) How do the
Spivakian notions of ‘detranscendentalized sacred” and the ‘subordinated
other’ (subaltern) initiate a ‘postcolonial turn’ in the Continental philoso-
phies of God and the other and how does Spivak address the question of
the postcoloniality of subaltern bodies? (3) What would be a Dalit theol-
ogy of God and body in this post-Continental context of ‘turning towards
the political and the plane of immanence’?

Keywords Continental philosophy e Post-metaphysical God e
Hypertranscendence © Detranscendentalized sacred e Lokayata e
Necropolitics ® Agonistic politics ® Subordinated other ® Embodied tran-
scendence ® Materialist epistemologies ® Enmattered transcendence

If God is immaterial, God doesn’t matter.
Catherine Keller!

A discussion about God and the other elucidates the inherent dialecti-
cality of transcendence and immanence in Christian Theology. Christian
Theology, as it signifies Western philosophical heritage, has always had

© The Editor(s) (if applicable) and The Author(s) 2016 1
Y.T. Vinayaraj, Dalit Theology after Continental Philosophy,
DOI10.1007,/978-3-319-31268-2_1



2 Y.T. VINAYARAJ

a ‘transcendentalist’ theological sense from Plato to Kant and Hegel.
Modern metaphysics and ontology substantiated a totalitarian Being,/God.
The other in modern Western philosophy was considered as a derivative
of the Being/God and the alterity of the other was denied. Continental
philosophy, as reflecting post-Enlightenment Western thought, offered a
critique of modern metaphysics and ontology and initiated the ‘postmod-
ern turn’. However, even the post-metaphysical God in the postmodern
era—the ‘God after the death of God’—was not able to deny the inherent
‘transcendentalism’ of the Western imaginary.

The post-Continental philosophers like Giorgio Agamben, Gilles
Deleuze, Jean-Luc Nancy, Judith Butler, and so on envisage a ‘radical
turn’ towards the ‘political’ and ‘immanence’ and interrogate the con-
temporary Continental philosophies of ‘hypertranscendence’ (Caputo
and Scanlon, 2010) for being inadequate and impotent to attend to
the question of bare life—people live outside of the territory of laws of
immigration, nationality and citizenship, which reconfigures the notions
of state, law and justice.? Locating myself in this post-Continental philo-
sophical turn towards the immanence and political, and critically engag-
ing with Gayatri Chakravorty Spivak who initiates a ‘postcolonial turn’ in
the Continental philosophy through her notions of ‘detranscendentalized
sacred’ and the ‘subordinated other’ (subaltern), this book explores the
possibility of reformulating the Dalit theology of God based on the Indian
materialistic philosophical tradition— Lokayata as it takes on the ‘transcen-
dentalism’ of Christian philosophy and theology.

The hypothesis of this study stems from three specific questions: (1)
Do the Continental philosophies of the ‘transcendent Other’ attend to
the necropolitics(Achille Mbembe defines it the material destruction of
human bodies and populations in the postcolonial context) and the ago-
nistic politics (Mark Lewis Taylor refers to the struggles that entail human
pain and suffering in the postcolonial context) of the ‘other others’ in the
“Third World’?* (2) How do the Spivakian notions of ‘detranscendental-
ized sacred’ and the ‘subordinated other’ (subaltern) initiate a ‘postco-
lonial turn’ in the Continental philosophies of God and the other, and
how does she address the question of the postcoloniality of subaltern
bodies? (3) What would be a Dalit theology of God and body in this
post-Continental context of ‘turning towards the political and the plane
of immanence’?
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THE PROBLEM OF GOD AND THE OTHER IN CONTINENTAL
PHILOSOPHY

The term ‘Continental philosophy’ is often used to a describe philoso-
phy that emerged in post-World War II European thought. It is gen-
erally defined as the outcome of a series of critical responses to the
dominant currents of modern European philosophy, and in particular, the
Enlightenment, which includes Hegelian idealism, Marxism, the ‘critical
theory’ of the Frankfurt School, existentialism, hermeneutics, phenom-
enology, structuralism, poststructuralism, postmodernism, ‘post’-post-
modernism, and some forms of feminisms.* As David West and Simon
Critchely discuss, the term Continental philosophy is not a monolithic or
fixed category that de-limits itself in any particular philosophical thought
or a specific continent in a geographical sense. For Critchely, ‘it is a highly
eclectic and disparate series of intellectual currents that could hardly be
said to amount to a unified tradition.”® Critchely distinguishes Continental
philosophy from Analytic philosophy even though they share a common
central European ancestry. However, following a series of studies on con-
temporary Western philosophical thought like J. Aaron Simmons’ God
and the Other: Ethics and Politics after the Theological Turn (2011), this
volume uses this term Continental philosophy to denote the ‘postmodern
turn’ in Western philosophical thought both in deconstructive and phe-
nomenological veins.

The ‘postmodern turn’ in the Western philosophical tradition emerged
out of the contentions with modern metaphysics and ontology. In mod-
ern metaphysics, Descartes held the view that God exists as an innate
‘infinitist thought’ available to human mind and reason. Kant, on the
other hand, offered a revision to the Cartesian philosophy and rehabili-
tated God as the universal moral idea that regulates all human experiences
within the extension of phenomenon. Whereas Hegel held the view that
God exists as an absolute self-conscious spirit (Geist) within the dialec-
ticality of human consciousness. Frederic Nietzsche denied this notion
of God who stands as the ground of all totalitarian claims of truth. By
arguing for the ‘death of God,’ he rejected the modern idea of God as the
universal center of all human values and life. In Nietzscheism, God as ‘the
super Being,” ‘the absolute Truth,” and the ‘absolute Goodness’ came to
an end. It was a clear rejection of the monotheistic, monadic, and unify-
ing modern Western notion of God beginning from Descartes, through
Kant to Hegel.
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Correlated to the notion of Being/God in modern metaphysics, ‘the
other’ is also integrated within the totality. For Descartes ‘the other’ is
nothing but an object of his thinking. “The other’ is denied its difference
in the totalitarian philosophies of Kant and Hegel. In the universalizing
and unifying Kantian approach, ‘the other’ is only taken into consider-
ation in a negative way. Gabrielle Hiltmann calls the Kantian approach a
monistic and universal rationalist logic, which excludes the positive rec-
ognition of the other’s individuality.” In the Hegelian thesis of negation,
which ultimately leads to wholeness, the many belong to the One. Taking
a cue from Hegelian negative dialectics, the Frankfurt School held the
view that it is in this negative dialectics—that the binarism between sacred
and secular, theory and theology, thinking and doing are reimagined and
reconciled.®

On the other hand, Nietzsche’s critique of Oneness opened the ground
for multiplicity and difference. The Heideggerian philosophy of ontologi-
cal difference accentuated the process of dismantling the Western idea of
totality. Heidegger’s de-ontological God and the other were brought to
the ethico-political realm by the philosophers of the ‘new phenomenol-
ogy’ or ‘the theological turn’: Emmanuel Levinas, Jacques Derrida, Jean-
Luc Marion and so on, who offered the irreducible singularity of God/
Other in contrast to the modern Western theistic, monistic, totalitarian
philosophy of God. God as the ‘transcendent Other’ shifts radically from
the Western onto-theology and attends to the postmodern question of the
Other as a parallel to it. Of course, the Other in the postmodern context
denies any kind of othering and locates itself in a ‘location’ of alterity and
irreducible singularity.

However, following some of the critical engagements with the
Continental philosophies of God and the other, this volume explores
whether these postmodern philosophies are just repetitions or re-locations
within the Western imaginaries of God, being, and the other.” It further
tries to ask whether these philosophies of the constitutive otherness of
God and the other can account for the ‘lived experiences’ of the ‘othered
selves,” or the ‘concrete others’ in the ‘other worlds’? I argue here that
the postmodern apologetics of God and the other are still tied to the
Western epistemological trajectories of being, other, and God, and thus
they become inadequate in the context of the agonistic politics and the
necropolitics of the ‘other others” who hesitate to be accommodated within
the category—-‘the transcendent Other.’
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SPIvAK AND THE ‘THIRD WORLD TURN’ IN CONTINENTAL
PHILOSOPHY

The indeterminacy and contingency of God and the other in Continental
philosophy has evoked varieties of epistemological, philosophical, and
theological responses within and outside of the Continental tradition.
‘Post-Continental philosophy,” otherwise known as the ‘turn towards
immanence,’ offers a sharp criticism against the ‘hypertranscendence’ of the
postmodern Continental philosophy. Thinkers like Gilles Deleuze, Alain
Badiou, Giorgio Agamben, Jacques Ranciere, Judith Butler, Michel Henry,
Isabelle Stengers, Jean Luc-Nancy, and Slavoj Zizek take a critical philo-
sophical stand within the contemporary Continental philosophy and try to
interrogate the inadequacy of the transcendentalism of Western philoso-
phy to account for the political oppression against the ‘repressed others’ in
the ‘other worlds’. For Alain Badiou, ‘the impossibility’ of the philosophy
as it is proposed by Derrida is nothing but a ‘conceit’ and a ‘dangerous
deficiency’ with regard to the politically repressed others.!® Deleuze con-
nects the notion of ‘transcendent’ with its political correlate—Sovereign:
the absolute legislator. Thus, Deleuze constantly calls to ‘hunt down tran-
scendence.’!! Because of this radical political inclination, David West calls
post-Continental philosophy ‘the return towards of the political.’!?

On the other hand, Julia Kristeva, Luis Irigaray, Judith Butler, and Le
Doeculft criticize the postmodern thinking of God, being, and other in
which the question of gender is silenced. These feminist thinkers offer a
new philosophical engagement with the forgotten, repressed, and silenced
within Continental philosophical traditions. Irigaray argues that the
Continental philosophical God is a ‘radically estranged God’ and he is ‘an
unknowable entity of the beyond.’'® Irigaray proposes a ‘transcendence
between us’ through which she offers an intersubjective, interpersonal, and
embodied relationality.' Judith Butler argues that the ‘transcendentalism’
of Continental philosophy is apolitical in concrete situations of violence,
violation, and discrimination in the ‘other worlds’.’® Gayatri Chakravorty
Spivak, on the other hand, critically engages both Continental and post-
Continental philosophies of transcendence and immanence based on a
postcolonial deconstructive feminist theoretical framework, and she dis-
closes a “Third World turn’ in the post-Continental philosophical tradition.

Gayatri Chakravorty Spivak addresses the question of God and the
other, or the transcendence and immanence, by interacting with the
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theory of postcoloniality in the post-Continental philosophical tradition.
Engaging critically with Edward Said, she offers a postcolonial decon-
structive feminist theory in order to problematize the location of the ‘col-
onized other.” Spivak raises ethical concerns over the representation of the
subaltern—the ‘subordinated other’—by Western intellectuals (including
the poststructuralist Western feminists like Irigaray and Kristeva), in order
to expose the politics of the program of ‘othering’ and ‘worlding’ as she
argues, ‘in which colonialism is disguised in culture, literature, historiog-
raphies and the benevolent economic programs of empowerment in the
context of globalization.’!¢

According to Spivak, in every representation of the subaltern—‘the
subordinated other’—in the colonial or postcolonial textualities, embod-
ies a colonial desire to construct an essential other. Spivak argues that even
the transcendentalist philosophies of God and the other do not transcend
the question of ‘worlding’ or ‘colonizing.” The Spivakian notion of subal-
ternity addresses this dilemma in the Continental philosophy of God and
the other and signifies a ‘postcolonial turn’ for theology and politics in a
post-Continental theological context.

The Spivakian notion of the subaltern—‘the subordinated other,’—
theoretically speaking, locates itself in contradiction to the ‘transcendent
Other’ of the Continental philosophy, which is not capable of transcending
its program of ‘worlding’ and ‘othering.” In order to explain the fecundity
of her notion of ‘subordinated other,” Spivak offers a radical discussion
on marginality as it de-centers the center and de-marginalizes the mar-
gin. Margin becomes a rhetorical space of postcoloniality where the ‘sub-
ordinated other’ finds itself in a de-essentialized /non-identitarian social
position. Alluding to Derrida, Spivak calls it ‘quite-other.” Subalternity,
for Spivak, is a process of ‘deconstructive embrace’ that takes us to a theo-
politic, which goes beyond the dialectics between God and the other, tran-
scendence and immanence, and self and the other.

Spivak alludes to a ‘detranscendentalized sacred,” a de-ontological and
post-metaphysical notion of God that brings the notions of transcendence
and immanence, or the self and the other, into a ‘non-dualist twoness’
informed by Indian philosophical traditions. Spivak invents the notion of
planetarity through which she detranscendentalizes God and de-others
subaltern subjectivity. Appropriating the Spivakian philosophy of God and
the ‘subordinated other,” contemporary postcolonial /Ecofeminist theolo-
gians like Kwok Pui-lan, Mayra Rivera, and Catherine Keller have initiated
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various theological discourses on relational, enmattered, and embodied
transcendence that signify indigenous epistemologies and theologies.
Engaging with some of those postcolonial theologies of God, human and
creation, this study offers a constructive proposal for a contemporary Dalit
theology of God that affirms the embodied transcendence of the Dalit body
based on Lokayata—the materialist philosophical tradition in India.

DE-O0THERING GOD: DALIT THEOLOGY AFTER
CONTINENTAL PHILOSOPHY

The category—Dalit—has an antagonistic relationship with God. Gopal
Guru, a Dalit academician in India, defines Dalit as a materialist cate-
gory, which denies any metaphysical or God-centered connotation like
Gandhi’s term—‘Harijan’ (the children of God)."” According to the
Indian Vedic philosophy, the Dalit body exists alien to the body of God.'®
The Vedic philosophy denied ‘sacrality’ to the Dalit body and rendered
it as ‘untouchable.” Epistemologically speaking, Dalit is an antagonistic
category for God. Thus, it is materiality of body that makes God matter to
Dalits. If God is immaterial, God doesn’t matter for Dalits.

Dalit theology and epistemology have always been a ‘contested knowl-
edge’ for all philosophies and theologies that try to define God as an
ultimate reality that legitimizes the asymmetrical relationship between
God and the world, matter and the spirit, soul and body, and self and
the other. To overcome the monist/non-dualist philosophies that pro-
posed a fake univocity of God and the creation, Dalit theology and epis-
temology tried to engage with various philosophical traditions, such as
Lokayata (Indian materialist philosophy) and other ‘heterodox’ philoso-
phies (Buddhism, Jainism and so on) in order to validate the materiality
of the body and its politics. Christian philosophy reached the Dalit life-
world in the epistemological context of colonial modernity and offered
transcendence to Dalit bodies through its ‘missionized theology.” The
‘missionized theology’ was based on the notions of a ‘transcendent God’
and a ‘missiological Other.

There is an epistemological dilemma in the approaches to the Dalit
body. The ‘orthodox’ philosophical tradition that was founded on the
‘transcendentalist’ epistemology denied sacrality to the Dalit body. On
the other hand, Christian theologies offered transcendence to Dalit bod-
ies through their sacramental theologies. Dalit theology, as a liberation



8 Y.T. VINAYARAJ

theology, locates itself in an internal epistemological dilemma with regard
to the Dalit body. While Dalit theology follows the liberation paradigm
of the ‘offered transcendence,” Dalit epistemology, as it locates itself in
the Lokayata tradition, does not accord any logic of transcendence to the
conception of Dalit bodies. Neither the elitist early Indian Christian the-
ologies, nor the liberation theologies, ever considered the epistemological
dilemma embodied in Dalit theology in terms of its absence, or negation,
of transcendence with regard to Dalit bodies.

Here I would like to mention one significant work on immanent tran-
scendence formulated out of the comparative study of Sankara and Tillich
by John J. Thatamanil. Sankara belongs to the ‘orthodox school’ of Indian
philosophical tradition. It is a significant work in terms of its novel attempt
to compare Indian and Western philosophies of God. Based on the non-
dualistic Hindu tradition, and its interface with the Tillichian notion of
God as ‘ground of being,” Thatamanil argues that, ‘Gone is a properly infi-
nite God; what remains is a deity subject to the categories of space, time,
causality, and substance.”!” As a comparative study, this work is valid and
significant. The only inadequacy with this thesis is that it does not attend
to the epistemological formulations of the Indian ‘orthodox philosophies’
over and against the ‘heterodox’ philosophical traditions like Lokayata. As
an episteme, Sankara’s philosophy locates itself in the pro-caste epistemol-
ogy that defines the Dalit body as untouchable and, in turn, invalidates the
materialistic epistemologies in India.

The primary task of this study is to address the dilemma in Dalit the-
ology with regard to the issue of the ‘denied’ and the ‘offered transcen-
dence’ of the Dalit body and re-locate the Dalit theology of God in its
own materialist epistemological framework of embodied transcendence.
In order to reimagine Dalit theology in a post-Continental philosophical
context, this study offers a critical intersticing between Dalit epistemology
and the Continental philosophies, including postcolonialism. Taking my
cue from contemporary postcolonial /Ecofeminist theologies that envis-
age an enmattered transcendence in their critical engagements with Spivak,
and at the same time offering a critique of the Spivakian neglect of the
indigenous epistemologies, this study offers a constructive proposal for a
contemporary Dalit Theology of God. I will argue that Dalit theology, as
it emerges from the materialist philosophy of non-transcendence, offers a
political theology of an immanent God or de-othering God, and thus re-
locates itself in a post-Continental philosophical context.
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OUTLINE OF THIS VOLUME

The work that follows is divided into four chapters. The second chapter
analyzes the notion of God as the ‘transcendent Other’ as it is explained
in Continental philosophy. In order to de-limit and to focus, I analyze
three French phenomenologists: Emmanuel Levinas, Jacques Derrida,
and Jean-Luc Marion, whose philosophical school is known as the ¢ theo-
logical turn.” I argue that their philosophy of the ‘transcendent Other’
maintains an asymmetric relationship with immanence and thus becomes
inadequate in the context of the agonistic politics of the ‘concrete others’
in the postcolonial world.

In the third chapter, I argue for a “Third World Turn’ in the Continental
philosophy of God and the other by analyzing the Spivakian theory of
subalternity (the subordinated other). I explain the Spivakian contentions
with the postmodern/poststructural assumptions of the ‘colonized other’
while appropriating it with her notions of marginality and planetarity. In
planetarity and in the notion of ‘detranscendentalized sacred,’ she alludes
to a de-ontological God and a de-othered subjectivity. Learning to learn
from the subaltern as her pedagogy is discussed in order to envisage a
postcolonial deconstructive (non)method for contemporary theology and
philosophy.

In Chap. 4, I try to engage with contemporary postcolonial and
Ecofeminist theologians who interact with the Continental (and the post-
Continental) philosophies of God and the other signifying the Spivakian
theoretical notions of subalternity, marginality and planetarity. By engag-
ing with Mayra Rivera, Catherine Keller, W. Anne Joh, Kwok Pui-lan,
Vitor Westhelle, and Whitney Bauman, this chapter deals with the post-
colonial theologies of God, Human, and Creation and explains how they
interrogate the Continental philosophies. By bringing in responses from
indigenous theologians, this section attempts to address the flaws in the
Spivakian philosophy, specifically on the issue of the interstice between
indegeneity and subalternity.

The fifth chapter offers a constructive proposal for a Dalit theology of
an immanent God or de-othering God as it emerges out of a materialist
epistemology. Engaging with the post-Continental philosophers of imma-
nence, such as Gilles Deleuze, Giorgio Agamben, Catherine Malabou, and
Jean-Luc Nancy, this chapter explores the possibility of proposing a Dalit
theology of an immanent God—a God free of transcendence. Of course,
the fundamental question before us is: How can there be a Dalit theology
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of God without having any Christian philosophical baggage of transcen-
dentalism? The study ends up with a clarion call for the Indian Christian
Theology to take a turn towards immanence, which is political and poly-
doxical in content.

While the first part of this thesis is mainly concerned with problema-
tizing Continental philosophies of God and the other, the second part
attempts to establish Dalit theology as a ‘radical political theology of
immanence’ in the post-Continental philosophical context. At the outset,
this study intends to interstice between philosophy, theology, and political
theory and offers a dialogue between Indian Christian theology and the
so-called ‘Classical” Christian Theology. It takes a methodological tour
through liberation, feminist, eco-feminist, post structural, postmodern
and postcolonial theologies and assumes a ‘dancing methodology,” which
locates itself in the political aspirations of the disenfranchised.
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CHAPTER 2

God as the “Transcendent Other’: A Critical
Engagement with “The Theological Turn’

Abstract This chapter analyzes the notion of God as the ‘transcendent
Other’ as explained in Continental philosophy. In order to de-limit and to
focus, three French phenomenologists are analyzed: Emmanuel Levinas,
Jacques Derrida, and Jean-Luc Marion, whose philosophical school is
known as the ‘theological turn.” In this chapter, it is argued that their
philosophy of the ‘transcendent Other’ maintains an asymmetric relation-
ship with immanence and thus becomes inadequate in the context of the
agonistic politics of the ‘concrete others’ in the postcolonial world.

Keywords Theological turn e Hypertranscendence e Transcendent
Other ¢ Onto-theology ¢ Continental philosophy e Radical other e
Indeterminacy e Infinity e Totality  Alter ego ® Polydoxy

‘The face of the other evokes responsibility for the self; but the other is
dying!”
Judith Butler!

The ‘theological turn’ in Continental philosophy specifically refers to the
French thinkers in the second half of the twentieth century who were
working in the wake of Husserl (or Heidegger). It was the French phi-
losopher Dominique Janicaud who attributed the ‘postmodern turn’ of
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Continental philosophy to a ‘theological turn.”? Janicaud held the view
that it was this turn by theologians that hijacked the philosophical enter-
prise. According to Janicaud, this new turn in Western phenomenology
was inaugurated by Emmanuel Levinas, who published the ground break-
ing book Totality and Infinity in 1961 and Michel Henry, who published
The Essence of Manifestation in 1963, and it was continued by Jean-Luc
Marion, Jean-Yves Lacoste, Jean-Louis Chretien, and Jacques Derrida.
This school of thought gained recognition in America through postmod-
ern thinkers like Merold Westphal, John Caputo, Jeftrey Bloechl, and
Hent de Vries. The ‘theological turn’ in Continental philosophy signifies
a ‘postmodern turn’ in Western philosophy through which the radical oth-
erness of God and the other is affirmed.

John D. Caputo and Michael Scanlon, who identify this postmod-
ern response to the classic idea of transcendence in European thought
as ‘hypertranscendence,” define it as one that invokes the notion of the
‘Wholly Other.”® Here, the traditional idea of transcendence is criticized
for not being transcendent enough since it fails to escape the imma-
nence of being. According to Christiana M. Gschwandtner, these are
the ‘postmodern apologetics’ that ‘articulate the coherence and value of
religious experience and belief in God in the post-Nietzschean era.”* For
Hent de Vries it is a ‘religious turn,” where religion becomes the answer
to philosophical dilemmas.> This chapter analyzes the philosophers of
‘hypertranscendence,’ especially Levinas, Derrida, and Marion, as they
offer a comprehensive picture of the Continental philosophy of God and
the other.

As a critical engagement with the Nietzschean death of God theory,
the philosophers of ‘hypertranscendence’ offered a theology of a possible
God who is the ‘transcendent Other.” Other in this philosophical project
eludes any kind of objectification and comprehension. Here, the meta-
physics and the ontology that accommodate both being and the other in
totality are denied. The other assumes the location of infinity. God as the
‘transcendent Other’ invokes us to see the divine ‘height’ at the face of the
other. The constitutive otherness of God and the other invokes criticisms
for being absolute and abstract. Analyzing some of these criticisms from
post-Continental philosophers, this chapter interrogates the postmodern
philosophies of God and the other for being inadequate in the context of
political oppression, violence and violations against the ‘repressed others’
who hesitate to be accommodated within the category—‘the transcen-
dent Other.’
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LEVINAS AND THE ‘“TRANSCENDENT OTHER’

Emmanuel Levinas was a Jewish philosopher who later became one of the
prominent ‘philosophers of otherness.” Many writers have opined that it
was his experiences of victimization under totalitarian Nazism that influ-
enced him to become a philosopher of the radical other.” In a critique of
Husserl, Levinas raises the question of transcendence in order to challenge
the Western monistic philosophy that rendered the object or the other
as comprehensible to the subject. Alluding to Platonic categories, such
as ‘the same’ (zo auton) and the other (to hetron) that cannot be derived
from each other, Levinas tries to expose the ‘monism’ (or totality) in the
Western philosophical tradition. Levinas translates these categories into
French and thus uses /o Meme and P Awutre. For Levinas, the human other
(Pawmtrui) is the transcendent Other/the absolute Other (Tout Autre).
By dismantling the absolute (Western) subject and challenging the ontol-
ogy and metaphysics of (Western) philosophy, Levinas locates himself'in a
post-metaphysical and de-ontological school of thought within the con-
temporary Continental philosophical tradition.

It is in his major work, Totality and Infinity, first published in 1961,
when Levinas outlines his disagreements with the Western philosophical
trajectory of ‘totality.”® According to Levinas, Western philosophy has
always been concerned with ‘totality’ (he calls it ‘ontology’) in which
the ‘alterity’ of the other is comprehended and manipulated. Along with
Kierkegaard and Franz Rosenzweig, Levinas criticizes the Hegelian sys-
tem, because it reduces reality to nothing more than an outward mani-
festation of a single principle, Geist, or Mind. Levinas calls this ‘Hegelian
totality.” Levinas contends that this attitude can also be seen in the phe-
nomenological tradition. The Levinasian critique of Husserl is that the
other is being objectified and reduced to a version of myself (alter ego)
and thus the other loses its alterity (otherness) and difference.

Levinas raises the same objection against the Heideggerian philoso-
phy of Dasein (being-in-the world). Heideggerian Dasein, as a critique
of Husserlian phenomenology, concludes that Being (the Supreme Being
but not God) and being (existing being) always already engaged in time
and history. Levinas is of the opinion that the Heideggerian Being is
always chained to itself.!? For Levinas, Heidegger’s Being is still within the
processing of sameness and does not go beyond the question of totality.
Levinas highlights the totalitarian content of the Heideggerian ontology
in Heidegger’s inclination towards National Socialism and the politics of
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Nazism. Levinas wanted to dismantle this totality and to affirm the alterity
and the irreducibility of the other.

In order to overcome the totalitarian philosophy of the Western tradi-
tion, Levinas offers a ‘counter intentionality’—an intentionality that pro-
ceeds from ‘the other’ toward ‘me’ instead of the reverse. As Christina
M. Gschwandtner explains, this ‘counter intentionality’ makes us envi-
sioned and interrupted by the other instead of treating the other as an
object of my gaze.!'! Contra Husserl, the Levinasian other is not the
product of the alter ego, or a ‘phenomenological modification of myself.’
Contra Heidegger, the Levinasian other is not the manifestation of the
more comprehensive Being. Rather, the other is beyond comprehension
and reducibility. The other is beyond being or ‘Otherwise than Being.’
Other comes to mean ‘enigma’ that disturbs me.'?> For Levinas, the other
is a spark of transcendence, an ‘enigma’ that cuts through consciousness
without appearing; beyond being; an end in itself and never a means to
the contemplation of Being as such. Unlike the Derridean tout autre, the
Levinasian other is not a sheer nothingness, but a human other.

‘The other’ comes to ‘me,’ Levinas claims, as a ‘face.” The face of the
other comes to me with a voice: ‘thou shall not kill!” The face speaks from
the ‘height’: ‘the other’ is infinitely above and prior to ‘me.” At the same
time, this voice of the other is so vulnerable and weak as in the case of
‘the widow, the orphan, and the stranger.” ‘From my part,” Levinas says,
‘every attempt to establish an obligatory relationship with these vulnerable
others will be assimilative.” Then the response must come from the other.
Here ‘I’ is on the responsive side. The response of the ‘I’ is nothing but
‘self-emptying’ on behalf of the other. It is a call to make ourselves vulner-
able for the other. The other demands our kenosis. As Levinas commends:
‘sharing the last piece of bread out of one’s own mouth.’!?

The other comes to me as an interruption. By interrupting me and
awakening my responsibility, the other becomes independent. By substi-
tuting ‘myself” for the other, ‘I’ become hostage of the other. For Levinas,
the relationship between I and the other is always an asymmetric one. Care
for the other is so demanding sometimes. It may demand suffering or even
death for me. The responsibility for the other demands an unconditional
suffering. According to Levinas, the ethicality of this relationship depends
on unconditionality and infinite generosity towards the other. In short,
for Levinas, the relationship between the self and the other is nothing but
ethical, of course, beyond ethics.
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Levinas makes use of the category—God in order to justify the alter-
ity of the human face. The Levinasian human other is beyond the other.
Levinas says, it is in the face of the other, ‘I’ see the glimpses of God.
It is God’s absolute transcendence that turns into my responsibility for
the other (autrui). Levinas affirms that God is a word that directs us to
the other."* God is the one who places us in service to the other. Levinas
defines God, or the divine, as ‘a trace of #//eity’ (in French third person sin-
gular I/ means He). For him, God is an absolute absence. Levinas describes
it as the ‘origin’ of the ‘face’—the alterity of the other. Here Levinas goes
beyond the ‘onto-theo-logical’ understanding of God and makes space
for a ‘transcendental God” who is ‘uncontaminated by being.’'® It is the
human other that matters, not God. The human other is not God. God,
for Levinas, is the otherness behind the human other. God stands outside
of my relationship with the other as a “Third,’ to remind me of my respon-
sibility to the other. Here God comes to me as a rupture of myself as in
the case of the radical other. Alluding to the Hebrew scriptural traditions,
Levinas defines God as the unapproachable, unknowable, and unnamable.
God has always already passed and hardly left a trace. Levinas contends
that ‘God is the other who turns our nature inside out, who calls our
ontological will-to-be into question.’!¢

However, there is a tension between the ‘abstract other’ and the ‘con-
crete other’ in Levinasian philosophy. In Levinasian philosophy, the other
has been located in transcendence. The human other, just like the transcen-
dental God, assumes a position of beyond. Alford explicates this dilemma
clearly: ‘Levinas was never interested in the concrete reality of the other
person, whose fleshy reality can only get in the way of transcendence.’!”
In this sense, other as transcendent faces interrogation from the ‘concrete
other’. As Sarah Ahmed argues, Levinas fails to specify the social system
that excludes the other.!® Ahmed further explains this: ““Cutting oft ‘the
other’ from the modes of encounter in which one meets another, that is,
from their contexts and histories, ‘allows ‘the other’ to appear in Levinas’
texts as an alien being, whom one might then encounter, in the entirety of
that very form.”' Mayra Rivera contends that otherness as a characteristic
of the other in Levinas constitutes two types of beings: beings and alien
beings where the alien beings are considered as transcendent.?? According
to Rivera, for Levinas, it is ‘exteriority’ that determines the transcendence
of the other. For Levinas, the other is an exterior other.

In her recent work Parting Ways, Jewishness and the Critique of Zionism,
Judith Butler exposes the scriptural and political baggage of Levinasian
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ethics in considering the widow, orphan, and the stranger as the other,
and its ambiguity in addressing the question of the ‘concrete other’ in a
global political scenario.?! Butler asks: Can Levinas consider a Palestinian
as a ‘radical other?” This question is valid in the context of his silence
on the question of Israel’s killing of thousands of Palestinians in Gaza.
Butler challenges the Levinasian inclination towards Zionism and the
inherent contradiction in his ethical phenomenology. Butler asks whether
there is any obligation to preserve the life of those who appear ‘faceless?’
‘Because,’ she argues; ‘in Levinasian theory those who do not have the
face do not appear at all.”*? Critiquing the Levinasian philosophy of suffer-
ing, Butler comments that Levinas assumes, ‘we do not take responsibility
for the other’s suffering only when it is clear that we have caused that
suffering.’*® She affirms that the Levinasian subject has the privilege to
discern what is ‘our’ responsibility to the other if it is responsible for the
others’ suffering.?*

Levinasian sympathy for the Jewish genocide by the Nazis and the for-
mation of the State of Israel as an historical necessity reveal his Zionistic
mentality. At the same time, he neglects the extrajudicial killings and
the forcible displacement of Palestinians in Gaza. Butler contends that
he means ‘persecution’ only as a Jewish experience. But the Jews are the
persecutors. She asks: ‘Is the Jewishness a pre-ontological category?’?®
According to Butler, Levinas foresees a new kinship between self and
other—Christians and Jews—and warns against the rise of ‘the countless
masses of Asiatic peoples and underdeveloped peoples who threaten the
new-found authenticity.”>® He cautions against all other religious tradi-
tions except Judaism that fail to refer to ‘the history of the saints and to
Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob.?” The question raised by Butler is important:
‘Do the poor children who are suffering from malnutrition within the
violently policed borders of Gaza lack a ‘face’?*?8

Is Levinas concerned with the ‘desire’ for a ‘renewed Western subjec-
tivity’? John E. Drabinski offers a postcolonial analysis of the Levinasian
philosophy of self, God, and the other and argues that ‘for Levinas,
Europe is the measure of every Other in the world.”?® Drabinski points
to Levinas’ comment on Chinese culture where ‘every thing is dance.”??
Postcolonialists, such as John E. Drabinski ask Levinas what is the histori-
cal content of the ethical intentionality that reimagines the other as the
Other? How does ethical intentionality overcome imperial desire? They
ask why Levinas kept silent about the anti-colonial struggle in Algeria.
Why does Levinas seem unaware of literary works like Frantz Fanon’s
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Wretched of the Earth and those life-worlds (death-worlds)? even though
they were published in the same period of Levinas’ own works? Why does
Levinas only address the genocide of the Holocaust and not the brutal
killings in slavery, colonialism, political imperialism in other parts of the
world? In summary, the Levinasian philosophy of ‘transcendent Other’ is
inadequate in the political context of the ‘other worlds.’

DERRIDA AND LE TOUT AUTRE

Jacques Derrida is one of the most well-known twentieth-century philoso-
phers in Continental philosophy.?! Derrida’s deconstruction is one of the
prominent streams of thought in postmodernism through which he offers
a post-metaphysical theory of difference. Theology, in Derridean thought,
cannot take a fixed, ontological, dogmatic discourse about the presence of
God rather; it signifies the presence of the absence of God—the incom-
prehensible God. The Derridean fabric begins with Husserlian phenom-
enology. Derrida argues that Husserlian phenomenology is founded on
the reduction of immanence and presence. According to Derrida, there
can be no pure presence or immanence and no return to a single origin.
No I’ is ever able to be fully present to itself. The meaning of being and
the language that represents it always coincide with each other. Derrida
would call this différance.’* It is here where Derrida finds possibility in the
rereading of the Heideggerian critique of Metaphysics. Heidegger’s main
concern is with the thinking of Being. In Heidegger’s view, metaphysics
has been unable to think of being, remaining trapped in an understand-
ing of Being as yet another being. Derrida picks up a key aspect of this
critique, which is that Being has been thought to be presence. Unlike
Heidegger, Derrida does not argue for the end of metaphysics; rather, he
offers his theory of deconstruction, which signifies the undecidability and
indeterminacy of meaning.3?

In line with Heidegger, Derrida argues that in metaphysics, God func-
tions as transcendental signified, that is, as a point external to a system,
which is used to guarantee its operation. For Derrida, there can never be
God as a central point that sanctions the existence of inside and outside
since the language that signifies ‘God center’ has no assured meaning. It
is impossible to think of God as presence and ground. God, for Derrida,
is an ‘experience of impossible.” The question which Derrida brings to
theology has to do with the possibility of a thinking God who cannot be
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reduced to the dimensions of thought and an excess, which leaves only
traces to be read in faith.**

Alluding to Plato’s Timaeus, Derrida uses the word khora (instead of
Plato’s chora) to denote the state of emptiness and deferral—the ‘sur-
name’ for différance. For Derrida, khora is a non-place, or a name without
the name. Khora is the name of the ‘bottomless collapse, of the endless
desertification of language.’ It is not a state of being or non-being. Derrida
explains:

Khora does not give place as one would give something, whatever it may
be; it neither creates nor produces anything, not even an event insofar as it
takes place. It gives no order and makes no promise. It is radically ahistori-
cal, because nothing happens through it and nothing happens to it... Khora
is nothing positive or negative. It is impassive, but it is neither passive nor
active.®®

For Derrida, khora remains absolutely impassible and heterogeneous to
all processes of historical revelation or anthropo-theological experience.
He explains that ‘it is neither Being, nor the good, nor God, nor Man, nor
History. It will always resist them, it will always have been the very place
of an infinite resistance, of an infinitely impassible remaining: a completely
other without face.’3¢

For Derrida, khora is the absolute indeterminacy—the groundless
ground for a universal politics. Khora signifies God because without khora
there would be no God, no Other, no spacing of the non-spacing. Christina
M. Gschwandtner comments about the connection between the name of
God and the khora in Derrida.?” She interprets that God in Derrida is the
unnameable nameable. It is a God who is beyond all anthropomorphisms
and theomorphisms. We cannot represent this God. We can only pray
to this God. The name of God is linked to the impossible: ‘it mandates,
it necessitates doing the impossible, necessitates going there where one
cannot go.”*® John D. Caputo calls this Derrida’s hope and affirmation of
‘religion without religion.’®

Derrida in The Gift of Death establishes a link between the religious
responsibility and the mystery of the sacred and offers the notion of the
divine as the mysterinm tremendum. God is the mysterious and inaccessible
source of our responsibility. The responsibility is always linked to guilt:
one is never responsible enough. Giving in its radical responsibility always
demands nothing, but the gifting of death. Derrida reflects on Abraham’s
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‘giving’ of Isaac. Abraham obeyed the God the mysterium tremendum
with silence. Responsibility requires silence and secrecy. Absolute respon-
sibility to God demands the gift of death. It is beyond any human law or
morality. For Derrida, the gift of death is the infinite duty in the name
of the absolute duty. “It is the name of God—the completely other, the
nameless name of God, the unpronounceable name of God as other to
which I am bound by an absolute, unconditional obligation by a nonne-
gotiable duty”.*

Derrida contends that ‘the other as absolutely other, namely God,
must remain transcendent, hidden, secret, jealous of the love, requests,
and commands that he gives and that he asks to be kept secret. Secrecy is
essential to the exercise of this absolute responsibility as sacrificial respon-
sibility.”*! God is the absolute secrecy through which we are connected to
every other. ‘Every other is the wholly other’ (letout autreest tout auntre).
Everyone is infinitely other in its absolute singularity. Every other is tran-
scendent. Everyone is responsible to every other in terms of giving the gift
of death. The sacrifice of the self is forced by the gaze of the mysterious
God—the totally other. “God is the name of the possibility I have of keep-
ing a secret that is visible from interior but not from the exterior...God is
in me, he is absolute ‘me’ or ‘self,” he is that structure of invisible interior-
ity that is called subjectivity.”*? Derrida contends, “the name of God is the
call of conscience in me. The name of God is a name of infinite promise
and enables responsibility toward the other”.*3

Derridean ‘totally other’ is not the human other. It is not even the
‘marginalized other.” God is the ‘totally other’—the call, the secrecy, and
the gift— that evokes responsibility toward the marginalized other. In the
Derridean line of thought, giving or gifting is also connected to the for-
give-ness (par donner). Forgiveness is a request from the self for not being
able to be responsible and it is given by the other. Like a gift, forgive-
ness is always infinite and unconditional and thus ultimately impossible.
Forgiveness is the ‘impossible truth of the impossible gift.’**

The Derridean understanding of tout autre is well explained in his con-
cept of hospitality.*® Derrida deconstructs the act of hospitality as it is
defined in the Western tradition. The word ‘hospitality’ is derived from the
Latin word hospes, formed from hostis, which originally meant a stranger
or enemy or hostile. Etymologically speaking, hospitality and hostility can
be concurrent events. Caputo explains the politics of hospitality as ‘the
act of welcome extended to the guest, is the function of the power of the
host to remain the master of the premises.”*® Derrida reminds us that there
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is a ‘tension,’ ‘aporia,’ ‘paralysis’ in the act of hospitality—what Derrida
calls ‘hostil /pitality.” According to Derrida, when the ‘outsider’ or ‘the
stranger’ has to meet the criteria of the ‘other’ in the act of hospitality, it
becomes conditional. Conditional hospitality concerns itself with rights,
duties, obligations and so on and it is in the realm of immanence and
presence.

In opposition to conditional hospitality, Derrida proposes an uncon-
ditional hospitality which is not associated with right, law, debt, or duty.
It rests outside of right, above that which is juridical. Commenting on
Kierkegaard, Derrida states that if duty is obeyed ‘only in terms of duty,
I am not fulfilling my relation to God.”* It is a ‘gift or ‘promise.” It is
structured as a universal singularity, without imperative, order or duty.
It encompasses all kinds of obligations, restrictions and compensations.
Derrida’s absolute hospitality is dictated by a law that exceeds the social
contract of hospitality. It is a “law that exceeds the limitations of the laws
of the state. It is a ‘law without law.”” The absolute law or ‘the secret’ or
‘the gift’ that goes beyond the plural laws of the state, demands a kind of
hospitality that is given to an unknown guest, which makes the whole deal
impossible. Thus for Derrida unconditional hospitality is im/possible.
Hospitality, in Derridean philosophy is beyond hospitality that is always to
come. Derrida’s concept of ‘otherness’ is very much related to the impos-
sibility and the ‘visitation” of the messiah. According to Derrida, ‘for pure
hospitality or a pure gift to occur, however, there must be an absolute sur-
prise. The other, like the messiah, must arrive whenever he or she wants.
She may even not arrive.”*

For Derrida, the hospitality which is to come is an act of faith. In con-
trast to religion, according to Derrida, faith is something that is presup-
posed by the most radical deconstructive gesture. He says: ‘You cannot
address the ‘other,” speak to the other, without an act of faith, without
testimony.”*® To speak to another is to ask them to trust you: ‘As soon as
you address the other, as soon as you are open to the future, as soon as
you have a temporal experience of waiting for the future, of waiting for
someone to come; that is opening of experience. Someone is to come,
is now to come.” Faith of someone to come, according to Derrida, is
undeconstructible, while religion is deconstructible since it is a human
construct and a closed system. While explaining the ‘hospitality to come,’
he talks about ‘messianicity’ in contradiction to the ‘messianism’ of closed
religions and their fixed dogmatics. Derrida invokes messianicity as:
‘the unexpected surprise...If I couldn’t anticipate, if I had a horizon of
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anticipation, if I could see what is coming or who is coming, there would
be no coming.”! Derrida’s understanding of messianicity is not limited to
the religious context, but extends to the general political context of mar-
ginalization, alie(n)/nation, and globalatinization.>

Derridean radical hospitality is infinite, absolute, and completely
open—a welcoming of the other regardless of the risk involved. Whether
at the personal level, or political level, Derrida’s radical hospitality calls on
us to rethink the concepts of self, other, identity, community, ethnicity,
tradition, democracy, religiosity, ethics, politics, theology and culture.

In Rogues, Derrida envisions a democracy that fulfills the condition of
absolute hospitality; ‘the democracy to come.”? In the new cra of globaln-
tinization, it questions our national immigration laws and the bordering
of territories. It ultimately interrupts our self, our home and our national-
ity. It asks us to open ourselves, our homes, our ethnicities, our territories,
our traditions, our theologies, our ecclesiologies, our missiologies to wel-
come the other, the stranger, the infinite, the messiah. The cost demanded
is nothing but our lives. Thus the act of the coming of the other is not
devoid of violence. The Derridean God is not exempted from the act of
violence. It brings war or violence to the One, uniformity, and the Truth.
As in the case of Babel, God wars against the One and envisages differ-
ence, fragmentation, and multiplicity. It is in this violence that the decon-
struction of non-violence takes place.

The Derridean ‘transcendent Other’ is a ‘totally Other.” It is an abstract
other. Richard Kearney calls the Derridean God a ‘desertified God” and
asks how we can pray to this God. He criticizes the Derridean khora as
“barren, radically nonhuman and atheological; It is a ‘no-place’ that
remains deserted; Just ashes and ashes without ascensions into heaven;
Abyss and abyss without elevation from the void.”* ‘It is not the place
that I want to live and hope for,” he says. For Kearney, the Derridean
khora is not at all redemptive. Caputo responds to this charge against
Derrida, arguing that Derridean kbora signifies the possibility of impos-
sibility and the hope against hope. However, as Nancy Fraser from the
feminist standpoint comments on the contemporary context of violence,
demands ethics and politics more than moments of difference or nega-
tion.%® According to William Paul Simmons, this dilemma is most apparent
in the Derridean notion of forgiveness. For Simmons, the Derridean act of
forgiveness as an impossibility demands an explanation in the immediate
context of violence and discrimination.®® The emphasis on forgiveness and
unconditional hospitality face interrogation from the struggling people for



24  Y.T. VINAYARAJ

neglecting the other side-suffering. Suffering as a result of political hege-
mony and epistemological arrogance do not provide sufficient clarification
of this thesis of forgiveness. The weakness of God, on the other hand,
legitimizes the existing power structures, and political hopes are focused
on the notion of ‘to come’. Justice for Derrida is to expect an interruption
of the ‘transcendent Other,” the ‘wholly other’ to deconstruct the law,
ethics, and politics. Can this transcendental justice account for the imme-
diate context of the ‘material destruction of the human bodies and popu-
lations’ in the “Third World” context? Does the secret, or call, or the zout
autre, have the capacity to challenge the immediate experiences of death,
discrimination, and violence? As Judith Butler comments, of course, the
face of the other demands the possibility of impossibility, but the other is
dying!®”

JEAN LUC-MARION AND THE ‘SATURATED OTHER’

Jean-Luc Marion is an important contemporary French philosopher who
offers a phenomenological theology of God in the postmodern con-
text. Marion became known in the English-speaking world through his
theological work God without Being (1991), which was originally pub-
lished in French in 1982.58 In God without Being, Marion offers a post-
metaphysical and de-ontological phenomenology of God by following
the Heideggerian, Levinasian, and Derridean traditions. A clear ‘theol-
ogy of gift’ is developed in Being Given (2002). In his recent book, The
Visible and the Revealed (2008), Marion develops a ‘Christian philosophy’
through which he highlights the ‘heuristic’ function of Christianity in the
contemporary world of theology and philosophy. With his notion ‘satu-
rated phenomenon,” Marion remains one of the prominent proponents of
the ‘theological turn’ of Continental philosophy and the theology of God
and the other.

Marion begins his philosophical journey from Cartesian metaphysical
questions. In Marion’s view, Descartes is the first thinker who really fit
the Heideggerian definition of metaphysics as onto-theology.® It is in
Descartes, Marion argues, that Aristotelian metaphysics becomes episte-
mology. Descartes’s ontology is a ‘grey’ (hidden) ontology as it replaces
the question of ‘being’ with the ‘ego cogito’ (human thinking mind).
Descartes is the first philosopher to ground all being and entities firmly on
a first being, namely the ‘I think’ (¢go cogito). Descartes’s being of the ego
is grounded on God—the caunsa sui—the creator of ego—the ‘thought of
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the infinite.” It is this causa sui from which God becomes the ground of
all other beings. Marion opines that in the Cartesian causa sui God—God
is God’s own cause—the ‘ontological difference’ of all beings is forgotten
and metaphysically centered. Thus, Descartes is the first onto-theologian
who fulfils the Heideggerian criterion of metaphysics.

Another important point of Marion’s work on Descartes is what he
calls ‘white theology.’®® According to Marion, Descartes vigorously denies
the subjection of God to reason, employing univocal language for God.
Here, Descartes seems to protect God’s omnipotence and otherness
from human logic. Marion contends that by conceiving God as causa sui,
Descartes confuses the medieval language for God and becomes idola-
trous by making God an ‘alter ego’—giving God an essential location
outside of human logic.

In God without Being, Marion makes clear in his thesis that God is not
subject to ‘being’ and not even a Being beyond being.®! Marion draws a
distinction between ‘idol” and ‘icon’ in the language for God. An ‘idol’
is a ‘true’ vision of God. but it is the one in which the viewer attempts
to grasp the divine. ‘Idol’ is nothing but the human grasp of God. In the
‘idol’ the divine is de-limited and stopped. In Marion’s words, ‘idol is a
human experience of the divine.’®® Marion’s ‘idol’ is the true reflection
of the gaze of the viewer as he has of the divine. The ‘icon,’ on the other
hand, reverses the gaze. The gaze travels through the ‘icon,” back and
forth and never ends up with a fixed image of self or the divine. In contrast
to the ‘idol,” the ‘icon’ is just a ‘passage’ or ‘window’ through which the
gazes of both human and divine travel back and forth and transform the
human gaze.®®* We cannot control this ‘iconic experience.’ It is an experi-
ence of ‘excess’ and ‘abundance’ which humans cannot control at all. In
this ‘iconic experience of excess’ communion with the divine is assured,
and, at the same time, the difference in between is not erased.

Not only images serve as ‘idols” and ‘icons,” but ideas and thoughts can
also be in the same trajectory. Marion opines that Nietzsche’s announce-
ment of the death of God is to be celebrated, because it was an announce-
ment of the death of the philosophical idol. It was the proclamation of
the end of the onto-theological God—the super being—the alter ego.
According to Marion, Nietzsche’s death of God philosophy opens up
new ways of ‘iconic’ seeing/speaking of God. God as a being, or as a
super being, is an idolatrous way of speaking of God. In this being/Being,
we see nothing, but our perception of God—the idolatrous one. On the
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other hand, the iconic ways of speaking of God come from God, not from
us. For Marion, all our talk about God becomes idolatrous in its onto-
theological sense.

However, Marion does not deny the possibility of God-talk. He
reminds us of the problem of an onto-theological God as Being. He
points towards the possibility of a ‘seeing’ /“speaking’ God without being.
Marion doesn’t reject the presence of God rather, he offers a language of
God that ‘crosses out’ the difference between divinity and humanity, or
being and without being. Of course, the difference between them is not
‘erased’ or surmounted by Marion.®* It is here where Marion finds pos-
sibility in some of the Eastern patristic traditions, especially Dionysius the
Areopagite, who preserves the distance between being and divine, while
crossing this distance through prayer and praise of God. Prayer and praise
are not an attempt to define God but to celebrate God. It is an experience
of opening ourselves before God and receiving God’s blessings to us as a
gift. Marion calls this ‘mystical theology’ that goes beyond any kataphatic
(affirmative) or apophatic (negative) language of God.

It is in his notion of saturated phenomena that Marion comes up with
his radical phenomenology that goes beyond the phenomenology of
Husserl and Heidegger. As Husserlian phenomenology locates God as a
‘bracketed God,” or beyond the horizon that sanctions the meaning of
the object, Marion contends that things appear to us as they are ‘given’ to
themselves. That is, there is a ‘givenness’ in things that cannot be objecti-
fied. Marion’s phenomenology is known as phenomenology of ‘givenness’
(Marion uses the word donation).® In contrast to Husserl and Heidegger,
Marion asks us to concentrate on the ‘givenness’ of phenomena rather
than its ‘beingness’ or ‘objectness.” The ‘givenness’ of the phenomena
saturates our vision and experience and returns more ‘excessive’ meanings
of the object. It denies the over emphasis of Husserlian ‘intentionality’
and ‘intuitionality’ of the human subject and destabilizes it in terms of
the eventuality of the ‘givenness.” Marion argues that the Husserlian phe-
nomenology gives the human subject too much power and control and
restricts the ‘self-givenness’ of the phenomenon. He criticizes Husserlian
phenomenology for being constituted on the basis of ‘deficiency.’®® On
the other hand, Marion’s phenomenology is based on the ‘saturated,’ ful-
filled and abundant phenomenon. It is not lacking, but rich and abundant.
He says, ‘it blinds me, overriding my intentionality.’s”

According to Marion, the experience of God or the divine revelation
is an experience of ‘excess,” ‘blindness’ (blindness because of the excess



GOD AS THE ‘TRANSCENDENT OTHER’... 27

of light), and ‘bedazzlement.” It is an experience of love that unsettles
those who engage within it. This ‘unsettled,” ‘devoted,’ and ‘given over’
subject is contrary to the Cartesian self-sufficient subject. The subject in
‘saturated phenomena’ does not control the phenomena, rather, it is at
the receiving end of it. Here Marion becomes Derridean, arguing that the
‘saturated phenomena’ presents itself as a ‘Gift.” The saturated phenom-
enon destabilizes the power and control over the other and allows the
other to reveal itself as a ‘Gift.”®® In ‘saturated phenomena,’ the subject
becomes a ‘devoted self” to love and receives the ‘Gift’ of love without
demanding anything. Love, for Marion, is entirely selfless, completely
committed to the Other—the saturated Other—and a supreme gift of
self-abandonment.®

Marion’s ‘saturated Other’ is a ‘pure givenness’ through which there is
no possibility of objectification of the other. The Other remains an excess
of all meaning processes and our intuitions and intentions. Marion says
that ‘it must be a waiting, a loving, a closing of our eyes.””® What is positive
here is that it affirms the individuation of the Other. But the question here
is, does this saturated phenomena transcend the hegemonic interpretation
of the other by the subject? Marion alludes to the Derridean/Levinasian
‘gift,” ‘secret,” ‘the third person,’ as the source of a kenotic self or ego to
reimagine the other in its own individuation or concreteness. It is here
that Marion’s phenomenology of charity faces interrogation.

In his recent work Certitudes negatives, Marion develops a phenomeno-
logical theology of sacrament.”! According to Marion, theology must pro-
ceed from God and be grounded in the Eucharist. The Eucharist functions
as the locus for the hermeneutics of the divine word, which ultimately
refers to Christ. In the Eucharist, we ‘cross’ the idolatrous experience of
God and we receive the gift of God’s love towards us. Any attempt to
stop God’s self-revelation of love in the sacrament becomes idolatrous.
The Cross is the iconic passage through which the divine-human gazes
meet. The Eucharist is the ‘crossing experience’ where each is open and
ultimately vulnerable to the other.

The Eucharist is nothing but an experience of ‘abandoning.” The sac-
rament becomes an icon of Christ, the visible icon of the invisible God.
In the sacrament, God is abandoning God self, and this abandoning we
receive as a gift. It is this moment of the sacrament when the visible meets
the invisible, the divine meets the human, and the self meets the other.
The experience of abandoning makes the sacrament ultimately the sacra-
ment of sacrifice. Thus the givenness of the sacrament, or the gifting of the
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Eucharist, happens in flesh and body. Marion connects the phenomenality
of this gift to the phenomenality of the sacrament.”? Similar to gift, sac-
rifice escapes the rationality of the object. It is the sacrifice that enables
the gift. Abraham’s willingness to gift Isaac to God explains the role of
sacrifice in the divine experience of gift. Sacrifice goes beyond the visible
gift to givenness itself.

According to Marion, Christian faith has its own peculiar rationality
which gives it coherence, integrity, and validity. Christianity has something
special to contribute to the wider philosophical discussions of love, justice,
and peace in the contemporary nihilistic secular culture. Christianity is
founded on the logic of love—sacrificial love. It has the logic of charity,
which qualifies Christianity today. It is this logic of charity that enables
Christianity to have a ‘heuristic’ function in the global philosophical sce-
nario.”® Marion contends that philosophy’s logic of reason or mind is
lower than the logic of love, and thus Christian logic is superior to the
other logics. What theology has to gift to philosophy is nothing but the
philosophy of charity.”* What Christianity has to do with the world is that
it invites the sacrificial love of God through which Christianity itself goes
through kenosis. Marion describes this as the ‘apologetics of vulnerability.’
He accepts that all human love ultimately has its source in divine love.
However, the role of ‘Christian philosophy’ is to invite all to see the divine
love, charity, and vulnerability through which we all are illuminated by the
dazzling splendor of God—the saturated Other—Jesus Christ.

Like Levinas and Derrida, Marion’s ‘saturated phenomenon’ is also
indefinable, impossible, and unforeseeable.” The ‘saturated Other’ comes
to us in excess. But this excess of meaning or the ‘bedazzlement’ depends
upon the intentionality of the self, or ego. It is to come out of sacrificial
love or charity of the self. As Paul Simmons argues, ‘the ego literally con-
stitutes the Other.””® Marion states this clearly: “The other appears only if
I gratuitously give him the space in which to appear.””” The appearance of
the Other is an act of charity (Marion), faith (Derrida) and disinterested-
ness (Levinas) which needs a validation from ‘beyond.’

Richard Kearney argues that Marion’s theology of God is negative—
empty talk about God that has no enabling effect.”® Kearney, on the other
hand, speaks of God in terms of the possibility of the ‘faith in the promise
of advent.” Another important critique of Marion is John D. Caputo’s,
who asserts that Marion’s ‘saturated phenomenon’ is over determined by
his particular religious tradition (Christianity) and ecclesiastical affiliation
to Roman Catholicism.” Caputo asks what the relevance of this ‘Christian
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philosophy’ would be in a polycentric, polydoxic, and multi-religious
‘non-European’ context? Vitor Westhelle offers a sharp critique of Marion’s
conception of ‘idol’ and argues that ‘idol’ in Marion bears a European-
Christian understanding of demonry as it defines the pre-Christian Third
World religions as idolatrous.®® The question before us is how this satu-
rated phenomena that turns to be a charitable act of the (Western) self
attends to the issue of ‘the failed transcendence’ (Ernesto Laclau) and
the ‘bare life>—the life outside of humanity (Giorgio Agamben)?3! Does
this excess meaning of the Other provide new political imagining for the
marginalized people in the ‘other worlds’? Does it challenge the systems
of hegemony, alienation, and colonialism embodied in the constitution
of the ‘othered selves’ in colonized nationalities? Here the Continental
philosophy of ‘hypertranscendence’ finds its inadequacy.

CONCLUSION

The ‘transcendental God/Other’ of Levinas, Derrida and Marion offer a
break from the Western philosophical tradition of Theism, Atheism, and
onto-theology. It is a postmodern /post-metaphysical God after the ‘death
of God.” The other in this postmodern turn rejects any kind of objectifica-
tion and devaluation; rather, it locates itself in the ‘hyper presence’ of God.
Other signifies the infinity that elucidates our comprehension. However,
as we have seen, the philosophies of ‘hyper transcendence” do not offer a
total discontinuity with the Western philosophical tradition founded on
the notion of ‘beyond.” Starting from Aristotle who proposed the idea of
‘being qua being’ (on ¢ on), Aquinas’s ‘highest being,” Tillich’s ‘ground
of being’ through Heidegger’s ‘super Being’ to Jean-Luc Marion’s ‘with-
out being,” there has always been a quest for being or non being in the
Western philosophical tradition.®? The quest for being or non-being is all
about subjectivity. What is interesting is that all searches culminate in the
very question of formulating or reformulating the (Western) subjectivity.
The whole question of transcendence has been tied up in the question
of (Western) self and its dialectical relationship with the other. Neither
God nor the other is unattached to the question of (Western) subjectivity.
Today the ‘other others’ in the (other/Third) world ask the basic ques-
tion: Who is this charity oriented self and the enigmatic ‘transcendent
Other’ in postmodern Continental philosophy? Does it go ‘beyond’ the
(Western) colonial self and the other? How does the moral and ethical
baggage of Western religious traditions de-limit this philosophy in its own
way to define God and the other?
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As we have seen, the Derridean, Levinasian, and Marionion concep-
tions of transcendence signify a ‘distant transcendence,” which has an
asymptotic relationship with immanence. The ‘pure transcendence’ of the
Derridean tout autre remains as ‘barren land’ in which the ‘othered selves’
find no hope in their immediate lived experiences of marginalization and
exclusion. The undecidability and the contingency of God seem to be
apolitical in the concrete situations of violence, violation, and discrimina-
tion. The Levinasian Other fails to conceive a ‘concrete other’ which is
more apparent in the case of the Palestinians. The failure to elucidate the
sociopolitical specificities that determine the marginalized other makes the
Levinasian other insignificant and inadequate. Marion’s ‘saturated other’
ultimately depends on the counter ego which comes from love /charity of
God—the ultimate givenness of God. Marion’s phenomenology of hyper-
ego still leads to interpretation of the other; of course, it may be ego of
love /charity—a sacramental ego. It is not the issue of the ‘bedazzlement’
of the other, but the capability to critique the power structures that deter-
mine the exclusion of the other that is important. In fact, no ‘bedazzle-
ment’ of the Other happens in the immediate experiences of ‘killings of
human bodies and populations’ in the ‘other worlds.”s?

There are segments of populations, as Jacques Ranciere describes ‘the
part that has no part’ who are often subjugated to systemic violence.®*
Achille Mbembe argues that in the contemporary context of necropolitics
(the subjugation of life to the powers of death) the subjugation takes mul-
tiple forms and reconfigures the relationship between resistance, sacrifice,
and terror. He contends that in the era of necropower, “Technologies of
destruction have become more tactile, more anatomical and sensorial, in
a context in which the choice is between life and death’.%* For Mbembe,
the era of necropower is characterized by the deployment of weapons ‘in
the interest of maximum destruction of persons and the creating of death-
worlds, new and unique forms of social existence in which vast popula-
tions are subjected to conditions of life conferring upon them the status
of living dead.”®¢ In this context of ‘material destruction of mass popula-
tions,” the charity oriented self, other and God of Continental philosophy
miserably fails and becomes inadequate and impotent for the ‘other oth-
ers’ in the “Third World’.

The next chapter analyzes the Spivakian notion of subalternity or the
subordinated other, which envisages a ‘postcolonial turn’ in Continental
philosophy. Engaging with Levinas, Derrida, Foucault, Deleuze and
Irigaray, Spivak addresses the issue of ‘worlding of the other’ and the
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‘ontological enclosure’ of the ‘colonized others’ in the colonial and post-
colonial textualities. Unlike the Continental philosophies of God and
the other, Spivak focuses the question on subalternity, marginality, and
postcoloniality in an immanent transcendent notion of planetarity where
the notion of God is de-transcendentalized and the other is de-othered.
Engaging critically with Western feminist thought, especially with French
feminisms, Spivak takes us to the point of the gendered subalternity, which
invokes the question of God and the other at the bottom of human exis-
tence—the broken and tortured (gendered) bodies. In the next chapter, I
argue that Spivak’s account of subaltern exposes the failure of ‘hyper tran-
scendent’ philosophies to think about otherness in a postcolonial context.
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CHAPTER 3

Spivak and the ‘Subordinated Other’:
The “Third World Turn” in Continental
Philosophy

Abstract This chapter argues for a “Third World Turn’ in the Continental
philosophy of God and the other by analyzing the Spivakian theory of sub-
alternity (the subordinated other). It explains the Spivakian contentions
with the postmodern/poststructural assumptions of the ‘colonized other’
while appropriating it with her other notions of marginality and planectar-
ity. In planetarity and in the notion of ‘detranscendentalized sacred,” she
alludes to a de-ontological God and a de-othered subjectivity. Learning to
learn from the subaltern, as her pedagogy, is discussed in order to envisage
a postcolonial deconstructive (non)method for contemporary theology
and philosophy.

Keywords Third-World turn e Subordinated other ® Colonized other ®
Representation ® Subalternity © Marginality ® Planetarity ® Pure imma-
nence ® Continentalism ® Hegemony ® Feminism

‘The planet is in the species of alterity, belonging to another; and yet we
inhabit it, on loan.’
Spivak!

No thinker has struggled more with the question of the ‘colonized other’
in the contemporary globalized context than Gayatri Chakravorty Spivak.
From her widely-read essay ‘Can the Subaltern Speak?’ through her
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magnum opus Critique of Postcolonial Reason to her recent work on An
Aesthetic Education in the Eva of Globalization, Spivak has problematized
the question of the representation of the ‘colonized other’ in the colonial-
Western-dominant institutional and cultural discourses, textualities, and
practices.? According to Spivak, by speaking for the ‘colonized other’
Western academia (mis)-represents them and further cauterizes their voice.
Spivak even critiques postcolonialists like the Subaltern Studies Collective
in India, who tried to re-inscribe the stories/histories of the indigenous
subjects with the help of proto-poststructuralist theories. For Spivak, the
representations of the indigenous subjects, even in the postcolonial his-
toriographies, are essentialist and identitarian.® Spivak, who locates her-
self in the post-humanist and deconstructive postcolonial epistemological
position, argues that there cannot be an essentialist other who can speak
and resist as was proposed by the subaltern historians. She insists that the
Western intelligentsia cannot but undergo a postcolonial deconstructive
process in order to ‘quite’ their privileged position and learn to learn from
the ‘colonized other’ rather than speaking for the marginalized other.

Spivak theorizes a notion of ‘subaltern’ that elucidates its radical oth-
erness as informed by the philosophers of ‘hyper transcendence’ in the
Continental philosophical tradition. In her widely-read book A Critique of
Postcolonial Reason: Toward a History of the Vanishing Present, Spivak ana-
lyzes how the great philosophers of the west— Kant, Hegel, and Marx—
foreclose on the ‘native informant’—the subaltern—in the Third World
through the textualities of literature, culture and history. Spivak takes a
new turn—a ‘Third World turn’—one that challenges the Continental
philosophies of the ‘transcendent Other’—as it ignores the question of
Western imperialism and colonialism. Spivakian subalternity offers a post-
colonial deconstructive notion of the other in which she denies the ques-
tion of transcendence as ‘exteriority.” Spivakian subalternity is a place of
alterity (she calls it planetarity) to grant themselves permission to deny
essentialism and the process of ‘othering.”* Mark Lewis Taylor offers a sig-
nificant reflection on Spivakian subalternity and defines it as the ‘subordi-
nated other’ (the Latin word ‘alter’ means other and the word ‘sub’ points
to the question of subordination).> According to Taylor, Spivakian subal-
ternity is a rhetorical space of pathos and resistance. For him, it denotes
the struggle against any kind of subordination or assimilation. This study
appropriates the Spivakian definition of subalternity in order to signify it
in our whole discussion of God and the other.
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Engaging with the works of Spivak, this chapter explores the effects
of the presence of the ‘subordinated other’ in the encounter between
God and the other. It specifically points out the ‘postcolonial turn’ in
the Continental philosophical tradition as Spivak takes her theoretical
turns from both ‘hyper transcendence’ and ‘post-transcendence,’ or ‘pure
immanence.’® Locating Spivak within the discourses of Continental phi-
losophy might be questionable at least for a few readers. It is Spivak who
convincingly engages with ‘First World” academia as a “Third World” intel-
lectual to reimagine the ‘Continentalism’ embodied in it. Taking her cue
from post-Continental philosophies, Spivak signifies a “Third World turn’
in the Continental philosophical tradition using postcolonial theory.”

I argue here that the Spivakian notion of ‘subordinated other’ offers a
theology of an ‘immanent transcendence’ through which the whole dis-
cussion of God and the other takes a ‘radical turn’ towards the ‘colonized
other’ in the “Third World.” The Spivakian ‘subordinated other’ departs
from the postmodern ‘absolute other’ and the post-colonial ‘essentialist
other.” God in Spivak is denied transcendence in terms of its ‘beyondness,’
but is imagined as an experience of alterity in relationality (she terms it
as ‘deconstructive embrace’). The whole discussion about God and the
other, here, takes a ‘postcolonial turn,” marking a significant move towards
the political ontologies and epistemologies of immanent transcendence.

THE SPIVAKIAN EPISTEMOLOGICAL ITINERARY

The Spivakian epistemological itinerary is really complex.® She uses mul-
tiple theories, such as postmodernism/poststructuralism, postcolonialism,
Marxism, and feminism to question the cultural and philosophical founda-
tions of Western imperialism and colonialism.” The Spivakian methodol-
ogy is a ‘dancing methodology’ that intersects and interrogates various
theories, disciplines, and methods.!? Stephen Morton provides a rationale
for the Spivakian interaction method within the disciplines. According to
Morton, the purpose of the disruption of various disciplines is for ‘ren-
dering the voices, histories and experiences of the disempowered and the
disenfranchised intelligible to her readers.’!! Many writers have termed her
approach ‘postcolonial deconstruction,” which is unique in both postco-
lonial and postmodern traditions. Spivakian postcolonialism takes a new
turn from the conventional postcolonial theory and her deconstruction is
totally different from the other postmodernists.
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Departing from the question of the representation of the ‘Third World’
as it was proposed by Edward Said’s Orientalism, Spivak questions the
essentialist location of the other and exposes its complexity and heteroge-
neity. Said argued that “Orientalism is nothing but a political program of
the construction of the other—*‘the Orient’ as reconstructed, reassembled,
crafted in short born out of the Orientalists’ efforts.”!?> However, unlike
Said, who uses a totalizing vision to see the strategy of colonialism and dis-
cursive hegemony in perspective, Spivak attempts a ‘postcolonial decon-
struction’ through which she prefers a ‘persistent critique’ of the logic
of Western rhetoric in representing its other. Sumit Chakrabarti clearly
distinguishes between Said and Spivak and opines that ‘unlike Said who
evaluates the architecture of the discursive socio-political apparatus based
on the Foucauldian theory of knowledge and power, Spivak sneaks into
dead ends to subvert the logic of the dominant Western rhetoric as it
was informed by Derridean deconstruction.”’® Spivak does not follow a
totalizing vision of an imperialist culture; rather, she prefers a disruptive,
interventional, and fragmentary method, which differentiates her from
typical postcolonialists. Thus, even though she has been designated one of
the ‘postcolonial trinity,” Spivak locates herself in a contestatory position
within postcolonial academia.!*

Taking her cue from Derridean deconstruction, Spivak offers an inter-
ventionist approach that begins with the question of the representation
of the (gendered) subaltern by the Subaltern Studies Collective in India.
Her interventionist approach originates from Third World representations
of the gendered subaltern and extends to the Western discourses, clearly
explicating her complex method of postcolonial deconstructive feminism.'®
Sumit Chakrabarti argues that Spivak’s strategic use of deconstruction is
an affirmative deconstruction through which she enables ‘a constant effect
of engendering of the social positioning and its ever-present heterogeneity
within a class or a group or a collective consciousness.’'® This affirma-
tive deconstruction helps Spivak to connect the ‘radical Other’ with the
‘concrete other’ through a ‘deconstructive embrace.” The otherness of the
other is not an absolute otherness in Spivak, rather, it is an ‘irreducible
other’ and even ‘quite-other’. Mayra Rivera further explains the ‘decon-
structive embrace’ as ‘the encounters that co-constitute who we are.’’”
For Rivera, it is an experience of ‘relational transcendence’ where the self-
other dyad is disrupted and re-imagined for new incarnations.

By re-reading Marx through the lens of Derrida, Spivak illumines the
Marxian dichotomy between Vertreten (proxy) and darstellen (portrait)
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in order to expose the politics and dilemmas inherent in representation.!®
Spivak rejects both the idea that ‘the masses’ are known to themselves and
able to make their interests manifest politically (Foucault and Deleuze),
and the idea that intellectuals can fulfill their political responsibility by
representing or speaking for the masses (Marx).!® Spivak’s criticism of the
Subaltern Studies Collective, who draw heavily on the Foucault-Deleuze
conversation, is that by constituting a self-speaking postcolonial subject
as an ‘essentialist other,” and trying to speak for them; in effect, the ‘true
subaltern’ becomes silent. Spivak critiques the Deleuzian usage of ‘work-
ers struggle,’ that which neglects the ‘textures of power’ in the context of
colonialism. Spivak’s problem with the postmodern Continental philoso-
phers is based mainly on their ignorance of the positional relations of the
dominant to the subaltern. Spivak interrogates Western intellectuals for
taking their privileged subjectivity for granted while trying to expose their
disregard for the questions of ethnicity, race, and empire in the context
of globalization. She stresses the imperative of a self-reflexive position in
the context of theory: 'What we are asking for is that...the holders of
hegemonic discourse should de-hegemonize their position and themselves
learn how to occupy the subject position.’*® The intention behind this de-
hegemonizing theory is to affirm the radical alterity of the subordinated
other—the colonized other—and on the other hand, to destabilize the
‘radical autonomy—the claim of the authenticity of the ‘real experience’
of the (gendered) subaltern. Of course, the Spivakian method is double
or multiple-edged.

While attending to euro-centric feminism, she problematizes the colo-
nial (mis)-representation of the experiences of gendered ‘subordinated
other’ in the “Third World’ and its inadequacy to proxy any other particu-
lar experiences like the subaltern women in the South. Spivak criticizes the
French avant-garde feminism that homogenizes the experiences of women
irrespective of their cultural and geographical differences. She writes:

This is a set of directives for class- and race privileged literary women who
can ignore the seductive effects of identifying with the values of the other
side while rejecting their validity; and, by identifying the political with the
temporal and linguistic, ignore as well the micrology of political economy.?!

Spivak exhorts French feminists like Kristeva and Irigaray to ‘learn to
stop feeling privileged as woman’.?? For Spivak, international feminism is
nothing but a discourse of the North. She criticizes the universal liberation
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discourses of metropolitan, ‘emancipated,” white middle-class women who
want others to become like themselves.?® Critically engaging with Julia
Kristeva’s novel ‘About Chinese Women’ (1977) and Charlotte Bronte’s
novel Jane Eyre (1847), Spivak exemplifies her theory of cauterization of
the subaltern by representing them in Eurocentric textualities. Through
these textualities, Third World women are stereotyped and given fixed
subjectivities of victimization. She contends that this ‘matronizing and
sororizing of women in developed countries is also a way of silencing to the
subaltern.”?* Critiquing the benevolent global ethics of the international
economic agencies who homogenize female labor and the value of pro-
duction and misrepresent them in an ‘othered space,” Spivak underscores
her argument that the involvement of First-World intellectuals in Third-
World academy functions self-interestedly as a process of self-constitution
and, in turn, constitution of the other.?® On the other hand, Spivak points
towards the emergence of the ‘new subaltern’ and proposes a theory of
planetarity that takes us from the discourses of the ethics of human rights
and love for the other to a de-othered globality through which the other is
revisited and the self is reimagined in a globalized era.

Whether it is postcolonialism or poststructuralism or feminism or
Marxism, Spivak seems to be skeptical of any kind of totalizing ideologies
and meta-theories as they are ‘deeply marked’ by colonial imprints. For
this reason, she strategically uses the concept postcoloniality as a rhetorical
space where the colonial epistemological violence is encountered and the
subaltern subjectivity is reimagined as a non-essential category. As Ritu
Birla clearly contends, it is a call to ‘quite-other,” or the social location of
alterity, that is, that which escapes consolidation into narrative and iden-
tity.2® Sangeeta Ray’s comment on Spivakian methodology is quite mean-
ingful and self-explanatory:

Spivakian methodology hinges on the following: acknowledging complicity,
learning to learn from below, unlearning one’s privilege as loss, working
without guarantees, persistently critiquing the structures that one inhabits
intimately and that one cannot say no to, and giving attention to subject
formation such that it produces the reflexive basis for self-conscious social
agency.”

In short, postcolonial deconstructionist feminist epistemology seems to
be the methodological focal point through which she tries to attend to the
issues of the colonized, disempowered, marginalized, and disenfranchised
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other—the ‘subordinated other’ in the Third World. Spivakian notions of
the subordinated other and the planetary creatures embark on a ‘postco-
lonial turn’ in the contemporary global culture, politics, philosophy, and
theology.?® This chapter analyzes the category subordinated other in rela-
tion with her other notions, such as marginality and planetarity, and tries
to appropriate them in our discussion on God and the other.

SUBALTERNITY

Subalternity seems to be Spivak’s basic theoretical issue. The use of the
term subaltern is primarily informed by the work of the Italian Marxist
thinker Antonio Gramsci on the rural-based Italian peasantry and the
research of the international Subaltern Studies Collective on the histories of
subaltern insurgency in colonial and postcolonial South Asia. Gramsci used
the Italian term subaiterno, which translates roughly as ‘subordinate’ or
‘dependent’ to refer to ‘any group that is collectively subordinated under
the hegemonic control of the ruling elite.”” Stephen Morton observes
that the Gramscian use of the term ‘subaltern’ goes beyond the Marxian
category ‘proletariat’ and signifies the rural peasantry in Southern Italy,
whose achievement of social and political consciousness was limited and
their political unity weak.?® According to Gramsci, it is the responsibility
of the intellectual ‘to search out signs of subaltern initiative and incipient
class identity that could be nurtured and educated into true class con-
sciousness and effective political action.”®!

In the program of the Subaltern Studies Collective, this Gramscian cat-
egory was extended to ‘the general attribute of subordination in South
Asian society whether this is expressed in terms of class, caste, age, gen-
der and office or in any other way.”®* They used this term to signify the
unprivileged social classes and groups who were denied access to the social
and political practices in India. For them, it was a category that points to
the subordinate sections—the marginalized—the Dalits, the Tribals, the
Adivasis, the farmers, the unorganized laborers, the minorities, women
and so on who have not been considered subjects of their own histories
and consciousness in the colonial and national elite historiographies.®* The
Subaltern Studies Collective sought to reread and rewrite the established
historiography of Indian nationalism that had been dominated by elit-
ism and bourgeoisiesm as a consequence of British colonialism.** Though
she was part of this group, Spivak took a critical stand, arguing that the
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re-writing of the consciousness of the Indian nationalism had excluded the
subaltern female from the nationalist postcolonial consciousness.

Spivak asserts that there is no such essentialist postcolonial subject
who can speak and know their conditions by themselves, as the Subaltern
Studies Collective proposed. She contends that ‘there is no unrepresent-
able subaltern subject that can know and speak itself” and asks, ‘With what
voice-consciousness can the subaltern speak?’®® The Spivakian thesis is
double bind; on the one hand, she argues that the colonialists and post-
colonials have (mis-)represented the subaltern subject and, on the other
hand, there cannot be an ‘essentialist subaltern subject’ to speak against
colonial /postcolonial (native) representation as it was proposed by the
Subaltern Studies Collective. It is out of this epistemological context that
the Spivakian thesis arises: “The subaltern cannot speak themselves.”3¢ For
Spivak, the voice of the subaltern cannot be heard because its language
cannot be understood within the dominant discourse. Spivak explains this:
“The subaltern cannot speak means: even when the subaltern makes an
effort to the death to speak, she is not able to be heard, and speaking and
hearing complete the speech act.”®”

The question of the ‘unspeakability’ of subalternity is further extended
to the question of gender. By focusing on women as subaltern, Spivak
asserts that ‘within this effaced itinerary of the subaltern, the track of sexual
difference is doubly effaced.”®® Spivak explains this doubly effaced female
subjectivity by entering into the discussion of the psychobiography of Saz:
(widow-immolation) in pre-colonial India. According to Spivak, women
as subaltern have had their voices silenced in between the ‘imperialist/
colonialist object-constitution and the patriarchal subject-formation.” She
argues that the voices of the sexed subaltern subjectivity has been lost in
between the notion of the ‘liberative act’ of the imperialists who tried to
abolish this ‘crime” in the name of civilization and the patriarchal notion
of Sati as a ‘heroic act’ through which it was translated as the subaltern
women ‘wanted to die.” For Spivak, the voice of the female subaltern sub-
jectivity is silenced in between the colonial and patriarchal translations of
their consciousnesses. Spivak explicates this thesis through a very specific
story—the story of Bhubaneswari Bhaduri—a young woman of sixteen or
seventeen who hanged herself in her father’s house in Calcutta in 1926.
She was menstruating at the time, which would indicate that she was not
pregnant. Years later it emerged that she had killed herself because she had
been unable to carry out a mission for a revolutionary group of which she
was a member. According to Spivak, Bhubaneswari’s suicide was an act of
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subaltern rewriting of the social text of Sati-suicide.®® Yet the ‘message’
self-inscribed on her body was not read. “She ‘spoke’ but the women did
not, do not, ‘hear’ her.”*® Thus, Spivak argues that the subaltern as female
cannot be heard or read even though they speak or write.

Spivak here problematizes the audibility of subaltern voices. According
to Spivak, the non-audibility of the subaltern women is not a failure of
articulation, but the result of the failure of representation.*! The subaltern
speaks, but it cannot be heard. Spivak argues that while the intellectuals
claim that the subaltern can speak for themselves, they assume the posi-
tion of ‘proxy’ and the voice of the ‘true’ subaltern remains as aporia,
where the possibility and the impossibility, absence and presence, voice and
voicelessness, essentialism and constructionism coincide with each other.*?
It is out of this theoretical lacuna of representation that Spivak proposes
what she calls the ‘strategic use of positive essentialism in a scrupulously
visible political interest’. Spivak explained this notion later in an interview
when she denied any kind of theoretical sanction for essentialism. She
warns that it can be used as a theoretical alibi for proselytizing academic
essentialisms. For her, it is not a theory, but a strategy or tactic fitting a
specific situation. It is a political space of alterity and difference that has
nothing to do with identitarianism. As she remarks in the interview: “I
think identitarianism ignores what is most interesting about being alive,
that is to say, being angled towards the other. I therefore found that it
was unfortunate that people liked that phrase (‘strategic essentialism’).”*3
Stephen D. Moore and Mayra Rivera comment on this Spivakian phrase:
‘rather than assuming that action flows naturally from identity, strategic
essentialism acknowledges the employment of or appeal to an essentialized
concept of identity, however deconstructible, as a sometimes necessary
political tactic.**

Spivakian subalternity, or subordinated other, is a political position—
a ‘decolonized space,” which means ‘without a place in the colonial
scheme.”*® She denies that it is a synonym for the word ‘oppressed’ or any
identitarian positionality. Spivak explains: ‘If the subaltern speaks, and it
is heard; then he or she is not a subaltern.’*® For Spivak, it is a ‘rhetorical
space’ that cuts across any essentialist position in terms of caste, class, gen-
der and geography. If subaltern speaks, it is an ‘Echo,*” a ‘secrete,” which
is impossible for any kind of gazing, cognition, or representation without
deconstruction. What is most dynamic in the assumption of Spivakian
subalternity is that it destabilizes the ‘epistemic violence’ of the ‘othering’
of the subaltern, and it postpones the ‘truth’ of subalternity in order to
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rescue it from any kind of representation or ‘worlding’ in history, culture,
politics, and theology. Of course, the Spivakian ‘subordinated other’ is an
enigmatic other, but not an absolute other. It is a ‘concrete other’—the
marginalized other. The Spivakian subordinated other is a space of de-
othering of the ‘colonized others,” and it is the political space where the
subjugated others ‘quite’ their ‘worlded’ otherness.

MARGINALITY

Spivak rejects the transcendentalism of the other and locates it in a con-
crete context. She further explains this idea through her notion of mar-
ginality. As in the case of subalternity, marginality signifies the ‘rhetorical
space’ that denies its obligation to the center. Spivak talks about a dif-
ferent kind of marginality, which denies the marginality of the margin
and the centrality of the center. In the Spivakian understanding of mar-
Jinality, the notion of center crumbles, and thus the margin becomes a
non-margin. Spivak theorizes a non-essentialist, heterogeneous and con-
testatory location of marginality that erupts at the center. Marginality,
just like subalternity, is an aporetic space of impossibility which cannot be
simply represented or assimilated. She probes the notions of margin and
marginality while theorizing her own location as an intellectual from the
“Third World’ in a ‘First-World academy’:

A word to name the margin. Perhaps that is what the audience wanted to
hear: a voice from the margin. If there is a buzzword in cultural critique
now, it is ‘marginality’. Every academic knows that one cannot do without
labels. To this particular label, however, Foucault’s caution must be applied
and we must attend to its Herkunft or descent. When a cultural identity is
thrust upon one because the center wants an identifiable margin claims for
marginality assure validation from the center.*®

For Spivak, marginality is an assumed location where the problem of
‘worlding’ of the other is re-positioned. It is a theoretical position to chal-
lenge the privileged position of Eurocentric knowledges. Thus it is a loca-
tion of postcoloniality. While theorizing the transfiguration of the ‘Native
Informant’ to the ‘New Immigrant’ in the financialized global economy,
Spivak de-ontologizes the subaltern as it points towards her own location
‘in other worlds.”® According to Spivak, in the period of Bretton Woods
agencies and the World Trade Organization (WTO), which represent
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the indigenous subaltern as the source of trade related intellectual prop-
erty, the logic of the inaccessibility of marginality to the center is to be
rethought. She says that the indigenous subaltern is now turning into
a ‘new global subaltern’ in the logic of global capital.®® The indigenous
cultural traditions are becoming the focus of the capitalist global media.
Subalternity has to be repositioned in the new globality. In sum, margin-
ality is not a fixed location that demands the validation from the center;
rather, it is a deconstructive space that upholds its ‘irreducible singularity’
and alterity, which signals the ethical re-positioning of oneself in relation
to the ‘other.’

In order to escape the logic of ‘margin’ and ‘center’ Spivak chooses a
different name for herself: ‘teacher.” As Simon Swift comments: ‘peda-
gogy can become one way of thinking through a different relation to dis-
sent, a denial of the marginality of the margin and an exposure of how
that margin keeps erupting in the center.,*! Spivak proposes a pedagogy
of aesthetical education through which she reimagines subailtern as the
teacher,*? and the educational program as the training in the imagination
to ‘learn to listen to the voice of the other.”®® In the radical pedagogy of
Spivak, the subaitern as the marginalized other is not an object of study;
rather, it is a discursive engagement through which the education is rei-
magined as a learning to learn from below, where the asymmetrical power
relations between subaltern and intellectual, educator and educated are
radically reconfigured.®*

Both Spivakian subordinated other and the marginalized other are con-
nected to each other. Together they problematize the representation of
the other and reimagine in terms of alterity and irreducible difference.
When the privileged speak for the other, it in fact further cauterizes the
other. She relentlessly questions the ability of the ‘self” to empty itself
to represent the other. It may seem that she is advocating quietism. On
the other hand, alluding to Derridean deconstruction, she challenges us
to keep on trying to learn to learn from below. To learn from below is
easy. But how to learn to learn from below always keeps us in a process of
impossible possibility. It is to listen to the ‘Echo’—the silenced memory
of the marginalized other. It is not an easy job; it is a deconstructive poli-
tics similar to catching lightning and then bottling it. Stephen Morton
rightly characterizes it: ‘Against silencing and foreclosure of the subaltern,
Spivak’s deconstructive reflections on responsibility and ethical dialogue
work towards imagining the conditions of possibility for an ethical dia-
logue to take place.”®®
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For Spivak, even though the marginalized other is a concrete other, it is
impossible to enter into its space. It is easy to locate a marginalized other
or a subaltern, but it is impossible to learn the other without keeping the
self-ego intact. In other words, it is difficult to learn to unravel the hege-
monic system that constructs both the other and the self. As Simmons
comments, it is a self-suspending leap into the other’s sea.’® Alluding again
to Derrida, Spivak contends that learning to learn from below requires
teleopoiesis. For Derrida, teleopoiesis becomes the process of creating
toward an ever-distant future (a-venir). By adding the question of space,
contrary to Derrida, Spivak defines it as the process of creating toward a
distant future with a ‘distant other., As Simmons observes, ‘it suggests that
the gap between the ego and the Other will never be bridged. Awareness
of this distance leads to humility and suspension of certainty.”® The space
in between the ego and the other is not just ‘nothingness’ but a space—a
space of alterity. This new imaginative space of subalternity and marginal-
ity is well explained in her notion of planetarity and theory of ‘deconstruc-
tive embrace.’

PLANETARITY

The Spivakian notion of planetarity, as in the case of subalternity and mar-
ginality, is a space of alterity and difference. In planetarity, Spivak eluci-
dates the difference between the notions of globe, which is conceptualized
in the program of capitalism in the era of globalization, and the notion of
planet that is conceptualized as a ‘sheer space of alterity., ‘I propose the
planet to overwrite the globe,” Spivak comments. She constructs planetar-
ity as a ‘limiting idea to counteract the global reach of capital and the com-
puterized globe.” In her words: ‘The globe is on our computers. No one
lives there. It allows us to think that we can aim to control it. The planet
is in the species of alterity, belonging to another; and yet we inhabit it, on
loan.”®® She further says that ‘it belongs to another system—a system that
is beyond our grasp as it is the inside of our bodies.”® Ritu Birla explains
the notion clearly: “The planet, unlike the world, is a conceptual metaphor
infused with the possibility of seeing from outside, of seeing from the per-
spective of the alien, and not merely of apprehending the unified sphere
that is familiar to us from prominent discourses of absolute oversight.’¢
Spivak asserts that the globe on which we live is a manageable world
where we are successful and comfortable in showing love to our ‘others.’
On the other hand, she proposes ‘planetary love,” which is not love for
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the other; rather, it is an experience of the ‘deconstructive embrace’ where
both the self and other invent their new incarnations. Spivak comments
that this love is dangerous as it is powerful and it is the srreducible supple-
ment.St Planetarity is a mentality in which we revisit the constitutive other
and the self'in the context of globalization and envisage a ‘radical relation-
ality’ that extends to the whole system of life on the planet. She continues:
‘if we imagine ourselves as planetary subjects rather than global agents,
planetary creatures rather than global entities, alterity remains underived
from us. This is as close to the sacred, again, as I come.”®?

As Kwok Pui-lan contends, planetarity is an invitation to imagine the
complexity and plurality of planetary systems and not be confined by nar-
row identity politics or superficial binary thinking. It is not just an eco-
logical exhortation, or a theological /ethical reminder of our stewardship.
A planetary ethos thus calls for the experience of the impossible—detran-
scendelized sacred—that is radically open-ended and that is ‘to come.’®®
Instead of God, Spivak here uses the word—‘planet’ where we experi-
ence the ‘detranscendelized sacred” and the ‘deconstructive embrace.” It
is in this planetarity that irreducibility and relationality are affirmed and
experienced.

Following Derrida, Spivak does not believe in a religiosity that is oppo-
site secularity. She doesn’t talk about a theology of God. She doesn’t
believe in a super natural God who is antagonistic towards nature. On the
other hand, her notion of a detranscendelized sacred that ‘aims to desta-
bilize the binarism between secularist politics and the religious practice,’
alludes to the notion of displaced transcendence or immanent transcen-
dence.** According to Spivak, to be attentive to the detranscendelized
sacred means to live in a ‘radical love’—the ‘irreducible supplement.’®®
This ‘radical love’ is not simply an obligation to the ‘other’ as it is the-
ologized by religions: ‘love your neighbor’ and by human rights activists:
‘solidarity with the other.” It is not just trying to speak for others. Spivak
comments that even slogans such as ‘learning from below’ can be a win-
ning slogan in the contemporary context of globalization. She seems to
be struggling to signify religion or religiosity, in a globalized secularity, by
destabilizing its “‘autonomy’ and ‘otherness’ as it is characterized in con-
ventional thinking. Religion, for Spivak, is to live in radical love.

However, for Spivak, planetarity is not a license for easy theological
talk about the ‘the wholly other’ or a ‘transcendent reality’ or God.5°
Planetarity deconstructs the dichotomy between transcendence and
immanence. According to Spivakian planetarity, transcendence is being
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brought to the mundane, earthly and within space. As Susan Abraham
contends, for Spivak, transcendence is presented as the going out of self
in response to the need of the other.®” It is an invitation to live in an enig-
matic relationship with the other, God, and the earth. Here, time, space,
home, identity, and nature become enigmatic, alluring, and uncanny.
The Spivakian detranscendelized sacred provides a vision of a relational,
embodied, and sensible God that transcends the Western, theistic, onto-
logical theology of God. Since it falls on the back of immanence, Spivakian
planetarity interrogates the philosophies of ‘hyper transcendence.” As Jea
Sophia Oh argues, Spivakian planetarity is a call for responsibility. It is
not one of romantic imagination, but one that reflects the ethical prac-
tice of human beings as planctary subjects.%® Spivak, who signifies the
planet as God, defines planetarity as religiosity or dbarma. The Spivakian
God, here, locates itself beyond any kind of anthropomorphism of the
divine, or theo-morphism of the human. Developing this de-ontological
Spivakian notion of God, Mayra Rivera proposes a theology of the Holy
Ghost through which it is reimagined as a theological figure that touches
us with the haunting memories of human history in terms of the ‘ghostly
encounters’ of the victims.®

‘SUBORDINATED OTHER’ AS THE TEACHER

Spivak’s major contention with the colonial education of the West is that
it legitimizes a colonial self and, at the same time, constructs its other. She
illustrates this problem with her story of Bhubaneswari Bhaduri. Spivak,
while talking about the pedagogy of an aesthetic education in the glo-
balized era, speaks about a process of learning to learn from the subor-
dinated other. This Spivakian pedagogy of listening to the voice of the
subordinated other starts from the Levinasian obligation for the other.
As Levinas contends, the responsibility for the other calls the ego to a
constant interrogation to ‘open ourselves to an other’s ethic.””® Such a
constant critique, Spivak argues, requires an education that reorients our
thinking of ourselves and our knowing of the other. There are two dimen-
sions to this pedagogy: one is to ‘learn to learn from the subordinated
other,” which is nothing but a ‘self-suspending leap into other’s sea.””!
The second dimension is to ‘learn to unlearn one’s privileges.” Spivak
says: ‘Our privileges, whatever they be in terms of race, class, nationality,
gender and the like may have prevented us from gaining a certain kind of
Other knowledge.’”?
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In order to explain this radical pedagogy of knowing, Spivak makes use
of the Derridean term teleopoiesis. For Derrida, teleopoiesis means the pro-
cess of creating toward an ever-distant future (a-venir) in terms of time.
Spivak, on the other hand, defines it as creating a distant future with a
‘distant other.” It suggests that there is an unbridgeable gap between the
self and the other. According to Spivak, teleopoiesis demands a turning off
the self’s voice. She defines it as an embrace of a different episteme, which
requires the suspension of the hegemonic language and the institutional
practices that cauterize the other. This is what she means by ‘deconstruc-
tive embrace.” Here, the other is conceived not as an absolutely exterior
other, rather; it is relational and, at the same time, a differentiated one.

Unlike the philosophies of ‘hypertranscendence,” Spivak falls on the
side of ‘immanent transcendence.” Mayra Rivera expands on this idea, say-
ing, ‘it requires a departure from self-enclosed notions of subjectivity to
become mindful of the intricate relationships between our own subjectivi-
ties and the system.’”? In the Spivakian understanding, in this ‘deconstruc-
tive embrace,” the self and other are both invited to their own multiple
incarnations and transcendences. Here, the logic of the self-other dual-
ity is disrupted and enters into an unfinished process of transcendence.
Spivak’s idea of ‘planet’ signifies the differential relationship between the
self and the other which is devoid of any kind of external transcendence.
For Spivak, the planet signifies God—the reality in which the self suspends
itself to learn to learn from the other without objectifying the other.

Learning to learn from below as pedagogy is an invitation to live in a
‘radical imagination” where the other is revisited and the sacred is detran-
scendelized. It is to live in a state of ethical responsibility and to live in
a subject position of ‘quite-other’(Derrida). It is living in the marginal
space, where the zmpossible subaltern voices—the unspeakable speak. It is
an apocalyptical space where the self, the other, the community, and the
tradition unveil themselves and touch the infinite—the radical transcen-
dent—the radical other. Spivak explains:

Radical alterity—the wholly other—must be thought through imagining.
To be born human is to be born angled toward an other and others. To
account for this, the human being presupposes the ‘quite-other.” This is the
bottom line of being--human as being-in-the ethical relation. By definition
we cannot—no self can—reach the ‘quite-other’....This is the founding gap
in all acts or talk, most especially in acts or talk we understand to be closest
to the ethical—the historical and political. We must somehow attempt to
supplement the gap.”
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The challenge before the pedagogy of learning, or listening, is whether
it can supplement this gap. This education challenges training in the
imagination where the ‘othering’ and the ‘worlding’ of the ‘colonized
other’ is moved toward an ethico-political responsibility. It is a kind of
counter pedagogy, to educate the educator by learning to learn from
below. Pedagogy for Spivak is not contradictory to epistemology; rather,
it is ontological and political. Learning, knowing, hearing, being, and liv-
ing are part of the same pedagogy. Spivak’s affirmation of subaltern as her
teacher is not to romanticize the other and not to locate the other in the
first phase, as in the case of Levinas. Rather, it is a counter pedagogy in
which the relationship between teacher and student—educated and the
educator—the subaltern and the intellectual—are being radically recon-
figured and reimagined. According to Morton, this Spivakian pedagogy
has two functions: One is to foster a critical intelligence in the children
of the rural poor about the power structure that prevents their politi-
cal participation in the parliamentary democracy at a local and national
level; second, it encourages human right workers and social justice activists
to recognize the ways in which the dominant discourses of rights is also
implicated in a relationship of ethical responsibility with the subaltern,
which Spivak names ‘subordinate cultures of responsibility.’”® For Spivak,
it is these ‘subordinate cultures of responsibility’ that provide the critical
and the cultural resources for the invention of a subaltern counter-public.

RELIGION AFTER SPIVAK

Spivak interrogates the Eurocentric metaphysical foundations of religion
and its transcendentalism. Religion after Spivak is to be religion without
religion, as in the case of Derrida. To that end, she exposes the imperial
imprints on the organization of religion. According to Spivak, the so-
called great world religions are deeply implicated in the narrative of the
ebb and flow of power.”¢ Spivak senses the continuities between Christian
monotheism and secular monopoly capitalism. Critiquing this monotheist
theology of God, which has been formulated within the colonial imagi-
nary, Spivak defines religion as the ethico-political practice of love and
irreducible alterity. For Spivak, religion in the postcolonial era is not a
systematic exposition of doctrines and dogmas as in the modern history of
Christendom that sought legitimacy over the so-called ‘other religions’;
rather, it signifies the ethical responsibility to its others. For Spivak, the
name of God may signify that responsibility towards the other. She explains



SPIVAK AND THE ‘SUBORDINATED OTHER’... 53

this clearly: ‘the name of God may be seen as the name of the radical alter-
ity that the self'is programmed to imagine in an cthics of responsibility.”””
Spivak prefers the category dbarma to ‘religion’ through which she tries
to define it as an ethical behavior or radical responsibility.” In this ethical
sense, the dichotomy between religion and atheism, spirituality and secu-
larity, theology and philosophy, West and East, and the self and the other
are reconfigured and reimagined.

Religion for Spivak has to take an ethico-political turn in order to
renounce its transcendentalism and Eurocentric imperialist dogmatism.
The Spivakian notion of ‘detranscendelized transcendence” does not erase
the role of religion or repress religion. As Susan Abraham concludes, the
Spivakian challenge to religion, or theological discourses, is to affirm its
ethico-political content and, in turn, interrogate the secularist politics that
seck to marginalize religion.” In Spivakian planetarity, politics takes a new
turn from its identitarian forms of ethics to the deconstructive politics of
(im)possibility. Despite her critique of the transcendentalism of Christian
philosophy, Spivak validates the role of religion as a resource to engage
in social analysis and political practice in the contemporary postcolonial
context.®

SUBALTERNITY AND INDEGENEITY: A CRITICAL
ENGAGEMENT WITH SPIVAK

However, Spivak has been interrogated by the indigenous theoreticians
and theologians for being rhetorical and academic. For indigenous think-
ers, the category ‘indegeneity’ that marks the epistemological project
of the ‘contested knowledges’ signifies counter hegemonic knowledges
and practices. Indigenous theoreticians who creatively engage with the
Spivakian subalternity argue that Spivak seems to neglect the indigenous
epistemological practices through which they try to speak, preach and
dance.® Jodi A. Byrd and Michael Rothberg hold that, as an exhorta-
tion to the intelligentsia who try to re-present the subaltern voice in his-
torical and political textualities, the Spivakian subalternity appears to be
very useful. At the same time, they argue that the next step that attends
the re-presentation of the indigenous people, based on their epistemo-
logical practices, seems to be less important in Spivakian thought. Even
though, Spivak talks about the process of learning to learn from the sub-
altern, indigenous theoreticians argue that, Spivak doesn’t bring out the
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implication of the rhetoric of the subaltern as her teacher, or the politi-
cal and the epistemological implications of the process of listening to the
subaltern. On the other hand, Spivak poses sharp criticism toward the
essentialism and identitarianism of the indigenous theories.

Spivak herself faces questions for neglecting the epistemology of
caste in the Indian context and its ramification for subject formation of
all, especially subaltern women. Even in the discussion of the suicide of
Bhubaneswari Bhaduri, the casteist formation of her body, knowledge,
and social space are not considered by Spivak. It is interesting to note that
the caste issue has never been a point of discussion for Spivak, even in
her discussion of Indian culture, tradition, and body politics. Of course,
Spivak’s concern with the issue of Sati (widow-sacrifice) was not to initiate
a discussion on the ethics and logic of the Hindu-elitist practice. Rather,
she was interested in exposing the colonial-patriarchal political agenda
that silences the victims. It is unfortunate, however, that she never enters
into a radical critique of the caste epistemology of the satz practice. This
is why Spivak is criticized by the ‘indigenous intelligentsia’ for neglecting
the contestatory knowledges of the ‘indigenous people and cultures.’

The historical resistances of ‘contested knowledges,’$? such as Dalit
women/Tribal women in India, through which they deconstruct their
epistemology and social space, seem to be neglected by Spivak. It is here
that indigenous knowledges can contribute many more insights to the
Spivakian theory of subalternity. Robert Warrior, a Native American theo-
logian, offers a revision to Spivakian subalternity, claiming that the subal-
tern can dance and also sometimes be the intellectual.®* The revision that
comes from indigenous theologians is primarily of the second part of the
Spivakian notion of subalternity. They argue that Spivak’s exhortation is
more to elites and intellectuals to check the process of hearing subaltern
voices. They argue that Spivak is more concerned about the question:
How is receptivity of the subaltern voice among intellectuals and social
activists? On the other hand, indigenous theoreticians and theologians
are interested in the second part of Spivakian subalternity: How do the
silenced speak? If they don’t speak, they cry, they laugh, they preach, and
they dance. How can it be counter-imaginative, counter-communicative
in resistance to the hegemonic systems of oppression? At the same time,
the Spivakian invocation to the indigenous epistemologies to deconstruct
themselves by rejecting their essentialist/-identitarianist social positions
and affirm their difference and alterity, still remains valid and significant.
It is one of the major terrains from which Spivak keeps her distance from
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other postcolonials who still search for the naive indigenous epistemolo-
gies and spiritualities without recognizing the changes that impact them
in the neo-capitalist economy and culture.?*

CONCLUSION

While problematizing the question of representation, especially represent-
ing the rhetorical space of the subordinated other, the Spivakian postcolo-
nial deconstructive (feminist) epistemology attends to the difference and
alterity of the subaltern voice, which is im/possible for any kind of colo-
nial program of ‘worlding’ and ‘othering.” The most significant contribu-
tion of the Spivakian epistemology is that it invites all colonial discourses,
whether cultural, political, economical, historiographical, feminist or theo-
logical, to deconstruct the assumed positionalities and to stop locating ‘the
other’ from their own privileged subjectivities. Any colonized academia,
whether it be Western or anti-Western, which homogenizes and essential-
izes its others, is invited to learn to learn from the subordinated other in
order to reimagine their own otherness. In other words, the subordinated
other —the non-essentialized, engendered, and non-fixed rhetorical (non)
space—interrogates any kind of representations of subordination and mar-
ginalization. The Spivakian notion of planetarity further legitimizes the
process of the uncloseting of subjectivity, otherness and transcendence.
The Spivakian understanding of the detranscendelized sacred signals a
de-ontological notion of divinity as it overcomes the onto-theological con-
straints of conceiving God as she/be/it. The body is conceived as metapsy-
chological where we feel and live in a radical alterity, and the notion of a
‘deconstructive embrace’ of planetary love point towards a post-humanist
deconstructive philosophy and theology. Learning to learn from below re-
positions ourselves and invites us to live in an ethically responsible man-
ner, where our ethics, theology, and politics interface and interrogate each
other. The significant contribution of Spivak to theory, philosophy and
theology is that she unties the notions of God, self, and other from their
rigid locations of certainties and enclosures and exhorts us to listen to the
silence through which the subordinated others speak or unspeak. Thus
Spivakian ‘subordinated other’ offers a theology of an ‘immanent God’
through which the dichotomy between transcendence and immanence,
and the dialecticality between the self and the other is denied. Contrary to
the philosophies of ‘hyper transcendence’ and the ‘proto-poststructuralist
postcolonialism,’ the Spivakian ‘subordinated other’ signifies a theology of
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God and the other, which is simultaneously apophatic and kataphatic—the
irreducible and relational.

The Spivakian ‘subordinated other’ signifies a counter pedagogy
through which the relationship between teacher and student, educator
and educated, and the intellectual and the subaltern are reconfigured and
reimagined. This counter pedagogy is a ‘training in the imagination’ by
which the rural poor are invited to recognize the power structure impli-
cated in the social democracy that prevents them from effective partici-
pation in the political process. At the same time, it invites the human
rights worker and the social justice activist to realize the inability of civil
rights to reach the subalterns, and to recognize the ‘subordinate cultures
of responsibility’ toward the subalterns. This is the politics of ‘deconstruc-
tive embrace’ and the epistemology of ‘planetary love.” The ontology is
located here in the political practices of love in which God is detranscen-
delized and the other is de-othered.

The next chapter explores the theological implications of the Spivakian
notion of ‘subordinated other.” The postcolonial, process, and ecofemi-
nists who engage with Spivak open up new vistas for Spivakian theories
and envisage theology as it is dialogically connected with philosophy, poli-
tics, science, and art. Analyzing the theological discourses of Mayra Rivera,
Kwok Pui-lan, Wonhee Anne Joh, Vitor Westhelle, Whitney Bauman, and
Catherine Keller, the next chapter intends to reconfigure the doctrinal
discourses of God, Human being, and Creation. The main intention is
to address the interface between Spivak and theology by attending to
appropriations of contemporary theologians who formulate various the-
ologies according to Spivakian notions of subalternity, marginality and
planetarity. Ultimately, it is here where theology becomes a critique of the
Theology of the ‘beyond.’

NOTES

1. Gayatri Chakravorty Spivak, Death of a Discipline (New York: Columbia
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SPIVAK AND THE ‘SUBORDINATED OTHER’... 57

(Johns Hopkins University Press, 1976). Her books include In Other
Worlds: Essays in Cultural Politics (Routledge, 1987); Outside in the
Teaching Machine (Routledge, 1993) in which Spivak offers strategies for
improving higher education on a global scale; Thinking Academic Freedom
in Gendered Post-Coloniality (University of Cape Town Press, 1993); A
Critique of Postcolonial Reason: Toward a History of the Vanishing Present
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CHAPTER 4

God, Human, and Creation: Spivak
and Postcolonial Theologies

Abstract This chapter tries to engage with contemporary postcolonial
and Ecofeminist theologians who interact with the Continental (and
the post-Continental) philosophies of God and the other signifying the
Spivakian theoretical notions of subalternity, marginality, and planetarity.
By engaging with Mayra Rivera, Catherine Keller, W. Anne Joh, Kwok
Pui-lan, Vitor Westhelle, and Whitney Bauman, this chapter deals with the
postcolonial theologies of God, Human, and Creation and explains how
they interrogate the Continental philosophies. By bringing in responses
from indigenous theologians, this section attempts to address the flaws
in Spivakian philosophy, specifically on the issue of the interstice between
indegeneity and subalternity.

Keywords Postcolonial theologies ® Theopolitics e Political theology ®
Planetary theology e Deconstructive embrace ® Detranscendentalized
sacred ® Multiple transcendence ® Relational transcendence

“The projection of a transcendent outside as a sustaining precondition,
Theology always shows its ‘imperio-colonial sense.””
Mark Lewis Taylor!

Gayatri Chakravorty Spivak’s approach to postcolonial theory is unique
and distinctive. Unlike the other representatives of postcolonial theory,
such as Edward Said and Homi Bhabha, Spivak pays more attention to the
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economic, cultural, and political facts of present postcolonial circumstances,
and the international division of labor and its cultural and political conse-
quences in which postcolonial nations are embedded.? Within the post-
colonial framework, she directs her focus on the colonial imprints on the
gendered subaltern who are most silenced within colonial and postcolo-
nial institutional structures, textualities and practices. Thus, the Spivakian
approach locates itself in a post-postcolonialist rhetorical location that
is being termed as ‘postcoloniality.”® Spivak’s A Critique of Postcoloninl
Reason: Toward a History of the Vanishing Present explains her contentions
with so-called postcolonial theory that has become “a thing of the past, an
unproblematized past that grounds a homogenous ‘postcolonial identity
and identitarianism.””*

The postcolonial theology that emerged in the mid-1990s began in the
field of biblical studies through which the ancient imperial context of the
biblical texts and their use in Western colonial adventures were exposed
and interrogated.® The eruption of this postcolonial theology marked a
new phase in the theological program and, as Vitor Westhelle comments,
‘it initiated the indisposition or inquietude toward the hegemonic canons
of Western theology.’*Spivakian notions of postcoloniality, subalternity,
and planetarity have been appropriated by contemporary postcolonial
theologians in order to address the colonial implications embodied in the
formulation of Christian doctrines. This chapter will analyze the inter-
actions between Spivak and postcolonial theologians in order to sketch
out the contours of the interface between Spivak and theology and
thereby unsettle the settled discourses on the doctrine of God, Human,
and Creation in contemporary postmodern,/postcolonial epistemological
context.

Srivak, THEOLOGY AND THEOPOLITICS

In his brilliant exposition on the ethico-political content of theology and
its implications for the theoretical positions of political philosophers, such
as Spivak, Zizek and Agamben, Mark Lewis Taylor, in his recently pub-
lished book The Theological and the Political: On the Weight of the World
distinguishes between Theology and ‘the theological.” Alluding to Spivak,
Taylor defines ‘“Theology’ as a guild discipline, ‘a credentialed profession
in the ‘Christian West” that typically reflects on doctrines of a religious
tradition and fosters an ethos of transcendence.”” According to Taylor,
“Theology’ is a strict discipline in terms of its dogmatic rigidity and doc-
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trinal fixity. The ‘theological,” on the other hand, is a: ‘spectral haunting
Theology, which is already unsettling it, perhaps dissolving it, disseminat-
ing it anew among other languages and other disciplinary discourses—on
the way to revealing something much more significant than Theology’s
doctrinally structured ethos of transcendence.’

Taylor proposes theological, in contrast to Theology, as a dimension
of agonistic political thought and practice. Unlike the dominant ethos of
Theology, which is transcendental and dogmatic, Taylor’s theological finds
its fullest expression in the “prodigious force of artful signs deployed in
spectral practice, and it is born of the struggle of those bearing, resisting,
and finding life under ‘the weight of the world,” particularly that weight
as shifted, or concentrated, in structures of imposed social suffering.”
Taylor argues that the projection of a transcendent outside as a sustaining
precondition, Theology always shows its ‘imperio-colonial sense.”!® He
locates his political theorization of the theological in the political philoso-
phies of immanent transcendence, including Spivak, Slavoj Zizek, Allan
Badiou, Ranciere and Nancy.

Similarly, Catherine Keller defines contemporary political theology
as theopoetic since it is aesthetical and eschatological rather than doctri-
nal in the process of reimagining a radical democracy in the contempo-
rary context of Empire. Keller contends that ‘such rhizomatic radicality
is not about uprooting our traditions but about exposing them to our
confounding togetherness—as species, peoples, genders, sexualities, races,
religions, even—Lord help us—our Christianities.’!! For John D. Caputo,
theological is an act of theopolitic as it reexamines our theological pre-
suppositions.'> For Caputo, theopolitic is nothing but thinking theology
differently, which means to think about God otherwise, to reimagine
God. Along with these insights, theology becomes political for Spivak as
it destabilizes its imperial-dogmatic rigidity and unsettles the theological
certainties in the contemporary postcolonial context.

Interpreting Spivak as a postcolonial Christian philosophy and a plane-
tary theology, Susan Abraham contends that ‘theology in view of planetar-
ity must revise its ontological framework and reliance on the traditional
theological metaphysics and belief systems in its presentation of the rela-
tionship between transcendence and immanence.’!® Spivak would envisage
a theology—if she envisages a theology at all—which is purely material-
istic and postcolonial. She talks about the experience of ‘deconstructive
embrace’ through which the dialecticality of the transcendence and
immanence is rethought and the dichotomy between self and the other
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is rejected. The transcendence is re-located here to a cultural mode and
the immediate, the material, and the local is disclosed to its own transcen-
dence. In that sense, theology after Spivak takes a materialistic turn.

SPIVAK AND POSTCOLONIAL THEOLOGIES

Spivak has become one of the most important interlocutors for postcolonial
theologians. It was the Spivakian theorization of the neocolonial Empire
that provoked some theologians to de-colonize the Western theologi-
cal imagination embodied in Christian Theology. The book Postcoloninl
Theologies: Divinity and Empire (2004) was an outcome of this desire. To
introduce the book, the editors write: ‘We use postcolonial theory in ways
that commit us to something more than theory—that is, to an engaged and
engaging theology, a work of resistance to the layered, ongoing, and novel
colonizations of the planet.”!* Stating that Christian theology suffers from
an imperial condition, Catherine Keller signifies the imperative to attend
to the excluded people—the colonized other—and their experiences in the
theological program. Keller writes: ‘with its [ Christian Theology] imperial
success, the church, one might argue, absorbed an idolatry of identity: a
metaphysical Babel of unity, an identity that homogenizes the multiplici-
ties it absorbs, that either excludes or subordinates every creaturely other,
alter, subaltern.”'® For Keller, one of the most important agendas for post-
colonial theology is to interrogate the ontological identity of Western
Theology and its Omni-God. Taking their cue from Spivak, postcolonial
theologians focus on the transgressing space of ‘in between’ or ‘intersti-
tial space’ in which the power of hegemony is subverted and the colonial
other is de-othered. According to Westhelle, this (non) space is alluring,
dynamic and revealing where the subaltern ‘preaches’ it not speaks. !

In order to signify Spivak for a postcolonial theological imagination,
Catherine Keller traces Spivak’s contentions with liberation theology.!”
According to Spivak, Christian theology does not exceed the ‘ebb and
flow’ of the power of Christianity as a ‘religion.”'® She upholds the view
that Christianity like any other ‘great religion’ in the world is imbricated
with power. Spivak interrogates the ‘other-worldly transcendence’ and
the ‘super-natural thinking’ of (Western) Christian Theology. At the same
time, she acknowledges the role of theology as a resource to engage in
social analysis and political practice in the contemporary postcolonial
context.”” While signifying the role played by liberation theologies to
envisage an ecologically just world, Spivak seems skeptical about their
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theological methodology, which is based upon ‘individual transcendence’
(as she calls it). She writes:

Having seen, then, the powerful yet risky roles played by Christian libera-
tion theology, some of us have dreamt of an animistic liberation theology
to girdle perhaps the impossible vision of an ecologically just world. Indeed
the name theology is alien to this thinking. Nature is also super-nature in
this way of thinking and knowing...Even super, as in supernatural, is out of
the way. For Nature, the sacred other of the human community, is in this
thinking, also bound by the structure of ethical responsibility. No individual
transcendence theology, of being just in this world in view of the next, how-
ever the next is underplayed, can bring us to this.?°

Spivak shares her desire to have ‘liberation without theology.”*! At
this point, Keller raises some questions related to the Spivakian reading
of ‘animistic liberation theologies’ and ecotheologies. Responding to
the Spivakian comment on theology that is alien to the thinking of an
eco-centric world view, Keller writes: ‘But, Spivak’s perfunctory critique
misses the mark.”?? Keller, on the other hand, points out some of the
liberationist, Eco/feminist theologies that have emerged in the post-War
period that interrogated the dualistic thought of the Western imaginary of
the divine, and located the notion of transcendence in the materiality of
bodyliness. According to Keller, liberation theology in general, especially
theologians such as Ivone Gebara, Charles Hartshorne, Grace Jantzen and
Sallie McFague, who have approached the universe as the body of God or
Divinity as our sacred body, destabilize the other-worldly, super-natural,
individual transcendent content of the (Western) Christian theology. And
they represent a chorus of voices about which Spivak seems to be ignorant.

Some recent studies, however, take a different stand on this point. While
discussing the question of mundane transcendence and enmattered sub-
jectivity in eco-feminist theologies, Anne Elvey contends that the assumed
asymmetric relationship between God and nature becomes problematic.
According to Elvey, the concept of divine as it sets a ‘transcendent Other’
outside of the world who is capable enough to come down and touch the
earth from beyond becomes problematic.?® For Anne Elvey, even in Rosemary
Radford Reuther’s theology of ‘immanent transcendence,’®* we sense a ‘tran-
scendent God’ who embraces the world. This problem is clearly evident in
Elizabeth Johnson also. In Johnson’s words:

Distinct from classical theism which separates God and the world, and also
different from pantheism which merges God and the world, panentheism
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holds that the universe, both matter and spirit, is encompassed by the Matrix
of'the living God in an encircling that generates freedom, self-transcendence,
and the future, all in the context of the interconnected whole.?

Luke Higgins argues that even in Sallie McFague’s theology of creation
as the ‘body of God’ provides room for a pre-eminent spirit:

In this body model, God would not be transcendent over the universe in
the sense of external to or apart from, but would be the source, power, and
goal—the spirit—that enlivens (and loves) the entire process and its material
forms. The transcendence of God, then, is the pre-eminent or primary spirit
of the universe.?

While signifying the Spivakian notion of ‘detranscendentalized sacred’
for postcolonial theological thought, Susan Abraham contends that Spivak
invokes theology in order to revise its onto-theological and metaphysi-
cal framework. Abraham argues that for Spivak, the relationship between
transcendence and immanence shifts to a material and cultural plane while
eschewing identitarian cultural conventions. As Abraham highlights, the
problem of sexual difference is not ignored in Spivakian thought of the
sacred. As she clearly explicates, in Spivakian thought, transcendence is
detranscendentalized and brought to the realm of worldly encounters. At
the same time, she argues that Spivak’s planetary postcolonial thought is
not confined to anti-imperial discourse; rather, it goes beyond so-called
identitarian postcolonial theological engagements.

Thus, Spivakian thought locates itself in an uncanny space in between
postcolonial, postmodern, and liberation theologies. What is specific
to Spivak, in contrast to (Western) Christian theology, is that Spivakian
detranscendentalized transcendence alludes to an ethico-political theo-
logical thought that signifies the immediate, urgent, and present encoun-
ters. The Spivakian sacred is encountered in the ethico-political realm of
worldly encounters between the self and the other. The Spivakian notion
of sacred, or God, differentiates itself from the theistic, monotheistic,
and ontological theology of the Western God. In fact, she would like to
celebrate the sad demise of the transcendental God and the notion of the
‘absolute Other’ whether it is the human other or nature. She alludes to an
‘enmattered God’ as in the case of the Deleuzian chaosmos. For Deleuze,
chaosmos is generated ‘from within’ by a wholly immanent process of
self-organization.?” Spivak talks about ‘planet’ through which she envis-
ages a relational, embodied, and multiple transcendence. Contemporary
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postcolonial theologians engage with this Spivakian understanding of
‘mundane transcendence’ in order to revisit the traditional Christian theol-
ogy of God, human, and creation. The next section offers an analysis of the
postcolonial theologies of God, anthropology and creation as they engage
with the Spivakian notions of subalternity, marginality, and planetarity.

PostcoLoNIAL THEOLOGIES OF GOD

Whether it is Western or Eastern, Christian theology of God has had an
inseparable relationship with the Western philosophy of God. As Lorant
Hegedus contends, ‘the sacra doctrina had been combined with the
prima philosophia in Western tradition.”*® It was the philosophy of God
in the ancient Western philosophical tradition that became the theology
of God in early patristic and medieval Christian theology. The Platonic
and Aristotelian ideas of ‘pure actuality,” ‘immutability,” and ‘impassibil-
ity’ influenced Western theology from Augustine to Aquinas, who attrib-
uted to God ‘innate potentiality,” ‘final causality,” and the ‘inner seed of
renewal.” The Eastern fathers’ apophatic traditions, and especially the
Cappadocian fathers’ Trinitarian theology, envisaged a different turn, but
did not deny the concept of God as the transcendent beyond. The rela-
tionality and multiplicity embodied within Trinitarianism invariably sub-
stantiated the monotheistic content of patristic theology.?’

Modern Western philosophy, founded on the Enlightenment episte-
mology, carried on the idea of transcendence through the Newtonian
‘inertia’ and the Hegelian ‘Absolute Spirit’ (Geist), despite its claim
to reject religio-centric notions of life. Karl Barth, the most influential
theologian of the twentieth century, who described God as the ‘wholly
Other,” was, in fact, trying to ‘rescue’ God from the ‘pure immanence’
of Enlightenment rationality and humanism in the aftermath of World
War I. The ‘infinite qualitative distinction” between God and human, time
and eternity, and culture and revelation, as Barth proclaimed, became
a turning point in Western theology (Neo-orthodoxy). Paul Tillich, in
his definition of God as the ground of being (being-itself), affirmed the
transcendence of God. Tillich says, ‘As the power of being, God tran-
scends every being and also the totality of beings-in the world.”*® John
J. Thatamanil, in his comparative study on Sankara and Tillich, argues
that the transcendentalism in Tillich does not compete with immanence.
Thatamanil is right when he tries to relocate Tillich in a non-dualistic
theological framework.?! However, Tillich still continues to be in an
‘inclusive transcendent’ theology of God.??
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Another significant contribution to the theology of life in the twentieth
century comes from Jurgen Moltmann, who continued the discussion on
the dialecticality of God and creation and of time and eternity. According
to Moltmann, the spirit of God who is the ‘immanent transcendent’—the
operating force of life—accentuates re-creation and affirms life by deny-
ing violence against life. However, Moltmann’s ‘eschatological transcen-
dence’ shows its theoretical inclination to the Hegelian Phenomenology of
the Spirit. Similar to the Hegelian framework, Whitehead’s process phi-
losophy argues that it is the Spirit (Geist) that sets the possibilities and
waits for the actualization of the millions of creative events in history.®
In sum, Mayra Rivera’s analysis is absolutely right in connection with the
epistemological trajectories of the Western imaginary of God: ‘Whether
the term ‘transcendence’ is explicitly invoked or not, the Western imagi-
nary retains the versions of the disembodied controlling power that theism
commonly associates with transcendence.’?*

The emergence of Eco-theologies, liberation theologies, feminist the-
ologies, and the indigenous theological traditions posed radical questions
with regard to the ‘pure transcendentalism’ of the Western imaginary of
God. However, studies like Luke Higgins’ (a Deleuzian Whiteheadian)
and others show that even these liberation theologies have not been able
to dispel the ‘pure transcendentalism’ inherent in the Western imaginary,
since they still revolve around the modern Western epistemological locus.
On the other hand, while analyzing Deleuzian ‘pure immanence’ for rei-
magining an effective liberation theology, Kristien Justaert argues that
contemporary theology has to be immanentized in order to reunite spiri-
tuality and revolt in a radical way.?® It seems, however, that the remaining
dialecticality of transcendence and immanence; time and eternity; history
and eschatology; and the imagined ‘true transcendence’ and ‘pure imma-
nence’ still continue to haunt the Western imaginary of God. Postcolonial
theologies of God emerge out of this valid critique of the Western theol-
ogy of God. In postcolonial theologies, God is de-transcendentalized and
located on the plane of immanence (of course, not pure immanence for
Catherine Keller and Mayra Rivera).

Relational Transcendence: Mayra Rivera and Catherine Keller

One of the significant works that appropriates the Spivakian theory of
planetarity to formulate a postcolonial theology of God is Mayra Rivera’s
The Touch of Transcendence. Based on the postcolonial theological frame-
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work, she argues that in Western theology, salvation is located beyond the
self, community, and nation. For the West, salvation is an experience of
exteriority. The subjectivity of the other is always tied to the self-defining
capacity of the self (i.e., the West). This is the crucial point of depar-
ture for Rivera’s postcolonial theology of God.?” She contends that it is
this logic of beyondness that legitimizes the idea of colonization and the
extermination of the native people and their land. For her postcolonial
theology of God, the transcendence is not located beyond, rather; it may
be touched and embraced from within, as Mark Lewis Taylor intuits, by
the postcolonial spirit.®®

In response to the Spivakian planetarity, Rivera offers a model of
‘relational transcendence.” She places the question of transcendence in a
multiplicity of relations. It is in the flesh of relations that transcendence
happens. The space in which the transcendence happens is the site of the
intimate embrace, the shared place of our ethical actions, the interval that
protects the otherness of the other. For Rivera, ‘space’ evokes images of
intrinsic relations between materiality and the transforming energies of
life.? She asks, “Is this not what theology calls ‘creation?”” According
to Rivera’s relational transcendence, there is no dichotomy between God
and creation. God is not just creating, but begetting—bringing forth from
within God-self. “This beginning like our beginning in the womb evokes
an encounter before any encounter in which shared intimacy brings forth
otherness, difference, beginnings.’*’

In Rivera’s ‘relational transcendence,” God is seen as the ‘multiple sin-
gularity’ that joins together all creatures—creatures that are themselves
irreducible in the infinite multiplicity of their own singularity. This radi-
cally inclusive reality relates us to one another while maintaining a space
of difference between us. This ‘intermediary space’ is not null and void;
rather, it is a space that nurtures each one of us. Rivera comments: ‘It is in
this ‘space of difference’ the needs of the Other touch me.*! It is the place
where we experience the glory of God. She affirms that the glory of God
is always encountered as flesh. It is in this ‘touch of transcendence’ that we
experience the glory of God in the flesh of our encounter with the Other.

In her Tehomic theology, Keller defines God as the groundless ground
of everything.*> Creation comes out of a tehom—the deep that is the
matrix of possibilities; not from nothing, as Western theology establishes.
Keller argues that the Western Christian tradition has usually been tehomo-
phobic—teartul of ‘the deep.” She contends that for the Western imaginary,
the deep, the chaos, the darkness, the nothing, the absence and so on are
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not just ‘things’ to be subordinated or controlled, but also to be annihi-
lated. It exemplifies the Western ontology and metaphysics that hierar-
chically places light over darkness, order over chaos, transcendence over
immanence, human beings over the earth, and men over women. Thus,
according to the Western Christian tradition, Keller reveals that the creatio
ex nibilo is nothing but a doctrine of salvation that proclaims the victory of
the ideal over the material, which is chaotically (dis) ordered.

As a counter to creatio ex nibilo, Keller suggests creatio ex profundis,
which means creation out of ‘everything.” There is no original unity, but
only complex pluri-singular beginnings. As Plumwood comments, Keller’s
Creatio ex profundis re-locates and re-connects the relationship in a ‘radi-
cal materialism.”** Unlike the traditional Christian doctrine of creation
based on the logic of creatio ex nihilo, Keller’s Tehomic theology, or the
theology of becoming, has no room for an Omni God by whom the cre-
ation happens and returns. The theology of becoming, as Keller explicates,
‘is neither monistic nor dualistic, proposes pluralism not of many separate
ones but of plurisingularities, of interdependent individuation, constantly
coming, flowing, through one another.”** According to Keller, there is no
‘outside space’—outside as transcendence. Keller alludes to the notion
of God as relational, embodied and multiple, in contrast to the Western
Christian notion of the Omni God. It is interesting to note her paraphrase
of the text: ‘In the Beginning: a plurisingularity of universe, earth echoing
chaos, dark deep vibrating with spirit, creates.’*®

In conversation with the Spivakian notion of planetarity, Keller argues
that no locality can be located apart from its interrelations. It is a kind of
interstitial planetarity that is ‘not bounded from within, by a pure imma-
nence, or from without, by a supernatural transcendence. Creation takes
form within an infinite ecology of relations.”*® What is crucial in Keller’s
theology of becoming is a strong notion of a relative self and an open
God—open to the continuing creation. God in Keller is a ‘plurisingularity’
that is, one of becoming and salty by the immanence.*” In contradiction to
the Western self-enclosed deity, Keller defines God in terms of ever creat-
ing fluidity. Fluidity denotes multiplicity at the very heart of divine being
and becoming. Keller explains this:

Divine multiplicity is characterized by fluidity, porosity, interconnection,
temporality, heterogeneity, and a-centered relation. But divine multiplicity
actually flows, bodes, and bodies in spite of all of those abstractions; it is
utterly there and so impossible to abstract, after all. It is incarnation, again.
After AllL.*
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In sum, Spivak becomes an effective interlocutor for a postcolonial the-
ology of God. As Keller understands, Spivakian planetary love signifies a
counterimperial ecology of love. Laurel C. Schneider terms it love that we
‘cannot not want.”* This postcolonial love is not just love for the other,
or solidarity with the other. Here, the other is not a ‘transcendent Other,’
but a relational, differentiated, and embodied other. God for Spivak signi-
fies the ethics of responsibility to de-other the other. The age old Western
dialectics between transcendence and immanence here takes a ‘transim-
manent turn’ signified by the notion of relationality. As Keller contends,
God becomes the embodiment of ‘plurisingularity’ in which everything
is connected and differentiated. Here, the Western Omni-God is being
rejected and ‘relational transcendence’ is affirmed.

However, both Rivera’s definition of transcendence as infinite relational-
ity and Keller’s ever creating fluidity remain within the Western dialectics of
transcendence and immanence. Rivera does not deny transcendence; rather,
she redefines it in terms of relationality. Even though she denies any form of
supernatural transcendence, Keller affirms at least the ‘rumors of transcen-
dence.’ For Keller, the transcendence is to be immanentized and, at the same
time, immanence cannot be the pure immanence. It is here the marginalized
people who are being alienated out of the ‘touch of transcendence,’ raise
questions about the theological affirmation of the transcendentability of all
creation. As Ernesto Laclau comments, there are lived experiences of the
‘failed transcendence.”® For example, Dalits in India are denied transcen-
dence by the hegemonic caste epistemologies that render them as untouch-
ables. Dalits’ resistance to caste theology is not based on the reaffirmation of
transcendence; rather, they reject it on the basis of their materialistic philoso-
phy of life. Spivak, on the other hand, locates herself in the Hindu-Orthodox
theologies, like Adyaita, which never challenges the caste practice India.
Epistemologically speaking, postcolonial theologies compromise with the
anti-colonial /nationalist traditions and further cauterize the people who are
not even at the margins. Itis here that both postcolonial theologies and Spivak
herself face the allegation of de-limitation and cauterization. It points towards
a new turn in the theology of God—a materialist turn—that even denies the
notion of transcendence that is to be related or detranscendentalized.

PostcoLONIAL THEOLOGICAL ANTHROPOLOGIES

Spivak’s description of the human as ‘intended toward the other’ offers
a dialogical space for theological anthropology.®! Spivakian subalternity,
or the subordinated other, offers a ‘third position’ to being human other
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than the self and the other. It signifies a marginal position of ‘quite-other.’
It is a living position of alterity and deference. It evokes a non-essential-
ist and non-identitarian social position. It is a political location of de-
othering as it denies all kinds of epistemological practices of distancing.
It is a rhetorical space of postcoloniality through which all kinds of sub-
jugation are being denied. The Spivakian notion of planetarity alludes to
a post-materialistic philosophy of body through which all kinds of hege-
monic traces are being resisted. Spivakian planetary love further defines
it as an open space for the multiple practices of love. W. Anne Joh calls
this ‘Love’s Multiplicity.”>? This pluralization of love envisages a ‘counter-
imperial ecology of love’ and, at the same time, challenges the Western
foreclosed love—the love for the other. This section considers the anthro-
pological issues in the Spivakian theory of de-othering the other and tries
to envisage a subaltern theological anthropology by analyzing some of the
postcolonial theologians who engage Spivak.

Christian theological anthropology is basically founded on the notion
of imago dei. Imago dei affirms that human beings are created in the
‘image of God.” The early church fathers defined the notion of ‘image
of God’ as the ‘qualitative’ continuity between divine and human. At the
same time, they denied any ontological relationality between God and
the human/world. They were hesitant to compromise the absolute other-
ness of God. Modern Western metaphysics, on the other hand, offered
an onto-theological understanding of being and God. Based on mod-
ern Western Enlightenment philosophy, being in modern theology did
assume an essentialist theoretical position. This modern essentialist being
was a historical subject who moves towards its historical fulfillment. God
the absolute Being was also explained in terms of its historical revelation.
Critiquing this notion of the ontological and metaphysical being/Being,
postmodern theology offers a theology of an enigma dei. It is an enig-
matic God—an impossible God—a mysterious tremendum who becomes a
‘groundless ground’ for the post-metaphysical and de-ontological theol-
ogy, anthropology, and politics. The enigma die signifies a de-ontological
anthropology. Levinasian, Derridean, and Marion’s ‘transcendent Other’
sought to address the question of other in this ethico-political context,
but fall on the side of transcendence. Spivak interrupts, here, with her very
specific notion of the ‘subordinated other,” that signifies a postcolonial
imagination of human subjectivity and body.

Spivakian subaltern anthropology follows the postcolonial theory of
de-othering. Taking its cue from the Foucauldian critique of the unilateral
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notion of human being, postcolonial theory addressed the issue of ‘other-
ing’ and ‘worlding’ of non-European people and their cultures. Edward
Said’s Orientalism envisaged a postcolonial phase of looking at anthropol-
ogy from the ‘other side’ of history, politics, culture, and theology. Spivak
and Homi Bhabha extended this discussion in a postmodern epistemo-
logical framework and examined the question of ‘in-between’ or ‘hybrid-
ity,” rather than the Saidian essentialized self and the fixed colonial other.
The Spivakian theory of ‘subordinated other’ mainly engenders the other
and thereby offers a radical ontology. Spivak’s theory of planetarity offers
a shift in theological anthropology in terms of intersubjectivity, embodi-
ment, and multiple singularity. Here I will discuss two Asian theological
engagements with Spivak’s notion of planetarity in order to explain the
contours of the postcolonial anthropology: Wonhee Anne Joh’s planetary
love and Kwok Pui-lan’s ‘correlative immanence.’

P1LANETARY LOVE AND CORRELATIVE IMMANENCE:
W. ANNE JoH AND KwoOk PUI-LAN

Wonhee Anne Joh examines the Spivakian notion of foreclosure in con-
junction with Julia Kristeva’s abjection. While abjection reflects the state
of our psyche in the making of our self, Spivak’s use of foreclosure adds a
critical postcolonial sociopolitical dimension to abjection. Wonhee Anne
Joh tries to theologize the Korean concept of jeony in order to signify
Spivakian notion of planetary love that dismantles the dichotomy between
the self and the other and offers a postcolonial embrace of mutuality and
difference.?® Contrary to the Western notion of love that forecloses itself
before the practices of ‘othering’ and interpretations of love, Anne Joh
proposes jeong as an alternative practice of ‘de-othering.” For Joh, the
Jeonyy points towards a radical practice of love that encompasses, and is
not limited to, the notions of compassion, affection, solidarity, vulner-
ability, and forgiveness.** Compassion, according to Jeons, is not just pity,
but rather ‘a disturbance of violent relatedness’ and ‘mutually assured
vulnerability.”

Experience of jeong between the self and the other opens up a space
in which we begin our journey of awakening to the other and to the self.
Jeony allows one to recognize the complexity, vulnerability, and fragility of
the other. Jeony envisages a subject without the foreclosure of the other. It
is a kind of ‘stepping into the space of the other’ with ‘bottomless respon-
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sibility’ to know how to learn from the other as Spivak passionately writes:
¢ a reaching toward the distant other by the patient power of imagination,
a curious kind of identity politics, where one crosses identity, as a result
of migration or exile.”®® Like teleopoiesis , jeong generates possibilities for
‘touching the distant other with imaginative effort.” According to Joh,
Jeong is a counter practice of love that affirms justice and equality in social
life. It initiates new ways of loving and thus offers new ways of being in the
world. It evokes metanoin—the change of heart that allows one to realize
that our being is always positioned /directed toward the other.

While working on the notion of Spivakian planetarity, Kwok Pui-lan,
offers a postcolonial theology of ‘correlative immanence’ through which
she problematizes the autonomous notion of self and the other that the
Western imaginary has imagined and legitimized through its theology
and philosophy. Pui-lan initiates a postcolonial deconstructive thought
on the doctrine of creation based on her notion of ‘correlative imma-
nence’ though which she intends to ‘rewrite’ the relationship between the
Creator and creation, God and the world. In Pui-lan’s ‘correlative imma-
nence’ the God incarnate shares the same stuff with the trees, the stars,
and our very flesh. While rejecting the notion of Western transcendence,
Pui-lan finds fecundity in the non-European cosmologies that stress inter-
subjectivity and ‘interbeing.’

Unlike the Aristotelian logic of the dichotomized self and other, Pui-
lan argues that ‘non-European’ culture is inherently inclusive and rela-
tional. She refers to Chinese philosophy, poetry, painting, and aesthetics
that propose the inseparable relationality between self, other, and the
earth. While lifting up the Spivakian notion of subalternity for a postco-
lonial feminist theology, Pui-lan argues that the pedagogy of ‘learning to
learn from below’ invokes feminist theology to the acts of remembrance,
lamentation, and celebration through which we are all called to listen to
the ‘echo’ of the ‘gendered subaltern’ who has been silenced within the
hegemonic power structures.®®

The problem with these postcolonial anthropologies is that they roman-
ticize indigenous cultures and traditions. Often they neglect the contra-
dictions within the native traditions that are even contradictory to each
other. Postcolonial anthropology becomes problematic when it valorizes
the anti-colonial, native, non-European cultural traditions in a unilateral
oppositional identity and location. Spivakian anthropology, in her notion
of planetary love, reimagines the self that is always angled towards the
other. Living as planetary subjects means to affirm the mutuality and the
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alterity of the subjectivity. It is to live in a space of ‘quite-other.” It is a
kind of self-education into the mindset of being planetary creatures rather
than domineering or victimized subjectivities. Spivak exhorts us: “‘We must
persistently educate ourselves into this peculiar mindset.”®”

PostcoLoNIAL THEOLOGIES OF CREATION

Nature has been considered as a ‘colonial other’ in the Enlightenment
rationality that legitimized the anthropocentric world view. The dualis-
tic thinking that hierarchically located transcendence over and against
immanence gave an inferior status to nature. Nature in modernity was
objectified for the project of human development. Critiquing the mod-
ernist notion of nature as the other, postmodernity envisaged it as a ‘tran-
scendent Other’. As the absolute other, nature eludes us. Critiquing the
postmodern/poststructural theories that foreclose the ‘colonized other,’
Spivak envisages a ‘subaltern turn’ that offers ethical responsibility for the
subordinated other—nature. Here, nature upholds a position of planetar-
ity. Invoking human beings as planetary subjects, Spivak calls for ecologi-
cal living within a complex organic macrocosm where all things together
endlessly symbiotically create life.>®

This section will illumine the Spivakian notions of ‘detranscendelized
sacred,” the ‘subordinated other’ and planetarity to revisit the Western
doctrine of creation and to offer a constructive proposal for a subaltern
theology of nature. The embracing of the other while affirming its dif-
ference, in effect, interrogates the act of creation from a ‘transcendent’
God who is absolutely Other to creation. When nature assumes the posi-
tion of the subordinated other, the alterity of both God and nature are
detranscendelized and the proximity is affirmed. By analyzing some of the
significant works on creation theology that engage with Spivak, the next
section will propose a subaltern doctrine of Creation.

Spacialized Transcendence and Creatio Continun: Vitor Westhelle
and Whitney Bauman

Signifying the Spivakian theory of subalternity, Vitor Westhelle defines
postcolonial theologies as indisposition or inquietude toward the hege-
monic canons of Western theology.® Westhelle, on the other hand, looks
at the subaltern theologies that focus on the transgressing space of ‘in
between’ in which the power of hegemony is subverted and the voice of
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the subaltern is heard. This alluring space, for Westhelle, is the space of
marginality and subalternity.

Westhelle engages with the theology of Creation from the perspective
of the displaced in Latin America. Locating himself in the Liberation-
postcolonial-subaltern theological stream, Westhelle defines history as the
‘place of transcendence’ where God and humanity/creation collaborate.
It is the place of theopraxis. It is in this theopraxis that life in ‘fullness’ is
envisaged and the displaced—the disenfranchised—the colonized experi-
ence apocalypse. It is a liminal place—a non space—of weak epiphany. The
God in this weak epiphany is not a God of power and order; rather, it is
a God of vulnerability and disorder. Meditating on the crucified God,
Westhelle affirms ‘what the cross does is precisely this reorientation of our
gaze to this limit, the eschazn.”®

Westhelle emphasizes the epiphany of God within the historicity and
the materiality of bodilyness. God is encountered within, never outside,
the complexities of life. Salvation is not an eruption from outside, but
within the materiality of life. Historicity is not enclosed within; rather,
it is open and eschatological. According to his liberation model, it is the
im/possibility of the reign of God that makes the prophetic challenges
against injustices possible today.®! Taking his cue from Walter Benjamin’s
‘chips of Messianic time,” Westhelle’s methodological point of negativity
embodies a hope against hope—a faith that endeavors to allow the rupture
of the eschatological moment in everyday life with its rules, expectations,
systems and institutions.?

While arguing for an ‘immanent transcendence,’ as Westhelle describes
‘the question of transcendence, for the displaced people on earth, is much
more related to fences and walls than to a shiny new day to come,” he
quintessentially proposes a radical doctrine of creation shaped in the
agony of the Latin American displaced people.%® According to Westhelle,
the term created order that is used in the story of creation in the book
of Genesis is an ambiguous concept, since the category ‘order’ is an
ideological disguise for domination, repression, and persecution.®* He
explains: “order becomes the moral parameter to speak about God’s will
in the midst of the cosmos, justifying the organization of the state. Where
order is granted by the head of the state; where order is the result of
the demiurgic work of the ‘invisible hand’ of capitalism; where order is
the patriarchal hierarchy; the stability and control of the whole society is
granted.”® Westhelle argues that the question of ‘order and progress’ was
the colonial agenda established in Latin America by the colonizers. ‘What
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lacks order, lacks goodness.” ‘Lack of order is evil.” Here the logic of
order becomes a tool for annihilation and marginalization. In this sense,
a resistance to this ‘order’ is a ‘disorder’ or chaos. Unlike the process
theologians who approach creatio ex nibilo as a pre-biblical cosmogony,
Westhelle argues that it has been used in the Bible, especially in Pauline
letters and Maccabees, in terms of doxology. For him, creatio ex nihilo is a
doxological affirmation of the resurrection of the flesh of the oppressed.5®
For Westhelle, theology of creation for the displaced people of Latin
America is nothing but a question of place/space or non-space.

The question of place or no-place in the theology of creation is well
explained in Westhelle’s book Eschatology and Space.”” He argues that the
spatial dimensions of the eschaton have been glaringly absent from Western
theological discourse.®® Alluding to Enrique Dussel, Westhelle contends
that eschatology is the final realization of the proximity of the origin.
Eschaton is the location in which the reversal of the order occurs. For him,
“the eschatology of the theologies of liberation is not about the order
and progress, which suggests a longitudinal paradigm, but about limits,
borders, and margins. Its attempt is to make these margins visible, for they
are the turning point to another world, a world that can only be devised by
those who dare to stand at its threshold and remove the veil that hides the
truth beyond it. And herein lies the meaning of ‘apocalypse.””.%

Westhelle makes use of the Derridean notion of khora to explicate this
apocalyptical content of non-space, or the question of displacement, as he
defines khora as ‘the space produced in the rupture of space that in itself
is no space.”® These experiences of displacement, or non-space, are the
breaking points, transitions, or new beginnings that are hard to fathom.”?
It is the non-space of the weak epiphany through which the kairos meet
khora and the displaced people meet the crucified God.”> Westhelle’s God
is a marginal God—a subaltern God—as it reimagines the location of
margin as the non-space of eschatone. His notion of eschatological space
redraws the Western notion of a transcendent God and invokes the mar-
ginal and alluric. However, Westhelle’s theory of negation of negation
that he draws upon from the Frankfurt school, returns him to Hegelian
ontology and metaphysics. It is here, the epistemological methodology of
liberation theology itself faces interrogation and reimagination.

The second approach comes from Whitney Bauman, who proposes a
postcolonial theology of creation by offering a sharp criticism against the
creation logic of creatio ex nihilo.”® He argues that creatio ex nibilo func-
tions as a foundation for the (Western) Christian logic of domination.
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It serves the foundational theological notion of the Western onto-theology
and metaphysics that inherits a passion for colonizing the deep, the dark-
ness, and the other—the ostensibly ‘undeveloped’ natures, cultures, and
people. For Bauman, the ‘other’ means both colonized people and the
‘conquered’ or ‘discovered’ land. He argues that creatio ex nihilo provided
a justification for the colonial concept of ‘individual property’ articulated
by John Locke, along with its corollary, the colonial, national legal claims
of ‘terra nullius’ (‘no prior presence’ so the land can be conquered) in
the Western tradition. Since it legitimized the rationale for the coloniza-
tion and displacement of the ‘non-European’ people around the world,
Bauman, alluding to Keller, opines that the logic of creatio ex nibilo and
the theology of God, which provides metaphorical support for it, are to
be deconstructed.”

As a critique of contemporary eco-theology and environmentalism,
Bauman contends that those discourses still argue for the conservation,
or preservation, of some type of pure or pristine nature. This type of envi-
ronmentalism, he continues, “does not offer a challenge to the ‘human-
nature relationship’ and in doing so, it participates in the logic of the
separation of God and nature suggested in the formula creatio ex nihilo.””s
On the other hand, Bauman proposes a post-colonial theology of God
and creation that stems from the notion of the ‘beginning,” which is ‘bio-
historical,” ‘collective,” and ‘interrelated’ rather than from ‘origin,” which
is monolithic, absolute and colonial.

Instead of creatio ex nibilo, Bauman proposes a postcolonial theology
of creatio continun. According to Bauman, creation is not just static or
mute; rather, it is ‘emergent,” ‘gift,” and ‘open-ended.” It is a continuous
creation. Bauman opines that the ‘gift’ notion of creation, rather than
that of owned property, enables humans to take responsibility for their
co-creative nature-cultures.”® He wants to re-insert our responsibility into
the ongoing process of life. Creatiocontiniua offers metaphorical support
for earth-full living. For Bauman, God should be described as a bio-histor-
ical projection. He defines theology as knowledge of God, which emerges
out of a bio-historical context. Secondly, by describing God as a bio-his-
torical projection, we locate ourselves in a ‘planetarity’ where God is also
integrally part of a community-earth-living. Creatio continua, unlike cre-
atio ex nibilo, rejects an omnipotent God and the linear trajectory of New
Creation and salvation housed in it. Even in the patristic notion of New
Creation, the creator/creation relationship is tied to the logic of creatio ex
nibilo. Analyzing the patristic theology in creatio ex nibilo, Bauman argues
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that they are not devoid of the Omni God who continues to do creation
eternally.”” On the other hand, creatio continua is located in a very specific
logic of ‘planetarity.” Bauman says that Spivakian planetarity provides a
more dialogical ground for an ethic between humans and the rest of the
world and encourages us to pay more attention to the multi-textured,
multi-cultural-natural nature-cultures of specific times and places. He
asserts that planetarity is a counter logic of difference, as it is subsumed or
denied in the current globalized-marketed logic of sameness.

According to Bauman, this logic of planetarity creatio continua enables
us to have a postcolonial vision of God-earth-human, which opens to a
kind of responsibility and emerging newness—a notion of planetary citi-
zenship. It is an invitation to a postcolonial theology of God who is not
the Omni-God, or the creator who creates everything out of nothing. It
is a vision of God who is the creativity of the creation bringing newness to
it always. It is a kind of counter understanding of creation that is always
open to future, open to difference, and open to change. It is an invitation
to live ‘in-between’ nature and culture, human and nonhuman, self and
other, and life and death. In a nutshell, Bauman’s postcolonial theology of
creation stands in solidarity with the colonized and the displaced against
the process of colonizing,/conquering/discovering land and its people.

CONCLUSION

The Spivakian interface with theology provokes radical thinking about
God, human beings, and nature. These three categories are tied together
in a ‘counter-imperial ecology of love.” The dialecticality between tran-
scendence and immanence is not denied or settled; rather, it is unsettled
from within. The unsettling of this dialectic takes a radical turn towards
the subordinated other—the foreclosed other—that postmodern theories
of the absolute other fail to recognize. Spivakian planetary love envisages
a radical living of metanoin—a change of heart in realization with the self
and the other. As Kwok Pui-lan rightly puts it: ‘Spivak articulates a mode
of inhabiting the world that is unsettling, open to the unfamiliar and the
unexpected, in a kind of secret longing—I need you.””®

Christian philosophy is provoked here to take a ‘postcolonial turn’
as it destabilizes the Western notion of transcendentalism, which denies
the multiplicity of the divine practices of love. Planetary love proposes
a theology of God who is enmattered, embodied, and relational. It is
through these practices of counter-imperial ecology of love that human
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beings touch nature and God—of course, the touch of transcendence.
Unlike eco-theology, postcolonial theologies of creation locate themselves
within the notion of planetarity, in contrast to Western metaphysics, which
invokes love for the othered nature.

However, the postcolonial theoretical baggage of some of the postcolo-
nial theologians tend to valorize or romanticize ‘indigenous theologies,/ -
spiritualities /—epistemologies’ while they remain over enthusiastic about
the Spivakian use of subalternity, marginality and planetarity. Spivakian
planetarity is not a call to essentialize the ‘indigenous cosmology’ or
aboriginal inhabitation; rather, it is a moment when the ‘indigenous epis-
temologies’ are invited to re-locate themselves out of the fixed notions of
identity. It is not a retrieval of the ‘indigenous’ cosmic view of totality as
was the case of the Indian-Hindu philosophy of Advaita or dvaita, which
envisaged a false unity consciousness based on caste epistemology.

The next chapter attends to the dialogue between Spivakian subalternity
and indegeneity. Considering the Indian Dalit epistemology and theol-
ogy, this chapter will interstice Spivak with the indigenous epistemologies
through which the subaltern try to represent themselves as creative social
agents, and not victims. Delineating Dalits as a de-othered subjectivity and
the Dalit God as a non-transcendentalized immanent, the study proposes
a Dalit theology of de-othering God in its critical engagement with post-
Continental philosophies.
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CHAPTER 5

De-othering God: Dalit Theology After
Continental Philosophy

Abstract This chapter offers a constructive proposal for a Dalit theol-
ogy of an immanent God, or de-othering God, as it emerges out of a
materialist epistemology. Engaging with the post-Continental philoso-
phers of immanence, such as Gilles Deleuze, Giorgio Agamben, Catherine
Malabou, and Jean-Luc Nancy, this chapter explores the possibility of
proposing a Dalit theology of an immanent God—a God free of transcen-
dence. Of course, the fundamental question before us is: how can there
be a Dalit theology of God without having any Christian philosophical
baggage of transcendentalism? The study ends with a clarion call for the
Indian Christian Theology to take a turn towards immanence, which is
political and polydoxical in content.

Keywords Dalit theology ® De-othering God ¢ Lokayata philosophy e
Dalit epistemology ® Caste epistemology ® Denied transcendence e
Offered transcendence ® Humanization theologies ® Transimmanence
Embodied God ¢ Immanent God

God is not revealed ‘in’ the world, but the world itself] as it is thus, and
insofar as it is absolutely and irreparably profane, is God.
Giorgio Agamben'

From Plato onwards, the Western imaginary has always been transcenden-
talist and has devalued immanence as an enclosed system of matter, body,
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and being. On the other hand, the philosophers of ‘hypertranscendence’
in the postmodern period, such as Levinas, Derrida, and Marion,
problematized and criticized the traditional images of transcendence for
not being transcendent enough since they fail to escape the immanence
of being.? Spivak, along with other philosophers of the ‘post-Continental
philosophy,” such as Deleuze, Irigaray, Foucault, Badiou, and Zizek, offer
a sharp criticism of transcendentalist Western philosophy and its theistic
theological discourses. Unlike others in the ‘post-transcendence’ philo-
sophical wing, Spivakian notions of planetarity and subalternity signify a
de-worlded world, de-othered subjectivity, and de-othered sacred in the
postcolonial context.

However, the Spivakian notion of ‘the non-duality of twoness’ and the
fluidity between transcendence and immanence seems to have emerged
out of certain Indian philosophical thought streams, such as the Dyaita
and Adpaita philosophies. These Indian philosophies, according to
Indian indigenous materialist philosophies, embody a bogus transcen-
dentalist epistemological content through which they devalue matter and
body, and in turn, discriminate against certain bodies like Dalit bodies as
untouchable and irredeemable. This issue actually intensifies the criticism
of indigenous theoreticians and theologians who invite Spivak to ‘learn
to learn’ from the subaltern epistemological discourses through which
they try to represent their subjectivity and agency self-reflexively. While
I agree with some of the concerns raised by the indigenous theoreticians
and theologians, I do find the fecundity of Spivakian theories in the pro-
cess of hearing, or listening, to the subaltern voice through teleopoisis as
secrete or echo.

This chapter tries to intersect Continental philosophy and Dalit the-
ology. Dalit epistemology as an indigenous knowledge system, which
signifies a counter-political ontology and epistemology of resistance,
rejects the notion of transcendence, or the notion of a ‘transcendent
God’ /“transcendent Other,” based on the early materialist philosophical
traditions in India like Carvaka/ Lokayata philosophy. This study will ana-
lyze how the Dalit theology that emerged out of the materialist philosophy
of non-transcendence can be a Christian theology in the contemporary
context. What would be a contemporary doctrine of God for Dalit the-
ology from the counter philosophy of (De-othering) God? By analyzing
the epistemological trajectories of the Dalit body, this chapter proposes
an immanent theology of God that might locate Dalit theology in a post-
Continental philosophical context.
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DEFINING DALIT AS A MATERIALIST CATEGORY

Defining the category of ‘Dalit’ necessitates an epistemological tour of
the historical emergence of Dalit consciousness and the Dalit movement
in India.* Gopal Guru defines ‘Dalit’ as ‘a category that is historically
arrived at, sociologically presented, and discursively constituted’.* Guru
traces various nomenclatures given to Dalits in India in concordance
with the various theoretical and epistemological emphases in colonial
and post-colonial modernity. During the colonial period, the British East
India Company referred to Dalits as ‘the Depressed Classes” who needed
empowerment to ‘catch up’ with the elite class. Indian reformers like
Gandhi wanted to call them ‘Harijans,” which means the children of God.
The reformers wanted to accommodate Dalits into the extended fold of
Hinduism. In the post-independence period, the terminology ‘Scheduled
Castes’ came into existence. It was an attempt to define Dalits in terms of
the welfare measures of the Nation-state. For the Nation-state, Dalits are
a problem to be solved. However, it was the Dalit Panthers Movement in
Maharashtra that popularized the term ‘Dalit’ in the post-Ambedkar era
as a mark of identity and political agency. For them, it was a revolutionary
term that rejects all of the names imposed by others, and it was considered
the moment of self-naming by the Dalits.

By analyzing the historical and epistemological trajectories of the consti-
tution of the term Dalit in Indian political philosophy, Gopal Guru defines
the category Dalit as a materialistic category. Guru clarifies the reason to
deny the metaphysical nomenclature — Harijan’ (children of God)—that
was offered to Dalits by Gandhi.> He argues that Dalit is not a metaphysical
construction, but derives its epistemological and political strength through
material social experience. For him, the category Dalit receives ideological
assistance from the Buddha, Jyotiba Phule, Karl Marx, and Ambedkar, and
in the process, becomes human centered rather than God centered.® Guru
argues that Dalit is a materialist category, which is ‘not immune’ to its own
transcendence. For him, it signifies the politics of the ‘lived experiences’
through which Dalits envisage social identity and agency.

Dalits are still politically neglected, economically poor, socially discrim-
inated against, religiously untouchable, and symbolically othered people
in India. They are mainly concentrated in Cherries or colonies—the geo-
graphical spaces provided to them by the age old developmental patterns
and civilizations. They live on the outskirts of the ‘public living’ spaces
by doing caste-assigned and, thus enforced, menial jobs like scavenging,
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and animal skinning. The exclusion, or the marginalization, or the other-
ing of Dalits is not because of the malfunctioning of welfare measures, or
developmental activities of the state; rather, it is an epistemological issue
that defines ontology and politics discursively. It is here that caste as an
epistemological practice, which comes into our discussions imperatively.

The prominent theories on caste define it as a social system that is con-
nected to a particular period of history, or pertaining to certain consen-
sus on values. Louis Dumont offered a theory of a mutually dependent
society in which both higher and lower castes are organized hierarchi-
cally.” According to Dumont, it is the principle of purity and pollution that
determines the relative position of castes within the hierarchy. Michael
Moftat, on the other hand, explains this theory by exemplifying the prac-
tices of purity and pollution within the low caste communities.® The mod-
ern progressive social theories like Marxism and socialism, on the other
hand, believe in the historical dissolution of such ‘internal contradictions’
in due course in history.

Contra to the other theories that render caste as a social system, this
study analyzes caste as an epistemology which is being disseminated
through certain institutional practices. Caste is to be seen as a social prac-
tice which emerged out of some hegemonic social knowledge that deter-
mines social distribution of the cultural, economic, and symbolic capital.
Caste functions as the basic knowledge that legitimizes the subsequent
hierarchical ordering of the social body, unequal distribution of social cap-
ital, and marginalization of Dalit bodies as untouchables. Since the Indian
social body is inherently casteist, all social relations, bodies, spaces, and
capital are infected by the contagious caste epistemology.

Caste epistemology was founded on the Vedic epistemology of the
‘orthodox’ (Astika) philosophical traditions in India. ‘Orthodox” knowl-
edge systems in opposition to the ‘heterodox’ ( Nastika) knowledge sys-
tems, upheld the some unitary visions of God, being, and the other. They
had a vision of an ‘omniscient unitary order,” the absolute Being—the God
who is the ‘ritualistic force’ and ‘the essence’ of all being (self). The being
and the world are ontologically separated from God, but ritualistically
connected. Knowledge, which is ritualistic, is situated in the soul (Atman).
This ritualistic knowledge is ‘given’ and esoteric. This esoteric knowledge
of God and the world is the prerogative of the people who hold ritualistic
power. Dalits, who are alien to this esoteric knowledge and the disseminat-
ing ritualistic practices, hence, cannot be knowledgeable. Thus, Dalits are
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unable to understand ‘mantras’ pertaining to the functioning of the divine
and the world. This is the epistemological reason for denying education
to the lower caste people in India. The caste logic perceived education for
Dalits as a violation of the Sanatan Dharma (Universal Truth).

‘DENIED TRANSCENDENCE’: THE DALIT BODY
AND THE CASTE EPISTEMOLOGY

According to the caste epistemology, sacrality and purity of the body and
space are defined by accessibility to the esoteric knowledge of God and the
ritualistic practices that disseminate this knowledge. In Vedic epistemol-
ogy, the body is made up of certain gunas (qualities) which are ‘given’
and thus eternal. In this thought, some bodies are insufficient for certain
gunas so they cannot come up with the highly qualitative bodies. Less
qualitative bodies cannot have social spaces as in the case of higher bod-
ies. The hierarchical ordering of labor, social spaces, and social capital are
foregrounded on the epistemology of the ontological separation between
divine/sacred body and the ‘non-divine’ /impure bodies.” What is inter-
esting is that it is the body that becomes, here, the primary ‘ground’ of all
caste violations and violence, which forces Dalits to define their ontologi-
cal politics as materialistic.

One of the cosmologies of the early-Vedic tradition defines the four
fold social structure (the varnasrama dbarma) in connection with the
very being of God, which provides the epistemological and theologi-
cal rationale for the construction of the Dalit body. According to the
PurushaSukta in Rig Veda, the elite class, Brahmana, was born out of the
mouth of God; the Rajanyas—the warrior class came out of the arms of
God; the Vaishyas—the business class came from the thighs of God; and
the Sudras—the working class were born out of His feet.!® According to
this cosmogony, Dalits exist alien to the very being/body of God and
thus have no ‘ontological participation’ with the divine or transcendence.
The Dalit body is rendered here as a self-enclosed body, which is denied
of transcendence. According to this cosmology of ‘denied transcendence,’
the Dalit body is ‘inherently irredeemable” and eternally unalterable.

Denying the caste epistemological construction of the Dalit body and
redefining it in terms of a political ontology, Guru reimagines the Dalit
body as a potential site of resistance as well as liberation.! The Dalit body,
in this sense, is open to its own transcendence even though it is denied



92  Y.T. VINAYARAJ

transcendence by the Vedic epistemology, ontology, and politics. For
Guru, the Dalit body embodies resistance and social agency. In this view,
the Dalit body holds internal potential for its ‘counter formations’ based
on certain ‘counter knowledges’ that stems from their own ‘materialist
experiences.’'? The Dalit body has the potential for its counter subjectiv-
ity. In this understanding, the Dalit body becomes not just a closed thing
in itself; rather, as Achille Mbembe alludes, ‘clothed resistance’ within it.

‘OFFERED TRANSCENDENCE’: THE DALIT BoDY
AND THE CHRISTIAN THEOLOGY

Christian Theology approached the Dalit body in the context of colo-
nial modernity. Christian Theology responded to colonial modernity
differently. Indian Christian Theology is an outcome of those responses
through which Christian Theology interacted, appropriated, and inter-
rogated colonial modernity in India.!* The Indian Christian Theologies,
whether influenced by the theologies of the Western missionaries, or the
Indian elitist philosophical traditions, offered transcendence to Dalit bod-
ies through their sacramental theologies.!* The non-dualistic theologies
like Raimon Panikkar’s theoanthropocosmic vision promised transcendence
to Dalit bodies without attending to the epistemological construction of
the Dalit body. Jayakiran Sebastian, a prominent Asian theologian tries
to make a connection between Panikkar and Dalit theology in one of
his recent studies.!® Jayakiran’s intention—to offer Dalit theology a new
method of inter-disciplinarity and to enrich Dalit theology with other
epistemological inter-connections—is to be appreciated and validated.
The inadequacy of his thesis is that it does not enter into the epistemologi-
cal differences between Panikkar and Dalit theology. Panikkar seems tran-
scendental in epistemology and thus fails to locate Dalit issue in its own
epistemological vein. Following Sankara’s Advaita philosophy, Panikkar
argues for a mystic unity of God, cosmos, and human being.!¢

For Sankara’s Advaita (non-dualism) philosophy, only Brahman is real,
and the world of experience is unreal, because it is subject to change and
perishing. The notion of an unreal world and the body is not the same as
the Cartesian dualistic ontology, but contributed to the legitimization of
Brahmanic (high caste) hierarchy and patriarchy in an Indian context that
disparaged both indigenous knowledges and their bodies. As Gopal Guru
argues, the consciousness of Oneness and Reality in Indian ‘orthodox’
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philosophy never attended to the difference of the Dalit life-world and
assumed a fake relationality between social groups.!”

The emergence of liberation theologies in the post-independent period,
on the other hand, marked a (secular) humanist turn in Indian Christian
Theology that affirmed ‘the humanization of nature, creativity of man in
purposive history, liberation from social bondage, and realization of love
in human relation as the promise and potentiality of mankind in every his-
torical situation.’!® Following this vein of thought, theologians like M. M.
Thomas and Sebastian Kappen shared the hope of the breaking in of the
kingdom in history: ‘as when the blind see, the deaf hear, the oppressed
are set free when the poor take possession of the earth’ which is founda-
tional to the Liberation model. Arvind P. Nirmal’s address at the Carey
Society of the United Theological College, Bangalore, entitled “Towards
a Shudra Theology’ is considered the initiation of the formal theological
treatise on Dalit theology and envisaged a new turn by critiquing both the
elitist theological engagements and the liberation theology in India for
neglecting the Dalit pathos in the caste hierarchical Indian social body. Of
course, Dalit theology’s relationship with liberation theology is complex
and contested."

This study argues, however, that Dalit theology, though it criticizes
Latin American liberation theology for neglecting the Dalit life-world for
theologizing, shares the same epistemological and ontological understand-
ing of God, body, and othering. It is argued here that Dalit theology, as it
is conceived by Dalit theologians in India, still carries the baggage of lib-
eration theology in terms of its doctrine of God, human and creation. For
that matter, two theologians, one from liberation theology and the other
from the Dalit theology, are analyzed as they approach the Dalit body
theologically in the post-independent period in India: M. M. Thomas and
Sathianathan Clark.

Darrr THEOLOGY AND LIBERATION THEOLOGY:
M. M. THOMAS AND SATHIANATHAN CLARKE

M. M. Thomas emphasized the role of Christian theology in the forma-
tion of a democratic Nation-state in India.?’ Thomas was convinced of the
liberationist motive of theology in order to make it a ‘living theology’ in
the context of dehumanization and marginalization in India. Following
the liberationist model, he tried to correlate the Christian theology of
salvation with the secular politics of humanization. The mission of the
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Church in post-independent India, for him, is nothing but to reinforce the
acts of humanization. He explains his thesis:

The crucial question raised in the theology of mission...is that of the rela-
tion between the gospel of salvation and the struggles of men everywhere
for their humanity, constituting as this (in) the contemporary context of the
world in which the gospel has to be communicated. The question, in other
words, is that of the relation between Mission and Humanization.?!

This quest for the fullness of humanity and the quest for liberation and
justice signify his methodological inclination towards Latin American lib-
eration theology. Thomas attends to the Dalit issue as the basic example of
dehumanization in the Indian context. The theology of the new humanity
in Christ, according to Thomas, exemplifies the theological potentiality
of a transformed society in which justice for the Dalit is also promised
and realized. Thomas contends that a new humanity in Christ is a call to
humanity to discern the presence and activity of Christ in this world in
order to renew structures of society to develop a true human community.
In the sense of liberation, as Adrian Bird comments, Thomas qualifies
himself as a Dalit theologian.?

Being a liberation theologian, Thomas believes in the ‘infinite possibili-
ties of the eschatological becoming historical.”?®* According to Thomas, it
is in solidarity with the struggles of the oppressed that reveals the escha-
tological hopes in our contemporary life. For him, the cross signifies the
identification of God with the victims of oppression in the contemporary
world. Thus resurrection means that the forces of death and evil, which find
expression in the oppression of humanity, have been, and will be, finally
overcome.?* The following words summarize Thomas’ theology of human-
ization as the methodological paradigm of Indian Christian theology:

God calls human beings to participate with God in all these three levels
of Divine mission, namely to participate in programmes of creative devel-
opment, to be involved in fighting injustice and establishing social justice
through the rule of law and other checks to oppressive power and along
with it all to participate in the redemptive mission of love.?

Following the liberation methodology, Thomas defines God as the God
of history. He affirms God’s salvific engagement in the historical realm.
For him, ‘salvation is of man as historical being and it invests history
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and human freedom and action in history with ultimate spiritual signifi-
cance.”% Nature is seen by Thomas as the Creation of God providing the
background for history as salvation and sharing in it. Salvation involves
social liberation of all people from bondage including the distorted nature.
Christ becomes the sign and the sacrament of this wholistic liberation.

According to Thomas, (hu)man is created in the image of God, which
means ‘he’ (sic) has been given freedom and at the same time creativity
with responsibility. Thomas explains his theological anthropology:

Man has to transcend ‘himself” to become himself through the exercise
of creativity and responsibility. An orientation of the Future or/and the
Beyond, is thus inherent in it as an imperative. This imperative is the call
of the Infinite Spirit, of the ultimate values of truth, goodness, and beauty
on man’s finite spirit, and is sustained by it. Therefore, the reality of man,
human society and human history cannot be interpreted in purely naturalis-
tic or purely spiritual terms. Humanism is not naturalism at a higher stage,
or a closed social organism or spirituality at a lower stage. Man is becoming
creatively open to the future, with objectivities of dynamic nature, subjective
self understanding of persons and societies and the reality of a transcendent
Providence, all playing their roles in their inter-relation. An interpretation
of the dialectic of history has to take all these elements into account to be
essentially human or adequately true.?”

Thomas upheld the view that it is human self-centeredness that makes
them sinful. Jesus’ Cross becomes the answer to this human problem
where God himself shows his way of becoming a true human by sacrific-
ing himself for the other.?® It is the cross that reveals to us the complete
sense of humanization. The values of forgiveness and self-sacrifice that
have been revealed on the cross of Jesus Christ, and communion in this
spiritual ferment offer a new humanity in Jesus Christ, which is funda-
mental to the call and the commission of the church in this world. This
self-sacrificial love transcends human planning, organization, and politics.
This self-sacrificial love is always angled towards the other—the weak, the
poor, and the marginalized. It is our critical engagement with the unjust
social structures and powers that marginalize the poor and the vulnerable
that determines and reveals the presence of the Risen Jesus Christ with
us. Humanization is very much linked to an eschatology that discloses
any kind of self-centeredness and self-righteousness in history. Salvation
is humanization where the new humanity in Jesus Christ is envisaged and
envisioned.
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Despite the criticisms against Thomas’ theology from Dalit theologians,
who highlight the ‘high caste’ social location of Thomas, M.M. Thomas,
as a liberation theologian, signifies himself in the theological process as
rejecting all kinds of epistemologies of domination, including caste and
patriarchy. Recalling the mission of the church Thomas notes:

The outcastes, the poor and the orphans saw Christian faith as the source
of a new humanizing influence and the foundation of a human community.
Where conversion was genuine, whether of individuals or of groups, the
converts saw Salvation in Christ not only in terms of individual salvation or
heaven after death, but also a spiritual source of a new community on earth
in which their human dignity and status were recognized.?’

On the demand for human dignity, equality, and freedom, no distinction
can be seen between Thomas and Dalit theologians, except in the ques-
tion of their respective ethnicities. The inclination towards the Hegelian
dialectics and the Western ideologies of secularism and humanism qualifies
Thomas as a true liberationist that keeps him close to the methodology of
the Dalit theologians in India. Methodologically speaking, in fact, there is
no distinction between Thomas’ theology of humanization and the con-
temporary Dalit theology in their notions of God, being, and the other.?°

Sathianathan Clarke, a prominent Dalit theologian in India, on the
other hand, concentrates on the liberation of Dalits in India as a theologi-
cal project.’! Following the liberationist paradigm, he renders the social
location of exclusion, marginality, and discrimination as the theologi-
cal site for God’s preferential option for the poor. In his comprehensive
monograph Dalits and Christianity: Subaltern Religion and Liberation
Theology in India, he offers a liberation theology of Dalits invoking Indian
Christian theology to validate and advocate the experience of marginaliza-
tion of Dalits in India. Moving beyond the ‘methodological exclusivism’
of Arvind P. Nirmal, Clarke explains the inclusive methodological matrix
of Dalit theology®?:

Deeply affected by the person of Jesus and passionately aligned with the work
of Christ, Christian Dalit theology is a specialized discipline. It documents
the reflections of liberation-identified Dalits and Dalit-identified liberation-
ists on the interlocking of divine and human matters that both generate
life now, and reimagines future life for communities pushed towards physi-
cal and economic death. Thus Dalit theology is founded on the ‘pathetic’
experience of specific Dalit communities, filtered through the inspirational
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person and work of Jesus Christ, and entwined into the lives of oppressed
peoples in India with the objective of funding and finding life in all its full-
ness for all human beings.®

Sathianathan Clarke’s Dalit theology finds liberation as the link that
binds all communities together in a common mission that benefits, first,
Dalits, and next, other subjugated communities, and eventually all human
beings as they seek to live together in security, justice, peace, and life in all
its plenitude.”* For him, as with any other liberation theology, an ongoing
dialectic between resistance and liberation is fundamental to Dalit theology.

Sathianathan Clarke alludes to a God who has been relocated from the
metaphysical riddles of reason into the broken bodies of Dalits. Unlike
the Brahmanic gods, Clarke argues for a just and passionate Dalit God
who has been revealed through Jesus Christ. He contends that Jesus as
co-sufferer with the afflicted becomes the model for human living as
ordained and acceptable to God.?® Clarke, in his excellent work, envisions
an interactive theology of God for Dalit Christian theology by creatively
interacting with Dalit religious and cultural resources that stem from their
pain-pathos and the Judeo-Christian conceptions of the identifying God
in history. It is out of his theological insight that he creates the slogan—
Jesus as the Dalit drum.?¢

Clarke, as in the case of Enrique Dussel, upholds the perception that
it is the ‘excluded one’ who determines the transcendence of the system
as it dismantles the system. Thus the ‘excluded one’ is nothing but the
‘transcendent Other.” According to this theology, the marginalized and
the oppressed Dalits signify God—the ‘wholly Other’. However, unlike
Dussel, who has been criticized for essentializing the category poor, Clarke
tends to define Dalit identity, or Dalit consciousness, beyond the question
of essentialism. He argues that it is not their ontological privilege that pro-
vides them centrality in the preferential option of God; rather, it is their
participatory knowledge in the struggles for justice, along with God in the
cooperative journey toward authentic and free life, which substantiates
God’s presence along with them. It is the participation in these struggles
for justice that offers an inclusive methodology for Dalit theology. Clarke
explains this convincingly:

For Dalits and Adivasis, just as for all human beings, God is known as the
source, sustainer and goal of life. Nevertheless, in an indirect way, because
it is primarily the oppressed and exploited (Dalits and Adivasis as the case in
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India suggest) that want to subvert the unjust and oppressive socio-economic
and religio-cultural structures, they will more likely join in the working of
God to bring about such a life of freedom and dignity for all, especially the
subaltern. So implicitly the participation in solidarity with God’s liberative
working is in a particular way more appealing and germane to the oppressed
and alienated. Within this logistic scheme the issue is not set up in a man-
ner whereby God is seen only on the side of Dalits and Adivasis’ rather, the
argument seems to hinge on the practical possibility that if knowledge of
God is conceived of in terms of participatory knowing through commitment
to God’s working in the world, then it is most plausible than the oppressed
and alienated will inevitably take the side of God.?”

Even though Clarke distinguishes himself from the other Dalit theo-
logians who define Dalit as an essentialized category, Clarke fails to fore-
ground it in a consistent theoretical framework. He makes use of the
Gramscian notion of subaltern to define a post-Dalit/post-Adivasi iden-
tity, but cannot escape a form of essentialism. Alluding to Gramsci, Clarke
defines subaltern in India as the people who hold an ‘anti-caste conscious-
ness.” This consciousness of subalternity is similar to class consciousness as
it was theorized by Gramsci. Clarke believes in the resistive and construc-
tive role of this ‘anti-caste consciousness’ among Dalits in their journey
toward self-respect and dignity. The problem with this notion of identity
consciousness is that it never de-others itself in the epistemological prac-
tices of caste. It is nothing but the reaffirmation of the caste positionality
of ‘dalitness” and assumes an opposite identity consciousness as a deriv-
ative of the caste other. Clarke does not compromise with the specific
experience of the marginalization of Dalits as a privileged location to gain
God’s favor. Though he denies the identitarian social location of Dalits as
essentialist, Clarke links God’s preference with Dalits’ social experience of
oppression and marginalization.

As in the humanization theology of Thomas, Clarke’s God is a ‘tran-
scendent Other’ who manifests himself in the struggles of justice and
freedom from outside or beyond. It is a ‘wholly Other’ God who comes
from beyond. As in the liberation theological paradigm, the poor and the
marginalized symbolize the Divine encounter in history. Here, God or the
‘transcendent Other’ is ontologically defined and metaphysically located.
According to Clarke, we are restricted to a particular understanding of
ourselves in relation to God. Transcendence or liberation is to come from
‘beyond.” Our experience with this God is quite transactional. It is in our
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participation in a liberative work that confirms the experience of God,
which is given to us as a reward.

As in the case of Thomas, Clarke offers Dalit theological anthropology
on the basis of the theological notion of imago dei. Human beings are
created by God in love and freedom. It is the sin of human beings who
created dalitness, oppression, and brokenness by ejecting God from the
world. By affirming the liberatory work of God in the world, Dalits rejects
the eternally enslaving systems like casteism. The healing of the self is
always connected to the healing of the other. It is here that Dalit theology
becomes paradigmatic for all liberation theologies that seek the fullness of
humanity. Clarke writes: ‘If pain-pathos can be the way to overcome suf-
fering and oppression, then Dalit theology may have the key to open new
doors of becoming human from the confines of our increasingly exploit-
ative and dehumanizing world.”3®

Following the liberation theological tradition, the God-world relation-
ship is symbolically connected and theologically argued in Clarke’s Dalit
theology. The God experience in Clarke is not relational or spontaneous,
but conditional and transcendental. The importance of theology in his
methodology is that it ensures participation in the experience of transcen-
dence by the participatory knowledge in the liberation action for justice
and equality. Here, in contrast to the Brahmanic theologies that deny tran-
scendence to Dalit bodies, Clarke’s Dalit theology, offers it to Dalit bodies
by the participatory knowledge of action for justice. Clarke’s Dalit theol-
ogy, as in the case of any other liberation theology, offers transcendence
to Dalit bodies from ‘beyond’ based on a Christian philosophy, which is
foregrounded in the Western notion of ‘wholly Other.” It is here where
contemporary Dalit theology has to find a theology of God, body, and the
other from its own epistemological discourses.

ABSENCE OF TRANSCENDENCE: DALIT EPISTEMOLOGY
AFTER CONTINENTAL PHILOSOPHY

The word ‘transcendence’ in Western thought is a controversial and over
determined one with a long history in both theology and philosophy. In its
general sense, transcendence signals ‘the beyond.” Immanence is assumed
as limited to within certain borders. It is limited within bodyliness or
worldliness. Christian theology, with the help of the ancient Western phil-
osophical traditions, tried to bridge transcendentalism and immanentism
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with the theistic notion of ‘rhetoric of ascent.” The Kantian and Hegelian
effort to go beyond transcendentalism ended up with the totalitarian One.
Kant offered a theory of immanence—experience of the phenomenal
world—that is not determined by a transcendent or external principles,
but is the product of reason’s own activity. Hegel, by pushing the Kantian
notion of immanence to the extreme, offered a Phenomenology of Spivit
through which reason attains a point of Absolute knowing of itself. The
post-transcendence philosophers, such as Deleuze, Irigaray, and Adorno,
while critiquing the Hegelian formulation of immanence as closed total-
ity, strive to render immanence as an open whole. It is open because it
is capable of self-transcendence or becoming. For them, immanence is a
space of difference and alterity rather than coherence and integrity. Patrice
Haynes’ evaluation is right about the post-transcendence philosophers:
‘by relocating transcendence to the plane of immanence, they hope to
develop a non-reductive materialism that does not lapse into a totalized,
logicized immanence.”®

Among the post-transcendentalists, Deleuze is known for his theory of
‘pure immanence.” According to Deleuze, transcendence that designates
the transcendent which lies beyond, outside or external to the world, is the
dominant concept in Western philosophy and theology.*® The political cor-
relate of this ‘transcendent’ is the Sovereign: the absolute legislator. Thus,
Deleuze constantly calls to ‘hunt down transcendence.” Deleuze upholds
the view that transcendence is a secondary and temporary phenomenon,
or effect, taking place purely within the plane of immanence. Rejecting the
Platonic notion of ‘One’ that falls in favor of transcendentalism, and the
Levinasian cry for the protection of transcendence, Deleuze proposes ‘the
plane of immanence’ as a ‘basin’ that can even receive eruptions of the tran-
scendent. ‘Pure immanence’ denies any effort to define matter or body or
being as inferior to any idea of transcendence or forms. Following Spinoza
and Nietzsche, Deleuze offers a theory of univocity that ultimately envisages
differences within being. Deleuze borrows the idea of ‘internal difference’
from Bergson, who created the concept to avoid the sense of negativity that
Hegel introduced into his metaphysical system by defining difference as an
exteriority. By thinking about difference as internal, Deleuze tries to unite
‘the One’ and ‘the Many’ in his thinking. Deleuze writes:

The essence of univocal Being is to include individuating differences, while
these differences do not have the same essence and do not change the essence
of Being....There are not two ‘paths’..., but a single ‘voice’ of Being which
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includes all its modes, including the most diverse, the most varied, the most
differentiated. Being is said in a single and same sense of everything of which
it is said, but that of which it is said differs: it is said of difference itself.*!

Alluding to Spinoza, Deleuze offers an idea of univocity that does not
order transcendence and immanence hierarchically. ‘Everything is in the
plane of immanence.” Here God doesn’t remain as a ‘transcendent Other’
to the creatures; rather, God expresses himself in all creatures internally.
According to Deleuze, God and creatures share an identity of form, ‘while
permitting no confusion of essence.”*? Being is equal for everything—
every being expresses the same amount of Being—but not everything is
equal. Deleuze defines Being as difference—a continuously differentiating
creative force. It is not denying God; rather, it is denying God as the ‘tran-
scendent Other’ who has no ontological relationship with the creatures.
In a nutshell, Deleuze proposes a notion of immanence that is a practi-
cal ‘way of life’ in which transcendence and immanence, the self and the
other, creator and the creatures are completely intertwined.

Another important theoretical position that affirms the non-dualist,
dialectical, and relational concept of transcendence and immanence in the
post-Continental philosophical tradition is Jean-Luc Nancy’s ‘transim-
manence.” Without embracing the ‘pure immanentalism,” Nancy offers a
counter position to transcendence. Nancy’s ‘transimmanence’ is neither
transcendental immanence nor immanental transcendence. It is an ‘open
immanence’ that does not fix any form of transcendence ‘outside,” and
it falls back on the ‘weight of the world.”*® Nancy explains it using the
example of art:

One could also put it this way: art is the transcendence of immanence as such,
the transcendence of an immanence that does not go outside itself in tran-
scending, which is not ex-static but ek-sistant. A transimmanence. Art exposes
this. Once again, it does not ‘represent’ this. Art is the ex-position. The tran-
simmanence, or patency, of the world takes place as art, as works of art.**

According to Nancy, art is an example of ‘transimmanence’ through
which it forms, forces, and creates its own comings, departures, cross-
ings, and expositions in the singular plural world. Just like art, the body
can have its own multiple ‘being-in-the world.” Nancy’s transimmanence
signifies the bodies, their masses, and their singular plural events that have
‘the absence of ground.”*® Thus ‘transimmanence’ displays a resisting or
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liberating quality. The ‘weight of the world’ of the ‘transimmanence’ sig-
nifies the weight of the sufferings of the world—the agonistic politics of
the world. Mark Lewis Taylor while signifying this concept of ‘transim-
manence’ for his theopolitical project expounds on it clearly:

It is the liberating opening and closing, and continual opening and reopen-
ing, of existence to itself, to and through its many singularities and plu-
ralities. Transimmanence is existence thus refusing to be locked in place,
‘locked down’ in systems that resist continual opening and reopening. It
is a kind of passing, a traversing of manifolds and relations of immanence,
which can be discerned especially along the boundaries marking agonistic
strife between the powers that seek to dispose of weaker peoples and those
peoples who resist being so disposed.*®

Taylor defines ‘transimmanence’ as a transitive process of creating
world, all against the worlding of the powerful, liberating the concen-
trated miseries of the ‘unrounded’ masses with all its dread, its fear, its
agony. For Taylor, ‘transimmanence’ signifies an ontological politics of
the “bare life” (Agamben). As in the case of Nancy, who refuses to reject
the role of transcendence, Ernesto Laclau advances his populist vision
of ‘failed transcendence,” which locates itself beyond the dialecticality of
transcendence and immanence. Laclau writes:

What we need, therefore, is a change of terrain. This change however,
cannot consist in a return to a fully-fledged transcendence. The social ter-
rain is structured, in my view, not as completely immanent or as the result
of some transcendent structure, but through what we could call failed
transcendence.*’

Spivak, in the same vein, tries to re-read the religious notion of tran-
scendence in terms of a materialist culture where the sacred is detran-
scendentalized and identity is non-essentialized. It is an invitation to a
‘mundane transcendence’ of the self.*® As postcolonial theologians argue,
through this notion, Spivak affirms the transcendentability of the poor.
However, the problem with Spivak is that when she tries to find out the
religious sources of this embodied mundane transcendence, as a typical
postcolonialist, she tends to depend upon the Hindu-Brahmanic reli-
gious cultural resources with which she is acquainted. This is evident in
the postcolonial reading of Spivak offered by Susan Abraham. According
to Abraham, Spivakian planetarity is consequently in a field of rhetori-
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cal play that includes religious and theological attempts to address the
relationship between transcendence and immanence, within the cultural
frame of Hindu Dvasta practices.* She argues that it is this Drasta mind-
set that helps us to remain free of the distortion of possessing the other,
knowing the other, naming the other, and avoiding museumizing the
other. Abraham clearly establishes Spivak’s inclination to the Dvaitic non-
dualistic twoness and her hesitation to accept the experience of singularity.
It is here that Dalit epistemology, as an indigenous knowledge system,
takes a turn from the Spivakian planetarity.

Loxarata/ CARVAKA: GROUNDING DALIT EPISTEMOLOGY
IN THE MATERIALIST PHILOSOPHICAL TRADITION

Marking its own philosophical ‘grounding’ on materialist thinking, Dalit
epistemology hardly exhibits its inclination to transcendence. Dalit episte-
mology, as a radical break from the early Indian philosophical traditions,
located itself in the ancient forms of ‘heterodox’ ( Nastika) philosophical
traditions, such as Jainism, Buddhism, and Carvaka philosophy. These
radical philosophical traditions emerged critiquing the ‘orthodox’ (Astika)
philosophical schools (darsanas) that rejected the material reality of the
world and body. Buddhism and Jainism rejected the ritualistic theology
and practices of the Brahmanic-Hinduism, which were meant for the pro-
pitiation of God. The Carvakas, otherwise known as Lokayata, on the
other hand, established the materialist philosophy, which rejected the very
notion of transcendence or God itself.*°

Carvaka philosophy, or Lokayata, is the most ancient school of mate-
rialist thought in India founded by Brihaspati. Etymologically the word
‘Lokayata’ means ‘dealing with the world.” It is said to be the materialist
philosophy of the common people. In contrast to the Vedic epistemology
and its transcendentalist philosophies of Advaita and Dvaita, Lokayata
philosophy upheld the view that there is no transcendence apart from the
material and no soul apart from body. Life originates from four elements:
earth, water, fire, and air. For Carvakas, life is being formed out of the
specific conjunction of the material objects. Contra to the Vedic theol-
ogy, the Carvakas held the view that self, or atman, means body and not
soul. D.P. Chattopadhyaya explains that according to Lokayata, the body
is made from a combination of material elements and, in them, conscious-
ness exists within the body.®! Just as intoxicating power emerges from
the ingredients of an alcoholic drink, so also the sense of the soul and



104 Y.T. VINAYARAJ

consciousness emerge within the body resulting from the combination
of material elements. There is a gradual material change to the forma-
tion of human beings. It is the material cause that arises according to the
laws of motion of nature, which determines the existence of everything.
Everything that is mental or spiritual is the product of a material process.
There is nothing outside of natural knowledge. The root of the world is
nothing but matter. The Body is nothing but material consisting of ele-
ments. After death, the body disintegrates to the elements and thus there
is no life after death. In his detailed analysis, Katti Padma Rao argues that
Carvaka materialist philosophy emerged as a sharp critique against the
Vedic epistemology that propagates vague ideals of transcendence and, in
turn, devalues materialistic thinking and discriminates against Dalit bodies
as untouchable.®

Following this materialistic philosophical tradition of non-
transcendence, Brahmanic-Hinduism had to face severe questions from
the Dalit social movements in the colonial modern period. The hegemonic
Brahmanic ritualistic theology was rejected and people like Jyotiba Phule,
who believed in the process of secularization in colonial modernity, cri-
tiqued the mockery of Vedic epistemology by creating contradicting phil-
osophical treatises like Advaita and Dyaita. Phule exposed the inability of
these philosophical traditions to interrogate the caste epistemology and
the practice of untouchability. The failure of colonial modernity and the
modern Nation-state to address the caste epistemology differently made
people like Babasaheb Ambedkar advocate for better legal protection
for the Dalits rather than the Brahmanic laws like Manusmriti. Gandhi
became the representational figure of this transcendentalist, nationalist,
Hindu-Brahmanic philosophical tradition in the discursive terrain of the
modern Indian Nation-state.

It was Dr. Ambedkar who envisaged a materialistic political philosophy
for Dalits in the modern period and encountered modernity differently.
Modernity is not negated in Ambedkar, rather contested and unsettled.
Ambedkar was the first Dalit philosopher who exposed the nexus between
the Brahmanic-Hindu philosophical tradition and the modern notion of
the Indian Nation-state. Ambedkar, on the other hand, found fecundity in
the ‘heterodox’ philosophical tradition and envisaged an ethico-political
engagement for democratizing the fledgling democracy in dialogue with
Buddhism and Marxism.??

Following Buddha, Ambedkar distinguished between religion and
Dhamma (morality). He held the view that religion is connected with
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revealing the beginning of things, or the origin of the world, whereas
Dhamma’s purpose is to reconstruct the world. Dhamma is founded on
morality. The main content of religion consists of God, soul, prayers, wor-
ship, rituals ceremonies, and sacrifices. For Ambedkar, transcendence is
foundational for religion whereas Dhamma is built on immanence. The
root of Dhamma is not rituals, but rather it is morality. According to
Ambedkar, morality enters into religion only when humans come into
relationship fellow human. Religion asks us to be moral because we are all
connected to God. Be good to your neighbor because we are children of
God. In religion, morality is just an attachment. For religion, morality is
casual and occasional, and thus it is a secondary thing. On the other hand,
Dhamma is nothing but morality. In Dhamma, morality takes the place of
God, although there is no God in Dhamma. Morality in Dhamma does
not need any divine sanction. It arises out of the human relationship for
liberty, freedom and justice.

Morality in Dhamma is considered sacred because it stands for the
protection of the weak. Survival of the weakest is the social impera-
tive behind morality. It is the morality, or the politics of the survival
of the weakest that determines the progress of the society. As in the
case of religion, Dhamma is not controlled by ceremonies, rituals and
liturgies, but rather is social morality that sustains the sacred society.
Dhamma is not just rhetorical, rather it is practical and thus internally
political.

Ambedkar’s definition of religion becomes significant in the post-
religious and post-secular context. In Ambedkar’s political thought, reli-
gion (Dhamma) is treated as a political philosophy through which the
binarism between the secular and the sacred is being denied and it is being
immanently connected to the political process of becoming. The reconfig-
uration of the subjectivities is inherently connected with the socio-political
and the material relations, which are founded on morality or Dhamma.
Dhamma as a political form of religion becomes significant in Ambedkar’s
thought through which it transgresses the limitations of both Marxism
and traditional Buddhism.

Ambedkar’s conversion to Buddhism is to seen as a hermeneutical
engagement to counter modernity in a symbolic way. It is to be read as
a hermeneutical engagement to counter modernity in a symbolic way. It
was a political and epistemological act to redefine Dalit life in the modern
period based on a non-transcendentalized political philosophy and theol-
ogy.>* The answer to the query, why didn’t Christianity become an option
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for Ambedkar is his inhibition towards a transcendentalized theology that
separates secularity as its other.>®

Dalit epistemology grounded in the Carvaka/Lokayata materialist
philosophy becomes a political philosophy in the post-Ambedkar period.
Dalits in this new period try to define their social agency and status by
searching for new socio-political and symbolic capitals, which in turn help
them to reimagine themselves as a political community. The neo-liberal
world has necessitated the need of new capitals through which social
agency is being determined. Dalits cannot be blind to these new situa-
tions and must search for new capitals in order to re-locate themselves
in the neo-liberal context. This is happening today as Dalits’ struggle for
land, right to education, and political agency. While referring to the ongo-
ing Dalit land struggles in India, Sunny Kapikadu, a Dalit activist says,
‘these are not just struggles for some raw materials rather they are the new
searches for new social capitals which in turn make us active social agents
of a democratic civil society.”*® Here, Dalit epistemology relocates itself in
a postmodern /postcolonial theoretical context and redefines its religiosity
in terms of its political philosophy.

TowarD A DALIT THEOLOGY OF DE-OTHERING GOD

The question, then, is based on the non-transcendentalist philosophy of
Carvaka/ Lokayata: what would be the Dalit theology of God in the con-
temporary postmodern /postcolonial epistemological context? Here, Dalit
theology has to be a theology of a de-othering God. The Dalit theology
of de-othering God neither negates God, as in atheism, nor affirms God,
as in theism; rather it redefines God as an imminent political experience
of becoming. Richard Kearney calls it Anatheism. For Kearney, Anatheism
is a ‘third way’ of experiencing God in between ‘dogmatic theism’ and
‘militant atheism’.®” In the same vein, the Dalit theology of de-othering
God offers us a non-‘transcendent Other’ God who is an enmattered
God. Here, God has to deny its transcendentalism and become part of
immanence, which is internally open and multiple. The Dalit theology of
a de-othering God, or an immanent God wants to avoid the seduction of
power, hierarchy, and representation. Unlike the transcendent theology,
it envisages an embodied God who is intrinsically connected to matter. It
is an enmattered God in which the becoming of being, or the body, is
envisaged within, not in terms of the dialectics between self and the other.
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It is an enwombed God out of whom the fluidity of life flows out. It is
an experience of chaosmos, within which an internal evolution of creation
is possible. It is here where the dichotomy between transcendence and
immanence is being denied and tangled towards a ‘univocity’ of open-
materialism or ‘pure immanence.’®®

Though he calls Lokayata an extremist philosophical position, Arvind
P. Nirmal, the pioneer of Dalit theology, affirms that Lokayata takes the
empirical world seriously. Unlike the ‘orthodox philosophical schools’
that deny the world, matter and body, Lokayata signifies the materiality of
body—the human life on earth. Nirmal even proposes this materialist phi-
losophy as the new turn in Indian Christian Theology.*® Nirmal explains:

Lokayata is a part of the Indian tradition—a forgotten part, perhaps, ‘indis-
tinct” lines of a picture, perhaps, but it belongs to the Indian tradition. It
is forgotten only as a philosophical system, but its assumptions and empha-
ses are living. It needs to be brought to memory more consciously. The
secular India today is a developing nation, a nation struggling to overcome
the problems of poverty, religious superstition, social caste-structure and so
on. For development and progress it needs to understand material values.
Its dominating ‘spirituality’ cannot provide an adequate philosophical and
theological basis for such a quest. Where can it turn for such a base? Should
it be drawn into the circle of ‘Messianic faiths’ as Thomas suggests...I would
like to suggest that Christian apologetic in India points to the contemporary
situation and also to the now forgotten Lokayata and hope that a ‘switch’
will occur.®?

Though this was suggested by Nirmal in the beginnings of the 1990s,
this challenge still haunts Indian Christian Theology. The Materialism of
the Lokayata is not a closed materialism; rather it is open. The materiality
of the body is not an end in itself, rather, it is open to its own eternity. As
Achille Mbembe writes, the ‘thingness’ of the body is not enclosed within
it, rather, the poetical dimension of the ‘thingness’ is ‘clothed in appear-
ance’.%! According to the Dalit epistemology, the cternity or the divinity
is not an external ‘anubhava’(experience) for the Dalit body. Dalit episte-
mology and its religious and cultural semiotics and semantics alludes to
the internal divinity of the Dalit body.

Out of the Dalit materialistic epistemology and philosophy, this study
proposes three dimensions of the Dalit theology of de-othering God: An
embodied God, immanent God and Multi-God.
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Dalit God as the Embodied God

The Dalit body affirms its internal transcendentability of the materiality
of the body. It does not have any notion of ‘transcendent beyond,” or
‘exteriority,” or ‘transcendent Otherness’. The internal transcendentability
of the Dalit body is theoretically foregrounded on the Carvaka/ Lokayata
philosophy of open materialism. Alluding to the Butlerian term—*spectral
subjectivity,” the Dalit body signifies a political ontology of resistance.®? As
in the Agamben’s notion of ‘bare life,” Butler talks about the spectrality of
humanness through which the ‘excluded others’ envisage counter practices
of transformation. The Dalit body is not just a static thing; rather, it is ever
changing subjectivity in the historical process of its political becoming.

The Dalit body as a political subjectivity denies the scars of its ontologi-
cal discrimination, traces of epistemological violation, and the stigmas of
its theological violence. This ‘agonistic politics’ of the Dalit body always
keeps it vibrant, untamable, altering, and uncanny. The historicity of the
caste experience, embodied in the Dalit bodies, becomes the haunting
memories of transformation in the current situations. The past is not a
fixed reality, rather, it is yet to be realized. Memories are not the baggage of
the past: on the contrary, they are the ingredients of the unrealized future.
Hope is not in terms of zelos, but in terms of the current experiences of
living and resisting. In Derridean terms, Dalit Theology is a ‘Hauntology’
as it is haunted by the memories of rejection, oppression, and the historical
experiences of resistance.®® This notion of hauntology helps Dalit theology
move beyond its own fixed ‘ethos’ or ‘pathos’ that makes the Dalit body a
‘self-enclosed’ subjectivity, or just matter. Hauntology envisages the Dalit
body as flesh, which has the inherent possibility of political becoming.
This political becoming invokes responsibility, commitment, and indebt-
edness to justice and freedom that constitute its own transcendence—the
‘glory’ of God. It is a haunting experience of the ‘Holy Ghost,” who is
nothing but an embodied God and an enmattered God.

Dalit God as the Immanent God

By denying the caste epistemology of ontological discrimination of human
bodies, Dalit Theology advocates the sacrality of the material Dalit body.
Departing from the sacramental theology of modern Western Christian
theology, which offered sanctification of the materiality through ritualistic
practices, Dalit theology celebrates the embodied sacredness of materiality
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or secularity. It denies the liturgical theology’s emphasis to invoke the God
of transcendence to come from above and to transform the ‘sinful” materi-
ality. Rather, it is to feel it by reliving the experience of ‘transimmanence.’
Zizekian Christology culminates in that idea, which is well-expressed in
these words: ‘what happened in the case of Christ [in incarnation] is that
God himself, the creator of our entire universe, was walking around as
a common individual.’®* In Christ we see a human being who success-
fully embodies the Divine flesh. In a nutshell, the Dalit theology of an
immanent God envisages a ‘God after God’ as it denies the Christian
philosophical discourse of the ‘rhetorics of descent and ascent.” The Dalit
immanent God theology does not negate God, but negates the Western
notion of the ‘transcendent Other.” The God of immanence in Dalit theol-
ogy rejects any kind of notion of beyondness, or othering, and at the same
time it denies any notion of an enclosed materialism. As in the case of
Deleuzian chaosmos, the Dalit theology of an immanent God is located in
the ‘univocity’ of life that is differentiated and politically becoming within
it. Catherine Malabou’s concept of plasticity is clearly connected to this
understanding of the Dalit immanent God.®® According to Malabou, plas-
ticity refers to the shaping, folding, and even explosiveness of form; our
forms of thought; our situations; and even our brains. He contends that
our concepts and our bodies are marked by polyvalent plasticity, and we
possess opportunities for experimental modes of thinking and living dem-
ocratically. The Dalit theology of an immanent God invokes new political
practices of Dalit spectral subjectivity and becoming.

Dalit God as the Multi-God

The word ‘multi-God’ is being coined in connection with the concepts
of ‘theoplicity’ and ‘multiplicity’. According to Laurel Schneider and
Catherine Keller, ‘theoplicity’ signifies the multiplicity of God.%® The
‘multiplicity’ of the divine flesh doesn’t fix a ‘transcendent Other.” Contra
to all theistic and monotheistic epistemologies/theologies, which try to
fix a ‘unitary-ritualistic-Other” or Omni-God as the backdrop to the hori-
zon and try to legitimize the graded inequality of intra-human relation-
ships, the Dalit theology of an immanent God is inherently an experience
of multiplicity. The theology of ‘multi-God,” which goes beyond theism,
atheism, monotheism, and polytheism signifies the indigenous religious
and cultural traditions that provide fecundity for multiple experiences of
divinity within the materiality.
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The theology of multi-God helps us to reimagine a God of ‘many-
ness.” The desire for ‘One God’ has always been political and totalitarian.
The logic of One tries to accommodate the ‘other’ into the same and
thus the ‘other’ becomes the extension of the ‘same.” It was this ‘One
God’ through whom the modern Western missionary movement located
its ‘missiological others’ at the soteriological end of its unitarian mission
programs. In the theology of multi-God, Dalits are no more the ‘missio-
logical others’; rather, they affirm themselves as the agents of transforma-
tion of the whole world through their ‘agonistic politics’ and ‘immanent
theology’. The Dalit body is a tortured body, at the same time, as Achille
Mbembe recalls, the pocticality of the ‘thingness’ is still embodied in it.”
Multi-God promotes multiple ‘spectral practices’ of ‘touching each other,
the touch of their breaking down, and into, cach other.”®®

Darrr THEOLOGY As A RapicaL Povrticar THEOLOGY
OF IMMANENCE

Departing from the Christian philosophical traditions, Dalit theology
becomes a radical political theology of immanence—a theology that is free
from the logic of transcendentalism. Christian philosophy and Theology,
as a Eurocentric philosophical enterprise, faces challenges from the Dalit
immanent theology based on its postcolonial and materialist epistemo-
logical imaginations. At the same time, it differentiates itself from the
typical postcolonial theologies that tend to valorize the anti-imperialist,
anti-colonial, nationalist knowledge systems and religious and cultural
identities as we see in the case of Spivak. Postmodern theologies, since
they are hyper transcendentalist in content, seem impotent in the Indian
epistemological and political situation. Dalit epistemology, based on its
materialist philosophy, in fact, overcomes the deconstructive dialectics
between transcendence and immanence and proposes a radical political
ontology of resistance.

Unlike the post-transcendentalists of the Continental philosophy who
still remain tied up with the question of presence and absence of transcen-
dence, the Dalit theology of immanence locates itselfin a non-transcendent
epistemological position. Envisaging an embodied God /enmattered God,
the Dalit theology of immanence signifies a materialist theology that
destabilizes Western eco-theology. Eco-theology still remains a theol-
ogy of the ‘transcendent Other.” Dalit theology, as a materialist theology,
locates itself in the enmattered divinity, which is internally relational, mul-
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tiple, and differentiated. By rejecting the anthropomorphism of God and
the theomorphism of human, the Dalit theology of immanence proposes
a theology of earth living where God, body, and earth are internally con-
nected. It is not the incarnation, but the ‘inter-carnation’ that becomes
important for the Dalit theology of immanence. In this understanding
flesh is inherently divine, which is potential for its becoming and belong-
ing. Casting divinity as a multiple experience, the Dalit theology of imma-
nence legitimizes its indigenous religious and cultural heritage. By going
beyond the ‘postcolonial methodologies’ that sometimes romanticize
indegeneity, the Dalit theology of immanence ofters the theopolitic of the
‘revivifying practices’ in order to reimagine Dalit subjectivity and agency
in the contemporary political context of violence and violations. The Dalit
theology of immanence as a radical materialist theology finds its relevance
in the contemporary land struggles of Dalits through which Dalits engage
with the political process of democratizing Democracy.

Dalit theology after the Continental philosophy signifies at least three
specific turns in (Indian) Christian theology:

(1) An immanent theological turn: After Continental philosophy, Dalit
theology invokes an immanentization of Indian Christian theology. It is
a theology that breaks down the mechanisms of transcendentalism. It is
a theology that denies the hierarchical ontology even in the case of God.
It is a theology of de-othered God. For the immanent theology, God
is not a ‘transcendent Other’ but integrally related to our flesh. Unlike
the liberation theologies that tried to bridge the gap between transcen-
dence and immanence, the Dalit theology of an immanent God signifies
the open-materialism, which is internally becoming and differentiating.
Dalit body, for this theology of immanence is a political category through
which Dalits reimagine their social body and political agency. God, for this
immanentist Dalit theology, is nothing but an experience of relationality,
plasticity, and fluidity.

(2) A theopolitical turn: Dalit immanent theology invokes a theopolitical
turn through which the theology becomes political and politics becomes
theological. Theology here takes a postcolonial turn and tries to listen
to the silences of the subaltern. To listen to the silences, theology has
to go through teleopoiesis and training in the counter imagination and
become non-theology in order to deconstruct its proclaimed mission to
the silenced people in history. Unlike the political theologies that invoke
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critical engagement with unjust social systems and seek ‘progressive’
democracy based on the modern logic of humanism and essentialism, the
theopolitical turn envisages new political practices of being, becoming
and belonging in the contemporary post-identitarian context. As Giorgio
Agamben contends, Christian theology is to de-energize its inherent poli-
tics of sovereignty, before it theologizes the current political process.®’
The notion of a sovereign God has been the legitimizing point for all the
hegemonic institutions and practices. For the Dalit radical political theol-
ogy of immanence, the cross becomes the fulcrum of politics through
which it envisages a weak God.

(3) A Polydoxical turn: Keller and Schneider who propose the term—
polydoxy—argue that Christian theology signifies its multiple origins in
the polydoxical turn.”® Thus the polydoxical turn provokes theology to
be interdisciplinary and inter religious. For Theology, it is an invitation to
encounter, articulate, embody, and contest the multiple varieties of doxa,
opinion, heritage, tradition, and liturgy. It is here that Dalit immanent
theology becomes a common platform for all Dalits and all other mar-
ginalized communities, irrespective of their religiosity and traditions, to
resist against all totalitarian knowledges and practices. It is the anatheist
point where the so-called theists and atheists sit together, dream together,
and do theology and politics together. Religion, in this polydoxical turn,
becomes ‘religion without religion” and it is the moment when Christianity
is provoked to be a kenotic Christianity. It is the polydox moment for the
Christian Church to deny the fixity of its dogmatics, and the idolatry of
the traditions. For the Church, it is an invitation to validate the multiplic-
ity of our being, becoming, and belonging in this pluriversity.

CONCLUSION

The Dalit theology of God, as it emerges out of the materialist philoso-
phy of non-transcendence, envisages a theology of a de-othering God.
The absence of the notion of transcendence or beyond absolutely avoids
the Continental philosophical baggage for Dalit theology and provides
a strong epistemological location in indigenous knowledges and politi-
cal practices of becoming. Caste, as the hierarchical knowledge system
and practice, legitimates the othering of Dalit bodies on the basis of the
notion of transcendence. The Dalit body does not remain as non-tran-
scendent and thus is not waiting for redemption from outside itself. The
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Dalit body is part of the flesh of God, which is the fluidity of life embodied
in it. The God of Dalit theology is an enmattered God. The Dalit body as
‘spectral subjectivity’ is reimagined here as the critical space of resistance
and hope. The Dalit body is not merely the tool of identitarian politics,
rather, it is the ‘tool to come’ for an im/possible politics of a weak God
and weak people. This im /possible politics reimagines counter democracy
and social practices. Here, theology becomes immanentized, theopolitic
and polydoxical.
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CHAPTER 6

Conclusion

Abstract Vinayaraj argues that Dalit theology, as it denies the transcen-
dentalist baggage of Christian philosophy and Theology is an immanent
theology. Dalit immanent theology signifies the postcolonial phase of
Christian theology through which it goes through teleopoiesis and train-
ing in the counter imagination (Spivak) to listen to the silences of the
subaltern in the “Third World.” According to this study, Dalit immanent
theology invokes three specific turns in Indian Christian theology and
philosophy, viz.: (1) An immanent turn; (2) A theopolitical turn; (3) A
Polydoxical turn. It is in this theological context that Dalit immanent the-
ology provokes the Christian Church to turn to the relationality, plasticity,
and the multiplicity of life.

Keywords De-othering God ¢ Enmattered God ® Enwombed God e
Multi-God e Immanent turn ® Theopolitical turn ® Polydoxical turn

Modern metaphysics and ontology denied the difference and the alterity
of the other. The other in modern Western philosophy was considered
as a derivative of the Being/God. The being in Continental philosophy,
has always been the European self. The postmodern turn in Continental
philosophy as we call it ‘the theological turn,” especially the phenomeno-
logical and deconstructive streams that came up with the notion of the
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‘transcendent Other,’ criticized the modern metaphysics of God for not
being transcendent enough. They offered a notion of the constitutive
otherness of God and the other, which eludes us with their incompre-
hensiveness and contingency. The intention was to re-locate God and the
human other in a post-metaphysical and de-ontological epistemological
context. Of course, it was an attempt to make God possible in the context of
the Nietzschean theory of the death of God and envisage a ‘postmodern
God’—the ‘God after the death of God.’

However, the postmodern God—the ‘transcendent Other’—locates
itself in the philosophical position of ‘hyper transcendence’. The philoso-
phers of ‘hyper transcendence’: Levinas, Derrida, and Marion, failed to
attend to the socio-political situations of the ‘other others’ of the ‘Rest’
of the world. The undecidability and the contingency of the Derridean
God seem to be apolitical in concrete situations of violence, violation, and
discrimination. The failure to conceive a ‘concrete other,” which is more
apparent in the case of Palestinians living under occupation, makes Levinas
insufficient in the post-Continental political context. Marion’s ‘saturated
other’ effects no ‘bedazzlement’ in the context of Necropolitics. Achille
Mbembe replaces the Foucauldian ‘bio-politics” with his new term necrop-
olitics in order to signify the political imperative to attend to the ‘material
destruction of the human bodies and populations’ in the contemporary
political context. The post-Continental philosophies envisaged a political
turn that happens in the ‘plane of immanence.’

The post-Continental philosophers argue that the ‘transcendentalism’
of Continental philosophy is apolitical in concrete situations of violence,
violation, and discrimination in the ‘other worlds.” Taking her cue from
the post-Continental philosophical tradition, Spivak envisages a ‘postcolo-
nial turn,” which is a turn towards a political materialism. By problematiz-
ing the question of representation, especially representing the rhetorical
space of the subordinated other, Spivakian postcolonial deconstructive
(feminist) epistemology attends to the difference and alterity of the sub-
altern voice, which is im/possible for any kind of colonial program of
‘worlding’ and ‘othering.’

The most significant contribution of Spivakian epistemology is that
it invites all colonial discourses, whether cultural, political, economic,
historiographical, feminist or theological, to deconstruct the assumed
positionalities and to stop locating ‘the other’ from their own privileged
subjectivities. The Western academia that homogenizes and essentializes
its colonized others is invited to learn to learn from the subordinated



CONCLUSION 123

other in order to reimagine their own otherness. In other words, the
subordinated other—the non-essentialized, engendered, and non-fixed
rhetorical (non)space interrogates any kind of representations of subor-
dination and marginalization. The Spivakian notion of planetarity fur-
ther legitimizes the process of the uncloseting of subjectivity, otherness
and transcendence.

The Spivakian notion of the detranscendelized sacred signals a de-
ontological notion of divinity as it overcomes the onto-theological
constraints to conceiving God as she/be/it. The body, conceived as meta-
psychological where we feel and live in a radical alterity, and the notion of a
‘deconstructive embrace’ of planetary love, point towards a post-humanist
deconstructive philosophy and theology. Learning to learn from below re-
positions ourselves and invites us to live with ethical responsibility where
our ethics, theology, and politics interface and interrogate each other. The
significant contribution of Spivak to theory, philosophy and theology is
that it unties the notions of God, self, and other from its rigid locations of
certainties and enclosures, and exhorts us to listen to the silence through
which the ‘subordinated others’ speak or unspeak. Thus, Spivakian ‘sub-
ordinated other’ offers a theology of ‘immanent Divine’ through which
the dichotomy between transcendence and immanence and the dialec-
ticality between the self and the other is denied. Contrary to the ‘hyper
transcendentalist’ philosophies of the Continental tradition, the Spivakian
‘subordinated other’ signifies a theology of God and the other which is
‘transimmanent’ and non-dualistic.

The Spivakian ‘subordinated other’ signifies a counter pedagogy
through which the relationship between teacher and student, educa-
tor and educated, and the intellectual and the subaltern is reconfigured
and reimagined. This counter pedagogy is training in the imagination by
which the rural poor are invited to recognize the power structure impli-
cated in a social democracy that prevents them from effective participation
in the political process. At the same time, it invites human right workers
and social justice activists to recognize the inability of civil rights to reach
the subalterns and to realize the ‘subordinate cultures of responsibility’
toward the subalterns. This is the politics of ‘deconstructive embrace’ and
the epistemology of ‘planetary love.” The ontology is located here in the
political practices of love in which God is detranscendelized and the other
is de-othered.

Engaging with Spivak, Mayra Rivera offers a postcolonial theology
of God in the Latin American context.! In critique of the ‘transcendent
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Other,” Rivera offers a postcolonial theology of ‘relational transcendence.’?
Rivera places the question of transcendence in the multiplicity of relations.
For her, it is in the flesh of relations that transcendence happens. Denying
the transcendentalism of Continental philosophy, Catherine Keller argues
that ‘hyper transcendentalism’ inherits a ‘closed transcendence’ and a
‘static immanence.” On the contrary, Keller proposes a notion of tran-
scendence that immanates itself and an immanence that transcends itself.?

Wonhee Anne Joh tries to theologize the Korean concept of jeong in
order to signify the Spivakian notion of planetary love that dismantles
the dichotomy between the self and the other and offers a postcolonial
theological anthropology of mutuality and difference. According to Joh,
Jeonyy is a counter practice of love that affirms justice and equality in social
life. In critique of the Western notion of transcendence, Kwok Pui-lan
describes the theology of ‘correlative immanence.” Pui-lan focuses on
non-European cosmologies in order to substantiate her notion of radical
transcendence in which the God incarnate shares the same stuff with the
other creatures.

In his interaction with Spivak and postcolonial theology, Vitor Westhelle
connects a theology of creation with the struggles of the landless people in
Latin America. The question of place and no-place in this creation theol-
ogy offers postcolonial theology a post-ecotheological face as it addresses
the struggles of landless people in the postcolonial world. In the same
vein, Whitney Bauman arrives at a theology of creatio continua in con-
trast to creatio ex nihilo. According to Bauman, the Western theology of
creatio ex nibilo politically legitimized the colonization of the land and
people. Signifying Spivakian planetarity, Bauman affirms that his postco-
lonial theology of creatio continua invites all to have a counter vision of
God-earth-human, which opens to a kind of responsibility and newness in
relationship.

However, the Spivakian inclination towards the non-dualistic Hindu
philosophies like Advaita and Dvaita, and the subsequent neglect of
materialistic philosophies in India complicates her interaction with inde-
geneity. The indigenous theoreticians like Robert Warrior, a Native
American theologian, argue that Spivak is more concerned about the
receptivity of the subaltern voice among intellectuals rather than attend-
ing to re-presentations of subaltern dances, if not speeches. The Spivakian
emphasis on the de-essentialization of subalternity needed to interface
with this indegeneity as it is proposed by the indigenous theoreticians
and theologians. In order to intersect subalternity and indegeneity, this
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dissertation brought Dalit epistemology and theology into the discussion
of God and the other.

Dalit theology, as it attends to the question of the transcendence of
the Dalit body has been located in between the transcendentalist Western
theology of God and the non-transcendent materialist philosophies in
India. Following Liberation theology’s methodology and epistemology,
Dalit theologians alluded to the notions of a ‘transcendent God’ and ‘the
excluded other’. This transcendent God, who incarnates into the histori-
cal situations of oppression, offered salvation to the ‘excluded other.” It is
the ‘excluded’ positionality that signifies the ‘beyondness’ of God. Dalit
bodies are offered transcendence through the sacramental theologies of
the Western transcendentalist theology, and this was followed by Dalit
theology in the modern period. The dilemma in the Dalit epistemology
is that the materialist philosophical traditions like Lokayata that denied
any notion of transcendence do not sanction any kind of salvation of
Dalit bodies from beyond the materiality of Dalit bodies. Addressing this
dilemma, this volume ofters a Dalit theology of an immanent God—a God
free of transcendence.

Lokayata proposes a materialistic philosophy, as in the case of Deleuzian
chaosmos, which is internally becoming and transforming. It is a counter
logic of ‘univocity’ that is open-ended and internally differentiated. It is
not a totalitarian Oneness, but it is located in multiplicity, plasticity, and
elasticity. The Dalit theology of God, based on the materialistic philoso-
phy of Lokayata, is turned towards ‘the plane of immanence’ which is non-
transcendentalist and political in content. Following the post-Continental
philosophical position, the Dalit theology of a de-othering God affirms
the poetics and the politics of the Dalit body as it is opened to its own
becoming and transforming. The God of Dalit theology, after Continental
philosophy, has to be an enmattered, enwombed God, and a multi-God.
The Dalit body is reimagined after the Continental philosophy as the
spectral subjectivity through which it performs the spectral practices of
resistance and hope. The politics of the materiality of the Dalit body envis-
ages new political practices of being, becoming and belonging. It is this
political becoming of the Dalit body that determines Dalit philosophy and
religion in this postmodern/postcolonial epistemological context.

Dalit theology, as it denies the transcendentalist baggage of Christian
philosophy and Theology, becomes an immanent theology. Dalit imma-
nent theology signifies the postcolonial phase of Christian theology
through which it goes through teleopoiesis and training in the counter
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imaygination to listen to the silences of the subaltern. In this phase, Dalit
immanent theology invokes three specific turns in Indian Christian theol-
ogy and philosophy, viz.: (1) An immanent turn; (2) A theopolitical turn;
(3) A Polydoxical turn. It is in this theological context that Dalit imma-
nent theology provokes the Christian Church to turn to the relationality,
plasticity, and the multiplicity of life. It is there, the Church becomes ‘a
coming community’ and its liturgy becomes political.

NOTES

1. Enrique Dussel, “The World-system’: Europe as ‘Center’ and Its
‘Periphery’ Beyond Euro centrism,” in Beyond Philosophy: Ethics, History,
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Rowman& Littlefield Publishers, 2003).

2. Mayra Rivera, The Touch of Transcendence: A Postcolonial Theology of God
(Louisville, London: Westminster John Knox Press, 2007).

3. Catherine Keller, “Rumors of Transcendence: The Movement, State, and
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